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THE CONFERENCE FOR THE LIMITATION 
OF THE· 

MANUFACTURE OF NARCOTIC DRUGS. 

Ob jecl of the Conference. 

The Conference for the Limitation of the Manufacture of 
Narcotic Drugs has been convened to meet at Geneva on may 
27th, 1931. The object of the Conference is to embody in an 
int«rnational Convention a practicable scheme' whereby the 
manufacture of narcotic drugs may be limited to the medical and 
scientillc needs of the world. It is the conviction of many of 
those who have for the last ten years been working on behalf 
of the League for the suppression or the Illicit traffic in narcotics 
that,:so long as more·of these substances are manufactured than 
are. required tor legitimate purposes, there is a danger of the 
surplus finding its way into the illicit traffic, while even those who 
do not hold this view nevertheless realise that an agreed scheme 
for the limitation of manufacture will materially strengthen the 
measures of repression which have already been taken under the 
Hague and Geneva Opium Conventions. 

The Hague Convention of 1912 and the Indirect Method of Limitation. , 
The idea of limiting manufacture and thus cutting off supplies 

at the source is as old as the opium question itself and was intro
duced into the Hague Convention of 1912. Under Article 9 orthat 
Convention, the contracting parties undertook to introduce laws 
and regulations with a view to limiting the manufacture, sale and 
use of morphine, cocaine and their respective salts to medical 
and legitimate needs. The method of limitation embodied In 

'• the Hague Convention consisted in restricting the manufacture 
or narcotics to persons and firms duly licensed for the purpose and 
requiring them to keep a register of the quantities which they 
manufactured, imported, sold, exported or otherwise distributed. 
This has come to be described as the indirect, in contrast with the 
direct, method of limitation. 

S.d. N. 1.000 (F.) 1000 (A.) 4/31. + 500 (A.) 5/31. Imp. Granchamp. 
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Preparations for the Second Opium Conference of 1924-25. 

The question of the direct limitation of manufacture inevitably 
assumed considerable importance in the preparatory work which 
preceded the second Opium Conference, which met at Geneva in 
November 1924.• It was the task of the Conference, as fixed · 
by a resolution of the Assembly, to consider the measures which 
might be taken to carry out the Hague Convention of 1912 with 
regard te (1) a limitation of the amounts of morphine, heroin or 
cocaine and their respective salts to be manufactured ; (2) a 
limitation of the amounts of raw opium and the coca leaf to be 
imported for that or for other medicinal and scientific purposes ; 
(3) a limitation of the production of raw opium and the coca 
leaf for export to the amount required for legitimate use. The 
Preparatory Committee to which the preliminary work was 
entrusted consisted of six members, including a representative 
of the United States and two European assessors, and its discussions 
turned mainly upon the question to what extent and by what 
means the production of the raw materials from which narcotics 
were manufactured and the manufacture of the drugs themselves 
might be limited to the legitimate requirements or the world. 
The States Members of the League had previously been invited 
to prepare an estimate of the total annual requirements of their 
territories for medicinal, scientific and other uses, and the question 
of the amount of drugs legitimately needed had been concurrently 
examined by a Mixed Committee consisting of members of the 
Advisory Committee on the Traffic in Opium and the Health 
Committee of the League. As the result of these estimates and 
enquiries, the Advisory Committee had been able to declare with 
authority that the information available concerning the manufac
ture of drugs appeared to render possible a rough estimate of the 
requirements of the world and that the time had now come when 
the Governments of the producing countries might approach 
each other with a view to a general understanding. 

1 There were t.,.;o .Opium Conferences in 1924-25. The first Opium 
Conference was a meetmg or the Powers with territories in the Far East. 
It drafted an agreement lor the control and gradual suppression or opium
smoking. 
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The Five Proposals of 1924. 

Five proposals, three of them in the form of draft agreements, 
were put forward by the delegates on the Preparatory Committee. 
The scheme submitted by the Netherlands delegate aimed at a 
progressive limitation of the production of coca leaves, entailing 
as a consequence an indirect limitation of the manufacture of 
cocaine. The British delegate, on the other hand, submitted a 
draft Convention which provided for a direct limitation of the 
manufacture of cocaine, declaring at the same time that a draft 
Convention in similar terms and subject to necessary adjustments 
might be applied to the manufacture of morphine and heroin 
and to the production of raw opium. A third scheme, based on 
similar principles, was submitted by the United States delegate ; 
it provided for a limitation of the production of raw materials 
and of the manufacture from them of narcotic drugs. The two 
remaining schemes, submitted respectively by the French delegate 
and the French assessor on the Committee, were based on the 
assumption that a direct limitation of production and manufacture 
was for the moment impracticable. They aimed at achieving 
the desired result indirectly by means of a strict national and 
international control of persons, buildings and materials. 

Direct Limitation and the System of Quotas. 

All five schemes were subject to considerable criticism. It 
was objected, for example, to the Netherlands scheme that it 
made no attempt to limit the output of cocaine to the amount 
required for medical and scientific purposes. It was urged, 
moreover, by the advocates of direct limitation that it was easier 
to control the manufacture of the drugs than the production of 
the raw material. The scheme submitted by the British delegate 
contained most of the essential features of the draft Convention 
which, with other material, will be submitted to the Limitation 
Conference in May. It provided for the restriction of the manufac
ture of cocaine to a definite average quantity yearly, to be based 
on estimates furnished by the States themselves of their annual 
medical and scientific requirements or, in the absence of such 
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estimates to be assessed by the League, while each of the 
manufact~ring countries was to be assigned a quota of the total 
average quantity of the drugs to be manufactured. This was, 
in fact, the first appearance of the system of quotas round which 
so much of the later discussions were to turn. The scheme was 
criticised on the general ground that it was too complicated ; 
that it would be difficult in practice to fix the estimates or allot 
the quotas ; and that it would create in favour of certain countries 
a monopoly in the production and sale of the raw material and 
the manufacture of the drug. 

The United Slates Proposal. 

The scheme presented by the American delegate was substan
tially similar to the British scheme and encountered much the 
same objections. It provided that the production of opium and 
coca leaves should be confined to the States already producing . 
them and that the import of raw materials for the manufacture 
of narcotic drugs should be limited to the States already manu
facturing them. These would alone be authorised to manufacture 
the drugs for export. Any modifications which might be necessary 
in the amounts of raw materials or drugs allotted to the manufac
turing or producing States were to be regulated and adjusted by 
an international board. 

The French Proposals. 

It was objected to the schemes submitted by the French 
delegate and the French assessor on the Committee that they 
ignored the object of the second Opium Conference, which was 
to consider the possibility of limiting the manufacture of drugs 
to definite amounts corresponding to legitimate requirements and 
that they merely aimed at improving the provisions of the Hague 
Convention. It was further represented that both these schemes 
would necessitate a revision in many countries of the existing 
measures of internal control. 
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Direct Limitation Abandoned. 

The Preparatory Committee was unable to present a general 
plan of limitation for the consideration of tho second Opium 
Conference of 1924, but its discussions revealed the principal 
currents of opinion which, during the years that followed, were to 
determine the general conduct of the campaign against the illicit 
traffic. They showed, in particular, that the time was not yet 
ripe for a solution of the many difficult problems involved in the 
direct method of limitation. The Advisory Committee, in August 
1924, invited the Preparatory Committee to make a further eiTort 
to submit an agreed programme, and the scheme for a direct 
limitation of manufacture was abandoned. The proposals 
ultimately submitted to the second Opium Conference aimed at 
securing limitation, indirectly, by means of a strict control of 
mports and exports. 

The Opium Convention of 1925. 

The Conference, taking these proposals as a basis, finally 
approved the Convention which was signed at Geneva on 
February 19th, 1925. The Convention contains no provision 
for the direct limitation of manufacture, but the necessity for 
some form of limitation is emphatically asserted in the preamble, 
in which the contracting parties express their conviction that the 
contraband ·trade in dangerous drugs cannot be eiTectively 
suppressed except by bringing about a more eiTective limitation 
of the manufacture of drugs and by exercising a closer supervision 
over the international trade. The signatories, moreover, under
take in Article 5 to enact eiTective laws or regulations to limit 
exclusively to medical and scientific purposes the manufacture, 

' import, sale, distribution, export and use of the drugs covered 
by the Convention, and in Article 6 to control all persons manu
facturing, importing, selling, distributing or exporting drugs. 
All persons engaged in any of the above operations must obtain 
a licence to do so and must keep an open record of all their 
transactions. This system of indirect limitation is reinforced by 
an import certificate system, according to which the parties to the 

• 
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Convention undertake not to export drugs to any country unless 
the Government of that country has previously granted a certifi
cate covering the consignment, and by the establishment of a 
Permanent Central Opium Board, which receives annually from 
the contracting parties estimates of the quantities of drugs 

, covered by the Convention to be imported into their territories 
for internal consumption and annual statistics of the production 
of raw materials, manufacture of drugs, stocks in the hands of 
dealers or held by Governments, consumption of the drugs, 
amounts confiscated on account of illicit export or import, together 
with full particulars of imports and exports as between one country 
and another. The Geneva Convention of 1925 seeks, in fact, 
to secure a limitation of the manufacture of drugs by a strict and 
vigilant control of their distribution. It is the duty of the Central 
Board to watch continuously the course of the international trade, 
and, if the information at its disposal leads it to conclude that 
excessive quantities of any substance covered by the Convention 
are accumulating in any country or that there is a danger of that 
country becoming a centre for the illicit traffic, it has the right 
to ask, through the Secretary-General of the League, for explana
tions from the country in question. In default of an explanation, 
.or in the event of the explanation being unsatisfactory, the Board 
may call the attention of the Governments of all the contracting 
parties and of the Council of the Leagu!l to the matter and 
recommend that no further exports of drugs shall be made to the 
country concerned. 

Application of the Convention. 

The idea of the direct limitation of the manufacture of narcotics, 
though it was not lost sight of during the years immediately 
following the Geneva Conferences, fell for the moment into the 
background, while a determined effort was made to achieve results 
by the system of indirect limitation embodied in the Convention 
of 1925. Unfortunately, however, there were delays on the part 
of some of the principal manufacturing countries and of a large 
number of non-manufacturing countries in ratifying the Convention 
and during the next five years the illicit traffic assumed alarming 
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proportions. It may, indeed, be said that, previous to 1930, the 
system of indirect limitation was .not applied on a sufficiently 
strict and universal scale to enable any just idea to be formed of 
its efficiency. Neither the import certificate system nor anything 
analogous to it was effectively applied prior to that date in certain 
countries of considerable importance as sources of supply or 
transmission .. These countries were, in consequence, liable to 
become, and in fact became, centres for the contraband trade in 
drugs. It must also be noted that, even in countries applying 
the system, the measures of control were inadequate and might 
be successfully evaded. 

The Situation in 1929. 

Such was the situation in 1929, and it gave rise to great and 
justifiable misgiving. The annual reports from the Governments 
and the cases of seizures reported that year to the League showed 
no notable improvement, and the number of ratifications of the 
Geneva Convention barely exceeded thirty. In these circum
stances, it was only natural that the question of direct limitation 
should again be raised. The Italian delegate on the Committee 
from 1927 onwards had never ceased to advocate the direct method, 
and in 1929 the Committee had been invited to consider a scheme 
known as the trane scheme, transmitted by the State Department 
of the United States through the Netherlands Government as of 
possible interest to the parties to the Hague Convention. It 
was proposed in this scheme that Governments should be asked 
to notify in advance the amounts of the drugs which they required 
for their legitimate needs, indicating the countries from which· 
they intended to obtain their supplies. This scheme was, and still 
remains, a plan of direct limitation alternative to the system of 
quotas previously framed. 

Altitude of the Advisory Committee during the Period 1925-1929. 

The majority of the members of the Advisory Committee, 
however, took the view that, as the Geneva Convention had only 
just come into force, it was desirable to allow sufficient time for 
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its full etTects to be measured before attempting to grapple with 
the problem of direct limitation or embarking on new schemes. 
The Geneva Convention represented the maximum of progress 
upon which agreement had been possible in 1925 at a Conference 
attended by forty-one Powers and after exhaustive discussions 
extending over a period of three months, and it seemed to the 
Committee that the best course was still to press for its widest 
possible ratification and a strict enforcement of its provisions .. 
The Committee, throughout the period 1925-1929, never ceased 
to press the view that the general ratification and enforcement 
of the Geneva Convention was the most favourable single step 
which could he taken to combat the illicit traffic, and its annual 
surveys of the traffic repeatedly confirmed its conviction that, failing· 
such ratification and enforcement, it was unreasonable to expect 
any substantial improvement in the situation. The general 
feeling of the Committee was that the Geneva Convention, which 
incorporated the result of several years of study and experience, 
had not so far been given a fair chance, and that the etTorts of the 
League would be most usefully directed to securing an etTective 
application. of its _provisions. 

Altitude of the Council and the Assembly. 

These opinions were shared throughout this period by the 
Council and by the Assembly. The Council, in particular, during 
its session at Lugano in December 1928, strongly endorsed the 
view that the etTorts of the League must be concentrated upon 
securing a general adoption of the Geneva Convention and .the 
import certificate system. The serious situation in 1929 and the 
renewed importance of the ·question of direct limitation were, 
in fact, not so much the result of a proven failure or inadequacy 
of the provisions of the Geneva Convention as of the fact that they 
had not been etTectively appliedt. -

~ The view taken by the majority of the Advisory Committee in the 
penod 1925-1929 that the Geneva Convention, if strictly and generally 
!'~plied, must prove to. be a powerful weapon for the suppression of the 
illic1t ~ramc! was fully lustilled by the events of the following year. The 
Committee, m January 931, was for the first time in a position to appreciate 
the full ellect of the coming into force of the Geneva Convention m all the 
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The Tenth Assembly. 

There was a growing feeling in 1929 that something further 
must in any case be attempted, either in the direction of securing 
a more general application of the Geneva Convention or of 
supplementing its provisions. This feeling was expressed with 
considerable force by the representative of Venezuela during the 
session ·of the Council held at Madrid in June of that year. He 
explicitly declared that a really effective control of the traffic 
in illicit drugs must begin with a strict limitation of their manu
facture. Three months later the whole question of limitation 
and control was raised in the Firth Committee of the Assembly, 
and it was at this critical moment that the French delegate on 
the Firth Committee announced that his Government was now 
convinced that the most likely method of suppressing the illicit 
traffic was to limit directly the manufacture of narcotics, and that 
it had definitely decided to issue a decree with that object in view. 
The Netherlands delegate thereupon stated that his Government 
would welcome practical proposals for a scheme of limitation upon 
international lines. As a result of these declarations, direct 
limitation had become a question of practical politics and the 
Briti~h delegate submitted a draft resolution which, after detailed 
discussion and subject to important amendments, was finally 
adopted. The result of these discussions in the Firth Committee 
was the emergence for the first time in the history of the League 
of an agreement amongst the manufacturing countries as to the 
desirability of a direct limitation of manufacture based upon an 
estimate of the total medical and scientific requirements of the 
world and on the allocation of the quantities manufactured 
amongst the manufacturing countries. 

principal manufacturing countries. An analysis of the international 
trade in drugs from the year 1925 to June 1930, prepared b'l the Secretariat 
for the use or the Limitation Conference (Document Coni. .F.S.3) revealed 
for the first time the full gravity of the situation which had existed up till 
the beginning of 1930, showing that the illicit traffic, particularly during 
the years 1926-1929, had been on an even more considerable scale than had 
been suspected. But it also revealed a remarkable change effected in the 
situation at the beginning of 1930 by the coming into force of the Geneva 
Convention in the European manufacturing countries which up to then 
had not introduced the necessary administrative measures. There was a 
striking decrease in the manufacture and export of drugs frorn some of the 
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The Assembly ~esolution. 

The following is the text of the resolution which was ultimately 
approved unanimously by the Fifth Committee and subsequently 
adopted by the Assembly : 

" The Assembly, 
" Impressed by the dis.closures made in the report of the 

Advisory Committee as to the large quantities of dangerous 
drugs still passing into the illicit traffic ; 

" Recalling the proposals made in connection with the 
Geneva Conference of 1924-25 for the direct limitation by 
agreement between the Governments of the manufacturing 
countries of the amount of such drugs manufactured ; 

" Taking note of the important declaration made in the 
course of the present meeting of the Assembly by the represen
tative of France that his Government had decided to impose 
such limitation on its manufacturers, and of the declarations 
made by other Governments as to limitation ; 

" Recognising that the Geneva Convention of 1925 provides 
indispensable machinery for the national and international 
control of the traffic in drugs, the effective application of which 
should be secured in all countries at the earliest possible date ; 
but that, owing to the delay in bringing the Convention into 
force, its full effects cannot be realised in the near future ; 

" Desiring that, if possible, steps supplementing the 
Convention should be taken without delay to limit the manu
facture of dangerous drugs to the amounts required for medical 
and scientific purposes : 

" (I) Regards the principle of the limitation of the 
manufacture of the drugs mentioned in paragraph (b), (c) 

chief manufacturing countries of Europe, and a resulting decrease in the 
seizure of drugs originating in these countries. 

The most striking figures in this connection were given by the French 
delegate on the Committee. The import certificate system was applied in 
France. as from January 1st, 1929. Imports and exports of narcotic drugs 
1mmed1ately fell to very low figures. For instance, morphine imports, 
which amounted to 1,684 kilogrammes in 1928 fell to 293 kilogrammes in 
1929, and 43 kilogrammes during the first three quarters of 1930. Although 
exports rose from 777 kilogrammes in 1928 to I,Oa3 kilogrammes in 1929, 
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and (g) of Article 4 of the Convention of Geneva by inter
national agreement as now accepted ; · 

" (II) Requests the Advisory Committee to prepare a 
plan for such limitr.tion, regard being had to world requirements 
for medical and scientific purposes and the means of preventing 
aJ1. increase in price which would lead to the establishment of 
new factories in countries which are not at present manufactur
ing countries ; 

" (Ill) The Committee's report will be submitted to the 
Council, which will decide on the convening of a Conference 
of the Governments ~n whose countries the above-mentioned 
drugs are manufactured and the principal consuming countries 
in a number not exceeding that of the manufacturing countries, 
and whether certain experts proposed by the Opium and 
the Health Committee should be included ; 

" (IV) Recommends that the Advisory Committee be 
enlarged in order to ensure more effective representation on 
that Committee of the non-manufacturing countries ; 

" (V) Agrees that the sum of 25,000 Swiss francs shall 
be included in the budget of the League for 1930 in order to 
meet the expenses of such a Conference." 

The Limitation Scheme of 1930. 

· The Advisory Committee, acting under these instructions, 
considered and adopted a limitation scheme in February 1930. 
The scheme was no more than an outline or preliminary draft, 
and on some important questions, such as the allocation of quotas 
between the manufacturing countries and the machinery for 

they fell to 156 kilogrammes during the first three quarters of 1930. Imports 
of heroin amounted to 1,078 kilogrammes in I 928 ; they were only I 3 kilo
grammes in 1929 and 8 kilogrammes during the first three quarters of 1930. 
The exports of this product fell from 2,957 kilogrammes in 1928 to 166 kilo
grammes in I 929 and 40 kilogrammes during the first three quarters of I 930. 
The imports of coc~ine amounted to 270 kilogrammes in 1928, 194 kilo
grammes in 1929, and 49 kilogrammes during th• first three quarters of 
1930. Exports !ell from 506 kilogrammes in 1928 to 200 kilogrammes in 
1929, and only reached 148 kilogrammes during the first three quarters of 
1930. 
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ensuring that the consuming countries should receive the supplies 
of the drugs required for their medical and scientific needs, no 
definite or final solution was put forward. The scheme was 
forwarded to the Governments, Members of the League or parties to 
the Hague and Geneva Conventions, for examination and comment. 

The three fundamental points of the scheme approved by 
the Advisory Committee at this· stage yvere as follows : 

(I) The world manufacture of narcotic drugs should be 
limited each year to a specific quantity, on the basis of the 
estimates to be supplied by all countries of the quantities of 
narcotic drugs required each year for medical and scientific 
purposes; 

(2) The fraction of this total quantity to be manufactured 
by each of the manufacturing countries should be fixed in 
advance by means of agreements concluded between them 
according to a system of quotas ; 

( 3) The necessary arrangements should be made to pro
vide each country with supplies of narcotic drugs up to the 
amounts indicated in its estimates.• · 

Proposal for a Preliminary Conference of the Manufacturing 
Countries. 

The Advisory Committee, in submitting this plan to the Council, 
suggested that it would greatly facilitate the work of a Conference 
on Limitation if the Governments of the manufacturing countries 
or the manufacturers themselves conferred in advance upon the 
allocation of the quotas of the drugs to be manufactured and upon 
the arrangements for their distribution among the consuming 
countries. It accordingly recommended that the Council should 
invite the manufacturing countries to hold a preliminary Conference 
for that purpose. 

1 Other f_eatures of the scheme may be summarised briefly as follows : 
The reqmrements of a country which failed to furnish estimates were to 

be .assessed by a central ~uthority. This central authority might not 
reVIse the ••!•mates submitted by . Governments, but it might ask for 
explanatiOns m cases where the estimates appeared to be excessive. It 
was understood that each manufacturing country would be entitled, if it 
so desired, to manufacture the drugs required for its own medical and 
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The Composition of the Preliminaru Conference. 

The Council adopted this suggestion and, in October-November 
I 930, a preliminary meeting or official representatives of the 
manufacturing countries was held in London. This preliminary 
meeting was attended by representatives from France, Germany, 
India, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Switzerland, Turkey, the 
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics. The representatives of the principal manufacturing 
firms were also present. The Conference found it necessary to 
discuss questions which were somewhat outside the matters referred 
to it and which concerned the consuming as well as the manufactur
ing countries. It recognised, however, that a final decision in 
regard to these questions could only be taken in mutual consulta
tion with the consuming countries, and asked that its suggestions 
should be regarded as merely tentative. 

The countries represented at the Conference fell into three 
main groups : 

(I) Countries manufacturing for their own needs and also 
on an appreciable scale for export : France, Germany, the 
Netherlands, Switzerland and the United Kingdom; 

(2) Countries manufacturing for their own needs, but not 
at present exporting on an appreciable scale :Japan, the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America ; 

(3) Countries manufacturing a small part annually of 
their own needs : Italy. 
There remained Turkey, which stood in a position ditTerent 

from that or any other country, and India, which manufactured 
and exported considerable quantities of crude morphine to England 
from time to time, but which depended on imports for most or her 
medical requirements: 

scientific needs. The distribution of the drugs thus manufactured to the 
consuming countries was to be subject to the control of a central office, 
keeping a record of all orders received and supplies manufactured. The 
central office would be able to inform the Government of any country to 
which orders for drugs were sent whether tbe execution of that order would 
or would not cause an excess over the estimates furnished by the country 
from which the order came. 
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The Conference, after considering the drugs to which the 
scheme of limitation should apply, recommended that countries 

. should be invited to furnish separate estimates for each of three 
classes of imports: (1) for the supply of its own domestic medical 
and scientific needs > (2) for conversion into some other substance 
- for example, codeine - either for its own consumption or 
P.xport ; and (3) for re-export to countries to which it supplied 

, specialities or for which it served as a distributing centre. 

Proposals of the M anufac!urers for the Allocation of the Quofas. 

The discussion of the allocation of the quotas was based on 
preliminary negotiations between the manufacturers themselves, 
who had agreed on the following : 

Morphine and its Derivatives : 

Firms in the Cartel Quota 
German. 39.97 
Swiss. . .. 25.20 
French. 21.00 
British . 13.83 

Cocaine: 

Firms in ·the Cartel 
German. 49.30 
French , . I 20.00 

• ' British . 15.00 . 
Netherlands. 10.28 
Swiss. . . . 5.42 

Criticism of the Quotas Proposed. 

The Conference was unable to approve these proposals, and 
felt that the whole question required further investigation. The 
estimates of the manufacturers were based on the sales of individual 
manufacturing firms ; they did not cover the whole field of drug 
production ; !lue allowance had not apparently been made in 
them for production which had passed into the illicit traffic ; 
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and no clear relation existed between them and the figures compiled 
by the Secretariat of the League showing the actual national exports 
for medical and scientific purposes during recent years. Certain 
delegates, moreover, were unable to subscribe to the system of 
quotas on general grounds. The Soviet delegation expressed 
the view that the organisation of an international cartel would not 
secure a limitation of manufacture, but would lead to an increase 
of prices which would stimulate the illicit traffic." It represented, 
moreover, that the organisatio~ of such a cartel was contrary to ' 
the interests of the consuming countries. The Japanese delegation · 
desired to reserve the right of Japan, wbich was not for the 
moment a country manufacturing for export, to export drugs in 
response to legitimate orders received. It was unable to formu
late any definite proposal for the allocation of the quotas and 
reserved its position in reference to all the decisions reached by 
the Conference. The Turkish delegation asked that a quota 
should be assigned to Turkey representing one·third of the total 
world production. The Conference was unable to accept this 
proposal, and the whole question of the Turkish participation 
in the world production. of drugs was reserved for further 
consideration. I 

Discussion of the London Proposals by the Advisory Committee. 

The Advisory Committee, meeting in January 1931, devoted 
the first half of a long session to a detailed examination of the 
limitation scheme. By a decision of the Council taken in the 
previous year upon a resolution of the Assembly, it had been 
extended to include seven representatives of non-manufacturing 
countries, and the plan submitted by the London Conference, 

1 There are at present three factories manufacturing drugs in Jstambu1 
or the neighbourhood. During the first six months of 1930 over 1,200 kilo
grammes of morphine and over 4,300 kilogrammes of heroin were exported 
to various countries. The Turkish Government was unable to say whether 
these consignments had ever reached their d~clared destinat!ons. Tur~ey 
is not yet a party to the Geneva Convention. The Turkish delegatiOn 
stated, however, that their Government desired a share in t~e .worl.d produc
tion of drugs for medical and sc•enbllc purposes and was Wllhng, 1f a quota 
were assigned to Turkey, to apply the full measure of control prov1ded 
by the Geneva Convention. 



-18-

and in particular the system of quotas, was subjected to detailed 
criticism by the new members of the Committee, supported in 
certain cases by the older members who had not been parties 
to the London Conference or had not accepted the quota system 
as ·necessarily the most practicable and effective method of limita
tion. The discussions which took place in the Advisory Committee 
represented the main currents of opinion which will ultimately 
determine the nature of the final solution adopted. The discus
sions were based on a draft Convention submitted by the British 
delegate which aimed at an objective presentation of the views 
and decisions reached in London and by the Advisory Committee 
in its plan elaborated at its previous session. It was understood, 
however, that the acceptance of this draft as a basis did not 
preclude a simultaneous examination of other schemes, and that 
it was subject to any substantial amendments which might be 
moved in the course of the session. 

The Altitude of Japan. 

The Japanese delegate, at an early stage of the proceedings, 
submitted an amendment whose aim was to permit countries 
manufacturing only for their domestic needs to share in the export 
of narcotics in the event of their receiving legitimate orders from 
abroad. He expressed the view that no distinction should be 
made between manufactures intended to meet home requirements 
and manufactures intended for export. He eventually accepted 
a modification of the quota system as determined in London which 
met his principal objections. 

The Altitude of Turkey. 

The Turkish delegate declared that he would consider as 
arbitrary any attempt to exclude his country from receiving a 
quota on the ground that certain factories established in Turkish 
territory might have engaged in illicit transactions. He urged 
that Turkey, which practically alone supplied the European 
markets with opium, was justified in founding an industry to 
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produce drugs for medical and scientific purposes, and represented 
that his Government had established control over the sale, import 
and export of drugs. His Government was prepared to co-operate 
in the work of the League for the limitation of manufacture and 
to accede to the Geneva Convention provided that Turkey was 
allocated an acceptable quota. 

The Altitude of Yugoslauia.. 

The Yugoslav delegation raised several objections to the quota 
system and laid down certain conditions which it regarded as 
essential to an effective and practicable scheme of limitation. It 
desired to protect the economic and social interests of the poppy
growers in Yugoslavia and the interests of the consumers of drugs 
in general, and it produced evidence to show that the cartel of 
manufacturing firms at present in existence had actually lowered 
w6rld prices of the raw materials and raised the prices of the 
manufactured products. It . considered, moreover, that, if 
Turkey were authorised to manufacture drugs, an equitable quota 
should also be allocated to Yugoslavia. 

Objections to the, System of Quotas. 

Similar objections were raised by some of the non-manufacturing 
countries to the system of a rigid cartel which they assumed to 
be involved in the adoption of the quota system. The Spanish 
and Polish representatives, for example, expressed their preference 
for a system which would not involve the constitution of anything 
resembling a monopoly or be likely to bring about a rise in the 
prices of narcotics intended for medical and scientific 'purposes. 
It was argued in reply that the system of quotas proposed by the 
Advisory Committee did not involve the creation of a monopoly, 
and that the scheme which had emerged from the London Con
ference preserved the right of any country not at present manufactur
ing drugs for export to receive a quota if it wished to do so. The 
Committee, in fact, laid down a two-fold principle - namely, 
that a State should have full and complete liberty to purchase 
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drugs for its medical requirements in whatever country it preferred 
and in such form as it considered expedient, and that it should be 
permitted to indicate in advance, if it so desired, the names of the 
countries from which it wished to obtain supplies. 

Procedure for the Revision of the Quotas. 

It was recognised that the acceptance of this two-fold principle 
meant that the armngements made for a revision of the quotas 
after they had been initially determined was of the utmost impor
tance, and a considerable part of the discussion was devoted to 
this question. · The procedure of revision was discussed on the 
basis of amendments.suhmitted by the representatives of Spain and 
Yugoslavia with a view to giving satisfaction to the non
manufacturing countries. The amendment submitted by the 
delegate of Yugoslavia, in particular, raised a question of principle. 
He took the view that, if a country submitted a request for a 
quota, owing to the fact that it had received legitimate orders for 
drugs or owing to the fact that certain countries proposed to obtain 
their supplies from certain sources, the central authority established 
by the League for the revision of the quotas should be authorised 
to make the necessary re-adjustments without the country which 
presented the request being obliged to enter into negotiations with 
the manufacturing countries before its right -to a quota was 
recognised. The Yugoslav amendment embodying this view 
was supported by the Italian delegate and also by the Polish 
and Mexican delegates. It was finally rejected by eight votes to 
four with five abstentions. 

The Italian Declaration. 

The Italian delegate made an important declaration in the 
course of these discussions which took the form of a list of condi
tions which, in his opinion, were essential for the success of any 
scheme of limitation. In the view of the Italian Government it 
is essential (I) to respect the right of every country to obtain 
supplies from whatever ~ountry it chooses ; (2) to require every 
country to specify in advance the quantities it will require over 
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a definite period ; (3) to restrict to an absolute mtmmum the 
privilege of manufacturing countries by avoiding, as far as possible, 
anymeasures which might give them an official de facio monopoly ; 
(4) to provide in the Convention for the limitation of the manu
facture of all derivatives of opium and coca leaves and, in particular, 
of codeine and its derivatives ; (5) to encourage the Government 
monopoly system1 not only as regards the trade in, but also as 
regards the manufacture of substances covered by the Convention ; 
(6) to provide for the application of sanctions by ~very Government 
party to the Convention against any country refusing to accede 
to it or to put into operation the measures provided for by the 
Opium Conventions of 1912 and 1925; (7) to ensure the limitation 
of manufacture and the supervision of the drugs manufactured 
through the Permanent Central Opium Board, with the addition 
in an advisory capacity of representatives of the Advisory 
Committee, the Health Committee, the Economic Committee 
or any other organ of the League. 

Subject to such declarations and reservations, the limitation 
scheme was accepted by the Committee as a provisional basis for 
the work of the Conference. The Committee was unable to 
indicate the list of countries to which quotas would be assigned or 
to determine figures. It was recognised that further discussions 
between the Governments concerned would be necessary, and that 
it would be for the Limitation Conference to take a final decision. 

Proposal to prohibit Imports from Countries not applying !he Geneva 
Convention. 

Another important question which was lett open arose upon 
an amendment submitted by the delegate of Yugoslavia to the 
etT(\ct that the parties to the proposed Limitation Convention 

· should undertake not to import drugs or raw materials from any 
countries not exercising control over the traffic . in narcotics 
in accordance with the Geneva Convention. This proposal was 
received with much sympathy by a great majority of the 
Committee. It was generally recognised to be just and regarded 
as an etTective means of inducing States to accede to the Convention. 
Certain practical difficulties, however, were emphasised, and it 
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was suggested that exceptions to this rule might be permitted, 
with the authorisation of some central authority, in cases where 
its strict application might lead to a shortage of the substances 
in question. Connected with this question was the point whether 
ratification of the Limitation Convention should be taken to 
imply ratification of the Geneva Convention of 1925. The 
Committee recognised that the measures of control established by 
the League constituted a single system and that the new Conven
tion could not e!Tectu;illy be applied unless the system of control 
based on import certificates provided by the Geneva Convention 
was also enforced. It was realised, however, that certain Govern
ments non-signatories to. the Geneva Convention of 1925 but 
applying a similar. system of control might desire to become parties 
to the new Convention .. The Committee accordingly decided to 
insert in the new Convention a provision under which contracting 
parties not signatories to the Geneva Convention would be required 
to apply the system of control provided in that Convention in 
respect of such points as were deemed essential. 

Composition of lhe Central Authority. 

The Committee further decided to leave to the Limitation 
Conference the final decision as to the body which should be 
entrusted with the examination of the estimates of their require
ments submitted by the Governments and with the establish
ment of estimates for countries not supplying them. Certain 
delegates were in favour of entrusting this duty to the Permanent 
Central Board established under the Geneva Convention, while 
others suggested that a joint committee should be set up consisting 
of representatives from the Permanent Central Board, the Health 
Committee of the League and the Advisory Committee on the 
Traffic in Opium. 

Control of Prices. 

. The Advisory Committee was expressly required by the resolu
tiOn of the tenth Assembly to consider means of preventing an 
increase in the prices of narcotic drugs as a result of the limitation 
or their manufacture. Two fundamental points were discussed -
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namely, to what body the control of prices should be entrusted 
and what method of supervision should be adopted. No deflnte 
conclusion was reached by the Committee. 

Drugs fo be covered by fhe Convention • . 

The Advisory Committee had also to consider what drugs 
should be covered by the proposed Convention. Certain members 
were in favour of a system under which all new drugs put upon' 
the market would be considered as dangerous until they bad been 
declared to be innocent by a competent authority. Others were 
in favour of maintaining the system in force under the Geneva 
Convention, according to which a list of special drugs to be 
controlled is established and amended from time to time in accor-

. dance with a method provided for that purpose. The majority 
of the Committee declared in favour of continuing the present 
system, emphasising, however, the need for securing a rapid and 
smooth working of the. procedure of revision. It noted in this 
connection that the Health Committee had already taken steps 
to accelerate that procedure.· There was general agreement that 
it ·would be for the Limitation Conference itself to decide the 
question of the substances to be covered by the future Convention. 

There were two main questions before the Committee : 

(I) What drugs should come under the scheme for the 
limitation of manufacture ? 

(2) Was it necessary to extend the system of control 
provided in the Geneva Convention wholly or partly to drugs 
not at present covered '1 

The Committee was of opinion that limitation should apply 
to the drugs covered by paragraphs (b), (c) and (g) of Article 4 
of the Geneva Convention- namely, morphine, diacetylmorphine, 
cocaine and their salts - together with any new drugs which 
might in future be brought under the Geneva Convention and all 
preparations made directly from raw opium and containing not 
less than 20 per cent. of morphine. 
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There remained the question whether control should be 
extended to derivatives of opium not at present covered by the 
Geneva Convention. The Committee, in this connection, gave 
special consideration to the question of codeine. Codeine is a sub
stance harmless in itself, but it can be used for the manufacture of 
drugs covered by the Geneva Convention. It was agreed that its 
distribution should be supervised, especially sa such supervision 
is essential to the effective control of the morphine from which 
codeine is made. 

There was, however, a difference of opinion in the Committee 
as to the degree of control which should be applied to such drugs 
as codeine and peronine in order to make the plan of )imitation · 
effective. The majority finally adopted a proposal which would 
involve a control over exports, imports and wholesale sales of 
codeine, peronine and other derivatives ot morphine. A minority 
was in favour of extending the import certificate system to codeine; 
but the majority could not go further than recommend that an 
import certificate shouid, in the case of codeine, be optional, 
though it should be compulsory in the case of peronine. 

The Italian delegate on the Committee urged that codeine 
should not only be subject to control, but should be brought 
under the Limitation Convention. 

The Council instructed the Secretary-General to notify the 
Governments that the proposals of the Advisory Committee in 
this connection involve extending measures of limitation and 
control to substances which are not covered by the Geneva 
Convention of 1925. The Governments have accordingly been 
asked to ensure that their delegates to the Conference shall have 
power to discuss the limitation of all derivatives of opium and of 
the coc.a leaf as well as the control of the quantities to be limited 
by the future Convention. The Council felt it necessary to 
warn the Governments that the ground to be covered by the 
Limitation Conference would, in view of the discussions in the 
Advisory Committee, be somewhat more extensive than that 
ind.icated in the resolution adopted by the Assembly in 1929, 
whtch referred to the limitation of the manufacture of only such 
narcotic drugs as were covered by Article 4 (b), (c) and (g) of 
the Geneva Convention. 
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Attitude 'of certain of the Non-Manufacturing Countries, 

The general attitude of certain of the non-manufacturing 
countries to the scheme of limitation approved by the Committee 
was embodied in a statement made by the Belgian representative 
on behalf of himself and the representatives of China, Mexico, 
Poland, Spain and Uruguay at the conclusion of its proceedings. 
The representatives of these countries recognised that the proposed 
system of restriction constituted a considerable step forward and 
brought the idea of limitation within the sphere of practical 
politics. They hoped, however, that the Limitation Conference 

·.in May would endeavour to give to the problem a more complete 
and, in their view, a more satisfactory solution, and with this end 
in view they summarised the various suggestions and proposals 
made by their representatives in the following terms : 

" 1. A system of limitation to be decided upon by the 
Convention to safeguard the rights of each nation to procure 
for its legitimate needs drugs from the source and the country 
it chooses. · 

" 2. Each country should make known in advance the 
quantity of narcotic drugs falling under the provisions of the 
Convention of which it will be in need for a fixed period, as 
well as the name of the country or countries where it intends 
to procure its supplies. 

" 3. The system of Government monopoly for the trade 
and,. where necessary, for the manufacture of narcotic drugs 
falling under the provisions of the Convention is recommended. 

" 4. Sanctions applicable by each Government party to the 
Convention of May 1931 should be provided forand should apply 
to every country which does not exercise a control of nareotic 
drugs equivalent to that laid down in the Geneva Convention. 

". 5. Both the limitation of manufacture and the control 
of the quantities manufactured should be guaranteed by the 
action or the Permanent Central Opium Board, assisted, where 
necessary, by technical authorities. 
It was pointed out by the British delegate, on behalf of the 

majority of the Committee, that the scheme embodied in the 
draft Limitation Convention did in fact recognise the right of the 
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consuming countries to obtain their supplies from whatever 
sources they might desire, and that the system of annual estimates 
was a cardinal principle of the scheme. Under the draft Conven
tion, any country might, if it so desired, state before the end 
of the year from what countries it intended to purchase its drugs. 
To require the Governments to submit such a statement did not, 
however, seem to the majority to be practicable. The question 
of making the manufacture and distribution of narcotic drugs a 
Government monopoly was not discussed by the Committee, in 
the absence of any definite proposal in that sense. 

The Limitation Scheme and Collective World Action. 

In conclusion, ii. may be pointed out that the limitation scheme 
to be considered by the Conference has an important international 
significance apart from its special technical provisions. It 
provides for a limitation of manufacture by collective world action, 
whereas the Geneva Convention relies upon action taken by the 
several contracting States. The element of co-ordination provided 
in the Geneva Convention is the import certificate system which · 
works as between the parties individually. The only form of 
centralisation under the Geneva Convention - apart from the 
general supervision over its working exerCised by the Advisory 
Committee on the Traffic in Opium, the Council and the Assembly 
-is provided by the Central Opium Board, w)lich merely examines 
the general situation from a statistical point of view after the event. 
The Geneva Convention is based on the assumption. that the 
international trade in drugs can be effectively regulated in accor
dance with legitimate requirements if no exports are allowed to 
take place except on the basis of an import certificate issued by 
the importing country guaranteeing that the drugs are solely 
for medical or scientific purposes. The operation of the import' 
certificate system, as pointed out by the Advisory Committee in 
its report to the Council in January 1931, has undoubtedly been 
a factor of vital importance in eliminating illicit traffic. Under 
this system, however, the international trade in drugs proceeds 
by a series of bilateral transactions, and the total significance 
or these transactions cannot be estimated until the quarterly _ 
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import and export statistics ~each the Central Board, at least 
three months after the transactions have taken place. · The 
limitation scheme, on the other hand, provides, not only for a 
direct limitation of manufacture, but for a central machinery 
of distribution by which the operation of the import certificate · 
system is co-ordinated. 

Conclusion. 

An historical survey of the problem of limitation sufficiently 
indicates the complexity of the problem and the difficulties which 
have to be solved by the Conference ·in May. In one form or 
another the question of limitation has intruded into the discus
sions of the Advisory Committee for the last five years. Proposals 
and schemes have been successively submitted, discussed, aban
doned and revived. . There are still important questions on which 
the Conference will be requested to take a decision. The system 
of quotas is still subject to discussion ; the Conference has yet 
to determine the countries which are to receive the quotas and the 
composition of the central authority which is to examine the 
estimates submitted by Governments of their requirements. It 
has for some time been obvious, however, that an experiment would 
have to be made. A considerable mass of information has been 
assembled and will be placed at the disposal of the Conference, 
which will have as wide and complete a basis as possible for its 
!liscussions and decisions. The Advisory Committee, in its report 
to the Council, was careful to indicate that the submission of a 
draft Convention to the Conference, approved as a basis of discus
sion, did not exclude the consideration of other proposals and 
solutions. The interests of the manufacturing and the non
manufacturing countries, though apparently divergent on certain 
points, are identical so far as the main. object of limitation is 
concerned. It will be for the Conference to frame a solution 
which may succeed in reconciling the various opinions expressed 
·during these exhaustive preliminary discussions and thus solve 
a probl~m which is as old ~s the Hague Convention of 1912. 
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Dr. Walter A. Riddell, M.A., Ph.D. (Domi
nion of Canada Advisory Officer accre
dited to the L~ague of Nations). 

Secretary: • 
Mr. E. d'Arcy McGreer (Second Secretary 

· to the Canadian Legation at Paris). · 

CHILE 
Delegate : 

M. Enrique Gajardo (Member of the Per
manent Delegation accredited to the 
League of Nations). 

CHINA 
Delegates: 

~ 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (Director and Chief 
Medical Officer, Manchurian Plague Pre
vention Service, Harbin; Director, Na
tional Quarantine Service, Shanghai ; 
Chief Technical Expert, National Health 
Administration). 

His Excellency Dr. Woo Kaiseng (Minister 
Plenipotentiary, Director of the Per
manent Office of the Chinese Delegation 
to the League of Nations). · 

... 
• 
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• 
\ 

' 
Substitute and Technical Adviser : • · • 
~.ChengTing (First ~taryof Legation). . . . 

• Technical Adviser: • · • • . 
Profes..~ Westel. Woodbur! ~\':il\o~gh~. 

• ·~·~ . . # " • 
Secretary : . . . • " ... 

lf. Roland H. Ouang (Attach~ to _the 'Clii-; 
nese Legation at Berne). f •. 

COSTA RICA 
Delegate: ., 

' ' Dr. VIriato Figueredo Lora (Consul at 
Geneva). 

" • • CUBA 
Delegates : . .. . . 
· · His Exceliency .. M.. Guillermo de ~l~ck 

•. (Envoy Extraordinary and . M1ruster 
Plenipotentiary. Permanent pelegate 
accredited to the League of Nat1ons). 

Dr. Benjamin Primelles. · 

.. DENMARK 
Delegate: . 

ll. Gustav Rasmussen (Charge d'Affaires 
at Berne) .. 

FREE CITY OF DAN~IG .. 
Delegates : . 

His Excellency Dr. Witold Chodzko (Former 
Minister, Head of the Delegation). 

Dr. Gnillaume Rozenbaum (Medical Ad
viser, Head of the Health Service). 

• . ~· . . • DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

, Delegate: 
• II. Charles Ackermann (Consul-General. at 

Geneva). 

EGYPT 
Delegate: 

T. W. Russell Pasha (Chief of Police of 
Cairo and Director of the Central Bureau 
for Information with regard to ~ arcotics). 

• SPAIN 
Delegate.: . 

II. Julio Casares (Head of Section at the 
Ministry for Foreign Affairs). 

Substitute : 
II. Paulino Suarez (Health Adviser): 

ABYSSINIA 
Delegate: 

His Excellency Count Lagarde, Due d'En
totto (Minister Plenipotentiary, Repre
sentative accredited to the League· of 
Nations). 

FINLAND 
Delegate: 

II. Evald Gyllenbl!gel (Charge d'Affaires 
'ft. i. at Berne, Permanent Delegate p. i. 
accredited to the League of Nations}, 

Subititute : 
)l. P. K. Tarjanne ("' SecrHaire de Bureau" 

in the Ministry lor Foreign Affairs). 

• 
FRANCE 

Delegate : 
M. Gaston Bourgois (Consul 

•· • Hea~ of thct Delegation). 
• 

TeChnical Advisers : • 

of France, 
; 

. ·• M. Bougault (Pl"ofessor of An~ytical Che
,,: mistry at the ,Pbarmaceutlcal Faculty 

· of Paris). . 
. M. Razet (Chief Inspector of the Service 

for the Repression of Frauds, Head of 
the Bureau for Narcotics to the Ministry 
of Agriculture). 

. ., . 

GREECE 
Delegate: .• .. 

M. R. Raphael (Permanent Delegate accre
dited to the League of Nations). · · 

Substitute : 
M. Alexandre Contoumas (First Secretary 

. of the Permanent, Delegation accredited 
to the League of ~ations). , 

• 

GUATEMALA 
Delegate: . 

M. Luis Martinez Mont (Professor of 
Experimental Psychology in Secondary 
Schools of State). . 

HEJAZ, . NEJD AND DEPENDENCIES 

Delegate: 
His Excellency Cheik Hafiz Wahba (Envoy 

Extraordinary and Minister Plenipoten
tiary to His .Britannic Majesty) . 

Secretary : 
Abd el Hamid Elbaba. -

HUNGARY 
Delegate : 

M. Jean PeMnyi (Resident Minister, Head 
of the .Delegation accredited to the 

. League of Nations). 

Substitutes : 
:r.r: Zolt!m Baranyai (Counsellor at the 

Delegation accredited to the League 
of Nations). 

M. Alexandre Mozsonyi (Counsellor of 
section at the Ministry of Social Welfare 

·and Labour). 

Technical Advisers : · 
Dr. Andr~ Ungar (Assistant Director

General of the " Chinoin ~· Factory. at , 
Ujpest). ' · . . · · 

M. Nicolas Wendler (Director of the 
"Alcaloida" Factory at Biidszentzih,!Lly). 

•• 
'INDIA 

Delegate:· . . 
Dr. R. P. Paranjpye (Member of the 

Council of India) ... 

Adviser : 
·. · Mr:·G: G~aham Dixon (of the lndia. Office). . . - ~ . . . . •' ' . 
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IRISH FREE ·sTAtE. 
Delegate: 
· Mr;·. ·sea·n Lester (Permanent · Delegate 
. accredited to the League of ,Nations). 

Substitute Delegate and. Technical Adviser : 
Mr. J. J. Anderson '{Pharmacist, Depart~ 

ment of Justice, .Di!ngerous Drugs ~ec-
tion). • 

. , ITALY 
. Delegates : . 

His Excellency Senator Cavazzoni (former 
Minister of Labour). · · . 

·· M. ·Giuseppe Tedaldi· (of the Ministry of 
Interior, Health. Delegate abroad). 

Professor C. E. Ferri (Advocate).: 
I 
'. ' .. 

Delegates : 
JAPAN 

~is Excellency M. Setsuzo Sawada (Mlnis
. : ter Plenipotentiary, Director . .of the 

japanese .Buteau accredited · to the 
League of Nations). · 

M. Shigeo Ohdachi ~Secretary at the Minis
try· for Home Affairs, Head of the 

. . :Administrative -Section). _ 
. . .. . . 

. ' 
Technic~ Advisers.: 

M. Jin Matsuo (Expert to the Ministry 
'for Home Affairs). 

; M. Shiko Kusama (Secretary to the Japa
nese Bureau accredited to the League of 
Nations). 

Se.cretaries ;. . . 
M: Wazaburo .Yamazawa·(Secretary of the 

Monopolies Office of the Government
General of Chosen). 

M. Shinichi Shibusawa (Secretary of Em
bassy, Secretary to the Japanese Bureau 
accredited to -the .League of Nations). 

M. Sabroh Ohta (Attache to the Japanese 
:.-Embassy in ,London) .. 
M. Takeji Kusanobu. 

LATVIA 
Delegate : : . _ .... 
· M, Jules 'Feldman$ (Minister 'Plenipo~en

tiary, Permanent D~egate accredited 
to the League of Nations). 

Substitute : 
· 1\r.' Wilh~in1 Kalnin (Secr~tary to the Per

manent Delegation _accredited,. to the 
Le:gue of Nations).- · 

· LIBERIA 
Delegate: 

'His Exeelle·n~y Dr. Antoine s·ottil~ (Envoy 
Extraordinary and Minister _Plenipo!en
tiary, Permanent D~egate accredited 
to the League of Nattons). · 

r . 
LI,THUi\NIA. 

Delegate : " . -. 
M. Juozas Sakalauskas (Head of Section 

at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs). 

LUXEMBURG 
Delegate : . · !: . 

M. Cliarles Verrnalra ·.(ConsuJ·at ·-Geneva). 

• '?.iixica· 
Delegate: 

M. Salvador Martinez de Alv~ (Permanent . 
. • Observer accredited to the League of 

Nations). · 
' MONACO 

Delegate:· .,. 
M. Conrad E. Rentsch (Consul-General · 

at Geneva) . 
NORWAY 

Delegate : · • 
M. Th. G. Thorsen (Secretary-General. ·of 
. the_Norwegian Ministry of Social Wei-

. ·: fare). • 
... PANAMA· 

Delegate : 
Dr. Ernesto Hoffmann (Consul-General 

at Geneva). 

PARAGUAY 
Delegate : 

His Excellency Dr. Ramon V. Caballero 
de Bedoya (Envoy Extraordinary and 
Minister Plenipotentiary to the President 
of the French' Republic, Perman~nt 
Delegate accredited to the League of 
Nations}. . · · 

THE NETHERLANDS . 

Delegate~ 

M. W. G. van Wettum (Government 
Adviser for International Opium Ques• 

. tions). · 

Secretary : 
Dr. A. H. Philipse (Attache of Legation) .• 

PERU· 
Delegate: 

His. Excellency M. · F. Garcia Calderon 
(Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Ple
nipotentiary to the President of the 

. . French Republic). 

Substitute : .. 
. M. Jose-Maria· Barreto (Permanent Dele

gate accredited to the League of Nations). 

PERSIA 
Delegate : ,., 

His Excellency M. A. Sep::thbodi- (Envoy 
Extraordinary. and Minister Plenipo
tentiary to the Swiss Federal Council, 
Permanent Delegate accredited to the 
League of Nations). 

Substitute · :. . . 
M. N. Entezam-Weziry 

of Legation). 

POLAND 
Delegates : · 

(First Secretary 
.. .. 

· His Excellency M. Witold Chodzko (For
. mer Minister, Head of the Delegation). 
M. Jan Taylor (Assistant Head of the 
· Treaty Section at the Ministry_ for 

Foreign Affairs). 

Substitute : 
M. ltenri Stebelski (" Rapporteur " to the 

Ministry for Foreign Affairs). . . 
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PORTUGAL • 

Delegat~: 

His Excellency Dr. Augusto. de Vascon
cellos (llinister Plenipotentiary, Gene~~ 
Director of the Portuguese• Secretartat 
of the League of Nations). 

Dr. Alexandro Ferras de Andrade (First 
Secretary of Legation. Chief of the 
Portuguese Office accredited to the 
League of Nations). 

ROUMANIA 
Delegat~; 

His Excellency M. Constantin Antoniade 
(Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Ple
nipotentiary accredited to the League 
of Nations). 

Dr. Nicolas Deleanu (Professor at the 
University of Bucharest). 

SAN MARINO 
Delegate : 
Prof~r C. E. Ferri (Advocate). 

SIAM 
Delegate: _ 

His Serene Highness Prince Damras (En
voy Extraordinary and Minister Pleni
y.>tentiary to His Britannic Majesty, 
Permanent Representative accredited to 
the League of Nations). 

Secretary: 

• 

M. S. Varasiri (Attache of Legation 1n 
London). 

UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST 
REPUBLICS 

Delegates: 
lL Ditnitri Bogomoloff (Counsellor to the 

Embassy of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics at London). · 

H. Georges Lachkevitch (Legal Adviser to 
the Embassy of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics at Paris). · 

11. Haim Weinberg (Secretary of the Em
bassy of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics at Rome). 

SWEDEN 
Delegate : 

Dr. Erik Rudolf Sj6strand (Adviser on 
.Social Questions). 

Technical Adviser : 
K. Ernst Katern (Head of Section in the 

General Direction of Medical Services). 

SWITZERLAND 
Delegates : 

K. Paul Dinichert (Minister Plenipoten
tia~, Chief of the Division for Foreign 
Affairs of the Federal Political Depart
ment). 

Dr. Henri Carriere (Director of the Federal 
Service of Public Health). 

Legal Adviser : 
)(. Camille Gorg~ (Firat Chief of Section 

to the Federal Political Department). 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
Delegate : 

His Excellency M. Zdenek Fierlinger (En
voy Extraordinary and Minister Pleni
potentiary to the Swiss Federal Council, 
Permanent Delegate accredited to the 

• · League of Nations, Head of the Dele· 
· gation). . . • • 

Substitute : 
Dr. Jaroslav Hrdlicka (Ministerial Coun

sellor in the Ministry of Public Health). 

Technical Advisers : 
M. Ph. M. Jaroslav Bohutinskj (Senior 

Adviser in Chemistry in the Ministry 
of Public Health). ' 

M. Robert Frank (Director of the Chemical 
Fact,.ory of Chrast). 

Secretary: 
M. Karel Trpak (Secretary of the Czecho

slovak Legation in "Berne). 
• 

TURKEY 
Delegates: 

Hiisnii Hassan Bey (Vice-President of the 
Great National Assembly of Turkey). 

Subet Ziya Bey (Political Adviser to the 
Ministry for Foreign Affairs). 

Assim Ismail Bey (Director-General of 
Public Health in the Ministry of Health 
and Social Welfare). 

Technical Adviser : 
Mehmet Ali Tayyar Bey (Technical Adviser 

for Agriculture in the Ministry of Eco
nomy) . 

URUGUAY 
Delegate : 

His Excellency Dr. Alfredo de Castro 
(Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Ple
nipotentiary to the Swiss Federal Coun-
cil). · 

Secretary: 
M. Juan Carlos Risso Sienra (Secretary of 

the Legation of Uruguay in Switzerland). 

VENEZUELA 
Delegate: 

Dr. L. G. Chadn-Itriago (Charg~ d'Affaires 
at Berne, Member of the Medical Aca
demy of Caracas). 

YUGOSLAVIA 
Delegate : 

His· Excellency M. I. Choumenkovitch 
(Minister Pleni~tentiary, Permanent 
Delegate accredited to the League of 
Nations). 

Substitutes : 
• 

M. S. Obradovitch (Head of Section in the 
· Ministry of Commerce and Industry). 
M. D. Militchevitch (Secretary of the 

Chamber of Industry at Belgrade). 

Technical Adviser : 
M. V. Djourdjevitch (Secretary of the 

Cltamber of .Commerce of Skoplje). 
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Participating at the Conference as Observers : 

AFGHANISTAN 

His Excellency Abdul Hussein Aziz (Envoy 
Extraordinary and Minister Plenipoten
tiary to His Majesty the King of Italy). 

UNITED STATES OF BRAZIL 

M. Carlos de Carvalho Souza (Consul
General at Geneva). 

ESTONIA 

His Excellency M. A. Schmidt (Envoy 
Extraordinary and Minister Plenipoten
tiary, Permanent Delegate accredited to 
the League of Nations). 

• Participating at the Conference as Experts 
· in virtue of a decision of the Council : 

, 
1 

Mr. W. E. Dixon (Doctor of Medicine, 
Professor at the ·University of Cam
bridge, Expert on Pharmacological 
Questions). 

M. Erich von Knaffl-Lenz (Doctor of 
Medicine ann Phimsophy (Chemistry), 
Professor at the University of Vienna, 
Expert in Pharmacological and Pharma
ceutical Questions). 

M. M. Tiffeneau (Doctor of Medicine, 
Professor at the Medical Faculty of 
Paris, Expert in Pharmacological and 
Chemical Questions). · 

M. P. Wolff (Doctor of Medicine and 
Philosophy (Chemistry), Privat-docent at 
the Universitr of Berlin, Expert in 
Medical Questions). 

Participatin$' at the Conference in an advisory 
capacity 1n virtue of a decision of the 
Council : 
His Excellency Dr. Augusto de Vasconcel

los (President of the Advisory Committee 
on Traffic in Opium and Other Dange-
rous Drugs). t 

PERMANENT CENTRAL OPIUM BOARD 

Mr. L. A. Lyall (President of the Board, 
attending the Conference in an advisory 
capacity, in virtue of a decision of the 
Council). . 

Assisted by : 

Dr. Otto Anselmino (Member of the Board), 
Mr. Herbert L. May (Member of the Board), 

who accordingly assembled at Geneva. 

The Council of the League of Nations 
appointed as President of the Conference : 

M. le Senateur Louis de Brouckere. 

The Secretarial work of the Conference 
was entrusted by the Secretary-General ·of 
the League of Nations to : 

M. E. E. Ekstrand (Director of the Sections 
for Opium Traffic and for Social Ques
tions, Secretary-General of the Con
ference), 

and to the following members of the Section 
for Opium Traffic and of the Legal Section 
of the Secretariat of the League of Nations : 
Mr.· H. Duncan Hall (Secretary), M. Berti! 
A. Renborg (Assistant Secretary), and 
M. P. Barandon (Legal Adviser to the 
Conference). 



-IS-

FIRST MEETING (PUBLIC) . 
• 

Wednesday, May 27th, 1931, at 11 a.m . 

. President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 

I.-OPENING OF .THE CONFERENCE. 

. The President Welcomed all the members 
of the Conference and _spoke as follows : 

· You have before you an important and 
noble task, but one of great difficulty, and 
all your knowledge and zeal will be required 
to bring it to a successful conclusion. As 
President, I rely on both your knowledge and 
your zeal. · 

You will not be asked to decide whether 
the manufacture of narcotics ought to be 
limited by international regulations. Yours 
will be the more difficult and complex task 
of devising methods for. bringing this limit-

. at ion into effect. Final agreement seems 
to have been reached on the question of 
general principle, as is shown by the resolu" 
tion of the Assembly on which our work is 
based: 

" The Assembly regards the principle of 
the limitation of the manufacture of the 
drugs mentioned in paragraphs (b), (c) 
and (g) of Article 4 of the Convention of 
Geneva by international agreement as 
now accepted." 

As you are aware, this is merely a 
confirmation of existing Conventions-the 
Hague Convention of 1912 and the Geneva 
Convention of 1925-since both of these 
recognise the principle of national, .. though 
not international, ' limitation of actual 
manufacture. 

By Article 9 of the 1912 Convention, the 
contracting parties undertake to limit to 
medical and legitimate purposes the manufac
ture, sale and use of morphine, cocaine and 
their salts. By Article 5 of the. Geneva 
Convention, the signatories undertake to 
enact effective laws or regulations limiting 
exclusively to medical and scientific purposes 
the manufacture, import, sale, distribulion, 
export and use of opium and narcotics. The 
following principle is therefore recognised : 
that a study should be made of methods 
of application and procedure which will make 
it possible, by means of an international 
Convention, to give assistance to the various 
countries and enable them to carry out more 
effectively and easily·. the obligations which 
they have already contracted. 

Your task is, as I have said, a difficult one. 
It is indeed already clear that, 'although we 
are all agreed on the goal before us, opinions 
differ-. in some cases widely-as to the best 
means of attaining that goaL :.I am convinced 

that, through the spirit of conciliation whicl 
is characteristic of all meetings at Geneva 
these means will be discovered. I should b« 
exceeding my powers as President if, at th« 
present stage, I specified or suggested wha1 
these means might be or mentioned wha1 
differences of opinion are likely to b~ 
expressed. I shall refer to these after the}' 
have been officially noted at the end of th~ 
general discussion. 

May I, however, be allowed to state my 
reasons for believing that in the end agree
ment will be reached. 

We shall succeed . as a result of our 
unanimous desire to follow up our first 
victories. · Up to the present the existing 
Conventions have made it possible to achieve 
a victory by decreasing the consumption of 
narcotics to an appreciable extent. For a 
long time, there was some doubt as to the 
efficacy of the 1925 Convention but, since its 
wider application in 1930, it may be said that 
statistics give us every reason to be hopeful. 
Nevertheless, this hope must not. be exag
gerated. As is well known, it is always 
when it is first applied that an instrument 
appears most efficacious. The best results 
are achieved at a. time when the manu
facturers and drug traffickers and all the 
smugglers who live by .the abuse of narcotics 
have not yet adapted their fraudulent 
methods to the new regulations. In this and 
other similar matters,: it is. only. possible to 
succeed by means of progressive and increas
ingly severe legislation which deals more and 
more effectively with the actual situation. 

We are spurred to further effort because 
·we have gained a first victory, but we know 
that this will be j eopardised unless we can 
succeed in winning a second now. 

It is possible to achieve something in this 
matter because we are faced with what one 
might call a new vice, or at any rate a vice 
of which the spread is recent and which has, 
in most countries, not yet contaminated the 
masses, nor· subjected any great political 
interests to its sway, nor spread to an extent 
sufficient to upset the structure of society. 

We are agreed, as I have ah·eady said, that 
manufacture must be limited. This is a 
great point-a new principle. After all, the 
harm is not done until the drug reaches the 
consumers, but you have realised, and rightly, 
during your earlier work, that wholesale 
trade, export and manufacture itself pave the 
way to the offence so effectua·lly as to make 



this almo..<:t inevitable. All States are agreed 
that manufacturers have the right .to Jilanu
facture drugs only when the forme~. have 
reason to believe that these are for legthmate 

. use. 
' 

If, having propounded . this principle 
since 1912, you succeed durmg the present 
Conference in giving practical and clear proof, 
by the text of . a Conv~ntion: that it is 
applicable, you will make 1t PQSStble, not ~nly 
to gain a decisive victory in the war agamst 
opium, but you "ill prepare the way for 
fresh victories for mankind. Drugs are not 
the only commodities of which the League 
of Nations desires to limit and control the 
manufacture. The problem before you is 
similar to that of the manufacture of arma-· 
ments, of substances used in chemical 
warfare. With the Disarmament Conference 
so near at hand, you will realise the wide
spread influence which your ·work has it in 
its power to exercise. · 

I am further hopeful of good results 
because all the nations here represented have 
the same interests in this matter ; I refer of 
course to moral interests. Of what account 
is the petty material gain acquired by some 
States compared with the catastrophe repre
sented by the spread of the use of dangerous 
drugs ? Surely all nations have to a great 
extent already renounced the profits to be 
obtained from the manufacture or sale of 
drugs? 

The Governments who have signed either of 
the Conventions of 1912 and 1925, the 
Governments here represented which have in 
general accepted the principles embodied in 
these Conventions, have formally renounced 
the profits to be gained from illicit traffic 
and consumption. It would be a serious 
injustice were we to accuse them of a kind 
of hypocrisy, of having given lip service to 
renunciation while continuing nevertheless 
to profit by the traffic. If this illicit profit 
is eliminated. what remains ? The profits 

' from licit manufacture. These will always 
be small because, in ·the very nature of 
thin~. they will always be limited. The 
main part of the Convention to be established 
will consist in preventing the realisation of 
excessive profits which would lead to fresh 
manufacture and ruin \he very principle of 
the Convention. 

It is not without reason, therefore, that I 
open this Conference on a note of hope. I 
have another reason for optimism, the fact 
that we are at Geneva, where the spirit of 
conciliation has always been to the fore. 
Here, however much our opinions may differ, 
even on important questions, we are all 
governed by the need for progress in the 
development of that international friendship .. 
without which mankind could no longer exist; 
we feel that we must realise it by teaching the 
members of different nations to work together, 
guided by common principles, carefully 
weighed and universally accepted. ·· 

You have shown on at least three previous 
occasions that this spirit has led you to achieve 
important results regarding the manufacture 
and sale of opium. I am convinced that you 
will again do likewise, faithful to the prece
dents which you have yourselves established. 

2.-APPOINTMENT OF THE COM· 
MITTEE ON THE CREDENTIALS 
OF DELEGATES •. 

The President proposed that the Con
ference should appoint a Credential$ Com
mittee of five members to receive and 
examine the full powers of the delegates and 
present its report to the Conference as soon 
as possible. 

.J. 

He suggested that the Committee should 
be composed of a delegate from each of the 
following countries : Austria, Canada, Cuba, 
Greece and Hungary. 

This proposal wu adopted,. 

SECOND MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Thursday, May 28th, 1931, at 11 a.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCK:tRE. 

3.-R.EPORT OF THE COMMITTEE Governments : Austria, Belgium, Cuba, Free 
4 

ON THE CREDENTIALS OF DELE· City of Danzig, Denmark, Dominican Repub
GATES. lie, Germany, Great Britain, Greece, India, 

Japan, Luxemburg, Mexico, Monaco, Nether
lands, Poland, Portugal, Spain, United States 
of America. The full powers of the delegates 
of these nineteen countries cover negotiations 
and the signature of any instruments. The 
Canadian delegation has submitted a letter 
from the permanent delegate accredited 
to the League of Nations authorising partici
pation in the Conference and the signature 
of any instruments. 

M. Raphal!l (Greece), Chairman of the 
Ulmmittee on Credentials, reported as follows : 

The Committee hu considered documents 
sob~tted by the fifty-two delegations taking 
~ 111 the Conference, .nd communicated 
to 1t by the Secretariat. It notes that the 
delegates of the following States have received 
full powers from the heads of their respective 
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! ·Th• Glelegates.af..the· following States have 
received full powers from the heads of their 
Governments authorising them. to take part 
in the Conference. : :• China, Costa Rica; 
Sweden, .Switzerland and the. Union of 
Soviet. Socialist Republics. The Committee 
was unable to decide whether the full powers 
of the last-named countries could be inter
preted as authorising th~ir delegat~s to sign 
Instruments." It- accordmgly asked those 
delegates to indicate in what· sense their full 
powers should be interpreted. 

The lithuanian delegate has received full 
powers from his Government ·authorising· 
him to take part in: the Conference. . 
. The delegates of ·'the following States 
have been· ·accredited· to take part in· the 
Conference· either by · letter · 01 telegram 
addressed to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations from the·. Minister for 
Foreign Affairs or the Permanent Repre
sentative accredited to the League of Nations: · 
Abyssinia, Albania, Argentine Republic, Chile, . 
Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Egyt:t. Finland, , 
France, Guatemala, Hedjaz and. Nejd, · 
Hungary, Irish Free State, Italy. Latvia.,·: 
Liberia, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Persia, 
Peru, Roumania, Siam, Turkey, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yugosla-via. . 
· The Committee proposes that the delegates 

of the States in the last list who have not 
been accredited to sign instruments wh:ch 
might be adopted by the Conference, should 
be asked to secure authorisation for this 
purpose before the end of our work. 

Estonia has appointed a delegate to follow 
the work of the Conference in the capacity 
of observer. 

The Governments of Bolivia and San 
Marino have not yet accredited delegates 
to the Conference. 

The conclusions of the Committee's report 
r11ere adopted. 

4.-EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT. 
RULES OF PROCEDURE. 

· The.· President drew . the attention of ; 
the ConfereQ.ce to the following procedure · 
for which provision was made in the dratt : 
Rules.: · . ' 

I. The Conference should elect two: 
Vice-Presidents : the President and the: 
ViCe-Presidents, assi<>ted by the Secretariat, · 
would form the Bureau of the Conference ; ' 

· 2. The Conference should · appoint a i 
. Business Committee composed of the ; 

President, the Vice-Presidents and fifteen 
other members of the· Conference. . 

: He asked whether the Confe~:ence wished ; 
to adopt "the Rules of. Procedure article by · 
article, or as a whole.. . . . ; 

Colonel Sharman (Canada) suggested : 
that the number of members of the Business ; 
Committee (Art:cle 3 of Ru1es cf Prccedure) : 
should be increase~ to seventeen. ! 

The Conferene~ 1greed to increase the me~ber- i 
ship of the Bilsiness Committee from Nteett 
lo seventeen. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
proposed that the last sentence of Rule 5 
ahould be changed to read : .. : · 

~ The special·· Committees. ahd Sub· 
Committees shall decide whether their 
meetings shall be public or . private." 

. M. Perez (Argentine) saw no reason why 
some meetings should. be. private ; all meet
ings ought to be held in. public .. 

The President replied· that, according 
to parliamentary·rule, plenary sessions w~re 
held · in public. All countries admitted, 
however, that such an assembly could deviate 
from this rule if a special decision were taken 
to this effect.· The · circumstances giving 
rise to such a· decisio.n were, however, very 
rare. · 

It would be preferable. to leave .the Com
mittees to decide for themselves 'whether 
their meetings should be held in public or 
private. The discussions in . some Com-
mittees were so important that their meetings 
were in every way comparab)e. to plenary 
sessions and should receive the same publicity. 
On the other hand, some other Committees 
dealing with administrative questions and 
detailed drafting could better :hold their 
meetings in private. · ' 

. · M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) .. endorsed 
the President's view. The Advisory Com. 
mittee itself had adopted the rule in question. 
It normally held public meetings, unless it 
unanimously decided to hold private meet
ings. 

Article s .. as amsnded by· Mr:. CaldweU, 
was adopted. 

The Rules of Procedure as amended. were 
adopted (Annex ·1). 

5.-APPOINTMENT _OF THE VICE
PRESIDENTS. 

The President proposed Mr. Caldwell, 
first delegate of the United States of America, 
and M .. de Vasconcellos, first delegate. of 
Portugal, Chairman of the Advisory· Com
mittee, as Vice-Presidents •. 

· This proposal was adopted: 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of. America) 
expressed his pleasure and appreciation of 
the honour done to his country and to himself 
personally. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) also 
thanked his colleagues. The Conference knew 
of his devotion to its work and could count 
on his co~operation. . . 

6.-'APPOINTMENT OF THE BUSI
NESS COMMITTEE. 

The President proposed that the Business 
Committee, in addition to the President and 
the two Vice-Presidents who were members 
·of· this Committee e:s oflicio, should consist 
of the first delegates of the following coun
tries or their substitutes: Argentine, Canada, 
China, France, Germany, Great· Britain, 
India, Italy. Japan. The Netherlands, Persia, 
Spain, Switzerland, .Turkey, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, Uruguay and Yugoslavia. 

. j'hi$ rroposal . .-as adopted. . 
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QUESTION OF HEARING REPRE· 7'-sENTATIVES OF CERTAIN PRI· 
VATE ASSOCIATIONS. 

The President stated that several private 
Associations concerned ' either exclusively 
or in part with the campaign. against ~he use 
of opium and drugs had y.;~tte~ askmg !or 
certain privileges and faCllihes ~n lollowmg 
the work of the Conference and, if. necessat:Y• 
to be allowed to take some part m the dis-
cussions. . 

In accordance with the rules JUSt adopted, 
he proposed to .submit t.hese requests to ~e 
Business Commtttee for tts report. 

T/tis pojlosfll WIIS aJopte4. 

8.-QUESTION OF INCLUDING IN 
THE AGENDA THE PROPOSAL 

. OF THE PERMANENT CENTRAL 
OPIUM BOARD FOR THE AMEND· 
MENTOR INTERPRETATION OF 
THE FRENCH TEXT OF ARTI· 
CLE 24 OF THE GENEVA CONVEN • 
TION OF 1915. 

The President drew attention to the 
following passage in the Secretary-General's 
letter (C.L4·P931.Xl), dated March nth, 
1931, which had been forwarded to all the 
Governments represented at the Conference : 

'" . • • On the other hand, the Council 
decided, on January 24th, 1931, to submit 
to the Governments the suggestion con
tained in the letter addressed to it by 
the President of the Permanent Central 
Board, dated January 9th, 1931 (document 
C.no.1931.XI), in which the President 
of the Board draws attention to a diver
gence between the English and French 
texts of Article 24 of the Geneva Conven
tion, and suggests that the States parties 
to .that Convention shall take the opportu
nity afforded by the Conference on the 
Limitation of the Manufacture of Narcotic 
Drugs to be held next May to amend or 
interpret the Convention in the sense of 
the English text ... 

In the next paragraph, the- Secretary
General had asked all the Governments to 
accord the necessary powers to their delegates. 

The President did not consider, however, 
that t~e mere wish expressed by the Council 
could •Pso /lido lay the suggestion before the 
Conference. This could only be effected 
~y a formal decision taken by the Conference 
1tseU. He therefore proposed to submit 
the question to the Business Committee for 
report. 

Thi• proposal was uopte4. 

9.-LIMITATION OF THE MANUFAC
TURE OF DRUGS :GENERAL DIS· 
CUSSION. 

The President stated that the principal 
object of the Conference was to give effect · 
to the resolution of the tenth Assembly, 
amended by the eleventh Assembly. 

The tenth Assembly resolution recorded 
that .. the Assembly regards the principle 

of the limitation of the manufacture of the 
drugs mentioned in paragraphs (b), (c) and 
(g) of Article 4 of the Convention of Geneva 
by international agreement as now accepted". 
This programme had been slightly amplified 
under conditions with which everyone was 
familiar and which need not therefore be 
quoted. 

The Council of the League had instructed 
the Advisorr. Committee to prepare plans 
for such limttation and had later instructed 
the present Conference to discuss and possibly 
to accept them. The Advisory Committee's 
scheme had been considered as an adequate 
basis for the work of the Conference. It had 
been supplemented by a draft which might 
also serve as a basis for discussion. It 
should be clearly understood, however, that 
this draft was not necessarily the sole basis 
of discussion ; other proposals could be exa
mined together with it. 

The best means of giving effect to these 
different recommendations was to begin 
with this parallel examination of all the 
documents and proposals submitted on the 
limitation of the manufacture of drugs, 
and to open a general discussion in the course 
of which each delegate could present his 
amendments to the proposed Convention, 
alternative texts or fresh proposals. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
had intended to suggest that, at the end of 
item 6 of the agenda, it should be stated that 
any alternative proposals might be submitted. 
In view, however, of what the President said, 
and provided that his remarks. represented 
the consensus of opinion of the Conference, 
no amendment to this effect was necessary 

The Presiden.t's proposal was adopted. 

M. Perez (Argentine) observed that the 
Hague Convention of 1912 and the Geneva 
Convention of 1925 had not produced the 
beneficial effects expected of them. The 
spread of drug addiction had not been arrest
ed. · This evil, which was especially prevalent 
among the young generations, which deprived 
men of the normal use of their mental 
faculties and menaced them with premature 
death, might be said to be becoming more 
and more widespread. · The social evils which 
ensued were becoming greater and greater. 
Fathers were living in d.read for their children. 
The anxious world was wondering whether 
Governments were really powerless to cope 
with the developments of so serious and so 
shameful an evil. It was fully realised 
that certain questions, exclusively political 
in nature, could not be solved in accordance 
with the higher interests of mankind. But 
the world was severe in its criticism when 
it found that 9uestions wholly removed from 
political cons1derations and falling within 
the sphere of social welfare and health 
were not solved in the way which was 
both desirable and necessary. It was thus 
inclined to doubt the spirit of international 
solidarity which should actuate -the League 
of Nations in its work. 

The Governments had entrusted their 
representative at the Conference with the 
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responsible· task of answering the question 
which the anxious world was asking. In 
accepting this task, the Conference had 
shouldered a heavy responsibility before 
world public opinion. It could not therefore 
conclude its proceedings before achieving 
success-that was to say, before having 
considered· the problem in all its intricacy, 
before having revised the Conventions already 
concluded and adjusted them to the exigencies 
of the position as revealed by experience, 
and before having considered and prepared 
the solutions which all would be bound to 
accept in the not-too-distant future. For, 
owing to their complexity and to the develoP:
tnents .which were continually taking place~ 
social problems did not all lend themselves 
to solutions that could be laid down once and 
for all. 

The authors of the 1912 and 1925 Conven
tions had done good work. They opened 
the campaign. It was for the ·present 
Conference to improve on their efforts by 
strengthening those provisions which had 
proved useful and effective and replacing 
by fresh proposals those that were without 
practical value. 
· The Conference had been convened to' 
draw up a Convention designed to limit the 
manufacture of dangerous drugs and to 
regulate their distribution. The draft before 
the Conference was based upon the following 
idea : The number of drug addicts was large 
because narcotics were manufactured in 
unduly large quantities,' In M. Perez' opi
nion, this idea was very questionable ; it 
was based ·upon an erroneous conception of 
the problem to be solved. 

Indeed, over-production and over-con
sumption ·were far from being synonymous 
terms, or terms connected by an inevitable 
relation between cause and effect. Inves
tigations into the world agricultural depression 
had shown that over-production, even when 
accompanied by its inevitable corollary, a 
fall in prices, might coincide with under
consumption. The truth was that if there 
were drug addicts, it was not because little 
or much cocaine · or morphine was being 
manufactured, but because the quantities 
of these narcotic poisons-whether large or 
small-that were being produced were being 
diverted from their legitimate objective, 
the relief of human suffering. 

These considerations had induced the Argen
tine delegation to formulate the following 
principle, which should form the basis of all 
the conclusions of the Conference and guide it 
in its campaign against the abuse of narcotic 
drugs : The spread of drug addiction and the 
development of the illicit drug traffic are not 
the effect of over-production, but are due to the 
moral perversion of the drug addicts and of the 
unscrupulous traffickers who supply them with 
material for their vicious practices. 

What were the administrative implications 
of this principle ? The problem was ethical 
rather than posological in character, and if 
posolcgical considerations were to intervene ; 
at all, they could only be of value in so far as 
they might supplement the results achieved 
by action on ethical lines .. To speak even 
more precisely, the implications were tha~. 
if the campaign against the illicit drug traffic 
were to be successful, it was necessary, not 

only to consider the commodity which was 
being bought and sold-that was to say, 
the poison itself-· but also and especially 
the agent of such trade, in other words, 
man, whether a grower, a prcducer, a rr.anu
facturer, an exporter, an irrporter, dr~:ggist, 
or a chemist, or, finally, a consumer. 

Neither the existing Hague · (1912) and 
Geneva (1925) Conventions, nor the draft 
which the Conference was about to consider 
took sufficient account of the point which 
had just been raised. They were. open to 
criticism not because they contained super
fluous matter, but rather because of their 
lacuna::. This inadequacy explained their 
failure, which must be admitted, in the cam-
paign against dru~ addiction. -

O.nce this painful fact was realised it was 
the duty of the Conference to acknowledge 
the mistake and to change the line of attack. 
For the principle of partial limitation of 
the manufacture of drugs must be substituted 
the principle of ccrrplete limitation applied 
to all the actors in this commercial drama 
which was enacted less often at the bedside 
of a sick person than in the bedroom of a 
prostitute eagerly seeking to procure the 
stimulants necessary for her erotic trade. 

The draft Convention prepared by the 
Advisory Committee set up :highly intricate 
machinery designed to enforce a limitation 
of the manufacture of narcotics. This system 
was based on estimates of the quantities of 
narcotic drugs required by each of the 
contracting parties and on the manner in 
which each of the parties might provide for 
its needs, either by home manufacture or by 
international manufacture or both. These 
estimates would be communicated to the 
manufacturers who would then undertake 
not to produce more than was required to 
meet the demands according to the quotas 
allocated by a proposed International. Nar
cotics Office. It must be. frankly admitted 
that such a preliminary estimate would 
nearly always be lacking in precision. In 
every case, a margin would have to be added 
lest the estimate should subsequently prove 
inadequate. Such an estimate would there
fore nearly always prove a stimulus to over
production rather than to limitation. 

Consequently, if it were desired, to bring 
about a limitation which· should really be in 
keeping with legitimate needs, the matter 
must be approached from a different angle. 
To begin with, this true limitation without 
any additional margin could only follow as a 
result of a well substantiated under-consump
tion, the latter being itself the effect of 
limitations which would ensue from the 
application of a series of converging measures 
designed to prevent ·leakage into the illicit 
traffic thn .. ugh a better organisation of 
legitimate commercial transactions. 

M. Perez would repeat that it would be a 
mistake to imagine that a limitation of the 
manufacture of narcohc drugs was the essen
tial weapon in the campaign against drug 
addiction. Limited manufacture was danger
ous if the drugs were diverted from their 
legitimate purpose by th~ moral perversion 
of a dishonest manufacturer. On the other 
hand. over-production c;ould be · entirely 
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harmless if the drugs "'-ere handled bY. honour
able business men. Consequently lf it were 
decided to limit manufacture, the value 
of that limitation must be correctly assessed 
and it must be accepted as one of the factors 
of a more extensive form of limitation which 
M. Peres would call complete limitation, 
since it must apply simultaneously to the 
substances traded in and to the agents 
involved in the trade. 

How would it be possible to achieve such 
complete limitation, which would be the 
upshot of a series of partial limitations re
acting favourably one upon the other? 
By enacting legislation which would organise 
and control both factors in all commercial 
~sactions connected with the narcotic 
substances specified in this Convention. 

ll. Perez wished "tc> trace the whole course 
of these transactions.· There were several 
stages. 
· First, the growers of the raw material, 
then the manufacturers and exporting com
mission agents, and, finally, the importing 
druggists, the wholesale drug firms, pharma
cists and consumers. At each stage, there 
were a certain number of middlemen, who 
increased in numbers the nearer one approach
ed the consumer. All these parties to 
commercial transactions might be classed 
in two groups. The first group, the more 
important, w~ that of the honest and wholly 
reliable busmess men. It. was certainly 
not this group that made limitation necessary, 
and, were there only such men in the world, 
the present Conference would be entirely 
unnecessary. 

The second group comprised traffickers of 
doubtful or definitely perverted morals 
dishonest and prepared at any moment 
t~ make a fortun~ out of the moral degrada
tion o_f drug addicts and the sufferings and 
despa.u- of numberless families .. Those were 
the · men who had made the Conference 
necessary; those were the men who must 
~ ~ought, _for they were the agents of the 
illiat traff1c. A constant relation existed 
between t~e aggregate numbers of persons 
concerned lD each group. It was obvious 
however, that the total number of dishonest 
traders would increase commensurately with 
the number of p~ies _involved. Conversely, 
the. fewer the parhes mvolved in such trans
actions the smaller the immoral element. 
:U!!!e. '!"ere therefore practical advantages 
~ ~t~g the total number of intermediate 
distributmg _agents as well as the number 
of comm~cial transactions undertaken in 
the narcotiC drugs market. 

The unscrupulous illicit trafficker would 
be foun~ at every stage in the chain of 
transactions that had just been reviewed. 
At each stage ~here. was diversion of drugs 
and leakage. mto the illicit traffic. In 
order t? avo1d this, stringent control must 
be applied at each of these stages in such a 
wa_y that ~he agents could be selected after · 
being subJected to what might be called a 
moral " sifting out ". 
. Even wi!hout limitation of manufacture, 
1t would be 1m possible to achieve the necessary 
measure of control if traders were allowed 
to t~ke adv~ntage of the outlets afforded 
by Immorality and perversion. In order 

to deal .with a leakage. which was sa :detri
mental to public health, commercial trans
actions would have to be passed through a 
kind of administrative bottle-neck which 
would make supervision and sifting simple 
and effective. . 

There was, of course, one ideal, if radical 
solution for the administrative proble~ 
involved-· namely, to nationalise the drug 
trade ~r conduct it as a ~tat~ monopoly in 
countnes where the Conshtuhon permitted. 
A State monopoly would eliminate all inter
mediaries and simultaneously put an end 
to all the leakages and diversion into illicit 
channels. If a State monopoly could abolish 
tobacco smuggling, it was permissible to 
hope that the.same result would be obtained 
in the drug traffic and that drug .addiction 
would be effectively suppressed. . · 
~- Per~z was a ":hole-hearted supporter of 

th1s radical soluhon. He believed that, 
whatever the outcome of the Conference 
an additional resolution should be adopted 
recommending this measure · most earnestly 
to the serious consideration of all the 
Governments in the hope that it would one 
day be put into effect wherever the present 
campaign against drug addiction had failed. 
When the time came, M. Perez would submit 
a draft resolution to this effect. 

If _this solution at t~e present time appeared 
too Ideal to be put mto actual practice, the 
Conference should, at any rate, endeavour 
to find the nearest substitute. M. Perez 
considered that the draft which· he would 
presently read complied with this require
men~. _It ~ually ~o.unted to a monopoly 
of distnbuhon, orgamsmg, as it did trade 
in narcotics by means of agents chos~n and 
supervised directly by the State. It was 
based on the creation in each of the territories 
of t?~ con.tracting parties of a powerful 
admirustrahve body, the functions of which 
would be: 

(1) To concentrate, canalise, consider 
in order to authorise or reject them ali 
national dealings in_ narcotics ; ' 

(2) To. set up such permanent inspection 
of _factones as would prevent their output 
bemg diverted into illicit channels • 

' 
(3) To limit, by means of a comprehen

sive and ~etailed system· of regulations, 
the excessive number of intermediaries 
and thus to make it easier and more effec
tive to select them. This body might be 
called the Central National Narcotics 
Office. 

· It was rather curious that, when the Hague 
and Geneva Conventions were being drafted 
it had n?t occurred to. anyone to propos~ 
th~ creahon of such nahonal offices. Legis
~ahon was not enough ; the administrative 
mstrument needed to enforce it must also 
be created. 
. On t~e other hand, a multiplicity of 
mternahonal organisations had been set up, 
such as the Permanent Central Opium Board 
of ~eneva, and the Advisory Committee. 
Re~1ance had also been placed on the co-ope
ra bon ~f the Health Committee of the League 
0! Na~lons an? the Institut international 
~- Hygi~ne pubh~u-~ of Paris. Yet, in spite 0~ 
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. their highly valuable activities,· these inter~ 
national organisations had failed to exercise 
the favourable influence expected of them on 
drug addiction, and inevitably so. How could 
mere international organisations be expected 
to solve questions of health which were 
essentially national ? This increase in the 
numbers of international bodies had led 
astray public opinion which had believed, 
and still believed, that drug addiction could 
be abolished through the activities of the 
health organs of the League of Nations.·· 

These bodies certainly . discharged very 
useful and very necessary functions in the 
international . sphere. · They drew official 
and public attention in the various countries 
to health problems of international import 
and consolidated that opinion in campaigns 
for the greater welfare of mankind. The 
Conference would, however, agree that they 
could not do such useful and such noble work 
without the co-operation and support of the 
Governments. The Central National Narco
tics Office was intended· to fill the gap to 
which he had just referred, but it would 
always co-operate closely with the Permanent 
Board in Geneva. 

During the discussions of the Advisory 
Committee on Traffic in Opium and other 
Dangerous Drugs, the representatives of 
Japan, Turkey and Yugoslavia, supported by 
those of Italy, Poland and Mexico, had 
demanded that all countries, including those 
whose output was intended. to cover their 
own requirements only, should be entitled 
to participate in the export trade in drugs 
if they received legitimate orders from 
abroad: 

M. Perez considered this a perfectly 
logical and justifiable demand, but there 
was another equally deserving of respect
that all countries should be entitled to take 
any steps necessary to protect themselves 
against the multiplicity of offe!s on the drug 
market. Suppose-a v~ry destrable assu~p
tion from the standpomt of the campatgn 
against drug addiction-that all· countries 
decided to manufacture themselves all the 
narcotics they required for home consump
tion ; suppose, again, that they stated one 
day their readiness to export; what· would 
be the result ? . The world would be inundat
ed with commercial travellers who were 
anxious to offer samples of their dangerous 
wares. Surely this inordinate increase in 
the number of greedy salesmen, all of them 
with samples, would particularly encourage 
the spread of drug addiction. How could 
this danger be eliminated once and for all ? 
Only by giving all.Govern~ents the right. to 
close their respective fronhers to narco!tcs, 
the origin of which was held for vartous 
reasons to be undesirable. Existing treaties 
of commerce containing a most-favoured
nation clause ·hampered the exercise of the 
superior claim of public health to protection. 
That was why M. Perez proposed the adaptio~ 
of a text excluding narcotics from the benef1t 
of the most-favoured-nation clause. Such 

exclusion could, if necessary, be used as a 
penal measure against countries violating 
the existing conventions. 

M. Perez would pass now to a point which 
was both interesting and novel. In the cam
paign again~t drug addiction, concentration 
merely on the object and the partie~ involved 
would be only a half measure taking no 
account whatever of the drug addict who 
in most cases was the means of spreading 
the evil. Generally speaking, every ca~ of 
idiopathic drug addiction might be said to 
be the result of another case of drug addiction. 

If the work of the Conference was to be 
useful, the question of restricting the number 
of drug addicts, either by inducing them to 

-undergo treatment or by making them harm-
less, must be considered. Certain articles of 

: the draft give the competent authorities the 
: right to intervene with a view to securing 
:the necessary restriction of the number of 
: drug addicts. 

M. Perez considered also that, as a 
severe deterrent for illicit trafficking in 

; narcotics, the penalty should be applied 
· on the basis that the crime was assimilated 
: to that of counterfeiting currency. 

If it were to be effective, the Convention 
which would be signed at the Conference 
must be accepted and enforced by all the 
nations ~f the international community. 
M. Perez considered this desirable universality 
could be obtained by means of an .article 
binding the signatories not to conduct any 
commercial transactions in narcotic drugs 
except _with co-signatory countries .. 

In conclusion, the draft subnutted by 
M. Perez also provided for-the foundation of 
philanthropic societies to afford social assist
ance to drug addicts, which might in many 
cases set them on the road to recovery. : 

" The draft proposed by M. Perez was in the 
following terms : 

DRAFT CoNVENnoN TO INTENSIFY THE CAMPAIGN 
AGAINST DRUG ADDICTION AND LlllliT THE. MANU• 
FACTURE OF NARCOTIC DRUGS, . . 

[List of. contracting States.) . 
Being convinced of the necessity of pursumg the 

campaign against drug addiction by the adop~on of 
more defmite and effectual measures, have de!=)ded to 
conclude a Convention for _that purpose and have 
ap~inted as their plenipotentiaries : 

·· [List of plenipotentiaries.) 

who, having communicated their powers, found_ in 
' good and due fonn, have agreed upon the followmg 
i provisions : 

.drticl• I •.. 

: (The same as Article 1 of the· draft before the 
; Conference, but with the omission of the following 
; sentence: "The tenn 'import certificate • denotes an 
: import certificate as pro,ided for m Article 13 of the 
: Geneva Convention ".) 
' 

Article :z. 

· The High Contracting Parties will take all such 
: legislative, ad~nistrative or o~rt;nea.sur_-es as may _be 
· necessary to gtve due effect wtthin thetr temtories 
' to the provisions of this Convention designed to prevent 

1 
the spread of drug addiction by limiting the manufac-

1 ture of narcotic drugs and. commercia_l ~~ctions 
. therein exclusively to medtcal and setentiflc need~. 

Article 3· 

The High Contracting Parties ·undertake to estab
i !ish in their national capitals and 'in the capitals of 
; their federated Statrs or provinces or in the chief 

towns of the departments or cantons of their respective 



-u-

. w~ver neces..<ary, Central N~~cs 
cou~tries. d' t the c;ampaip against drug addaction 
Offaces to. areethe roviSJons of the Conventions of 
~te aff.Eg (19Uf and Geneva (I92s> and of the 
...-nt '~nuon. . traJ' th 
..-T~re shall be a National qfface to cen ase e 

.. ti of the Regional Otflces. The latter shall 
actiVl es. as to ensure the most effective enforce-!!: ~u~ provisions of the Conven~o~ in force 
ft1!Udin the campaign against drug addactio~. . , 

'rbe l'!tioaal Narcotics Offices shall be adnurus~~d 
a ~tor-General, assisttd by a Su~rvtsory 

~neil. of which, where possible, the followmg shall 
he llll'mbers: . D' to of 

The Minister of Social Welf~. The •~.c r 
Public Health, The Chid of Police, The Dt~ctor
General of the Customs, and Professors of mental 
diseases. h ·ene, therapeutics, p~acology al!d 
criminal Ia~ the Faculties of Medtcme and. Law m 
their respective countries. . . · 

The Supervisory Committee shall appomt 1ts own 
officers and establish its own rules. 

A.rti&U 4· 

The Central Narcotics Office shall supervise all those 
who manufactnre, handle in any way, import, sell, bu:y, 
distribute in any manner, or e~rt the narcotic
substances specified in this Convention, as well as the 
buildings in which these products~ manW:actnred or 
in any way traded in and the commewal vessels 
which ccnvey them. 

To this end the Office shall : 

(a) Umit solel:y to duly authorised establish
ments and prenuses the manufactnre of the 
substances ~!erred to in Article 1 ; 

(b) Require that all those who grow, ma;'lnfac
tnre, import, export. distribute, boy or sell m ai!Y 
way the said substances or work as ~mployees m 
the said establishments and pRmises should be 
provided with an authorisation to engage in these 
operatioos ; 

(c) Require persons who engage in commercial 
transactions to enter in their books the quantities 
of the said substances m.annfactored, imported, 
n:por ted, sold, bought. exchanged or distributed in 
any manner. 

To obtain a manufactnring permit, the factory mu.•t 
undertake not to export or buy anywhere or to sell in 
the territory in which it ~des otherwise tlu>n 
through the Office and after authorisation delive~d 
by it. It shall assume the obligation to manofactnre 
solely and without e~ption in order to satisfy the 
demands addressed to it through the O'fice. . 

All persons who buy, sell, exchange or distribute 
narcotic substances, or engage in any commercial 
transaction regarding such 111bstances, must undertake 
to perform 111ch transactions through the Office only. 

. This clau.<e shall not apply to retail pharmaceutical 
purchases and sales on presentation of. a medical 
prescription or to purchas5 and sales effected on 
preseotatioo of a certificate deliwrt'd by the Rector of 
the University and countersigned by the Director of 
the Central Office. . 

Arlide s. 

No penon may engage in the cultivation of the 
plants specified in Article 1 witboot obtaining an 
authorisation delivered by the Central Office. Tbe 
fundamental condition of this authorisation shall be 
that the sale of the output may only be effected 
through the Office. . 

The Office may limit the cultivation of these plants 
to the needs estimated by the Permanent Board on the 
basis of nqoirements arising out of the exclusively 
therapeutic or Kieotific 11M of the narcotic sobetances 
llp'dfied in Article 1 of this Convention. 

Ani&u 6. 

The Office shaD take steps to prohibit in internal 
trade the c:ea.ion of the so betances covered by the 
present Convention to unautborised persom and the 
~ of these sobetaoces by 811Ch person•. 

The Office may authorise chemists to deliver on 
their own initiative and u drup for imllleliiate use in 
ur~t c:.uea the following medicinal opium pre
puatioaa: Tmctnre of opium, Sydeobam laudanum, 

Dover's J?Owder, pills of thebaic extract: · Neve~heless,.. 
the maxamum dose which may be dehvered an these 
cases must not tontain more ~an o grm. 15 of 
medicinal opium,· and t_he chema.st must enter ~he 
quantities supplied In his books m accordance wtth 
~••w . . . 

• Arlicl1 1· 
The C'.entral Office shall draw up administrative 

regulations governing the exercise of the trade in 
narcotic substances specified in the present Convention; 

Arlicll 8. 
With a view to international co-operation, and in 

order to promote the campaign against the dnag 
habit and enable all countries to l.'rofit by the progress 
and the favourable results achieved, and in order 
itself to profit by the results obtain~d by other 
countries, each National Office shall submit to the 
Permanent Central Board at Geneva all the measu~a 
of a legislative or administrative character and all the 
steps which it decides to adopt with a view to ensuring 
the success of the campaign. Accordingly, the 
Permanent Board shall· send to all the National 
Offices all the information which it receives a11d 
which it may consider likely to ensure .the better. 
organisation of this campaign. 

Furthermore, each National Office shall regularly 
communicate to the Permanent Central Board 
information as to its activity and the results of the 
measures adopted, as well as all statistics throwing 
light on such activity and results. It shall commu
nicate with the other National Offices through the 
Permanent Board. · 

These n:changes shall extend to all the spheres of 
activity necessary to reinforce the campaign and 
render it more effective (information of all kinds, 
estimates of requiRments, laws, administrati'l:e 
decrees, statistics of all kinds, list of agriculturists 
growing the plants whose narcotic alkaloids are 
utilised, list of manufacturers and wholesale and 
retail traders with yast record, list of Emugglers and 
of all the agents o the illicit trade, with surname, 
Christian name and exact information as to civil 
status and any previous convictions). 

Arlicllg. 
:l;:ach country retains full freedom to purchase· 

where it wish~. But recognising that, in the lnterests 
of the campaign agaimt the drug habit, it is useful· 
to limit the number of manofactu~rs as well as the 
output of factori~. it on~ertakes to. ·~cify among the 
co-signatories at the tame of ratafyang the preSfnt 
Couvention, ~ country in. whic~ it will. pr~ure its 
S11ppli~. At the same tame, 1t shall tndacate the 
manufactu~r in that country whom it will ask to 
Sllpply it with the narcotic substances w~ch it ne~ds 
annually, this agrE'Emtn~ to be for a penod of ftv:' 
years, renewable by tacat consent, unless one. years 
notice to the contrary is given. It shall al•o under
take not to make any other purchase elsewhere 
without informing the Permanent Board of the 
reasons for its request, and without the latter'~ 
previous consent. · · · 

· Arli&u to; · · · 
Every year, at a date to be fixed by the Pennanmt 

Board, all the National Offices shall communicate to 
this Board ~timates of their annual requirunents 
confined to therapeutic and scientific needs. · , 

The National Offices undertake not to consume 
quantities in excess of these estimates without 
informing the Permanent Board and without stating 
their reasons for the over-consumption. • 

Arli&l8 n. 
Each National Office of a consuming country shall 

send the orders which it receives to the National 
Office of the producing or manufacturing country 
through the Permanent Board at Geneva, which 
undertakes to transmit these orders immediately if it 
baa no observations to make. · · 

In agreement with the National Offices, the Penna• 
nent Board shall regulate thesco commercial transactions 
in •ncb a wa:y aa to facilitate deliveries and to obviate 
illicit operataons In International trade. . 

Arti&u rz, 
Each National Office shall communicate ·to the 

Permanent Board the aurnamea, Christian names and 
particulars as to civil status of all persons, wJuother 
nationals or fo~igners, who engage In the Illicit 
traffic in narcotica and of all prostitutea who are 
drug addicts. :, 
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The Permanent ~ard shall c:pmmunicate these 
particulars to the National Offices. 

Tlie Contracting Parties undertake tO assist each 
other in their efforts towards the suppression ·of 
contraband by means of exchanges of information and 
views ~tween the Directors of the different National 
Offices, arranged by the Permanent Board. 

Artiele 13. 

Any commercial transaction relating to the narcotic 
substances specified in Article 1 of this Convention 
and not effected through the competent National 
Central Office is declared to be illicit. 

Article 14. · 

The offence of illicit trade in narcotics is assimilated 
to that of counterfeitilig currency and shall accordingly 
involve the same penalties. 

Article 15. 
In the interests of the campaign against the drug 

habit, the High Contracting Parties shall exclude the 
narcotic substances specified in this Convention and 
the plants from which they are obtained from the 
benefits of the most-favoured-nation clause. 

Artiele 16. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to encou
rage the foundation in their respective countries of 
welfare societies aimed at organising prevention and 
the moral assistance of drug addicts. 

Article 17. 
The High Contracting Parties undertake to create 

in the Customs· and Police administrations of their 
respective countries services · specially aimed at 
combating the illicit trade in drugs and the spread of 
the drug habit, in full agreement with the national 
Narcotics Office and through it with the Permanent 
Board at Geneva. 

Article 18. 

The High Contracting Parties, if they have not 
already done so, undertake to incorporate in their 
respective laws the following provisions with a view to 
combating drug addiction : · · 

(4) Anyone who in any public place or place 
open to the public, or in a private club of any kind, 
is discovered in a state of serious mental disorder 
due to the abuse of narcotic substances shall be 
punishable by • • • and by a fine of • 
francs. 

If it is a second offence, he shall be placed in an 
institution until his complete cure. 

'(b) Anyone who is suffering from drug addiction 
and who, after having been in such an institution for 
a period· of two years, shall have been declared 
incurable by medical cer?ficates may be set ~t 
-liberty again unless he 1s dangerous to put he 
health bt1t he shall be placed under police supervision 
and de'prived of the exercise of his civil and political 
rights .. 

(c) Since drug addiction deprives the human 
being of the normal use of his mental faculties, no 
addict shall be allowed to exercise- any liberal 
profession or to engage in ~y kind. of. teaching 
or educational work, or practise prostitution. 

(d) Anyone who engages in the illicit traffic in 
narcotics either clandestinely or fraudulently or 
jn any other way, and anyone who is in possession 
of sucll substances with a view to trading in them, 
or who supplies them to others, encouraging ~eir use 
without therapeutic instructions, shall be pumshable 
by • • . and by a fine of • • francs. 
The penalty shall be increased if one of the sub-

stances mentioned in the first article of the present 
Convention is supplied to persons under 20 years of 
age or to persons who are already drug addicts. 

. . (,). Anyone who, ~hlle not having committed the 
offences mentioned 1n the precedmg paragraphs, 
shall instal or allow to be installed m property 
belonging to him public or private premises to sene 
as a place of meeting for ~rug a~dicts, shall be · 
punishable by • • • Wlth a fme of . • • 

. (f) Anyone who f~quents such pn:mises with a 
view to indulging 1n drug add1cpon shall be 
punishable by • • • with a fine of • • •, 
and the penalty ~hall be publicly announced. 

Artiel1 J~. 

The expenditure involved by the application of the 
present Convention, as by the Conventions of The 
Hague (1912) and of Geneva (1925), shall be met by 
the institution of a special tax, the amount and the 
method of collection of which shall be decided by tbe 
National Central Office. 

Article 20. 

After consultation of the Parties concerned the 
Permanent Board shall fix every six months the prices 
of narcotic substances and of the plants from which 
they are derived, enumerated in Article I of tbe 
present Convention. The High Contracting Parties 
undertake to accept these prices. 

DoNE at Geneva this • • • in a single copy, 
which shall be deposited in the· arcllives of the 
Secretariat of the League of Nations, duly certified 
copies whereof shall be sent to all the signatory States.. 

In conclusion, M. Perez asked the President 
to be good enough to submit the text of the 
articles which he had read to the Business 
Committee in order that they might be 
incorporated in the official draft. 

The President a.sSured M. Perez that 
the text of the draft Convention which he· 
had submitted to the Conference would, in 
accordance with his wish, be referred to the 
Business Committee. 

M. Deleanu (Roumania) wished to make 
a brief general statement on the attitude of 
his Government with regard to the opium 
problem and the steps which it has taken 
to meet both its national obligations to its 
own people and all those living on its terri
tory, and its international obligations to all 
the other peoples of the world. 

For some years, the Roumanian Govern
ment had been following with constant 
anxiety the increasing menace of drug 
addiction, which was unfortunately prevalent 
in many countries. 

M. Deleanu thought there was no need to' 
assure the Conference that the Roumanian 
Government had always regarded the problem 
from a purely humanitarian point of view. 
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He 11-ould. however, recall that Rouma!lia 
was 11either a producing nor a n:apufactunng 
collntry and, for this reason, ha4 never had 
to take account of any matenal int:r.es~ 
which might have influen~~d the deos10n 
of its Gov~ment even legitimately. 

Being anxious to work out a solution .of the 
p~9blem ":hjch "'oU;ld be gener~y cons1dered 
as. the most effective, ~d llthlch had .~een 
bropght t~ the attention of the Council of 
the League in' the last report but. one of the 
Advisory Committee. the Roumaman Govern
ment had just promulgated a Health L~w, 
Article 4 of which provided for _the cr:ahon 
of a State narcotics moncpoly With a VIew to 
supervising their manufactu~e. ?mP?rt, ware
housing, control, sale and. distribution. The 
monopoly recently set up in Roumania was 
on the following lines1• 

Once an estimate had been made of _the 
quantities ·of narcotics required annually 
for the medical and scientific needs of the civil 
and military population within the national 
territory, the Government )VOuld grant a 
concessionnaire the irrportation monopoly 
within the limits f:.Xed by the health auth~ 
rities of the country. The concessionaire 
would not have the right to import even the 
smallest. quantity of narcotics in excess of 
the quantities fixed by the heal,th authorities. 

Although the Roumanian Government had 
considered this procedure likely to enable it 
to exercise effective control over sales within 
the country, it must not be supposed that it 
was not prepared itself- to operate in every 
detail the monopoly provisionally granted to 
a concessionaire. Moreover, the Roumanian 
Government had taken every possible pre
caution to ensure that the concessionaire 
should· not infringe the laws and regulations 
in force in Roumania and take advantage 
of his privileged position. The-concessionaire 
would be ·requil:ed· to make a deposit of 
6_.000,009 lei as security._- . - : _ 

· lL Defeatiu· ·Jioped the cOnference. would 
accept his assurance that, as far as national 
measures were concerned, his Government 

· lwi'. taken the necessary steps to prevent 
any abuSe of legally imported narcotics. _ · ~ 

:_:At the. same time; the international aSpect 
of the problem had not escaped the attention 
of the Roumanian Government. The mea
sures which it had, taken in this matter were 
of particular interest for the international 
Conference which. had to take effective 
measures to solve the serious international 
problem of the illicit traffic in manufactured 
narcotics ;: this problem ·was due entirely 
to the fact that manufacture greatly exceeded 
the quantities necessary for the medical 
and scientific needs of the world . . 

After· considering the various solutions 
which had at one time or. another either 
been atudied by the competent organs of 

• the League of Nations or ·communicated 
to the Governments by the Secretary-General 
of the League, the Roumanian Government, 
~ a· purely consuming country: which· only 
tmperUA narcotics· for- its own needJ and . . . . ' .. '' . . ... 

prohibited all re-export,· had come to ihe_ 
conclusion~as . ·other Govunments had 
already. done...,....that it could not contribute 
to the solution of the problem more effec-, 
tively than by makirg k';lown in _advance ~he. 
quantities necessary for 1ts med1cal reqmre
ments and also the name of the country 
ox: .co1.mtries :wi~ll. which. firm con~r~ct~. h!ld 
been conCluded. . . ·. . .. : . . : : .' .. 

.. . . . ~ 
The Roumanian delegate ·did not intend 

at the present stage .to -discuss the respective 
merits of the various solutions which would 
be submitted to 'the Conference. H·e, only 
wished to make this general statement 
regarding the situation .and the attitude 
of his Government, but, at the same time; 
lie felt it his duty_ to take· the opportunity 
of drawing the attention of his colleagues tq 
the great simplicity and efficacy. of , the 
measures adopted by Roumania. He would 
not say that, in a world composed of 
countries each having its ·own special condi
tions, the solution found by his Government 
could be adopted by all, but he was personally 
convinced that, ·after the thorough exami
nation of the question which would certainly 
be made during the Conference, his colleagues 
would recognise that the Roumanian Govern
ment had done the __ bes~ ·that was possible 
in · view of _ the special . conditions of the 
country, which was neither· a producing nor 
a manufacturing country, and of its sincere 
wish to help to solve the serious problem 
before the Conference.- · 

. -
-. in t:onclusion, th~ · Roumanian . delegate 
expressed his earnest desire that the. Confer~ 
ence might succeed in its task. ·Its success 
would be to the. credit, not only of the 
Governments taking part in the discussions, 
but also of the League of Nations. 

. ' .. 



international. Conventions at present regu
la.tir.g ~the drug traffic. . . 

Although Turkey bad not yet acceded to 
these Conventions, be was glad to state 
that. the Government of the Republic fully 
tealised 'the nece~sity of close· co-operation 
between the 'different countries with a view 
to' givhig- real value to the international 
measures . of . control embodied in .. these 
CQnventii;>l}s. · It was to this end that the 
Turkish Government had ·endeavoured to 
extend. its legislation so as to bring it 
completely into line . with the methods of 
control applied in other countries, in order 
t'o eliminate· all J?Ossibility of illicit trl!-ffic 
in Turkey itself or m other countries by means 
of Turkish products. As the Turkish delegate 
bad 'had the honour to- state before the 

. Council of the League at its last session, 
the· Government of the Republic, with an 
essentially humanitarian aim in view, had 
adopted measures which were beyond the 
scope- of the provisions of the international 
conventions :toi the repression . of illicit 
traffic, 'by deciding to set up a State monopoly 
for the manufacture and sale of narcotics1• 

The. Turkish delegate was happy to inform 
the Conference that the Bill prepared for 
this purpose · had already been laid before 
the· Turkish :Grand National Assembly. 

.• 

-' Although it was true · that differences of 
opinion were improbable as far as the 
humanitarian and .social aspects of the drug 
problem-were concr.rned,.it Wall none the less 
true that.the-economic side of this_ problem 
might · -give. rise to difficulties and to the 
clash of numerous ·interests. 

The draft Convention prepared by the
Advisory Committee 1 sought to abolish th:e 
illicit traffic in drugs by means of· the limt• 
tation of manufacture. It was impossible 
to deal with this aspect of the problem without 
attempting to co-prdinate and' conciliate
the different interests of ·the ·consuming 
countries, -the manufacturing countries -and. 
the countries which produced ·the raw mat.,.. 
rial, , and without recognising_ a priori that 
the ·different , countries must· _be ·prepared: 
to make an effort and even .. consent -to
sacrifices if the work of· the Conference was 
to have good results. · In the course of the 
discussions, it would be possible to judge 
the extent of these difficulties. The limita
tion of manufacture must necessarily involve 
the regulation ·of the ·prtces·. of -the ~anu
factured products, and the Conferente' would 
therefore · be faced with a· problem the 
solution: of which, from the economic point 
of view, would certainly be very· complex. 

The Turkish delegation -was convinced 
that the very complicated problem: which 
the Conference had to cons1der-the com
plexity of . which was incr.eased _by . the 
economic question which was bqul;l!l~ .. up_ 
with it-could only . be solved· in· t;he best· 
possible conditions by. a just and equitab~e. 
distribution of sacrifices among the _vario11-s 
countries. The Turkish 9-elegation believed 
that any solution which would impose 
sacrifices on certain countries to the advantage 
of certain others could only lead the members 
of the Conference to a justifiable pessimism 
as to the results of their .work, and it hoped 
that this view would · be· .shared by. the 
·conference as. a -whole. · ·_. · ·· · . : · ':. · 

· .. · .. :. 
. The continuation of. the general tliscussio,. 
was adjourned to the ne"t ·meeting. 

THIRD MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Thursday, May 28th, 1931, at 3 p.m •. 

President : M. Dl!: BROUCimRE. 

io;-LIMIT ATION OF THE· MANU· 
F,ACTURE OF.DRUGS :GENERAL 
DISCUSSION (continuation).. · . 

· Colonel Sharman '(Canada) expressed 
on behalf o.f his Government appreciation 
of the opportunity offered by the Conference 
to_ improve a situation which had for a long 
time caused it very deep concern. Th~ 
Canadian Government was sincerely anxious 
to assist in the formulation of any measmes 
which would stop or help -to stop the flow of 
illicit ~arcotics. It was .actuated, not only 
by moral considerations, for narcotic addic
tion .was not unknown in Canada, but . by 
more material considerations as well ; the 
amount which the Government of Canada 
was obliged to spend annually in combating 
the illicit traffic and punishing those engaged 
therein was greatly in excess of .the actual 
commercial .. value of ."all narco~1cs legall~ 
imported into Canada._ In fact, 1ts lawyers 
: :' ~e '!laqu~nep- C.3h-~-~57-!9n-Xt. ' _, . 

bills for the prosecution of narcotic case-S 
alone exceeded such commercial v;Uue.". · · _ . . -. . . 

The :Canadian Parliament-was fully aliv6 
· to the ·necessity. for stringent ud effective 
legislation on narcotic matters. and nearly 
two years previously the Act in force had beert 
greatly strengthened by the addition of the 
lash as a punishment for traffickers, apart 
from 'imprisonment, which could not be for 
less than six months and- might extend to 
seven years. The lash had been imposed 
on four occasions. Colonel Sharman believed 
that, so far. Canada was the only country to 
use this deterrent. · 

There was another· point· which Canada: 
found very remarkable. ·Although in· the 
country to the south of Canada narcotics 
were ~anufactured for the legitimate medical 
needs of. a hundred · million: people, ·and 
although there was between the two_eountrl~ 

• See Anne• 7· 
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a land boundary some thousands of miles. 'in 
length, which normally made . smugglmg 
operations of any sort comparatively easy, 
no case had ever been encountered involving 
the illicit introduction into Canada of narco
tics manufactured in the United States of 
America. Many narcotics did arrive illic~tly 
in Canada coming from the south, particu
larly fro~ New· York~ in just ~he same 
manner as shipments _mto Cana~an. ports 
sometimes had an ulhmate destmahon to 
the south, but ~ every case known. to the 
Canadian Government such narcohcs had 
certainly not been manufactured on the 
American continent. 

Canada also benefited greatly-the benefit, 
doubtless, was mutual-by the existence of 
a special Convention with the United States 
of America relating to drugs1• That Conven
tion facilitated the co-ordination of effort and 
made possible close co-operation which would 
otherwise be a matter of greater difficulty. 

As a result of experience gained, Canada 
realised the necessity for united action and, 
in particular, the desirability of taking every 
pos&ible step to reduce the manufacture of 
narcotic dru~ to the actual legitimate 
medical needs of the world. 

Dr. Wu Llen-Teh (China) regretted that 
' his colleague, the Chinese Minister in London, 

was unable, on account of pressure of business, 
to attend the Conference in its early stages. · 
The presence of Mr. Sze would have been 
m~t ·useful, for quite apart from his qualifi
cations. he had ·been present at the last 
Conference held in 1924 and 1925. 

China was purely a narcotics consuming 
country. and had never had any share in their 
production. Unfortunately, however, owing 
to her vast frontiers, large numbers of the 
population who were not 411 fail with the 
dangers of narcotic addiction had become 
addi~. As_ a practition~ of some thirty 
years standing, Dr. Wu L1en-Teh was in a 
position to vouch for the immense harm 
that had been done wherever the Chinese 
had mad_e their homes. He had begun life 
as a medical man practising amongst Chinese 
people in the Straits Settlements and there 
he had had insight into the terrible problem 
of ·narcotic addiction. . · . · · 

He_did not intend to deal with the opiu~
s~o~ng problem, because it did not come 
Wlt.hin the scope of the Conference. Ther~ 
was, h?wever, a second problem-namely, 
t~ _eXlStence of a considerable number of 
victims of the morphine habit •. · Why was it 
that people took up that habit ? Was it 
because they prefened it to opium-smoking 
on account of the particular attraction 
connected with narcotic injection, or was it 
start~ as an ~ttempt to break off the opium
smokmg hab1t ? The faet remained-and 
here he was referring to conditions of twenty 

I .... ADMX Jl. 

years ago-that numbers of Chinese people 
had resorted to injection· in· the Southern 
Seas before injection had become as prevalent 
as it was at present in China. 

These men were ~migrants from Swatow 
and Amoy, two very important emigration 
centres of China, and, when they returned 
to ~heir homes, they introduced their J.lerni· 
cious habit to their countrymen, and 1t had 
spread very widely. Anyone going tc;. these 
ports and visiting ~he places where the 
addicts could be· found would be surprised 
at the extent of addiction. These emigrants 
were the earliest addicts to the morphine 
habit in China, but, during the last fifteen 
years or so, the habit had spread much more 
widely northwards and inwards. 

It might have been supposed that, since 
the nations had signed the Hague Convention 
of 1912, there would have been less fear of 
narcotic addiction, but apparently the reverse 
had been the case. Dr. Wu Lien-Teh could 
remember the enthusiasm sho\vn at the 
Hague Conference by all those present, who 
had thought that with the help of the best 
diplomats and the greatest chemical experts 
of the world there was a chance of overcoming 
the opium and narcotic habit, Perhaps the 
diplomats had been too diplomatic and the 
scientists a little too scientific, but, at any 
rate,. the delegates at the Conference had 
thought that by putting their signatures to 
the Convention they would ensure the end 
of narcotic addiction. They had been much 
too sanguine I 

In 1912, there was no publication of 
information regarding the manufacture of 
narcotics, and Dr. Wu Lien-Teb did not 
therefore know what the actual amount 
of production was. Recently, . however, 
thanks to the co-operation of the League 
of Nations, the manufacturing countries 
of .the world had sent in their figures, which 
gave the extraordinary total of 70,000 
kilcgrammes of all narcotics for one year. 
If that were the case-and he had no doubt 
it was-the production of narcotics in the 
·world had increased by something like eight 
to ten times since the signing of the Opium 
Convention in 1912. What bad the countries 
which had expressed that earlier idealism 
beeU" doing .. to help humanity sinte 1912 ? 
· The Conference bad heard the delegates 

of Argentine, Roumania, Turkey and Canada 
express the hope that it might result . in 
effectively limiting narcotic production. As 
representative of the largest· population in 
the world, Dr. Wu Lien-Teb earnestly hoped 
that means might soon be found to put an 
effective stop to this horrible traffic. Every
body knew what great medicines morphine 
and the alkaloids of cocaine were if properly 
used, but", during the last ten years, they had 
been improperly used to an unusual extent. 

The League of Nations experts had drawn 
up a statement from two independent sources 
to the effect that the max1mum needs of 
morphine for the world's medical and scien
ti_fic purposes were approximately 10,000 
~1logrammes (9-5·10.5 tons). This did not 
Include 23 . tons of. morphme required for 
m\lnuf~cturmg codeme, d1onine and diacetyl
morphme. If that were so, the problerri 
before the Conference was to find a way of 
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agreeing upon that figure and not · upon 
those of the enormous over-production that 
had taken place during the last few years. 
During the next few· days, he had no doubt 
that ail effective means of reaching that end 
would be found. The draft Convention 
before the Conference was most valuable 
and was the result of many months of hard 
work. He could see a few loop-holes in it, 
but these could be dealt with later. · 

On .behalf of China, Dr. Wu Lien-Teh 
would say. that the more effective the 
regulations and the • sooner they could be 
enforced. the better it would be ; he could 
see n!J better way of rendering the draft 
Convention more effective than by making 
it as.. simple as possible: In that connection, 
he expressed his pleasure at the way in which 
the resolution introduced by Mr. May had 
been taken .. up and passed .by the Health • 
Committee, on whiCh he had sat as a member 
earlier in the month. The resolution in 
question stated that all derivatives of mor
phine were to be classed as guilty unless 
proved not guilty. That was the reverse 
of what was recommended in the· draft 
Convention. The Conference would realise 
that, ifthatresolution were adopted, it would 
be far more efficacious than the will-o'-the 
wisp method of waiting until a new drug 
had been proved guilty before regarding it as 
such. Most of the expe~t chemists of the 
world· were, he was sorry to say, under the 
thumbs of the manufacturers, who were too 

hundred kilogrammes of opium •. the net profit 
was· only 1,040 Swiss francs. That meant that · 
for every kilogramme of morphine produced 
there was a profit of only 104 Swiss francs. 
The large profits did not go to the manu~ 
facturers but to the traffickers, who might 
make I,ooo or · ~.ooo per cent on those: 
alkaloids. 

If ten and a-half tons of morphine were 
taken as representing the amount required 
for the medical and scientific needs of the 
world, the profit did not amount to very 
much. In that case, was it worth while 
for the League of Nations to hold so many 
Conferences and for the people of the world 
to be so anxious ?. Surely some better way 
could be found for dealing with the problem .. 
Even from the purely commercial standpoint, 
the big factories which at present manu
factured morphine, heroin, etc., could devote 
their energies to purposes which would be 
of greater use to the world. He would quote 
only the possibilities of better health by the. 
increased production of . quinine for use 
against malaria and of ephedrine .for .use 
against asthma and for heart relief. He· 
hoped that this would soon . be the case, 
when the work performed for the solution 
of the narcotic problem would make the 
world happier, and the nations more friendly 
to one another, and when the traffickers 
in drugs would have seen their last days. 

clever for the diplomats and for the man in M. de Castro (Uruguay) was glad to see 
the street. The most effective way of the Argentine delegate, M. Perez, among 
preventing the abuse of new drugs and the members of the Conference. For several 
alkaloids at present seemed to be the adoption years past, that State had abstained .from. 
of Mr. May's resolution. taking part in League activities and he, 

Another point was the choice between the as representative of a neighbouring State, 
quota method and the stipulated supply was particularly glad that this, state <?f. aff~irs 
method as proposed by Mr. Crane•. Dr. Wu was at an end. · M, Perez parhc1pahon 
Lien-Teh had been instructed by his Govern- was pa~ticularly valuable to Uruguay, both 
ment to l!gree to any and every means that because Argentine was her neighbour and 
would effectively stop the illicit traffic, and because of the common interests which had 
his Government thought that. the stipulated for centuries united the two countries. 
supply method would meet the purpoo;e The problem before the Conference .was 
better than the quota method. It was said purely and simply that of the limitation 
that the problem of vested interests ~nd the of the manufacture of dru~s and the control. 
problem of commerce .had to be considered : of their distribution .. Limitation was of 
but would commerce be affected so much if immediate importance, in view oft he excessive 
the illicit traffic were done away with ? manufacture, proof of which was furnished 
The Governments did not wish to }?enefit in the documents drawn up by the League 
from the illicit traffic and were, in fact, of Nations Sectetariat, which showed that 
ashamed that it persisted in spite of the the amount of drugs leaking into the illicit 
Conventions that had been signed.· If the traffic reached a formidable figure. He had 
Governments had no pecuniary interest in in mind Mr. Duncan Hall's note to the 
narcotic production, esp~ially in. the illicit Advisory Committee at its fourteenth session1: 

traffic; the problem of fmance disappeared It was obvious, and was the opinion' of the 
entirely, and the matter was purely one majority of the members of the Advisory 
of private commerce. Even looked at from Committee, that this exceso;ive manufacture, 
the 'point of view of the manufacturers, which enormously' exceeded the world's 
was it so important ? ~ legitimate needs for medical purposes, .m~ant 

In this· connection, he would refer to a intensive illicit traffic. This was not diff1cult 
book (" Die Fabrikatio~ der Alkaloid~ ") . ·to realise ; it could equally be proved by 
by Julius Schwyzer, a Sw1ss expert of Zunch, reading the statistics .supplied. · 
in which the question of. the . manufacture If manufactu.re were strictly limited to 
of alkaloids was dealt w1th very carefully. 
from every aspect. M. Schwyzer had shown medical and scientific; needs, the number of 
very clearly that on every hundred k~lo- traffickers would decrease until the hoped-

. grammes ·of opium, assuming that ten kilo- for day w~en the Co~ventio~ had _come 
gram. mes of morphine w_ er. e produced from o.ne into force 1n . all countnes, until traffickers 

had ceased to exist or had been .hunted to 

a See Annex .7(&), Appendix. •• x· t Vol ' 8 t s· I See doc;ument C.88 ..... ]4.19JI. • .1, p. 5 0 9· 
• See 'doc:ument C.2sx.M.li4·•9Jl.XI. 
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such -an- ntent that they had· turned to 
other more · remunerative ac~ivities. !he· 
Uruguayan Governmrnt's pomt of v1ew, 
which he had expressed for years at League 
meetings, \\"aS well known. ~ruguay h_ad 
been one of the first countnes to nobfy 
the League of its accession to the scheme 
of stipulated supply, known as the Crane 
Sc)lemc' •. : 

' . 
· . U~ay had never considered the q~est!on 

of drugs other than· froni the hum~mtanaa 
and social points of view, and th1s ~· d~ 
Castro would do durin~ the present discus
sions, as he had always done ~;t the Assen.tbly, 
in the Fifth Committee and m the AdvtSOry 
Committee. 

• 
- He had carefully read the draft Convent!on 

submitted by M. Perez, some parts of which 
were, he thought, worthy of the Conference's 
attention. For instance, he thought it useful 

. to create National Offices' where these did 
not already exist, and he endorsed the idea 
of e<H>peration between these National Offic~ 
a:nd the future League Cent~al Offi_ce. 

He hoped that all commercial considerations 
would be ignored and that the Conference, 
bearing in mind the thousands of unfortunates 
who, for lack of international protection, 
were suffering- all.over the :world, would 
andertake its task with .the sincere desire to 
~~~n!:tt• end i!» a _scandal which· ~harned 

on. · 

. M. Cavazzonl '(Italy) could not address 
such a Conference, where representatives 
of the whole world were met to undertake 
a great work for humanity, without an 
almost sacred f~g of the importance of the 
task before him and of the necessity for the 
Confetence to succeed. He was no lover 
of rhetoric, and, both from his natural 
instincts and as a man of politics, had no 
wish to exaggerate reality; He thought be 
might· say, nevertheless, that the present 
moment was a turning-point in tbe history 
of social movements. - . 

·. Thinks to the enlightened desire of certain 
mea and a happy tum of circumstances, 
the seeds sown in the furrow of international 
life by philanthropic pioneers and by states
men had come to fruition. Because the 
!'J'POrtunity was unique and the possibilities 
Immense, the Conference would have much 
to answer for were it to allow this historic 
hour to pa51. History_ did not repeat itself4 

and a lost opportunity never occurred again. 
Other problems would have to be faced. 
Philanthropists would be called to fight 
other battles and it was unlikely that it 
would ever be possible again to convene so 
many Government representatives and com
petent men tc;~ study t~ pr<?blem before the 

'kc doctaftlellt C.~JJ .... IIoJ-.19JI.Xl. 

Conference. . The memberS: were, therefore; 
not only respqnsible to the States they 
represented, but to world opinion and the 
judgment of history: The men of to-day 
and to-morrow could but judge them hardly 
if they wasted the earlier ~fforts which had· 
led up to a moment so full of ·promise. and 
possibilities. · · · · · · · -: 

M. Cavazzoni. could· not .help· thinking 
back over the rough road over which he had 
passed, surrounded by 'opposition . and 
misunderstandings which' were sometimes 
inexplicable : often· alone, like · a mystie 
preacher in the desert, sometimes accom-. 
panied by a few faithful companions pursuing 
the same ideals, united in the same faith.. 

..... 
He recalled the · past in· order to show 

newcomers to the· work the importance of 
the efforts made and to allow them to estimate 
the road already covered. 

He believed firmly · in the -guidance, 
enlightenment and control of providence 
in human affairs. He could therefore only 
see, . in the concomity of circumstances to 
which he had already referred, a manifestation 
of a greater will than the human will,-the 
only will to which man could entrust himself 
with a serene mind. 

lt must not be. forgotten that, thwks to 
the Treaty of Versailles, the Hague Con
vention, to which, until the timeofthetreaty, 
no country had acceded, had at once come 
into Iorce, uniting all the States which had 
signed the 1919 ·Peace Treaty. Thus wa$ 
good born out of the terrible struggle which 
had enmeshed the world. · _ 

1"hiS was the first step toward$ successful 
international co-operation, and Article :Z3 
of the Covenant had charged the League of 
Nations with the mighty task ohupervising 
and applying the Hague Agreement, which 
thenceforth beeame compulsory for all States 
Members. · 

This first step, which was alway$ the most 
difficult, was accomplished. Hardly, how
ever, had the Hague Convention come into 
force, when it was seen to be insufficient .on· 
account of the lack of definite provisions for 
its .application, and the Governments agr~ed 
on the nec;essity of. a more coherent, log1cal 
and systematic collaboration, which would 
enable them to grapple more closely with an 
elusive eneJlly. Thus the Geneva Conference 
of 1925 came about. A second step had been 
taken, though it, in its turn, was found to be· 
inadequate and to necessitate fresh efforts. · 

The Convention of February .xgth,. 1925, 
was in fact based on the system of controL 
Although even in this respect it contained 

. loopholes an.d incongruities, the Convention 

. laid down in Article s. albeit in too general a 
· form to permit of ·the establishment of a 
· system, the principle of .limitation provided 
· for in Article' 9 of the Hague Convention. 
By the terms of these articles, the contracting· 

· parties undertook to enact' laws and. regu• 
lations to limit exclusively tq, medical and 
scientific purp~~~· the .~!lnuf~cture~ import, 
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sale, distribution; export .. and use of narcotic 
substances. . · · · . · · 

Unfortu~ately, the principle remained pure-· 
ly a platomc statement and was overruled by 
the 1dea of control, which from that time · 
domin~ted entirely the work of the Advisory 
Comm1ttee, the Council and the Assembly 
Even the States which had had some doubt~ · 
~t ~eneva in: 1925 and were for some time 
mcbned to favour the more severe drastic · 
a~d syste~atic principle of limitation soon 
shfled the1r conscjences and believed that 
now that a new international conventio~ · 
wa~ an accomplished fact, it would when · 
lJnlV~rsally . and . conscientiously ·a'pplied, . 
prov~de the necessary remedy. for the illiCit . 
trafflC. Thus the Governments entered on 
~he path .of. control, entirely forgetting the 
1dea of hm1tation, which was nevertheless 
at .least a. recognised principle, both in· 
Art~cle 9 of the Hague Convention and in : 
Arhcle. 5 of the Geneva Convention. · : 

I~ m1ght therefore be said that, after the· 
Umted States had abandoned the Geneva 
Confer~nce, Italy was the only country to . 
~eep abve the flame which alone could throw 
light on the road leading to the goal. 

M. Cavazzoni did not wish to revive 
contro~ersies which. ought to disappear in 
the umty of common action neither did he 
~ish to claim any superiority of attitude or 
1deas. · The great and noble idea Qf the 
~etermin~d struggle against the illicit traffic 
m narcotics was not the personal privilege · 
of anyone, . but was bound up with the 
continuous efforts of the whole of humanity 
towards progress. Nevertheless a tribute 
must be paid to the zeal of thos~ men who 
even outside official circles, had strengthened 
and revived energies and had returned to the 
struggle whenever disillusion seemed to make 
further efforts useless. · 

When he had had the honour to speak in 
the Advisory Committee for the first time in 
Janu~y 1927 on behalf of Italy, and, to a 
certau~ . extent, of t~e other consuming · 
countnes\ M: Cavazzoru had firmly stated the: 
problem m the terms in which it was now 
presented . to this Conference ready for 
solution. He had at thattime recalled that, · 
after the Convention of 1912, in ordef to take . 
a decisive step in the struggle against 
narcotics, the principle of limitation would 
have to be applied by determining the 
approximate amount of the medicinal and 
scientific requirements .and by .endeavouring 
to bring world manufacture into line with the 
amount thus determined. 

resolqtion. of the fourth Assembly which 
stated in clear and definite terms :. 

" . . . ·the information now available 
. makes it possible for the Governments 
concerned to examine, with a view to the 
conc~us~on !'f an agreement, the question of 
the l.1m1tat1on o~ the amounts. of morphine, 
herom or cocame and theu respective 
salts . . . " 

The 1924 Conference had in fact been 
preceded by a Preparatory Committee which 
had to draw ·up a general scheme for the 
limitation of production; and it must not. be 
forgotten that, out of the five schemes 
presented, two-that of the United States 
of America submitted by Mr Neville and that 
of Great Britain submitted by Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne-accepted in principle the idea 
of !,imitation by allotting to each manufac
turing country ·a ·definite quantity · of 
production. · · · · · , 

The abandonment of the principle at the 
beginning of the Geneva Conference of 1924 
and 1925 was certainly a very severe blow 
which perceptibly delayed international 
action against narcotics. M. Cavazzoni did 
not wish to trace the history of that Con
ference and the radical disagreement which 
caused the withdrawal of the United States 
of America and of China ; nor would he 
b.y stress on the attitude of certain del&o 
gations which had started by being favourable 
to the principle of limitation and bad ended 
by joining the ranks· of the supporters of 
control. In the natural· course of human 
affairs, disorder was bound to arise : mistakes 
were made and men were led · away . by 
illusions. These mistakes and illusions were 
perhaps often inevitable ; they might even 
be useful-one might almost say providential 

In 1925, some people might still have 
believed in the possibility of solving the 
problem apart from the strict application of 
limitation. To-day . experience . had made 
that belief impossible .Since a new Conven
tion. based on. control. had 'come into force, 
the essential barrenness of a principle whicb 
condemned men and States to a real labour 
of Sisyphus bad become evident. Just as 
control appeared to have the whole of the 
traffic. in its grasp, it was suddenly seen that 
terrible · torrents of poison were escaping 
and the whole work had to be begun again. 
It was a tragic and unending task which 
proved the necessity of coUrageously dealing 
with the problem at its source. Wh~n the 
foaming river rose, it finally overflowed and 
rushed with terrible force over its banks, 
spreading destruction and death. Its volume 
must be restricted at the source and it must 
be kept within its bed ·by timely canalisation. 
Such is the part to be played by limitation, 
followed by the necessary control. ·. 

. The first . of these problems-that. of the 
legitimate quantity required-had been 
solved by the Health Committee of the 
League of Nations. The second-that of the 
limitation and' distribution of the quantities 
to be manufactured-now bad to be solved. 
This problem was undoubtedly the more 
difficult on account of the practical, economic 
and political factors involved. It was indeed 
on this question that the decision of the 
fourth Assembly had aimed at obtaining 
international agreement~ and .it was mainly 
for this reason that the Geneva. Conferences 
of 1924-1925 were convened.· . 

He would recall the ·text of 'the Council 
resolution of Qctober .i3tb,: X92.I, an~ the 

It was for this reason that the work o·f 
the Italian representa,tive on the Advisory 
Committee and ltaJy's more extensive work 
.at the Assembly and the Fifth Committee 
had always been based on the principle oJ. 
limitation Italy had never departed fro~ 
this attitude even when, for reasons of 
expediency and at the request of the 
Advisory Committee, it ha4 agreed to acce~ 

•' . . ' .. ,. - . ~ .. •. "' .. . 
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pr(wisionally' the principle of control which, 
in the view of the majority of the Committee, 
was the only possible basis of united action, 
and particularly when, at the session of 
January I927,. the Committee had rejecte~ 
the proposal put. forward by M. Cavazzom 
that practical means should be sought for 
fixing a quota for manufacture. 

The scheme which M. Cavazzoni had 
submitted to the 1928 session of the Advisory 
Committee and which embodied a systematic 
collection of rules for the strict application 
of control tertainly did not mean. that either 
Italy or .its delegate .recog11ised the value of 
this principle. It was only · f. concession 
made in order that ·such practical measures, 
as. the international situation arising out of 
the attitude of the Committe~ would allow, 
might be taken. It was still more, in 
M. Cavazzoni's view, an experimental trial 
of the system of _strict .control, 

Apart from this practical consideration, 
Italy had always been faithful to the 
complete solution of the problem by limitation 
and she had had the opportunity of proving 
this fid,elity when the scheme for stipulated 
supplies had been circulated to the Advisory 
Committee-

This scheme had been ·examined at the 
twelfth session, and it would be seen from 
the discussions which took place at that time 
and the repeated statements which M. Cavaz
wni had had occasion to make that Italy 
was unchanging in her fidelity to the idea 
of limitation. JD.e manner in which this 
idea might materil!lise was of little · impor
tance to !4. Cavazzoni, provided· it was 
expressed in a concrete form and could lead 
to an agreement. It was for that reason 
that, _when, o~ January Jist, I929, the 
.Co~ttee deculed not to take any action 
on this scheme, he had reaffirmed on behalf 
of the Italian Government th~ necessity 
for d~ling with the who'le problem of 
limitation. In spite of the refusal of the 
Advisory ~m~~tee, the Assembly, urged 
_on by t~e UTestsbble force of public opinion, 
was obliged to. accept the principle which 
had ~hus been disputed and adopt the wishes 
manifested by the conscience of the world. 

This rapid review of the path which had 
been followed showed that the Italian 
Governm~t had, from the outset, appreciated 
the essential elements in the question. It 
'had heard the agonised cry of all victims 
and all~ sufferers and had declared war 

. unrelenti_ngly on the obscure forces which, 
t!u'ongh mterest, perversity, inertia or short
Sightedness, put obstacles in the way of the 
tnumph of the good cause. 

.The Italia_n Gov.ernment had for years 
.been ~lone m defending in the Advisory 
.Comnuttee the principle which the I929 
Asse~bly was to recognise as the only 
ef!echve one, and to-day, when approval was 
Widespread, when converts were numerous 
an~ r_ecruits had come and were·still coming 
t~ JOln. the standard of direct quantitative 
lim1!ahon, _Italy was firmly determined not 
to _yteld an mch of the ground which bad been 
gamed; . . 

T:he ·only thing which mattered ~as to 
achieve the splendid humanitarian aim which 
the Collference had set before it. To thia 

erid, Italy would consistently arid logically 
maintain the attitude which she had always 
taken. up and her action at t_his Conference 
would only be the development of the premises 
laid down and defended during the past 
years. She would not falter or turn aside.· 

The Act which the Conference was prepar
ing must, as far as possible, be a final act· 
representing the culminatir.g point of inter· 
national action in this sphere. To accept 
in any way an inadequate system would be 
to make the work of the Conference vain from 
the beginning. 

M. Cavazzoni could not, however, refrain· 
from repeating the criticisms which he had 
already made in ·the Advisory Committee 
with regard to the scheme submitted ·by the 
majority to the Cou.ncil and from recalling 
the salient features of the statement made on 
behalf of Italy. He had not wished to present 
any counter-proposals, in view of his deter
mination to put no obstacle in the way of 
diplomatic action, but, on the contrary, to 
co-operate with the greatest goodwill in 
ensuring its success. · · 

The statement made by the . Italian 
representative at the fourteenth session of 
the Advisory Committee. errphasised the 
necessity of adcpting a sufficiently elastic 
system, which, while securing the strictest 
limitation, would allow a ·certain freedom 
of movement in the licit commerce in narco
tics, while preventing the constitution of a 
i.e facto monopoly officially reccgnised among 
manufacturing interests. In conclusion, the 
statement called for the application of 
severe penalties against States which refused 
to co-operate, and . indicated the Central 
Board as the most competent organ for 
ensuring the effective limitation and control 
of the amounts manufactured. · · · 

The Italian delegation had asked at .that 
time: 

(I) That the right of all States to apply 
to what countries they pleased for their 
supply of substances falling . under· ·the 
Convention which would be drawn· up in 
May I93I should be respected; ' · 

(2) That it should be laid down that 
every country should make· known in 
advance the quantity of substances coming 
under the Convention which they needed 
for a fixed period ; 

(3) That the privileges granted to manu
facturing countries should be restricted 
to a minimum; while avoiding as far as 
possible anything that corresponded to an 
official acknowledgment of a ·monopoly 
de facto; . · 

(4) That the Convention to be drawn 
up in May I93I should ·allow and provide 
for the limitation of the manufacture of 
all the derivatives of opium and the coca 
leaf and, in particular, the manufacture 
of codeine and its derivatives ; 

(5) That provision should be made for, 
and, as far as possible, in favour of, the 
system of State monopoly, not only for 

· the trade in, but also for the manufacture 
of, substances falling under the Conve11tion 
to be drawn up in May 193I ; · 

(6) That provision should be made for 
sanctions to be applied by all Governments 
parties to the Convention of May I93I 
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·affecting all countries which might ·refuse 
to. accede to that Conv.ention and to. put 
into force the measures provided by the 
Opium Conventions of 1912 and 1925 : 

(7) That the limitation of manufacture, 
as well as the control of the .limited quan
tities manufactured, should be ensured 
by means of the Permanent Central Opium 
Board, organ of the League of Nations, 
enlarged in an advisory capacity by mem-

. bers of the Advisory Committee, the 
Health Committee, the Economic Com
mittee, or any other body of the League 
o~ Nations qualified to help· it, iri its htsk. 

At. this Conference,. where the spirit ~~ 
co-operation must. reign as far as possible 
and personal interests must be set aside in 
favour of common interests, M. Cavazzoni 
had not wished to crystallise the point of 
view of the Italian delegation by making a 
counter-proposal. Italy wa,s convinced that . 
to multiply schemes could only impede the · 
progress of the work and its good results. 
WhiJe continuing to collaborate, Italy was 
determined to maintain her point of view, 
and had decided to defend, article by article, 
the points he had put forward, by proposing 
amendments to the articles of the draft 
Convention. ' 

M. Cavazzoni would therefore ask that it 
should be made clear in an article that every 
country should have the right to manufacture 
that proportion of the . total quantity. of 
narcotics which corresponded to the· needs 

· of its territories. He would insist that the 
Convention should be stated to be applicable 
to all alkaloids of opium and the coca leaf 
and their derivatives unless it was established 
by a special procedure that these alkaloids 
could not give rise to drug addiction. He 
would further request that a special procedure 
should be adopted for allowing any country 
to take its share at any moment in the export 
trade within the limits of the total quota. 

· Finally, he would be in favour, in prhiciple, 
of a solution whereby the ~onvention would 
enter into ·force- as soon as the Secretary
General of the League of Nations had received 
.the ratifications .or the accessions either . of · 
·the countries manufacturing together 51 per 
cent of the amount necessary for medical n~eds 
or of the countries representing together 51 per 
cent of the legitimate world consumption, 

The members of the Conference were well ' 
aware -of the -vigilance and earnestness with 
which the Italian Government and its head 
had always sought for a solution of the drug 
problem .. They had always considered this 
struggle as one of the highest tasks of internal 
policy and international policy. Apart from 
every moral reason the supreme heritage of 
the nations of the whole international com
munity had to be defended .. M. Cavazzoni 
had therefore, in his capacity as delegate, · 
sought to maintain the attitude of directness · 
and sincerity which Italy always ado~ted 
in diplomatic questions, acting with the 1deal 
cons1stency which sprang from firm re~olution 
.and a knowledge of the aim in view.. . . · 

For the moment,. however; he wished to · 
forget his position as delegate of-·a ·-State 
and. remind. his colleagues of the eager 

' expectations of millions of men who had long 
been waiting for a word of sincerity and 
peace. :Too many illusions had faded away; 
too often had events belied. confidence, so 
that confidence itself seemed mere simplicity. 
More than ten years after the Treaty of 
Versailles, which was to bring peace to men 
and prosperity to nations and form the 
Covenant of reconciliation between classes 
and States, the world appeared still disturbed 
and the sky of history was full of threatening 
clouds. . 

The illusion had been cherished that. the 
men who returned from the war could be 
given riches- and peace, but the mechanism 
of world production had never revealed as 
clearly as ·at present such· serious imper
fections that, instead of economic security, 
there was a terrible amount of unemployment. 

The efforts of the Economic Committee 
and the Economic Conference and the 
schemes for a Customs truce had not _pro
duced the results which had been expected. 
International labour legislation was pc,werless 
before the vast extent of the plienomena 
which it could not control. · · 

In M. Cavazzoni's view, these materialistic 
hopes were purely an illusion, as it were 
the enchanting siren of the stormy voyage 
after the war. Like Ulysses on his diffjcult 
journey to Ithaca from the Troj&ll war, 
the world must resist the siren's song. 
It. seduced sailors by its deceptive joys, and 
lured them on, dazzling_ and inflaming their 
senses till they abandoned their ship. If the 
sea was stormy, men must cling to the helm 
and strive to go forward. '· 

The gentle light of the stars was shining 
on the horizon in a calm portion of the sky. 
It was the light of moral values written-on 
the eternal tables which God had given to 
men. There could be no safety elsewhere. 

Soon the League of. Nat ions ·would · be 
called upon· to discuss the most disturbing 
of the probJems. which beset the world of 
to-day, threatened as it was by the multi
plication of armaments demanded by the 
greed_ of riches for the defence of conquer_ed 
lands:· The eyes of the whole world Were 
fixed on the · League. Everything · wac; 
expected of this historical meeting, which 
would be the final _test {)f the strength and 
even the life of the League. · If it failed, 
the fate of all international co-operation 
would be in the balance. But, in this field, 
victory could only be obtained if everyone 
cast aside the tempting, demon of material, 
and turned towards spiritual, things. It 
.must be proved to the world that that was 
possible.. From the success ofthis Conference, 
convened to abolish one of. the greatest 
scourges afflicting the world, the probable 
success of the coming Conference on the 
problem of armaments could be gauged. 
The world had a strong feelmg that under
lying both problems there was an essential 
spiritual factor and, for that reason, the 
words uttered and ·the acts accomplished 
in the present Conference. m!g~t have far
reaching effect and great s1gmflcance. 

The task of the Conference was, not only 
to· prove that the problem of narcotics could 
be solved, but also to show how modern 
civilisation, in spite of its disturbance and 
unrest, was still capable of an eUort towards 
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iligher things;.· The delt~tes must strive 
aot to disappoint expectauons. ~hey must 
leave the . sea enchanted by mens and 
resolutely make for the port through the 
storm. To-day also, as in the ~at .poem 
of Homer, the swine were walloWing 1n ~~e. 
absence of Ulysses. They were the illic1t • 
traffickers who bartered human souls and . 
flesh for a handful of gold. But to-~ay · 
Penelope was still weaving and u~w~av~. 
her web and was steadfastly chenshmg m . ' 
her heart the hope of return. 

• I(tlie pagan poet, who did not yet know . 
the redeeming light of Christ, had portrayed • 
such 'consoling visions into his verses, those 
111·ho were the heirs of two thousand years 
of Christian life might, by gazing on m?re 
radiant visions, reach the land ofredempbon 
which was the port of this holy crusade. 

. M •. S~pahbodi .(Persia) was. anxious to 
e:Xplain !ihortly his country's point of view 
and th~ particular position in which it was · 
placed: He took this opportunity of express
mg Persia's good wishes for the complete . 
success of the humanitarian work undertaken · 
by the Conference. 

The extent of the danger of drug addiction : 
and the impatience with which the whole 
world was awaiting the result of the Con-· 
ference's discussions demanded that a success- : 
ful completion of the important work in hand 
sll.ould be sought by all J>?SSible means. 

The work done since 1912 had not achieved 
a great measure of success because people 
had confined themselves only too often to 
the expression of humanitarian and philan
thropic. sentiments without paying enough 
attention to the reasons which prevented the 
success of the · measures undertaken. A · 
Wfficulty must be realised before it could be 
solved ; an obstacle identified before it could . 
be surmounted. 

· R_esults we~e . ob~?usly not reached by : 
setting conflicting mterests against one · 
anoth~. but .rather by reconciling them, ' 

. Persia, which "!as not. directly interested · 
1n th~ drug question, would not have taken· 
part 1n t~e discussion. if the problem could be 
solved Without touching that of opium. The 
two ~oble~ were_ so closely interconnected · 
that 1t was 1mposs1ble to hold views on or:e ; 
and remain indifferent to the other. · 

• 
Persia, in sp_ite of the facilities open to her, . 

as a great op1.wn-producing country, to set . 
up druc factones, had not done and did not • 
propose. ~o do so •. This alone was sufficient 
to prove 1ts goodwill and disinterestedness. 

He ho~ that, with the co-operation of : 
the qu;a.hf1ed representatives of the various: 
~untnes and by means of wise and dis- · 
m~ested measures, the Conference would: 
!llhLe_Ve. greater success than heretofore in ; 
~hng the sufferings of humanity and· 

SOlVlng the problems bdore it. This hope' 
w~ atrengtlle~ed by the praiseworthy draft · 
:,~~ tt 1dv110ry Co~mittee had submitted : 
foi the n ere

1
';1U

1 
; tha draft, while working , 

· · • essen la. and C:Of~!mon goiU, had a 

practical basis upon which ·.the various 
mterests concerned could be reconciled. 

The draft contemplated the ~doption of 
the quota system for the manufacturers of 
drugs .. This just frinciple, though the most 
effective means o reaching the desired. end, 
could never achieve a definite result unless 
extended to cover the trade in opium. With 
this in mind, the :Persian representativ~ had 
proposed to the Council, during the dis
cussion on the AdvisOI:Y Committee's teport, 
that it should take into consideration this 
point of view. The Council had then decided 
that the Persian representative's pc;>int. of 
view should be communicated to the Govern
ments represented at the present Conference. 
· Persia's request was still further justified 

in that native cultivators were much less 
rich than the drug manufacturers, th~ profits 
obtained from poppy cultivation being hardly 
enough for their daily bread. · To deprive 
these people of their means of existence at 
a moment when Persia was suffering from the 
acute economic crisis would be to condemn 
them to death. No just or fair-minded 
person could contemplate this. 

M. Sepahbodi therefore hoped that his 
request would be favourably received by his 
colleagues and that they would support 
him when he made a definite proposal to 
the Conference during the discussion of the 
chapters of the draft. 

M. Rapha~l (Greece) stated that Greece's 
position as regarded the plan for limiting : 
drug manufacture was already indirectly .. · 
known throcgh his Government's obser
vations on the Crane plan, reproduced in 
document C.251 .M.I 14.193I.XI, (Conf.L.F.S. 7) 
distributed by the Secretariat to the Council, 
States Members of the League, and all 
States invited to the Conference. · The Greek 
Government agreed that a system for redu
cing the production of manufactured dn:gs 
to the legitimate needs of · consumers
medical and scientific needs-would be much 
more effective than any measures of control 
of the drug traffic, the necessity for which had 
never been in doubt. In Greece the manu
facture of drugs was only authorised for the 
purposes of the State monopoly-i:overing 
import, sale, etc. ; this system had· been 
working successfully since September .1926'. 
There was, as a matter of fact, no drug 
f!l~ufacture. in Greece at present, and the 
bm1ted requuements of the monopoly indica
ted that this situation was unlikely to change. 

Moreover, Greece, at the cost of economic 
sa~ifices to which tribut~ had already been 
pa1d, had ceased to be an 1mportant provider 
of raw material for the drug industry and had 
abandoned her commercially advantageous 
role of drug ~istributor to the Near East: 
She had been 1mpe1led to do this in view of 
her ~uty as a State M~mber of the League of 
Nat1on1 and. as a 11gnatory of the 1925 

• 1 See ADIICII 30· . 
. 

. :· 
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Convention, and, in a more general way, 
by her humanitarian undertakings. 

This same action dictated her attitude 
towards the present. Conference, and placed 
her in the forefront of the coQntries resolved 
to ,reach definite arid· satisfactory results ·in 
the struggle against the scourge of drug 
addiction. Encouraged to persevere, she felt 
that her former sacrifices authorised her to 
appeal in a disinterested.spirit to the Govern
ments present at the Conference courageously 
to embark on the League's work .for the 

. limitation of drug manufacture. 
. Subject to reservations which might later 

be thought necessary, both on questions of 
principle and of detail, the Greek delegation 

'already accepted the draft Convention before 

• 
.. 

the Conference. It was also ready to support 
any amendments likely to enable the Con
ference's decisions to quiet the misgivings 
which. its convocation had caused among 
the general public. . . 

Greece, firmly resolved to defend her 
legitimate interests as a consuming country 
and anxious to protect· herself against the 
illicit traffic, would unhesitatingly endorse 
those proposals, whose intrinsic value ensured 
the Conference's success •. She would support 
the most radical solution, and her dele~ation 
hoped that the Conference would not JUdge 
he~ hardly f~r this .. , 

The continuation of the discussion was 
adjourned to ~he twet meeting. · . 

• 

·FOURTH .MEETING (PUBLIC) . 

. Frl~ay, May 29th, 1931, at.10 a.m. 

'' 
· .. ',President : M. J>E BROUClttRE. 

II.-· QUESTION OF HEARING THE 
REPRESENTATIVES OF CERTAIN 
PRIVATE ASSOCIATIONS : RE· 
PORT OF THE BUSINESS COM· 

... 
• 

MITTEE. , . . 
' ' 

The President informed the Conference 
that the Business Committee at its meeting 
on the previous day had decided to propose 
that, in accordance with precedent, the 
Conference should bear the delegates of the 
organisations which had expressed a desire 
to participate in its .work at the end of the 
meeting on Tuesday· .afternoon. It was 
understood that the delegates would be 
invited to speak,' but that there would be no 
discussion on their speeches. · 

In addition, the President would make the 
necessary arrangements for suitable seats to 
be reserved for the representativ~s of these 
associations and for the Cpnference's non-: 
confidential documents to be placed at their 
disposal. . · , . · · ' · 
. Finally, letters addressed to the Conference 
by the associations would !>e published. 
. Tlu • .proposals of· the Bushless CommiUel 
wer• ado.ptetl. · · : · · 

'The President ·added that in these 
circumstances the Conference would hear the 
representatives of the Anti-Opi_um In!orma
tion Bureau and the Catholic Umon of 
International Study on the fqllowingTuesday. 

The -Women's International League . for 
Peace and Freedom- had asked for an inter
view ·with the President of the Conference, 
who would receive them on Saturday. After 
that interview, the Presid~nt would ~roba~ly 
mak& proposals· with a· VleW ·to thetr belDg 
beard by the Conference itself. 

u.-QUESTION OF INCLUDING IN 
THE AGENDA THE PROPOSAL OF 
THE PERM~NENT CENTRAL 
OPIUM BOARD FOR THE AMEND
MENT OR INTERPRETATION OF 

·THE FRENCH TEXT OF ·ARTI~ 
CLE 24 OF THE GENEVA CONYEN
TION OF 1925 : REPORT JJF THE 
BUSINESS. COMMITTEE. . . . 

The President stated that the· Business 
Committee had considered whether the Con
ference should place on. its _agenda ·the 
que'ltions raised by the discrepancies between 

· the French and English texts of Article. 24 
of the Geneva Convention. The Business 
Committee had not yet examined the sub
stance of the question, but it had at once 
perceived that legal advice would be required. 
Consequently, he suggested that the Con
ference should immediately appoint a Legal 
Committee. . Doubtless other commi~tees 
would have .to be constituted. .The B1,1smess 
Committee, however, . thought it would be 
better to appoint .them. as the neces~~ty ·arose. 

The Conference decided to constitut1 11 Legal 
Committee. · 

. The ·. President said th~t ·. the Bus~ness 
Committee had proposed the following can
didates for the Legal Committee ; 

Sir Malcolm DEL~VI~GNE (Great Britain), 
M. Jean .PELENYl (Hungary), ·, 

. !(, Salvador MARTINEZ J>E ALVA (Mexico), 
~ .M. VAN WETTUM (Netherlands), ' .. 

Dr. CARRitu (Switzerland), . · · 
SUBHI ZIYA Bey (Turkey) .. 

3 
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A member of the Legal Section of the 
Secretariat would also be at the disposal of 
the Conference. · 

The· President ventured to propose ·one 
other member of the Legal Committee, the 
first delegate of the Irish Free State. 

Tlus• proposals •er• adopted. 

13 -COMMUNICATION TO THE 
. CONFERENCE OF THE TEXT OF 
THE CONVENTION BETWEEN 
THE UNITED STATES OF AME· 
RICA AND CANADA FOR . THE 
SUPPRESSION OF THE ILLICIT 
TRAFFIC. 

M. Perez (Argentine) thought it ·would 
be helpful if the text of the Convention 
between the United States of America and 
Canada for the suppression of the illicit· 
traffic in narcotic drugs to which the first 
delegate of Canada had referred at the 
previous meeting, could be translated into 
French and distributea to the delegations 1• ~ 

The President replied that satisfaction 
would be given to the first delegate of 
Argentine, if Colonel Sharman would be good 
enough to give the Secretariat a copy of the 
Convention. 

Colonel Sharman (Canada) said he would 
be very glad to hand in the text of the 
Convention. 

14.-COMPOSITION OF THE CHILIAN 
DELEGATION. 

The President stated that, owing to 
illness, M. Diaz Velasco would be unable to 
attend the Conference as Chilian delegate and 
would be replaced by M. Enrique GAJARDO. 

~ . ~ 

IS.-Lil\UTATION OF THE MANU
FACTURE OF DRUGS : GENERAL 
DISCUSSION (continuation). 

M. Chacin·ltriago (Venezuela) was glad 
that the resolution adopted by the Assembly 
of the League of Nations in September 1929 
with regard to the establishment of a system 
for the limitation of the manufacture of 
narc:otic drugs was on the way to being 
reahsed. Venezuela had for ·a long time 
been in favour of limitation, as M. Zumeta 
had stated at the Council session held at 
lladrid in June 1929, and as M. Parra-Perez 
had always shown in the Fifth Committee 
of the Assembly. 

Jrl. Chacin-Itriago was glad to pay a 
tribute to the League of Nations for the 
progress which its various organisations 
had made in the campaign against narcotfc 
drugs. There was still much to be done 
~ut it could not be hoped to eradicat~ 
1n a few years so formidable an evil which 
had persisted for so long. 

Society was justified in hoping, however, 
that, as a result of the present Conference 
a decisive if not a conclusive step would b~ 
taken towards extirpating the scourge, and the 
Conference should do everything in its power 
to see that. this .hope 1!as not disappointed. 

11. Chacin-Itnago Wished to explain, at 
the beginning of the discussion, the principles 
on which his attitude would be based 
throughout the Conference. . 

• s.. AA1Iea Jl. 

As a doctor, and as Director General of the 
Public Health Service and of the hospitals 
of his country for several years, he-had been 
able· to observe very closely the ravages 
caused by narcotic drugs. In the first place, 
narcotic drugs weakened the physical and 
mental forces of addicts very rapidly and 
very considerably, and perverted their moral 
sense, so that they became a burden on, and a 
danger to, the family, society and the State . 
Then, too, drugs led to the premature death 
of their victims. The children of drug 
addicts were very often incapable of main
taining life or lived for· a few years only. 
Moreover, they became degenerate to the last 
degree, and consequently a disgrace to their. 
country; \\i'bat ·made matters worstS was' 
that a great many drug addicts, if not the 
majority, were in the flower of their life and 
in many cases belonged to the llite of society. 

For these various reasons, the campaign 
against the abuse of narcotic drugs was an 
act of social defence, a patriotic and huma
nitarian act, which had nothing to do with 
politics. 

M. Chacin-Itriago did not think the Confer
ence was divided into two camps. All 
countries were victims of narcotic drugs, and 
however great the losses in which limitation· 
might involve certain factories-losses which 
would merely be the result of the cessation 
of an illicit and consequently dishonest 
traffic-the States, far from making a 
sacrifice, would gain considerably. The 
pecuniary losses of a. few individuals owing 
to the suppression of such a criminal traffic 
could not be compared with the great benefits 
which would accrue to the State and to 
society in general as a result of the saving of 
thousands of valuable lives. To that should • 
be added the saving in expenditure on drug · 
addicts, and the dangers which would be 
avoided-in particular, the degeneration of 
the race. 

It should not be forgotten that drug 
addiction was suicide, and that its effects 
on mankind were serious. Whoever was 
consciously responsible for supplying the 
poison, especially when profit was his sole 
aim, not only committed a crime,.but showed 
himo;elf to be lacking in any feeling of 
patriotism and humanity. 

M. Chacin-ltriago 1 considered that the 
Italian delegation's statement in the Council 
during the discussion on the Advisory Opium 
Committee's report was of the greatest 
import~ce, as also· the statement made by 
the Belg1an representative on his own behalf 
and on behalf of the representatives of China, 
Spain, Poland and Uruguay, when the report 
was adopted by the Advisory Committee. 
The following points were particularly 
important : , · 

(I) The system of limitation to be pro
vided for in the Convention should safe
guard the rights of each nation to procure 

. . for its legitimate needs products of any 
source and from any country it chooses • . . 
. (2) Each country should make know~ 
1n advance ~~e qu&l)tity of_ narcotic drugs' 

. . . . . ' . . ' . 
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fil.1ling under the provisions· of the· Con
vention of which it will be in need for a 

"fixed period as well as the name· of' ·the 
·. "country cir countries where :it intends to 
·. procure its supplies • : ' ., ' . : '- ':: ' ' . . ' , . . 

(3). The. limitation : Conventkll) should 
. cover all the derivatives of opium and the 
coca leaf, including codeine and its deri-· 
·vatives.' · · ' · · · 

M. Chacin-Itriago · did not understand · 
wb.y it had been suggested · tha:t codeine 
should be excluded.· .. If, as he was convinced, 
the Conference was 'anxious. to 'do ·really 
useful. work, it must ·speak arid work with· 
.sincerity· and avoid' self-deception. It was 
essential. that all substances which. led, 
or , could be·· fransfornied into substances 
which· led; to addiction and to disturbing 
symptoms in the event of deprivation, 
should coJlle.within. t,he t~rms Q( tb,e, Limi
ta,tio~ Conv.eqtjpn.; . P.recau\ion!j . should be 
ta_kel). against possible surpristls from moqeJil 
chemistry. As Mr. May had rightly said 
in the Permanent Central Opium Board, 
Article IO of the Geneva Convention did riot 
provide rapid machinery for restricting the 
use of products derived from · the poppy 

. and :coca leaves ·to- medical and· scientific 
purposes. · History might repeat itself, and, 
tons .of some: -new derivatives might · be 
thrown on the market before the machinery 
of the article had been put into motion. · · 

'M. Chacin-Itriago; referring to the :Argen~· . 
t.ine delegate•s· draft, regretted that" it was. 
to some extent opposed to the fundamental· 
idea of limitation, the basis of the work of 
the· present Conference. He was glad to 
note, however, that ·the draft contained 
important suggestions which were , worthy 
of consideration. ' . . · · 

• ' ' ' ':l: . 

. 'M, Petez (Argentine) thank~d the' Vene
zuelan delegate for his praise of the Argentine 
draft. . M. Chacin-Itriago's remarks showed, 
however, that· he had not heard distinctly 
(lr· had riot. quite understood what M. Perez 
h~d had in ~ip.d. : . · . · . · 

M. ·Chacin-Itriago had· said. he regretted 
that M. Perez was not in favour of limitation. 
M. Perez wished -to assure his Venezuelan 
colleague that no member of the Conference, 
and perhaps no one outside the Conference, 
was a stronger supporter of limitation than he. 
In one article of his draft, it was stipulated 
that each country .. should .indicate o_ne 
country-and not more than ·one-as tts 
source of supply and should· even give the 
name of a· factory. ·It 'would ·hardly be 

· possible to be more restrictive. · 

.M •. Perez was str~ngly in favour of adopting 
the monopoly system, where that was poss~ble. 
In the Argentine, it was legally imposs1ble, 
for constitutional reasons, to set up a 
monopoly. He. had therefore proposed a 
form of indirect limitation : regulation, which 
was. practically a ~ortopoly. of distribution. 
In this wa.y,. the mterests of publi~ h~alth 
would be ·reconciled with the conshhlhonal 
regulations: ·Limitation would l>e ineffect1ve 
if it' 'were not completed by al>~olutely clear 
regulations for distribution. - · · · .. ·, 

M. Perez drew attention to a document 

e·ntitled " Conference on ·the Limitation of 
the Manufacture of Narcotic Drugs"... He 
asked that henceforward all documents should 
bear the heading " Conference on the Limi
tation of the Manufacture of Narcotic'. DrUgs 
and .Regulations for the. Distribution of 
Such Drugs". The Conference was :required 
to study · the. limitation ~ of · manufacture 
on the one hand, and ther. regulations for 
distribution on· the other. The.two. matters 
were complementary, and neither could exist 
apart from the .other. . · · . · ·. · 't 
: '. . :: - - •• '. • • - . . 'J 

. M· Chacin-Itriaj1o (Venezuela) as"ed the, 
delegate of the ,Arg~ntine if the following 
passage in his explanatory statement did 
not .rather indicate very clearly that he 
was against the fundamental idea oflimitaticm : 

. . .. . .· . I 

.. ·'We have been convened to draw. up. 
a Convention designed to limit .the manu-, 
facture of dangerous drugs .and to regulate: 

.. their distribution .. · The draft laid befure. 
:us, is based upon the. -following idea ; the 
number .of drug addicts is. ·large because 
narcotics are manufactured in. unduly. 
large quantities. In my opinion, this 
idea is :very. questionab 'e : it is based 

·.upon an erroneous conception of the 
; problem we have· to solve." · . . · .. . . . .. ' . 

The President · pointed out that · he 
could only act strictly in accordance with 
the instructions of those who had c<>nvened 
the Conference. The title u~ed in the official 
documents was actually that ·Which M. Perez 
wished to modify. . · 

Doubtless during the discussion, · other 
. points had been raised besides limitation, 
The Council of the League of Nations itself 
had drawn the Conference's attention to 
the fact that it might be 'desirable to revise 
or interpret Article 24 of the Geneva Con~ 
vention, In spite of that, it had not altered 
the name of the Conference. 

In any · case, both substance and form 
should be borne in mind. Only the substanc& 
was important, and, on that point, all the 
delegates agreed that the Conference was 
entitled to-. examine any .draft conventions 
relating to limitation, and any propo$als 
connected with them, the word '' connected " 
being taken in its widest sense. 

With regard to the form, the President 
was obliged to maintain his 'View. If the 
Argentfne delegate would refer to the docu
ment to which he had just referred, he would 
see from the. first page that the question 
had been submitted to the Council under the 
beadil).g in question. All ~he other docu~ 
ments . referred to the Conference on the 
Limitation of the Manufacture of Narcoticj . 
Drugs. The reference in the annex to 
regulations simply proved. in the President'~ 
yiew, that the Conference might do more 
than was implied in the official title. 
Precisely because. that title was official. 
the President bad no power to alter it. 

M. Schultz (Austria) wished to explain 
briefly the attitude of the Austrian Federal 
Government towards the official prCigramme 
of the Conference and in particular towards 
the draft· prepared by the Advisory Com• 
mittee. His Government took the keene!:t 
interest in any measures for combating the 
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illicit traffic as effectively as possible an,d 
had great sympathy with the Co~ference s 
programme and the draft Convention. 

It should be observed that Am:tria was 
chiefly a consuming count~. Neither t~e 
manufacture nor the conversion of narco~1c 
drugs was of any great importance to 1t. 
Moreover, re-exports were \'e;J small. A~
tria's immediate interest m .the partial 
solution of the problem of n~tic drugs was 
therefore confined, in the fllSt . place,. to 

uring the necessary supplies for Its med1cal 
=~ scientific requirements un~er the best 
conditions and at reasonable pnces. 

On the other hand, it was Austria's duty to 
prevent by all appropriate ~eans the spread 
of drug addiction in its temtory. Up to the 
pr-esent, the population had fortunately been 
able to withstand the danger ... F.urther, 
Austria was anxious to prevent illic1~ traf
fickers from using that country, owmg to 
its situation at the cross roads of Europe, 
as a warehouse for their criminal trade. 

Austria was anxious to participate in t~e 
world campaign against the abuse of narcotic 
drugs and to contribu~e. ~t~ all its might 
to this great work of avilisahon. . , 

With regard to the Advisory Committee's 
draft 1 ll. Schultz was of opinion that it 
would' render the campaign more effective. 
He realised that the Convention would 
involve all the countries which acceded to 
it in certain difficulties, that it would very 
considerably restrict the freedom of move
ment of narcotic drugs and would entail 
sacrifices. On the other hand, however, it 
was precisely that limitation of liberty 
which was desired, and he was sure that the 
necessary sacrifices would not be useless. 
His Government was therefore prepared to 
share in them. 

Obviously the details of the draft could be 
considered from very divergent aspects. The 
Austrian delegate was. prepared to support 
any amendments which might improve the 
draft, and he himself would propose at the 
pl'oper time several explanations or amend
ments, possibly even corrections. 

The Austrian Government was of opinion 
that the total suppression of the manufacture 
of diacetylmorphine would be the most 
effective step in the campaign against the 
abuse of narcotic drugs. This substance was 
the most poisonous of all the derivatives of 
morphine ; consequently, owing to its small 
bulk, it was most suitable for the illicit traffic. 
Further, it was the only derivative of 
morphine which could be taken as snuff. 
It was therefore easier and more convenient 
to use than morphine. The fact that the 
consumption of heroin was small in many of 
the countries where general civilisation and 
health organisation were most highly deve
loped, and that its use had been prohibited 
ia the United States of America since 1925 
showed that this aarcotic drug could be 

•!.A-a,. 

dispensed with without depriving patients 
of medical treatment, and that herom c~uld 
be replaced by other less da!lgerous der~va
tives of morphine. When .1t was reali~ed 
that the social danger of diace!ylmorphine 
was incomparably greater than l!S doub!ful 
therapeutical value, several Austnan medlCI!-1 
organisations asked the Government ~otally 
to suppress its manufacture and lmp.or
tation. Finally, M. Schultz dre'! attention 
to the following point. Accordin~ to the 
documentation prepared by the Op1um Sec
tion (documentation rel~t~ng to t~e con
sumption of, and the traff1c m, n~rcotlcs), the 
greater part of the diacetylmorphme produced 
yearly was intended for the illicit market. 

The Austrian deleg~te therefore propose.d 
the following resolution on behalf of his 
Government : 

" The Conference decides to reduce to 
nil the manufacture of diacetylmorphine 
and to destroy all the stocks of heroin 
seized." 

The effect of Article 4 (d) and Article 8 
of the Geneva Convention of 1925 had been 
to increase the consumption of drugs and the 
number of consumers. The fact that certain 
pceparations containing narcotic drugs were 
exempt from the control provided by the 
Geneva Convention rendered the campaign 
against the abuse of narcotic drugs more 
difficult. Moreover, the tolerance allowed 
under Article 4 was not justified on scientific 
grounds, as the Health Committee of· the 
League of Nations and the Comit~ permanent 
de l'Hygi~ne publique at Paris had a~e.ady 
pointed out. The effect of the proVISIOns 
of Articles 4 and 8 had been to put on sale 
certain preparations containing nar~otic dr'!lgs 
which, though useless from the pomt of VIew 
of scientific therapeutics, extended the use of 
narcotic drugs to the great mass of the 
population. Large quantities of these drugs 
thus escaped all control. The legitimate 
idea on which Article 8 was based could be 
safeguarded by the stipulation in tha~ article 
which authorised the Health Comm1ttee to 
exempt certain preparations co~tained in the 
various national pharmacop~1as from the 
terms of the Geneva Convention. . . 

M. Schultz therefore proposed the following 
draft resolution : 

.. All preparations containing narcotic 
drugs such as morphine, its salts and 
derivatives, or cocaine, its salts and deriva
tives, whether or no these drugs come 
under the Geneva Convention, shall be 
subjected to the measures of control 
provided for in Articles 6, u, 13 and 18 
of the said Convention, whatever their 
drug content. 

" The Health Committee of the League 
of Nations is authorised to exempt from 
this control those of the above-mentioned 
preparations which comply with the condi
tions laid down in Article 8 of the Geneva 
Convention, provided that they are con
tained in any one of the various national 
pharmacop~ias." 
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J On behalf of his Government the Austrian The 1925 Convention had not led to the 
delegate supported the Chinese delegate's results which it had seemed to promise. 
statement with regard to Mr. May's proposal The great cause for disappointment was that 
relating to the amendment of Article 10 of it had not been strictly and universally 
the Geneva Convention 1• applied. The effects of this were being felt 

at the present time. If M. · Dinichert feJt 
M. Schultz reminded the Conference of a bound to point out that it was not 50 much 

passage in th~ Argentine delegate's statement the machinery of the Convention as its non· 
of the previous day, in which he had compared application in a fairly large number of 
the illicit traffic in narcotic drugs to counter- countries which was the cause of the present 
feiting currency. M. Schultz .thought' the situation, it was in order to exhort the 
danger of the illicit traffic was greater than Conference not to forget, during its present 
that cau'led by counterfeiters ; the latter only work, that limitation, from whatever aspect 
injured financial interests, on a large scale it was considered, should be accompanied 
it was true, but the illicit traffic corrupted by control. Limitation could be considered 
the peoples themselves. In this connection, as a basis for control. It could be considered 
the International Criminal Police Commission as a complement to control. In any case, 
had submitted to the Advisory Committee control would remain an essential element of 
at its last session a draft international the combination. It was possible to imagine 
convention on the suppression· of the illicit strict and severe control without limitation, 

· traffic, similar to the international con• but not limitation without control. If there 
vention for the suppression of counterfeiting were no control, the illicit traffic would 
currency concluded at Geneva in 1929 under continue. Further, with limitation alone, 
the auspices of the League of Nations. there might be a danger of a shortage and 
This draft was contained in document scarcity of supplies for legitimate require
C;I68(a).M.62(a).19JI.XI. M. Schultz noted ments. 
with great satisfaction that the Argentine 
delegate was in agreement with the funda- Over and above control and limitation, 
mental idea of that draft. however, one other factor was. still more 

essential. He referred to universality. No 
M. Schultz did not suggest that the control nor limitation could bring the desired 

Advisory Committee's draft" should be con- relief unless it was applied throughout the 
sidered as a final solution, perfect and ideal, whole or almost the whole world. Con
of the problem or problems raised by narcotic sequently, the Conference could and should 
drugs. He thought, however, that the pre- accomplish its task of preparing the best 
sent draft, if adopted, ratified and put mto convention which was possible at the present 
force, would be a great step forward and a time. But even when that was done, the work 
very important stage in the path marked by would not be finished. The help of all 
the Hague and Geneva Conventions. He the Governments was essential. All must 
was convinced that the work of the Con- apply the Convention. Those conditions were 
terence, to which the Au'ltrian delegation absolutely necessary if the work .of the Con
would devote every effort, would lead to terence were finally to be crowned with 
complete and real success. success. 

The President stated that M. Schultz' 
various proposals would be forwarded to the 
Business Committee. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) stat~d that 
the Swiss delegation was able to gt':e the 
Swiss Government's carefully cons1dered 
support to a plan for the dire_ct limitation of 
the manufacture of .narcotic drugs.· The 

inciple of limitation ha~ already be~n 
ktroduced, to some extent, m an embr~omc 
form in the. Hague and Geneva Convenh~ms, 
at which time limitation could only be realised 
indirectly through the machinery of these 
Conventions. 

At the present time, th~ _S-.yi'ls d~legation 
was co-operating in the spmt m wh1ch, from 
the very beginning and throughout the 1924 
to 1925 Conference, it had r~comJ_Dended and 
upheld the measures contamed m the C(;m
vention prepared by that Conference,. wh1ch 
had finally been approved almos.t unammo~s
ly by the delegations.· The Sw1ss delegahon 
had then been in a numerous and excellent 
company, w~ich jnclu_ded, amongst others, 
M. Cavazzom, and .h1s remarkable. speech 
on the previous day had tempted f\1. Dm1chert 
to call on him as a. witness t.o what had at 
that time been accomplished. 

• See Annex 7(11), Appendix. 

M. Dinichert pointed out that the President 
bad said at the beginning of the Conference 
that the delegations, all inspired by the same 
desire, had come to Geneva to perform a 
common duty. It had been too often said 
and repeated, even in official demonstration'S, 
that the Conference would be composed of 
groups of States with conflicting interests. 
It should therefore be recalled to-day that 
the work to be accomplished was a common 
work. It consisted in extirpating and giving 
the final blow to this degrading vice, and in 
relieving this misery which must appear to 
everyone as· so terrible and agonising.. The 
delegations had therefore the same preoccu
pation, but the problem to be solved was very 
difficult and very specialised. It would be 
very simple if it ·concerned a poison which 
could merely be suppr~ssed. _Examples co~d 
be given of countnes which had eas1ly 
succeeded in doing away with a harmful 
product .. The Co1_1ference, howev~. was co_n
cerned with spec1al. products which, while 
causing the physical and moral breakdown 
of all who abused them, brought healing and 
life to ell who needed them. That was the 
real difficulty. . 

· It was true that the Governments were 
in a very ·different position, according to 
whether they were producers, manufacturers 

• See Annex 7. 
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or consumers, and that ~onsequently they 
would have to assume different tasks and 
obligations. There was nothing irreconcil
able. however, between the fact that-·t~e 
exporting countries wanted to send the1r 
prOducts to countries which were urgently 
m need of them and the fact that the 
countries which were in need of them and 
did not manufacture ordered them from 
manufacturing· countries: Was not :that; 
apart from the necessary control, the position 
in the economic sphere as regards many other 
kinds of merchandise ? It should be noted, 
therefore, that each Government, according 
to its position, had its special duties,- and 
M. Dinichert was the first to admit, as in 
1925, that the Governments of manufacturing 
States which exported drugs had a first duty 
-that of applying strict control both in 
their own countries and internationally. 
On the other hand, they were ready to 
assume the obligation, -in all circumstances, 
to place the necessary products at the disposal 
of the countries requiring them. No real 
conflict of interests, however, was involved. 

. . The complaint had sometimes. been made 
that a particular Gov~ment defe~ded its 
industry. The Government!! were .obliged, 
however, to see that their industries con~ 
formed to the legislation and to the inter
national conventions. \Vhen a Government 
claimed to apply its laws severely and ·to 
comply scrnpulously with the Conventions 
in force, it could not allow its industries 
to be criticised and p!aced . under suspicion, 
fur such criticism and- suspicion, if . well
founded, woul4 inyolve the direct respon: 
sibility of the State. Consequently, when 
a question arose· which mig~t involve a 
State'!!_ responsibility, the latter was entitled 
to do justice to its undertakings,· provided 
they had conformed to the provisions ta 
which they were subject. . .. ·. 

. In ronclusion, :M. Dinic-hert shared the hope 
arid . .faith wh:ch · M .. de Br:olickere. had 
displayed in his opening speech regarding 
~ wor~ of the Conference. ·ne delega
tions '!ere not opposed to· one. ii.DOther·; 
all the mterests at stake could be reconciled. 
He himself was convinced that if the 
Conference discussed_· the matter 'sincerely 
and calmly, it would be.able to do the work 
which 5ociety exPe:cted.of it. 

- As r~ards the plan' which must be the 
Jiving· e_x~ression of that· work, · M. Dinichert 
th?~t 1t premature to express a .defiilite 
op1ru~n. The S~s delegation had no pre
C?ncelved and ~mal ideas. __ ·At the present 
time, however, it preferred the ~~n in the 
preparation of which it. had s ed - and 
which ~ been very thoroughly and' care
fully sifted by the Advisory Committee 
dunng two sess1ons, which had been discussed 
at the London Conference -and the · main 
outlines of wh' ch had, ~ it were, been 
consecrated b~ the supreme organs of ·the 
League o! Nations•. The Swiss delegation 
fully _realised, howev_er, that the plan raised 
certam problems which would be very diffi
cult to_solve. Some of them had not yet 
been discusied, at any rate in a meeting 

' Sec 4oaes 7• 

like tht1 present, at ·whiCh .an -the interested 
countries were represented: Consequently, 
although the Swis<> delegation did not abandon 
the· hope that, on the basis ·of this jlan, 
agreement would be reached, "it. woul not 
~::efuse, during the .Conference, to exail)ine 
caref~Uy. any proposals for _improving the 
plan. however difficult of realisatio:r;t they 
might . seem:: l'he Swiss delegation ·would 
co-operate fully-with- the Confere.nce,_ \Vithout 
any _preconceived ideas : .its onJy desire~ was 
to .take a useful part in the Conference'~ wo_rk .. 

. . . ' 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) said that 
his country was. neither a producing nor 
manufacturing country ; nor did it suffer 
from the dreadful curse of addiction, which 
existed. only in isolated .cases. There had 
never been any suspicion of illicit . traffic, 
nor had anyone engaged in it . ever been • 
discovered either in Ireland itself or passing 
through the country. Nevertheless,. the 
Government of the Irish Free State had 
established a strict system of import and 
~xport licences, and the internal adminis
tration was being sttengthened. . . 

At the present time, therefore, the interests 
of the Irish Free State were only those of 
a normal consuming cou:Qtry; but, as a 
Member of the Leagile of Nations, it was 
anxious to. co-operate ·with other States. in 
every measure designed to eradicate the 
dreadful curse of the illicit drug traffic, · · · 
. Mr. Lester did not; at the present stage, 
intend to disc;.uss t_he. de~aUs. of the ·various 
scheme!;, but. he . -\Vi:;hed to . r~caD, to the 
members of the -CQnference l!- .fe}V .startling 
figures . which had ·appeared· in the repo~ 
of the. Advisory Committee prepared in 
January last (document C.168(a).M.62(a). 
1931.XI). These figures had been established 
by the Secretariat as the result of the 
investigations and work of the Opium Section. 
The repoli read : . . . · . . , . · . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . 

· " Iii the" 'five-year periOd 1925 to 19:29, 
some thirty-six tons of morphine -·were 
apparently made available for the illicit 
traffic . in the ._ form · of morp)line,_ est~rs, 
or· possibly Qf other .. drugs not covered 
by the Convention. . . . . • . 

" A -further conclusion was· that some 
twenty-one tons of• morphine and diacetyl
morphine appe-ared.ta have been exported 
as-such to the non-manufacturing countries 
in the years 1925 to:the fj.rst. half of ·1930 

· in excess of medical needs ; there· was little 
doubt that nearly· the· whole·. of this 
amount had passed into the illicit traffio. 

" The ::>ecretariat further drew attention 
to the large quantities of morphine, heroin 
and cocaine which had not been accounted 
for statistically bf the ·countries con
cerned, _chiefly dunn_ g the period. 1925 to 
1928, of which it. concluded that some 
fifteen tons would. appear, in the absence 
of other explanation, to have been passed 
into the illicit tra:ffic." . . , . 
.. 

. Those wete dreadful trgures: The President 
of. the ·-Permanent Central. Opium· Board 
~d co~p~r.ed the resu.lts of one transa~tion 
m the lll1c1t tr11de w~th .tJ!e cbn~eq~ence11 

•· • .. • • .. .. ... ' . .I ;. 
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of a battle in the great .war. Mr. Lester 
would leave to the imagination of the 
delegates the consequences entailed in the 
illicit circulation of some seventy tons of 
narcotic drugs. The Government of the 
Irish Free State favoured the strictest possible 
limitation of manufacture,, and Mr. Lester 
was accordingly instructed to support the 
m~st practical proposals for attaining that 
obJect. 

• L • ,• 

M. de Myttenaere {Belgium) ~tated that 
under Belgian legislation all the necessary 
mea~ures had been made obligatory in 
BelglUm, even before the Convention had 
been.·. ratified. . That clearly· showed his 
country's desire to support the efforts of the 
League of Nations and its Members. · 
. ~he . Belgian Government supported the 

.lurutabon of the manufacture of narcotic 

. drugs. 
M. de Myttenaere stated that, at the begin

ning of next year, Belgian ·traders would set 
up a factory for narcotic drugs and would 
undertake to supply the. internal require
ments oftlle country. In any case, t}j.eBelgian 
delegate assured the Conference that his 
Government would continue, as in the past, 
to exercise most thorough control, and that 
control would even be doubled in view of the 
fact to .which he had·just drawn attentio_n. 

M. Martinez de Alva (M~xico) ~intM 
out that Mexico was represented for the first 
time at a meeting on opium and narcotic 
drugs in general. He could not do better 
than to repeat, on behalf of his own country, 
what the Irish delegate had just said and 
to assure the Conference that there:·was no 
problem of narcotic drugs in Mexico. Mexico 
produced no raw material, ·did not manu
facture narcotic drugs, did not export them 
and did not even consume them except 
for legitimate requirements. 

As, however, this was the first occasion on 
which Mexico had been represented at Geneva . 
at such a Conference, M. de Alva thought it 
desirable .to . say a few words with regard 
to the position in his country. · 

As everyone was aware, Mexico had signed 
the Hague Convention of 1912. The Geneva 
Convention of 1925 had not yet been signed, 
but the Mexican Government was studying 
it carefully. It .had not· yet acceded for 
technical reasons, -but hoped to do so in the 
near future. · 

Mexico appeared before the Conference as 
a liberal nation. There was no narcotic 
problem in that country not only because the 
people did not like or were not familiar with 
narcotic drugs,·but because the Government 
had always been careful to· prevent their 
introduction and consumption. 

The history of Mexico showed that even 
before the discovery of America the aboriginal 
Governments of Mexico had laid down very 
strict rules to prevent the consumption and 
abuse oi drugs. A little later, during the 
three centuries in which Mexico had belonged 
to Spain, the viceroys, with very strict and 
definite .orders from the kings of. Spain, had 
enacted remarkable laws for the prevention 
of the abuse of narcotic drugs. . 

• See doculftellt C.2.51.M.li~·1931.Xl. 

~t the time of the Republic, the Govern
~e~t had enacted laws which were very 
s1milar to those recommended in the 1912 and 
even the 1925 Convention. 

The Mexican delegate was glad to inform 
those members of the Conference who desired 
to consult the Mexican legislation that nearly 
:ill the la~s at present in force were deposited 
m the L1brary of the League of Nations. 
· Mexico could not but support the general 
ideas which had led to the Conference. It 
was in favour of limitation and control. 
M. de Alva thought there could be no limit
ation without control, and even that there 
could be no control without some sort of 
limitation. 

Since it was only necessary for the moment 
to take up a general position until the detailed 
discussion opened, the Mexican delegate 
was glad to announce that his .Government 
absolutely approved the syst~m of limitation, 
though, up to the present, 1t preferred the 
Crane plan 1. 

M. Choumenkovitch (Yugoslavia) stated 
that Yugoslavia had taken an active part 
in · the campaign against drug addiction 
of which ·the ·present Conference was one 
stage, and had ·given proof of its goodwill 
by agreeing to make considerable sacrifices. 
That was proved, both by its accession to 
the Geneva Convention of 1925-although 
other opium-producing countries, with the 
exception of India, had not assumed the 
obligations of that Convention-and by 
the resulting unfortunate consequences for 
one branch of production. 

· · ·In th-e·" same spirit of goodwill and in 
view of humanitarian considerations-and 
M. Choumenkovitch.. realised that all the 
members of the· Conference were inspired 
by the same ideas-the Yugoslav Govern
ment accepted the principle of the limitation 
of manufacture as completing the system 
of control over the traffic in narcotic drugs. 

Nevertlieless, the Yugoslav delegation 
wished to point out that the questions on the 
Conference's agenda presented special-eco
nomic and social aspects appropriate to each 
country. These .should. be borne in mind 
in preparing the Convention. 

The following,argument had alr~ady been 
advanced. As the li.mitation of manufacture 
would necessarily result in a decrease in the 
demand for raw material and consequently 
in a fall.in its price, it followed that limitation 
would· affect the interests of producing 
countries more tha:n those of manufacturing 
countries. The Conference would be better 
able to judge of the difference in the situation 
of the producing and manufacturing countries 
if to that were added the institution of the 
system of quotas for which the draft Con
vention 1 provided and which might lead to 
the monopoly system, with all its accompany
ing consequences. There was no necessity 
to emphasise that this situation might have. 
not only economic bu:t !Llso moral and social 
reactions. 

'The Yugoslav Government had always 
suggested instead of the quota system 

. • See ADoex 7· · 
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~mbodied in the draft Convention, _the insti-' 
tution of a more elast~c.sys!em wh1_c~ would 
pennit of free compehhon m the hc1t trade 
within the limits of legitimate needs. · 
· In this connection, the Yugoslav Govern

ment attached special i~portance to the 
question of price. Th~ difference be~ween 
the price of raw mater1al and the pnce of 
manufactured products was one of the caust;-5 
of e.-,:cessive manufacture.. ~oreove~, th1s 
difference encouraged the illic1t traffic. It 
was therefore necessary to establish a stable 
relationship between these two classes of 
price and thus to eliminate the principal 
cause for the excessive manufacture and the 
illicit traffic. 

Without for the moment developing thil! 
idea more thoroughly or referring to other 
points to which the _detailed discussion would 
lead, on some of which the Yugoslav Govern
ment had already had an oppo~unity to 
state its views during the preparation of the 
draft Convention, the Yugoslav delegation 
was convinced that the Conference could reach 
appreciable results on the basis of the ideas 
which several of its members. had already 
expressed-namely, that the only way to 
deal with this problem was to endeavour 
to co-ordinate and reconcile · the interests 
of the various countries, keeping in mind 
the necessity for a fair and equitable distri
bution of sacrifices. 

In conclusion, M. Choumenkovitch re
peated that his Government intended to 

co-operate very sincerely in the humanitarian 
efforts of the Conference and to do its best 
to bring the Conference's work to a satisfac-
tory conclusion. · · 

The continuatioJS of lhe discussioJS was 
adjourned lo the next meeting. 

16.-REPRESENTATION AT THE 
CONFERENCE OF THE REPUBLIC 
OF SAN MARINO. . 

The · President announced that the 
Secretariat had received a telegram from the 
Government of the Republic of San Marino 
stating that it had decided to be represented 
at the Conference, and had given full powers 
to· Professor Carlo Emilio FERRl. M. Ferri 
was attending the Conference as a member~ 
of the Italian delegation, and the President 
congratulated him on the new capacity in • 
which he would share iii the discussion. 

The President also pointed out that, 
with San Marino, the number of States 
represented at the Conference was fifty
four. That figure was rarely attained, and 
it proved that the· Swiss delegate had been 
right in emphasising the extreme importance 
of achieving universality. It seemed that 
this would now be achieved in view of the · 
number of States represented a~ the Con
ference. 

FIFTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Saturday, May 30th, 1931, at 10 a.m. 

President : M. D:t BROUCKtRE. 

17.-LIMITATION OF THE MANU· 
FACTURE OF DRUGS : GENERAL 
DISCUSSION {continuation)~ 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) said that 
he could be very brief as the position of his 
Government was suff'Jciently known. 

He need hardly repeat that the Netherlands 
Government was prepared to · co-operate 
wholeheartedly in the efforts of the Con
ference to carry out the decision of the tenth 
~m~Iy, by which the principle of the 
lim1tahon of the manufacture of narcotics 
had been accepted. . 

V";rious suggestions had been made by 
previous speakers. M. van Wettum under
stood that those suggestions would be dis
Ct!S5ed later, when the Conference came to 
consider its definite plan of action. At the 
present stage of the discussion, he would 
therefore refrain from offering any comments 
on the system of limitation itself. He would 
have an opportunity of bringing forward 
su~estions in due course. He would merely 
pomt out that any auch aystem could only 
be successful provided the Geneva Convention 
were applied practically universally and the 

national administrations were efficient in the 
performance of their duties. 

He had no doubt that the Conference would 
achieve very valuable results, for all delega. 
tions had come with the same purpose-to 
combat the abuse of narcotics. The unani
mous decision of the tenth Assembly ·Was 
the common base of action. . . 

M. Bourgoia {France) said that the ·Fifth 
Committee's recommendation and the Assem
bly .resolution to convene the Conference 
were the outcome of a statement by the 
French delegate in the Fifth Committee of 
the Assembly, in which he announced· his 
Government's decision to limit directly. the 
manufacture of narcotic drugs. . 

The Advisory Committee, in its last report 
to the Council, " congratulated the French 
delegate on these very remarkable results of 
the strict system of control introduced as a 
result of the effective putting into force of 
the Geneva Convention in France in 1929 ." 
and a~ded that " this was a further proof of the 
prachcal value of the provisions of the 192' 
Convention". 
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. A moralist had affirmed that egoism was 
detestable. The French delegate would at 
once apologise, therefore, for sinning against 
that maxim by recalling the above facts. 
His first impulse-Talleyrand had said that 
!10 good ever came from . following first 
Impulses-had been not to mention them, 
but he had not yielded to it. Perhaps the 
Conference would forgive him when it knew 
why. He had found a reason-or, if his 
colleagues preferred, a pretext-in recalling 
these facts for sparing them a speech. 

The French Government's action, both in 
organising a system of control and in connec
tion with the problem of direct limitation, 
was a clearer and better .proof of its goodwill 
-one might almost say, even more forcibly, 
of its will-than mere words. 

M. · Bourgois would venture very briefly 
to draw his colleagues' attention to two 
aspects of the problem. 

The accumulation of stipulations, obliga
tions and restrictions would result in a 
strictly limited and controlled market, but 
this would have very little effect if beside 
that market and in communication with it 
there existed or were established a free 
market. What was the use of drawing the 
meshes tightly together if the net did not 
close the whole channel, particularly tb.e 
channel through which the illicit traffic 
might pass? 

It was therefore essential to anticipate· and, 
if necessary, avert any such danger. For 
this purpose restrictions would have to be 
placed on non-signatories. · How could that 
be done ? What restrictions ? That was 
a new ·and difficult problem ; it!! solution 
would involve important questions of prin
ciple and might even create precedents. The 
Conference would have to deal with and 
solve it prudently but firmly. . 

The French delegate wished to refer to an 
opinion, or to put it more plainly, a mistake, 
which, .if not fairly widespread, was fairly 
easy to make : he referred to the belief that, 
for the manufacturing. countries, the limit
ation of manufacture was an economic 
problem. 

The remarkable documents which the 
Health Committee of the League of Nations 
and the Secretariat had accumulated for five 
years showed, according to the statistics, 
which were generally accepted, that exports 
from manufacturing to non-manufacturing 
countries (which were practically all that 
would remain under the new system) amount
ed to less than two thousand kilogrammes, 
representing about six to eight million•francs. 
In order to estimate the effect on the trade 
balance, the price of that raw material which 
must be always imported should be deducted. 
There was, then, a profit of about two million· 
francs to be divided between the manu
facturing countries. The probable increase in 
manufacture, as a result of a double game on 
which this was not the moment to dwell, 
would reduce the figure still further. In 
any case, the present figure clearl7 showed 
that, though manufacture was o interest 
to a certain number of industrial concerns ; it 
was of no economic importance to any 
manufacturing country.· 

1 See Annex 7· 

Opium· raised· an economic problem· only 
for the countries in which the poppy was 
cultivated. In some of those countries, 
sixty thousand to· one hundred and· twenty 
thousand families lived on· the proceeds of 
poppy cultivatio~. 

The French delegate wished, however, to 
emphasise that the Governments of both 
manufacturing and consuming countries 

.should view the problem of limitation solely 
from a humanitarian and medical aspect. 

The French delegation had therefore come 
to the Conference without any economic 
anxieties. It supported the Advisory Com
mittee's plan, but was prepared to examine, 
without any preconceived ideas and in the 
most liberal and friendly spirit, any plans 
or suggestions, whfch might be put forward. 
It would study every proposal With the desire 
to discover points of contact and not points 
of difference and with the determination to 
find a complete ·solution of the problem. 
Finally, its sole aim was to serve the general 
interests of humanity. 

M. Sawada (Japan) said that, in accepting 
the invitation of the League Council to the· 
Conference, his Government had definitely 
signified its willingness to co-operate with 
other countries in achieving the limitation 
of the world manufacture of narcotic drugs. 
He could assure the Conference that his dele
gation ·would do its utmost to find the best 
possible solution of that problem in con" 
Junction with the 9-elegations of the other 
Powers repres~nted. 

The strict limitation of the world manu
facture of drugs to medical and scientific 
needs,- with a view to controlling the illicit 
traffic and to preventing the use of drugs 
for illicit purposes, was no doubt one of the 
most effective methods by which to achieve 
the purposes of the Hague and Geneva 
Conventions. Nevertheless, the limitation 
of.manufacture alone would not be sufficient 
to secure those ends. Strict control, 'in 
each and every country,. by effective legis
lative measures and social education, was a 
matter of vital importance ; in other words, 
an efficient national administration in· all 
countries was one of the main factors of 
succes~in the attainment of the high purposes 
contemplated by the limitation of the manu
facture of drugs. 

With these aims in ·mind, the )apanm 
Government bad carefully exammed the 
draft Convention submitted as a basis of 
discussion1• Before, however, entering upon 
the discussion of the problems involved .in 
the draft, M. Sawada. wished to assure his 
colleagues that his Government had followed · 
with keen interest all the deliberations. that 
had taken place on the subject at the League 
Assemblies, at the Preliminary Conference in 
London, and subsequently at the Advisory 
Committee's fourteenth session held at Geneva 
.in January last. In reviewing the various 
stages of that preparatory work, he had felt 
a deep sense of admiration for the zeal and 
devotion with which some of his colleagues 
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attending the Conference had brought their 
wort to its present stage. of development. 

Needless ·to say, the limitati?n ·of the 
manufacture of narcotic dr~ alme.d at a 
humanitarian object. Accordingly, m con
sidering the scheme before the~, the members 
f the Conference should be an1mated always 

:nd above all by that spirit. At the sa_me 
timer if any scheme wer.e ~dopted dealmg 
with the question of the l•.m•tabon ?f ma~u
facture, it should take · _mto conSlderabon 
the great principle of the liberty of commerce 
and of equal opportunity in the development 
of industry. _ His Government cons1.dered 
that that point of view was of pnmary 
importance in drawing up an agr:eement on 
the limitation of drug .manufacture. A 
further consideration which was equally· 
important was that the conventions to be 
concluded on this subject should be such as 
to ensure ·universal application. If they 
failed in that respect, there was reason to 
fear that all other efforts might be doomed 
to failure. 

The whole structure of the proposed draft 
Conveation was based upon the quota syst~m. 
Ill the JaPa-nese Government's opinion, a 
scheme for the limitation of manufacture 
based upon that system had in it inherent 
difficulties. All the members would have 
noted from the discussions of the Advisory 
Committee, that there were still certain 
irreconcilable views unsettled in the scheme. 
If, however, the· q1}ota. system ~as. to. be 
adopted at all, it would be ~nly fall and -Just 
to decide that all quantit~ of drugs manu.: 
factured for export should be evenly allocated 
between all the conntries ·desiring to export. 
Short of that, he. felt persuaded . that that 
system would meet with- difficulties and 
irrefutable objections which might set at 
naught the whole object of the Convention. 

. - . . . 
_ If,· however, ~. Sawada~s suggestion for 
the .equal distribution of ·quotas. failed. to 
commend itself to all delegations,. he might 
propose another · a).temative to allow all 
conntries which manufactured drngs for 
export to produce up to the amonnt of 
legitimat~ aad concrete orders corning from 
abroad. Such conntries ·would, of course. 
be ·at . liberty to manufacture a certain 
am~t of drugs to adjnst the .shortage of 
their domestic needs caused by acceptance 
of the orders in question. Any country 
which had an export trade in the previous 
year might continue to manufacture up to 
a certain percentage of the quantities ex
ported that year, even before receiving actual 
orders, and, when there was any surplus 
over and above the export of the year, that 
quantity would be carried for-Ward to the 
next year and deducted from the quanhtiu 
to be manufactured. - · 

_ Some delegates might be "inclined to say 
that, from the point of view of limitation, 
K. Sawada'11uggestion u to the manufacture 
of drugs upon order fell1hort of achieving the 
object$ contemplated by direct limitation, 
it ·being the intention of the Conference to 
allow the production of drup only within the 

.... .._7· 

limit of the world total. M; Sawada believed 
that, none the less, it was an e_ffective lllethod 
of direct limitation .. Accordmgly, he .hoped 
that all the delegations wo~ld ta.ke h1~ two 
proposals into careful cons1derat1on Wlth .a 
view to coming to an agreement on the bast~ 
of one or the other. . · -· . 
. In that ·connection, he would repeat. that, 
whatever method of li111ltation mi~~t . be 
adopted at the Conference, t_he· full reahsat~on 
of its objective was based upon an. effect1ve 
control in each and every country. In order 
to ensure that controt his Government was 
inclined to think that the establishment of a 
Government monopoly in all countries for the 
manufacture and sale of narcotic drugs would 
go far to facilitate the achievement of the 
high purposes contemplated in the limitation 
of the. manufacture of narcotic drugs. 
Accordingly, he would propose tliat all 
countries represented at the Conferenceshould 
consider the possibility of establishing a 
Government monopoly or any other similar 
institution and he hoped that his colleagues 
would give . this proposal equally _serious 
consideration. . 
, In conclusion; M.Sawada pointed out that, 
judging . frolll the tone .of the discussions 
that had taken place up to the present, there 
seemed to be a divergence of views among 
the countries represented on the question 
before the Conference, and he. was led to 
think that the task was not an easy one. 
At the same time, he was delighted to find 
that the discussions had been marked. by a 
strong and -unanimous desire to come to an 
_agieemimt one- way ·Or . a~other ... Surely 
that could be taken as a very good augury for 
the success of the· Conference. · He would 
therefore express the hope,· on behalf "of his 
delegation, that the future discussions would 
·be carried on in an atmosphere of calm 
deliberation and. in a spirit of co-operation, 
so that the work of the Conference might be 
crowned with the success desired by all alike. 

The. Pr~side~t stated th~t M .. Sawad.a's 
proposals would be referred to the Business 
Committee with the other proposals w~ich had 
already been submitted. · ' · . ,. . . 
: Sir· Malcolin Delevin~n:e (Great Britain) 
had noticed with some surprise that, in the 
course of the discussion, very few of the 
sj>eakers had addressed themselves to the 
consideration of the scheme embodied in the 
draft Convention which had been communi
cated to the members of the Conference by 
the Council of the League, and which had 
been adopted as the basis of ·their work 1• 

In his opinion, no effective progress could 
be made unless the main lines on which the 
work was to proceed. were decided, and he 
would ask the indulgence of the Conference 
in going over, in some· detail, the ground 
covered by the scheme before it. · 

. The scheme in question was the sequel of 
the 1925 Geneva Convention. It was now 
six years since that Convention had been 
adopted. It had not been possible in 1925 
to obtain the direct limitation of manufacture 
which· ·his own Government desired and 
advocated, but a much more efficient instru~ 
ment was obtained than had previously 
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ex~ste.d.· .He was not, he believed,· altme in 
~htnk~ng that · the effective use made of 
that mst~ument, and the c;lose international 
co-operation ~hat had accompanied it, had 
enabled a pomt . to be reached at which it 
was possible to consider, with every prospect 
of success, the further step which the present 
~nference .had met. to .bring about.. . . 

• • • 1. 

, . He did not propose to travel over· past 
hl~t?ry, ·~?t. at. the outset he wished to say 
th1~ : cr~hcism, not to say abuse, had been 
lavished m plenty on the Advisory Committee 
of the League, on . the I:eague Secretariat, 
and on the League 1tself, m connection .with 
the question of drug control; but it was· he 
believed, beyond all possibility of disp;oof 
that the Conference had met mainly as the 
result of the steady work-continued over a 
series of years-of the Advisory Committee 
in unmasking the methods, sources, agents 
and extent of the illicit traffic ; in urging on 
Governments~perhaps out of season as well 
as· in .season-the ratification and effective 
administration, in the spirit as well as in the 
letter, of the Geneva Convention · and in 
working out. improved methods of admini
stra~ion, work which had, he was glad to say, 
received. the constant .approval arid support 
of the Council and Assembly of the League. 

. What was the situation with which the 
Conference had to deal ? He· would recall 
$Orne elements of the problem. In the 
ti)atter; of. ~h.e manufactu;r~ and supply o~ 
narcotlc <~tugs;· tlle; c0untnes · of the world 
fell intg two ll'(aiJ.Cgroups-· manufacturing 
cquntries and .consuming· countries. · The 
manufacturing countries, again, fell into two 
sub~groups-thosewhichmanufacturedsolely; 
or almost solely, for their own requirements, 
a.nd those which manufactured for the supply 
both of their own requirements and the 
requirements of other countr.ies. To a small 
ex~ent, the two mai~1 groups ov~rlapped; as 
$orne countries manufactured part of theit 
o.wn requ'irements.andimported the remainder; . . . . . .. .. . 

. . 
The problem before the Conference was how . 

to bring about;· first, that manufacturing 
countries should not, between them, manu
facture more than was required to meet their 
own legitimate needs and of the needs of the 
countries, if . any, which ·they supplied; 
secondly, that the consuming countries should 
receive to the fullest extent and without delay 
the supplies they. required and in the form 
in which they required them.· These aims 
could only be achieved, first, by co-operation 
between the manufacturing countries them
selves, and, secondly, by co-operation be
tween the manufacturing and the consuming 
countries. ·. . . 
· the scheme embodied in the draft Con
vention before the Conference set out to secure 
this ·object,· and a very large measure ·of 
progress to that end had already been made 
as the ;res.ult of the pre~iminary Conference of 
manufacturing countries held ift London in 
the' ·preyi6.us November, tnd of the· negotia. 
tions and ·discussions that. had since taken 
place. ·.: , ; . ~" .< :. • •: .. · 

. Sir Malcolm Delevingne would say a:. word 
as to a suggestion often ·heard in ~.he past, 
and still heard, that the interests of the 
manufacturing and consuming countries were 
opposed in this matter. ·However true that 
might have been in an unhappy past, it could 
not be truly said to-day, so far, at any rate, 
as the Governments which accepted the 
scheme before the Conference were conJ;erned . 
~· What were the interests {)f the consuming 
countries in this matter ? .They could be 
briefly summarised as follows : first, that 
they· should be assured the supply at reason
able prices of the drugs they required for 
legitimate .uses ; second, that they should be 
protected against illicit introduction of .the 
drug~. These. interests were recognised and 
proVIded for m the. draft Conv.ention. . 

How did the scheme before the Conference 
deal with that situation ? However comple~ 
its details-and complex 'they could hardly 
fail to be in view of the complex character 
of world trade and the almost infinite variety 
and constantly changing nature of medical 
requirements-the main outlines · of · the 
scheme _were clear and simple. ·They might 
be stated under three heads ~ · . · ·. . . . . . ' . 

... (I) The 'limitation· ·of world production 
to a definite amount year by year ~ · · 

(2) An agreed apportionment of that 
amount between the manufacturing coun
tries so· as to ensure that, between them, 
they did not make more than the defined 
amount; · :. · . · · 

(3) The distribution of that· amount to 
· the con!jumiJ;tg countrie!! according to their 

.· needs.'· ·. · · · ·.' : . .: :. : ~ · 

· 'Under· the first heading, the yearly 'limit 
of manufacture was to be' based on the 
estimates, furnished annually by the countries 
themselves, of their respective needs, each 
country being left the judge of its own needs. 
Should a country's original estimate· be 
found insufficient for its needs,· it had the 
right to send in· a supplementary estimate. 
Two qualifications were added ·:· first, if an 
estimate wete sent iri which appeared excess
ive to the competent authority to be establish
ed under the League, it would be the subject 
of friendly discussion between.that authority 
and the Government concerned. Sir Malcolin 
Delevingne did ·not think that anyone would. 
question the value of: such a provision·;: it 
was a protection for other :co.ntries .against 
the possibility of leakage of the drugs into the 
illicit traffic. Secondly, if a country failed 
to send in an estimate, an estimate would be 
framed for it by the . competent. authority 
mentioned above. In this .way, ·the needs 
of that' country. would be provided for under 
the scheme:· · . 
· As regarded the ·second heading, if the 
world figure were not to .be exceeded. the 
manufacturing countries· must agree. how 
much of that figure each of them should 
manufacture. A very large measure of agree
ment had already been reached in this 
matter.. He h.ad heard it. stated, as . a 
criticism of this· part of the scheme; that it 
constituted .a. .. monopoly for · the existing 
manufacturing countries. .. That was most 
emphatically not the case. A'ny country 
which did. not at present manufact\11'.~ drugs 
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retained full liberty ·to do so. !t. was still 
objected, however, that, adnuthng that 
~ach country retained its freedom, the 
distribution of quotas would present great 
difficulties. He was quite ready to agree 
that the present provisions .of the draft 
Conventions were capable of tmprovement, 
and that it would be desirable, if possi~le, 
to find some more definite basis o~ whtch 
the redistribution of quotas could m· such 
cases be effected. He believed it was pos
sible, and proposals to that end had bee_n 
under consideration. He would refer to this 
matter again at a later stage. 

With regard to the third point, that of 
distribution, there were three c~nditions to 
be secured. First, every consurmng country 
must receive the amount of its estimate and 
no more. Secondly, there must be no ~ndue 
delay in supplying its requirements. Thtrdly, · 
each consuming country should be able to 
go where it wished to obtain its supplies. 

It would take too long to go into the details 
of the provisions by which those conditions 
were secured in the draft Convention, but he 
would mention one point which was often 
overlooked. The subjects of limitation and 
control were sometimes discussed as though 
the· only substances involved were the pure 
alkaloids and the salts. Very considerable 
quantities of those drugs were used in the 
manufacture of special medicinal prepar
ations which formed a substantial part of the 
international trade. Members of the Con
ference had but to look at the list of such 
preparations contained in document O.C.II23, 
which had been· drawn up for the Opium 
Advisory Committee by a committee of 
experts. to appreciate the importance of that 
point. The medical profession insisted on 
its professional right to obtain the drugs in 
whatever form, at whatever times, and from 
whatever sources it considered necessary for 
the treatment of the sick. No scheme which 
interfered with. that right would have any 
chance of acceptance in Great Britain or, 
he would imagine, in many other countries. 

Those were, in brief, the main points of the 
Kheme before the Conference. He was well 
aware, apart from various minor details 
which would need to be settled by the 
Conference, of some serious difficulties which 
had not yet been surmounted. 
· In the first place, there was the difftculty 

that· Japan had not yet seen her way to 
accep~ the scheme .. japan was a manu
facturmg country; but not yet, except on a 
very small scale, an exporting country. She 

.desired, how!Wer, liberty to engage in the 
export traded, and to the extent, she wished. 
The matter had been the subject of friendly 
discussions between the Japanese delegate 
and t~ delegates of other manufacturing 
countnes, but he was sorry to say that it 
had not so far been possible to come to an 
agreement. 

While interested in the statement made by 
t~ Japanese delegate, Sir Malcolm Dele
vtngne was not quite sure that he followed 
the proposal which M. Sawada had submitted 
to the Conference. He could, however, 
a.Mu~e the Japanese delegate that, so far as 
be btmself was concerned-and he believed 

'lee A~7.. . 

so far as his colleagues from other manu~ 
facturing countries were concerned-he was 
ready to consider in the most sympathetic 
spirit·· anything put before the Conference 
which would or might lead to a possible 
solution. Should it be impossible to come 
to an agreement, the difficulty that arose 
could, he believed, be met by an extension, 
in a modified form, of the arrangement in 
Article 16 of the draft Convention 1• 

There was the further difficulty which had 
arisen as a result of the establishment of 
drug factories in Turkey. That was a very 
serious difficulty. Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
did not propose to say more on the subject 
at the moment, as the situation in Turkey 
had changed considerably during the last 
few months, and discussions with the Turkish 
delegation had still to take place. He could 
only say that the prospect of a solution 
seemed much more hopeful than it had done 
a short time ago. 

There was also the question of safeguarding 
the consumer against an excessive increase 
in the price of drugs. On that point he need 
only say that the manufacturers in the 
countries which accepted the scheme were 
prepared, he understood, to· accept price 
control. The only question which remained 
concerned the best method of effecting this. 
The Opium Advisory Committee of the 
League, partly through lack of time, had 
refrained from making any definite re
commendation. ' 

Admittedly, the scheme in all its details 
was a complex one ; but, if that were a fault, 
he would remind the Conference that this 
was the first time, so far as he knew, that 
anything of the kind had been attempted on 
a world scale. It might well be that some of 
the arrangements proposed could be simpli
fied without weakening the plan. If sug
gestions to that end were brought forward, 
those who had taken part in drafting the 
scheme would be glad to discuss them. Their 
aim had been to present to the Conference a 
scheme at the same time workable. and 
water-tight ; and, as he had said already, 
some complexity in dealing with a worldwide 
trade seemed unavoidable. . 

There was one matter which had been 
referred to in the discussion and which, 
although it did not relate in particular to the 
scheme, Sir Malcolm Delevingne would not 
like to pass over-namely, the position of 
the countries which produced the raw mate
rial, as it would be affected by any scheme 
limiting manufacture. The delegations of 
Turkey, Yugoslavia and Persia had all 
referred to this point. They wished to see 
their producers protected and their export 
market stabilised. He felt sure that the 
Conference would wish to examine this 
question sympathetically, in order to see 
whether any arrangement was practicable. ' 

· The British Government supported a 
scheme of limitation on the lines of the draft 
Convention ; in its opinion, no· other generally 
practicable scheme had been put forward. 
Reference had been made in the discussions 
to the Crane scheme 1• The British Govern
ment regarded that scheme as impracticable 
and as entirely unacceptable. The Japanese 

• See document C.351.M.n4-J931.XI. 
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delegate had spoken of a scheme of monopoly · 
whatever the future might hold in store i~ 
that re~ard, . the Japanese delegate would 
agree w1th S1r Malcolm Delevingne that it 
was not a practical proposition at the present 
moment, and could certainly not be embodied 
then and there in the form of a Convention. 

The scheme incorporated in the· draft 
Convention had been before the world for 
over a year and had received a very large 
measure of support. An immense amount 
of preparatory work had been done. When 

1 a year ago, the first steps were being take~ 
towards the goal, it had seemed to Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne that the greatest dif
ficulty to be encountered would be that of 
~ecuring agr_eement among the present export
mg countnes. That difficulty had been 
overcome. The principle of the limitation 
of manufacture to a definite amount had 

- been accepted and the allocation of that 
amount agreed. It could not, he thought" 
be questioned that the scheme before th~ 
Conference, if adopted by the Governments 
and operated by them with a desire to give 
to i.t its full effect, would produce the results 
des1red. If the scheme were given to the 
:-vorid with the full support of the Conference, 
1ts success would be assured. The scheme 
was the product of long and earnest consider
ation by men who were familiar with the 
administration of the drug laws in their 
respective countries and who had also for 
years been taking an active part in the 
international side of the problem. If there 
were any credit to be attached to the scheme 
no single individual and no single country 
claimed or could claim it. It was submitted 
to the Conference as the joint work of man)' 
minds, collaborating over a long period, and 
inspired with a single desire to reach a 
solution. The responsibility for a decision 
rested with the Conference. It had before 
it a scheme worked out in detail which, 
if the nations rallied to it, could be put 
into operation without delay.. Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne ventured to hope that the Con
ference would not throw that scheme lightly 
aside. 

M. Chodzko (Poland) stated that the 
Polish delegation's attitude at the Conference 
was clearly stated in the communication 
addressed by the Polish Government to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations 
on April sth, 1930, through the intermediary 
of its· accredited diplomatic representative. 
In that communication the Polish Govern
ment had accepted the two essential funda
mental principles for effectively limiting the 
manufacture of narcotic drugs. 

Poland was prepared : 
(I) To notify in advance, for a deter

mined period, its requirements of narcotic 
drugs; 

(2) To state from which country or 
countries it would purchase its require
ments. 
The Polish Government was of opinion 

that the first of these points was simply a' 
1 See d .. ocumcnt C.s87.M.u8.1930.XI, page 16. 
1 See Annex 21. . 

logical development of Article 21 . of the 
Geneva Convention, under the terms of which 
the parties to the Convention forwarded to 
the· Permanent Central Opium Board .a 
statement relating to the quantities of 
narcotic drugs to be imported during the 
following year. · 

With regard to the second principle, the 
Polish Government considered that, as the 
scheme for stipulated supply facilitated 
freedom on the market, and consequently 
encouraged competition in regard to the 
quality and price of the manufactured 
products, it gave greater guarantees to the 
consuming countries from both these aspects. 

Obviously, the Polish Government attached 
great importance to the strictest application 
of the provisions of Article 9 of the Hague 
Convention and Article 5 of the Geneva 
Convention relating to the limitation of the 
manufacture of narcotic drugs to world 
medical and scientific requirements. 

The world requirements of morphine and 
its derivatives for medical and scientific 
purposes, as calculated on a generous scale 
by the Opium Section of the Secretariat, 
amounted to 321 tons .per year1• In 1929, 
however, 59 tons of morphine and, from 1925 
to 1929, an average of 46 tons of morphine 
per year had been manufactured. That was 
a difference of about 27 tons for 1929 and 
about 70 tons for the years ·1925 to 1929· 
On the other hand, it is possible to establish 
that, during the period 1925-1930, not less 
than 100 tons of morphine from all known 
~urces and . under all forms, including 
d1acetylmorphme and the other esters ·and 
ethers of morphine, have escaped into the 
illicit traffic, which would represent, for 
morphine, 10 milliards of doses•. 

M. Chodzko paid a tribute to the Opium 
Section of the Secretariat for its important 
work and the figures it had supplied. Those 
figures had been computed quite impartially. 

In view of the Polish Government's atti
tude, M. Chodzko had made the fullest 
reservations at the fourteenth session of the 
Advisory Committee in January 1931 -with 
regard to the draft Convention accepted by 
the majority of the Committee, and, . in 
particular, Article 8 and the articles connected 
with it•. He now maintained those reserva
tions. 

Having signed, together with the represent
atives of Belgium, China, Spain, Mexico and 
Uruguay, the minority note reproduced on 
page 83 of the Minutes of the fourteenth 
session, he reserved his right during the 
discussion on the Advisory Committee's. 
draft to put forward any necessary amend
ments and any suggestions arising out of the 
decisions taken by the Health Committee 
of the League of Nations at its session 
in May 1931. He also reserved the right 
to make any other necessary proposals. 
M. Chodzko thought, however, that. the 
Conference could accept and adopt a number 
of articles in the draft Convention, particu
larly those relating to its application and the 
setting up of the organisations necessary for 
the effective application of the. Convention. 

• See Aaaex 7. 
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He hoped it might . be pos;;ible to . reco~cile 
nrious points of vtew whtch at ftrst stght 
seemed irreconcilable. ·The Polish and Danzig 
delegations would loyally co-operate. in this 
work. ·. 

The very interesting draft Convention 1 sub~ 
mitted by the Argentine delegate contained 
ideas which were worthy of attention. 
M. Chodzko was particularly pleased that 
the idea of a State monopoly of trade in 
narcotic drugs was viewed with favour. 
He also agreed \\ith the delegate of Uruguay 
that· the Argentine proposal to set up 
National Offices 'for the· campaign against 
narcotic drugs was of the greatest value, 
provided those bodies were closely connected 
with. one· another and with the Permanent 
Central Opium Board. 

The PoliSh Government and the Senate 
of the Free City of Danzig, ·anxious to co
operate actively in all humanitarian and 
social work of international importance, were 
firmly determined to contribute . to the 
utmost to the work of the Conference which 
should finally· and once and ·for all remove 
the evil from which the whole of mankind, 
irrespective of race and religion, was suffering. 
They very much hoped that the Conference 
would be successful. . 

· M. von Rheinl:iaben (Germany) shared 
!he views of the preceding speakers as to the 
Importance of freeing humanity as quickly 
as possible from the. evil of drug addiction. 

As representative of a country which 
manufactured and exported narcotic drugs 
he ~ould state ce':iain facts and develop 
certam arguments m order to explain the 
German Government's attitude with regard 
to the task before the Conference-the 
preparation of an international Convention 
for th~ limitation of the manufacture · of 
narcobc drugs. 

. ~n the first place, M. von Rheinbaben 
pomted out that the German Government 
had ~one its best in past years to make 
~ffectlve. t~~ measu;~ of control for suppress
mg the illiCit traffiC 1n narcotic drugs. The 
Ge~ del_egates were prepared to show 
thelf goodwill by doing everything possible 
to ensur_e _the success of the Conference. In 
that. ~pmt, _the German Government had 
partlClpa_ted ~~ the long and difficult prepar
atory. discussions to which Sir Malcolm 
Delevm~e had referred 1• It had also co
operat~ ~ the preparation of the Advisory 
Comm~ttee s draft Convention•. 

The German Government was anxio~ 
t~t no Convention should be concluded 
Without the free consent of the manufacturers 
themselves. It had been at some pains to 
persuade manufacturers of the value of the 
draft ~nd to indw:e them to abandon some 
!>1 thelf r89-uests m order to facilitate this 
fi~~t mternational effort. It believed 

. this was .the best way to ensure the 
ir~ ~d satiSfactory application of the 

wta.twn of. the manufacture of narcotic 
drugs, .the ObJect of the present Convention. 

O~vtously, during the Conference's dis
~· the. German delegation would 

• gly examme any proposal for improving 
See paca 21-2 J. 

• See doca-t C.~.M.278.1930.XI. 

the draft Convention; but, in its view; the 
draft should remain the fundamental basis 
of the work of the Conference, and in this 
conneetion M. von Rheinbaben supported 
the British delegate's views. · . · · ··· · 

Many of those who had· already spoken 
had referred to the past and had illustrated 
the progress of the campaign against narcotic 
drugs since the great war. M. Cavazzoni; 
in particular, had referred to the Treaty' of 
Versailles and the ratification of the Hague 
Convention. M. von Rheinbaben wouldsim• 
ply point out that the first law on the control 
of the derivatives of opium had been adepte<l 
in Germany in 1920, immediately after. the 
Treaty of Versailles had entered into force: 
Five years later Germany, though not ·yet 
a Member of the League of Nations; had 
taken part in the proceedings of the Geneva 
Conference. Prior to ratification it had 
applied the stipulations of· the Convention: 
drawn up at that · Conference.. It · ha& 
ratified the Conventjon in 1929, ·at ·the· time 
when, after the entry into force of the 
Convention, the reservation . made by Ger
many at the moment of signing had been 
fulfilled. ' 

With regard to the practical value of the 
Geneva Convention, the German· delegate 
associated himself with ·some of the state.; 
ments made by M. Dinichert. · Though it 
was regrettable that the illicit traffic still 
existed, there was no doubt, in the German 
delegation's view, that there had been a real 
improvement of the general situation in the 
campaign against narcotic drugs since the 
1925 Con~ention had entered into force; 
Even greater progress would have been made 
if all the countries had ratified the Conven; 
tion earlier. 

In order clearly to prove that criticism 
had been a little premature and that the 
Geneva Convention had been effective, the 
German delegate quoted figures showing the 
result of the limitation of the manufacture of 
narcotic drugs in his country : · 

·. Manufacture of morphine:.. Kilognunme~ 
1929.. .. • . . • 24,200 
1930. . • • . .. 10,555 

E:xporls of morphine : 
1929.. .. .. .. . . 1930.. . . . . . . 
First quarter of 1931 •• 

.. 
• • . .. 

Manufacture of diacetylmorphine: 
1929. . . . . . . . . . . .. 387 
1930. . . .. . . . . . .. . . . 169 

E:xporls of diacetylmorphine: 
1929.. . . . . . . . . 
1930.. . . . . . .. . . 
First quarter of 1931 •• 

Manufacture of cocaine : 
1929.. . . . . . . 
1930.. • . • • 

Exports of cocaine : 
1929·· ... , .. 
1930. ;_. . . . . . . 
First quarter of 1931 

• See Anne" 7. 

• • .. 

·' ~ ... .. 

•• ... .. 
292 
175 

IS 

• • . 1,826 
1,153 

.. 1,504 . . .1,032 
•• 173 

• 



The decrease in the ligures was due to the 
restrictive measures laid down in the Geneva 
Convention or to measures closely connected 
with the Convention. He· referred. to· the 
regulatio~ of the man~facture and export 
of morphme esters, wh1ch had ceased since 
January xst, 1930. · 

· M. von Rheinbaben also drew attention to 
a new agreement · between the German 
Government and the manufacturers, as a 
resul~ of w~ich the ethers of morphine-. 

1 and, m particular, peronine-would, in prac-
. ~ice, be subject to the restrictive measures 

laid down in the Opiu.m Law for all other 
drugs. The manufacturers had formally 
undertaken not to manufacture or ·export 
peronine except for a few medical specialities 
for which the employment of ~mall quantities 
of per~mine was essential, but which were 
quite harmless. The manufacturers were 
required to inform the Government every 
three· months of the quantity. and quality 
of the other ethers of morphine, so that the 
State might exercise absolute and effective 
control over the manufacture of these drugs. 
The German Government felt it had done all 
it could since April Ist of the past year to 
prevent a single gramme of peronine manu
factured in Germany from passing into the 
illicit traffic. 

The ·German Government's recent action 
showed its determination to take its fair 
share in the common struggle. In that 
spirit, the German Government wa$ prepared 
to complete the results already achiev.ed 
by the Geneva Convention, and, after the 
preparatory work to which M. von Rheinbaben 
had referred at the beginning of his speech, 
to limit the manufacture of narcotic drugs 
in accordance with the Assembly's recom-

~ mendation. 

' M. Figueredo·Lora (Costa Rica) stated 
that the Government of Costa Rica felt it 
had an imperative duty, as a signatory of 
the Hague Convention of 1912, to co-operate, 
as it had done in the past, in the campaign 
against the evil of narcotic drugs. · 

The Government of Costa Rica had been 
the first fully and completely to .accede to 
the fundamental principles of the scheme 
for stipulated supply. Document C.25;1. 
M.II4.193I.XI, which had been circulated 
to the members of the Conference, contained 
a note sent by M. Figueredo-Lora to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations 
on August Jist, 1929, at just the moment 
when it seemed likely that that scheme would 
be passed over in silence. The second 
paragraph _of the note read : · 

" With a view to drawing my Govern
ment's attention to the said scheme, I 
transmitted to it on March 17th, 1929, a 
report published in La Gaceta (official 
journal) of San Jos6, dated June 7th and 
8h .. ' 

t • 1929. "' 
As a result of the memorandum in question, 

the Costa Rican Government decided, in 
Decree No. 434, of July uth, 1929, to 9:ppoint 
a Commission -to study the question of 
narcotic drugs with a view to the revision 
of the drug law then in force in Costa Rica, 

' See ADlleX 34· 

and the addition of new articles for prevent· 
ing an increase in drug addiction and making 
more effective the campaign· against the 
illieit traffic in· narcotic drugs· throughout 
the country, which traffic was fortunately 
not very widespread That Commission gave 
its views, and immediately afterwards the 
Secretariat for . Public Health and Public 
Safety submitted to the Constitutional Con
gress a Bill which, with some amendments, 
was soon approved by the Congress.. That 
Bill, which was based on the general lines 
laid down in the memorandum to. which he 
had already referred, had been translated in 
full by· the Opium Section of the League 
of Nations and published in document 
A.5I.I929.XI. The following statement 
appeared on page 7 : 

• 
" The system of a State monopoly is 

undoubtedly the' most successfUl conceiv~ 
able at presentfor the effective suppressioQ 
of the illicit traffic in narcotics, and for 
the restriction of their use and their 
exclusive limitation to therapeutic and 
scientific requirements. This applies to 
the solution of the problem in our own 
country." . 

M. Figueredo-Lora was glad to say that a 
State monopoly was at present in force in 
Costa Rica. He continued to think, as 
regards the importation and distribution of 
narcotic drugs for the medical and scientific 
requirements of each country, that the 
system of State monopoly was the most 
advantageous and gave the greatest guaran
tees against illicit traffic. He hoped the 
Conference · would officially recommend the 
adoption of this system in all countries in 
which it was compatible with the national 
legislatipn. In Costa Rica, dynamite was 
only imported by the State, which distributed 
it to the persons who proved they had need 
of it. Consequently, nothing would be more 
natural than that drugs, which were infinitely 
more dangerous than dynamite, should be 
exclusively imported and distributed by the 
State, whose duty it was to. ensure the 
security of the inhabitants of its territory. 
Guided by this principle, the Costa Rican 
Government, by Decree No.4 of October 24th, 
1928, absolutely prohibited the importation, 
exportation, transit through the territory 
of the Republic, purchase, sale, transfer; 
possession, warehousing and use under any 
form whatsoever of heroin (or diacetyl
morphine), and any preparation containing it 1 • 

M. Figueredo-Lora strongly supported the 
Austrian representative's views, the more so · 
because, during the course of his medical 
career, he had completely abandoned the 
use of heroin, convinced that it was not 
at all indispensable for patients, but tha~. 
on the contrary, as everyone was aware, 1t 
subsequently exposed them to very grave 
dangers. · 

The new Costa Rican law on narcotic drugs 
imposed fairly severe penalties on offenders, 
He wished they were even more severe, for, 
in his view, the illicit traffic in narcotic 
drugs should be punished as attempted 



homicide. He therefore supported ~he view 
that the clandestine sale of narcohc dr_ugs 
was not merely an offence, but a .cnme 
aggravated by premeditation and the mten
tion to do harm. 

The Conference would realise from these 
observations that the Costa Rican Govern
.ment desired to continue to co-operate •. on 
an international scale, in the campaigD agamst 
the illicit traffic in narcotic dru.gs, _and. that, 
so far as the importatio~ and distnbut10n <?f 
those drugs in Costa Rica was concerned, It 
was anxious to establish severe control and 
to prevent, by all legal means.&:t its dispo~al, 
consumption for other than leg~hmate requrre
ments. · 

M. Figueredo-Lora drew the Conf~rence's 
attention to the fact that Costa Rica was 

· neither a • producer nor a manufacturer of 
narcotic drugs, but merely a consumer. 
In these circumstances, he· was glad to say 
that the co-operation of his country in the 
campaign was inspired by feelings of human
ity and international fellowship. Obviously, 
therefore, its modest ·help was entirely and 
sincerely at the disposal of the Conference, 
which 'could not and should not conclude its 
work until it had accomplished the task 
before it. That task laid on it a heavy moral 
responsibility, the humanitarian importance 
of which was apparent. The Conference 
would have failed in its duty if the Convention 
to be adopted did not immediately bring 
abouf the limitation of the manufacture of 
narcotic drugs. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
would confine himself for the moment to a 
general statement on the position of the 
United States delegation, reserving the pri
vilege of introducing, if necessary, any 
detailed proposals as the discussion proceeded. 

The United States delegation was of the 
opinion that none of the plans for limiting 
the manufacture of narcotic drugs suggested 
so far were entirely satisfactory in their 
present form. The work on the preparation 
ef the plan drawn up by the Opium Advisory 
Committee 1 was· fully appreciated, but it 
was manifestly incomplete. Consequently, 
the United States delegation could not at 
the moment advocate the adoption of any 
propo5ed plan as .it stood, but was prepared 

· to co-oper~te With the other delegations 
along the lines of any plan that might be 
under consideration, in a sincere effort to 
devise a Convention which would achieve the 

· parpose of the Conference. 

, He wished to make the following observa-
tions concerning the provisions which should 
be embodied in the draft Convention. 

The proposal that only certain drugs should 
be affected by the Limitation Convention 
was based, presumably, on the belief that 
only the drugs suggested for inclusion had, 
up to the present time, been manufactured 
ira such quantities as to be a serious menace 
to the world. It must be realised, however, 
that, u had beer& amply demonstrated within 
recent years, u soon as a drug which had been 
found Ill the illicit traffic in large quantities 

'See ADMS7. 

was placed under control, there at. once 
appeared in its place. a ne~, or p~ev10usly 
unimportant, dangerous habit-formmg drug. 

The manufacture of all opium and coca
leaf derivatives should therefore be limited, 
and his delegation recommended that this 
should be accomplished by limiting the 
quantities of raw · material which manu
facturers were allowed to use, the alkaloidal 
content to be ascertained by Government 
assay. Moreover, in view of the fact that, 
contrary to opinions which had been current, 
it was known that morphine good enough to 
be used in the illicit traffic might be derived 
from gum opium by simple and inexpensive 
methods, and that codeine was readily 
convertible into habit-forming drugs, it would 
be necessary for supplies of raw opium to be 
strictly controlled by Governments as soon 
as a limitation of manufacture became effec
tive and supplies of high-grade morphine 
were not so readily obtainable for the illicit . 
traffic. ... 

If the quantities of raw materials which 
factories were permitted to work up were 
strictly limited by Governments, the maxi
mum quantity of all derivatives which could 
be prepared therefrom would automatically 
be limited. Governments should account for 
all imports, manufactures, sales and exports 
of opium and coca leaves and of all d~ugs 
manufactured from them. ,• · 

Any effective plan for limitation ·of the 
manufacture of narcotic drugs must1 of course, 
be based on estimates of needs of opium and 
coca-leaf derivatives, to be prepared by 
consuming countries and transmitted to 
some central office, as envisaged in the 
Opium Advisory Committee's plan. • 

Exports of opium and coca-leaf derivatives · 
should be restricted to the estimated require• · 
ments of the consuming countries, unless in. 
exceptional circumstances, and the United 
States delegation urged that the import and 
export certificate system should be applied 
to all opium and coca-leaf derivatives. 

The United States Government fully appre
ciated the importance of a limitation of 
manufacture and the more adequate control 
·of the distribution of narcotic drugs, and it 
would lend its best efforts to the realisation 
of that object. 

As a result of the lack of adequate limit
ation of manufacture and control of the 
movements of narcotic drugs, enormous 
quantities intended for the illicit traffic had, 
in recent years, reached the United States 
from abroad. In consequence, his Govern
ment had a very definite and practical 
interest in the successful outcome of the 
Conference, apart from its interest in the 
solution of the problem from a humanitarian 
point of view.,; 

The task of the Conference was admittedly 
difficult, but a gathering composed of dele
gates of the Governments of almost the entire 
world, acting in the spirit already evidenced 
by the delegates who had spoken, could not 
fail to agree .upon a Convention which would 
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put a~?' end to the m~nufacture of tons of 

• narcotic. drugs for the fllicit traffic. : 
He wtsh.ed to acknowledge the reference. 

t<? the Umted States contairled in the Cana
dian representative's statement and to take 
the opportunity of expressing appreciation 
of ~~e very effective co-operation which the 
offtciaJs of the United States . Government 
had at all times received from the officials 
of the Canadian Government in their efforts 
to suppress the illicit traffic in narcotic drugs .. 

• 
M. Sakalauskas (Lithuania) felt there 

was very little to be said. after the speeches 
he had Just heard. ~evertheless, he desired 
to add a few words m order to bear witness 
once again to the Lithuanian Government's 
sympathy for the Conference's work. He 
also wanted to express a hope that the 
present humanitarian effort would be suc-
cessful. · 

The qu~stion of narcotic drugs was not of 
the same Importance in Lithuania as in other 
countries. Lithuania did not manufacture 
thes~ drugs, and imported only some dozens 
of kilogrammes a year for medical require
ments. The damage to human health caused 
by na~cotic drugs did not, therefore, provoke 
such mtense feeling in Lithuania as in the 
countries which were more directly affected. 

:With t~?-e sincere desire, however, to help 
m. the International campaign against this 
evil and to enable the abuse of narcotic 
drugs. to be stamped out under whatever. 
form It appeared, the Lithuanian Government 
ha~ acceded during the past year to the I925 
Opium Convention. Further, his Govern
ment would extend a warm welcome to the 
international documents which would cer
tai~ly crown the common efforts of so many 
emment statesmen gathered together at the 
present Conference. . 

!he continuation of the discussion was. 
ad1ourned to the next meeting. ·. . 

x8.-QUESTION OF HEARING . THE 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE 
" ASSOCIATION DE DtFENSE 
INTERNATIONALE CONT~E LES 
STUPtFIANTS ". . . · 

The President stated that the Association 
de tUfense internationale contre les stupefiants, 
having been informed of the Conference's 
procedure, had asked to be heard on the 
following Tuesday. The Business Committee 
had acceded to this request, and the President 
asked the Conference to ratify that decision. 

The decision of the Business Committee was 
ratified. 

SIXTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 
Monday, June 1st, 1931, at 10 a.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE . 
• . . 

· 1?·-LIMJTATION OF THE MANU
~~. FACT\JRE OF DRUGS : GENERAL 

DISCUSSION (continuation): 

M. Casares (Spain) thought it needless, 
at the present stage, to occupy the Confer
ence's time by repeating the views which 
the Spanish Government had long held 
on the campaign against narcotic drugs, 
or by explaining once again the legislative 
measures in force, which were evidence of 
Spain's firm resolve to put a stop to the illicit 
traffic internally and to co-operate enthusias
tically in the solution of the international 
problem. He called to mind his previous 
statements at the Fifth Committee, and drew 
special attention .to the report presented 
to the Assembly by the Polish delegate, 
M. Chodzko, in which the Spanish law was 
described as model for the purposes of the 
campaign against narcotics and had been 
singled out as the one bright spot on a dark 
horizon. . · , 

M. Casares would be glad to place the text 
'of the Spanish laws and regulations, both 
in French and English, at the disposal of the 
delegates should they wish to consult them. 

• 

• Those taking part in the general discussion 
should not confine themselves to statements 
of. the methods employed in thtf various 
countries and to assurances of their Govern- . 

• See Annex 1(•)· 

I> 

ment's readiness and desire to find an 
effective solution of the drugs problem. 

Some delegations, it was true, had made 
important declarations ; he had in mind 
the noteworthy and very sugghtive document 
submitted · by M. Perez ; other delegates, 
however, had only stated their views on 
particular principles or, in some cases, 
J>Oints of detail. 

The Spanish delegation would have no 
hesitation in accepting the most advanced 
and radical solutions and would remind the 
Conference of the minority report which it 
had signed with the representatives of five 
other countries in the Advisory Committeel. · 

. ~'!. 
In the name of his Government, M. Casares-:' 

supported also the proposals which M. Cavaz-:- .~ 
·zoni had made at the end of his speech ••. · 
He favoured the proposal of Mr. May 1, of the;· 
Permanent Central Board, which aimed at 
automatically bringing all substances not 
proved harmless within the scope of the 
Conventions. He · advocated likewise the 
total suppression of the manufacture of · 
diacetylmorphine, a measure already in force 
in the United States of America, Costa Rica 
and Poland, and which had just been 
recommended afresh by M. Schultz. . 

As to the inclusion in the fufure Convention 
of all opium and . coca-leaf derivatives, 

• See Annex 7(1>), Ap~IJix. 
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M. Casares would simply re~ind the Con
ference that the extension of 1ts programme 
to cover this point had. been proposed by 
the Spanish representative on the Council 
of the League. 

The scheme ofstipulatedsupply was already 
incorporated in the SpaD;ish law. In accord
ance with Article 51 of this law, th«: competent 
Spanish authorities had, on April 4th last, 
communicated to the Perm.anen~ Cent~al 
Board the names of the foreign frrms w1th 
whom official orders had been placed after 

,.
1 the receipt of tenders, together with the 

, nature and quantity of the drugs to be 
supplied. 

While he did not contest the expediency 
and value of statements such as that which 
he had just made, M. Casares hoped that the 
general discussion would not be closed 
before certain points of essential importance 
had been dealt with so as to lighten the 
task of the Conference. 

The Conference had before it two drafts 
which had been examined by the Advisory 
Committee and a preliminary draft from 
the Argentine delegate. The President had 
ruled that the official drafts and any other 
proposals submitted to the Conference would 
be discussed pari passu. 

The draft which had in some measure 
the official approval of the League organs 
waS that submitted by the Advisory Com
mitte&. That draft, which was about to 
be discussed article by article, was dependent 
on an agreement being concluded first 
between the manufacturing countries. The 
Advisory Committee, sitting for a month 
during the previous winter, had worked 
on the draft in the hope that agreement 
between the manufacturing countries might 
be achieved at any moment, but its session 
had closed while there was still no prospect 
of an agreement, and the Committee had 
had to leave blank the articles specifying 
the quotas and the list of countries to whom 
they were to be allocated. The Conference 
therefore would be glad to learn whether the 
blanks in the Advisory Committee's draft 
could now be filled in or whether once again 
the probable outcome would be a conditional 
text, from which the essential data would b~ 
missing and to which no country would dar; 
append its signature. 

Should it prove impossible to reach the 
~eement which had been awaited in vain 
smce the preliminary London Conference 
of October 1930 and on which the Advisory 
Committee's draft was based, the Conference 
would have to turn to some entirely different 
system of limitation, the enforcement of 
which would depend wholly on the goodwill 
of Governments instead of on an agreement 
between certain private interests. 

This _point should be sufficiently cleared 
up durmg the general discussion to allow 
the Business Committee to embark on its 
task with a certainty of doing useful work. 

The Mex~a~ delegate, whom M. Casares 
would publ~ely thank for his generous and 

's.. Aues 7· '1- • 
• 

spontaneous words,.. had called to mind, 
Spain's concern~ from the momc:n~. w~n 
she had first;. mtroduced her clV!hsatlon 
into the far "American colonies, with the 
fight against the drug scourge. By taking 
her place in the forefront of the great crusade, 
the decisive battle in which was being 
prepared by the present Conference, modern 
Spain was but carrying on the tradition 
of centuries. · 

To achieve the aim in view, each delegate• 
must be prepared to sacrifice his personal 
views as to the system to be adopted and 
methods of application and publicly to 
denounce any action savouring of weakness 
or selfishness which might endanger the 
work of the Conference and the prestige 
of the .League. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that this was the second 
conference on the limitation of narcotic drugs 
at which the Soviet Government had been 
represented, the first being the London 
Conference in October and November 1930. 
The reason for the Government's abstention 
from earlier international conferences on the 
subject was not that it failed to appreciate 
the importance of the issue, but that it did 
not believe that the existing agreements, 
such as the Geneva Convention of 11925, 
gave any assurance that real limitation would 
be achieved. • 

• .. 
In the Soviet delegation's view, the Geneva 

Convention provided no measure which would 
facilitate the limitation of manufacture. 
The terrible growth of the illicit traffic • 
in different kinds of narcotic drugs since the' . 
signature of the Geneva Convention showed 
that the Convention was of no avail in the 
fight against that growing evil. •• 

The Soviet delegation considered that the 
situation at present was much worse than it 
had been at the time when the Geneva 
Convention was signed, and at that time 
the situation had been much worse than at 
the time of the first International Convention 
of 1912. The illicit trade in all kinds of 
dangerous drugs, including opium, hashish, 
etc., showed a tendency not to diminish 
but to grow. The list of seizures published 
by the League was evidence of the terrible 
amount of drugs which went into the illicit 
traffic. The report distributed on the pre
vious Saturday stated that ·the seizures 
of some dn·gs greatly exceeded in amount 
the world's legitimate needs. Moreover, as 
everybody knew, the quantity of drugs 
seized by the Customs authorities might at 
the highest estimate represent perhaps 10 
per cent of the whole amount of the illicit • 
trade. In ,actual fact, an examination of ,. 
the figures given by the League for some of 
the firms involved in the illicit trade for 
instance, t~e firm of Roessler, would ~how 
that . the se1zures did not amount to more 
than on~ per cent of their whole production. 
He~ce, It would plainly be a very moderate 
estimate to say that the illicit trade was at 

•. 
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; least ten times greater than the legitimate 
· world needs. Such .was the situation five 

years a~ter the signature of the Gen 
Convention. eva 

• • 

cent of that .Conference's time had not been 
the question of the limitation of the manu
facture of dangerous drugs, but the question 
of dividing the market between some of the 
manufacturing countries, leaving the entire 
control of the trade in narcotic drugs in the 
h~nds of the manufacturers, whose primary 
aim was alw~ys increased profits ; that was 
a well-established economic law. 

. From an a~alysis of ~orne of the official 
flgur~s supplied by different States and 
published by the League it would be seen 
that· the aver~ge needs of the whole world, 
for example m morphine, were about 321 
ton~ 11: year 1 

; but according to the official 
statistics. the average production of that 
drug durmg the las~ fiv~ years had been 46 
tons ll- year, reachmg m 1929 the figure 
of 59 to~s.. That meant that, according 
to the. off1c1al statistics, about 100 tons of 
~orphme . prepared by so-called bona fide 
~1rms du~n~g: the past five years had gone 
mto the 1llic1t traffic. 

A complete review of the existing situation 
would take too much time and M. Bogomoloff 
woul~ limit h.imself to a few examples 
showmg that It would be a delusion to 
t~ink that any real progress had been made 
smce 1925. 
. For instan~e, one of the League publica

tions· concernmg the international trade in 
narcotic drugs for the years 1925 to 1929 
(document C.7I8.M.3o6.1930.XI), contained, 
on page 33, the following very curious 
statement concerning one of the great manu
facturing countries : 

.. " The total exports from 1925 to 1929 
were 5.058 kilogrammes (of morphine). 
~f this amount, more than 85 per cent was 
either not acknowledged by the importing 
countries or went spasmodically and in 
large amounts to countries which have 
furnished no information regarding their 
imports." 
That was the official recognition of the 

.. present situation. 
' Page 35 of the same report afforded another 

striking example. Exports of diacetylmor
phine from one of the big manufacturing 
countries were given, for the. year 1928, as 
2,663 kilogrammes. The whole production 
of that country was given as 3,450 kilo
grammes ; but at the same time the pro
duction of only one firm in that country 
was quoted as having been 4,349 kilogrammes 
-that was to say, 1,ooo kilogrammes more 
than the official production of the whole 
country. 

The Soviet Union delegation was inclined 
to think that those cases were not exceptional, 
but more probably represented the general 
rule-that was to say, that they furnished 
the correct picture of the situation throughout 
the world, and showed that', to fight the 
growing evil, some dr.astic measure would 
have to be taken immediately. 

The Soviet Government had sent a dele
gation to the London Conference in the hope 
that world public opinion had at last under
stood the necessity for some measure which 
would lead to the limitation of the manu
facture of narcotic drugs, or, at least, for 
some action to reduce illicit consumption. 
The Soviet Union delegation was obliged to 
say that its Government had been very much 
disappointed at the results of. the London 
Conference. The proceedings had shown 
that the question which had taken go per 

'See document C.s87.M.228.193o.XI, page 16. 

The draft Convention before the Conference• 
was, as it stood, very unsatisfactory, not only 
because it supplied no basis for the solution 
of the problem, but also because it tried in 
advance to limit the range of the discussion.'· 
In _the Hague Convention of 1912 three 
subJects ha~ been dealt '!i~h. crude opium 
prepared opmm and medicmal opium ; and 
m the Geneva Convention two subjects
~rude opium and medicinal opium-whereas, 
m the draft before the present Conference, 
all the proposals were restricted to one subject 
~mly, medicinal .opium. That showed that 
Instead of redoubling their efforts to fight 
the evil, the authors of the draft were;· on 
the contrary, trying to limit them in advance. 

The Soviet Union delegation thought that 
t~e dev~lopment of those proposals was very 
disappomtmg and that drastic measures 
would have to be taken by the Conference to 
crel!-te a new. b~s.is for a succ~sful campaign 
agamst the Illicit consumption of narcotic 
drugs. M. Bogomoloff's Government had 
sent a delegation to the Conference in the 
~op~ that the~e was still a possibility of 
fmding a solution for that problem, which 
was so important to humanity as a whole. 
At the same time, his delegation thought that 
if any agreement were reached at the Con
ference it must ~ssent!ally be one .that 
represented a genume advance. 

What were the fundamental bases of any 
possible agreement which would guarantee 
a reduction in the consumption of narcotic 
drugs ? Those bases, in the Soviet Union 
delegation's view, were as follows : · 

I. ·The limitation of the production of 
raw materials-opium, coca leaves and Indian 
hemp-and the limitation of the manufacture 
of all drugs made from them. No limitation 
of manufacture was, in the Soviet delegation's 
opinion, possible without the limitation of 
the production of raw materials. Otherwise, 
limitation would, at best, cover only the 
production of legal factories, with the result 
that a number of illegal factories would 
appear. So long as there was a surplus of 
raw material, there would always be a 
sufficient number of illegal factories to supply 
the illicit trade. The only difference would . , 
be that the Governments would then have , 
to fight not only the illicit trade but the ·· 
illicit manufacture as well, and this would 
further complicate the campaign against 
illicit consumption. 

Another very important point necessitating .• 
an immediate agreement for the limitation of ' 
the production of raw materials was the fact 
that, in manv eastern countries, in the Near 
East as well as in the Far East, narcotics 
were consumed in crude form-i.e., the 
smoking of opium, hashish, etc. It would be 
a crime against humanity to overlook the 
many millions of people in those countries 

1 See Annex 7. 
.. l . 
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11·ho 11-ere suffering more from, the smoking 
of opium and hashish than from the use of 
narcotic ~<YS. 

The figures published by the League 
indicated that, of the whole amount of 
6,865,735 kilogrammes imported from the 
producing countries during the years 1925 
to 1930, only 2,514,749 kilogrammes had gone 
to the manufacturing countries, the remain
der, 4.350,986 kilogrammes, going to countries 
where it was consumed in crude form for 
smoking. 

~ . 2. A second measure, without which no 
teal control of the traffic in narcotics could 
be achieved, was the introduction of a State 
monopoly for the production and distribution 
of all narcotic drugs. 

In the Soviet Union, according to the 
Decree of August 27th, 19261, the monopoly 
of all the opium produced in the territory 
of the Union was in the hands of a single 
company belonging to the State. No indivi
dual or organisation in the Soviet Union 
was authorised to grow opium without 
having made an "agreement beforehand with 
this company. · 

·since 1930, the company in quest.ion had 
combined with the All Union Company for 
the production and export of medical raw 
materials, so that at the present time the 
production and export of opium were under 
the control of a single company. . 

The manufacture of all narcotic drugs 
derived from opium was also in the hands of 
a single manufacturing State company, known 
as " Gosmedtorgprom ". The quantity of 
drugs to be manufactured for internal con
sumption was established at the beginning of 
each year by a Conference of representatives 
of the People's Commissariats for Public 
Health of the Republics Members of the 
Union ; that was the best guarantee that the 
whole of the narcotic drugs produced were 
used for medical and scientific purposes 
only. · · 

The amount of narcotic drugs to be pro
duced was based on the number of births in 
hospitals, and on the number of doctors and 
patients. The drugs were distributed solely 
throu~h the State hospitals and municipal 
ch:e~Illl?ts, and the measures governing dis
tnbubon, ~tc., were accompanied by vety 
severe pumshments in the case of illicit 
traffic. 

The State monopoly in the Soviet Union 
had produced the best possible results ; the 
num~ of addicts in the Union being, 
according to the latest statistics, only about 
Io,ooo in a population of some x6o,ooo,ooo. 

The Soviet delegation was of opinion that 
the introduction of a State monopoly for 
the production of the raw materiaJs-:-opium, 
coca leaves, Indian hemp-and for the manu
facture of all narcotic drugs, was the only 
way by which the illicit traffic could be 
fought with success. The experience of other 
countries in different kinds of State mono
polies (for example, the tobacco monopoly 
1n certain countries) had shown that from 
the practical point of view, there were ~o real 
difficulties in the way of the introduction 
of a State monopoly in the case of narcotic 
drugs. 

3· The Soviet delegation believed that,. 
in any Convention that might be concluded,·· 
it must be clearly stated that limitation and 
control should cpver all narcotic drugs 
without exception ; this would avoid the 
danger of new kinds of narcotic drugs being 
invented under a new name which would 
not be covered by the Convention. That 
point needed special consideration in view 
of the fact that the latest figures for exports 
from manufacturing countries of drugs not 
covered by the Geneva Convention showed a 
very notable increase. 

In the event of an agreement being 
reached, it would be necessary to provide 
an instrument for putting into effect the new 
system of limitation and control. The Soviet 
delegation considered that the existing League 
organisation was inadequate for that purpose, 
and it would accordingly put forward concrete 
proposals whe.l\ this point was under dis
cussion. It was ready to take an active 
part in the elaboration of a Convention on 
the lines mentioned and, during the discussion 
of the drafts submitted to the Conference, 
would propose amendments and give every 
support to any suggestions that might lead 
to the achievement of the task entrusted to 
the Conference. 

In conclusion, the Soviet delegation pro
posed that the following points should form 
the basis of the Convention to be drawn up 
by the Conference : 

· (1) The limitation of production of all 
raw materials (opium, coca leaves, Indian 
hemp), and not only of manufactured 
drugs; 

(2) A State monopoly for the production 
of raw materials and the manufacture and 
distribution of all narcotic drugs ; 

(3) The limitation of the manufacture 
of all kinds of .narcotic drugs and their 
derivatives. 

• 
The President stated that the important 

suggestions made by the Soviet delegate 
would be referred to the Business Committee. 

M. Hrdlicka (Czechoslovakia) acknow
ledged the enormous amount of work already 
done on this subject, by both the League 
and its various branches. The Czechoslovak 
delegation was in favour of the principles 
which had, from the beginning, animated 
the nations represented at the present Con
ference and which aimed at checking the 
dangers inherent in the abuse of narcotics. 
Though situated at a cross-roads from which 
led highways to four seas and thus exposed 

. t9 the perils of illicit traffic and its con

. sequences, Czechoslovakia was not yet 
· menaced by thil! danger. Only during the 

immediate post-war period had a few im
migrant aliens and a very small fraction 
of the national population slackened their 
resistance to the evil, which .was often called 
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a vice,. but mi.ght almost be described as a 
contagtous soctal disease. 

The Czechoslova~ Republic, which had 
acceded to the prevtous conventions on drug 
c!>ntr~l, had . been quick to master the 
sttuahon, . whtch. was not serious, and to 
carry out tts obl!gations loyally and scrupu
lously. Hence, m Czechoslovakia the abuse 
of d~ugs ":as not .likely to affect the health of 
the mhabttants m any great degree. 

As regarded the economic aspects of the 
· proble~, Czechoslovakia was primarily a 
consummg State. · Her situation was similar 
to. that described by the Roumanian and 
Irtsh dele~ates, ~he only difference being that 
there extsted m Czechoslovakia just one 
factory manufacturing drugs. · · 

As !he re~resentative of a country up till 
now tmportmg only, M. Hrdlicka would 
stress more particularly the importance 
attached by his delegation to the principle 
of the freedom of commerce and hence to 
the ne~d .for. allo~ng each country liberty 
to obtam tts supplies from whatever source it 
desired. 

Dealing with the efficacy of the Geneva 
Convention and of that which the Confe0ence 
had been convened to conclude, he thoroughly 
agreed with the delegates who had stressed 
·the importance of the universal application 
of the measures to be taken, if the desired 
result were to be achieved. 

The limitation of drug manufacture and 
the control established by the existing 
Conventions might, it was true, prove effec
tive beyond all doubt. · Given certain con-

, ditions, the Conventions were capable of 
:preventing the abuse altogether or of sup
. pressing it. entirely. They, in any case, 

obstructed tts progress. 

Czechoslovakia was well aware of the 
· difficulties. She was prepared to take an 
active part in the work, not only in her own 
interests, but in those of all mankind. She 
would support any action towards the 
common goal. . . ., 

The causes of drug addiction were various. 
In Czechoslovakia, some cases of morphine 
and cocaine addiction were due to medical 
prescriptions necessitated by the patient's 
health. The medical corps had therefore for 
some time past avoided prescribing harmful 
drugs. Physicians preferred, as did their 
colleagues in other countries, to prescribe 
preparations which did not affect the central 
nervous system, whenever this ·was possible 
without ·causing suffering. This practice 
was recommended by teachers in the medical 
faculty and would certainly be continued. 
The support of the medical corps was 
significant and most important, quite apart 
from the measures contemplated ·in the 
Conventions. 

' . 
Earlier speakers had encouraged the hope 

of an appropriate and successful solution, 
even though at the price of certain sacrifices. 

' Seo Annex 7. 

The Czechos16vak delegation considered that 
the Advisory Committee's draft Conventionl 
formed a firm basis for the Conference's 
work. Everyone agreed that the limitation 
of drug manufacture was, above all a 
humanitarian and social question, but no 'one 
could pretend that it had not also an economic 
aspect not only for manufacturing and 
producing States but, in another way for 
purely consuming States. Had the re~erse 
been the case, the end in view could have 
been attained easily and promptly. 

• 
Th~ Cze~hoslovak delegation hoped that 

the discusston of the draft, article by article, 
would throw light on certain points which 
had been left vague, and it would state 
its point of view in due course. 

Dr. Paranjpye (India) thought it un
necessary to explain in detail the stringent 
and elaborate system of control exercised 
in his country. It was well known that 
India was second to no country · in the 
punctilious fulfilment of the obligations 
entailed by the Hague and Geneva Con
ventions, not only in the letter, but also in 
the spirit. Only last year, in order to 
strengthen the regulations still further · a 
consolidating Act had been passed vesting 
control in the Central instead of the Provincial 
Government. There was in India a Govern
ment factory which manufactured from con
traband opium and opium waste a certain 
amount of refined morphia for the Indian 
market and, when prices permitted, raw 
opium and crude morphine were exported 
to the drug manufacturers in the United 
Kingdom. India exported no manufactured 
drugs, except very small quantities of mor
phine to neighbouring parts of the Empire, 
such as Ceylon. 

The Indian production of drugs was there
fore no menace to the world, but as a victim 
of that traffic she was vitally interested in the 
success of the Conference. Thirty years ago 
the cocaine habit had been practically non
existent in India. To-day, on account of the 
ease with which it could be concealed, the 
drug was pouring over her long land and sea 
frontiers in ever-swelling waves. The amount 
seized in 1929 had been six times greater than 
that seized in 1928. No less than 7,200 
ounces had been seized in Calcutta alone in 
1929, and it had been estimated that the 
seizures represented only from 2 to 5 per cent 
of the quantity successfully smuggled. India, 
therefore, · was closely concerned in the 
conclusion of a Convention which would 
effectively limit · the manufacture of drugs 
to the world's legitimate medical and scien
tific requirements. Subject to the preserva
tion of her right to manufacture for the 
home market and to supply drugs in small 
quantities to neighbouring parts of the 
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Empire. such as Ceylon, and ·to the same 
treatment as was accorded under the Con
vention to other countries which manufac
tured drugs but did not export at present, she 
was anxious to accept any workable scheme 
that the present Conference might evolve. 

Dr. Paranjpye asked to be,allowed to ma~e 
some suggestions as t<? procedure. While 
he entirely agreed that 1t should be open to 
the Conference to consider any scheme of 
limitation that appeared to merit examin
ation he was not sure that more than one 
point' of principle should be examined at a 
time. Four schemes based on different 
principles had already been propounded, and 
more might be put forward. 

His own view was that, before considering 
possible alternatives, the delegates sho_uld 
first of all see whether agreement was feas1ble 
upon the draft Convention drawn up by the 
Opium Advisory Committee1• That scheme 
had the support of a number of Governments, 
including his own, and it had the advantage 
that it was the result of the work of experts 
and that, having been discussed by Govern
ment representatives, the text, as it stood, 
took account of the various interests of a 
number of Governments. He would there
fore urge that the Conference should take the 
draft Convention proposed by the Opium 
Advisory Committee as a basis of discussion, 
and, while bearing in mind and adopting 
such features of other schemes as would 
appear to offer an improvement, it should 
not proceed to the consideration of other 
schemes unless and until an agreement on the 
lines of the official scheme had been found 
impossible. 

The Conference might, however, desire 
fully to discuss all the points of principle 
put forward by various delegations before 
proceeding to draw up a Convention. If 
that were so, the delegates would probably 
be at Geneva a very long time, unless some 
method were adopted for coming to an early 
decision as to the principles upon which the 
work was to proceed. He would suggest 
that, after the general discussion, the Business 
Com~ttee should be requested to formulate 
a ~e~es of resolutio~ embodying the main 
pnnoples of the vanous schemes submitted 
without, however, taking responsibility fo; 
any of them, and that any delegation might 
be allowed to put forward resolutions in 
accordance with the method adopted by the 
Austrian delegation. Each of those resolu
tions on individual questions of principle 
would then be taken into consideration by the 
Conference and if they were rejected, any 
further amendments on the same lines should 
be declared by the President to be out of 
order. On the other hand, those resolutions 
that were accepted would be sent to a 
Draftin~ Committee for incorporation in a 
Conventwn. ~· Paranjpye believed that 
ou~ o! such a sifting of the various alternative 
prlJIClples, the draft Convention prepared by 
the Advisory Committee would prove to 
command the greatest measure of general 
acceptance ; but the procedure he had 
suggest~ would give every delegation the 
latllfactwn that its p<>int of view had been 
fully considered. 

' Soo An...,. 1· 

The President said that it was understood 
that each delegation could submit any 
resolutions it wished. The discussions would 
be simplified if the delegations tending to 
do so would send in their proposals at once. 
That was the whole object of the general 
discussion. As soon as this discussion was 
over, the Conference would agree with 
the delegate of India that only one question 
should be handled at a time. · 

The order in which problems and principles 
should be discussed was a very complicated 
matter, which it would be waste of time to 
discuss at the moment. The best plan was 
to await the Business. Committee's proposals. 

M. Gajardo (Chile) thought that the pro
blem before the Conference was among the 
most serious with which the League was 
faced. Moreover, each delegate bore the 
heavy responsibility of ensuring results which 
would stamp out one of the greatest evils 
of humanity. 

It had been stated, during•the generai 
disclJI)Sion, that there were certain antago
nistic interests and even certain irreconcilable 
divergencies which must be borne in mind 
if a solution were to be reached. He would 
prefer to say that there were certain dif
ferences of situation, differences which must 
be merged in a conciliatory solution, so 
that the final outcome would be a single 
situation representing the synthesis of the 
universal desire to put an end to the danger 
threatening the world. 

It was sad to think that any insurmount
able barriers existed in the path pointed 
out by the most elementary humanitarian · 
feelings. He was not blind to the difficulties, 
but did not for one moment doubt that 
success would be achieved. 

It was quite natural that a Conference. 
at which countries producing the raw material, 
manufacturing countries and consuming ' 
countries were represented should hesitate 
when faced with solutions which might be 
thought to affect certain economic interests. 
Logically, too, some preferred one system, 
some another. The duty of the Conference 
was to find some common ground, a via media 
or a formula which could unite all opinions. 

The Conference would succeed because it 
was backed by three great forces-duty 
towards the unfortunates whose salvation 
depended on it, the instructions received by 
the delegates from their Governments, which 
were all imbued by a spirit of goodwill, 
and, lastly, the pressure of public opinion, 
whose hopes were centred in the work 
that had been undertaken. 

The following principles were strongly 
to be recommended as a basis for the new 
Convention : 

(1) As the Uruguayan delegate had very 
rightly said, the moral aspect of the problem 
should outweigh all economic consider
ations; 
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. (2) Each Sta~e should have the right, 
m acco~dance w1th ~he Arge~tine delegate's 
suggestion, to close 1ts frontiers to narcotics 
of dubious origin and to debar these 
products from the most-favoured-nation 
clause; 

(3) ('l cen.tral drugs office should be 
estab.hshed m the territory of each con
tractmg party ; 

(4) The contracting parties should under
~ake not ~o have any. commercial dealings 
m n~rcotlcs except w1th other contracting 
parties. 

(5) Offences connected with the illicit 
drug traffic should be assimilated to offences 
against the security of the State or at 
least to counterfeiting of currency: · 

Chile had recently framed a new and up-to-
date health code, which embodied the most 
~ecen~ and the strictest possible measures 
1n this respectl. The Bill was about to be 
submitted to Parliament. The work of 
preparing the law had demanded much time 
and had so far prevented Chile from ratify
ing the I925 . Ge~eva c.on~P.ntio~. although 
she had apphed 1ts prmc1ples m practice. 

M. Gajardo assured the Conference that the 
public authorities in his country attached 
the greatest importance to the question and 
would follow the present proceedingS with 
special interest. He need not assure the 
Conference of his willingness to co-operate 
to the utmost and to accept any measure-; 
likely to lead to a radical solution. 

Reference was often made to the Geneva 
atmosphere, which had become the classic 
atmosphere of international relations and 
the healthiest for the lungs of the nations 
which had sought shelter there for eleven 
years past. It was not Utopian to feel sure 
that that atmosphere would prove effective 
now and help the Conference to fulfil its 
task. 
· .. In conclusion, he proposed the following 

draft resolution on one of the most important 
points to which he had referred :. 

" The International Conference on the 
Limitation of the Manufacture of Narcotic 
Drugs declares that the drug question as 
a whole is primarily a moral problem and 
that States should place this consideration 
before that. of their economic interests 
when attempting to solve it . 

. " The Conference further considers that 
the illicit traffic in narcotic drugs should 
be deemed a crime against the whole 
community of the nations and that it is 
therefore the duty of States mutually to 
assist one another in putting down offences 
tonnected therewith." 

The President said that the proposals 
of the Chilian delegate would be referred to 
the Business Committee. 

M. Hoffmann (Panama) pointed out that 
the definitions of drugs given in Chapter I, 
Article I, of the draft Convention for limiting 

1 See Annex 34· 

, 
the. Manufactu;i and regulating the Distri
bution of Narcotic Drugs referred, in 
paragraph 2(ii), to "diacetylmorphine and 
the other morphine esters and their salts ". 

The draft Convention 1, in referring only 
to esters-that was to say, ethereal salts
and omitting ether oxides had drawn an 
u~j~stif.iable, arbitrary and unscientific 
d1stmct1on between these two chemical 
groups. Actually, the only difference between 
esters and ethers was one of chemical 
structure. This had no connection 'with the 
toxic. character of therapeutic qualities of. 
the substance itself. 

.The term ester corresponded to the che
mical structure formed by oxygenated acids 
and the alcohols and phenols (in other words 
the ethereal salts of the French nomenclature) 
as given by it.s inventor, Gmelin, and gene
rally admitted by German, English and 
American chemists. The term ether or 
ether-oxide,/ on· the other hand, indicated 
the chemical structure of the anhydrides of 
two alcohols. • 

• 
Thus, as morphine, according to its che-

mical structure, was an alcohol (because 
one of the two hydroxyl groups of its formula 
was a secondary alcohol group), stress must 
again be laid on the chemical error committed 
if only esters, or ethereal salts, were brought 
under the Convention, while the ether-oxides 
were omitted. 

The ingenuity of manufacturers would find 
no difficulty in evading the restrictions 
of the Convention by substituting, in the 
preparation of narcotics, alcohol, which was 
allowed, for the forbidden acid, and convert
ing the chemical structure of the ester into 
an ether by a very simple modification, 
with the consequence that the restrictions 
would become . ineffective and valueless. 
As the acid which characterised an ester 
exercised not the slightest influence on the 
toxic character or therapeutic qualities of the 
narcotic-as was shown by the fact that 
morphine itself was not an acid but an 
alcohol-· it would be absurd to take the 
acid as the cornerstone of the new structure, 
as was done in the draft Convention by 
drawing a distinction between esters and 
ethers. With a weak foundation like that, 
the whole fabric that had been built up with 
so much care might rapidly fall to pieces. 

Logic and fair play demanded the amend
ment of paragraph 2 (ii) of Article I, and 
the second column in the table in Article 8, 
to read as follows : " Diacetylmorphine 
and the other morphine esters and ethers 
and their salts ", Unless this were 'done, 
manufacture would not be limited, and, in 
view of the known chemical possibilities, 
the restrictions regarding esters, which could 
so easily be turned into ethers, would become 
useless. It would be equivalent to a tacit 
admission in the Convention that transgressors 
were immune and would indeed supply them 
with the means of violating its clauses. 

• See Annex 7. 
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:\part from the esters, the J><?SSibil!ties 
of ~ombining morphine with alcohol!c r~dicals 
were legion. Indeed, every co~bmahon of 
hydrocarbides could be obtamed by all 
and sundry. Hydrocarbides and, conse
quently, their derivatives, alcohols, were very 
numerous It must be remembered that 
each link· in each cha~n. coul_d have lateral 
chains capable of combmmg With one another 

d with all the possible chemical elements. 
~e possibility of creating. new substances 
was therefore limitless and It would b~ ~asy 
to find as a substitute for the prohibi~ed 
ester formula a new chemical formula With 
the structure of an ether which did not come 
under the Convention. 

Eucodal dicodide, dilaudide and acedicone, 
which wer~ ouly four of the many similar 
substances that might be discovered after 
further research, had quite rightly been 
brought under the Convention, though 
through being erroneously rega:ded as est~rs 
and included under the heading morphine 
esters, )Vhereas chemically they were ethers. 
Eucodal was a derivative of codeine or more 
exactly · of.: codeine oxide-i.e., codeinone. 
Eudocal was therefore, dihydrooxicodeinone
chlorhydrat~. Dicodide, another derivative 
of codeine oxide, was dihydrocodeinone, 
while acedicone, or acetyldemethylodihydro
thebaine, was a derivative of thebaine. 
Thebaine was one of the alkaloids of opium 
and could be hydrolised by sulphuric acid 
to obtain codeinone. Thebaine was thus 
the methylether of codeinone. 

All these preparations were thus highly 
complicated and the members of the Con
ference, whether chemical experts or no, would 
realise that the League was not in a position 
to embark, on equal terms, on a struggle 
with the ingenuity of manufacturers who had 
at their disposal a host of chemical combin
ations which could be used to avoid the 
restrictions laid down by a Convention in 
which it was proposed to draw up a specific 
list of the substances covered and to prescribe 
the means of bringing new substances, if 
necessary, under its provisions. It was 
impossible to draw up a specific list of sub
stances which would preclude fraud. The 
solution upon these lines contemplated by 
the draft Convention would not give effective 
results ; . M. Hoffman therefore preferred the 
alternative solution which likewise had been 
put forward in the Sub-Committee. All 
opium and coca-leaf derivatives should come 
under the Convention and a list of exceptions 
should be drawn up in accordance with 
chemical terminology. The Convention should 
also forbid drug manufacturers to christen 
their productions with names which did 
not allow their chemical composition to be 
ascertained at once. 

The nature of drugs was nevertheless 
such that even those in the lLst of exceptions 
5Mul.d be subject to some form of control. 
~me, or methylmorphine, for instance, 
which was a combination of methylalcohol 

and morphine, was an ether not covered by 
the Convention and thus, unless controlled, 
might offer a pretext to manufacturers 
to prepare thousands of kilogrammes of 
morphine. 

The favourite current process for preparing 
codeine and morphine was the Robertson 
process, modified by Robinet and Gregory 
-to all intents and purposes the same for 
both morphine and codeine, the only dif
ference being that, at the end of the process, 
the morphine had to be separated from the 
codeine by ammonia, which did not precipitate 
the codeine. If therefore the factories had 
obtained permission to import a certain 
quantity of opium for the ll!anufactll!e of 
codeine, they should be reqwred to give a 
return of the quantity of morphine they 
obtained by that process. As opium
which contained 0.3 to I per cent of codeine
contained IO to 14 per cent of morphine, 
the result of the preparation was that, 
for xoo kilogrammes of codeine, between 
x,ooo-I,400 kilogrammes of morphine were 
obtained at the same time, with the same 
material and by the same process, according 
to the percentage of the morphine and codeine 
content of tlle raw material, without mention
ing thebaine, narceine, narcotine, papaverine 
and the other alkaloids, which would be 
utilised directly or after conversion into 
esters pr ether-oxide of morphine. 

· The danger of excluding codeine from the 
scope of the Convention on the limitation 
of drug manufacture was obvious. It would 
increase when the manufacture of narcotics 
was limited, owing to the enormous surplus 
of raw materials which would still be produced 
in unlimited quantities and which it would 
be impossible to utilise in the factories as 
heretofore. It would thus be more difficult 
to convert the whole stock of raw material. 
into cash, and it was essential to prevent 
the alleged harmlessness of codeine being 
made a pretext for the disposal of the raw 
material. The Advisory Committee had 
considered a system of controlling codeine 
manufacture. That was not enough, since, 
as M. Hoffmann and earlier writers had 
proved, codeine manufactured by the modified 
Robertson process yielded large quantities 
of morphine which would not be covered 
by the Convention and which might easily 
find its way into the illicit traffic. 

In conclusion, M. Hoffmann proposed : 

(I) That Article I, paragraph 2 (ii), 
and the second column in the table in 
Article 8 of the draft convention be 
amended to read " diacetylmorphine and 
the other morphine esters and ethers and 
their salts " ; 

(2) That manufacturers be required to 
publish the chemical formulre of their 
products and that the use of fancy names 
which concealed the real nature of the 
narcotics be prohibited ; 

(3) That regulations be enacted for 
·the control of codeine so as to prevent the 
manufacture of this substance being used 
as a pretext for the manufacture of other 
narcotics. 
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Th~ President said that the suggestions 
made by M. Hoffmann would be referred to 
the Business Committee. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) spoke 
in his double capacity of Portuguese delegate 
and Chairman of the Opium Advisory Com
mittee. Anything that he might say in no 
way committed the latter. 

Speaking as a delegate of Portugal, he 
announced that his country · was prepared 
to accept the whole of the draft Convention 1• 

It was nevertheless ready to co-operate 
with those who proposed any improvements 
or simplifications. He had one important 
statement to make-namely, his Government 
would not undertake any obligation regarding 
stipulated supplies. Portugal would buy the 
drugs she needed where, when and how she 
wished. 

As Chairman of the Advisory Committee 
he would point out that he was not the 
author of the draft Convention before the 
Conference. The father of the Convention 
was Sir Malcolm Delevingne and he was a 
father to be proud of, for he was a past
master in this subject. M. de Vasconcellos 
was only the godfather of the Convention 
and he would refer to it and, if necessary, 
defend it in that capacity. 

The Conference had been convened by a 
decision of the 1929 Assembly. That decision 
was known to· all, but he would quote one 
of the principal passages : 

" The Assembly, 
" Regards the principle of the limit.ation 

of the manufacture of the drugs mentioned 
in paragraphs (b), (c) and (g) of Article 4 
of the Convention of Geneva by inter
national agreement as now accepted ; 

" Requests the Advisory Committee to 
prepare plans for such limitation, regard 
being had to world requirements for medical 
and scientific purposes a~d t~e me~ns 
of preventing an increase m pnce which 

.. , would lead to the establishment of new 
factories in countries which are not at 
present manufacturing countries." 

He had read this extract in order to define 
the Advisory Committee's ~an.dat~, the 
preparation of plans, for the limitation by 
international means of the manufacture of 
harmful drugs. . 

In January 1930, the Advisory Committee 
had unanimously agreed upon a P!an. T~e 
Council had decided to commumcate this 
plan to the States Members and non-members 
of the League for their observations. The 
Advisory Committee, taking these observa
tions into account, had drawn up the draft 
Convention before the Conference on the 
basis of a preliminary draft worked out by 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne. . 

A preliminary meeti~g of man~factunng 
countries had been held m London m October 
and November 1930 1 , with the. o~ject. of 
reaching agreement upon the distnbuhon 
between the manufacturers of the total 
quantity of drugs to be supplied to the world 
trade. This latter Conference had been 

t See Annex 7· 
a See document C.66g.M.278.19Jo.XI. 

unable to agree on all points. The question 
had accordingly been left for discussion by 
the present -Conference, as the Advisory 
Committee had not wished to settle it, 
being unwilling to discuss a question of 
such moment in the absence of representatives 
of certain of the countries interested. 

During its discussion of the draft Conven
tion, the Advisory Committee had examined 
all the other plans and suggestions submitted 
by its members and, to make allowance for 
them, had made various amendments in the 
draft. In submitting this draft Convention 
to the Council, the Committee had declared, 
through its Chairman, that it had simply 
fulfilled the Council's instructions and supplied 
the Conference with a basis of discussion 
which could be adopted, rejected, amended, 
modified or replaced by any other•. 

What were the main principles of the draft ? 
They had been expressly singled out by the 
Committee. They were : 

(1) The world production of drugs would 
be limited annually to a quantity deter
mined on the basis of estimates, to be 
furnished by each country, of its drug 
requirements .for medical and. scientific 
purposes; •. 

(2) The amount of this total to be manu
factured by each producing country would 
be fixed in advance by means of agree
ments concluded between the countries 
in question in accordance with a quota 
system; 

(3) The necessary steps would be taken 
to ensure that each country would, within 
the limits of its own estimates, receive 
the drugs it needed, irrespective of the 
producing country in which the consuming 
country chose to place its orders. 

Consequently, the Committee having 
received instructions to limit drug manu
facture in its draft, had done what was 
required of it. It limited manufacture by the 
only really effective means, saying to each 
manufacturer : "You will produce so many 
kilogrammes of morphine or cocaine only. 
If you produce one k?logramme ~or~, ~ou 
will be guilty of fraud.' That was limttahon 
in the true sense of the word. All other 
systems, if they succeeded .in arriving at 
limitation, did so only approximately. They 
were only systems for indirect limitation 
and therefore defective and likely to lead 
to fraud. 

Perfection, alas, was beyond the reach 
of man I Objections had been raised to the 
system proposed by the Advisory Committee. 
Japan had been apprehensive lest it mi!?ht 
restrict liberty of commerce. Producmg 
countries had been fearful of the effect of 
the cartel upon the legitimate i.nterests . of 
grounds, leading perhaps to a fall m the pnce 
of raw material. Finally, the charge ?f a 
" monopoly " had more than once been raised, 
with all the feeling to which that unfortunate 
word gave rise. 

It had not been difficult to dispose of the 
objection that the Convention impeded the 

• See Annex 7(b). 
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freed of trade. The amendments made . c:::in articles of the original draft and 
~~bodied in Articles 8 ~~ 9 of that before 
the Conference had satisfied the Japane~e 
del gate States were free to choose t e 
co:ntry .in which they would buy the. sub
stances they required as and when they wished 
to do so. The question whether they would 
be equally free under other systems would be 
examined later. 

The claims of the :producing countri~s 
would undoubtedly receive the Confe~ence s 
closest attention. The problem was xmpo.r
tant and the draft Convention did not con tam 
all the provisions which wou~d h9:ve to be 
embodied in it to enact their pomt. The 
Committee had been faced _with the same 
difficulty as in the allocation of quotas. 
Not all the producing countries were repre
sented on the Committee. As they were 
present at the Conference, it would no~. be 
difficult, in the friendly atmosp~ere prevailing 
there to reach solutions affording the neces
sary ~arantees to safegu~d their legitimate 
interests. 

M. de Vasc~ncellos must say a word on the 
subject of monopolies. This word had_been 
used by opponents of the draft Convention
for it had opponents-rather as propaganda 
for their p:>int of view than as if it were a 
defect that would have to be remedied. 
A perusal of Articles 10, II and other parts 
of the draftl could not but lead to the con
clusion that the monopoly was a queer one, 
since everyone could take part in it. 

There was no question of monopoly. It 
was merely a cartel, but a special kind of 
cartel, limited as to production and controlled 
as to distribution. Although only a cartel, 
it had opponents, of course, among consumers 
who, generally speaking, were against cartels, 
although very often, as in this case, wrongly. 
The Economic Section of the League, the 
1927 World Economic Conference, the writ
ings of the greatest economists and recently 
the Committee for European Union advocated 
taitels as being among the most appropriate 
solutions for the perplexing problems of 
industry. It could not be said that the 
Advisory Committee had not been up to date 
in suggesting a solution by way of a cartel. 

Consumers, on the other hand, had adapted 
themselves marvellously well to the steel 
cartel and to hundreds of other cartels for 
goods and indispensable articles in far greater 
daily use than drugs. He would examine in 
more detail the effect which such a cartel 
might have upon prices. When he heard 
mention of consuming countries and manu
facturing countries in a discussion of the drug 
question, he could not resist a smile. As a 
doctor who had carried on his profession 
for years he could not forget that morphine, 
heroin and cocaine were used by the milli
gramme or the centigramme. He was 
amused when people spoke of the interests 
of consumers as though morphine or cocaine 
~ere eaten by the kilogramme and daily 
like bread or meat. Happily only a very 

0 See ADDQ 7· 

small percentage of the population u~ed such 
substances and then in tmy doses, wh1ch even 
in the dearest preparations. cost. b~t a f_ew 
centimes. During the Commxt.tee s discussxo.n 
on prices, Dr. Anselmino, m one of his 
timely and authoritative speeches, had 
pointed out that even if manufacturers 
doubled their prices-and that would be an 
immense increase--consumers would, for 
average doses, have to pay an increase o~ ~ot 
more than 5 gold centimes. Opposxbon 
between manufacturers and consumers was 
therefore no more than a propagandist red 
herring. 

M. de Vasconcellos apologised for dwelling 
on this fundamental point, but what he had 
to say could not fail to int~rest his colleagut;s. 
Some consuming countnes would remam 
obdurate would not listen to the idea of a 
cartel. Nevertheless, all the cocaine, licit 
and illicit, consumed in Europe, _since 1927, 
came from a cartel composed of five German 
factories, two Swiss, one English, one.Frenc~. 
and one in the Netherlands. Outside this 
cartel there were in Europe only a few small 
and unimportant French factories producing 
cocaine which had refused to join the cartel, 
and o~tside Europe, American factories, 
supplying the United States alone, and the 
factories in Japan; the latter, too, had not 
entered the cartel. This meant that, for the 
last three years, millions of consumers ~ad 
been supplied with cocaine by a cartel which 
was not controlled officially ; and there had 
been no protest as to prices and no outburst 
of public indignation. 

Were the Conference to reject the clauses 
in the draft providing for the formation of a, 
cartel for the other drugs, cartels would 
certainly be organised. The Conference . 
would thus have lost the opportunity of 
subjecting them to an effective limitation 
and control such as no other system could 
afford. 

M. de Vasconcellos turned next to the 
control of distribution. The Argentine dele
gate had strongly urged the need for severer 
measures. The provisions of the 1925 Con
vention and the new provisions in the draft 
before the Conference would most probably 
meet M. Perez's point, since he had not 
proposed any new international provision. 
From the national point of view, however, 
he had made some most interesting suggestions 
which came within the province of Govern
ments. Some of these suggestions were in 
force in certain countries-for example, that 
for the institution of central offices, which 
already existed in Yugoslavia and Portugal. 
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· M. de Vasconcellos then pointed out that 
the clauses strengthening the system of 
co~trol over re-exports would tend to make 
this form of control far more effective. 

Th~ Advisory Committee had left another 
queshon for the Conference to decide
name~y. the constitution of the organ to 
exercise control. Various solutions had been 
proposed. The Advisory Committee had 
taken no decision for various reasons partly 
because the medi~al corps, who ~ere so 
deeply concerned m. the matter, must be 
represented upon this organ, and the Con
f~rence at which fifty-four States were offi
Cill;llY represe~ted, could make its choice in 
this . matter With. greater authority than the 
Advi~or.y Committee, composed as it was 
of a l1m1ted number of members. The Soviet 
delegate had stated that he would make a 
proposal on this subject. 

M. de Vasconcellos would now consider 
the other schemes of limitation, or, perhaps 
b~tter, the other draft which had been 
discussed and to which some delegates had 
already given their support, the draft which 
had been called " American " until the official 
representative of the United States had 
repudiated this title as equivocal. He re
ferred to the Crane scheme 1. That was not a 
scheme of direct limitation ; it claimed that 
production could be limited by obliging 
States to specify on a certain date the 
quantity and quality of all tP,e drugs they 
would require during the year and the 
manufacturer from whom they would pur
chase their supplies during that period. 
Manufacturers would be obliged to limit 
production to the orders received. The 
members of the Conference would un
doubtedly have read the many criticisms 
levelled against the Advisory Committee in 
this respect. Foremost among them was 
the frequent accusation that the Committee 
had refused to examine and discuss the 
scheme. That was totally untrue, as any 
delegate would see from the Minutes of 
the Advisory ·Committee's twelfth session 
(document C.I34.M.I49·I929.XI). The Com
mittee had discussed the plan at length at 
two meetings, and the most highly qualified 
of its members had examined it in all its 
aspects and consequences. The Committee 
had resolved to drop it, only because, upon 
consideration, it had found it a very bad 
and quite impracticable scheme. To make a 
comparison : if the quota system were 
adopted, one manufacturer might be told 
to manufacture, say, 200 kilogrammes of 
morphine over a period of not less than 
two years. Thus he knew where he was ; 
he could organise his business, his plant, his 
staff. He could thus sign contracts for his 
raw material and fix his prices. Under the 
Crane scheme he was obliged to await 

~ orders, which might or might not come. 
•The manufacturer, having organised his 
'business, his plant and staff, might, at 
the end of the year, find that he was ruined 
because successful propaganda had diverted 
orders elsewhere. What would manufac-

' See document C.251.M.n4.1931.XI. 

turer~ do to avoid this danger ? All would 
combme to secure the maximum amount 
of manufacture, and over-production would 
be ~h~ . inevitable result. Over-production 
and illicit traffic were inseparable phenomena 
unless manufacturers suddenly became gods 1 

From another point of view, even if a 
~ountry. under the Crane scheme stipulated 
1ts r~qmrements at the beginning of the year, 
specified the manufacturer and signed a 
year's contract with him it was possible 
that quite early in the yea~ the goods would 
be fo~nd to be badly manufactured, or that 
the f1rm might raise difficulties as to the 
payment of invoices, or that there was some 
dispute over technical trade details between 
purchaser and supplier. In all these cases 
it would be impossible to turn to anothe; 
manufacturer ; the Government would be 
bound to an undesirable source of supply, 
unable to extricate itself from its awkward 
position, forced to accept the supplier's 
terms-and that was called liberty of trade. 
The Conference would understand why M. de 
Vasconcellos and his Government preferred 
the so-called tyranny of the draft Convention. 

. He would quot!l part of a speech, made by 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne at the Advisory 
Co'!lmittee's ~eeting on January 31st, 1929, 
which contamed the following irrefutable 
criticism : 

"Further, it could easily be imagined 
what strong competition would be aroused 
between manufacturing countries in order 
to obt_ain the or~ers of the consuming 
countnes. All kmds of economic and 
p:>litical pressure would be brought to 
bear. No scheme more likely to lead to 
international friction than this could be 
conceived." 

Last but not least, the Crane scheme would 
be inacceptable to the principal manufactur
ing St::tes . owing t.o the upheaval and 
uncertamty 1t would mvolve for their indus
tries ; . hence it would limit nothing and its 
adopho~ would merely complicate the 1925 
Convention. Nevertheless, the spirit of con
ciliation and goodwill which had always 
pre.sided over the Advisory Committee, and 
which would prevail at the present Conference 
also, had made it possible to reconcile 
in the Advisory Committee's draft, th~ 
req.uirements of limitation and the support 
which the Crane sc.heme had obtained among 
some . representatives of the consuming 
countnes. A few amendments to the original 
draft had enabled the main provisions of the 
Crane scheme to be applied within the 
limits of direct limitation, but in such a way 
that they would not cause in industry the 
upheaval which could not have been avoided 
unless quotas had been fixed beforehand. 

To turn to the proposals made during the 
Conference's preliminary discussion ; the 
Argentine representative had asked for appro
priate legislation assimilating the crime of 
illicit drug trafficking to that of counter
feiting currency. M. de Vasconcellos would 
give his personal opinion on this point. 
Well aware for some time past of the inade
quacy of the penalties imposed on traffickers, 
he had urged that this disgusting offence 
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should be considered an international crime 
on a par with piracy and slave trafficking, 
to which categ:>ry had lately been added the 
counterfeiting of currency: He was ~lad 
that the Chilian representative thought h~e-
11-ise. In this way, criminals could be. tried 
as soon as captured, without the comphcated 
formalities of extradition. Nevertheless, 
penalties applicable to crimes which affected 
a man's purse could not be the same as those 
which affected his very life. The penalties 
inflicted should correspond to those for 
attempted murder, as the ·Costa. Rican 
representative had proposed.. If Stuber, 
Roessler and their tribe knew that the millions 
which they might amass could equally well 
serve to condemn them to several years' 
hard labour, they might hesitate before 
despatching to China or Egypt the millions 
of fatal doses they had spread broadcast 
throughout these countries. But plainly for 
a fine of a few thousand francs and a few 
days' imprisonment a man might easily be 
tempted in the prospect of winning millions. 

M. de Vasconcellos was not sure if it was 
legally possible to embody provisions on this 
subject in a convention for the limitation 
of manufacture. If it were, however, possible, 
he would be glad to join with his colleagues 
in settling this grave question of penalties in 
accordance with the dictators of Justice. 

He viewed sympathetically the question 
of a State monopoly, but it must be recog
nised that it met with constitutional or 
administrative difficulties which it would be 
hard or even impossible to overcome in some 
countries. The Soviet Union representative 
had advocated a monopoly and the reason 
was plain, since the q_uestion involved no 
difficulties in Soviet Russia. In some coun
tries, however, the Constitution prohibited 
State monopolies. The problem deserved 
careful study; it might even be possible 
before long to advance a stage further in the 
countries where some such system could be 
contemplated. 

. M. Cavazzoni, whose eloquence and since
nty 11!- de Vasconcellos highly appreciated, 
had, m an excellent speech, recommended 
that each country s~ould have the right to 
manufacture narcotics to the extent of its 
needs. M.. ~e Vasconcellos entirely agreed. 
He t~~?ught 1t would be possible to embody a 
proVISion to that effect in the Convention 
although h': held that the Convention as it 
stood contamed certain clauses which would 
cover M. Cavazzoni's point. 

!he Soviet Uni?n representative had 
pamted ~ gloo~y. :picture of the quantities 
~f drugs m the Illicit traffic. He had stated 
hat the 1925 Convention had been power
:• to st~m the flow of the traffic. But 
hadwas miStaken. Though the Convention 
had been drawn up and signed in 1925 it 

not been applied until 1928. Th~ it 

. 

was not altogether the Convention"that w~s: 
at fault if vast quantities of drugs had founli 
their way into the illicit traffic. Moreover, 
the figures had decreased in the two years 
during which the Convention had been in 
force. The German delegate had pointed 
out that the production figures had dropped 
heavily as a result of the application of the 
1925 Convention. 

Mr. Caldwell, speaking with the authority 
he possessed as a result of his experience 
and by reason of the fact that he represented 
a State which had been one of the most 
successful in regulating the drug traffic, had 
stated that the Advisory Committee's draft 
was incomplete, principally because it did 
not limit the entry of raw material into the 
manufacturing States. M. de Vasconcellos 
would refrain from giving a definite opinion 
on this important question during the pre
liminary discussion. He was not sufficiently 
conversant with the working conditions of the 
industries in question to be able to come to a 
decision. Speaking on his own behalf, how
ever, he might say that the point deserved 
the Conference's full attention, and if circum
stances permitted, he would vote for a pr~ 
vision limiting supplies of raw materials. : 

The Soviet representative had pointed out 
that the Convention did not cover limitation 
of smoking opium. A Conference had been 
convened at Bangkok to deal with these 
questions, and the present Conference was 
concerned only with the limitation of the 
manufacture of narcotic drugs. It might 
be possible later on to call a Conference to · 
discuss the knotty problem of the other raw 
materials. . · 

M. de Vasconcellos apologised for taking up 
so much of the Conference's time ; he had 
felt bound to do so as the representative of a 
technical Committee which had honoured 
him with its confidence. That Committee 
had been the butt of much criticism, including 
that which should have been directed against 
Governments for the inadequacy of the 
measures they had taken. The Advisory 
Committee and the League could only create 
international instruments and organs to 
fight against illicit drug traffic, and the 
Secretariat could go no further than make 
the strongest possible representations to 
Governments strictly to enforce the Conven
tions they had signed. The 1925 Convention 
had only been applied after four years of 
ceaseless pressure, four years during which 
the illicit traffic had continued on a consider
able scale. The League and its organs had 
been accused of insufficiency and even of 
failure, insufficiency and failure which were 
due solely to the indifference of certain 
Governments. 

• 
In spite of the enormous difficulties with · 

y;hich it 'Yas fac«:d, the League had succeeded 
Il;l collect!ng an 1mmense amount of informa
tion and m unmasking the chief traffickers. 
It had exposed to a terrified world the crime 
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. ·jq. all its horror and the danger of the evil. 
Had these been the only results, they would 
have done honour to the Opium Section and 
the Advisory Committee. 

In conclusion, M. de Vasconcellos would 
urge the Conference to vote for the Advisory 
Committee's draft Convention. Delegates 
could of course introduce into it any modifi
cations which would s1mplify it or make it 
more effective, provided that they did not 
alter the essential underlying principles. In 
so doing, the Conference would complete a 
fresh stage in the abolition of one of the 
worst scourges of mankind. 

The President said that the proposals 
made by M. de Vasconcellos would be referred 

. to the Business Committee. 

~· 

· · The continuation of the discussion was 
adjourned to the next meeting. 

20.-QUESTION OF HEARING REPRE
SENTATIVES OF THE WOMEN'S 
INTERNATIONAL LEAGUE FOR 
PEACE AND FREEDOM AND OF 
THE COMITE NATIONAL FRAN
QAIS DE DEFENSE CONTRE LES 
STUPEFIANTS. 

The President said that to the list of 
associations which had asked to be heard 
in the Conference should be added the 
Women's International League for Peace and 
Freedom and the Comit~ national fran~rais 
de defense contre les stup~fiants. 

In accordance with the normal procedure, 
these requests had been considered by the 
Business Committee. Certain members of 
the latter had pointed out that one of the 
above associations was not concerned exclu
sively with the campaign against dangerous 
drugs, and that the other was rather a new 
body. The great majority had come to the 
conclusion that the Conference itself must 
decide. 

If the Conference replied in the affirmative, 
the list would be closed finally and no other 
association would be entitled to ask for a 
hearing. 

The Conference decided to hear the represent
atiues of the two associations in quest.on. 

. . 
SEVENTH MEETING (PUBLIC) . 

. Monday, June 1st, 1931, at 3 p.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 

2I.-LIMITATION OF THE MANU
FACTURE OF DRUGS : GENERAL 
DISCUSSION (continuation). 

M. Sottile (Liberia) stated that his 
country had accepted the invitation to attend 
the Conference, not because it was very 
directly concerned, but because it desired to 
pay a tribute to the League's campaign 
against narc<?tic drugs, .and to co-ope~ate! so 
far as lay in 1ts power, m that humamtar1an, 
social and moral mission. 

The Liberian Republic did not produce, 
manufacture or export narcotic drugs. It 
consumed an almost insignificant quantity, 
and drug addiction was unknown. The use 
of narcotic drugs was confined solely to 
medical requirements, which were, moreover, 
very small, as there was no great demand 
for modern drugs, speaking generally, in 
Liberia. A kind of Li}>erian pharmacopreia 
existed, in that the native tribes, in parti
cular often used herbs in preference to modem 
tnedi~aments. This was satisfactory to every
one and the people enjoyed good health. 

• For' that reason, only a very small quantity 
of narcotic drugs,. especially of products 
with a cocaine basis, and opium and its 
derivatives, was consumed. 

The Liberian delegation would strongly 
support any draft Conventions submitted 
to the Conference and any provision for 
remedying the ineffectiveness of the Con
ventions already concluded. It would sup
port any plan or measure which, while 

. respecting the sovereignty of States and the 
exercise of that sovereignty, offered a means 
of lessening or eradicating the evil of drug 
addiction. 

The President said that there were still 
two names on the list for the general discus
sion-the representatives of Turkey and 
Sweden-who, for entirely legitimate reasons, 
had asked permission not to speak until the 
following day. He therefore proposed to 
declare the general discussion closed, on the 
understanding that the Conference would 
hear the two statements to which he had 
just referred on the following afternoon. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) had no objection 
to the President's proposal. The Spanish 
delegate, however, had put a very important 
question at the morning meeting. M. Cavaz
zoni thought that question should perhaps 
be answered before the general discussion 
was closed. M. Casares had asked whether 
an agreement had been reached by the 
manufacturing countries. The Italian dele
gate wondered whether the President did 
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not think this might b~ reg~de~ as a previous 
question, and as comm~ w1thm the general 
discus«ion, or whethe~ 1t should be referred 
to the Business Commtttee. 

The President replied that ~e app~eciated 
the importance of the question ratsed by 
the Spanish delegate. All members _wo~ld 
certainly realise that it was ~extraordinarily 
delicate matter. The Prestden~ therefore · 
thought it advisable to keep stnctly to the 
regular procedure. The rules of procedure 
stipulated that the President should not 
allow a proposal to be discussed until the 
written text had been distributed to the 
delegates, unless it were very short, easy to 
understand and a simple reading sufficed. 
In all other cases, questions should first be 
discussed by the Business Committee, which 
would make proposals to the Conference. 
The President therefore thought it wiser 
to refer M. Casares's question to the Business 
Committee, which would doubtless submit 
a report at the next meeting of the Conference. 

The President understood that M. Cavaz
zoni considered the general discussion should 
not be closed in case any member of the 
Conference wished to make observations 
on the proposal to be submitted by the Busi
ness Committee. M. Cavazzoni would doubt
less be satisfied if the President did not 
declare the general discussion closed imme-

'. diately, but if it were understood that, after 
the two speakers still on the list and the 
Business Committee's report had been heard, 
any delegate could speak in the general 
discussion. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) was prepared to 
accept the President's proposal. He asked, 
however, whether it would be possible for 
the Chairman of the Advisory Committee 
to reply immediately by " yes " or " no " to 
the Spanish delegate's question. The Con
ference was discussing a draft Convention. 
It might contemplate modifying or making 
additions to certain articles and the whole 
course of the proceedings might depend on 
whether the articles left in blank could or 
could not be filled in at once. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal), speaking 
as. Chairman of the Advisory Committee, 
pomted out that he had explained at the 
previous meeting that the Advisory Com
mittee had left this part of the draft Con
vention blank because it felt that the 
question was not within its province, but 
was a matter for the Conference itself 
seeing that certain of the countries concerned 
wt;re not represented on the Advisory Com
mtttee. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) simply wished to 
know whether the manufacturing countries 
had or had not come to an agreement. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) repeated 
that the Advisory Committee had not dealt 
with !his qu~tion. Personally, he had no 
more mformahon than M. Cavazzoni himself. 

• 
Sir Malcolm Delevlni\ne (Great Britain) 

said that, in the speech which he had made 
on Saturday, he had answered M. Cavazzoni's 
question. He had said that an agreement. 
had been reached between all the countries 
which were exporting countries at the time 
wheh the matter was under consideration, 
and that the only points remaining unsettled 
were the positions of Japan and Turkey. 

M. Cavazzonl (Italy) considered that 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne's reply was incom
plete. M. Cavazzoni knew that an agreement 
had been reached since January except with 
regard to Japan, but wished to explain his 
question. Since January, no effort had 
been made to come to an agreement. The 
work was therefore unfinished. M. Cavazzoni 
was aware of what had happened up till 
February. He also had taken part in the 
Advisory Committee's work. He wished 
definitely to know, however, whether the 
position was still the same as at the time of 
the London Conference. From the replies of 
M. de Vasconcellos and Sir Malcolm Delevingne, 
it appeared that nothing new had occurred. 

M. Boi\omoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) understood that a declaration 
had been made to the effect that an agree
ment had been reached between the manu-~ 
facturing countries. The Soviet Union had 
not been a party to any such agreement, 
and he would ask the Chairman of the 
Advisory Committee whether the United 
States of America had taken part in it. 

· M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) replied 
that he had not attended the London Con
ference, which had been entirely outside 
the Advisory Committee's jurisdiction. He 
understood that the United States of Ame
rica had not participated in the London 
Conference, but the United States delegation 
was better qualified than he was to reply to 
M. Bogomoloff. · 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
stated that it was incorrect to say that the 
United States had not taken part in the 
London Conference. That country was not, 
however, a party to any agreement reached 
there. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) · 
pointed out that he had said that an agree
ment had been reached, not between the 
manufacturing countries, but between the 
exporting countries. Neither the United 
States of America nor Soviet Russia was an 
exporting country in the sense in which the 
word was used in the draft Convention. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) observed 
that at that time he had not been Chairman 
of the Advisory Committee. 

The President said he had not asked 
M. de Vasconcellos to speak because he 
thought that the Chairman of the Advisory 
Committee could be questioned directly. 
He had felt, however, that M. de Vascon
cellos would be able to help, in view of his 
share in the discussion. He could not be 
held to account for matters which happened 
outside his knowledge, and the information 
he had been good enough to give could only 
be considered as unofficial. 



• · M. Casares (Spain) said that Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne was right to draw a distinction 
b~tween manufacturing and exporting coun
tnes. Agreement had been reached be-

' tween the exporting countries. There remained 
the question of Japan. Japan was not a 
party to the London agreement, in so far as 
a~eement had been reached ; but the ques
tion of Japan was perhaps nearing a solution. 
During the discussions in the Advisory 
Committee, a formula had been found to 
meet the very legitimate wishes of that 
country. 

. The .question of Turkey was, however, 
dtstur~mg. Turkey ":as. a very important 
exportmg country wtthm the meaning of 
the draft Convention. Turkey's application 
would wreck any attempt at agreement if it 
w.ere not dealt with satisfactorily. M. Casares 
did not know whether the negotiations 

, between Turkey and the other exporting 
-> countries had progressed since the Advisory 

,C6mmittee's last session. If the position 
were the same as in February, the Spanish 
representative felt that agreement was not 
in sight. If the position had improved, 
he would like to be informed, for this would 
be one of the most important factors in 
enabling the Conference to continue along 

' the lines mapped out _by the Advisory 
Committee. · . 

. The President did not wish to enter into 
the substance of the discussion, but drew 
attention to a question of order. The 
discussion was ceasing to be general and 
becoming specialised. The draft 1 which the 
League Council had submitted to the Confer
ence as a possible basis of discussion contained 
certain blanks. It had been asked whether 
those blanks could be filled· in immediately. 
For his part, the President could not complete 

. them immediately. In those circumstances, 
·there were three solutions : 

(I) To rule that, as the draft Convention 
was incomplete, another draft should be 
taken as a basis for discussion ; 

(2) To fill in the blanks before examining 
the draft as a whole ; · · 

(3) To assume that there were no blanks 
and to continue the discussion and so 
perhaps make it possible for the draft 
to be completed. 

The ·Conference should choose . between 
these three solutions. A very difficult ques
tion of procedure was involved, and to some 
extent it affected the substance of the matter. 
The question of procedure should therefore 
first be sub'mitted to the Business Committee. 
The President suggested that this should be 

• See Annex 7· 

done and that the Business Committee 
should be asked to submit a report without 
delay. · 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) strongly 
supported the President's observations. The 
Spanish delegate had asked whether there 
h_ad been a change in the position with regard 
to Turkey, and M. de Vasconcellos as 
Chairman of the Advisory Committee, c'ould 
give some interesting information, which he 
had already announced in the League Council. 
Between February and the present time, 
however, there had been a great change in the 
situation in Turkey. Turkey was at present 
applying the provisions of the I925 Geneva 
Convention and was considering the possibility 
of a State monopoly. The position was 
therefore absolutely different from what 
it had been in February last, and M. de 
Vasconcellos felt he should inform the Con
ference of this change. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) entirely agreed with 
the President's attitude, but wished it to be 
stated in the Minutes that he had had no 
intention of prolonging the general discussion 
by taking up the articles of the draft Conven
tion at the present stage. He had simply 
asked M. de Vasconcellos to say "Yes" or 
" No ", so that he might have some guide 
when amendments to the draft were sub" 
mitted. Whatever the Business Comrfiitteo's• 
view, the Conference would certainly have to 
consider the articles of the draft at the · 
close of the general discussion. When· it'· 
reached Article 8, which dealt with the 
question of quotas, the delegates would 
certainly express their views on that subject 1 

very freely. • · 
M. Cavazzoni repeated that he had raised 

the question simply in order to know whether 
there had been any change in the situation 
since February. But, even if the question 
of quotas were studied by the Business 
Committee, it could never be allowed to 
constitute a reef on which the Conference 
might come to disaster. Concrete results 
were essential. 

M. Sawada (Japan) thought he had made 
it clear in the statement submitted on the 
preceding Saturday that the Japanese Govern
ment had carefully considered the draft 
Convention 1, but he had been obliged to add 
that his Government could not be a party 
to that Convention if the quota system 
were incorporated in it. In this event, 
the Japanese delegation would propose an
other alternative, of which M. Sawada had 
given notice on Saturday and which he 
intended to put in writing for the Business 
Committee's consideration. · 

The continuation of . the discussion was 
adjourned to a later meeting. 



EIGHTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Tuesday, June 2nd, 1931, at 3 p.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 

22.-HEARING 
TIVES OF 
TIONS. 

OF REPRESENTA
PRIVATE ASSOCIA-

The President reminded the <:onfe~ence 
that the representatives of cert:1:m pn':ate 
associations engaged in the campaign agam~t 
narcotics had asked to be allowed t~ ex~lam 
the object of their work and their VIews 
on the Convention which was to be drawn 
up. 

' 

On the President's invitation the following 
representatives came to the platform : 
Mr. Richmond P. Hobson, President of the 
" Association de defense internationale contre 
les. stupefiants " ; Dr. Georges Dequidt, 
Secretary-General of ·the " Co mite national 
fran~s de defense contre les stupefiants " ; 
'Miss ·!:mily Balch, Vice-President of the 

• Women's International League for Peace 
and Freedom ; Miss Madeleine Z. Doty, 

; member of the Opium Committee of the 
• Women's International League for Peace 

and Freedom ; Mgr. Beaupin, representative 
1 • of the Catholic Union of International 

Studies. 
• l 

The President welcomed the delegates of 
the private associations and informed them 
that fifty-four Governments were represented 
at the Conference. All were animated by 
the same desire to find and apply effective 
means for stamping out, or at least reducing 
as far as possible, the evils due to the con
sumption of dangerous drugs. They were 
all searching for light, and would be very 
glad to hear what the representatives of the 
private associations had to say. 

Mr. Richmond P. Hobson (President of 
the " Association de defense internationale 
contre les stupefiants ") had the honour to 
spea~ f~r the affiliated narcotic organisations, 
consiStmg of the International Narcotic 
Education Association, incorporated under 
the laws of the State of California in 1923, with 
headquarters at 995. South Western Avenue, 
Los Angeles; the World Conference on Nar
cotii: Education, its subsidiary which had 
been founded in 1926, and the'World Nar
cotic Defence Association, incorporated under 
t~e laws of the State of New York in 1927, 
With headquarters at 578, Madison Avenue, 
~ew York. Those organisations had estab
liS~. a ]oint office in Geneva at 3. rue 
Butlm, under the name of the " Association 
de defense internationale contre les stu
pe~iants ". The organisations were wholly 

. pnvate and stu.diously avoided all govern
mental co~n~~ctl?ns of an organic nature, 
and the limitations and restrictions which 
such connections might entail, but reserving 

their full liberty of control they sought to 
co-operate with Governments and other 
agencies, public and private, to promote 
the purpose for which they all existed : the 
safety of society and its ultimate immunity 
from the menace of narcotic drug addiction. 

The first two organisations, by their 
articles of incorporation and constitution 
respectively, avoided taking sides in poli
tical and controversial questions, and sought, 
the co-operation of those on both sides. to ' 
promote narcotic education, to find the truth 
about narcotic drug addiction and to organise: 
and disseminate that truth. On their boards 
and committees they had two Catholic 
cardinals, three Protestant bishops, one 
Hebrew rabbi, one Mormon elder ; they had 
democrats and republicans and wets and 
drys. The third organisation was a fighting 
organisation and had the broadest incor
porated powers for organising the defence of 
society against narcotic drug addiction, 
whether through processes of education, 
processes of law, processes of isolation and 
rehabilitation of narcotic drug addicts or 
any other processes. It recommended cau
tion and scientific methods in the narcotic 
education of youth, carefully adapted to the 
educational systems and customs of the 
particular country, and suggested the prompt 
narcotic education of teachers and professors. 
It was issuing a manual for teach.ers, available 
for delegates on request. 

Etiological surveys in America showed 
clearly that ignorance of consequences was 
a prolific primary cause of addiction among 
youth. Similar surveys would doubtless , 
show somewhat similar results in other 
countries. On the other hand, knowledge 
of the consequences would put the motive 
of self-preservation on guard, whether against 
existing narcotic drugs of to-day or new 
narcotic drugs of to-morrow. Narcotic edu
cation of the youth of to-day would ensure 
intelligence and vigour in the enactment 
and execution. of good anti-narcotic laws 
in the next generation. Such sustained 
narcotic education throughout. the world 
would constitute the sure foundation for 
humanity's immunity from drug addiction 
in the generations to come. 

The World Conference on Narcotic Edu
cation undertook the narcotic education 
of the public at large and developed public 
opinion upon the narcotic drug problem . 
It assumed and had proved that the regular 
agencies of public distribution of knowledge 
and most of the clubs and associations, , 
whether religious or secular, could be drafted 
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w1tho'!t cost fo~ their services. The Press 
had g1ve~ practically one hundred per cent 
co-or,erabon. The . ;a~o_. through " hook
ups and through mdiv1dual stations, was 
a g?od . seco~d. The pulpit was steadily 
cornmg mto line. The clubs that had put 
on p~ogr~rnrnes literally ran into thousands. 
In d1ffusmg: narcotic education, the Confer
ence had mtroduced Narcotic Education 
Week, the last week of February each year, 
when aboll:t 8o,ooo or go,ooo copies of a 
booklet gmde. was issued for that purpose. 
Other countn~s .were finding it desirable 
and were begmnmg to organise· the same 
observa':lces: Booklets were sent to them 
on ap.phcahon. Through the Second Quin
quenmal World Conference on Narcotic Edu
cation, which would be .held at Geneva on 
June !5th to 17th, and through the co
operatwn of national narcotic committees 
then being organised, it was expected that 
most of ihe important nations would in a 
very short time, join in making the obse;vance 
of •. Narcotic Education Week world-wide 
producing a period of intensive narcoti~ 
education which, it was believed would 
ge':le;ate and direct a powerful world public 
opm10n. 

The. materials for Narcotic Education 
Week were prepared in a large part by 
Committees which met in yearly conference 
on Thursday and Friday of the week preced
ing Narcotic Education Week. 

The World Narcotic Defence Association 
was incorporated in New York and operated 
through the· Geneva Office. It was now 
promoting the development of national 

, defence committees. Those committees were 
self-governing and retained their full liberty 
of action. They were following a general 
model in their statutes and were federated 
through their Presidents forming a general 
council, working together through their 
Geneva Office for the general defence. A.t 
"the rate at which they were developing, 
~. tbey would probably be in a position to aid 
' in the ratification and the enforcement 
·of · any convention which the Conference 
might produce and also for the better 
enforcement in the future of the Hague 
Convention of rgrz and the Geneva Con
vention of 1925. 

For those who were seriously interested 
in that challenging problem, the defence of 
society, an attractive field was opening up 
in this rapidly developing world-wide orga
nisation and federation of national Narcotic 
Defence Committees. The executive com
mittee of the central office at Geneva had 
chosen Senator Stefano Cavazzoni (Italy), 
Chairman, Senator Justin Godart (France), 
Hon. Cesar Zurneta (Venezuela), Colonel 
Frederick H. Allen (New York and Paris). 

' The acceptance of a citizen of Germany 
was expected. While each of these three 
organisations had its own differential func-

tion, they were all affiliated parts of ··one 
system. They were financed by private 
contributions. ' 

All three organisations joined in putting 
out. th~ quarterly bulletins, about 7,000 
cop1es m French from the Geneva office 
and about 2o,ooo in English from the Ne,; 
York office. They all utilised the results 
of the same technique, including the results 
of the work of the New York Narcotic 
S~ey Committee, ~hose technique was 
available for developmg national surveys 
anywhere. · 

They all received the results of the studies 
of 43 Committees with a growing membership 
now numbering about 500. The Committees 
featured in their. studies important phases 
as they became appropriate. For instance 
they had drafted a uniform State law which' 
with slight variations, had been recommended 
.to the forty-eight States of the United State91 
of America. They had been studying for 
~orne time !he principles that should, guide • 
m the draftmg of national laws and treaties. 
They had left the drafting of conventions 
to· competent official conferences, such as 
t~e present one, where the experience ana 
w1sdorn of the nations assembled. Those 
pr.inciples, revised by the Preparatory j:,orn
rnlttee, would constitute the principle featute• 
of the general conference of Mr. Hobson.'s4' 
Association that would meet at Geneva on 
June 15th. Copies would soon be distri-
buted for preparatory study. . ·, 

Its extended studies of all the factors in 
the equation had led the Association to the 
adoption. of a simple . formula. for strategy 
and taches, whether m draftmg an inter
national convention or enacting a national 
law, whether for adopting a municipal or 
administrative ordinance, for any enforce
ment of the struggle or for any other action 
along the whole front. Its formula read : 
" Destroy the illicit traffic first, then control 
the legitimate traffic." 

The sequence of the two objectives named 
in the formula was the essence of the formula 
itself. " Destroy the illicit traffic " was the 
call to arms and the battle cry ; it was the 
key to the code of principles of the Associa
tion, general and guiding principles alike. 

The first resolution read : 

" The illicit traffic in dangerous habit
forming drugs should be assimilated to 
piracy and destroyed ". 

It was not necessary to enter into a general 
discussion of the Association's code of prin
ciples, which would soon be available. It 
was sufficient to point out simply that the 
vigorous application of its underlying stra
tegy would ensure victory, whether in a 
skirmish, in a battle, or in a siege. It would 
break down the outer walls of enemy resist
ance made up of honest. men and legitimate 
businesses behind which the enemy had so 
successfully fought in the past. Those would 
speedily desert and line up on its side. 

5 
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Then the second wall would crumble, made up 
of men whose moral and spiritual heights 
were not yet above the powerful urge of 
self-interest to which the enemy made so 
large an apPeal· For no ci_vilised.man. would 
like to be found housed m a ptrate s den. 
Many of those second line men would also 
join its ranks in the end, some. to remove 
suspicion, some who naturally wtshed to be 
on the winning side, some who really hated 
their environment and yearned for more 
congenial heights, and who would gladly 
give works meet for repentance in sublime 
service. 

Then would stand out, exposed for the 
first time, the citadel of this ruthless enemy 
of man. The irresistible bombs and heavy 
artillery of an outraged public opinion would 
batter down their walls. The crew had given 
no quarter and would- receive none. ·They 

• would be delivered over for massacre at the 
hands of millions of mothers, fathers, wives, 
husbands and children, whose hearts were 
broken, who had hoped against hope for 
their loved ones, poison victims who were 
writhing in the agonies of a living death. 
'Those broken-hearted ones in despair were 
now with their hands raised towards high 
heaven calling out : "0 Lord, how long, 

. fi.ow long n It • 

' The adoption of the strategy of the Asso
. ciation would invigorate its own ranks as it 

paralysed the ranks of the enemies. In the 
wholesome, unifying atmosphere created in 
facing a common foe and standing shoulder 
to shoulder battling for humanity, they 
would forget their paltry commercial differ
enc~ ~o long. used by the enemy strategy 
t~ div~de the~r ranks and would speedily 
fmd farr and JUSt bases for controlling and 
regulating the legitimate traffic. 

Pers~tent steadfastness in the application 
of thetr formula would ultimately ensure 
permanent victory to mankind ; they would 
become a part of the law of nature. 

_Addressing the President, ~- Hobson 
satd that in the solemn presence of the 
Conference where, through their chosen dele
g~tes,_the nations of the earth were assembled, 
his mmd turned to the precincts of Shanghai 
and The Hague and came back again to the 
present Conference Hall in 1925. He knew 
that all delegates j_oined with ~m in offering 
a wrea~h of af~echon and admtration to the 
memones of BlShop Brent, Dr. Wright and 
Judge Port-;r, ~nd he felt the Conference 
would _permtt him also to refer with pride 
to th~tr su~r who was present on this 
oc:cas•~n. Amenca was proud of the con
tnbutwns her sons had made in the past in 
that gre~t cause and were fully confident 
that therr successors here present would 
nobly carry on their predecessors' work. 

.H.e believed they stood for the inarti~ulate 
millions who suffered, and the still larger 
number who mourned. He believed that 
they stood likewise for the vaster hosts oi 

• 
virile men and loving women who did not 
intend to remain inarticulate and who did 
not intend to see modern civilisation perish. 
With God overhead they were prepared to 
serve and to fight. 

M. G. Dequidt (Secretary-General of the 
" Comit~ national fran~ais de d~fense contre 
les stupMiants ") wished first to thank the 
President and the members of the Conference 
for the great honour which they had paid 
to a v~ry youthful association by aUowing 
one of 1ts delegates to address the meeting. 

The " Comit~· national fran~ais de defense 
contre les stupefiants ", the President of 
which was Senator Justin Godart, formerly 
Minister for Labour and Health, and of which 
M. Dequidt had the honour to be Secretary
General, had been constituted hardly a 
month previously in full agreement with the 
" Association de defense internationale contre 
les stupMiants ", and in accordance with the 
programme which Mr. Hobson, the President 
of that Association, had just outlined. ;; 

At its first meeting, the French Committee 
had instructed its bureau to follow the work 
of the Conference and to get into touch with 
tho~e who w~re engaged in the campaign· 
agamst•narcohc drugs at Geneva. On arriv
ing at Geneva, he had learnt that another 
National Committee had been set up almost 
at the same time in a neighbouring country 
and that a third had been formed mor~ 
recently. This information had increased 
his eagerness to make a brief statement at 
the Conference. . • 

His statement could. only be short if it 
wer~ to be in proportion to the age of the 
Soctety, but he would like in a few words 
to outline the aims of the Committee and 
to make clear the spirit in which it had been 
set up and intended to work ; he wished 
also to show how, in his view, the French' 
Committee could assist the cause which had 
been entrusted to the Conference by the 
League. 

~e a~m .of the new Committee was fully 
defmed m 1ts Statutes, the main provisions 
of which were as follows: · · . ' 

• • 
"Article J.-The Committee intends 

to achieve its aim : · 

" (1) By centralising all document
ation, information, research work and 
studies with regard to the import, 
manufacture, trade and use of narcotic 
drugs and the practice of the legislation 
in force· · . . 

" (2) By organising propaganda and 
education directed towards defence 
against narcotics, both by its own efforts 
and by encouraging private organisations 
and co-oper!lting with institutions likely 
to have an mfluence on public opinion ; 

" (3) By urging the public authorities 
to e~act practical measures and take 
all. su.•table steps with a view to modifying 
ex1stmg laws and regulations." 

These statutes, which the " Association 
~e d~~~nse internationale contre les stup~
flants regarded as a model for similar 
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national committees, signified first and fore-
most, t~at a group of men, including members 
of P~bament, educationists, doctors, repre
sentatives of religious societies, journalists 
and others who might be able to influence 
public. opinion, realised the great danger of 
narco~tc drug~ and were · trying to give 
effective help m the campaign against them. 

The French Committee' was animated 
by an essentially humanitarian and social 
spirit. Its one concern was the fate and 
preservation o! those unfortunate beings, 
too numero?s .m all classes of soci~ty, who 
were the VIctims of the encroachmg evil. 
Moreover, its statutes provided that member
ship of the French Committee was subject 
to the special permission of the Executive 
Committee which was not obliged to give its 
reasons for withholding authorisation. Its 
object was to prevent·any person or interest· 
which, under pretext of co-operating, might 
actually be a hindrance to sound work and 
divert the Committee from the definite 
object it had in view. 

M. Dequidt spoke next of the co-operation· 
which, it was hoped, would be established 
between his essentially private organisation 
and the official organisations, national and 
international, which were pursuing the same 
end. 

The French Committee believed that its 
membership and propaganda would enable · 
it. to keep in close touch with public opinion. 
It was well placed, as experience had already 
shown, to hear the grievances of the public 
and to receive suggestions, and fortified by . 
the insight it would acquire into immediate 
realities, it would be in a position to represent 
a large section of public opinion, on -which it 
hoped, with the help of the Press, to work 
with good effect. It was plain, however, 
·that the best conventions and the most 
carefully thought out official instruments 
were not really effective unless they were 
adopted and accepted un~~:nimouslr. Be9:ring 
in mind the old adage, qutd leges sme mort bus,. 

' the Committee hoped to be able to lead 
public opinion in such a way that the texts 

·drawn up by the Conference would be fully 
applied. 

During the discussions, M. Dequidt had 
heard several members of the Conference 
say that, if international conventions were 
to be properly enforced, they must have the 
support of very powerf~l national _organis
ations. Perhaps the national committees of 
each country might be able to help the 
Conference to obtain the executive organis
ation most appropriat~ t~ its ai~s. Perh:aps 
they might be of servtce m helpmg to adJust 
the national legislations to the terms and 
spirit of the decisions of the Conference. 

The problem of narcotic drugs, even in the 
sphere now under consideration did not 
admit of an isolated solution. It depended 
in all its aspects and at all.stages on t~e loyal 
co-operation of all countnes, on thelr ~ood
will and their acceptance of a common. tdeal. 

·That was one of the reasons why 1t was 
important to set up national committees 

everywhere. Mr. R. Hobson, President of the 
Association de dMense internationale contre 
les stupMiants, had been right in drawing 
~~;ttention to that point. M. Dequidt would 
hke the Conference itself to join in this 
recommendation, but feared that he had 
perhaps said too much and was too ambitious 
about the prospects of his Committee and its 
desire to help the Conference in the work for 
which it had been convened. 

He wished only, and above all, to acknow
ledge the welcome which had been extended 
to the representative of the " Comit~ national 
fran~ais " as a proof of the sympathy of the 
Conference and as encouragement to it in its 
efforts. 

Miss Madeleine Doty (Member of the 
Women's International League for Peace 
and Freedom) very much appreciated the 
honour done to the Women's International 
League by allowing its representative to 
address the Conference. The Wo~en's 
League had hoped that some of its members' 
who had specially dealt with the opium 
problem would be able to be present at the 
Conference, but they had found it impossible 
to attend, and, in consequence, Miss Doty 
would ask to be allowed to speak for them 
and for the large body of organised women 
belonging to twenty-six nations. · .;· 

The object of the Women's International 
League was to establish " peace and good 
relations between the peoples". In 1928, it 
had sent two members-an Englishwoman 
and a Frenchwoman-t1> China and Indo
China to promote friendship between the 
women of East and West. Women friends in 
China had urged the Women's League to 
concern its~f actively with the opium problem 
and with the traffic in narcotic drugs. As a 
result, an endeavour had been made to send 
'members to attend the sittings of the League 
Opium Committee, and meetings had been 
organised in many cities in Germany, France, 
the Netherlands and Scandinavia. An inter
national meeting to consider the same subject 
had also been held at Geneva in May 1928. 
At a recent executive meeting in April, 
a memorandum, which had been distributed 
to the Conference, had been presented and 
accepted by all sections of the Women's 
League. · 

The more the Women's League studied the 
question, the more terrible did it find the 
situation. The immense divergence between 
legitimate needs and production, the intricacy 
and extent of the illegal traffic, were appall
ing ; but worse than all was the financial 
aspect of the problem, the money devoted to 
extending the traffic. Efforts had been 
made to control it, and one method after 
another had been tried, but the cruel self
interest of those involved in the so-called 
" opium ring " had wrecked every effective 
measure. 

For instance, over a year ago it had been 
learned that a quarter of the total revenue 
'of several colonial territorjes in the East 
came from the sale of opium, which had 
become a powerful weapon of imperialism. 
It had been declared by a Health Commission 
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that 786 tons of opium were. sufficient. for 
the medical purposes of the entrre population, 
whereas statistics showed a yearly world 
production of 8,6oo tons. For instance! a 
single French firm had exported 4.349 ktlo
grammes of heroin in 1928, although the 
annual needs of the whole world had been 
estimated at not more than 1,700 kilo
grammes. The significance of these figures 
wac; obvious. 

Miss Doty wished to add a few words 
from her own experience as to the connection 
between drugs and crime. In 1913, as a 
member of the New York State Prison 
Reform Commission, she had been permitted 
to manage the Women's State Prison at 
Auburn for two weeks, while a head matron 
was being secured. Self-government had 
been introduced into the prison, and as a 
result it had been discovered, among other 
things, that there was an enormous amount 
of illegal traffic in narcotic drugs in the 
prison. Not only did women addicts receive 

• drugs but those who were not addicts were 
encouraged to become so. In the men's 
prison at Sing Sing, Mr. Thomas Mott 
Osborne, who had also introduced self
government there, had found the same 
situation disclosed by the convicts. 

Miss Doty was convinced that a large 
·.part of the serious crime of which so much 
was heard in the United States of America 
was fostered by the use of narcotics, and that, 
in a country where the legal use of drugs 
was limited to scientific and medicinal needs 
it was the illegal and underground traffi~ 
which was producing that result. 

In conclusion, it was not as experts that 
the members of the Women's International 
League came to the Conference, or with the 
object of presenting fresh evidence of this 
terrible menace ; they came as women 
wishi.ng. to offer their co-operation, in the 
convtctton that the illegal traffic in drugs 
must be stopped and that both the production 
of raw materials and the manufacture of 
narcotics and all derivatives must be limited 
to scientific and medical needs. 

Public opinion was growing more and more 
impatient at the lack of results and the 
Lea~u~ of Nations s~ffered ~nder the growing 
suspteton that the mternahonally organised 
forces for human welfare were powerless in 
the face of the great and evil strength of 
money. 
~ere there was a will there was a way, 

and d every representative present at the 
~nf~en~ would place human welfare above 
fm~nctal mterests a new chapter might be 
wntten-:-a chapter that would redound to 
the credit, not only of the Opium Committee 
but of the League of Nations as a whole. ' 

. M~~. Beaupin(RepresentativeoftheCatho
lic Umon of Inte~tional Studies) wished, 
on behalf of the Umon which he represented, 
~o thank the ~nference for the opportunity 
Jt had been gtven of expressing its very 
earnest desire that the Conference should 
succeed · dr · . m awmg up an international 
c:on_ven~10n for the quantitative and direct 
11!DJtahon of the manufacture of the various 
kmdl of narcotic drugs. 

The Union sincerely hoped that the Confer
ence would succeed, for it considered it 
necessary for the welfare of humanity that 
the illicit traffic and its evil consequences 
should be brought to an end as soon ·as 
possible. It hoped that the object in view 
wou}d .be achieved ~eca.use it knew that drug 
add1ct1on was growmg m the most terrifying 
proportions in the East and in the West 
and in .all ranks of society notwithstanding 
the pratseworthy ~fforts made to suppress it. 

The results so far obtained were quite 
inadequate, for even the strictest measures 
of control hitherto employed had failed 
t<? ~top smuggling, which was still very 
difftcult to track down. The evil arose 
from the production of far more raw material 
and manufactured narcotic drugs than were 
required for legitimate medical and scientific 
purposes. It was said that it was impossible, 
at any rate at the moment, to deal with 
the production of raw materials. Even if 
that were admitted, it was necessary imme
diately to solve the problem of the manu-

. factured pro~ucts by adopting a scheme 
for the genume and· strict limitation of 
manufacture. He wished, on behalf of the • 
Union, to ask the Conference, with the help 
of the various proposals before it, to draw 
up a scheme which, while making allowances 
for legitimate interests, would make it 
possible to achieve the results which were 
being awaited with some impatience. ·Further 
delay or a plan which still left the door open 
to abuses would prejudice not only the welfare 
of mankind but also the prestige of the League; 
!or the Leag~e wou_ld be accused of impotence 
m a sphere m wh1ch it had the ·means, the 
~uty and the right to take action and, 
lf necessary, to break down opposition. 

' I ' . 

· It must no longer be possible to say that 
economic interests still prevailed over moral 
and social necessities, and that· the public 
authorities who were responsible for the 
general welfare were held up or put to 
flight by the material interests of a few. 

The world was anxious for peace, which 
the League was trying to organise. But it 
was well known that, as had been said in a 
motion adopted, on November 20th, 1930, 
by the representatives of the major inter
national associations interested in the educa
tion of youth in the spirit of peace,· the 
manufacture of and illicit traffic in narcotic 
drugs "created an obstacle to understanding 
and mutual comprehension between certain 
nations owing to the antagonism perpetuated 
on account of certain commercial interests". 

To put it more clearly, certain eastern 
and western nations complained, not without 
reason! that factories belonging to other 
countnes were free to produce and sell 
narcotic drugs solely in order to increase 
their profits indefinitely, to the great detri· 
ment of the public health. 

. On January. 21st, 1931, a Roman catholic 
b1shop, Monseigneur Besson, Bishop of Lau· 
sanne, Geneva and Fribourg, had said at ~ 
popular meeting organised by the Catholi< 
Union of International St,Idies at Genev~ 
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that : "Neither the material advantages 
of a community nor the material gains of 
indiv}duals justify the frittering away of 
phys1cal health or the cheapening of moral 
forces". 

In . speaking thus, Mgr .. Besson was only 
alludmg to the natural moral. principles 
which _were accepted by all honest men, 
and wh1ch Roman catholics w~mld untiringly 
defend. The Conference could be sure that 
these principles would be defended, fiercely 
and uncompromisingly, by the Union. 

For the. Union, ~he question was simple. 
Any industrial and commercial activity which 
profited from the illicit and clandestine 
traffic in narcotic drugs and supplied that 
traffic should be censured. Conscience con
demned it and the profits it earned should be 
considered as acquired unlawfully. As the 
moralists would say, restitution must be made. 

In this connection, the attitude taken by 
the Roman Catholic Church for a. hundred 
years past regarding the cultivation of the 
poppy, the trade in and the use of opium 
m China ,and· throughout the Far East 
and Indian hemp in Africa, was significant. 
These products .were Jorbidden ·to all true 
believers for all purposes .other than medical 
and scientific, under the most severe disci
plinary penalties the Church . could enforce. 
Anyone .who broke this ·strict rule, except 
for legitimate ~easons, was refused the sacra-
ments.; ,· 

The Chinese Catholic Episcopacy had 
given its views very ~!early and decisively 
at the meeting held m • Shanghai in 1924, 
when the. '' canons·" recently published with 
the approval of the Holy See were drawn up. 
The canons dealt first and ·foremost with 
the poppy and opium, but they also applied 
to other similar drugs. In Canon 432 drawn 
up at that meeting it was said : " Although 
the cultivation of the poppy, the trade in 
and use of opium are not in themselves 
unlawful, nevertheless, in view of their 
great abuse; as ·shown by experie_nce, they 
have become unlawful.· They are m general 
prohibited, together with similar drugs ". · 

· The Latin text of the last sentence was as 
follows : " et aliarum ejusdem generis mate

. riarum ". All · dangerous drugs were thus 
· prohibited· in a formula •which, though 

general, was none the less adequate. 
. -On January xoth, I9JI, the Pope, in reply 
to a request by· the Chinese ~ational ~ti
Opium Association, whose f1rst Pres1d~nt 
was a catholic, had sent an encouragmg 
message .· through the Cardinal Secretary 
of State in a letter which had just been 
published. " His Holiness ·~. this document 
stated, " recognises and ~ppreciates. the very 
prai eworthy efforts wh1ch _are beU?-g made 
in China to combat the ev1l of opmm and 
other similar substances,.which are as harm
ful to the welfare of the soul as of the body. 
He prays_ Our Lord to c~own s? meritoriou~ 
and diff1cult a campa1gn . w1th success. 
All the missionaries of the Vatican were 
placed at the service of this campaign, and 
His Holiness had even announced that he h~d 
" given special instructions to th~ Apost<?lic 
delegate in China to see that mstruc~10n 
regarding the innumerable dangers of opmm 

and its by-products is given in the mission 
schools". . 

The " canons " of the Shanghai Council 
were classified under the general heading of : 
" The Fifth Commandment of God "-that 
was the commandment which prohibited 
any attack, except for legitimate defence, 
on the life of one's neighbour or oneself. 
Clearly that commandment was broken by 
anyone who either placed at the disposal 
of another, except for medical reasons, drugs, 
those slow poisons which degraded his 
physical and moral forces, or used such 
drugs himself, unless prescribed medically. 
The respect due to the dignity of man's 
person was thus affirmed. 

From the point of view of morallaw,.such 
was the problem before the Conference, 
and the Union hoped that the result of the 
latter's work would be decisive and that a 
first solution would be found. · · 

The Conference was faced with great 
difficulties. The Catholic Union of Inter
national Studies had been anxious to assure· 
the Conference that all the weight of its 
opinion was available to help it to achieve 
success. If it did not succeed in the work 
of limitation which it had undertaken, the 
Conference would be judged severely. 

The Conference must not only consider 
the powerful few who did not desire limitation) 
who tried to evade it, or whose only concern 
was their own profit. It must look with 
confidence to the Union which was whole
heartedly and energeticaJiy in favour of real 
and sincere limitation. The Union wanted 
the Conference to succeed, and when success 
had been reached it would not be content 
with offering congratulations and thanks. 
It would give its untiring assistance and 
strongest support in putting into force 
the measures adopted. 

The President thanked the represent
atives of the private associations. It was 
not for him to reply by another speech. 
Doubtless he would be expected, however, 
to say a few words before closing this part 
of the meeting. 

The Conference had heard certain repre
sentatives of active associations, which were 
carrying out energetic propaganda inspired 
by the highest ideals. They were militant 
organisations, and the President would 
willingly utilise again Mr. Hobson's formula 
concerning the strategy which led to victory. 
The associations went gladly into battle 
for a good cause. Above all, however, 
the President saw in their leaders the repre
sentatives of public opinion, of the whole 
of public opinion, of the public opinion of all 
countries, which represented more particu
larly those movements '_Vhich ":ere inspi~e~ by 
the various forms of ph1losoph1c and rehg10us 
thought of all _parties, ~ public o_pinion 
sublimated, as 1t were, mto a uruversal 
conscience. 

The members of the Conference represented 
Governments. The .representatives of the 
private associations and the members of 
the Conference had therefore very different 
spheres of action. That need not create 
between them any discrimination, still less 



any division, since experience at Geneva 
had at least taught one lesson-namely, 
that joint action by the Governments was 
only possible, or, at any rate, was only 
successful, when it was upheld, ~up~~ed, 
urged on, he might say, by pubh_c opi!li~m. 
By describing the state of _pubhc opm10n 
and indicating its ardent desire ~or concrete 
results at least, the representatives of !he 
private associations were but en~ourag~g 
the Conference still further, and shmulat~ng 
it, if that were necessary, to do somethmg 
great and decisive. He was sut:e that the 
Conference would respond. 

Mgr. Beaupin had been quite right . in 
saying that the Conference was faced with 
great difficulties, difficulties which were 
shared by the private associations. 

If these difficulties had retarded success 
in international law more than they had 
hampered the noble aspirations and desires 
of the private associations, this was simply 
in the nature of things, and was the necessary 
result of circumstances. It did not mean 
that the zeal of the Conference was less 
ardent than that of the private associations 

· which would certainly not accuse the former 
of being less zealous ; it would be unfair to 
suppose that the eminent persons now assem
bled together as representatives of their 
States were other than a body of men ear
nestly determined to do their utmost to attain 
the greatest and noblest results which were 
actually and definitely within the bounds 
of possibility. 

The Conference would therefore devote 
all its efforts to the task before it, and was 
firmly resolved to succeed. While the Con
ference was carrying out its task, it would 
perhaps be somewhat isolated, by its rules 
of procedure at least, but, at the close of its 
work, it would rejoin the private associations 
which were the main-spring of the action 
taken by the Governments and which con
stituted the means whereby the resolutions 
of the Conference would be realised. 

While it was true that Conventions could 
be concluded without the help and action 
of public opinion, everyone knew that regu
lations, laws and conventions which had not 
the support of public opinion were condemned 
to futility. When the Convention had been 
prepared it would have to be applied, and 
·~ t~t matter the help of the private asso
cJahons would be particularly valuable. 
At that moment the Conference and the 
associations would meet again but the 
Conferen~ already ~o~nted or{ the help 
of the pnvate assoctahons in the future. 

The President added that he had received 
two letters from associations which had 
not ask':d to be heard by the Conference. 

The ftrst letter was from the Foreign 
Policy Association, and read as follows : 

"The Foreign Policy Association, of 18, 
East :41~t Street, New York, is a voluntary 
as&oclahon of .about u,ooo members, 
most of them tn the United States of 
A~eri~a. whose primary obJect is to publish 
ob)~IVe statements of fact underlying 
fore~~ policy, principally in short weekly 
~ullettns and detailed bi-weekly publica
ttO~, the latter being entitled Foreign 
Pohcy Reports. It has an opium research 
' Sooe d<>c:ament C.C.P.44(1). 

committee which arranged for the publi
cation in English on April ISt, 1931, of a 
report entitled • International Limitation 
of Dangerous Drugs'. This document 
has also been translated into French. 
A copy has been placed in the hands of 
each delegation to this Con{erence, and 
additional copies may be obtained now 
at the Club International, 4. rue de Mon
thoux, Geneva, or at any time at the office 
of the Association in New York. The 
document after briefly reviewing the his
tory of the movement for drug limitation, 
analyses in detail the draft convention now 
before this Conference and other plans 
that have been suggested. The authors 
are Mrs. Helen Howell Moorhead, a director 
of the Association, and Secretary of its 
Opium Research Committee, and Mr. John 
D. Farnham, who is connected with the 
Bureau of Social Hygiene of the Rockefeller 
Foundation, and is one of the advisers to 
the United States delegation to this 
Conference. 

" Furthermore, it was through the Fo
reign Policy Association that funds were 
made available for publication by the 
League of Nations of Dr. Otto Anselmino's 
• ABC of Narcotic Drugs '1 • Mrs. Helen 
Howell Moorhead is unfortunately unable 
to be present at Geneva to address the 
Conference ; the foreign policy report on 
international limitation of dangerous drugs 
may, however, be considered as containing 
the material upon which such an address 
would have been based. It is respect
fully suggested that, under the circum
stances, this statement be incorporated 
in the Minutes of the Conference as a 
matter of record for those students of the 
opium problem who may wish to have a 
reference to the Foreign Policy Report 
on the subject." 

The second letter, which was from the 
Anti-Opium Information Bureau, read as 
·follows : . 

"I have the honour to acknowledge 
receipt of your letter of May 29th, acknow
ledging receipt of my letter No. 1633 of 
May 25th, 1931, in which I enquired whether 
special facilities would be granted to 
representatives of private organisations 
occupying themselves exclusively with the 
problem of narcotics. 

" In your letter under reply you were 
so good as to inform me that, following 
upon a decision of the Conference, repre· 
sentatives of private organisations will 
be granted· certain privileges, amongst 
which figures that of being supplied with 
all non-confidential documents at the sanre 
time as delegates. 

" I shall be deeply grateful if you will 
convey to the Conference my sincere 
appreciation for the facilities granted. 

" With reference to the decision taken 
by the Conference, whereby-as Director 
of the Anti-Opium Information Bureau-
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~ should be allowed the privilege of address
mg the Conference, I wish to inform you

facture and even the consumption of sub
stances considered as dangerous to health 
and morals.· and, through you, the Conference that 

I s~all not avail myself of this pri~ilege, 
w~~ch ~ very much appreciate. 

Whilst I have never, in the past, 
ref_u~ed to answer-to the best of my 
ab1~ty-any question dealing with the 
Opmm problem, whether it emanated 
from official sources, from the Press or 
from private persons interested iii the 
subject with which this Conference is 
called up_on to deal, and whilst, in the 
future, I mtend to pursue the same course 
of ~aking kno'Yfi. by word of mouth or by 
wr!tmg, what 1s being done, what is not 
bemg done, and what-in my opinion-

. should be done to solve the problem of 
limitation of manufacture, I do not pro
pose to take up the valuable time of this 
Conference by addressing it. Too much 
time has already been lost since 1912, 
and too much remains to be done to justify 
my taking up the time of the Conference. 

" The Conference knows exactly the 
task with which it is faced. It does not 
need to be re~inded by me that any failure 
to succeed 1n the direct quantitative 
limitation of manufacture of all derivatives 
of opium and of the coca leaf will carry 
with it responsibilities from whicqdelegates 
individually and collectively, cannot escape. 

" (Signed) A. E. BLANCO, 

Director of 
the "Anti-Opium Information Bureau " 

GeneTJa." 

The President observed that the Confer
ence had now heard all the communicatiqns 
from private associations. This part of the 
Conference's discussion was closed. It had 
been said on several occasions that there was 
not a moment to lose, and the President 
therefore asked the Conference to continue 
its work immediately so as to reach a 
satisfactory conclusion as soon as possible. 

23.-· LIMITATION OF THE MANU
FACTURE OF DRUGS : GENERAL 
DISCUSSION (continuation). 

• 

M. Sjostrand (Sweden) said that Sweden, 
being a consuming and not a manufacturing 
country, might be thought to have no vital 
interest in the limitation of the manufacture 
of narcotic drugs ; it might also be supp!>sed 
that public opinion in Sweden had not yet 
become conscious of any immediate danger 
from the abuse of narcotic drugs. Any such 
view would, however, be neither true nor just. 

Stimulated by the efforts of the League, 
the knowledge of a danger that was common 
to all civilised peoples had made increasing 
headway in Sweden. Even if cases of abuse 
were very few, they were nevertheless attract
ing attention, and post-war history had 
brought them into greater prominence. . In 
another field of humanitarian effort, the 
fight against alcohol, Sweden had a long 
experience of legislative action which had been 
crowned with remarkable success. That 
experience had made the Swedish people 
familiar with the idea of limiting the manu-

1 See Annex 7· 

With regard to the draft l:onventio'n 
submitted to the Conference by the Advisory 
Committeel, a scheme of limitation, if uni
versally applied and supplemented by various 
measures of control, would, he' thought, 

· have a great chance of success. Tlie sources 
of supply were limited in number and hence 
it ought not to be impossible to trace the 
illicit · traffic to those sources. To attain 
this end, the scheme should not be unneces
sarily complicated, nor should it impose too 
heavy a burden on countries which gave an 
honest statement of their legitimate needs. 
In that connection, M. Sjostrand would 
probably have occasion to make certain 
remarks later in the discussion. 

A consuming country like Sweden must 
have the assurance that its legitimate needs · 
could be covered and that it would be in a 
position to meet certain unforeseen contin
gencies, such as epidemics. To a certain 
extent this was provided for in the draft 
Convention. 

One point, however, the question of prices, 
to which the Swedish delegation attached 
particular importance, was left entirely open 
in the draft. A satisfactory solution of this 
somewhat thorny question would be watched 
by the Swedish Government with the greatest 
interest. Certain other points would be 
raised by the Swedish delegation during the 
course of the discussion. 

M. SjOstrand wished to reserve his attitude 
as regarded the Crane plan in its present form •, 
and other proposals. 

Hassan Bey (Turkey) wished, first of all, 
briefly to sum up his country's situation 
with regard to the problem before the 
Conference, and then to explain his Govern
ment's attitude. 

Turkey, which was, above all, a producer 
of raw opium, was now also a manufacturing 
and exporting country; it was a consuming 
country as well, because, like certain other 
countries, it had found it necessary to import, 
for its medical and scientific requirements, 
narcotic drugs derived from substances other 
than opium, such as cocaine and its salts.· 

The Conference was aware that for many 
years Turkey alone had supplied opium for 
almost the whole of the world market. 
The provinces which, owing to their climatic 
conditions and the nature of the soil, were 
particularly suitable for the cultivation of 
the papaTJer somniferum, had remained within 
the· territory of the Republic after the break
up of the Ottoman Empire. The cultivation 
of the poppy had therefore continued on the 
same scale. At the present time it was still 
the chief product of ten vilayets, and 
provided a very large section of the agrarian 
population with the means of existence. 
Owing to this special situation, the production 
of raw opium was of the greatest economic 
importance to Turkey, whereas, for a great 

• See document C:2sr.M.11.f.1931.XI. 
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Other Countries, it was of secondary many . 'bl 
importance, or even negbgt e. • 

_ The diffi_~:ult situation resulting from ~he 
world economic crisis, the effects of wh_Ich 
were so muked in the agricultural countnes, 
had already been made very I?luch worse 
owin to stagnation in the raw: opium market, 
whicg Wll~ due to the uncertamty c!e~te<l: by 
the contemplated measures for hrmtabon. 
Failure to sell their crops had plac~d thou~a_nds 
of Turkish growers in an impossible position. 
While. the stocks for the past year had not 
yet been exhausted, the next harvest would 
shortly throw new stocks upon the market, 
and the prospect of disposing of them was 
not at all good. 

The Turkish Government _was theref?re 
in the painful situatio~ _of be~ng faced Wl~h 
a very serious local cns1s wh1ch would still 
further aggravate the consequences of the 
world crisis from which Turkey was already 
suffering so severely. Though it recognised 
the very great humanitarian importance of 
the measures the Conference was expected 
to take to stamp out the illicit . traffic in 
narcotic drugs, it was bound to fmd a way 
out of its own difficulty. 

The competent League organs, after long 
and successful study, had reached the co~
clusion that the measures of control la1d 
down in the existing international conventions 
were inadequate, and that direct limitation 
of manufacture was the most appropriate 
way of filling in t~e gaps in ~hose convent~ons. 
Starting from this conclusiOn, the' AdVIsory 
Committee had drawn up the draft Conven
tion as a basis for the discussions of the 
present Conference. 

The Turkish delegation highly appreciated 
the Committee's qualifications, and expressed 
its sympathy with the principles on which· 
the draft was based. It felt bound, however, 
to draw the Conference's attention to the 
practical difficulties which prevented an 
agricultural country-for many years the 
sole producer of sufficient raw material 
to satisfy world requirements for the manu
facture of all opium derivatives-from accept
ing the method of direct limitation of manu
facture, unless at any rate its interests were 
safeguarded by some modification of that 
method. 

The interests of the manufacturing coun
tries and of the countries which produced 
the raw material could perhaps be reconciled 
if the producing countries were authorised 
by a convention to dispose of their produce 
on the basis of their present output, in the 
same way as it was proposed to grant a 
conventional right to the manufacturing 
countries by means of the quota system. 
In this connection it should perhaps be 
pointed out that any country, whether a 
producer of raw material or no, could be a 
manufacturing country, whereas only coun
tries where the soil, climatic conditions and 
economic system were suitable for the culti
Yation of the poppy could become producers. 
The conclusion m1ght be that the recognition 
by Treaty of a right possessed by the produc-

• See AaDeS 7. 

ing countries was based on a situation 
inherent in natural causes and should not be 
regarded as a privilege conferred on them. 
Moreover the scope of limitation would be 
extended'so as to cover raw material, which 
would make it doubly effective. The correct
ive recommended by the Turkish delegate 
would establish equilibrium between the 
intere'its of the producing and the manu
facturingcountries, and would, most p~obably, 
lighten the task of the Conference. 

On the other hand, the Turkish delegation, 
as representing a. ma!lufacturing :'-nd exp?rt
ing country, mamtamed the pomt of v1ew 
it · had put· forward at the Preparatory 
Conference in London, and believed that, 
if the quota system _were inevi~able, Turkey 
was entitled to cla1m an eqmtable manu
facturing quota. In fixing the percentage, 
account should be taken of the raw material 
produced in Turkey. 

In submitting the preceding solutions for 
consideration by the Conference, Hassan Bey 
stated that in the Turkish Government's 
opinion, th; most effective means of settling · 
the question of limitation completely and 
once for all would be to set up one factory 
which, under the management and immediate 
control of the League organs, would be 
the sole centre for the manufacture of crude 
morphine and crude cocaine. T~e factory 
would obtain its raw material direct from 
the· producing countr~es, in proportion to 
their present production, wh1ch would be 
taken as a basis for calculation. It would 
supply raw material for conversion purposes 
to the narcotic drug factories of the manu
facturing and exporting countries within the 
limits of the quotas assigned to each country. 
In his view, this system had the two-f?ld 
advantage of providing a most effective 
control and regulating the prices of raw 
materials and manufactured products. The 
Turkish Government would be prepared 
to find its share of the capital for setting up 
such a central factory, if this modified system 
met with the ·approval of the Conference. 

The Turkish delegation, prompted by a 
spirit of inter~ati?nal co-oper~tion a':ld by the 
principle of JUstice and eqmty wh1ch must 
underly all decisions if the Conferen~e 'Yas 
to succeed in the eminently humamtartan 
cause before it, hoped that the meeting would 
consider sympathetically the foregoing sug
gestions and their consequences. He would 
add very respectfully, that the Turkish 
Go~ernment greatly regretted its inability 
to accept the quota system of. limitation 
recommended in the draft Convention 1, unless 
its legitimate interests were. protected, and 
it would unfortunately be unable to renounce 
its right freely to convert its raw materials 
into manufactured products for the strictly 
legal and legitimate consumption of the 
consuming countries. 

The Turkish delegation also felt bound to 
point out that Turkey was as anxious as 
any other country that the humanitarian 
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cll:use for which the Conference stood should 
tn~mp~. Turkey claimed the honour of 
bemg: m the forefront of the fight. The 
Turki~h Government which was at present 
applYJ.!lg. all the_ measures of control laid 
down m mternation!'-1 ?onventions was quite 
prep~ed to a~ply m 1ts own territory any 
provlSlons. wh1ch the Conference decided 
wert; !l~v1sabl~ and necessary to suppress 
the 1ll1c1t traff1c . .- The Turkish Government 
~elt ~hat the desrre for gain, which was an 
mev1table factor in any private undertaking 
was . one of the causes of the clandestin~ 
traff1c, and had therefore decided to set up a 
State monop?lY for the manufacture and 
sale_ ~f narcotic drugs as a measure of control 
!1-dditional to those arising out of international 
mstruments. 

Although the ~aft Convention before the 
Conference contamed no provision to that 
effect, several delegations had said during 
the ~eneral discussion that the supply of 
codeme. should also ~e limited. The Turkish 
delegation h~d been mstructed by its Govern
ment to pomt out that, in itself, codeine 
was _a harmless drug, and that its use for 
medical purposes was very widespread. It 
would be very difficult, and sometimes 
impossible, to ~stimate a country's require
!Dents of codeme. Hassan Bey considered 
madequate the argument that the limitation 

· of this substance was to be recommended 
on the ground of its convertibility into a 
harmful one .. He sav.: no r~ason for subjecting 
a pharmaceutical art1cle, mnocuous in itself 
to limitation because it could be converted 
into a dangerous drug, when the raw mate
rials used directly for the manufacture of 
such drugs were not subject to limitation. 
From the economic point of view, it would be 
more advantageous for those concerned to 
use the raw material rather than codeine. 
At the same time, the Turkish delegation 
thought the manufacture of and trade in 
~odeine should be subject to strict control 
m the same· way as raw opium, since it 
presented the same danger. Codeine was 
subject to such control in Turkey. For these 
~ea.l!ons •. ~he Turkish Government regretted 
1ts mability to accept the proposals relating 
to the limitation of codeine. 

Hassan Bey wished to call attention to 
one point in the draft Convention. The idea 
of the direct limitation of manufacture 
had undoubtedly arisen because of the insuf
ficiency of the measures of control prescribed 
in the 1912 and 1925 Conventions. It must 
also be admitted that the main reason for the 
illicit . traffic was the existence of drug 
addiction and that the limitation of narcotic 
drugs could not be considered as a remedy 
of the evil itself. As long as drug addiction 
existed, the most ingenious subterfuges would 
be used to obtain the drugs, particularly 
as the resources of chemical combinations 
were inexhaustible. 

Since the chief aim of the Conference was 
to redeem . humanity from the evil of drug 
addiction, its activity should not be confined 
to the inv~stigation of methods for limiting 
the supply of drugs ; an attack should, also 

• See pags 21 to 23· 

be_ made on the evil itself.· Future gener
ations must not be contaminated, and there
fore special provisions with a view to a direct 
campaign against drug addic,ion and the 
treatment of the unfortun~te'sufferers sh~uld 
be e~bodied in the futurer Convention. 
In th1s connection, the Turkish delegation 
'!elcomed most sympathetically~; the, Argen-
tme delegate's suggestionst. •• .. . 

• •• 
The Turkish delegate reserved his right to 

explain during the discussion his delegation's 
views on the various articles of the Conven
tion. He asked the President to refer to 
the Business Committee the various sugges
tions he had put before the Conference. 

M. Baranyai (Hungary) pointed out that 
on several occasions Hungary had explained 
its point of view on the question under 
consideration, in particular during the last 
two sessions of the Fifth Committee of the 
Assembly. It had also done so in communi
cations addressed to the League Council and 
~he Secr.etary-General. On one occasion, 
1t had done so before the Advisory Opium 
Committee, to which it had been invited to 
send a representative. The Hungarian dele
gation desired, however, to repeat that 
Hungary was fully aware of what was required 
of it, and would examine the draft Convention 
very carefully. 

The Hungarian delegation realised that 
the Conference was of the greatest importance 
both from .the humanitarian aspect and the 
moral, social and health aspects, and would 
do everything in its power to make the 
Conference a success. The Hungarian Govern
ment would in the future, as it had always 
done in the past, omit no step that should be 
:taken to check the abuse of drugs and the 
illicit traffic, which were a disgrace to civi
lisation and to the present century. 

The Hungarian Government's endeavour 
to co-operate with the League and with other 
States had not been confined to words ; 
it had also acted, and the best proof that its 
action had been effective was that the abuse 
of. drugs in Hungary had'·been reduced to a 
minimum and that there were hardly any 
cases of illicit traffic, although Hungary 
produced raw materials and manufactured, 
exported and consumed~drugs. It was just 
because the Hungarian Government was very 
active in this sphere that it desired to avoid 
all unnecessary measures that overshot the 
mark and would possibly. defeat the object 
in view. · 

The 1925 Convention,- which contained a 
list of drugs, in which traffic was prohibited, 
did not make sufficient· allowance for the 
discovery of new substances. These came 
under the Convention only after lengthy 
and complicated procedure. In this con-
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t"on the Hungarian delegation accepted 
M~ May's proposal' that all the prod~cts of 
the poppy should, ipso facto, be subJect to 

·control. 

• 
The Hungarian delegation suggested tb~t a 

list· should J>e drawn up of products whtc~. 
though · cantaining harmful substances, did 
not lead to drug addiction. Once tha~ had 
been done, the League Health Commtttee, 
acting on the proposal of any Government, 
would consider whether the new drug~ should 
be placed within the category of habtt-form
ing drugs. The H~mgarian delegation w~s 
of opinion that thts procedure would still 
further prevent abuse without needlessly 
hampering production and t~e .use of drugs 
which did not lead to addiction, such as 
codeine, apomorphine, papaverine, e~hyl
morphine, narcotine, etc. M. Baranyat re
peated that, under this system, a~use would 
be avoided and doctors and hospttals would 
not be handicapped in their work. 

With regard to the draft Convent~on 1, t~e 
Hungarian Government accep!ed 1ts mam 
lines, but bad several reservations to make 
on points of detail. 

The President declared the general dis
cussion closed. 

24.-ADOPTION OF THE ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE'S DRAFT CONVEN.; 
TION AS A BASIS OF DISCUSSION 

The President said that, as regards the 
detailed discussion, the Business Committee 
unanimously proposed the following proce
dure. The Advisory Committee's draft would 
be taken as a basis : this would not in any 
way prejudice the final decisions. The sug
gestions already brought forward would take 
the form of amendments to the text and 
should be drafted as such by their movers. 
The Bureau would, if necessary, indicate to 
what articles those amendments related. 

Further, a certain number of committee-; 
would have to be appointed in addition. 
to those already set up-the Credentials 
Committee, the Business Committee and the 
Legal Committee. The latter's functions 
would be extended, and it would be called 
the Legal and Drafting Committee. A 
Technical Committee would be set up to 
consider whether particular drugs should be 
included in the list of prohibited drugs. 
Finally, a Limitation Committee would. be 
constituted to study the problems relatmg 
to limitation itself. 

The Bureau and the Business Committee 
desired that as many members as possible 
should serve on these Committees. The 
Business Committee would make proposals 
in this connection at the next meeting of the 
Conference. 

The plenary Conference would retain full 
powers over its own agenda. Questions 
would only be referred to the Committees 
after a formal decision by the Conference 
itself. 

These proposals were adopted. 

NINTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Wednesday, June 3rd, 1931, at 10.30 a.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKtRE. 

25.-EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION FOR LIMITING THE 
MANUFACTURE AND REGULA
TING THE DISTRIBUTION OF 
NARCOTIC DRUGS. 

The President stated that, in accordance 
with the previous day's decisions, the Con
ference would examine, article by article, 
the cf:aft Convention submitted by the 
Council and prepared by the Advisory 
Committee•. 

The only texts which could be considered 
were those of the draft itself and the amend
ments submitted in writing to the Bureau 
and distributed to the Conference. 

He proposed that the preamble should be 
discuHed first. 

' See AIIMS 1(1>}, Appendix. 

PREAMBLE. 

M. Bo~omoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) thought it would be much better 
to postpone the discussion of the preamble 
until the text of the Convention had been 
examined. The preamble gave in fact the 
impression that certain provisions of the 
Convention had already been adopted, which, 
of course, was not the case. He believed 
that the procedure he suggested was often 
followed at international conferences. 

M. Perez (Argentine) did not. think it 
necessary to postpone the discussion on the 
preamble, which was quite straightforward. 
He would, however, like to propose that the 
last part of the preamble should ~ead, " and 

1 See Annex 7. 
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regulating and strictly controlling their dis
tribution". coming Conference at Bangkok. There was 

reason to fear that those remarks would 
give the impression that, if the question 
of raw materials were not discussed at the 
present Conference, it might be because 
~here would be an opportunity 01. discussing 
1t at Bangkok. That, however, was not 
the case. M. Bogomoloff had lea.rned that 
the Bangkok Conference would be confined 
to the problem of opium-smokiJ:lg in certain 
Far-Eastern territories, and that the question 
of raw materials in connection with the 
production or manufacture of drugs would 
not be raised. Even supposing that issue 
were considered at Bangkok, that would 
hardly be the right way of dealing with 
the problem, since it would be quite illogical 
to try and limit the production of manu
factured drugs before striking at the root of 
the evil-the production of raw materials. 

The President asked the Argentine dele
gate to hand in his amendment in writing 
for examination by the Bureau .. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) saw no 
objection to the Soviet proposal. In the 
ca~e of a book, the preface was invariably 
wr1tten last. The Argentine amendment 
together with the preamble, could therefor~ 

~ be discussed after the articles of the draft 
Convention. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
supported M. Bogomoloff's proposal. 

M. Perez (Argentine) did not insist upon 
an immediate discussion. 

The Conf~rence agreed to discuss the preamble 
after the articles of the draft Convention. 

ARTICLE I. 

The ·President stated that the Soviet 
delegation had submitted a proposal which 
referred to Article I, paragraph 2. 

He added that several other amendments 
had just been handed in-in particular, 
one from the delegation of Panama relating 
to Article I, paragraph 2. He once more 
urged the extreme importance of submitting 
amendments in good time, in order to avoid 
delaying the discussion. 

He asked the Soviet delegate to speak 
on his amendment. 

M. Bo~omoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) submitted the following text 
with which he proposed to begin the Con
vention : 

... Article I.-This Convention shall apply 
to all kinds of raw materials (opium, coca 
leaves, Indian hemp) which can be used 
either in raw or prepared form as habit
forming drugs, as well as to all kinds of 
narcotic drugs which can be manufactured 
thereof, and to all their derivatives." 

He recalled that, · during the general 
discussion, he had already expressed his 
delegation's opinion that the limitation of 
the· production of raw materials-opium, 
coca leaves and Indian hemp-would provide 
the only sure guarantee for a real limitation 
of the manufacture of narcotic drugs. At 
the sixth meeting, M. de Vasconcellos had 
made. the very· important point that the 
over-production of manufactured drugs was 
bound inevitably to result in illicit traffic. 
M. Bogomoloff thought there were reasons for 
applying that argument to raw materials 
also. It was quite clear that, if there was a 
surplus of raw materials, there would always 
be an incentive to illicit manufacture and, 
consequently, to illicit traffic. · 

M. de Vasconcellos had also made certain 
interesting remarks regarding the forth-

The Soviet delegation therefore considered 
that the Conference could not achieve satis
factory results unless it took action to limit 
the production of the raw materials from. 
which any dangerous drug might be manu
factured. It would be seen that the Soviet 
proposal made it quite clear that the Con
vention must apply to all kinds of narcotic 
drugs which might be produced from the 
raw materials and to all their derivatives. 

·As he had already explained, there was a 
great danger that new narcotic drugs might 
be produced under a new name, thereby 
evading the Convention, with the result 
that the .evil would be as great as ever, 
or perhaps even greater. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) regretted 
that he was not able to support the Soviet 
proposal, which raised a constitutional diffi
culty. The powers conferred upon the dele
gations by their Governments were circum
scribed by the terms of the Assembly 
resolution of September I929, and by the 
later addition made by the Council. Indeed, 
they might be considered as based on the 
Assembly resolution only, because, when the 
Council added " other derivatives ", it was 
already understood that the Conference was 
empowered to consider the limitation of 
other derivatives. The question was thus . 
settled and there were no grounds for re
opening it. 

· The limitation of raw materials could not 
be discussed, as the powers of delegates did 
not admit of it. .Another Conference might 
perhaps prepare a Convention on. the limit
ation of the production of raw materials; 
this was a very necessary move, but was 
not within the competence of the present 
Conference. 

As regarded the Bangkok Conference, he 
had stated that it was not a world Conference, 
but a meeting of the representatives of 
countries producing opium for smoking. 
It would therefore deal with various questions, 
among them some of those to which the 
Soviet delegate had referred. • 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) considered that the 
Chairman of the Advisory Committee had 



given the right reply to the Soviet delegate. 
Indeed, the President could not but settle 
the question· in the same manner. The 
Conference had been assigned a definite 
task and had no power to extend it. 

M. Cavazzoni ~ould not, however, c~mfine 
himself to this purely formal rel?ly Without 
adding a friendly word to the SoVIet delegate 
and to the other members of the Conference, 
who were ln all good faith making what 
seemed to be a very natural request
namely, that production should be limited 
before manufacture. Any such attempt 
might be playing into the hands of the 
enemies of limitation who, though not 
actually present, were undoubtedly not far 
off, ready to strain every nerve to prevent 
the Conference from achieving concrete results. 

M. Cavazzoni therefore strongly urged 
his colleagues to keep within the limits set 
by the League and to restrict the discussion 
to the question of the limitation of manu
facture. He hoped that the great majority, 
at any rate, of the members were in favour 
of the limitation of production, but the 
question was outside the terms of reference 
of the Conference. 

He repeated that he seconded what M. de 
Vasconcellos had said. Being strongly in 
favour of limitation, he had been anxious 
to say a word to the delegations who had 
wished the Conference to cover a wider field. 

The President, replying to M. Cavazzoni, 
said that he had refrained from expressing 
an opinion earlier. not because he was 
shirking his responsibilities,• but because 
the situation was very complicated and 
perplexing. 

The question was, in substance, whether a 
particular amendment was admissible or not. 
According to the more usual procedure, all 
amendments covered by the title of the 
Conference were considered admissible. This 
proved the importance of the title and 
showed why this subject had been discussed 
at such length with the Argentine delegation. 

Did the Soviet amendment aim at limiting 
the ~nufacture of narcotic drugs ? The 
question depended entirely on the definition 
of these drugs which might be adopted. 
Hence, he believed that it would be better 
to discuss the Soviet proposal when the 
Conference came to consider Article I 
paragraph 2, which defined narcotic drugs: 
1'h:e Conferenc~ had not yet reached that 
pomt and, until the matter was settled it 
was quite in order to consider the raw m~te
rials themselves as narcotic drugs ; they 
were often used as such. 

Other reasons also prevented the President 
!rom ~ul!ng that this Soviet proposal was 
tnadmiSStble. Although in Parliament all 
~mendm~nts coming under the definition 
tn the btle of a Bill were admissible the 
present Conference could usefully <llicuss 
onlJ' proposals covered by the delegates' 
fu powers. Thus, it would be more to the 

point if the delegates were to state their full 
powers for the President's benefit than for 
him to indicate what subjects could or could 
not be discussed. The delegates had a right 
to discuss any subject provided .that they 
produced the necessary full powers. From 
this point of view, however •. the .. Soviet 
proposal was, he thought, outstde the scope' 
of the full powers of most delegations. 

The Council of the 'League had convened 
the present Conference and had defined 
very carefully the subjects with which it was 
to deal. It had first stated that the question 
to be discussed was that of the limitation 
of the manufacture of narcotic drugs as 
mentioned in Article 4. paragraphs (b), 
(c) and (g) of the Geneva Convention. 
As one of the resolutions adopted by the 
eleventh Assembly had given ground -for 
assuming that other specific narcotic drugs 
might be limited, and as it had also been 
proposed to limit all narcotic drugs derived . 
from the poppy or the coca leaf, the League 
Council had forewarned the Governments 
that the discussion might be somewhat 
wider than had at first been intended. Since 
the term " somewhat wider " was rather 
vague, on the proposal of · the'• Spanish 
representative, M. Quinones de Le6n, the 
following words were added to the letter 
inviting the Powers to the Conference : 

" . • • and to discuss the limitation 
of all derivatives of opium and the coca 
leaf, as well as the control of the quantity 
limited by the future Convention. •• 

The President considered that the States 
had undoubtedly accorded their delegates 
full powers under these conditions. Though 
he might not be able to rule the amendment 
out of order, because it was not for him to 
judge of the delegates' full powers, the 
Conference, nevert~eless, had complete con
trol of its own agenda. He believed it was 
within his office to state that the Conference 
would probably be meeting the wishes of 
the convening authority and remain within 
its powers by stating that the question was 
outside its competence. 

M. Bourgois (France) observed that all 
the members of the Conference advocated 
the direct limitation of manufacture. He 
was very sanguine in this respect and con
vinced that success would be achieved. He 
believed that all delegations were also in 
favour of the principle of limiting cultivation. 
Here, however, a practical difficulty arose 
and he, at any rate, would hesitate to ask 
for the insertion in a Convention of provi
sions requiring, from the Governments of 
countries producing the raw materials, defi
nite undertakings as to the limitation of 
cultivation. Such action would · make it 
impossible for those Governments · to ·sign 
the Convention, for well-known reasons upon 
which it was unnecessary to dwell· at· any 
length. · 

The poppy was grown over vast area'l
mucb larger than Europe-where there was 
no land register. Years must elapse before 
the completion of a survey on the basis of 
which the Gover~ments concerned . could 
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organise .the control necessitated by such 
undertakmgs. The same applied to Indian 
hemp: whic~ was grown over an enormous 
area m India and Central Africa. In these 
conditions, how could the Governments 
in question be expected to enter into commit
ments which it was manifestly impossible 

• for th'm · to fulfil ? Coca leaves too were 
. i~ t~e same position, since they gr~w in 
_ v1rgm fores~s .. Was the Conference going 
· to tackle vrrgm forests ? 

Like all his colleagues, M. Bourgois was in 
fav~ur, in principle, of a form of limitation 
wh1ch would provide so simple a solution. 
Some of the countries where the raw materials 
were cultivated and where such limitation 
was possible might consider the possibility of 
undertaking some such obligation. He per
sonally would not ask for the inclusion of 
any such provision in the Convention ; 
but, as France, however, was not a cultivating 
country, he would leave the decision to the 
countries that were. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
concurred in the President's view. His own 
powers did not extend to the questions raised 
by the Soviet delegate. He thought, like 
M. Cavazzoni, that it would be very dan

. gerous to attempt to introduce into -the dis
cussions of the Conference matters outside 
its scope, and he agreed with M. Bourgois as 
to the practical difficulties that would arise. 
But all who were partisans of the limitation 
of the manufacture of drugs must also be 
partisans of any practical scheme for the 
limitation of the production of raw material. 

The · two most important classes of raw 
material were raw opium and the coca leaf. 
He did not know what powers the repre
sentatives of the countries which produced 
raw opium or the coca leaf had received 
from their Governments, and whether there 
was any real prospect of their coming to an 
agreement among themselves in the direction 
of limitation of production, but he would 
suggest that, if their powers did extend to 
that subject, and if there were any prospect 
at all of an agreement among them on the 
above question, they should discuss . the 
matter among themselves outside the Confer
ence. The Conference would welcome any 
rapprochement, understanding or agreement 
between producing countries which could 
bring ·about the limitation of the production 
of the raw material to the amounts necessary 
for purposes recognised by the Hague and 
Geneva Conventions. 

He saw a further difficulty in the way of the 
subject being discussed at the present Confer
ence, in that one important country which 
produced the coca leaf and one or two minor 
countries which produced raw opium were 
not represented, while, i~ t~e case of has~sh, 
the difficulty was multiplied several times. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
was of opinion that the exact effect of th:e 
Soviet amendment could not be gauged until 
the question of definitio~s had. been settled. 
His delegation was entirely m sympathy 
with the idea of the eventual limitation of 

raw materials, and Mr. Caldwell hoped that 
this would be accomplished. He would not, 
however, suggest that it was within the 
competence of the Conference to propose it. 

The Conference might, on the other hand, 
find it possible to consider the limitation 
of the supplies of raw materials used by the 
factories for manufacturing derivatives, be
cause, as a practical measure, imports of 
raw materials ought certainly to be limited, 
unless anyone had an equally good or better 
method to suggest for limiting output. 
Mr. Caldwell hoped to propose an amendment 
to that effect later on. 

M. Perez (Argentine) had been considering 
whether the Soviet amendment did or did 
not fall within the mandate of the Conference ; 
personally, he thought that it did. He had 
also considered whether it was dangerous 
to discuss such a proposal, but had come to 
the conclusion that it was not. 

He had come to the Conference unallied 
to any of the camps which had formed around 
this limitation question. He was in favour 
of limitation, but considered that the solution 
of the problem of the campaign against drug 
addiction did not entirely depend upon it. 
The title of the draft Convention referred 
to " limiting manv.facture ". Such limitation 
could be obtained either by indirect or by 
dire<:t means. He was a partisan of both. 
In his view, the point raised by the Soviet 
delegate was exactly that covered by Article 5 
of the draft which he had submitted at the 
second meeting and which ran as follows: 

' ' 

"No person may engage in the cultiva
tion of the plants specified in Article I with
out obtaining an: authorisation delivered 
by the National Central Office. The 
fundamental condition of this authorisation 
shall be that the sale of the output may 
only be effected. through the Office. · 

' ' 

" The Office may limit the cultivation 
of these plants to the needs estimated by 
the Permanent Board on the basis of 
requirements arising out of the exclusive 
therapeutic or scientific use of the narcotic 
substances specified in Article I of this 

· Convention." 

He would therefore ask the Soviet delegate 
to withdraw his proposal for the time being 
and to submit it again when the Conference 
came to deal with questions regarding control. 

• 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico) said it 
was impossible to deny that the limitation 
of production of raw material could have a 
very direct effect on the limitation of manu
facture. He thought, however, that, if the 
Conference were to go back as far as the 
causes of over-production, the time at its 
disposal _would be insufficient, especially 



in view of the numerous interes~s involved 
in the question of the production of raw 
materials. 

Furthermore, he thought the. question _of 
the limitation of production did not ~tse 
from the text presented by the re~resentatlve 
of the Soviet Government, whtch merely 
stated : 

" This Convention shall apply to all 
kinds of raw materials (opium, coca 
leaves, Indian hemp) which can be us~d 
either in raw or prepared form as. habit
forming drugs, as. well as to all kmds of 
narcotic drugs whtch can be manufactured 
thereof, and to all their derivatives." 

. The Argentine delegate had . stated that 
he did not see any danger i~ a discussion of 
the question of the production of raw mate
rials. There was no danger, except as far as 
time was concerned. M. de Alva thought, 
however that the question could be easily 
solved by a recommend~tion to the eff?ct 
that some other organisatlo~ should deal With 
the limitation of raw matenals. 

As far as Mexico was concerned, the 
production problem did not arise, because 
Article 202 of the Health Code strictly 
forbade the cultivation of Cannabis indica 
and pavot, and the climatic conditions mad: it 
impossible to produce the coca leaf. Mextco 
would therefore have no objection to signing 
any agreement with a view to the limitation 
of production of raw materials. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) strongly 
sympathised with the Soviet proposal, but 
thought it did not come within the scope of 
the present Conference. Moreover, he did 
not think that the proposal could be recon
sidered in connection with the question of 
control. The problem of the limitation of 
production of raw material was a subject 
apart, which, given the present competence 
of the Conference, could in no case be dis
cussed by it. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) said that, 
from his point of view, the question was 
perfectly straightforward. It did not con
cern the advantages or disadvantages of the 
limitation of production of raw materials, 
but was purely legal in character. The 
Conference could not deal with the limitation 
of raw materials; it was not empowered 
to do so, and it was a waste of time to discuss 
a problem which the Conference was not 
legally competent to solve. He thought that 
the Legal Adviser of the Secretariat would 
agree, and suggested that the Conference 
might hear his views. 

M. Perez (Argentine) stated that the 
qu~tion was of great importance to the 
Argentine Republic, which tmported 4SS.ooo 
kilogrammes of coca leaves annually. It 
was thus particularly concerned in the 
question of limiting production. 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) considered t~at 
the Soviet amendment raised a vital pomt, 
and showed that the Hague Conference of 
I9II-I2 had done rightly in putting opium 
and derivatives together. In the ~3:t~er of 
drug addiction, there was no posstbtlity of 
dividing the two, and that divisiont had 
perhaps accounted for the wide div.~rgency. 
of opinion at the Geneva Conference. m 1925. · 
It would have been far better, especially 
for the nations suffering from addiction, 
if the Geneva Convention had been drawn up 
as a continuation of the Hague Convention. 

The Chinese delegate, however, had strict 
instructions to deal with the limitation of 
the manufacture of narcotic drugs, . and, 
much as they sympathised with and approved 
the Soviet amendment, it was not within 
their powers to support it. 

. At the same time, he shared Mr. Caldwell's 
opinion that, although the Conference could 
not, in principle, agree to survey the whole 
subject of raw materials, it should not forget 
those used. for the manufacture of narcotic 
drugs. 

. 
Dr. Paranjpye (India) agreed with the 

delegations which had raised a point of order 
as to the competence of the Conference to 
discuss the question of raw materials. · His 
instructions from his Government referred 
solely to the draft Convention which had been 
distributed, and he was therefore not in a 
position to express any opinion on the wider 
question raised by the Soviet delegation. 

Moreover, it must be remembered that the 
raw materials were not produced simply with 
a view to the manufacture of narcotics, 
but were used in several countries for smoking 
or eating opium or for the chewing of coca 
leaves. Consequently, if the production of 
raw materials was to be considered at the 
Conference, all those aspects of the problem 
would have to be dealt with. Another 
Conference was to meet very shortly to 
consider the question of opium-smoking, 
and he believed that the Advisory Committee 
had been asked to consider whether any steps 
could be taken for the limitation of the pro
duction of raw materials. The consideration 
of one question at a time was by far the most 
useful method of procedure in dealing with 
the vast and complicated problem of opium 
and narcotic drugs. 

In India, the production, sale and distri
bution of raw materials were strictly controlled 
by the Government, and Dr. Paranjpye did 
not think that his country could be charged 
with any infraction of its commitments 
under the various Conventions. 

So far as India was concerned, there would 
be no difficulty in considering the problem 
of production, but the Conference would be 
going beyond its mandate if it took up the 
wide question proposed by the Soviet dele
gation. He therefore felt bound to oppose 
the Soviet amendment. . . 
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M. van Wettum (Netherlands) thought it 
was clear f~om the note which had been sent 
to the var1ous Governments convening the 
present Conference that the latter was not 
able to discuss the question of the limitation 
of the production of raw materials. The 
Netherl~nd~ delegation had no instructions 
.on ·tbat pomt. . 

· ·With. regard to the British delegation's 
suggestion that the question of the limitation 
of raw materials should be discussed pri
vately, the production of coca leaves was the 
~mly matter that concerned the Netherlands 
m that connection. He thought that his 
Government would be prepared to discuss 
the question at any time when there appeared 
to be a chance of obtaining results · but 
as the Bolivian Government was not ~epre.: 
sented at the Conference, private discussions 
would, in M. van Wettum's opinion, serve 
no purpose. 

M. Bo~omoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Repu~lics) said that his delegation considered 
that !t had been perfectly in order, from a 
constitutional point of view, in raising the 
question under discussion. There were he 
t~o:ugh_t, two sides to the question of' the 
l~m1tahon of the production of raw materials; 
frrst, the production for smoking purposes 
for which more than 6o per cent of all th~ 
opium produced was used in the raw form · 
and, secondly, the production of raw mate: 
rials to be manufactured into narcotic drugs. 
In M. Bogomoloff's opinion, it was impossible 
to make any progress in limiting the manu
facture of drugs unless the quantity of raw 
. materials used for the manufacture of those 
drugs was also limited. This was the reason 
for which the Soviet delegation held that it 
had been constitutionally correct in raising 
the question. 

While he had been glad to hear the Argen
tine delegate's statement, he was not pre
pared to withdraw his proposal, as he 
considered that it must form the basis of . 
the whole Convention. He had, in fact, 
on that account proposed that it should be 
inserted as Article I. At the same time, 
the Soviet delegation was prepared to support 
any proposal on similar lines which might 
be made during the discussion. 

The President pointed out that the only 
question so far considered was whether 
discussion of the Soviet amendment could 
be admitted. He had alrea9y stated that 
the amendment could not, in abstracto, 
be considered inadmissible, but that the 
Conference must decide whether it was 
or was not covered by the full powers of the 
delegates. He would therefore put the follow
ing question to the vote : 

Did the Conference consider that it 
could discuss the amendment submitted 
by the Soviet delegation within the limits 
of its powers ? 

M. Casares (Spain) asked for a vote by 
roll-call. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) considered that the 
question was not whether the delegates' 

full powers permitted the discussion of the 
question of production. The powers he 
had received from his· Government, and no 
doubt those of other delegations, corres
ponded exactly to the subjects mentioned in 
the League's invitation. Delegates had been 
gr.anted their full powers in strict accordance 
Wlth the invitation received. Thus the 
question was not whether the full powers 
of the Conference covered discussion of the 
Soviet amendment, but whether the said 
amendment was in accordance with the 
invitation received. • 

:rhe President, replying to M. Cavazzoni, 
pomted out that two questions arose : What 
were the exact terms of the invitation issued 
b~ the League ? What points did the League 
Wlsh the Conference to discuss ? On that 
matter the President had already given a 
ruling. The Soviet amendment was not 
covered by the terms of the invitation 
This was quite clear from the records of th~ 
Council's last session, to which he had already 
referred. That, however, was not sufficient 
since the. ques~ion. was very intricate, and 
the .way m wh1ch 1t was solved might have 
an 1mportant effect upon later discussions. 
That was why the President was determined 
to be very cautious in anything he might 
say. This did not prove, ipso facto, that 
the Conference could not discuss the Soviet 
amendment. The States might have con
ferred very wide powers on their delegates ; 
one, at any rate, had done so, or else the 
Soviet delegation would not have been able 
to submit the amendment undet discussion . 
The question which the President would 
p~t to x:nembers was w~ether, bearing in 
mmd the1r full powers, wh1ch were, in general, 
subject to the terms of the invitation,. the 
members of the Conference considered them
selves in a position to take part in the dis
cussion of this new subject and extend the 
scope of their work. 

M. Perez (Argentine) had asked' whether 
the question of production had been contem-' 
plated by the Council. He had not received 
an affirmative reply. He did not wish to 
hold up the proceedings, but at the end of 
the discussion he would propose a recom
mend~tion urgin~ t~e ~unci! to take up the 
question of the hm1tahon of production. 

M. Fiaueredo-Lora (Costa Rica) sup
ported the Argentine delegate's proposal 
for a Conference on the limitation of the 
production of raw materials. 

The President pointed out that that 
was an entirely separate question which 
had already been raised by the Mexican 
delegate, M. Martinez de Alva. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
asked whether the Soviet delegate wished 
it to be understood that the wording of his 
amendment implied a discussion of the 
limitation of the production of raw material. 
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ltf. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Sociali~t 
Republics) replied that it was ~l~ar from his 
proposal that it made prov1s1on for . the 
limitatio~ of the production of raw matenals. .. 

II was tlecided by forty-three vot~ to lhre,, 
with thru abstefllions, nt?t to dJscuss the 
Soviet amerulmeJJt. 

The President observed that the Mexi
can and Argentine delegations had exp~e~sed 
the hope that the Conference, before fmtsh
ing its work, would indica~e . in . some way 
its desire for a similar hm1tahon of the 

production of raw,· materials. The most 
suitable moment· for such a decision would 
probably arise during the discussion on the 
Final Act. He asked the Conference to 
leave it to the Business Committee to con
sider a suitable formula, in order that the. 
matter might be dealt with under. the .):>est~ 
possible conditions. ' • ' · . . 

This proposal was adopted. 

The first sentence of Article I was approved. 

The continuation of the discussion was 
adjourned to the next meeting. 

TENTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Wednesday, June 3rd, 1931, at 3 p.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 

26.-EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION FOR LIMITING THE 
MANUFACTURE AND REGULA
TING THE DISTRIBUTION OF 
NARCOTIC DRUGS (continuation). 

ARTICLE I ( coJJtinuation). 

Paragraph 2. • 

The President stated that amendmehts 
to paragraph 2 had been submitted by the 
delegations of Venezuela, Panama and Bel
gium, of which the Venezuelan amendment 
was the most general. He proposed there
fore that it should be discussed first. 

M. Chacin-Itria~o (Venezue!a) said that, 
in accordance with the statement he had made 
during the general discussion, he proposed the 
following amendment to Article I, para
graph 2 : 

; 

" The term • narcotic drug • shall denote 
the following substances : 

" (I) Medicinal opium ; 
" (2) All alkaloids of opium and of the 

coca. leaf, its salts and derivatives ; 
" (3) All preparations containing the 

above-mentioned substances,. irrespective 
of whether they are or are not manu
factured directly from the raw material. 
" Notwithstanding, .if the Health Com-

mittee of the League of Nations, after 
having submitted the question to the 
Permanent Committee of the Office inter
national d'Hygiene publique in Paris and 
having received from the latter an opinion 
and report, has declared that certain of the 
said substances cannot themselves cause, 
or are not capable of being transformed 
~to substa!'-ces which might cause addic
tion, and lf the Health Committee has 
duly communicated this fact to the Council 
of the League of Nations and the Council 
~ tran:'mitted it to the High Contract
mg Part1es, the substances in question 
•hall no longer come under the present 
Convention." · 

· M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) said that, 
if he remembered rightly, there were more 
than twenty alkaloids of opium. If the 
Conference adopted the Venezuelan amend
ment it would decide that all these alkaloids 
were narcotic drugs, unless the Health 
Committee, in agreement with the Office 
international d'Hygiene publique, gave a 
decision to the contrary. It had, however, 
already been established that several of these 
alkaloids were not narcotic drugs, and, 
further, that it was not possible to recover 
morphine or other dangerous substances 
from them. 

The Conference already possessed an 9rgan, 
the Technical Committee, which could .say 
which alkaloids were not dangerous and 
should not therefore be included in the list. 
Why not consult that organ ? Certain alka
loids, papaverine, for example, were not 
dangerous and could be pJlt to many uses. 
The Conference should not hamper the 
practice of medicine for lack of a little 
forethought. 

All harmless alkaloids should be left 
outside the Convention, which should apply 
only to those from which harmful substances 
could be recovered. 

M. de Myttenaere (Belgium) drew the 
Conference's- attention to paragraph 3 of 
the Venezuelan amendment, which stipulated 
that " all preparations containing the above
mentioned substances, irrespective of whether 
they were or were not manufactured directly 
from the raw material, should be classed as 
narcotic drugs". The I9I2 Hague Conference 
and that held at Geneva in 1925 had, how
ever, excluded solutions, whether officinal 
or not, containing less than o.:z per cent of 
morphine and less than o.I per cent of 
cocaine. These provisions had engendered no 
abuse, and there was therefore no reason why 
they· should be modified. 

The Venezuelan amendment presented an
other serious drawback. It made the legi
timate pharmaceutical trade almost impos
sible, and prevented the sale of almost all 
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pharmaceutical specialitit;!s. An amendment 
of this type, if adopted; would hamper the 
lawful exercise of the pharmaceutical pro
fession in all countries. 

. Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) did not think 
that the Venezuelan amendment could be 

· accepted. It must in any case first be 
· examined by the Technical Committee. 

A clear division must be made between the 
different products which the amendment 
was designed to bring under the future 
Convention, and further between control and 
limitation in this respect. There were some 
products which were undoubtedly narcotic 
drugs and regarding which this question did 
not arise ; the provisions of the future Con
vention should apply to them unreservedly. 
A second category of products existed, which 
were not in themselves narcotic drugs, but 
which could. be used as material for the 
manufacture of Ifarcotic drugs properly so
called, or in some other manner in the illicit 
traffic. 

In this connection, the question of codeine, 
which had been so often discussed in the 
Advisory Committee, arose. The Swiss dele
gation considered that, though codeine could 
and should be subject to a certain degree of 
control, it was not possible to limit its manu-

: facture. He believed that in so saying he 
was representing the view of. t;he .whole 
medical corps, to whom the lurutahon of 
manufacture would be incomprehensible, 
involving, as it did, limitation of the use of a 
medicine which was being more and more 
generally employed; indeed, th~ general use of 
codeine should be encouraged, smce that would 
mean the substitution of a harmless narcotic 
for morphine. He would emphasise the f~ct 
that the medical corps of all countnes 
unanimously desired th~t ~he manufact.u~e of 
codeine should not be hmtted, and he 1omed 
with M. de Vasconcellos in asking that the 
Technical Committee should be requested to 
go very carefully into the codeine 9-uestion 
when considering the case of ce~tam ot~er 
derivatives of opium and morphme commg 
under the same category. 

A second question arose out of the Vene
zuelan amendment-namely, the assimilation 
to narcotic drugs of all preparations contain
ing them, whatever the n!lrcotic content 
and whether manufactured directly from the 
raw material or not. The Belgian delegate 
had wished to maintain the latitude allowed 
by the Geneva Convention for, preparati?ns 
containing less than 0.2 per cen~ of morphme 
or less than o.I per cent of co~ame. Dr. Car
riere did not share that Vtew. He . knew 
from experience that this latitude se~ously 
complicated control; moreover, he dtd not 
think that its suppression would present 
great difficulties for pharmacists. He would 
add that the Swiss administration alre:'-dY 
controlled dilutions of morphine or cocame, 
whether in liquids or inert substances, in:es
pective of the alkaloid content, regardmg 
them, not .as preparations, but ~e~ely as a 
method of presenting the alkalotd ttself. 

The Belgian delegate had not referred to 
another category of preparations, those 
exempted from the Geneva Convention under 
Article 8, because their composition and the 
nature of the substances with which the drugs 
were combined precluded all abuse. Dr. Car
riere did not think that this provision of the 
Geneva Convention could be simply deleted, 
as the Venezuelan amendment proposed, 
There were certainly some preparations which 
should continue to benefit by Article 8 of the 
Geneva Convention ; this was a question 
which, with the others mentioned, should be 
referred to the Technical Committee. 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) said that the 
definition proposed by the Venezuelan dele
gate anticipated what he himself had intended 
to say in confirmation of hi.s remarks a! a 
meeting of the Health Committee concermng 
the control of all drugs. He agreed, in 
particular, with Mr. May's proposal that 
all derivatives should be considered noxious 
until they had been proved otherwise. . His 
colleagues were well aware that pharma
ceutical science was developing very rapidly. 
However complete the Convention was con
sidered to be-just as the Geneva Convention 
had been considered by its authors to be 
complete-they would always be left behind 
in the race against people so supremely 
clever as pharmaceutical chemists. For this 
reason, he supported the draft resolution. 

• 
Many new morphine products had lately 

been placed on the market and, unless the 
delegates made up their minds that some of 
these were drugs of addiction, they might 
spend most of their lives attending Confer
ences. The greatest care was therefore needed 
from the start with regard to what was 
inserted in the Convention, and the list of 
drugs which might produce addiction must 
not be limited in advance. Although he 
quite agreed that this very intricate and 
technical subject should be referred to the 
Technical Committee, Dr. Wu Lien-Teh 
was anxious that at that early stage members 
should be conversant with the difficulties 
of the subject. 

Dr. Kahler (Germany) stated· that his 
Government could not support the Venezue
lan delegation's proposal. The question was 
of fundamental importance for Germany. 
It had been discussed repeatedly in the -
Advisory Committee ; several speakers had 
referred to it during the present Conference 
and the Technical Committee would deal 
with it. Dr. Kahler therefore would not 
dwell upon it at length. He would, however, 
emphasise his Government's point of view, 
as set forth at the Advisory Committee's 
session in the previous January and stated 
in document O.C.1363. Germany's views 
had remained unchanged. 

The German Government based its view 
on the conviction that codeine, which was a 
highly useful and q~ite ;harmless medi~al 
necessity, could not give nse to drug addic
tion. Codeine had been alleged to be danger
ous because_ it could be converted into 

" 



-82-

another narcotic drug, but the Technical 
Committee, with the assi~tance of t~e experts 
appointed by the Councd, would discuss the 
question thoroughly. Granted:, hov ever, 
that codeine could be convert.ed mto a'?'other 
narcotic drug, such convers10n was mdus
trially impracticable, because t~e. process 
was extremely complicated and dtfftcult. 

In the matter of co~eine, a distinc~ion 
must be made between mternal regulabons 
and the control of exports .. In Germa.ny, 
internal consumption was subJect to medical 
prescription-a fully ~dequate m~asure. 
Moreover, the applicabon to cod~me of 
the restrictions applying to morphme and 
other narcotic drugs w~>Uld arouse str~mg 
opposition from pharmactsts and the me~cal 
corps. The Conference sho~l.d not complic~te 
the internal control of codeme. Such acbon 
would lead to a surfeit of useless administra
tive work incompatible with the German 
Governme~t's efforts to simplify adminis
tration and reduce expenditure under that 
head. 

For the reasons given the Government 
of the Reich would not be ready or able to 
subject codeine to the same restrictions as 
the other drugs. 

As regarded the control of codeine exports, 
each country was of course perfectly free to 
forbid codeine imports, to allow its import 
only under certain conditions, or to impose 
any suitable restrictions. Anyone wishing to 
import into a particular country would 
naturally be obliged to comply with these 
restrictions-for instance, if. the importing 
country required a special import permit, 
the importing firm would have to observe 
this regulation and obtain a permit. Without 
prejudice to this right of the importing coun
try, Dr. Kahler believed that codeine was 
not so dangerous that there was need for 
a decision by the Conference bringing it 
under the import certificate system. 

M. Casares (Spain) viewed the Venezuelan 
proposal as an attempt to set forth two 
principles. He did not think that the 
Venezuelan delegate had intended to give a 

• complete definition of the term " narcotic 
drugs " or to settle the question of codeine 
and other preparations by a stroke of the 
pen. As M. Casares understood the proposal, 
the principle contained in it tallied with that 
which he had himseU set forth with a view 
to bringing under the Convention all deri
vatives of opium and the coca leaf. Secondly 
he took it that the amendment was a.ti 
atte~pt to give effect to Mr. May's proposal 
to bnng under the Convention in future all 
new products the harmfulness or innocence 
of which could not be established at ptesent. 

He had himself proposed an amendment 
to Artic~e 1 to the same effect, though he did 
not clatm to have exhausted the subject. 
These various amendments and any presented 
later ahould be referred to the Technical 
Committee. It should be clearly understood, 

however, that the, Venezuelan delegation; 
like himself, had desired to set forth the two 
principles he had described. 

Hassan Bey (Turkey) shared the views of 
the Swiss and German delegates and did 
not think it necessary· to make any further 
observations regarding the ethers of morphine . 

• 
Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 

did not agree with the German delegation 
in regard to codeine, and considered it 
inadvisable to discuss that point at the 
moment. He would, however, say that 
Dr. Kahler's statement as· to the facility with 
which codeine could be converted into , 
dangerous drugs did not tally altogether with 
the statements made in Dr. Anselmino's 
" A.B. C. ". While Mr. Caldwell did not 
completely share the Swiss delegate's opinion 
as to the impossibility of including codeine 
in a limitation scheme, he considered that 
the matter should be referr«td to the Technical 
Committee, together with the Venezuelan 
amendment and M. de Vasconcellos' proposal. 

M. Perez (Argentine) thought that codeine 
should be included in the list of drugs to be 
limited for the following reason : he believed 
that French, Italian and German law pres
cribed that bottles containing codeine should 
be labelled " Poison ". As codeine was a 
poison, it was logical, reasonable and neces-
sary to limit it_. · . . 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) insisted 
on the question's being referred to the 
Technical Committee. 

He could not agree with M. Perez. There 
were many forms of poison which were not 
habit forming and did not lead to drug 
addiction. Codeine was, of course, fatal if 
taken in a sufficiently large quantity, but 
nevertheless did not engender addiction. 

The President thought that, in the 
Conference's opinion, no conclusion could be 
reached until the Technical Committee had 
expressed its views. 

There were two classes of questions before 
the Conference. In the first place, certain 
questions of detail as to the greater or less 
degree of toxicity of certain specific drugs. 
As regards this matter, the great majority 
of the Conference must rely upon opinion of 
the experts. In the second place, there 
was a question of principle, which went 
perhaps a little beyond the technical domain 
-namely, whether the Conference should 
draw up a list of harmful substances or give 
a general definition with a list of exceptions. 
He proposed that the question be submitted 
to the Technical Committee, but, before 
doing so, the Conference should hear 'those 
speakers who had general observations to 
make on this second point, and whose 
statements might be helpful to the Technical 
Committee. · · 

. . 
M. Chacin-ltriaio (Venezuela) agreed 

that the matter should be referred to the 
Technical Committee. 



His intention had been a general definition 
wit~ a list of exceptions-· in order to provide 
aga.mst unforeseen developments in modern 
chemistry. . 

. He would say a word with special reference 
to codeine. Morphine was ali indispensable 
substance upon which the life of a patient 
might depend-for instance, in a case of 
angina pectoris. It was, nevertheless, one 
of the limited drugs. Why not then limit 
codeine, which was far less widely used ? He 
had practised as a doctor for years, both in 
London and in his own country, and had 
noted that codeine was easily replaceable. 
It could, moreover, be converted into dico
dide, a very dangerous substance. Limit
ation was all the more practicable in that 
it did not mean total exclusion ; the required 
quantity of codeine could always be ordered, 
so that limitation would give the medical 
corps no legitimate ground for complaint. 

M. Hoffmann (Panama) was prepared to 
agree to reference to the Technical Com
mittee, but would like an assurance that all 
or the great majority of the experts would 
not be representatives of manufacturing 
countries ; he would also like to be sure that 
the victim countries were adequately repre
sented. 

'27.-COMPOSITION OF THE COM
MI:I"TEES OF THE CONFERENCE. 

The President interrupted the discussion 
to remind the Conference that it had been 
agreed to appoint three Committees, the 
Legal and Drafting Committee, the Technical 
Committee and the Committee for Limit
ation. The proposals which the Business 
Committee had adopted for the composition 
of these Committees might reassure the 
delegate for Panama, . 

The Legal and Drafting Committee would 
be placed under the chairmanship of Mr. Cald- · 
well (United States of America), with a 
Swiss representative as Vice-Chairman. The 
members would comprise the following dele
gations : Abyssinia, Albania, Chile, Cuba, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Egypt, 
France, Germany, Great Britain, Hungary, 
Irish Free State, Italy, Japan, Liberia, 
Mexico, Monaco, Netherlands, Norway, 
Poland, Siam, Turkey, Union of · Soviet 
Socialist Republics. 

The Technical Committee wouid be placed 
under the chairmanship of M. Chodzko 
(Poland), with a representative of Belgium as 
Vice-Chairman. As members would be chosen 
representatives of Austria, China, Costa 
Rica, Czechoslovakia, Danzig, France, Ger
many, Great Britain, Guatemala, Italy, Japan, 
Lithuania, Netherlands, Panama, Paraguay, 
Peru, Roumania, San Marino, Spain, Sweden, 
Switzerland, United States of America, Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) would be 
Chairman of the Committee for Limitation, 
with a Vice-Chairman from the Argentinian. 
delegation and members from the delegations 
·of ·Canada,· Egypt •. Finland, France, Ger
many, Great Britairi, Greece, Hedjaz, India, 
Italy, Japan, Latvia, Luxemburg, Nether-

• 

lands, Persia, Poland, Siam, Spain, Switzer
land, Turkey, United States of America, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Uruguay. 
Yugoslavia . 

Being so few in number, the Committees 
were all large. The lists had been drawn up, 
after much reflection, by the Secretariat, the 
President, and the Business Committee, and 
an endeavour had been made to maintain an 
even balance between all possible interests 
and shades of opinion. 

28.-EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION FOR LIMITING THE 
MANUFACTURE AND REGULA
TING THE DISTRIBUTION OF 
NARCOTIC DRUGS (continuation). • 

• 
ARTICLE I (continuation). 

Paragraph 2. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) said the Italian 
delegation was prepared to accept any new 
draft for Article I provided it brought all 
derivatives of opium and the coca leaf 
under the Convention. He was ready to 
support the Venezuelan amendment, but 

· hoped that even stricter and fuller regula
tions would be proposed in the Technical . 
Committee. If no other proposal were made 
in that sense, the Italian delegation ,would 
certainly put forward a suggestion. 

.The question of codeine, which was a very 
perplexing problem, had often been discussed 
at length in the Advisory Committee. Italy·· 
had for years past urged that codeine should' 

. be brought within the scope of the Geneva 
Convention ; she would therefore insist that 
it should be covered by the Convention which 
the Conference was called upon to frame. 
He would recall that document C.x68.M.62. 
1931.(XI. Conf.L.F.S.s) (page xo) 'contained 
the following statement : 

" The Secretariat thought it desirable, 
however, to call attention to the fact that 
the Health Committee had stated that 
codeine could be converted into dicodide, 
and that, in those circumstances, codeine 
ought perhaps to be treated like peronine 
from the point of view of control." 

As regards the question of control, there
fore.''Ethere was no objection to raise. It 
was common knowledge that tons of morphine 
had been disposed of in the illicit traffic for 
years past by means of declarations to the 
effect that the morphine had been used for 
the manufacture of codeine; this was one of 
the most unfortunate aspects of the problem, 
and the Italian delegation would therefore 
insist that codeine be brought under the 
Convention. 

His delegation was also in favour of the last 
part of the Venezuelan amendment, but 
considered it unnecessary to consult the 
Permanent. Committee of the Office inter
national d'Hygi~J)e publique in Paris on the 
point whether a substance was capable of 
causing addiction. All derivatives of opium 
and the coca leaf should come under the 
Convention. If it could at any time be 
proved that one preparation .or another· was 
not habit-forming and could thus be excluded 
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from the Convention, it would be for the 
persons concerned to apply to the Health 
Committee of the Lea~ue, and to carry out 
the necessary research work and produce 
evidence. 

The President asked whether it was 
agreed that Article z, paragraph 2, and .the 
amendments submitted by the delegations 
of Venezuela Panama, Belgium and Spain 
should be re'ferred to the Technical Com
mittee. 

1\f. Sawada (Japan) asked that th;e Japan
ese delegation's amendment, whtch had 
just been sent to the Secretariat, should also 
be referred to the Technical Committee. 

•The amendment was to the effect that all 
derivatives of morphine and ecgonine should 
be more clearly defined, a task which should 
be undertaken by the Technical Committee. 

The President said that the Japanese 
amendment, and any further amendments 
to paragraph 2 which might be received, 
would be referred to the Technical Com
mittee. 

• II ll'as agreed that Article z, paragraph 2, 
• should be referred to the Technical Committee. 

• Paragraph 3· 

PaMgraph 3 was referred to the Technical 
l;ommittee. . .,. . 

• Paragraph 4· 

M. Schultz (Austria) thought that a 
more precise definition of the word " con
version " was needed. There was of course 
one definition-namely, that the term "con
version " denoted the transformation by a 
chemical process of a narcotic drug into 
another substance. The words " another 
substance" were, however, capable of two 
interpretations ; they might mean either a 
non-narcotic substance or a substance con
taining a narcotic. It might be useful to 
place this point on record. No formal 
a~endment was perhaps necessary, as the 
Minutes of the meeting might be sufficient 
as a register of the sense attributed to the 
words in question. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
said that by " another substance " was 
meant a substance of any character. 

He suggested that the definitions in 
paragraph 4 and all the rest of the definitions 
w~e matters of drafting. They did not raise 
po1~ts of substan~ apart from the following 
articles ; and he did not think they could be 
settled until it had been decided what the 
body of the ·Convention was to contain. 
They might be affected by alterations made in 
subsequent articles, and it would therefore 
b_e mo~e cony-enient if all remaining defini
tions, mclu~ng those in paragraph 4, w~re 
reserved until the body of the Convention 
had been considered. They could then be 
dealt with in the first instance by the Legal 
and Drafting Committee. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
'agreed withiiSir Malcolm's suggestion and 
added that these questions, when the time 
came, might be referred to the Technical 
Committee. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) pointed out that 
,Mr. Caldwell had proposed that the point 
under discussion should be referred to the 
Technical Committee and not to the Legal 
Committee It was most certainly the Tech
nical Committee's business to discuss the 
formula in paragraph 4 and possibly to amend 
it. M. Cavazzoni was in favour of this 
procedure ; the text should be referred to the 
Legal Committee later. 

The President had understood from the 
discussion that Article z, with the exception 
of the first three lines already voted, should 
be postponed. 

Immediate reference of the whole article 
to a Committee might present some draw
backs. The rest of the article did not contain 
technical definitions only, but raised several 
rather difficult questions which ought to 
be discussed in plenary meeting before being 
referred to any Committee ; the Committee 
concerned would need to know the Con
ference's opinion before taking a decision. 

If the Conference agreed wi\h Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne, it should postpone the discussion 
of the remainder of Article z until a decision 
had been reached as to the contents of what 
Sir Malcolm had so aptly described as " the . 
body of the Convention " . 

M. Cavazzoni {Italy) proposed that para
graph 4 should be referred, with paragraphs 2 
and 3. to the Technical Committee, unless 
any delegate wished .to speak upon it. 
He made this proposal because the second 
sub-paragraph of paragraph 4 raised a ques
tion of substance. 

. 
The President summarised the position 

as follows : 

(a) The first sentence and paragraph z 
of Article z had been adopted ; 

(b) Paragraphs 2 and 3 had been referred 
to the Technical Committee ; 

(c) Sir Malcolm Delevingne had pro
posed that the discussion of paragraph 3 
and the subsequent paragraphs should be 
postponed until the body of the Convention 
had been discu!!sed ; 

(d) The Italian delegation had proposed 
that paragraph 4 should be referred to the 
Technical Committee, and 

(e) If this last amendment to Sir Mal
colm Delevingne's proposal were adopted, 
paragraphs 5 and following would be 
postponed until the body of the Conven-

~-'- tion had been considered. 

M. Perez (Argentine) pointed out that the 
Austrian delegate had referred to the sentence 
" the term conversion shall denote the 
transformation by a chemical process of a 
narcotic drug into another substance ". This 
was a scientific question. Was it possible 
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to convert a narcotic into a non-nar~otic 
substance ? He did not think the Legal 
Committee was competent to give -an answer 
on this point and therefore supported 
M. Cavazzoni's request that this part of 
paragraph 4 should be referred to the 

. Technical Committee. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
had no objection to referring paragraph 4 
to the Technical Committee. His proposal 
would accordingly be that the paragraphs 
following-from 5 onwards-should be re
served until after the body of the Convention 
had been discussed. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) supported 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne's first proposal. 
Paragraph 4 was a matter of terminology 
·and thus in a way involved the fundamental 
clauses of the Convention. The exact mean
ing of the terms in question could not be 
decided until the decisions of the Business 
Committee on the first three points were 
known. The use of the term " conversion " 
in the second sub-paragraph of paragraph 4 
made this plain. That was a matter which 
the Technical Committee must settle. 
M. Dinichert did not think' that either 
Committee could usefully discuss at present 
this question of terminology. Hence he 
proposed, and he believed this had been 
the President's first idea, that the discussion 

, of paragraph 4 should be postponed for the 
moment. 

The President understood the Conference 
to agree that the remainder of Article I, 
from paragraph 5 onwards, be postponed. 
The only difference of opinion concerned the 
fate of paragraph 4. some members wishing 
to postpone it, others to refer it to the Tech
nical Committee for examination. He would 
ask the delegates to. confirm their remarks 
to this single question. 

M. Perez (Argentine) suggested asking 
the opinion of both the Technical and Legal 
Committees on paragraph 4· 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) said that he 
had submitted. an amendment to paragraph I5 
of Article I and had shown in an attached 
explanatory note that the clause was un
necessary, as ample provision was already 
made in another article of the Convention. 
It would considerably reduce the Technical 
Committee's work if this" point were ucon
sidered at once . . . 

The President stated that there were two 
new proposals before the Conference. He 
urged M. Perez not to insist upon reference 
to two Committees. This .would complicate 
and prolong the discussion, as the question 
would have to be submitted first to the two 
Committees~separately and later to a joint 
Committee.· The Technical Committee, if 
paragraph 4 were referred to it, would be 

ready to report on it long before the Confer
ence had finished con~dering the Convention. 
It could thus reconsider Article I later. 

M. Perez (Argentine) withdrew his pro
posal . 

The President, referring to the proposal 
made by the delegate of the Irish Free State, 
pointed out that the Japanese delegation 
had submitted an amendment proposing the 
deletion of paragraph 4· It was difficult 
to discuss Article I by halves. No doubt 
the question raised by the Irish delegate 
was quite simple to him because he had 
studied it, but others might need some time 
before they were clear about it. Moreover; .. 
the wishes of the Japanese and Irish dele- . 
gations had been partly met for the time 
being, since the two paragraphs which they 
wished to delete had not been agreed by the 
Conference, but had been adjourned. If the 
Technical Committee's report, when sub
mitted, proposed the adoption of the two 
paragraphs in question, the Japanese and 
Irish delegations would remain perfectly free 
to discuss the question then. 

• 
He therefore proposed that paragraph 4 •· 

be sent to the Technical Committee for 
examination and that the discussibQ. of 
paragraph 5 and the following paragraphs 
be adjourned. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

The President pointed out that a Confer
ence was, at the outset of its work, invariably 
tempted to postpone the earlier articles, 
perhaps thinking, not altogether wrongly, 
that each point could best be decided after 
all the others had been settled. He would 
ask the Conference not to yield unduly to 
this temptation, which tended to complicate 
its task and create an impression of uncer
tainty. 

ARTICLE 2. 

The President stated that the Conference 
had before it an amendment submitted by the 
Polish delegation, which read as follows : 

"Add at the end of Article 2 of the Draft : 

" • It is recommended that a State mono
poly be established over the traffic in 
narcotic drugs or even, if necessary, a 
State monopoly over the manufacture of 
the narcotic drugs coming under the 
present Convention. 

" • If the State monopoly over traffic in 
narcotic drugs is found, for constitutional 
or other reasons, not to be practicable, 
traders who may have received· from a 
Government a licence to trade in the nar
cotic drugs covered by the present Con
vention should be required to furnish 
adequate security in kind to serve as a 
really effective guarantee which would 
prevent them from engaging in any illicit 
transactions in narcotic drugs.' " 

., 
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Dr. Chodzko (Poland) said ~hat. the fi;.;t 
part of his amendment was m !me With 
certain existing facts. Several delegates had 
announced that State monopolies covering 
the trade in narcotic drugs, and even State 
monopolies covering manufacture, existed 
in their countries. 

The second paragraph of his proposal 
was an almost textual reproduction of a 
resolution voted in 1925 and appearing in 
the Final Act of the Geneva Conference. 
He was anxious that this resolution should 
be converted into an article in the new 
Convention. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) repeated 
, that he was entirely in sympathy with State 

monopolies. He thought, however, that the 
Polish proposal would be more appropriate 
in the Final Act of the Conference ; it was 
a recommendation and, as such, could not be 
inserted in the body of the Convention. 

M. Chacin-Itriago (Venezuela) supported 
the Polish amendment. 

The President stated that the Soviet 
delegation had just submitted an amendment 
to Article 2. As it was a most important one, 
but could not be circulated for some little 
time, he proposed to adjourn the discussion 
of this article and to consider the Austrian 
delegation's proposal for anew article, 2(4). 

He once more urged members of the 
Conference to submit their draft amendments 
to the Secretariat as early as possible. 

The discussicm of A.rlicle 2 was postponed. 

ARTICLE 2(a). 

The President read the following Article 
2(a), proposed by the Austrian delegation : 

" The manufacture of diacetylmorphine 
is forbidden ". 

M. Schultz (Austria) pointed out that his 
del~gation had proposed not only a new 
art1cle, 2(a), but also amendments to Arti
cles 8, 17 and 21, which were connected with 
the same subject, The question was a 
technical one, and all these amendments 
should_ be referred in a body to the Technical 
Comm1t_tee for ~n ~xpert opinion on the 
danger mvolved m diacetylmorphine and on 
the point whether it could be replaced 
for medical purposes, by another less dan~ 
gerous substance. 

The President thought it difficult for the 
Conference. at the pr~sent stage to refer to 
the. Technical Committee ·texts- relating to 
Article:> 8, 17 and · 21.-. ·Many :amendments 
t? ~ICle 8 had been submitted. Widely 

· differmg syste!DS · were · open· to adoption, 
and the Techmcal Committee- would find it 
extremely difficult to discuss any part of the 
article without a 'knowledge of the other 
proposals connected with it. The Conference 
C?uld draw the Technical Committee's atten
tion t;O the value of a report from it on the 
techmcal a.~pects of the problem raised by 

1 
the Austrian delegate, but must for the mo-
ment confine itself to the formal reference 
to that Committee Article 2(4) only. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) thought 
that M. Schultz' proposal was outside the 
Conference's mandate. .The Conference had 
been convened to bring about limitation. 
Jjmitation to nil, however, had not been 
contemplated. The total abolition of a 
product was not exactly limitation. · 

Dr. de Myttenaere had received definite 
instructions not to abolish diacetylmorphine 
altogether, the Belgian Medical Corps and 
t~e <;:omJ?ission on the Pharmacopreia con
Sldenng 1t a necessary remedy for certain 
affections of the respiratory organs. This did 
not mean that the Technical Committee 
could not consider various ways of limiting 
the use of diacetylmorphine. But the Belgian 
delegation could not acquiesce in its total 
abolition. 

At the 1925 Conference, he had proposed 
and succeeded in obtaining the abolition 
of the percentage figure. authorised by the 
1912 · Conference for heroin· preparations. 
In other words, it had been agreed .that all 
prep~rations containing any quantity of 
herom would come under the Convention. • 
His object had been to obtain the view of ' 
the whole medical world as to whether 
diacetylmorphine was necessary· or not. It 
was a fact that, after five years, diacetyl
morphine was still prescribed daily, which 
proved that it was a necessary' remedy. 
He was sorry not to be able to agree with 
M. Schultz, but still considered that the total 
abolition of a product was outside the agenda 
of the Conference. He affirmed that the 
suppression of heroin would be prejudicial to 
public health. 

M:. Schultz (Austria) agreed with the 
President's proposal to refer Article 2(4) 
to the Technical Committee. He would 
point out that the question of diacetylmor
phine was also in the other amendments he 
had mentioned, relating to Articles 8, 17 and 
21. Further, in his statement during the 
general discussion, he had proposed that the 
manufacture of diacetylmorphine should be 
abolished altogether. A decision on this 
principle should be taken first. If it were 
adopted, · exceptions might be allowed for 
countries which considered it a. necessary 
remedy, but. the experts. should be consi,Jlted 
·before this principle was approved. 

· .. 

·-In reply tG Dr. de Myttenaere's .remarks 
M.·-~chultz. ~ad a. very just appreciation of 
med1cal opm~on, but nevertheless r;:ould not 
help ~ondermg how the United States of 
Amen~a man~ged ma~ters, the use of diacetyl
morphme bemg enhrely prohibited there. 

" 
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In that country also there must be millions 
of sick persons in need of medicines, but they 
did without diacetylmorphine. This led to 
the conclusion that it was not absolutely 
necessary. For this reason he adhered to 
his position, and would ask that his amend
ment should be referred to the Technical 
Committee and the discussion adjourned until 
that Committee had given its opinion. 

The President, in reply to M. de Mytte
naere, held that the question raised by 
M. Schultz could be considered by the 
Conference as it came within the definition 
indicated in the title of the Convention. 
M. Schultz' argument that limitation to nil 
was limitation, was irrefutable. As regards 
the question of receivability, the President 
would have been obliged to rule that the 
Austrian delegate's proposal was out of 
order if the Conference had adopted Articles 
I to 7· As this was not the case, however, 
he thought the Austrian amendment was 
in order. The Conference must decide whether 
it 'wished to discuss it or not. Obviously, 
it had every right to discard an amendment, 
either by refusing to discuss it or by rejecting 
it after discussion. 

M. Kahler (Gerinany) had some general 
remarks to make on his Austrian colleague's 
proposal, which contemplated the complete 
prohibition of the manufacture and use 

. of heroin. This question had been studied 
· in I926 or I927, when the most competent 

medical authorities had been consulted. 
Some doctors had stated that they could do 
without heroin, others held the opposite 
view and were disinclined to give up a 
remedy which they judged necessary or 
useful in particular cases. The Re~c~gesund
heitsrat had also expressed an opiniOn sup
porting those who wished not to suppress this 
drug. That being so, the manufacture and 
use of heroin had not been prohibited. 

Germany attached no great importance to 
this question from the economic point · of 
view. Internal consumption amounted to 
only 35 or 40 kilogrammes per annum. 
Exports also were very small. M. von Rhein
baben had stated during the general discus
sion that during the first three months of the 
present. year Germany had only exported I5 
kilogrammes. 

Although the question was of little eco
nomic importance to Germany, M. Kahler 
could not agree to the absolute prohibition 
of the manufacture and use of heroin. He 

. feared that the medical corps might raise 
· difficulties, since they would ~oubtless ~on
sider that such a measure would handicap 
medical science. 

· '· He had no objection to referring the ques
. tion 'to the Technical Committee, which could 
heat the experts' opinion, but he did not 
think his Government would be prepared 
to accept absolute prohibition. 

'• 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) appealed 
to the Austrian delegate's wisdom and spirit 
of moderation and urged him not to insist 
on his proposal. 

The Conference had to avoid a danger, that 
of encroaching upon the domain of the medical 
corps. Doctors were very jealous of their 
rights, and the Conference could not limit 
their right to use the direst poisons, since 
they only used them to save their patients' 
lives. They would resent any interference 
with their rights. There was a further reason. 
Heroin had properties which made its use 
preferable to that of morphine and other 
substances in the treatment of lung diseases. 
It was employed, however, in very small 
quantities. Thus, if all manufacturers were· 
obliged to make returns of their heroin 
production and of the quantities exported, 
it would be clear that all quantities in excess 
of the very small amounts required for 
legitimate purposes, were going into the illicit 
traffic. This would provide a most valuable 
instrument for detecting the traffic ; it would 
be enough if the quantity manufactured 
were checked. The object, of course, was 
not to use drugs as a clue, though they could 
serve this purpose. 

Hence, he urged the Austrian delegate not 
to insist upon his amendment. 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) said that the Belgian 
delegate had pointed out that the heroin 
question had been discussed in February 
I925. Dr. Chodzko had then stated the 
opinion of the Polish Government which, 
supported by the unanimous opinion of all 
the Polish medical faculties, was perfectly 
ready to abolish all heroin imports into the 
country. The whole medical corps, which he 
had the honour to represent as President of 
the Order of Polish Doctors, had quite lately 
endorsed. this opinion. All practitioners, 
therefore, without exception, considered that 
the use of heroin must be abolished. 

The Belgian delegate had said that limit
ation could not be carried out to the point 
of total abolition. It should be added, 
however, that the Conference had the right 
to suppress all narcotic drugs not necessary 
for medical purpo~es. Poland, together with 
Austria and the United States of America, 
considered that heroin was unnecessary. 

At the time of the I925 Conference, an 
important case had come on in the court at 
Lausanne due to the poisoning by heroin of 
several persons who had paid for its use with 
their lives. 

Countries which did not wish to harbour a 
danger of that magnitude within their .bound
aries should not be exposed to tt, Its 
export, at least, must be prohibite~. If a 
country desired to use the dru~ for. tt~ o'Yn 
needs it could manufacture tt Wtthin tts • • territory, for the manufacturmg process 
was extremely simple ; but in no case 
should heroin be allowed to cross the frontier. 
If any country was ready to run the risk, 
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that was its own affair, but aU possibili~y of 
exposing other countries should be avoided. 
· He therefore proposed that heroin should 

in no case be exported, but that each countr_y 
should have the right to Ill:anufacture It 
within its boundaries, and for 1ts own needs, 
if it thought fit. 

M. Bourgois (France) had no object.ion 
to referring the question to the Techmcal 
Committee. He would not go into the 
substance of the problem-that was. to say, 
the value of heroin. That could be discussed 
later by the experts of the French delegation. 

He would for the moment, confine himself 
to drawing ~ttention to the fact that !t. would 
have been appropriate, before ra1smg so 
serious a question, to ask the Office inter
national d' Hygiene publique and the League 
Health Committee to study the matter 
thoroughly. A decision of such importance 
could not be taken, in France at any rate, 
until the Comite d'hygiene de Ia Commis<>ion 
du Codex in the Academy of Medicine had 
been consulted. It would have been desirable 
-he might even say indispensable-that the 
countries submitting the amendment should 
have forewarned the others some months 
earlier, at the time when they were asked for 
their observations on the draft Convention. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne .(Great Britain) 
said that the Austrian delegate's proposal 
would be quite unacceptable to the medical 
profession in his country and he would there
fore be unable to agree to the insertion of such 
a clause in the Convention. The new re
striction adopted in 1925 in the Geneva Con
vention, to which the Belgian delegate had 
referred, had been loyally carried out by the 
medical profession in Great Britain, although 
it had given rise to complaints on the ground 
of the interference caused with medical 
practice. In view of the opinions which 
had beeen expressed by previous speakers, 
reference to the Technical Committee could 
not, he thought, lead to any useful result 
and certainly not to agreement. He was 
doubtful whether it was desirable to make 
that reference. 

The Polish delegate had contemplated an 
alternative to complete suppression, and had 
suggested that if manufacture were continued, 
export should be prohibited. That seemed 
an uncommonly selfish and extraordinary 
PJ:Oposal. If a non-manufacturing country 
WiShed to keep such drugs out of its territories, 
it ~uld refuse to grant import licences. 
But if !'- non-manufacturing country desired 
to contmue the use of heroin, why should-it 
not be able to obtain it from the manufac
turing countries ? Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
therefore suggested that the Conference 
should take a decision on the matter imme
diately. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
had not asked to speak earlier because he 
thought the matter would be referred to the 
Technical Committee. Since reference had 
been made to the United States of America, 
he wished to state that no heroin had been 
manufactured in or imported into that 
country_ during the last seven years. There 
were atill a small stock which had been in 
existence in 1924, the year in which ~he 

decision had been reached that heroin was an 
unnecessarily dangerous drug and could be 
replaced by something less dangerous. ~he 
decision had led to no revolt of the medical 
profession, and th~ U~ited St~tes saw _no 
occasion to change 1ts v1ew. H1s delegation 
had not intended to raise the point and had 
not known that it would be raised, but, in the 
circumstances, would of course regard the 
Austrian proposal with sympathy. 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) had listened 
with great interest to the Austrian delegate's 
proposal. He believed he was right in 
stating that it was in 1897 that diacetyl
morphine, or heroin, had been brought on 
the market by a German firm. Those 
who had the care of patients appreciated 
its medical uses, but only in a limited field. 
They knew that in cases where morphine 
could not help the patient, heroin had some-. 
times- come to the rescue; but those were 
exceptional circumstances. Compared with 
the extraordinary harm that heroin had 
caused through its abuse, Dr. Wu Lien-Teh, 
as a medical man, would prefer to see it 
struck off the pharmacopc:eia. The United 
States of America had discontinued its use 
since 1925, and yet, although heroin was no 
longer produced in that country, it could 
not be said that the United States was behind 
other parts of the world, or that its morbidity 
or mortality statistics had risen. In view, 
therefore, of the dangers which accompanied 
the abuse of heroin, his delegation would have 
no hesitation in supporting the Austrian · 
proposal. ·' 

The Confere~ce. would, he felt sure, be ; 
shocked to learn of the terrible harm· done 
to Chinese people by this drug. Every year 
thousands of kilogrammes of heroin were 
smuggled into China. He intended shortly 
to circulate statistics regarding Customs 
seizures, which would show the prominence 
of heroin in the illicit traffic and the absolute 
necessity for stamping out that traffic. 
Unless it could be shown that the medical 
benefits really outweighed the abuses, there • 
could be no hesitation in condemning this 
drug which had been introduced on the market 
as harmless. 

The Conference might wonder why Dr. Wu 
Lien-Teh was so hostile to heroin. It was 
partly because heroin was a powerful aphro
disiac, employed specially by men, and in 
particular_ by soldiers ; it occupied for the 
male sex much the same position as that held 
by cocaine for the other sex. Speaking 
generally, heroin lay between morphine, 
on the one hand, and cocaine, on the other. 
It possessed the sins of both without their 
compensating features. The Chinese Govern
ment would gladly see it struck off the list 
of pharmaceutical products. If the presence 
of the delegates at the Conference was to 
bring any substantial happiness to the world, 
they must not hesitate to restrict the abuses 
of heroin as far as possible. 

· M. Schultz (Austria) thanked all the speak
ers who had thrown light on the question. 
Diacetylmo~phine had the most dangerous 
effects and 1t was scarcely necessary for him 



to dwe~l upon the question concerning which 
the Chmese delegate had given such striking 
particulars. "The ABC of Narcotic Drugs" 
(document C.7I8.M.3o6.I93I) also referred 
to the great dangers of diacetylmorphine, 
and stated that it was a particularly important 
element in the illicit traffic. 

· He had not remained unmoved by M. de 
Vasconcellos' appeal. For the moment, how
ever, he could not withdraw his proposal; 
but would ask that the Technical Committee 
be requested to consider it, as this would 
facilitate the Conference's decision. 

The manufacture of diacetylmorphine 
constituted a great danger, and the argument 
that each country could do as it wished, no 
country being forced to import a drug which 
it considered dangerous, was not sound, for if 
the drug were manufactured, large quantities 
plainly found their ways into the illicit traffic, 
as was proved by statistics. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) insisted that the 
Austrian proposal should be referred to the 
Technical Committee. It was a very impor
tapt proposal and he was ready to accept 
it as it stood. He added that if the Con
ference adopted the Polish proposal by way 
of compromise, it would have made notable 
progress. 

The heroin question was most important. 
Representatives of certain great countries 
had declared that other less harmful sub
stances could be substituted for it, without 
arousing protests from. doctors and pharma
cists. Certain States, Italy among them, 
were ready to abolish heroin entirely. Some 
countries had done so already, which proved 
that the question merited discussion. 

The ideal solution would be abolition pure 
and simple, but if the Polish proposal were 
adopted it would be easy for any countries 
wishing to do so to convert morphine into 
heroin in their own factories. This would, 
in any case, mean rigid control. 

There were enormous stocks of heroin in 
different places enough undoubtedly to meet 
the legitimate needs of the whole world for a 
:onsiderable· number of years. In the first 
part of the report of the Advisory Committe 
on the work of its last session (document 
C.I68.M.62.I93I.XI), it was stated that a 
single manufacturing country had manufac
tured 4,300 kilogrammes of heroin in six 
months, while another official document 
showed that the legitimate needs of the whole 
world amounted to not more than 700 kilo
grammes per annum. 

It was common knowledge that large 
quantities· of heroin passed into the illicit 
traffic. The Conference must prevent such 
abuses and it would be doing good work if it 
achieved the complete abolition of heroin. 
Countries wishing to continue the use of 
heroin could, of course, manufacture it 
themselves for their own needs, but must 
take the necessary measures to prevent the 
quantities thus manufactured from going 
into the illicit traffic. This proposal, how
ever, was of secondary importance. 

}'he fundamental point was that the Con
ference should encourage every effort to sub
stitute for heroin and any pther narcotic drug 
other non-habit-forming remedies. He would 
submit a general recommendation on this 
subject at the end of the Conference. He 
believed that remedies of the type to which 
he had referred, remedies which could be 
substituted for narcotics, had already been 
produced. If they were not as yet in general 
medical use, it was due to a conspiracy of 
silence, brought about possibly by the traffic
kers themselves. This was quite natural i~ 
account were taken of the gigantic interests 
which were involved in the expansion of the 
illicit traffic and which would most certainly 
leave no stone unturned to prevent the 
production of such substances. 

The League might offer prizes to encourage 
scientists in the search of non-habit-forming 
drugs to supersede heroin. Should the Con
ference do no more than achieve prohibition 
of heroin manufacture it would have made 
great progress. If this point of view was 
not acceptable, he would support the Polish 
delegation's proposal. 

The continuation of the discussion was 
adjourned to the next meeting. 

zg.-APPOINTMENT BY THE COUN
CIL OF THE LEAGUE OF EXPERTS 
TO BE AT THE DISPOSAL OF THE 
CONFERENCE. 

The President stated that the Secretary
General wished to inform the Conference that 
the following four experts had been appointed 
by the Council of the League : . 

Professor W. E. DIXON, Professor at the 
University of Cambridge, England ; 

Professor Erich von KNAFFL-LENZ, Pro
fessor at the University of Vienna; 

Professor M. TIFFENEAU, Professor at 
the Faculty of Medicine in Paris ; 

Dr. P. WoLFF, Privatdozent at the 
University of Berlin. 

These experts would be at the disposal 
of the Technical Committee just as a Secre• 
tariallegal expert was at the disposal of the 
Conference. 
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.r...a...c v .cl'l.ui MEETING (PUBLIC). 

1bursday,June4th,1931, at 10.30 a.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 

30 -EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT 
. CONVENTION FOR LIMITING 
THE MANUFACTURE AND REGU
LATING THE DISTRIBUTION OF 
NARCOTIC DRUGS (continuation). 

ARTICLE 2 (11), PROPOSED BY THE AUSTRIAN 

DELEGATION (c011linuation). 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) asked permission 
to deal first with a small personal incident. 
On the previous day, Sir Malcolm Dele
vingne had described Dr. Chodzko's sugges
tion as a selfish one. Dr. Chodzko must 
protest against a charge of that sort. His 
suggestions were based on sentiments that 
were no less altruistic than those of the 
British delegate, even ·if they were not 
identical. 

Before speaking on the subject under 
discussion, Dr. Chodzko had consulted experts 
who had told him that the manufacture of 
heroin was very simple and within the range 
of any chemical factory. This, therefore, 
refuted the argument that the Polish pro
posal might cause difficulties in non-indus
trial countries, especially as only very small 
quantities of heroin were required for a 
country's legitimate needs. Dr. Carriere, 
for instance, had said that the annual legi
timate requirements of Switzerland amounted 
to only 2 kilogrammes, the population of 
Switzerland being four millions. The total 
world requirements had been calculated at 
700 kilogrammes. The Swiss figures, how
ever, showed that that estimate was far too 
large. The quantities of heroin neces<;ary 
for legitimate consumption were therefore 
so low that any country could, if it wished, 
easily manufacture for itself its entire 
requirements. 

The Polish delegation was urging that a 
country which wished to exclude heroin 
should not be exposed to the results of the 
smuggling that was likely to take place if 
the drug were allowed to be circulated freely, 
even accompanied by the import certificate. 

The opinion of the medical corps in 
certain countries had been quoted. It might, 
however, be remarked that, while the dele
gates of Austria, the United States of America 
and Poland had adduced facts and cited 
decisions passed by their medical corps, the 
Belgian delegate and Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
had merely indicated their personal oyinion 
or impressions. Dr. Chodzko hoped that 
these two delegates would state when, in 
what · form, and under what teriDll the 
British and Belgian medical corps had pro
nounced for or against the use of heroin. 
The fight must be conducted with identical 
weapons; otherwise, there was no firm basis 

for any affirmations which might be made. 
To assist the Conference, those delegations 
which claimed that the medical corps in 
their country was divided on the matter 
must furnish adequate proof. Until such 
proof was forthcoming, their remarks could 
only be regarded as expressing their personal 
impressions and not as reliable arguments. 

It might be pointed out that, in countries 
like Germany, Austria and Poland, where 
there were compulsory sickness insurance 
funds, very severe restrictions were imposed, 
for economic reasons, on the medical corps, 
in regard to the medicines to be prescribed. 
Sickness insurance doctors could not pre
scribe anything and everything. They. had 
to keep to a special pharmacopreia, which did 
not cover all medicines. Hence, if, on 
economic grounds, the medical corps could 
be subjected, sometimes even without betng 
consulted, to certain very important restric
tions, it was quite possible, and with even 
more justification, to impose on it certain 
restrictions demanded in the interests of 
mankind as a whole. . .... 

Dr. Chodzko was a physician. He was . 
acquainted with the medical corps, and be ,· · 
felt sure that all doctors would acquiesce, 
without demur, in •a decision to abolish 
heroin altogether. He therefore warmly 
supported the Austrian proposal for the 
abolition pure and simple of diacetylmor
phine. If that proposal were rejected, be 
would press his own suggestion as an alter
native. 

M. Casares (Spain) said that the Mexican 
delegate was unable to attend the beginning 
of the meeting and had asked him to announce 
that Mexican law prescribed the total aboli
tion of heroin, and that all persons in pos
session of the drug were severely punished 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) fully 
understood the Austrian delegate's inability 
to accede to the request that he should 
withdraw his amendment, which had been 
so vigorously defended by other delegations. 
He understood likewise_ the position of the 
Polish delegate, who was conversant with 
the opinion of the medical corps in his 
country, and the position of other delegates 
as well, who had explained the medical view 
in their respective countries. Speaking per
sonally, he would be averse from voting· for 
the complete suppression of a drug which 
certain doctors considered ·necessary ·in cer
tain circumstances. He would therefore .not 
vote for the Austrian amendment. ·· · 

M. Cavazzoni had put forward a· very 
cogent argument when he had stated that 
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th~ amount of heroin manufactured,.was so 
large that the greater part of it went into 
the illicit traffic. It might be observed that 
valuable deductions as to the growth and 
methods of the illicit traffic had been supplied 
by heroin. The information so collected had 
even made it possible to enact very strict 
and effectual repressive measures. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) remarked that illicit 
consumption was still increasing. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) replied 
that the figures proved that this was not so. 
He would not, however, deny that the greater 
part of the heroin manufactured found its 
way into the illicit traffic. Supplies intended 
for the illicit traffic should be seized and 
destroyed. 

In conclusion, he would not oppose reference 
of the matter to the Technical Committee. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) had not at 
first intended to take part in the discussion. 
He would, originally, have had no difficulty 
in consenting to the question being referred 
to the Technical Committee. Certain matters 
could be referred to Committees without its 
being necessary to append for the Committees' 
use any data over and above those contained 
in the actual facts of the problem. That had 
been done in many cases on the previous day. 
Other. problems, however, the Conference 
would not wish to refer to the Committees 
unaccompanied by certain data, not to say 
instructions, and it was of course entirely 
free to · do so. The Conference would be 
well advised sometimes to place all the facts 
before its Committees and to define tl:).e 
sense and spirit in which it desired a question 
to be treated. The discussion begun on the 
previous day and continued at the present 
meeting showed that · the matter was one 
with which it did not desire a Committee to 
deal, unless it were conversant with the general 
feeling. 

The Swiss delegation's attitude in this 
matter was dictated by an entirely general 
consideration, by which it would be guided, 
as well as by certain other considerations, 
throughout the Conference. 

A drug had no right to exist unless it met 
a legitimate need. If it were shown that 
that was the case, steps must be taken to 
see that the drug was available to mankind. 
The Swiss medical corps had hitherto main
tained with conviction that heroin was the 
actual specific for the treatment of certain 
diseases in which Swiss physicians claimed to 
have perhaps greater experience than the 
medical corps in many other countries. 
. It should be made quite plain that neither 
M. Dinichert nor Dr. Carriere was expressing 
a personal opinion. They were only repeat-
·ing the mature view which was the outcome 
. of· the·. experience· and knowledge possessed 
. by the Swiss medical corps. . No one at the 
Conference would atte~pt to contest their 
experience and -knowledge .. 

The problem was a medical one, exclusively 
a medical one, and for that reason every other 
consideration must be discarded. 

On the previous day, the question of com
petence had been raised. M. Dinichert had 
not appreciated greatly the circumlocutory 
argument that had been advanced, to the 
effect that, as the Conference had met for 
the purpose of limitation, and that, as a 
substance might be limited to vanishing 
point, the Conference could likewise suppress ; 
that would imply that limitation without 
limit was still limitation. 

M. Dinichert could not accept that thesis. 
It might lead to the argument that, as the 
Conference had met to limit the manufacture 
of drugs, it could limit it to vanishing point
that was to say, abolish drugs. Every 
member of the Conference would most cer
tainly protest against any such contruction. 

A comparison had been drawn between the 
present Conference and another, and yet more 
important, one. It would be most incorrect 
to say that the word " limitation " used 
in the title of the present Conference and 
of that other one was synonymous with 
" abolition ". That would be a dangerous 
course to pursue, with no compensating 
advantages. The question was far simpler. 
A few words in the title of a Conference 
defining its object must not be allowed to 
become a strait-waistcoat. The Conference's 
object beng defined as the limitation of the 
manufacture of a large number of drugs, the 
Conference retained its right to abolish one 
drug or another, and should even exercise 
that right in the case of a drug which was 
proved to have lost its medical value. The 
question of competence therefore did not 
exist, and, in any case, M. Dinichert would 
urge that the present Conference was entitled 
to consider a proposal for the suppression 
of any particular product. 

A subsidiary motion had been submitted 
whereby, in the event of the continued 
manufacture of diacetylmorphine being per
mitted, its export should be prohibited. 

M. Dinichert would say frankly to Dr. 
Chodzko that he did not care much for this 
proposal, which amounted to · saying, · " I 
shall continue to manufacture a medicine 
or drug, because it is indispensable; but I 
shall not place it at the disposal of those who 
ask me for it through their Governments ". 
That could hardly be described as altruism. 

The proper step in this case, too, was to 
strengthen control, especially as the product 
was a particularly dangerous one. That had 
been the argument used by the Swiss dele
gation at the 1925 Conference, when it had 
pressed for the national and international 
control of all preparations with a heroin basis. 

The Austrian proposal had unfortunately 
been submitted somewhat late. Had the 
delegations received it earlier, they might 
perhaps have been able to make better 
preparations to discuss it. The Swiss dele
gation would not, however, on that account 
oppose its reference to the Technical Com
mittee. The Committee was composed of 
very highly qualified members, who might 
be able to express an authoritative opinion. 
· Further, M. · Dinichert, ·was prepared
and he recognised that it was perhaps much 
easier for him than for the other delegates 
to do so-to consult the Swiss medical corps 
during the Conference· and obtain its opinion 
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again. That opinion ~oul~ b~ announced 
to the Conference if it arnved m hme. 

ColonellSharman (Canada) sai~ that, 
from the point of view of ~he police, he 
entirely agreed with the Austna_n ~ele~ate as 
to the desirability of the el1mmahon of 
heroin. In Canada, heroin addiction was 
a serious problem. Only within the past 
few months a great deal of money had been 
spent by the authorities in· the actual 
purchase of large quantities of illicit heroin at 
on~ of the Canadian winter ports from boats 
immediately upon their arrival from abroad, 
so that there could be no doubt as to the 
European origin of the drug. True, the 
Canadian Government might have saved its 
money and merely seized those consignments 
of whose existence it had been aware ; but 
it had preferred to bring such cases to a 
conclusion at the moment when the vendor 
and purchaser were associated and susceptible 
to arrest, since heavy sentences on individuals 
were a greater deterrent than a mere Customs 
seizure. 

So long as heroin was manufactured, this 
constant menace of illicit importation would 
exist, and Colonel Sharman personally would 
welcome the day when the last available 
grain of that drug had been consumed. 

There was, however, another aspect to th ~ 
matter. As had been previously stated, the 
Conference had had no knowledge that a 
proposal for limitation to zero would be put 
forward, and, consequently, had had no 

. opportnnity of considering the matter at 
sufficient length to obtain the views of 
representative associations and individuals, 
or to advise their Governments and obtain 
definite instructions on the matter. 

As_ the result of enquiries made some years 
previOusly among leading Canadian physicians 
and _hospital authorities, while the majority 
~as m favour of abandoning heroin, unanim
Ity had not been reached to such a degree as 
to warrant defmite action. The obstetrical 
dep~ment of one of the principal Canadian 
hosp1tals had expressed the opinion that 
heroin. had ~tinct advantages over other 
~gs m. certam types of cases corning within 
1ts pnrvtew. 

Reference had been made by certain 
delegates to the use of heroin in connection 
with respiratory diseases, and, if the Austrian 
proposal were referred to the Technical 
Committee, the latter's report would be of 
gr~t value i~ enabling the Canadian dele
gabon to brmg to the attention of its 
Gov~ment ~n.d medical profession the 
cons1dered op1mon of so authoritative a 
bo~y of ex~. and thus materially co
ordinate the Vlews held in Canada on the 
subject. 

In common with other delegates; however, 
Colonel Sharman had no instructions that 
would warrant him in committing his 
Government to the abolition of heroin, nor 
could he_ take such .action as would deprive 
t~ medical professiOn of the right to pre
IC11be a drug which many of ita most 

distinguished members-with the greatest 
propriety-found necessary. 

Nevertheless, the discussion had been 
extreq~ely useful, and might well result in 
progress being made towards achieving una
nimity on the matter in Canada, in which 
case immediate steps would be taken to 
suspend the issue of import certificates for 
heroin. · 

M. Figueredo-Lora (Costa Rica) seconded 
the Austrian motion, which fitted in admir
ably with the essentially humanitarian object 
of the Conference. He emphasised the words· 
"essentially humanitarian", because every 
economic consideration must be ruled out. 
In support of this view, he might quote the 
very important statement by the first French 
~egde: · 

" Exports from manufacturing to non
manufacturing countries (which were prac
tically all that would remain under the 
new system) amounted to less than two 
thousand kilogrammes, representing about 
six to eight million francs. In order to 
estimate the effect on the trade balance, the 
price of imported raw material should be 
deducted. There was thus a profit of 
two million francs to be divided between 
the manufacturing countries. The pro
bable increase in manufacture, as a result 
of a double game on which this was not 
the moment to dwell, would reduce the 
figure still farther. In any case, the 
present figure clearly showed that, though 
manufacture was of interest to a certain 
number of industrial concerns, it was of 
no economic importance to any manu
facturing conntry.". 

M. Figueredo-Lora could not understand 
the reason for the opposition to the Austrian 
argument, since the balance of trade showed 
that the manufacture of heroin was not of 
vital importance to the manufacturing 
countries. 

In conclusion, he agreed entirely with the 
Austrian delegation. The possible advantage 
derived from the use of heroin in medicine 
could on no account be weighed against the 
very real danger it involved for patients. 
He did not think, therefore, that heroin was 
an "indispensable specific", as the first Swiss 
delegate had alleged. 

Dr. Paranjpye (India) said that less than 
xo lb. of heroin a year were used by the 
medical profession in India. If his Govern
ment could be sure of that limited supply, he 
was convinced-although he had no definite 
instructions on the point-that . it would 
welcome the virtual cessation of production. 
There was good cause to fear that, before 
long, heroin might supplant cocaine in the 
hands of those who smuggled drugs into 
India. Nevertheless, Dr. Paranjpye would 
be unable to support either the Austrian ·or 
the Polish proposal, _as medical opinion in 
India must obviously be consulted before his 
Government could agree to the total abolition 

•of production. 
The proposal to prohibit export would 

cause no difficulty in India, as the Govern
ment factory co~ld doubtless adapt itself 
to the production of such quantities of 
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heroin as medical men in India might require. 
Nevertheless, he must confess that, provided 
the existing system of import licences was 
effectively applied, he could not understand 
the object of the proposal, which would 
merely have the effect of driving non
manufacturing countries to manufacture the 
drug. 

He supported the proposal to refer the 
question to the Technical Committee, with 
instructions to report to the Conference on 
the possibility of applying a specially stringent 
sy~tem of restriction to the production of 
thts dangerous drug, or, if the Technical 
Committee so advised, of framing a recom
mendation to Governments in· favour of its 
abolition. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) felt obliged to press 
the point. After the discussion which had 
taken place at the previous and present 
meetings, the question could, he thought, 
be referred to the Technical Committee. 
That was the view of the opposition, except 
forM. de Vasconcellos, who stuck to his guns. 

M. Cavazzoni ventured to insist on certain 
points. On the previous day, he had said 
that 700 to Boo kilogrammes of heroin was 
the total legitimate need of the entire world. 
A thousand kilogrammes might therefore b11 
manufactured. He had pointed out on the 
previous day that 4,000 kilogrammes had 
been returned as the production fot six 
months in one single country, which had been 
among the last to begin manufacturing this 

• drug. Again, the official documents showed 
that nl tons of morphine and heroin had 
gone into the illicit traffic. He believed 
that there was a stock of close on 15 tons of 
heroin, and manufactures were continually 
increasing. 

The situation was accordingly quite simple. 
Every possible effort must be m1lde to prevent 
these thousands of kilogrammes of heroin 
continuing to circulate and imperil mankind, 
involving, perhaps, the death of thousands of 
human beings and the ruin of thousands 
of families. A position of that sort, the 
horror of which must be felt by every delegate, 
deserved the Conference's close attention. 

M. Dinichert had spoken of strict control. 
Stricter control might, of course, prevent 
leakages. Public opinion, howevet, had no 
longer any belief in the efficacy of mere 
control unaccompanied by limitation, which 
might be pushed as far as vanishing point. 

· The public knew only too well that control h~d 
been unavailing. It had been accepted m 
1925, and yet, during the years between 1925 
and 1931, the quantity of heroin in the illicit 
traffic had increased. 

It might perhaps ~e said that t~e 1925 
Convention had come mto force only m 1928. 
Nevertheless, the countries that had signed 
the 1925 Convention must have done their 
utmost to prevent the continuation of an 
evil which might be likened to poison gas and 

which, instead of declining, was growing 
constantly. t 

These huge amounts of a particular drug 
had not fallen from the moon ; they had quite 
definitely been manufactured on the earth. 
The Canadian delegate had shown that they 
came from Europe, and yet almost all the 
European countries were Members of the 
League. They had signed and ratified the 
1925 Convention ; it followed that something 
more would have to be done. 

In the Advisory Opium Committee, 
M. Cavazzoni had argued in favour of control, 
because he was anxious to explore every 
possibility of concluding an international 
convention and to endeavour to obtain 
really practical results by a very strict 
system of control. That strict system of 
control, which could still be reconsidered, 
and which M. Cavazzoni was still prepared 
to accept, had, however, been rejected. 
There remained, therefore, only limitation, 
and that must finally lead to abolition. 

Scientists must direct their efforts, not to 
preserving a product liable to cause addiction, 
but to substituting a less dangerous medicine 
for this harmful substance. That idea was 
making headway; but, as M. Cavazzoni had 
said, there was a conspiracy of silence and 
secrecy about this drug. 

M. Cavazzoni thought that the Austrian 
and Polish proposals might be referred to 
the Technical Committee. But, although the 
matter had its technical aspect, it was still 
more a humanitarian question. Divergent 
opinions had been expressed in the Conference. 
Some countries and their medical corps, who 
were persons entirely worthy of respect, 
held that heroin could be abolished without 
risk. Other countries and other medical 
.corps, who were equally worthy of respect, 
considered that heroin might be useful in 
certain cases. That issue would have to be 
discussed, but it must be remembered, 
first and foremost, that the matter was a 
humanitarian one. 

The Polish delegate had warmly supported 
the Austrian proposal, but had pointed out 
that it was a very radical suggestion and that, 
therefore, it might encounter resistance and 
finally be defeated, because certain countries 
thought it absolutely essential to have a 
certain quantity of heroin available for cer
tain special cases. He had accordingly 
submitted a less radical proposal. 

So far, the point of view stated had been 
that of the manufacturing countries. M. 
Cavazzoni would intimate that of the consum
ing countries. Under the Polish proposal, 
each country was authorised to manufacture 
a certain quantity of heroin if the medical 
corps desired it. The Swiss delegate, however, 
thought that it would be monstrous not to 
be able to supply the world with heroin for 
legitimate needs. The manufacturing coun
tries need have no fears. If the Polish pro
posal were adopted, they could continue to 
manufacture for their legitimate needs, but 
they would cease to be able to export the 
drug to countries which did not wish for it. 
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The opposition to the Polish proposal 
should have come, not from the manufactur
ing countries, since with that proposal they 
could continue to manufacture heroin for 
their own needs, but from the consuming 
countries, which did not manufacture. The 
latter countries, however, had accepted the 
Polish proposal, and unanimity ought . to 
be quite feasible, since the manufactunng 
countries were given the right to continue 
manufacturing, although exports were for
bidden, because they went largely to swell the 
illicit traffic ; indeed, no other result could be 
expected, since the official figures showed 
that the output was fifteen to twenty times 
higher than the legitimate needs. Moreover, 
even the consuming countries could, if they 
wished, manufacture heroin to meet their 
own needs, since the preparation of this 
product was by no means complicated. 
It was far less difficult than the discovery of 
a new hemisphere or navigation in the 
stratosphere. Any small chemical factory 
could manufacture enough to meet the 
requirements of the medical corps. 

In conclusion, M. Cavazzoni urged that, if 
the question were referred to the Technical 
Committee, it should none the less be dealt 
with again in the plenary Conference, since, 
as he had already said, the problem was 
mainly humanitarian ; he was sure that 
M. Dinichert would share his view on this 
aspect of the matter. 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teb (China) referred to Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne's statement that the 
medical profession of Great Britain would 
never agree to the elimination of heroin from 
th~ . ph~acopreia. As a graduate of a 
~ntiSh umvers1ty, Dr. Wu Lien-Teh appre
Cl:ated the lofty idealism · and practical 
virtues of the British medical profession ; 
but must add that, although heroin was 
~own. to be of some use when morphine 
failed, .1t was no~ :m indispensable drug, like 
morv~e or qumme, but merely a luxury 
medic~e. It was used principally when 
morphine had an undesirable effect on the 
patient. Did the fact that heroin was a 
useful .medicine compensate for the enormous 
harm 1t had done, was doing and would do 
to future generations ? 

The delegates had been summoned to the 
present Conference to deliver the world from 
ad~ction ; were they entitled to sit there 
qmetly and say that, because the medical 
profession considered heroin was useful on 
certain occasions, it could not be discarded ? 
~ould t~e. health of the world suffei if 
1t were elimmated? Experience in the United 
States of America had shown that the death 
rate had not. increased during the last six 
years, and this could be taken as a positive 
proof that there would be no cause for 
anxiety if drugs of this kind which did so 
much harm, were abolished. ' 

The statistics compiled by the League for 
the years 1925-1929 showed that exports of 
herom;-that w~ to say, exports to Jllanu
tactunng countnes as well as to consuming 
~n~ries-from France, Germany, Great 
Bntain, the Netherlands, Switzerland and 

the United States of America had totalled 
22,545 kilogram111es during that period. As 
M. de Vasconcellos had said, the maximum 
needs of the world were 700 kilogrammes a 
year, and therefore, for the period 1925-1929, 
the total needs of the world would be only 
3,500 kilogrammes. The acknowledged pro
duction of heroin was already six and a-half 
times as large as it should be, and that did 
not include the thousands of kilogrammes 
which had been seized as contraband in 
certain countries. Dr. Wu Lien-Teh would 
not have been far wrong if he had doubled 
the figure of the total production and 
estimated it ~t over. 44,000 kilogrammes. 
H~ appealed to the highly respected 

med1cal professions of Great Britain, Germany 
and other countries to consider whether the 
few cases of benefit which resulted from the 
consumption of heroin were equal to the 
enormous harm which had been done to 
addicts, who were not really patients, but 
who took the drug for purely illegitimate 

. purposes. The greatest consumers were 
people who had no right to take heroin, but 
who merely craved satisfaction for a selfish 
erotic nature. They were people who wer~ 
first stimulated and afterwards went to hell. 
There was no wish to exclude honest manu
facturers and dealers from their legitimate 
business. He was referring only to those 
unscrupulous manufacturers and traffickers 
whose one object was pecuniary gain and 
vyho cared nothing for the taking of human 
life, the destruction of mankind, and the 
suffering of families. 

, 
M. Dinichert (Switzerland) said that the 

1 

proininent position occupied by M. Cavazzoni t 
among the members of the Conference and 
the enthusiasm by which he was guided 
called for an answer to the words he had 
addressed to M. Dinichert himself in parti
c~r. Whether that answer was sympathe
tic or the reverse depended on M. Cavazzoni 
himself. 

M .• C~vazzoni had expres~ed the hope that 
M. D1ruche~t would agree With him that they 
were pursumg a common humanitarian task. 
I~ ~is first speech at the Conference, M. 
Dm1chert had stated that he had instructions 
from his Government to co-operate to the 
best of his ability in the achievement of a 
common task and in the realisation of an 
ideal which humanity had set before the 
Conference. Those words had not been 
spoken lightly, and the Swiss delegates would 
adhere to them throughout the Conference · 
they had done so in the past and would d~ 
so in the future. 

M. <:avazzon~. ho:wev:e~, ~would be going 
astray If he persisted m dividing delegates into 
representatives of manufacturing countries · 
and representatives of countries pursuing a 
hul!lanitarian aim. That was not the right 
policy. ~n.behalf of the Swiss Government, 
and M. D1mchert was certain M. Cavazzoni 
would welcome what he had to say, M. Dinichert 
declared th~t he represented, he believed, a 
co~ntry ":Vh~ch ~as conscious of its humani
tanan m1ss~on m t~e world, and, as official 
representative of his Government, he could 
not allow any delegate to question his 
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Government's attitude; he could not tolerate 
any such doubt. 

It was true that the countries represented 
at the Conference were in different situations ; 
some were producers, others manufacturers 
and yet others consumerl?. That was a fact 
which nothing could alter. It was not only 
a fact ; it was actually a necessity, so long 
as the drugs in question were required for 
legitimate purposes. 

Switzerland belonged to one of the groups 
of countries which had special duties in 
carrying out the common policy. So long 
as manufacture existed for humanitarian 
reasons, these duties were to fulfil, as strictly 
as possible, the obligations resulting from 
the situation. It was for this reason that 
M. · Dinichert constantly reverted to the 
idea of control. The manufacturing State 
had a two-fold duty in regard to control. 
The principle of limitation was admitted, 
but limitation alone could not be effective ; 
it must be combined with control. From the 
point of view of control, Switzerland was 
entitled to regard herself as a champion. 
Even before the coming into force of the 
1925 Convention she had applied, nationally 
and internationally, .all the various measures 
of control prescribed in it. The results had 
been such that M. Dinichert defied any dele
gate to say that any Swiss product subject 
to control had entered a foreign country from 

• Switzerland without the consent of the 
Government concerned. 

·.t 

Much advice was given to delegates at the 
Conference. The Swiss delegation welcomed 
such advice, but would point ~ut that it 
had received advice from delegations whose 
Governments had not yet acceded to the 
existing Conventions and which had not intro
duced the system of control enforced in Switze.r
land. The results obtained by control .m 
Switzerland and in certain other cou.nt~les 
convinced M. Dinichert that, were a s1nnlar 
system applied everywhere.. the problem 
would not be far from solution. 

With reference to the special point un~er 
discussion M. Dinichert regarded the quesbon 
of heroin 'as an exclusively medical matter. 
There were no technical, industrial, fi1_1ancial 

·. or commercial interests to be cons1de~ed. 
Heroin would disappear as soon as medical 
science declared it useless; until that. were 
done, Switzerland would reserve her attitude. 

M. Cavazzoni had said that medical 
opinion was divided. Heroin was a .prod~ct 
on which Swiss· doctors were enbtled11,to 
speak, because, owing to a .combination of 
cucumstances they found 1t necessary to 
give it to n~merous tuberc:o.losis patie.nts 
from many different countnes. The . V1ew 
·of the medical corps could n?t ~e over-n~den 
on the ground of humamtanan conslder
ations. It was the Swiss delegate's duty to 
defend medical opinion in his country .. He 
could not allow their views. to .be. descnbed 
as at variance with humamtar1amsm. 

The Conference •greed 'o refer to the 
Technical CommiUee Arlicle. 2(a) proposed by 
the A ustri•n delegatioft, together with the 
Polish proposal regardiffg th' e"port of' heroift. 

The President wished, at this point, to 
say a few words. He was sure that all the 
members agreed that no delegation thought, 
or had ever thought, of suspecting the 
motives of any other. The Conference had 
not been convened-and the President was 
certain that no one was attempting to do so
to divide the countries into producing 
countries, which were, so to speak, suspect, 
and countries that suffered from the methods 
of the producing countries. Nor did the 
Conference dream of dividing them into 
vii-tuous nations which enforced the Conven
tion and less virtuous ones which did not 
apply it ; nor into what he might perhaps 
term " pioneer " nations and nations which 
were newcomers to regulation. AU members 
were representatives of countries with 
equal rights and equal prestige. They were 
all imbued with the same desire for 
success. They might differ on the means to 
be employed, but certainly they were united 
at bottom and would all show the same 
goodwill. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
wished to say a word of personal explana
tion in reply to Dr. Chodzko, and also to 
answer a question which Dr. Chodzko had 
asked him. 

He need hardly say that, in the remarks 
he had made on the previous day, there had 
been no personal reference to Dr. Chodzko. 
They had worked together at Geneva on 
many occasions, and he would ask Dr. 
Chodzko to accept his assurance on the above 
point. Sir Malcolm Delevingne had merely 
meant that the arrangement suggested by 
which countries might be allowed to manu
facture for their own requirements, but should 
not be allowed to supply the needs of their 
neighbours, was, from the point of view of 
the manufacturing countries, a somewhat 
selfish arrangement. 

The question was one of considerable 
interest to Great Britain; because that countr;r 
supplied a very large proportion of the medl
cal requirements of the territories included 
in the British Commonwealth of Nations. 
It did not seem desirable to adopt the course 
suggested by Dr. Chodzko and M. Cavazzoni 
that a country wishing to use heroin should 
set up its own factory. It was a novel idea 
that the illicit traffic should be combated by . 
multiplying the factories in which the drugs 
were made, and Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
would have thought that smuggling was much 
more likely to increase if every country 
wishing to use heroin were to set up its own 
factory. 

Dr. Chodzko had asked Sir Malcolm Dele
vingne whether he had been expressing his 
own personal impressions in the remarks he 
had made on the previous day. Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne was not present for the purpose 
of expressing his own personal impressions. 
He was there as a delegate, and he would ask 
Dr. Chodzko to accept his assurance that 



there was a strong medical opinion in England 
to the effect that heroin was a useful drug. 
There was no questioninEnglando~ suppress
ing its use, and Sir Malcolm Delevmgne h~d 
no authority to accept a proposal for tts 
suppression. 

On the other band, he h:!:d never mad~ the 
remark just attributed ~o htm by ~he ~hmese 
delegate-that the medical profess10n.m E~g
land would never accept the suppressiOn 
of heroin. He was no prop~et, and could 
not say what might happe~ m the future ; 
he was only able to say that, at present, the 
medical profession in England would ~ot 
accept the suppression of the use of herom. 

He need hardly say that ~he whole questi~n 
of the invention of substitutes for narc9hc 
drugs was a most important one, with which 
his Government had the greatest sympathy 
and in which it took the greatest interest. 
It seemed to him, however, that the course to 
follow was not to attempt to force premature
ly upon other countries t~e views of so~e, 
but to encourage international c~-operattve 
research which might lead to a fmal settle
ment of the question. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) assured the President 
that, if he found himself compelled to sta~·e 
a few more home truths, he would do so m 
the calmest possible terms ; he would cer
tainly maintain his usual good temper. He 
had addressed himself to the Swiss delegate 
because the latter had opposed the Polish 
motion, and M. Cavazzoni had considered 
his opposition unjustified. He could have 
understood opposition from the consuming 
countries, but could not understand it from 
the manufacturing countries. He would 
apologise for using this term. 

He did not think that Sir Malcolm Dele
virigne's important suggestion should prevent 
the adoption of the Polish proposal M. Ca
vazzoni personally was entirely prepared to 
study it. Some measure could certainly be 
found which would satisfy each country in 
respect to its own territory and of all those 
under its authority. 

The Swiss delegate had said that his coun
try had never allowed a single gramme to 
escape control M. Cavazzoni accepted that 
statement, but it was one which might be 
made by all the narcotic-manufacturing 
countries. There might, like the unknown 
soldier, be unknown manufacture, and no 
delegation speaking. on behalf of its Govern~ 
ment would ever say that the drugs that 
had gone into the illicit traffic had been 
exported from the country it represented. 
Nevertheless, and in spite of all the efforts 
made by the States hitherto, tons and tons 
of drugs had crossed their frontiers and 
invaded the rest of the world. 

In any case, the Polish proposal was so 
admirable that M. Cavazzoni had noted that 
three-quarters of all the countries in the 
world were ready to accept it. 

ARTICLE 2. 

The President observed that there were 
three amendments to Article 2-one by the 

· Polish delegation, one by the Soviet _delega
tion and one by the· Greek delegation. 

He proposed that the Conference. should, 
first discuss the Soviet proposal, whtch was 
to add a second paragraph to Article 2, to 
read as follows : 

" For this purpose the High Contract
ing Parties will introduce State monopoly 
for manufacture and distribution, as well 
as for exports and imports of all narcotic 
drugs to which this Convention will apply." 

The Polish delegation's amendment, the 
first paragraph "of which referred also to 
the question of State monopolies, read as 
follows: 

" Add at the end of Article 2 of the draft : 

" 'It is recommended that a State mono
poly be established over the · traffic in 
narcotic drugs or even, if necessary, a 
State monopoly over the manufacture of 
the narcotic drugs coming under the present 
Convention. 

" 'If the State monopoly over traffic in. 
narcotic drugs is found, for constitutional 
or other reasons, not to be practicable, 
traders who may have received from a 
Government a licence to trade in the nar
cotic drugs covered by the present Con
vention should be required to furnish 
adequate security in kind to serve as a 
really effective guarantee which would 
prevent them from engaging in any illicit 
transactions in narcotic drugs.' " 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) observed that the Soviet proposal 
was a radical one. If the majority of the 
delegates were in favour of a State monopoly, 
measures would have to be taken to introduce 
it. The expression of a mere recommenda
tion would effect nothing. 

During the general discussion he had 
submitted information concerning the results 
of the introduction in the Soviet Union of a 
State monopoly for the production, manu
facture and distribution of dangerous drugs. 
Those results were very satisfactory, and he 
would later ask the Secretariat to distribute 
certain documents concerning the control and 
organisation of the Soviet State monopoly. 

For the moment, he . merely wished to 
answer a possible argument which might 
be put forward against a State monopoly. 
He had been informed that, in some countries, 
there were constitutional obstacles to the 
introduction of a State monopoly ; would it 
not be possible for those countries to make 
some reservation to the relevant article ? 
In many of the countries representee!. at the 
Conference, however, various forms of State 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) thanked Sir Mal- monopoly already existed for certain commo
colm Delevingne for the statement he had dities-for instance, tobacco or petrol-so 
made concerning himself, which testified to that in their case there could be no real 
Sir lrlalcolm't &ense of loyalty. 1 difficulty from the practical point of view. 



- 97-

M. Contoumas (Greece) submitted the 
following proposal : 

" That the Conference should consider 
the possibility o~ binding the contracting 
parhes to appomt Government officials 
to supervise the drug factories situated in 
the respective territories of these parties 
and to render such officials jointly and 
severally responsible with the management 
of the said factories for any breach of the 
undertakings assumed in regard to the 
limitation of the manufacture of drugs." 

During the general discussion, M. Raphal!l 
had announced that ihe Greek Government 
had established a State monopoly for the 
drugs trade. The experience acquired in the 
working of this system led it to think that 
the best means .of ensuring success in the 
limitation of the manufacture of drugs would 
be to set up a manufacturing monopoly. As, 
however, there were constitutional and other 
reasons ll:gainst the adoption of the monopoly 
system m more than one manufacturing 
country, the Greek Government considered 
that it would be highly desirable to prescribe 
in the Convention itself certain regulations 
for the national application of the system 
laid down in the Convention-at any rate, 
as regards the control which the contracting 
parties would undertake to exercise over their 
manufacturers. 

The Greek proposal would involve in this 
connection a derogation from the principle 

in Article 2, which left the parties free to 
select the methods for the application of the 
Convention. The Greek delegation had not 
submitted its proposal in the strict form 
of an amendment, because Greece was not 
a manufacturing country, and his Govern
!llent did not wish to give the impression that 
It was attempting to take the initiative in 
regard to international restrictions to which 
Greece would probably never have to submit. 
It therefore merely threw out the idea of a 
permanent control of manufacture by public 
officials, conjointly responsible with the 
manufacturers, and would ask the Conference 
~o consider the possibilities of that suggestion, 
If necessary. 

The President proposed that the Greek 
delegation's text, which was not strictly 
speaking an amendment, might be examined 
during the discussion. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) agreed, but asked 
that his proposal might be referred for 
examination to the Committee for Limitation. 

The President pointed out that the 
proposal could only be sent to the Committee 
for Limitation if the Conference decided to 
refer Article 2 to that Committee, instead of 
examining it in plenary session. 

The continuation of the discussion was 
adjourned to the next meeting. 

TWELFTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Thursday, June 4th, 1931 , at 3 p.m. 
, 

President : M. DE BROUCK~RE. 

31.-EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION FOR LIMITING 
THE MANUFACTURE AND REGU
LATING THE DISTRIBUTION OF 
NARCOTIC DRUGS (continuation). 

ARTICLE 2 (continuation). 

, M. van Wettum (Netherlands), referring 
to the amendments proposed by the Polish 
and Soviet delegations, pointed out that the 
system of licences worked, on the whole, 
satisfactorily in some countries, and that for 
many it would be quite impossible to set 
up monopolies. He saw no advantage in 
creating a monopoly in his own country, 
even if it were possible to do so. 

There were two kinds of State monopolies 
-first, those whereby the ·State, under 
various conditions, delegated its powers to a 
grantee ; and, secondly, those wholly in the 
hands of officials. He did not know which 
kind of monopoly was contemplated in either 

of the two amendments, but would emphasise 
that the first, which had at one time existed 
in the Far East for prepared opium, had 
since been abandoned owing to the unsatis
factory results. 

M. van Wettum thought that each country 
must be entirely free to give effect to the 
stipulations of the Convention· by whatever 
methods it preferred. If it wished to create 
a monopoly, let it do so ; but, if it considered 
a system of licences adequate, it ought to be 
entitled to adopt that system. He was 
therefore opposed to the Soviet amendment 
·and even to a recommendation concerning 
monopolies, as proposed by the Polish 
delegation. The Netherlands Government 
considered that the withdrawal of the licence, 
and, if need be, prosecution, afforded suffi
cient guarantees against fraud on the part of 
manufacturers or traders, and that to require 
sureties, which in order to be effective would 
have to be for very considerable amounts, 
would be a useless immobilisation of capital. 

7 



M. van Wettum would, however, have no 
objection to a reiteration in the Final Act 
of the recommendation contained in Point IV 
of the Final Act of the I925 Geneva Con
ference, which read : 

"The Conference draws attention to the 
advisability in certain cases of requiring 
dealers who are licensed by the Government 
to trade in the substances covered by the 
Convention to deposit or give sureties for 
a sum of money sufficient to serve as an 
effective guarantee against their engaging 
in the illicit traffic." 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany), on a point 
.of order, feared that the Conference would be 
unable to reach agreement on tbe Soviet and 
Greek proposals if it continued the general 
di5l=ussion of the advantages or disadvantages 
of State monopolies. Part of the Polish 
amendment referred to a different matter. 
He therefore endorsed the Netherlands dele
gates remarks and moved that the question 
of State monopolies be referred to the Business 
Committee. When the latter had reported, 
the Conference might possibly adopt a recom
mendation, as in tbe case of opium production. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) said that 
the aim of the Conference was to frame a 
Convention which could be ratified with as 
little difficulty as possible ; the fewer the 
obstacles to ratification, therefore, tbe more 
effective would be its application. Person
ally, he was in f~vour of State monopoly; 
but there were, 1t was said, countries in 
which the system. co~d not easily be applied 
and others m whtch 1t would not be applied 
at all for constitutional reasons. If the Soviet 
proposal, therefore, were adopted as an article 
of the Convention, some Governments would 
ha~e to make reservations, a procedure 
which always complicated the enforcement 
of a Convention. 

"M. de Vasconcellos had, on the previous 
day, made a similar proposal to that put 
forward by .M. von Rileinbaben for the 
.insertion of a recommendation in the Final 
Act. He thought a good many delegates 
would sup~rt him in voting for that 
recommendation ~d thus meet the require
ments of ~he SoVIet and, as far as the first 
part of tts proposal was concerned the 
Pol!sh delegation. . The second part ~f the 
Polish proposal dealing with regulation should 
be re_ferred to the Business or Legal 
Co_mm1ttee. He thought that a solution for 
this problem of regulation could be found 
which would satisfy the Greek delegation. 

The Prealde!lt, summing up, observed 
that the Sovtet delegation definitely 
advocated a State monopoly. M. von 

Rheinbaben, supported by two other speakers, 
had stated that he could hardly accept the 
proposal of the Soviet delegation for a State . 
monopoly, but would be willing to consider 
a recommendation to that end, it being left 
to the Business Committee to determine the 
wording and the place in the Final Act 
where such a recommendation should be 
inserted. The German delegate also proposed 
to deal similarly with the Greek amendment 
leaving the Polish amendment only fo: 
discussion. 

.The President pointed out that, in these 
circumstances, and provided M. von Rhein
baben's proposal were accepted, the Polish 
amendment would have to be altered in 
form. Clearly, paragraph I would have to 
be referred to the Business Committee as it 
provided for a State monopoly, which was 
exactly what. it was proposed. to adopt as a 
recommendation. Tbe opemng lines of 
paragraph 2, on the other hand, should be 
changed, and, in order to diverge as little as 
possible from the Polish delegation's text 
he proposed the following wording : ' 

" If in any country a State monopoly 
for traffic in narcotic drugs is not found 
to be practicable . " 

That would be quite different from the 
idea of a State monopoly in the strict sense 
of the term, and the Conference could continue 
the discussion. 

In order to keep the discussion to the point 
the President ruled that the Conference would 
first consider M. von Rheinbaben's proposal 
to refer the Soviet amendment, converted 
into the form of a recommendation to the 
Business Committee. · ' . 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) referred to M. de Vasconcellos' 
r~mark that it was d~sirable to obtain as many 
signatures ·as possible to the Convention. 
He would emphasise, rather, that the first 
aim of the Conference must be to devise 
means for giving practical effect to limitation. 

In reply to M. de Vasconcellos' other 
suggestion-that the Soviet delegation might 
be satisfied if its proposal took the form of a 
recommendation-M. Bogomoloff could only 
repeat that there had already been too many 
recommendations, and that one more would 
do nothing to further the campaign against 
dangerous drugs. Some really concrete 
measure was indispensable. · 

M. Contoumaa (Greece) accepted the 
German delegate's proposal. He had no 
objection to the Greek recommendation being 
referred to the Business Committee. 

Dr. Paranjpye (India) congratulated those · · 
delegates who had arrived at the conclusion · 
that Government monopoly, which was the · 
policy practised by the Government of India 
for many years past in connection with the 
manufacture of dangerous drugs, and, inci
dentally, with the production of the raw 
mater_ial as well, was the simplest and most 
effective method of limiting manufacture. 
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In some countries, however, there were 
constitutional difficulties in the way of the 
monopoly system, and he thought that no 
satisfactory measure of agreement would 
be obtained if the matter were pushed to a 
vote. 

On the other hand, this question was 
eminently suitable for a recommendation 
asking Governments to examine the practic
ability of establishing State monopolies and 
to consider whether they were desirable in 
respect of manufacture, distribution, sale, 
export and import, or only in respect of some 
of those operations. His own Government, 
for instance, though strictly controlling sale 
by means of licences, had not hitherto 
considered it necessary to establish a mono-

. poly for sales or exports and imports, the 
last two of which were held to be sufficiently 
controlled by the system of export and import 
licences under the Geneva Convention, and 
Dr. Paranjpye had no instructions enabling 
him to vote for a clause in the Convention 
binding Governments to establish a compre
hensive monopoly for the trade in narcotic 
drugs. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) entirely 
agreed that limitation was essential, and, if 
that involved a State monopoly, he would be 
the first to support it. It was not so, 
however. . A theoretically perfect Convention 
which could not be applied in practice was 
to be avoided. 

A recommendation on the lines suggested 
included in the Final Act would have its 
value, particularly if supported by a number 
of countries, and would be more effective 
than a provision in the Convention which 
would be the subject of numerous reserva
tions. As Portugal had a State monopoly 
in the part of its territories affected, he would 
support the recommendation. 

The President asked whether the Confe
rence agreed that the Soviet amendment, 
the first paragraph of the Polish amendment 
and the Greek suggestion should ~e referred 
to the Business Committee, which would 
consider the possibility of a recommendation 
in favour of State monopolies. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) asked 
whether the Conference would be free to 
accept or reject the recommendation of the 
Business Committee. . 

The President replied in the affirmative. 

The Conference decided by thirty-three votes 
to refer the matter of State monopolies to the 
Business Committee. 

d The President opened the discussion on 
; ihe second paragraph of the Polish ~mend

went to Article .2, the first three lines of 
which had been modified to read as follows : · 

• If in any country a State monopoly 
for traffic in narcotic drugs is npt found 
to be practicable, it would be advisable 
that . . . " 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought it had been decided that the whole 
of the Polish proposal should be considered 
when the Conference came to discuss the 
Final Act, as it was in the nature of a 
recommendation. 

The President had understood that the 
Conference desired merely to refer to the 
Business Committee the Soviet and Greek 
proposals, and the first part of the Polish 
proposal, the second part of the Polish 
proposal being of a somewhat different 
character. He had not, therefore, considered 
that the latter had been referred to the 
Business Committee. 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) withdrew the second 
part of his proposal, and would submit it 
again when the question of control was 
under discussion. 

Article 2 was approved. 

ARTICLE 3· 
Paragraph I. 

The President said that an amendment 
to this paragraph had been submitted by the 
Argentine delegation. The text of the para
graph as amended would read as follows : 

" I. Each High Contracting Party shall 
furnish annually to the Permanent Central 
Opium Board, constituted under Chapter VI 
of the Geneva Convention, at a date to be 
fixed by that Board, estimates of the 
requirements of his territories in the 
matter of narcotic drugs for use as such· 
for domestic consumption and for conver
sion. 

" It is understood that full liberty is 
reserved to each country to purchase its 
supplies of narcotic drugs, and it may, 
when giving its estimates, mention the 
country or the countries, and, in that 
country or those countries, the name of .the 
manufacturer or manufacturers, from which 
it intends to purchase its supplies for a 
minimum period of three years." 

M. Perez (Argentine) explained that his 
amendment was very simple ; it was intended 
to complete the first paragraph by inserting 
the date, to be fixed by the Permanent 
Central Opium Board, on which the contract
ing parties were to send in their estimates 
of requirements ; it also stipulated that they 
should intimate the name of the manu
facturers from whom they intended to 
purchase their supplies over a period of 
not less than three years. He thought these 
data were very useful-in fact, necessary
for manufacturers. 

The President pointed out that there 
were three ideas in the Argentine amendment 
-namely : (I) the date on which the inform
ation should be sent in ; (2) the name of the 
manufacturer or manufacturers selected by 
the country ; (3) the period of three years 
during which it would be understood that 
the country would obtain its supplies from 
the same suppliers. 

On the first point, he would remind 
M. Perez that Article 3, paragraph :z, also · 
referred to a date and stated that this date 
would be given in the Annex. As the 
Argentine amendment did not mention a 
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specific date, the difference b~tween the 
draft Convention and the Argentme amend
ment was not great. 

M. Perez (Argentine) suggested substitut
ing for the words .. at a date to be fixed by 
that Board " the words " during· the month 
of January ". 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) hoped 
that M. Perez, who, like all the rest of the 
delegates, had .compl~te confidence in the 
authority to which estimates were to be sent, 
would leave it to that authority to fix the 
date, as it might have administrative reasons 
for not adopting the month of January. 

M. Perez (Argentine) thought it would be 
very useful to have such an important date 
definitely fixed, seeing that it was really the 
starting-point of limitation. There could be 
no objection to doing so. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that a date had already been 
fixed in the Annex, where, under No. 4 of 
Chapter· I, it was provided that " every 
estimate shall reach the Permanent Central 
Board not later than August Ist in the year 
preceding that in respect of which the 
estimate is made ". If the Central Board 
had to examine the estimates, make a 
calculation of the world total and inform 
the different countries of the results, those 
estimates must reach it at least some months 
before the end of the year. If they reached 
the Central Board on January Ist, they could 
not take effect until the following· year, 
because it had to be decided what amount 
was to be manufactured in a given calendar 
year. 

M. Perez (Argentine) suggested that the 
discussion should be postponed until the 
Annex was under consideration. 

The President pointed out that the stipu
lations of the Annex were quite definite. 
The desired results therefore would doubtless 
be achieved if M .. Perez' suggestion ~were 
accepted. The Conference could adopt the 
text of paragraph I as it appeared in the draft 
Convention, paragraph 2 and the following 
paragraphs of which showed very clearly 
that a date would have to be fixed under the 
rules in the Annex to the Convention. The 
question therefore should be examined when 
the Annex was under discussion. 

He would therefore open the debate on the 
addition in Article 3, paragraph I, of the 
words " and in that country or those coun
tries, the name of the manufacturer or manu
facturers". 

M. Perez (Argentine) stressed the import
ance of specifying the manufactuters' names. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
observed, with regard to M. Perez' proposal, 
that it would not be open to the individual 
manufacturer to say whether or not he would 
execute the orders of a given country. He 
could not do so under the Geneva Convention 
y;ithout the permission of his Government, as 
1t was the Government which decided whether 
it would allow the export of any given 
quantity of drugs by a given manufacturer. 

There was a further difficulty of much 
greater importance. Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
had been advised that there was a possibility 
that the proposal in question might run 
counter to the provisions of the most
favoured-nation clause in commercial treaties, 
and he would ask the Conference to hear his 
legal adviser on that point. 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) said 
that the British delegation would propose 
that this matter should be referred to the 
Legal and Drafting Committee for consider
ation. His delegation would propose in due 
course that the last part of the second sentence 
of paragraph I should be deleted, so that the 
paragraph would read : ·. 

"It is understood that full liberty is 
reserved to each country to purchase its 
supplies of narcotic drugs in any country 
it wishes." 
The difficulty lay in the danger of desig

nating in advance th~ country in which it 
was proposed to purchase. supplies for a 
period of one year or of three years, as the 
Argentine delegate had proposed. In that 
event, it might be that one country would 
give another country a monopoly of the 
trade in a particular drug. A third country 
which had a commercial treaty with the first 
might say that, owing to the most-favoured
nation clause in that treaty, or some other 
clause prohibiting discrimination between 
the products of different nationalities, it had 
no right to give a monopoly to any country. 
If the third country were also a party to the 
present Convention, it would have no right 
to complain, because the provisions of the 
present Convention would no doubt override 
commercial ~reaties in that respect ; but it 
must be remembered that certain countries 
might not be parties to the present Conven
tion. . . · · . · . • 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) thought 
there was no divergence of opinion as to the 
merits of the Argentine amendment, -which 
was in line with the terms of the draft. 
It was not suggested that there should be 
any obligation to specify the supplying coun
try or countries. Delegates were divided, 
therefore, on questions of detail only. 

One point needed elucidation. The Argen
tine amendment referred to the name " of 
the manufacturer or manufacturers from 
whom it intends to purchase its supplies for 
a minimum period of three years ". There · 
would need to be an understanding about the 
word " manufacturer ", since drugs could be 
obtained, not only from manufacturers, but 
also f:rom wholesale dealers. These details 
would have to be borne in mind. 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico) agreed 
that it was important not to overlook the 
difficulties which might arise from the' 
application of the most-favoured-natioj! 
clause. A parallel example, from mal;ly 
points of view' was the traffic in arrns. 
There would undoubtedly be a sort of 
!'lo!lopoly when the purchasing country 
mdicated the country of supply,· just as 
ther~ 'w~s to-day a kind of monopoly in the 
trafftc m arms ; but no law, national or 
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international, could oblige a country to 
allocate its purchases of drugs in one way 
or another. A purchasing country must be 
entitled to obtain supplies where it wished 
and even to indicate in advance when it 
intended to buy. Nevertheless, the argument 
of the legal adviser to the British delegation 
deserved fuller study. 

M. Perez (Argentine) had no objection to 
the examination by the Legal Committee of 
the question whether the most-favoured
nation clause would or would not apply in 
such cases. Personally, he thought it would 
not. The Italian Government, for example, 
contracted with other countries for a whole 
year's supply of meat for the Army. It was 
just as possible to contract for two or three 
years as for one. A one-year contract could 
even be renewed tacitly, so that the most
favoured-nation clause would' cease to apply. 

The President thought that, while his 
position compelled him to refrain from 
engaging in the discussion, he could express 
his opinion on the meaning of a text. He 
would point out that the paragraph in 
question explicitly stated that any country 
" may, when giving its. estimates . . • " 
It was thus quite clear that no country was 
compelled to violate its international oblig
ations. 

He was not certain that a country was in 
all cases bound to grant other countries the 
benefit of most-favoured-nation treatment : 
if that were so, that country was free to 
act as it liked. Moreover, in an increasing 
number. of cases, the most-favoured-nation 
clause. was not absolute. IQ. particular,. it 
did not apply to advantages arising out of a 
collective convention between States, and 
the . present . Convention would be such. 
There would, therefore, be many cases in 
which a country would be free to make 
such a declaration. The Conference would, 
however, be better able to judge the con
sequences of the proP.osal under discussion 
when it had received a• legal opinion, and he 
entirely endorsed the British delegation's 
proposal to refer it to the Legal Committee. 

M. Perez (Argentine) said that he had 
suggested a three-year period because the 
manufacturer would then know the quantity 
he had to supply in that period. After 

-mature reflection, and in order to shorten 
the discussion, he thought it would be better 
to change it to one year. 

1
. · The President said that, if he had cor

r'tctly ·understood the British delegation's 
proposal, the difficulty which it foresaw 
and on which it would like to have the Legal 
Committee's opinion did not refer to the 
duration of the period, but to the fact that 
the suppliers were to be indicated before
hand. However slight, there might possibly 

be a certain clash between the most-favoured
nation clause and the application of such a 
provision. The Legal Committee might be 
asked to give its opinion urgently, so that 
the Conference might be able shortly to 
resume the discussion of Article 3, · para
graph I, second sentence and M. Perez'. 
amendment. 

M. Perez (Argentine) could understand 
the most-favoured-nation clause being in
voked if a three- or four-year period were 
involved, but thought it quite unlikely in 
the case of a one-year contract. Many 
instances might be cited. Italy, for example, 
made one-year contracts for Army supplies, 
as did several other great Powers. England, 
for instance, had a one-year contract with 
the Argentine. 

The President asked if M. Perez would 
object to the adjournment of the' discussion 
pending an opinion from the Legal Committee. 

M. Perez (Argentine) had no objection. 
The Conference agreed to ad;ourn the discus

sion on the second sentence of paragraph I of 
Article 3, pet~ding the receipt of an opinion 
from the Legal Committee. 

Paragraph 2. 

Paragraph 2 was adopted without obser
vations. 

Paragraph 3· 

The President said that the following 
proposals had been received from the Soviet 
delegation : 

" (1) That paragraph 3 of Article 3 
should be omitted, as any provision within 
the body of the Convention relating to 
States not parties thereto has no adequate 

· juridical basis ; 
" (2) That a recommendation should be 

embodied either in the Final Act or in 
some other annexed text inviting States 
not parties to the Convention to provide 
their estimates, being guided, as far as 
possible, by the provisions of Article 6 of 
the Convention." 

t; 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that his delegation objected 
to paragraph 3 on the ground that any 
provision within the body of the Convention 
relating to States not parties thereto had no 
adequate juridical basis. There might, how
ever, be no objection to the subject-matter 
of the paragraph, and he would propose that 
it should take the form of a recommendation 
either in the Final Act or in some other text, 
inviting States non-parties to the Convention 
to send in estimates, based as far as possible 
on the terms of Article 6. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) thought that there 
was very good reason for retaining para
graph 3· To say that the competent autho
rity would furnish an estimate for any 
country not a party to the Convention would 
not affect the rights of such a country. The 
great value of the provision was that, if a 
country not a party to the 1931 Convention 



-· 1112 

wished to buy narcotics from a manuf~c~uri!lg 
country which had accepted and rahf1ed It, 
the latter country could only supply the 
goods provided the central authority ap
proved. In any case, the f~ming of an 
estimate by a central authonty would not 
detract from the authority of countrieo; 
which held aloof from the 1931 Convention. 
Indeed the clause might be definitely valu
able to' them in connection with the distri
bution of drugs. 

He agTeed with paragraph 2 of the Soviet 
proposal. that countries not parties to the 
Convention should be asked to supply all 
the necessary data to enable the amount of 
their legitimate requirements to be calculated. . 

He saw no reason why the Conference 
should decide to suppress paragraph 3. If 
the Soviet delegate had other reasons for his 
proposal. perhaps he would be good enough 
to state them. 

M. de Vasc:oncellos(Portugal) would not 
vote for the deletion of paragraph 3 of 
Article 3. becanse it was absolutely essential 
to limitation. How could manufacture be 
limited unless· the needs of all countries were 
known ? He failed to see how the paragraph 
could be in conflict with any country's 
rights. Suppose it· were desired to have a 
census of the world's population and Portugal 
sent in no return, her rights would not be 
infringed because her population was esti
mated at six millions. 

The total world needs must be ascertained 
before manufacture could be limited. If a 
country sent in no estimates, they would be 
fixed at an approximate figure by the 
competent authority. 

He was glad to see frem the second part of 
the amendment that the Soviet delegation 
was not so hostile, in principle, to recommend
ations, as might have been assumed from 
previous statements. He hoped, however, 
that there would be no need for one in this 
case, and that paragraph 3 would be retained 
for the reasons he had given. 

M. Bo~rioia (France) agreed with t.d 
!wo preywus speakers that the provision 
m questwn was essential to the working of 
the plan. To the excellent reasons already 
~ven, he would add another; A non
signatory country might at any time order 
supplies from a signatory country ; the latter 
~ould then as~ the central authority whether 
Jt could dehver the quantities ordered 
and the authority's reply_ would depend o~ 
~hether t~ amounts exceeded the legi
timate reqwrements of the country making 
the application. 

The. Preaident referred to the wording 
,,f ArtiCle 7 as embodying in ru. view the 
f!Jndauumtal principle of the whole Conven· 
tv..n. lt read : 

'" The total amount of any narcotic drug 
to be manufactured in any one year ahall 
Mt excv-.d the amount of the world total 
fr~r that druc f<tr that year." 

Article I showed that the words " world 
total " were very strictly defined. If the 
Soviet amendment were adopted, the world 
total would have to be determined on quite a 
different basis, or the whole mechanism of 
the Convention would have to be altered. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that his delegation had no 
objection to Article 1· On the contrary, 
it agreed to it. His objections to Article 3, 
paragraph 3. did not mean that he wished 
to raise any obstacles to the furnishing of 
estimates of the world total of drugs necessary 
for medical and scientific purposes. The 
point to which he took exception was that, 
as it stood, paragraph 3 could be legally 
interpreted as an obligation imposed by 
certain countries, the parties to the Conven
tion, on others which were not parties. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) agreed with 
the President that the deletion of paragraph 3 
would upset the whole system of the Conven
tion. Even if the world's total requirements 
could be ascertained by another method, 
there would still be the question of the 
position of the central organ, which was to 
supervise the distribution of narcotics, in . 
dealing with countries which had supplied 
no estimates. It was provided that, when a 
country furnished an estimate, it could not 
receive one gramme more than the amount 
indicated. But, if paragraph 3 were deleted, 
the position of the central organ in regard 
to countries which had made no returns 
would be very embarrassing. The paragraph 
accordingly was indispensable. · 

M. Sj6strand (Sweden) did not think 
that the last paragraph in Article 3 con
stituted an obligation for the contracting 
parties. It was rather an instruction to the 
central organ or competent authority, and 
the same applied to Article 4. paragraph 2. 
Perhaps the Legal Committee could find a 
form for these two paragraphs which would 
overcome the legal objections to them. ' 

Sir Malcolm Delevlngne (Great Britain), 
with a view to meeting the objections of the 
Soviet delegation, suggested the insertion in 
paragraph 3 of words to the same effect a:s 
those contained in paragraph 2 of the Soviet 
amendment, providing that counhies not 
parties to the Convention should be invited 
by the competent authority to furnish annual 
estimates in accordance with the provisions 
of the Convention ; if they did not do so, 
the competent authority should fix the 
estimatea in question. ·! .. 

M. Mattlnez de Alva (Mexico) supportM 
the British proposal. 

The President 11tressed the inconvenience 
of not having in the Convention itself precise 
rules for determining beyond all doubt the 



wo~l~ . total . referred to in Article 7-a 
def1mt!on Without which the Convention 
would be unworkable. To consign the matter 
to an Annex or to adopt an ambiguous form 
of words would force the Conference to make 
radical alterations in the text ·of the draft. 
He felt, therefore, that the question should be 
referred to the Legal Committee, which would 
doubtless find a satisfactory formula and 
thus allay all the legal scrupules expressed. 

The Conference decided to refer the matter 
to the Legal Committee. 

ARTICLE 4· 

Paragraph I. 

Paragraph I was adopted without obser
vations. 

Paragraph 2. 

At the request of the Swedish delegate the 
Conference decided to refer paragraph 2 t~ the 
Legal Committee. 

ARTICLE 5· 

Arlicle 5 was adopted without observations. 

ARTICLE 6. 

The President said two amendments had 
been submitted-a Japanese amendment 
requesting " that it should be clearly under
stood that the term • medical and scientific 
requirements ' applies to the requirements of 
narcotic drugs necessary for the medical 
treatment of addicts ", and a Soviet amend
ment asking for the inclusion in Article 6 of 
the following note : 

" Every estimate of the quantity of 
narcotic drugs required for domestic con
sumption is based on the number of berths 
in hospitals and on the number of patients 
which had received treatment during the 
preceding year." 

If accepted, the Japanese proposal would 
appear as an additional paragraph. 

Paragraph I. 

M. Sawada (Japan) said that his deleg
ation's intention was to alter the text of the 
article in such a way that medical and 
scientific requirements would also include the 
quantity of drugs necessary for the medical 
treatment of addicts. The President's sug
gestion to include the amendment as an 
additional paragraph to the article would 
meet with his approval. 

. M. Con toumas (Greece) thought theJ apan
ese amendment merely supplied an inter
pretation of the words " medical require
ments", and it would probably be sufficient 
if this interpretation were recorded in the 
Minutes. That would avoid overloading the 
text of the Convention. 

M. Sawada (Japan) said that he was 
p~epared to _withdraw his amendment pro
VI~ed that It. were clearly stated in the 
Mmutes that It was the unanimous view of 
the Conference that the term " medical and 
scien.tific requirements " applied also to the 
reqmrements of narcotic drugs necessary 
for the medical treatment of addicts. 

The President said th~t M. Sawada's 
declaration would appear in the Minutes. 
Moreover~ the matter might perhaps be 
recorded m an even more formal manner at 
the time of signature. 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) asked whether 
the Japanese delegate could give any infor
mation as to the extent to which narcotic 
drugs were used in the medical treatment of 
addicts. As a physician, he could say that 
it was desirable to use such substances as 
little as possible. He did not know whether 
this matter was within the competence of 
the Conference, but it ·would be useful to 
have some idea of the proportion of a 
country's total consumption that should be 
earmarked for the treatment ·of addicts. 

The President, though not an expert in 
the matter, thought it was clear that the 
term drugs for medical needs meant drugs 
supplied on medical prescriptions. The Con
vention could hardly indicate to the medical 
profession the specific quantity of narcotics 
to be given in specific cases. When a doctor 
took the responsibility of declaring that a 
narc?tic was necessary, it only remained to 
acquiesce. 

He believed there was no need to insert 
the Japanese amendment in the body of the 
Convention, seeing that it referred to the 
medical treatment of addicts, and· such 
treatment would, of course, be given on the 
responsibility of a doctor. . 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) said that he was 
satisfied with the President's explanation. 

Paragraph I of Article 6 was approved. 

Paragraph 2. 

M. Schultz (Austria) drew special attention 
to the fact that the stocks referred to in 
paragraph 2 of Article 6 were not the same 
as those referred to in paragraphs 6 and 7 of 
Article I. 

The President said it would be enough 
for the moment to note the Austrian dele
gate's statement. The point would, of course, 
be reconsidered when the Conference came 
to discuss paragraphs 6 and 7 of Article I, 
which had not yet been adopted. 

Paragraph 2 of Arlicle 6 was approved. 

The President opened the discussion on 
the Soviet amendment. 

M. Boaomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) explained that the object of his 
amendment was to create some basis for 
estimating the internal consumption of nar
cotic drugs, in order to prevent increase or 
over-production in any country. The method 
proposed was that m force in the Soviet 



-- 1L'4-

Union, but he was quite readr t? accept the 
methods used in other countnes 1f they were 
considered more effective. · 

Dr. Hrdlicka (Czechoslovakia) could n<;>t 
agree to the Soviet proposal. Czechoslovalaa 
had a large number of hospitals, but many 
patients were treated at home also, so that 
the proposed control would be very compli
cated. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) agreed. The 
problem raised by the Soviet amendment 
was a very complicated one, and it would 
clearly be desirable if it could be settle~ by as 
simple a method as that proposed m . the 
So\-iet amendment. That method rmght 
be applicable in the Soviet Union, but it 
would give purely illusory results in most of 
the other countries. As had already been 
observed, patients were not treated solely 
in hospitals. In Switzerland, for example, 
doctors had large private practices which 
had to be taken into account. An estimate 
based entirely on the requirements of hos
pitals would be quite inaccurate. 

A Convention like that which the Confe
rence was endeavouring to frame could not 
go into such details. Each country must be 
left to devise a method of estimating based 
on its own particular circumstances. The 
matter had already been considered by the 
Health Committee, which had failed to devise 
a uniform method and had been forced to the 
conclusion that this was even impossible. 

J.l. de Vaaconcellos (Portugal) agreed. 
Each country might, however, be asked to 
state on what basis it had framed its esti
mates. In that way sufficiently reliable 
data would be obtained. With reference 
to the· Soviet proposal. it might be possible 
to ascertain the number of patients treated 
in hospitals during the previous year; but, 
as so. many patients received treatment at 
home, an estimate based on the number of 
hospital beds occupied would be absolutely 
incorrect. Countries should therefore be 
allowed to make their own estimates and 
inform the Central Office what method they 
had used. 

In Portugal, the estimates were compiled 
from the consumption atatistic1 returned by 
phannacist.& and other dealer& licenaed to 
tell drug&; theae &tatiltic& were very carefully 
checked, 10 that the estimate was very 
clote to the facts. · 

M. Perez (Argentine) also thought the 
Soviet propolal inacceptable. In Berlin, for 
example, there were two form• of public 
wo:lfare ~ given in ho8pital.t and 
the Clther at home. The latter wu much 
m<JI'e ext4msive than the former, and it; would 
dearly be difficult t'> calculate the number of 
1:.t:ds t.ccupied by patient• treated at hrJme. 

In Buenos Aires, treatment in the home 
was spreading very considerably. The sys
tem had the merit of not breaking up the 
family circle, and there were economic 
reasons for it as well. 

He hoped, in conclusion, that the Soviet · 
delegation would withdraw its amendment. 

The President drew the attention of the 
Conference to two provisions in the Annex 
to the draft Convention. Chapter I of this 
Annex contained regulations dealing with 
this very question of the various declarations 
and estimates. Paragraph 3 read as follows : 

" Every estimate shall be accompanied 
by a statement explaining the method by 
which the several amounts shown in it 
have been calculated. If these amounts 
are calculated so as to include a margin 
allowing for possible fluctuations in demand, 
the estimates should indicate the extent 
of the margin so included." 

There was a further paragraph 6 reading : 

• Every estimate shall be examined by 
a competent authority constituted in the 
following manner • . . The competent 
authority may require any further details 
or explanations, except as regards require
ments for Government purposes, which 
it may consider necessary 1D respect of any 
country on behalf of which an estimate has 
been furnished in order to make the 
estimate complete or to explain any 
statement made therein and may, with the 
consent of the Government concerned, 
amend any estimate in accordance with 
any explanations so given." . 

The President asked the Soviet delegate 
whether it would not be better to discuss his 
amendment when the Conference came to 
examine these regulations. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) accepted this proposal. 

ARTICLE 7· 
The President pointed out that, if the 

Conference adopted Article 7, such adoption 
would only be final after it had adopted 
paragraphs s to 9 of Article I, which gave 
the various defirutions involved in the idea 
of ,. world total ". 

A.rlicle 7 UIIJI approved, subject lo lhe 
President' 1 observation. 

ARTICLE 8. 

The President informed the Conference 
that amendment. to Article 8 had been 
received from the Japanese, Argentine and 
Austrian delegation& (Annex). 

Amendment propored by lhe J apanm dele g· 
ation. 

" Any High Contractin~ Party may 
manufacture, within the lim1t of the annual 
e1timate of it• domestic requirements, 
the quantity of narcotic drugs necessary 
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for medical, scicmtific and conversion pur
poses. 

" The High Contracting Parties shall 
not manufacture narcotic drugs for export 
unless they receive actual orders for 
import accompanied by an import certi
ficate issued in accordance with the pro
~edure provided by Chapter V of the 
Geneva Convention. 

" Subject to the article above, any 
High Contracting Party may manufacture 
the quantity of narcotic drugs necessary 
to meet the actual order or the quantity 
necessary to fill the shortage of the 
domestic requirements caused by the ex
port. 

" Any High Contracting Party having 
manufactured narcotic drugs for export 
may manufacture 50 per cent of the 

. quantity of the previous year's export 
(excluding re-export) before receiving an 
actual order, provided that, if the said 
quantity exceeds that of the actual export 
(excluding re-export), the excess shall be 
carried forward to the stock, and reduction 
is accordingly made from the quantity 
to be manufactured in the ensuing year." 

Amendment proposed by the Argentine 
delegation. 

" Replace the first paragraph 'of the 
article by the following text : 

" • Subject to the provisions of Article xo, 
the world total of narcotic drugs, less 
(a) that part of it destined for domestic 
consumption manufactured in countries 
which manufacture only for their own 
requirements; (b) that part retained for 
conversion in the manufacturing coun
tries; and (c) the quantities formally 
declared for the purpose of their domestic 
consumption by non-manufacturing coun
tries, in application of Article 3, section I, 
second paragraph, shall be manufactured 
by the following countries (which shall be 
known as • exporting countries ') in the 
proportions indicated.' " 

Amendment proposed by the Austrian 
delegation. 

" In the table of quotas, column 2, for 
• diacetylmorpltine . . . morphine •, 
read • esters of morphine (other than 
diacetylmorphine) '." · 

' 
M. Sawada (Japan) said that, as he ~ad 

previously stated, the Japanese delegation, 
very regretfully, could not accept the quota 
system embodied in Article 8 of the draft 
Convention. If that system were to be 
adopted at all, his delegation adhered to the 
idea of an equal distribution of quotas among 
countries desiring to manufacture for export. 
If, however, that suggestion failed to co.m
mend itself, he proposed the alternative 
which he had just submitted. 

It was laid down in the draft Convention 
that the total world requirements should be 
established on the basis of the aggregate of the 
annual estimates of all countries, and that 
the manufacture of narcotic drugs should 

be limited to that world total. The scheme 
now proposed by M. Sawada also contem
plated the limitation of manufacture to a 
world total based upon the annual estimates 
of all countries, but differed from that in the 
draft Convention in regard to the method of 
limitation. 

According to the Japanese proposal, no 
country would be allowed to import drugs 
over and above its home total. Within the 
limits of this .home total, it might place 
orders for the import of drugs with any of 
the manufacturing countries. On the basis 
of actual orders thus received from abroad, 
the manufacturing country would be author
ised to manufacture drugs up to the limit of 
those orders. Needless to say, such orders 
must be legitimate and concrete, and in 
conformity with the existing Conventions. 

Under this arrangement, the quantities 
of narcotic drugs manufactured for export 
would in no case exceed the world total 
requirements. Nevertheless, to facilitate the 
trade in drugs, the Japanese scheme provided 
that any country which had had an export 
trade in the previous year might manu
facture up to a certain percentage, say 
so per cent, of the quantities exported in 
that year, even before receiving actual 
orders ; and, when there was any surplus 
over and above the quantities exported 
during the year, that quantity should be 
carried forward to the next year, the quan
tities then to be manufactured being reduced 
accordingly. 

In the Japanese delegation's opinion, there 
were certain inherent difficulties in the quota 
system embodied in the draft Convention. 
The estimate of the legitimate requirements 
to be framed by each country might some
times be excessive. In that case, over
production was sure to follow, since the 
quota system implied the manufacture o( 
drugs up to the quantities estimated for 
world requirements during the year; the 
purpose of direct limitation might thus be 
defeated. According to the Japanese plan, 
on the contrary, the estimate of domestic 
requirements to be furnished by each country 
was to indicate only the maximum quantity 
which it could import ; but, in actual 
practice, the amount of concrete orders for 
drugs would be limited to -the actual con
sumption, and, as the exporting countries 
were not to be allowed to manufacture in 
excess of such orders, there would be no 
danger of over-production, even if the esti
mates of importing countries were exaggerated. 

Next, under the quota system, the world 
total requirements were to be manufactured 
entirely by a limited number of countries. 
If the countries not adopting such a system 
were to start manufactunng drugs for export, 
this would be certain to end in over-pro
duction. With the Japanese scheme, manu
facture for export to countries outside the 
Convention was restricted to actual and 
legitimate orders made within the limit of 
the estimate for the countries concerned, 
as-framed:by the competent authority: and, 
even if countries outside the Convention 
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took part in the manufacture,. there would 
be little danger of over-production. 

Lastly, the quota system, as M. Sawa~a 
had already pointed out, was hardly recon~
able with the principle of equal opporturuty 
in industry and the freedom of comm~~· 
The object of the Conference was to lim1t 
the world's total manufacture of drugs, but 
the solution to be found must interfere as 
little as possible with the above principle. 
Under the quota system, the manufacture 
of drugs would be restricted to a few coun
tries. and the consuming countries would be 
forced to import narcotic drugs manufactured 
in those countries only. It was true that the 
draft Convention provided that the quota 
conld be adjusted after a period of two 
years. by negotiation upon the basis either 
of the export trade during that perioct or of 
any other considerations. But how could 
there be "UlY export trade from countries 
which had not been allowed to manufacture 
for export? 

Some critics might say that the Japanese 
delegation's proposal was prompted chiefly 
by economic considerations. M. Sawada 
hoped there wonld be no such misgivings 
among members of the Conference, since this 
was not the case. As he had said in an 
earlier statement, his country was foremost 
in the belief that any scheme for limitation 
to be adopted by the Conference should be 
governed by humanitarian motives. The 
Japanese delegation conld not accept the 
quota system in the draft Convention. not 
because Japan was not to be given a quota 
equal to that of other countries, but only 
because she saw irreconcilable difficnlties in it. 

Japan was already in a position to manu
facture drugs, not only for domestic con
sumption, but for export. In spite of this, 
she had, for the past eight years, consistently 
followed the policy of self-supply by limiting 
the manufacture of drugs to the quantity 
nece ... ;ary for home consumption. Needless 
to say, the adoption of that policy was 
animated by the desire to conform to the 
provisions of the existipg conventions. Un
less and until circumstances arose leading 
Japan to embark upon the export trade, his 
Gov~nt would make no departure from 
that policy. He hoped that his Govern
ment's attitude in regard to the manu
~are of drugs would itself explam how far 
it was from its intention to seek economic 
advantage in that particular field of com
merce. 

Whatever limitation scheme might be 
adopted by the Conference, it should be 
governed by the considerations of simplicity 
and universality. Ideal as the scheme might 
be, it might fail to achieve its end if it 
involved complicated methods impossible 
of aniverW application. The ~heme pro
poled by the japanete delegation had been 
f.ramed with tboN views in mind. It was 
limple in conception and was believed to be 
capable of. being applied to any country 
w.GJcia ckt1red to achieve limitation. In 
that bi-Jief, K. Sawada ventured to express 

the hope that it would be accepted by the 
Conference in the spirit in which it was 
proposed, and as a basis of agreement on the 
most important question with which the 
delegates were confronted. 

M. Perez (Argentine) thought that the 
discussion of Article 8 should be postponed 
until the Legal Committee had reported on 
paragraph I of Article 3· The two questions 
were closely connected-if, for instance, the 
Argentine amendment to Article 3 were 
accepted, Article 8 would have to be deleted. 

M. Schultz (Austria) pointed out · that 
the Austrian amendment to Article 8 was 
closely bound up with Article z(a). He 
would therefore suggest postponing. the dis
cussion of that amendment until the question 
raised in Article z(a) had been settled. 

The President said he had received 
from the Persian delegation an amendment 
to Article 8, which read as follows : 

" The quantity of raw opium estimated 
to be necessary during the current year for 
the manufacture of narcotics derived from 
opium shall be supplied in equal parts by 
each of the producing countries." 

M. Sepahbodi (Persia) said that he would 
have preferred to submit his proposal at 
another point in the debate, but, as other 
amendments had been put forward, it might 
be well to consider his also. 

If . the Conference accepted the quota 
system for manufacture, it was right and just 
to adopt the sa.me principle for production. 

The President felt that the question was 
whether the Conference should open a dis
cussion on the proposals that had been made 
or whether, as M. Perez requested, it should 
await the Legal Committee's report. 

He had not quite followed the Argentine 
delegate's argument that Article 8 would 
become superfluous if his amendment were 
accepted. In the President's opinion, the 
article would be worded quite differently, 
but, however drafted, a Convention should 
IJ>I!C?ify the ri({hts of manufacturers in pro
ducing countnes. 

He could not help thinking that the 
Conference was making a mistake by continu
ing to refer to various Committees articles 
which would return to the plenary meeting 
and be again referred to other Committees, 
thus making progress impossible. If the 
discussion of Article 8 were adjourned, it 
would be impossible to take Articles g, IO, 
etc. If M. Perez' suggestion were adopted, 
he would have to adjourn the plenary meet
ing• until the Legal Committee had aub
mitted its report. The Conference had been 
implored J>y the public, the Press, and even 
by apeakers on the platform, to make haste, 
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and he would beg the members to devise some 
means of doing so. 

Naturally, no decision could be taken on 
Article 8 until the Legal Committee . had 
reported. ·Otherwise, certain members would 
be deprived of their legitimate rights. As 
during the general discussion the question 
had been debated at some length-in appro
priately general terms-perhaps those sup
porting the various points of view could 
talk . matters over in greater detail and 
pave the way for discussion in the Committee. 
Otherwise, the Conference would appear to 
be marking time. That would be disap
pointing for the extremely busy persons 
attending the Conference and adverse to the 
cause at stake, since the Convention must be 
ready in good time to be of service to those 
who were victims of drug addiction. 

M. Perez (Argentine) agreed that it was 
very disagreeable to leave gaps in the Con
vention while continuing the discussion. 
To obviate this he had reduced the three-· 
year period in his amendment first to two 
years and then to one year, thus hoping to 
make reference to the . Legal Committee 
unnecessary, but that was apparently inevit
able. 

The President fully appreciated the 
spirit of accommodation which M. Perez had 
always shown. It would be best to re-open 
the discussion on the question on the 

following day. Without in any way wishing 
to predict how M. Perez' amendment would 
be received, he thought there should be an 
exchange of views on Article 8, which would 
facilitate its solution. That solution would 
be found all the more easily because all 
delegates were animated by the spirit which 
guided M. Perez. They were all convinced 
of each other's sincerity and knew that their 
only object in ever asking for a question to be 
referred to a committee was to enhance the 
value of the discussion. 

M. Perez (Argentine) pointed out that 
the Austrian delegation had also asked for 
an adjournment of the discussion on his 
amendment. 

M. Schultz (Austria), replying to the 
President, said that his amendment merely 
dealt with a point of drafting. If the manu
facture of diacetylmorphine were prohibited, 
the word " diacetylmorphine " should be 
suppressed; if not, it should be retained. 
The solution of this question would depend 
on the decisiontaken regarding Article z(a). 
His opinion was that the discussion of 
Article 8 need not be postponed until the 
report of the Legal Committee had been 

·received. 

The continuation of the discussion was 
adjourned to the next meeting. 

THIRTEENTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Friday June 5th, 1931, at 10.30 a.m . 
• 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 

32.-EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION FOR LIMITING 
THE MANUFACTURE AND REGU
LATING THE DISTRIBUTION OF 
NARCOTIC DRUGS (continuation). 

ARTICLES 8 TO 17. 

The President recalled that various 
amendments had been proposed to Article 8. 
Articles 9 to 17, however, were closely 
related to Article 8, so that, if the Japanese 
amendment to Article 8 were accepted, all 
these articles, except 14 and 17, would be 
automatically dropped, while Articles 14 and 
17 would have to be radically changed. 

He therefore asked the Conference to deal 
with the problem covered by Articles 8 to 
17 as a whole. . 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) thought a long 
discussion unnec~ssary, as the quota system 
was quite clear. It was only necessary to 
consider the counter-proposals submitted 
by members of the Conference. He would 
submit the following text in place of Article II 
of the draft Convention : 

" The distribution of the world total of 
each narcotic manufactured among export
ing countries shall be fixed by the Per
manent Central Board on the basis of the 
statistics, official information and estimates 
which it possesses or may receive from each 
country. 

" After deducting from the total of each 
narcotic that part which represents the 
quantities manufactured by each country 
for domestic consumption, the Central 
Board shall furnish the exporting countries 
as soon as possible with an estimate of the 
quantities they will be authorised to 
manufacture for export. 

" The exporting countries shall notify 
their acceptance within a period not 
exceeding three months. If no acceptance 
is received within that period, the Central 
Board's estimates shall become final. 

"During the same period, however, the 
exporting countries shall be entitled to 
send counter-proposals to the Central 
Board. If the Central Board does not 
consider these counter-proposals justified, 
and if no agreement can be reached 
between the Board and any interested 



party, the question shall. in the last resort, 
be referred to one or more arbitrators 
appointed by the President of the Per
manent Co\lrt of International Justice. 

•• The quantities thus fi."(ed with a view 
to the enforcement of the present Con
'-ention may not be revised until two years 
ha'-e elap...«ed. They may then be revised 
annually by the Central Board on the basis 
of ordexs duly appro~d in accordance 
v.ith the provisions of the present Con
vention.· 

Y. C.n-auoni attached importance only to 
the substance or spirit of his proposal ; 
he was prepared to accept any changes of 
form or detail which were compatible with 
the ideas underlying the new article. Articles 
10 and II, in particular Article 10, would 
have to be revised and brought into line 
v.ith the new Article 8. Other clauses in the 
Convention would have to be revised or 
dropped for the same reason ; he would 
make the necessary proposals to this effect 
in the course of the discussion. 

He was prepared to consider a modifica
tion in the constitution of the Central Board 
to enable it to undertake the new duties 
incumbent upon it. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) stated 
that, as Chairman of the Committee for 
limitation, he must necessarily be somewhat 
reserved in expres.--ing his opinion on matters 
of substance. He would merely ask the 
Conference, in order to expedite the proceed
ings, to refer all the amendments to Articles 8 
to 17 to the Committee for Limitation, which 
would consider them and report in due course. 

Although the Conference had taken a 
decision upon Article J, this was so closely 
connected with Article 8 and the amendments 
thereto that it would be better to refer it to 
the Committee for Limitation rather than to 
the Legal Committee. 

M. Casares (Spain) submitted the following 
amendment to Article 10 : 

• I. (i) If a country not mentioned in 
Article 8 desires to manufacture a certain 
quantity of any drug for export; or 

• ( ii) If a country mentioned in Article 8 
desires a revision of the quantities that it 
has been authorised to manufacture during 
the current year. that country shall notify 
the competent body. 

"2. The notice ~;hall give as full parti
culars as pouible of the considerations 
which the Government of that country 
desires should be taken into account in the 
allocation of the quantities to be manu
factured. 

.. J. After the legitimacy of the request 
has been admitted, the rompetent body 
•hall communicate it to the Governments 
~,f the exporting rountries, informing them 
<>f the changes, if any, in allocatioM which 
will be matJe Dei'..estary by tW. request. 

• •· SlvJUid the country making the 
r~t~t <>r an exporting ClJuntry con1ider 
that it canrvlf accept the dccuuon of the 

competent body, the question shall be 
submitted to an arbitrator or arbitrators 
appointed by the President of the Per
manent Court of International Justice at 
The Hague, from whose decision there shall 
be no appeal. 

"5· In any case, the competent body 
may authorise a country making such a 
request to carry on the manufacture of 
drugs temporarily for export, account 
being only taken of orders which have 
been duly certified in accordance with the 
provisions of the present Convention. 

• 6. In the event of any High Contract
ing Party desiring that any of its territories 
should cease to be an exporting country 
in respect of any narcotic drugs, it shall 
give notice to that effect to the competent 
body, which shall communicate the same 
to all States parties to the present Con
vention. 

• Paragraphs 7 and 8 to remain as in the 
draft." 

The President said that the . Spanish 
amendment would be referred to the Com
mittee for Limitation with the other amend
ments. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought it would clarify the discussion and 
facilitate the procedure if the various amend
ments \\"ere taken separately, and he would 
suggest that the Conference should begin 
with the discussion of the Japanese amend
ment. This part of its work was the most 
important, and it appeared ·to him most 
desirable that there should be a full discussion 
in plenary session. 

The President had understood that the 
Conference did not wish to continue the 
debate in plenary session. If, however, that 
was not so, he would open a discussion on 
each separate amendment, beginning with 
that submitted by the Japanese delegation. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
suggested that, before the amendments were 
discussed, the Conference should consider 
the method by which it proposed to deal with 
the blanks in Article 8. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) thought that, before 
considering the amendments, there should be 
a general discussion on Article 8, in regard to 
which there were two very different schools 
of opinion. Some supported the quota sys
tem, others opposed it and were in favour of 
greater freedom for each country in both 
manufacture and supply. The object of the 
latter system was to prevent any form of 
monopoly being set up by an international 
convention. The Japanese and Italian amend
ments discarded the quota system. 

The Japanese delegation had clearly 
explained the reasons for its amendment; and 
it would be well to hear those of the advocates 
of the quota system. It would be helpful 
if some member of the Advisory Committee 
who was conversant with the issue would 
explain why the majority of that Committee 
recommended it. 
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The President pointed out that the Con- ' 
ference was discussing Articles 8 to I7. It 
might either refer the matter immediately 
to a Committee or continue the discussion in 
plenary session. If the latter procedure 
were adopted, the Conference would have to 
consider separately the various amendments 
to Article 8, and afterwards to study the 
original text in the draft with a view to its 
completion. In any case, the question would 
probably have to be referred, sooner or later, 
to a Committee to decide points of detail. 

To meet M. Cavazzoni's point, the President 
would, of course, be pleased to ask one of the 
members of the Advisory Committee to 
explain the quota system. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) agreed 
with M. Cavazzoni and hoped that Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne would explain the sys
tem put forward by the Advisory Committee. 
It would be advisable not to embark upon a 
detailed consideration of any amendment in 
plenary session. A debate of that sort would 
be more in place in the Committee for 
Limitation. A discussion, however, on the 
general principles upon which Articles 8 to I7 
and the amendments thereto were based 
might with advantage be held in plenary 
meeting. 

. Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said that, if the Conference desired to 
continue the general discussion, he would 
wish to offer some observations on this part 
of the Advisory Committee's scheme and to 
compare it with the schemes put forward 
by way of amendment. 

He was glad that the Conference had 
decided to continue the general discussion, 
because this was the most important part 
of its work, as well as the most critical. On 
the decision which the Conference took with 
regard to this section of the Advisory 
Committee's scheme would depend the whole 
of the rest of its work. 

The Conference had before it the scheme of 
the Advisory Committee ; it also had before 
it a scheme proposed by the Japanese 
delegation, and, if he had understood 
M. Cavazzoni aright, a further scheme had 
been put forward by the Italian delegation. 

·The task of deciding between the different 
schemes, and possibly of elaborating a further 
scheme different from all three, would be 
very difficult. He would remind the Con
ference that it had been convened to agree 
upon a scheme of direct ~imitat_iot?-, ~ot 
limitation merely, but the dtrect hmttahon 
of the manufacture of narcotic drugs to the 
medical and scientific requirements of the 
world. What did the Conference understand 
by direct limitation? What did the As
sembly mean ? What did the Council mean ? 
He would refer to the terms of the Assembly 
resolution : 

" The Assembly, 

" Recalling the proposals made in con
nection with the Geneva Conference of 
1924-25 for the direct limitation by agree
ment between the Governments of the 
manufacturing countries of the amount 
of such drugs manufactured ; 

" Taking note of the important declar
ation made in1 the course of the present 
meeting of the Assembly by the represent
ative of France that his Government has 
decided to impose such limitation on its 
manufacturers . . . " 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne would also refer 
to the following passage, in which M. Fotitch, 
the Rapporteur, had summed up the general 
results of the discussions in the Fifth 
Committee in rgzg. 

" The greater part of the debate in the 
Fifth Committee was concentrated upon 
the question of the limitation of manu
facture. The result of his discussion was 
the emergence for the first time in the 
history of the League of an agreement 
amongst the manufacturing countries as 
to the desirability of the limitation of 
manufacture, to be secured by means of an 
international conference which would deter
mine the total amount of narcotic drugs 
required to meet the legitimate medical 
and scientific needs of the world as well 
as the quota to be allocated amongst the 
various 'manufacturing countries." 

That was what the 1929 Assembly had in 
mind, and what the Council had in mind. 

There was general agreement-whatever 
the scheme for limitation adopted-that 
direct limitation implied two things-first, 
that the world's requirements would have to 
be determined, and certain articles of the 
draft Convention had already been passed, 
in principle, providing for this object ; 
secondly, that the production of each factory 
was to be limited; a limit was to be fixed for 
each manufacturer or group of manufac
turers. " So much and no more. " It was 
here that the real problem arose, and the 
Advisory Committee's scheme suggested a 
way by which, for each manufacturer or 
group of manufacturers, that question was 
answered, that condition fulfilled. A definite 
figure was laid down for each manufacturer 
or group of manufacturers for their annual 
production, and that figure was not allowed 
to be exceeded. 

Factories were under the control of the 
Government of the country in which they 
were situated, and the responsibility for 
determining and enforcing the limit of 
production therefore rested with the Govern
ments. The question before the Govern
ments was: By what means were they to fix 
the limits for their factories ? Hitherto, 
the method of the Hague and Geneva Con
ventions had been the indirect method. If 
that method had been universally and 
rigorously applied, in the spirit as well as 
in the letter, the delegates would not be 
meeting to-day. Without an undue amount 
of national pride, Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
thought he could say that in England, 
where the provisions of the Geneva Con
vention had been strictly and consistently 
applied, there was no problem of over
production of drugs. That was also true of 
other countries ; but it was because the 
universal and strict application of those 
Conventions had not been secured that the 
proposal for direct limitation had been revived 
by the 1929 Assembly. 
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Scht>oteS which did not provide for a 
definite limit of production for each individual 
factory or group of factories fell short, in his 
Government's opinion, of direct limitation. 
They might be in advance of the Geneva 
Convention, but they did not carry out the 
purpose for ~-hich the Conference had been 
summoned. He ventured to suggest that 
the Ad-,.isory Committee's scheme met all 
the requirt>ments, and "it was for that rt>ason 
that he supported it. 

After the fort>going observations, he would 
like to examine the Japanese proposal which 
had been submitted to the Conference on the 
previous day. He selected the Japanese 
proposal. because it was the ouly one which 
had so far been submitted in a definite and
detailed form. In the course of the discussion, 
he would probably have something to say 
with regard to the other amendments sub
mitted; but, as they were not yet before the 
Conference in writing, he would not deal 
with them for the moment. 

The Japanese proposal assumed an alter
native form. The first proposal was that the 
quotas should be fixed by the method of 
equal division, that any country which at 
present manufactured drugs, or might-desire 
in the future to manufacture drugs, should 
have an equal share with the rest in the 
world's total Sir Malcolm Delevingne did 
not think the Japanese delegation entertained 
great hopes that that proposal would be 
accepted. He thought it would be generally 
agreed that a proposal for equal division 
would be so unfair, and lead to so many 
demands from countries which did not at 

an indefinite element ; there was no direct 
or definite figure up to which he was to be 
allowed to manufacture. The method pro
posed by the Japanese delegation was there
fore simply another method of indirect 
limitation. It would equally be impossible 
for a Government to enforce such a method 
of limitation. Government officials would 
know no more than the manufacturer how 
many orders, or the extent of the orders, 
were likely to be received before the end of 
the year. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne would refer again, • 
in this connection, to a point which was too 
often overlooked and to which the Chairman 
of the Advisory Committee had referred. 
The trade in drugs was not carried on solely 
by the manufacturers or solely in the form 
of alkaloids and salts. If it were, the 
problem would be very much simplified, but 
it was because the trade was not carried on 
in this way that so many of the plans which 
seemed simple on paper would fail to work 
in practice. Was the wholesale chemist or 
druggist to wait to give his order to the 
manufacturer until he himself received an 
order for his tablets or preparations ? The 
state of things which would follow if that 
system were introduced would be lamentable 
to the highest degree. It seemed to him 
that a system of direct limitation would not 
be secured under the Japanese proposal, 
and, unless that direct limitation were 
secured, the Conference would have failed in 
the chief object for which it had been 
convened. 

-present_ manufacture drugs, that it would As regards the second element in the 
have little chance of acceptanc~ by the Japanese proposal, Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
Conference. I would observe that the Japanese delegate 

What were the elements of the second 
proposal, which he took to be the real 
proposal of the Japanese delegation? They 
were three-fold. limitation was to be applied 
by reference to the orders received, the 
weguard proposed being the safeguard of the 
import certificate provided for by the Geneva 
Convention. with a modification. The third 
element was that any contracting party 
which manufactured narcotic drugs for export 
might manufacture so per cent of the 
quantity of the previous year's export before 
the receipt of any defmite orders. 

With regard to the first point, he would 
ventll!e !-0 s_uggest to the Japanese delegation 
that_liiDltatwn by reference to orders actua]ly 
rece~ved was not commercially practicable. 
A manufacturer did not produce his drugs 
as and when orders came in. Drugs were 
DOt like a steaD15hip, which was only put in 
han4 when the order for its construction had 
been received ; they had to be manufactured 
in advance, in anticipation of orders that 
wr.IUld be received ; otherwise, a very serious 
state of things would arise in the medical 
practice of the world. Therefore, in the 
abtence of any direct limit, the manufacturer 
mtm proouu according to the normal volume 
of his trade or in quantities sufficient to 
~ the or~s which he thought he was 
hbly to rece~ve. Here there was obviously 

assumed that the import certificate scheme 
would be universally and carefully applied. 
Everyone knew that that was not the case 
at present, and, until that happy consum
mation was reached, the safeguard of the 
import certificate system would not be the 
complete safeguard which the japanese 
scheme required. 

He might point out to the Japanese 
delegation, and to the Conference in general, 
that the Japanese proposal provided for the 
omission of the chapters in the Annex which 
related to the establishment of the Central 
Narcotics Office. The Conference was aware 
that those chapters embodied an important 
part of the Committee's scheme and provided 
that, before an export could be effected by 
the exporter, the export order had to. be 
referred to the Central Narcotics Office; 
that office would then say whether the 
amount desired would cause an excess or not 
on the importing country's estimate, and, 
until the certificate had been issued by the 
Central Narcotics Office, the export could not 
be effected. Clearly, this was an important 
guarantee against over-export by any indi
vidual exporting country ; but that aafeguard 
disappeared entirely under the rroposals of 
the Japanese delegate, and al the latter 
substituted for it wa8 that . the import 
C(.'ftificate wa1 to bear a note or atatemnet 
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. of the :'-m<?unt of the drugs for which export 
authonsahons had alr~ady been issued during. 
the current year. Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
had had some experience of dangerous drugs 
administration, and he would be very much 
surprised if a system of that sort would 
work· satisfactorily. He would expect a 
number of _cases to arise in which the figures 
of the prev10us exports of the year were either 
not stated at all or stated incorrectly. 

t 

Turning to the third element in the 
Japanese proposal, that a manufacturing 
country should be allowed to manufacture 
~p to so p_er cent of the quantity exported 
m the preVIous year, Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
thought the proposal showed that the Japan
ese delegate recognised a difficulty in his 
sc~emt;. He would point out that, although 
this third element might meet the particular 
cas~ of Japan, it would be of very small 
assistance to a new country which desired to 
start manufacture, because there would be no 
previous figures on which to base the so per 
cent. 

The Japanese delegation objected to the 
quota system, first, because it interfered with 
liberty of trade-Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
would refer to this point later-secondly, 
because it would lead to over-production, 
and, thirdly, because it would force countries 
to buy in certain other countries. In that 
third criticism, the Japanese delegation lost 
sight of the fact that the draft Convention 
contained provisions which allowed countries 
to buy their supplies where they liked. . If 
one of the manufacturing countries became 
so popular with the consuming countries 
that it received more orders than the quota 
allowed to it, it could have the excess amount 
transferred to it from other manufacturing 
countries, and, as the quality of the manu
factured drugs was much the same all over 
the world, no harm would be done to anybody 
by the system, and a manufacturing country 
could manufacture the preparations it needed 
to meet the orders received. 

In reply to the second criticism, concerning 
over-production, it was true that the estimate 
system-which, in principle, had been adopted 
by the Conference-might result in a margin 
over the total amount of the world's require
ments for medical and scientific purposes, 
but that was not necessarily over-production. 
If there was an excess in any year over the 
requirements of the individual countries, 
it would be deducted at the end of the year 
from the following year's total, so that, in 
effect, there would be no over-production. 
If he understood the Japanese scheme 
rightly, it was equally based on the world's 
estimates, and, if an importing country had 

estimated its requirements with a liberal 
margin_. there. would be nothing to prevent it 
fro~ 1mporhng the full amount of its 
eshmate from the manufacturing countries 
under the Japanese scheme. 

. The Japanese delegate's first and most 
Important objection was one that might be 
raised in connection with other amendments 
which would be before the Conference
nl!-mel:y:, that the quota system interfered 
~th hberty. of ·trade. That was a very 
Important pomt and one which had been very 
carefully considered by those members who 
had taken part in framing the scheme. There 

. was no desire, as Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
had . already s~id, to erect a monopoly 
or giVe an unfarr advantage to the existing 
manufacturing countries. Under the Advi
sory Committee's scheme, every country was 
at liberty ~o start the ;manufacture of drugs 
and to claim a quota m accordance with its 
position in the market. He recognised that 
the provisions contained in Article 10 of the 
draft Convention were not altogether satis
factory and were capable of improvement. 
They were certainly cumbrous and laid down 
no definite basis on which quotas could be 
al!-ocated to new. c~mntries or the position 
With regard to eXIstmg manufacturing coun
tries revised. He asked the Conference to be 
indulgent to the deficiencies in the scheme. 
It was not given to everyone to attain 

. perfection at a single bound. 

The scheme proposed by the Advisory 
Committee had been the result of much work 
and successive alterations to meet difficulties 
as they arose. Sir Malcolm agreed that 
Article 10 could be simplified to meet the 
Japanese case and the case of any new country 
which might desire to start manufacture .. 
He had not handed in a definite amendment 
to that effect, because he had not wished to 
multiply the papers before the Conference, 
but he was prepared to do so. 

His proposal was that any country which 
did not export at present should be at liberty 
to do so up to the extent of the orders 
received. That, in the case of Japan, which 
was already a manufacturing country so far as 
domestic requirements were concerned, would 
give the Government full liberty to allow 
the present manufacture to be increased 
so as to enable manufacturers to meet any 
orders they might receive. At the end of tht 
year, if, as a result, manufacture had 
exceeded the total world'!" requirements, 
that fact would be reported to the competent 
organ of the League and the exces'l deducted 
from the world total for the following year. 
This arrangement might go on for a period of 
two or three years, so as to enable a new 
manufacturing country to establish its posi
tion in the world market, and at the end of 
three years, or at the next revision period 
under Article 9, the quota would be fixed 
for Japan or the new manufacturing country, 
as the case might be. That had always 
seemed to Sir Malcolm Delevingne a very 
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fair offer; it would leave Japan completely 
free to obtain what share it could in the world 
trade by legitimate methods, and, at the end 
of a sufficiently long period, its quota would 
be fi"C:ed on the basis of the trade it had 
~ured. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne would extend the 
principle of that offer. The provisions of 
Article 10 had also been criticised in respect 
of the revision of quotas of existing manu
facturing countries. No definite basis had 
been laid down for the revision, or, rather, 
it had been laid down in a somewhat compli
cated manner. He suggested that, if the 
quota system were adopted, the quotas 
should be revised at the end of every three 
years. in accordance with the actual trade
that was to say, normal trade-done by each 
manufacturing country, during the previous 
three years. He emphasised • normal u, 
'beca:IL<:e _disturbing elements, such as epi
denncs or war, would call for abnormal 
requirements.. His Government was prepar
ed to agree to a revision of the quotas on the 
basis of the actual normal trade done by 
each manufacturing country during a period 
of years. He thought that a just, fair and 
workable proposal, and it had been a great 
disappointment to him that the Japanese 
~vernment had not seen its way to accepting 
It. 

He hac\ said something about the defects 
of the Japanese proposal, and perhaps the 
Conference would think he had not said 
enough about the advantages of the Advisory 
Committee's proposal He had spoken on 
that subject on the preceding Saturday 
and did not wish to repeat himself. The 
quota system secured all that the Assembly 
resolution desired-direct limitation, pro
vision for a definite figure to be fixed 
fOI' each manufacturing country. No other 
scheme propounded so far did that. Unless 
there was a definitely fixed figure, the danger 
wo~ ~tinue of hidden reserves going into 
the ~t • traffic. Further, the Advisory 
Committee s proposal was" complete. It 
covered the whole world and provided for the 
world's needs. It would be intelligible to 
the manufacturers ; more so than any other 
:'CheJm: so far proposed. Lastly, it was 
Immediately practicable ; if the Governments 
would agree to it, it would not be necessary 
fOI' the Convention to have been previously 
~ed by all Governments. If the major
!ty of the consuming countries accepted it, 
at could be put into force at once. The 
only diffiCUlty was the position of the new 
manufacturing countries, and a very fair 
offer had been made to meet that. 

JL Cuares (Spain) acknowledged that 
the qtWta syttem would be perfect if the 
purp<~ were to limit the production of raw 
matn~;<)s ; their production in fact depended 
~ climatic t:tmditiont, M that tru;,.e was no 

fear that a new State might at any moment 
ask to become a producer. Unfortunately,· 
this was not the case where manufactured 
products were concerned .. If the number of 
manufacturing countries had been fixed and 
i! !hese .countries .had already agreed to 
bm1t the1r production to a given amount, 
the system would be excellent and the limit
ation would · then be direct. That was 
however, not the case, and 1\1. Casares had 
already expressed doubts as to whether the 
manufacturing countries could reach agree-
ment. . 

In this connection, Mr. Caldwell . had 
drawn attention to the blanks in Article 8 of· 
t!te draft. Though. agreemen£ might be in 
stght between certam of the manufacturing 
cc;IU!ltries, it would apparently be very 
~fftcult to reach one with others of great · 
tmportance. Further, some States which 
manufactured only small quantities at present 
wished to resen:e the right to produce for the 
world market m future. If these various 
pr.oblems co_uld be so~ved, the quota system 
mtght be tned. Agam, the Convention was 
not final, and if the quota system did not 
succeed, some other system could always be 
sought. But if agreement could not be 
reached, and if the blanks in Article 8 could 
not be filled in, another method must be 
considered at once. 

To this end the Japanese and Italian 
delegations had submitted amendments • the 
Spanish delegation had also submitted an 
amendment to Article 10, very similar to the 
Italian amendment. Would it not perhaps 
be better to attempt, either in Committee or 
by private conversation, to reach some 
agreement which would form the basis for 
the draft Convention ? 

To meet the possibility that the quota 
system would be found impracticable 
M. Casares would remind the Conferenc~ 
that, in the Advisory Committee, he had 
proposed certain amendments which would 
equally well establish direct limitation, since 
limitation was always direct and in the · 
circumstances it mattered little whether a 
manufacturer was told that he could manu
facture only, say, 100 kilogrammes, or 
whether, by arrangement with his competi
tors, he himself promised to manufacture 
only 100 kilogrammes. In the Advisory. 
Commi~te_e, Sir Malcolm Delevingne had • 
been wilbng to accept part of the Spanish 
amendment, though now he apparently 
regretted his former goodwill; he was now 
proposing to delete part of Article 3· The 
Spanish delegation had presented an amend
ment to Article 10 as well, regarding the 
revision of quotas. The report to the Council 
stated that, "in connection with Article 10 
ofthe draft Convention, after discussion a new 
text was agreed between M. Casares and Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne ". 1\1. Casares consid
ered that this text should be dropped if the 
Governments were not even to be entitled 
to choose the countries from which to obtam 
their supplies. 

Finally, was it better to study two possible 
systems ~r should t~e Conference work on the 
usumphon that a single method only could 
lead to satisfactory rc!sultl ? He would 
be glad to hear the Japanese delegation's 
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.reply ·to ~ir Malcolm Delevingne's objections, 
a~ter wh1ch he would explain the Spanish 
VIew on the Japanese amendment. 

. Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain), 
m reply to M. Casares' suggestion that he 
had gone back on the agreement made in 
January, said that he had not gone back on 
that agreement. He hoped he would never 
go . ba~k on any agreement he had made. 

, .He had, however, been advised in the interval 
" that' there might be legal difficulties in the 

way of giving effect to that agreement and 
he had thought it right to inform' ·the 

• Conference that those difficulties had been 
• put to ~im, and that it would be necessary 

to consider them before a definite decision 
was taken. 

M. Kahler (Germany) agreed with Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne. The German dele
gation consid~red thaf the quota system was 
the best possible means of direct limitation 
and was thus preferable to any other. 
M. von Rheinbaben had stated that a strict 
and rigor~>Us. system of con~rol exercised by 
all countnes m accordance With the provisions 
of the Geneva Convention was an excellent 
and adequate method of preventing the illicit 
traffic. Here, also, M. Kahler agreed with 
the British delegate. 

Various speakers had pointed out that large 
quantities of narcotic drugs had of recent 
years found their way into the illicit traffic. 
The efficacy of the Geneva Convention could 
not be judged fairly by the figures for the 
period 1925-1929; the Geneva Convention 
had not come into force until 1929 and had 
been applied in Germany from January Ist, 
1930 only. Thus, its true value could not 
be estimated except upon a study of the 
figures for 1930 and after. The German 
figures for manufacture and export of narcotic 
drugs since that date seemed to prove. the 
utility of the Geneva Convention. 

l. 

Notwithstanding this success, the German 
Government had no objection to the intro
duction of the direct limitation of manu
facture, and its representatives had co
operated by every means in their power in 
the solution of the problem. He had himself 
been present at the London discussions and 
at the Advisory Committee's meetings in 
January 1931. He had examined all the 
proposals submitted and was more and more 
convinced that the quota system was the 
best that could be adopted. Unfortunately, 
several delegations were against the intro
duction of this system; the Japanese delega
tion's opposition was especially regrettable. 
The conversations which had taken place 
with the Japanese delegation in January 1931 
had given reason to hope that the proposals 
made to it would pave the way to agreement. 

In M. Kahler's view, it was the Conference's 
duty to seek some common ground on which 
the problem could be solved. 

The German delegation could not in any 
case accept the Japanese delegation's first 
proposal for a system of equal quotas. He was 
n~t sure that the second proposal, which 
m1ght be called the proposal for freedom of 
trade, could be considered a system of direct 
limitation. 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) had listened 
with great interest to Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
and M. Kahler. Some points in their 
speeches his delegation could accept almost 
unreservedly ; other points called for very 
definite reservations. 

. Bot~ the British and the German delegates 
· had la1d stress on the advantages of the quota 

system. These were undeniable, but he 
must emphasise that it raised very difficult 
and complex issues which the Conference 
itself would have to solve. The question was 
whether the delegates were prepared to 
work out these problems. 

At the Advisory Committee's last session 
in January, his delegation had developed its 
point of view so fully that there was no need 
for him to repeat the arguments advanced, 
but as some of the delegates had not been 
present in January, he would like to draw 
attention to a few facts. 

The Yugoslav delegation had not opposed 
the quota system for the limitation of manu
facture, but had accepted it as a pis aller 
with certain reservations and on two con
ditions. The first was that the allocation 

• of quotas in the Convention must not be on 
the basis of the existing situation, which 
might easily change in two or three years' 
time, during wh1ch period the Convention 
might come into force. The existmg situation 
must not be given the force of law ; that 
would inevitably lead to a world monopoly 

. for the manufacture of narcotic drugs, a 
serious danger to consumers and, above all, 
to producers. 

• 
the second condition referred to the re

adjustment of quotas (Article xo). His delega
tion was against the re-adjustment of quotas 
by negotiation with countries which already 
possessed them-that was to say; with the 
existing cartel. It would mean that other 
countries which desired to become exporters 
would never be able to obtain quotas, since 
the countries .to which the privilege of 
exclusive manufacture had been assigned by 
international convention would not, in all 
likelihood, be willing to share that privilege. 

Though he would have an opportunity of 
emphasising and amplifying these points in 
the Committee for Limitation, M. Obrado
vitch had thought it right to set forth the 
view which he had expounded in January. 
Although the Yugoslav delegation still held 
that view in principle, it realised that out and 
out resistance could not lead to the desired 
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result-the framing of an international con
vention for the limitation of manufacture. 
It was therefore ready to discuss, by "Y'ay 
of compromise, the fundam~tal questions 
at issue, if necessary on the basts of the draft 
Convention which had been drawn up, not by 
the Advisory Committee, but by the majority 
of that Committee. 

YugoslaYia had been represented at the 
Ad,;isory Committee's session in January 
solely as a country producing raw materi~. 
Since March it had become a manufacturmg 
country. The Yugoslav • Government had 
authorised the setting up of a large factory 
for the production of opiates at Hrastnik in 
Slovenia. The factory had already been 
constructed by the well-known firm of 
Westen at Cilje (Cilli). It had not been se~ up 
to meet the needs of internal consumption, 
which was constantly falling, but because 
Yugoslavia wished to take part in the world 
trade.. 

It might seem surprising that the moment 
when the limitation of world manufacture 
was being discussed should be chosen for the 
establishment of a large factory by a country 
like Yugoslavia. which had always co-operated 
with the League, and strongly supported its 
work in the campaign against narcotic drugs, 
even though such action was somewhat 
contrary to its material interests. There were 
very good reasons for the establishment of 
this factory, which was authorised by the 
Government and under its direct controL 
He would explain the reasons in the Com
mittee for limitation. 

For the moment, Y.. Obradovitch would 
confine himself to stressing the fact that his 
country had every intention· of taking part 
in the world trade and in the export of 
opiates, irrespective of the system of limitation 
adopted. That was decided defmitely. He 
had no objection to a discussion based on 
Articles 8, 9 and 10 of the Advisory Com
mittee's draft, but he could not accept the 
system of limitation set forth in that 
document, unless Yugoslavia obtained a fair 
quota, adequate to safeguard the interests of 
the Hrastnik factory. For this reason it 
was necessary, as the United States delegate 
had already stated, that the blanks in 
Article 8 should be filled in. 

M. Perez (Argentine), after listening to 
the Yugoslav delegate, was afraid that the 
la~ion of the limitation of drug manu-

ure would go the way of the disarmament 
problem. The more disarmament was dis
CUMed, the more the nations armed ; appar
ently, the more the limitation of drug 

manufacture was discussed, the greater was 
the desire to manufacture. 

What was the point under discussion ? 
Was it limitation ? Obviously not, for there 
was general agreement that manufacture 
must be limited ; nor was it direct limitation, 
since there was general agreement that this, 
too, must be accepted. 

The point at issue was, whether the quota 
system affected the freedom of trade. If 
not, the discussion might be closed ; the quota 
system could be accepted. If it dtd, the 
question to be considered was whether it· was 
absolutely necessary to violate the principle 
of freedom of trade in order to achieve direct 
limitation. 

Did the quota system affect the freedom 
of trade of countries which manufactured 
and sold narcotic drugs ? It appeared that 
it did. He would leave this question on one 
side, however, as it did not at present concern 
the Argentine. 

Did the quota system affect the freedom 
of trade of consuming countries which did 
not manufacture ? In reply to thi~ he would 
put a question to the first delegate for Great 
Britain : If the Argentine were to state to
morrow that it required 100 kilogrammes of 
narcotic drugs for its internal consumption, 
and wished to purchase this quantity in 
England, would it be possible to do so ? 

The President observed that the dis
cussion would not be furthered if questions 
were addressed directly to members of the 
Conference. They should be addressed either 
to the President or to the Conference as a 
whole. If a member desired to answer a 
question, he had only to ask permission to 
speak. 

M. Perez (Argentine) considered his ques
tion so important that it ought to be settled 
publicly. 

The President said that he had never 
intended to avoid public discussion; any 
member who wished to speak would be 
given leave to do so. 

· Sir Malcolm Delevlngne (Great Britain) 
asked permission to reserve his reply until 
he had had the actual words of M. Perez' 
question before him. 

The 'ontinuation of the discussion was 
adjourned to the next meeting. 

In reply to a question from M. Cavazzoni 
(Italy) the President said that the proposers 
of amendments were at liberty to defend 
them in the Committees to which they were 
referred. 
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Saturday, June 6th, 1931, at 10.30 a.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 

33.-EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION FOR LIMITING 
THE MANUFACTURE AND REGU· 
LATING THE DISTRIBUTION OF 
NARCOTIC DRUGS (continuation). 

ARTICLES 8 TO 17 (continuation). 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico) had not 
been altogether surprised to notice some 

. hesitation on the part of the delegates in 
connection with the problem now under 
discussion, as it was one of the most difficult 
with which the Conference was faced. 

The Spanish delegate had supported the 
proposal made by the United States delegate 
to fill in the blanks in Article 8. Mexico, 
upon receiving an invitation to attend the 
Conference, had been informed that one of 
the greatest obstacles · to a satisfactory 
solution was the difficulty experienced by 
the producing countries in agreeing on the 
quota question. 

M. de Alva had been instructed by his 
Government to support the Crane scheme, 
but he would admit that other States which 
favoured some other scheme were, of course, 
perfectly · entitled to take the Advisory 
Committee's ·draft Convention as a basis. 
Possibly the information which the Mexican 
Government had received, to the effect that 
no agreement had been reached between the 
producing countries, was incorrect. If so, 
the Conference should waste no time in 
ascertaining whether agreement were possible 
on the lines proposed in the draft Convention. 
If the answer was in the affirmative, those 
supporting other plans must change their 
policy and fall into line with the draft Con
vention. If, on the contrary, no agreement 
were possible on that basis, the Conference 
must seek a compromise so as to produce a 
Convention which would satisfy the demands 
and desires of public opinion. 

In conclusion, the first step should be the 
filling in of the blanks in Article 8. · 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) was sure that 
all the delegates bad been greatly impressed 
by Sir Malcolm Delevingne's able exposition 
of the quota system. Ever since the opening 
of the Conference, they had waited for enlight
enment on that very difficult problem. It 
had been expected that after eigh~ months' 
deliberations some concrete plan might have 
been placed before the Conference, but it had 
been learned only the other day that no 
further communication could as yet be made 
on the subject. 

As all the members knew, the manufacture 
of narcotics had, for a great many years, been 
in the hands of practically five nations. 
These five nations, strange to say, were not, 

with the possible exception of Great Britain, 
·opium-producing countries. They had had 
to import their opium for the manufacture of 
the drugs: A further difficulty had arisen
Turkey, a very large opium-producing coun
try, and· Japan, had presented demands for 
the allocation of quotas, and, so far, no 
agreement had been reached. Matters were 
still more complicated at the present juncture, 
for, since the opening of the Conference, 
Belgium, Hungary and Yugoslavia had 
applied for a share in the production of 
narcotics. Those countries might be followed 
by others; but, inany·case, the subject was 
becoming increasingly difficult if the quota 
system were insisted on. 

For over ten years it had been the custom 
of the Chinese authorities to burn any nar
cotic drugs smuggled into the country; but, 
unfortunately, the greater the quantity des
troyed, the greater the supplies smuggled in. 
That situation was untenable from an econ
omic point of view. China, with her vast 
territory, was capable of growing opium at 
any time. In the past she had produced no 
narcotics, but that did not mean that she 
would stay in that position for ever. The 
great extent of the country, its favourable 
situation and the cheapness of labour would 
certainly enable China to produce, not only 
what she needed for her own consumption, but 
even for export, if she so desired. 

He hoped that the members of the cartel 
would remember that other countries wanted 
their share of the trade. At a recent meeting, 
the Japanese delegate had given a very able 
survey of the situation in his country. 
Dr. Wu Lien-Teb did not, of course, know 
the views of other members, but, speaking 
from the Chinese standpoint, he believed that 
the Japanese proposals offered a more reason
able prospect of agreement. Meanwhile, 
though he had no desire to prejudice the 
quota system, he trusted that the Conference 
would reach a speedy and impartial solution 
of a very difficult problem. A combination 
of the various schemes propounded might 
possibly be found practicable. ' 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) had expected that a detailed 
proposal would be presented regarding the 
distribution of quotas amongst the main 
manufacturing countries, and he had not 
intended to express the Soviet delegation's 
opinion on this matter until that had been 
done. In the absence, however, of concrete 
figures, it seemed ·that there was to be a new 
general discussion. 
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Article 8 must inevitably be regarded as 
the key article in the whol~ plan, !lnd some 
delegations had consi~ered. an~ r~ghtly so, 
that it ought to be discussed f1rst. At the 
beginning of the general discussio~, ~hen ~e 
had introduced the Soviet delegation s bas1c 
proposal. M. Bogomoloff had pointed out 
that no real limitation of the manufacture of 
narcotic drugs could be achieved without a 
limitation of the production of raw materials. 
The Conference now had before it two plans, 
one submitted by the Advisory Committee 
and the other by the Argentine delegation. 
The Italian and Japanese amendments 
seemed to be framed on the same lines as the 
Argentine proposals. 

He would take first the Advisory Com~ 
mittee's draft. All the articles presented 
seemed to have been very well drawn up, 
more especially from the juridical_point of 
view. Everything had been proVIded for, 
from the most complicated chemical formula 
to the arbitral tribunal which would have to 
deal with differences ·amongst probable par• 
ties to the Convention ; but there was one 
fatal defect-namely, Article 8. The whole 
plan had no value at all if there were no 
agreement beforehand amongst the manu
facturing countries. 

H the consuming countries had been 
represented at the London Conference, they 
would have seen that the intention of the 
principal manufacturing countries was to 
divide the world market between them and 
to exclude any possible newcomer by means 
of an international agreement. It was very 
easy to speak of humanitarian questions, but 
very difficult to reach agreement when 
economic interests were involved. Being in 
agreement that it was necessary to prevent 
new competitors entering the world market, 
the main manufacturing countries had failed 
to reach agreement on their quotas. 

lL Bogomoloff did not, however, think 
that, even if the manufacturing countries 
had come to an agreement, that result would 
have helped the cause for which the Con
ference had met. In the first place, he 
doubted very much whether other manu
facturing countries would agree not to export, 
in favour of an international cartel which 
would dominate the world market and prices, 
Secondly, he was convinced that the con
suming countries would not agree to buy 
.-here they were told to buy and to pay the 
prices they were told to pay. He was 
r.,repared to go even further and to say that, 
af thl! w<irld market had been divided amongst 
the few manufacturing countries, and if 
export from other manufacturing countries 
had been prohibited by means of an inter
national agreement, the illicit traffic would 
still in.creue. The official figures for exports 
ot · 100rphine would, perhaps, be smaller, 
but he was sure that large quantities of drugs, 
the names of which were not yet known, 
WCIUld be exported without difficulty, and, 
after a timpfe process of conversion, turned 
into hatit-farmmc drugs. It would be •mall 
c.-.m~<obtiom to thote who were fighting the 
illicit tr:.ffi.c and illicit conaumption to know 

that the drugs were coming from one country 
instead of another. No plan which provided 
for the creation of an international cartel 
could, he thought, lead to any fruitful result, 
and, in his view, it would be inadvisable 
for the Conference to accept that plan. 

The Soviet delegation was of opinion 
that neither the alternative plan nor the 
amendments submitted to Article 8 could be 
held to afford a solid basis for the limitation 
of the manufacture of narcotic drugs, for the 
simple reason that no such limitation was 
feasible \\<ithout. the previous limitation ot 
the production, of raw materials. . ; , ; 

At the same time, there were some sound 
features in the Argentine plan and the 
amendments proposed by the Japanese and 
Italian delegations. First, it was clear that 
a country which was a ' manufacturing or 
exporting country-however large or small 
its manufactures or exports-had the same 
right to a share in the world's legal trade 
as any other country. M. Bogomoloff was 
unable to support the Japanese amendment 
as it stood, but he saw no reason why Japan 
should be called upon to sign an obligation 
not to have the right to export legally in 
order to favour a group of European manu
facturers. He did not see why other coun· 
tries, especially those which produced their 
own raw materials-for instance, Turkey and 
Persia-flhould take upon themselves an 
obligation not to use their own raw materials 
for manufacture merely because other coun
tries were already manufacturing drugs. The 
world was moving and changing, and coun
tries which were backward ten or twenty 
years ago had developed sufficiently to be 
able to demand equal treatment with the 
great Powers.. . 

The Soviet 'delegation's position regarding 
the subject dealt'with in Article 8 might be 
described as follows : The Soviet Union was 
a producing, manufacturing and exporting 
country ; · it ·did not import drugs, but 
manufactured enough to cover the growing 
medical requirements of its 160 mi11ion 
inhabitants. The Soviet Government paid 
great attention· to the development of the 
medical services, and, during the past two 
years, the number of doctors had mcreased 
from SJ,ooo to 6J,OOO. 

At the same time, the Soviet Union's 
exports of narcotic drugs were small, not 
because it could not develop that branch of 
exports, but because that was not its policy. 
It would be seen that, if it were able, during 
the past two years, to increase the production 
of steel from 3 million to S million tons, and 
of coal from 35 million to 8o million tons, it 
would have been very easy for the Union to 
have manufactured large quantities of nar-
cotic drugs. · ' 

The exports of the Union were developing 
in accordance with the increase in its external 
trade in general, and particularly with the 
increase in its trade with neighbouring 
countries ; but, if its exports were compared 
with the exports of other manufacturing 
countties, they would be seen to be very small 
1,ndeed. That was the result of very atrict 
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control over the trade in narcotic drugs. 
No quantity of narcotic drugs could be 
exported from the Soviet Union without the 
production, not only of the import certificate 
of the country to which the drugs were to be 
sent, but also of the export certificate of the 
Soviet authorities, who had to be satisfied 
that the drugs were required for medical and 
scientific purposes only. • . 

At the London Conference, M. Bogomoloff, 
as Soviet representative, had said that his 
Government was ready to make any economic 
s:'-crifices pr?vided. it could thereby help to 
fight the evil of the illicit traffic and illicit 
consumption. He could only repeat that 
~tateme1:1t, but if he were faced by a group of 
mternahonal manufacturers whose only aim 
and interest was to increase profits, and if 
he saw that the result of his concession might. 
lead to an increase in the illicit traffic, he 
must say " No ". 

The proposed scheme was contrary to the 
interests of the consuming countries as a 
whole, and, therefore, if it were accepted by 
the Conference, those countries would be 
obliged to develop their own manufacture. 
Consequently, unless there was efficient 
control over manufacture and production, 
there would inevitably be an increase in the 
illicit traffic. Personally, M. Bogomoloff 
believed that the Yugoslav factory, of which 
mention had been made on the previous day, 
was a new-born child of the draft Convention 
drawn up by the Advisory Committee. · 

In conclusion, he would urge the Conference 
to consider the situation with all the serious
ness it deserved, and to try to find some real 
means to stop the development of the illicit 
traffic. Was it not an irony of fate that at 
the moment when fiftv-two countries were 
represented at the Conference with the 
avowed purpose of fighting the illicit traffic, 
The Times of a few days previously should 
econtain a report that 77 lb. of heroin had been 
officially seized in · a single illegal trans
action ? Only the day before he had read in 
an official publication that,· 'in one of the 
great manufacturing countries, a single lot 
of seized heroin proposed for sale at a public 
auction had amounted. to. 200 kilogrammes. 

Mr. Ansllnger (United States of America) 
requested that, at the next plenary meeting, 
the Secretariat should make a short statement 
summarising its analyses of the international 
trade in narcotic drugs, with particular 
reference to (x) the amounts of narcotic 
drugs in the international legitimate trade ; 
(2) the world's needs of those various narcotic 
drugs ; and (3) the amounts of such narcotic 
drugs which had been diverted into the illicit 
traffic. · 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) said that, as 
a general discussion was in progress, he would 
confine himself to a few general remarks. 

In order to explain the principle upon which 
Article 8 was based, he would recall the origin 
of this article, as he understood it. The 
delegates, and more especially the Govern
ments they represented, were agreed upon the 
principle of the direct limitation of. the 
manufacture of narcotic drugs.. That prin
ciple would be put into· practice if the 

Governments undertook to estimate exactly 
their annual needs in narcotic drugs, since 
this would result in limiting to the figures 
given both consumption and manufacture. 

This general system, supplemented by a 
system of control which was as perfect as 
possible, would suffice. The various bodies 
which had considered the matter were, 
however, of opinion that such direct limit
ation, being somewhat summary, might well 
be supplemented by limitation which, while 
still direct, was made more definite by the 
fact that the countries in which the narcotic 
drugs were to be manufactured and the 
quantities allocated to each should be fixed 
in advance. This secondary but important 
consideration had given birth to various 
systems ; yet others might be forthcoming. 

The Conference had before it the method 
advocated by the Advisory Committee in 
the draft Convention. The Advisory Com
mittee, after reviewing the principles under
lying various systems, had decided in favour 
of the method contained in the draft. As 
everyone knew, prior to the present Confer
ence, whose task was to 'reach a final solution; 
effect had been given to the proposals in the 
draft by the convocation-as an intermediate 
stage-of a preparatory technical Conference, 
.composed largely of representatives of the 
manufacturing countries, and which had 
worked in more or less direct co-operation 
with the manufacturers themselves. There 
was no reason for not stating the truth with 
regard to the facts, since the London Confer
ence had been recommended by the Advisory 
Committee and had received the formal 
approval of various League organs-and of 
the Council in particular. All the represent
atives at this Conference had considered it 
as a preparatory and purely technical stage. 
The Governments which had sent represent
atives had had no idea · of entering into 
definite undertakings. The Conference had, 
moreover, taken no action which could in 
any way bind or commit the Governments 
not represented. Hence the members of the 
present Conference were entirely free to 
discuss the problem. 

Thus, it. went without saying that all the 
delegates had. a perfect right to . ask . the 
representatives of the States which had taken 
part in the preparatory work why they 
favoured the scheme advocated . by the 
Advisory Committee, and these represent
atives were no doubt ready to reply to that 
question. 

·The draft before the Conference had two 
advantages. In the first place it facilitated 
the control of the movements of narcotic 
drugs ; the second advantage related to 
certain necessities which were technical in 
character. 

The starting-point of the idea under dis
cussion must be borne in mind. It was well" 
known that the result of the freedom of trade 
at the time when the idea of limitation was 
first taken up had been that there were in 
actual fact four or five countries ·manufactur
ing and exporting narcotic drugs. That was 
a de facto situation created by circumstances 
due to the free decision of all concerned. 
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It was not unfavourable to the solution of the 
problem of ~imitati.on. The few ~anufactur
iug countnes wh1ch were ~t1es to the 
existing Conventions all apphed those Con
ventions actively. This was prov~d by the 
statistics which all the manufacturmg coun
tries had been in a position to supply. These 
countries, then, had experience of the type 
of control desired ; thev had shown their 
ability to deal Yrith the· problem and were 
prepared to continue on the same lines. 

ll. Dinichert emphasised the fact that the 
manufacturing countries were fully conscious 
of the very special responsibility incumbent 
upon them. They were, beyond all doubt, 
readv to accept a thoroughly comprehensive 
regnne laying down their responsibilities in 
international law ; that was tantamount to 
saying that they held themselves, and would 
continue to hold themselves, responsible, as 
Governments, for any breach of treaty under
takings that might be proved against- them. 

JL Dinichert turned to the technical aspect 
of the question. The industry under con
sideration was of a very special character ; 
it worked under extremely difficult con
ditions. It did not merely manufacture 
special products for which strict control 
was necessary; but, speaking generally, its 
raw materials were not available Within 
the national frontiers, it did not produce 
solely for the consumption of the country 
in which it was situated. Four or five 
countries supplied the whole world. The 
industry was thus both technically and 
economically in a particularly difficult posi
tion. It was desirable that each country 
concerned should know in advance the needs 
it had to meet, and that was a question which 
concerned, not only the manufacturing conn
tries, but all other countries also. 

The. consuming countries, on the other 
hand, must have a guarantee that they 
would be able to obtain. in sufficient quan
tities and whenever desired, narcotic drugs 
of a suitable quality. 

Such were the reasons for which Switzer
land preferred the quota system. Certain 
criticisms had been levelled against it : the 
Conference must examine these objections, 
lOme of which were weD founded. 

It had been stated that the Advisory 
CoD;~mittee's system involved monopoly. If 
ArtiCle 8 alone were considered, this crit
icism was justified. If, on the other hand, 
Article . 8 were taken in conjunction with 
~icle xo •. to which ~he competent organs had 
gJVen special attentiOn, no monopoly existed. 

This did not mean that Article 10 could not 
be improved. It was, indeed, a complicated 
clanse and its machinery somewhat difficult 
to grasp. It must not, however, be modified 
ia such a way that the quota or rationing 
system might lead in one way or another to 
the creation of new industries. Any change 
made shmlld merely grant a certain latitude 
to CI>Untriel havinc special reasons for ~etting 
up the ind111try to meet special needs. While 
tM dfflt:t of the quota system must not be the 

• ntJJitiplil:atil)ft (Jf indiJJitries, it mu1t, neverthe-

less, make allowance for legitimate interests. 
Article xo, adapted to meet all circumstances, 
should give general satisfaction and allay all 
anxieties, especially because, · in the event 
of the prescribed negotiations falling through, 
the last word would rest with the impartial 
and independent body, as in all matters left 
to international arbitration where the issue 
was the safeguuding of the rights and 
sovereignty of States. 

Admittedly, the quota system could be 
considerably improved.· Additional guar
antees, espe<:ially as to prices, could be 
embodied m it, if that were necessary. 

If the premises taken as the point of 
departure were false; if the advantages which 
he had described were not convincing: orif, in 
particular, other schemes, presenting greater 
safeguards for the interests of all States, 
and especially consuming States, were sub
mitted, the Swiss delegation would not offer 
a die-hard resistance. The Conference had 
met to give broad-minded consideration to 
all desires, preferences, and criticisms, with 
the sole purpose of solving the problem with 
which it was faced. 

M. Sawada (Japan) asked ,permission to 
reply to the various objections that had been 
made to his delegation's proposals. The 
British and other delegates had argued that 
the proposal to manufacture upon orders was 
incompatible with the practice of the trade 
-in other words, it might result in a certain 
shortage of stocks at a given moment. . 
.M. Sawada said that it was precisely to meet 4li 
that possibility that the Japanese delegatio!\ ' 
had included a provision that any country .. 
might manufacture up to so per cent of the· 
quantity of its exports of the previous year. 
That figure, of course, was not intended to 
be final, and could be modified in accordance 
with circumstances. Further, a manufactur
ing country would be authorised, even before 
receiving actual orders, to manufacture up to 
the quantity of its own consumption, together . · 
with a certain portion of the previous year's 
exports. Should an order for a fairly large 
quantity be received, for example, in the 
early part of the year, some inconvenience 
might be caused, but that inconvenience 
would also occur under the Advisory Com
mittee's !SCheme. 

Next, the British delegate had contended 
that the only safeguard in the Japanese plan 
was the import certificate, and that this safe
guard was inadequate because all the coun
tries present were not parties to the Geneva 
Convention, and even those which had signed 
that Convention were not fulfilling their 
engagements in the letter and the spirit. 
While that might be so-and, if it were the 
case, it was regrettable-there was no need 
to shed tears over past failures ; it was 
rather for the Conference to make the Con· 
vention a 1ucceu. If the Conventions were 
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to fail, there would be no hope for a solution 
of this important problem. It was the duty 
of all delegations to make t~e Geneva Con
vention a success, whether they were parties 
to it or not. • ' . . \. 

According to Artie!~~ paragraph 2, of 
that Convention, a contracting party, before 
issuing an export authorisation, must require 
an import certificate. If orders not accom
panied by an import certificate were rejected 
by the exporting countries, under that clause, 
this would be a safeguard against the diversion 
into the illicit traffic of drugs in the legitimate 
international trade. 

The Japanese delegation had grave doubts 
as to the wisdom of establishing a Central 
Narcotics Office. It considered that the 
system would be simplified by the substitution 
of the import certificate system provided for 
in the Japanese proposal. . M. Sawada would, 
however, defer detailed comment on this 
point to a later stage. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne had said that the 
quota system did not necessarily require 
universal application. As, however, M. Sawada 
had pointed out on the previous Thursday 
-and as had been emphasised by the 
Spanish delegate, the contrary would appear 
to be the case; the quota system would be 
paralysed unless applied universally. 

Further, with reference to the manufacture, 
before actual orders were received, of a certain 
percentage of drugs based upon the previous 
year's exports, the British delegate had 
observed that this would provide no advantage 
over the quota system for new manufacturing 
countries. M. Sawada would reply that 
the Japanese plan would allow any country 
to manufacture drugs on the basis of an actual 
order, and, as soon as a country had exported 

• a quantity of drugs, that country would be 
allowed to manufacture a certain percentage 
of the amount exported in the previous year. 
As the Conference was aware, Japan was not 
an exporting country, so that no advantage 
would accrue to it from the adoption of its 
proposal ; it was put forward purely and 
simply for the sake of achiev!ng effectiv:e 
limitation. Japan would be qmte pleased if 
this end could be realised.· 

The British delegate had admitted a certain 
weakness in the quota system, particularly 
in regard to the adjustment of the quota to 
countries which might desire to manufacture 
for export; he had also admitted that the very 
important principle of the liberty of commerce 
was involved. To meet this, he had suggested 
that Article IO might be so amended as to 
make the adjustment of the quotas to various 
manufacturing countries less difficult, and 

' he was :{'repared to draw up an additional 
clause w1th the object of giving new manu
facturing countries an opportunity of estab
lishing an export trade by the method of 
allowing the manufacture of drugs on the 
basis of legitimate orders. If, however, that 
exception were admitted, an increasing nu.m-

. ber of countries would start manufactunng 

for export under this additional clause, and 
M. Sawada very much doubted whether 
effective limitation would be achieved. If 
this exceptional principle were to be accepted 
at all in order to avoid difficulty in the quota 
system, why not adopt at once the system 
proposed by the Japanese delegation ? 

In conclusion, M. Sawada said that his 
conviction was becoming steadily stronger 
that the Japanese proposal provided a far 
better solution than any other for meeting 
the present situation. It safeguarded the 
interests of countries which were already 
manufacturing countries as well as those of 
newcomers. 

The President said that M. Perez had 
submitted in writing the question he had put 
at the previous day's meeting. It read as 
follows : 

" If, to-morrow, the Argentine were to 
say, • For our lawful internal consumption 
we require IOO kilogrammes of narcotic 
drugs, and we desire to purchase this 
quantity in England, assuming of course 
that England is in a position to supply it ', 
would that be possible ? .. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
had some difficulty in understanding the 
exact point of M. Perez' question. On the 
face of it, the question seemed so simple that 
he could not help suspecting that M. Perez 
had something else in mind, and, if that were 
the case, he hoped that M. Perez would state 
the question in a form which would make 
his point quite precise. Sir Malcolm must, 
however, confine himself to the question as 
it stood. The answer was, of course, in the 
affirmative, provided the Argentine Govern
ment supplied an import certificate stating 
that the drugs were required for medical or 
scientific purposes and provided the British 
Government, on the production of that import 
certificate, was prepared. to grant an export 
authorisation. As Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
himself would have to deal with an application 
for the export, he could assure M. Perez that, 
if the order came that day, accompanied by 
the Argentine Government's import certi
ficate, he would be quite prepared to authorise 
the export from England of that amount. 

M. Perez (Argentine) thanked Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne for his courteous reply, and 
assured him in all sincerity that there was 
no "catch " in the question. If the British 
delegate's answer were correct, the question 
was settled. M. Perez thought, however, 
that that was not so, because Sir Malcolm's 
reply was contrary to the terms of the draft 
Convention. Article 3 of the Convention 
read : 

" It is understood that full liberty is 
reserved to each country to purchase its 
supplies of narcotic drugs in any country 
it wishes and itJ.may, when giving its 
estimates, mention the country or the 
countries from which it intends to pur
chase its supplies." 
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According to that paragraph. Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne was quite correct; provided the 
Argentine fulfilled all the formalities, it 
might place its order in England. This was 
not the case howe~r. under the terms of 
• o\rticle 8, which read : 

- Subject to the provisions of Article IO, 
the world total of narcotic drugs . . . 
shall be manufactured by the following 
countries (which shall be known as • export
ing countries ') in the proportions indi
cated.• 

Hence, the order for 100 kilogrammes would 
be distributed among the exporting counbies, 
less (I) that part of it destined for domestic 
consumption manufactured in countries which 
only manufactured for their own requirements 
(this clause did not concern the Argentine, 
as she did not manufacture for her own 
requirements) ; and (2) that part retained 
for con~-ersion (this clause too did not concern 
the Argentine, because she did not convert). 
The deductions therefore did not cover the 
case of the Argentine. For this reason, 
.M. Perez had suggested to Sir Malcolm Dele
vingne an amendment to Article 8 which the 
British delegate had been unable to accept 
because it did not embody the quota system. 

ll. Perez wished to make it clear that there 
was no catch in his question. It had been 
intended to prove that there was in the draft 
Convention a discrepancy which must be 
removed. To this end he had framed the 
following amendment which might form the 
second paragraph of Article 8 : 

• 

-The Narcotics Office shall bring these 
estimates to the knowledge of the manu
facturers whose names appear in an ad hoc 
list. The manufacturers muststatewhether 
they can undertake to execute order;:; 
placed with them whollv or in part. 
Shonld it be impossible for them to enter 
into any undertaking, the Geneva Narcotics 
Office shall ask the Government concerned 
whether it is willing to accept delivery of 
its order in pursuance of the system of 
quotas laid down in Articles 8 et seqq. of 
this Convention. In no case may a factory 
manufacture narcotic drugs for export 
on~ so. requested by the national nar
cotiCs off1ces or the national authority 
acting _in lien thereof, and, further, after 
authorisation by the International Nar
cotics Office. 

~ A!IY factory of any country may take 
part 1n s~h exports, if it applies to be 
!Deluded Ill the ad /we list of the Geneva 
Sarcotic.s Office. 

- The q~otas shall be distributed among 
t!te factories whose names appear in that 
list by the Geneva Narcotics Office, with 
do': reference to the number of years 
wh~eh have elapsed since the foundation 
of the f~ and the amount of ita capital. 
Sbtmld deciawns of the Geneva office be 
<iiAputed, an arbitrator appointed by the 
l're..iAUnt of the Permanent Court of 
I~~Urnational jtutice at The Hague 1hall 
mau an award, again•t which there shall 
bf! no appeal, C""-Onr-erning the final entry." 

In reply to the President, M. Perez statec 
that this new amendment should be substi· 
tuted for .the .amendment to Article 3 pre· 
viously submitted by ¢e . Argentine delega· 
tion 1• , • ... 

• I I ' ..... 

Sir Malcolm 'tlelevlnane (Great Britain) 
said that, from the explanation given by 
M. Perez, it was plain that his question had 
had a different meaning from that appearing 
on the face of it. What M. Perez was asking 
in effect was whether, not to-morrow nor 
to-day, but under the draft Convention 
which the Conference was considering and 
which would not be in force in the immediate 
future, it would be possible for the Argentine 
to buy a hundred kilogrammes of morphine 
from Great Britain if she wished to do so. 
The answer was in the affirmative, subject 
to the conditions laid down in' the Geneva 
Convention and in the draft Convention 
under consideration. 

M. Perez' argument that, under Article 8, 
the hundred kilogrammes would have to be 
divided among the manufacturing countries, 
was incorrect. Under the draft Convention, 
Great Britain would be free to comply with 
the Argentine Government's order, provided 
that the order complied with the conditions 
of the Geneva Convention and the draft 
Convention. M. Perez, be took it, supposed 
that the order of one hundred kilogrammes of 
morphine might cause an excess over Great 
Britain's quota for the year, and the question 
therefore 1esolved itself into this : Might 
Great Britain execute orders which would 
cause an excess in her manufacture quota for 
the year? The answer was equally plain. 
She had the right to do so, and there was 
no inconsistency between the provision in 
Article 3 to the effect that full liberty was 
reserved to each country to purchal'e its. 
supplies of narcotic drugs in any country it 
wished, and the rest of the Convention. 
M. Perez' attention should be · drawn to 
Artide I5, paragraph I, of the draft Con
ventiOJ•. 

M. Contoumaa (Greece) pointed out that, 
even though the Argentine's order might 
be executed in Great Britain, the products 
themselves would not be manufactured there. 
There would first be a transfer from another 
country. The Argentine delegate's concern 
was to have a guarantee that the order would 
be executed and the drugs manufactured 
in Great Britain. 

M. Perez (Argentine) confirmed this. 

. The President ruled that the question 
was outside the scope of the general discussion; 
the delegates would have an opportunity 

' The text of tho amendment previou•ly •ubmlttod 
read u followo : , 

H The Narc:otic:.t1 Office ohall bring th•.e e•timat .. to 
the knowledge of the manufacturen whoee nam .. 
appear in an ad l<oc !iHt. The manufncturcn muat 
•tate whether they will undertake tn execute orden 
plaud with them wholly or in part. 

" In the latter cue, the wbole of the deficit to M 
made up ohall be diotributed equally among •ucb 
manufacturero at may decl•re thNilllclveo prepared to 
produce it.'' ... 
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of expressing their views upon it when the 
amendments were examined, either in com
mittee or in plenary session: · 

·On the motion ef the Pre~ident, the Con
ference adopted M. de V f(SConcellos' proposal 
to refer _the text of Af'ticlu.B to I7, together with 
the varJous amendments,•to the Committee for 
Limitation. · 

ARTICLES I8, 19 AND 20. 

The President proposed that Articles I8 
and 20 be referred to the Business Com
mittee for completion. Article Ig could be 
adjourned for the moment. 

The President's proposals were adopted. 

34.-QUESTION OF THE POSSIBLE 
CONFLICT BETWEEN THE SE
COND SUB-PARAGRAPH OF PA
RAGRAPH 1 OF ARTICLE 3 OF 
THE DRAFT CONVENTION AND 
THE PRINCIPLE OF THE MOST
FAVOURED-NATION CLAUSE : 
REPORT OF THE LEGAL AND 
DRAFTING COMMITTEE. 

~r. Caldwell (United States of America), 
C~a!I"man of the Legal and Drafting Com
mittee, reported that, after discussion, the 
Committee had voted on the following 
resolution, presented by the British delega
tion, on the question whether the second 
sub-paragraph of paragraph I of Article 3 
involved any conflict with the principle of 
the most-favoured-nation clause. 

"Part I.-The Committee, having consi
dered the question whether the second 
sub-paragraph of paragraph I of Article 3 
involves any conflict with the principle 
of the most-favoured-nation clause in 
commercial treaties, has come to the 
conclusion that this depends on the pro
visions of the treaties in question. It is 
possible that· a country which, in confor
mity with the paragraph, indicates in 

advance where it will purchase its supplies 
may find itself involved in a violation of 
the most-favoured-nation clause in its 
commercial treaties with countries · not 
parties to the Convention. , 

"Since, however, the paragraph imposes 
no obligation upon countries, but merely 
gives them an option which they can 
exercise or not as they please, the Committee 
considers that there is no legal objection 
to the paragraph as at present drafted. 

"Part 11.-In order, however, to make 
it quite clear that countries are not 
expected to conform with the provisions 
of the paragraph unless thay are in a 
position to do so, having regard to their 
commercial treaties, the Committee re
commends that the paragraph be redrafted 
as follows: 

" It is understood that full liberty 
is reserved to each country to purchase 
its supplies of narcotic drugs in any 
country it wishes, and it may, with due 

. regard to its existing international obli
gations, when giving its estimates, men
tion the country or the countries from 
which it intends to purchase its supplies." 

The first part of the resolution had been 
agreed to by the delegates of Denmark, 
Egypt, France, Germany, Great Britain, 
Irish Free State, Italy, Japan, Mexico, 
the Netherlands, Norway, · Poland, Siam, 
Switzerland, Turkey, the United States of 
America. No delegation had voted against 
this part. 

Part II of the resolution had been agreed 
to by the delegates of Germany, Egypt, 
France, Great Britain, Irish Free State, 
Japan, Mexico, the Netherlands, Norway, 
Siam, Turkey, Switzerland, the United States 
of America. The delegates of Denmark, 
Italy and Poland had voted against. 

The Conference decided to refer the above 
report to the Committee for LimitatiotJ. 

FIFTEENTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Thursday, June 11th, 1931, at 10.30 a.m. 

President : M. DE" BROUCKERE. 

35.-REPRESENTATION OF BOLIVIA ' ment, summarising the Secretariat's analysis 
AT THE CONFERENCE. of the international trade in narcotic drugs : 

The President informed the Conference 
that, from June 12th, Dr. Cuellar would 
represent Bolivia. This would bring the 
number of States represented up to fifty-six. 

36.-ANALYSES OF THE INTER
NATIONALTRADE IN MORPHINE, 
DIACETYLMORPHINE AND CO
CAINE FOR THE YEARS 1925-
1930 : SUMMARY MADE BY THE 
SECRETARIAT. ' 

Mr. Duncan Hall (Secretary of the Confer
ence), in response to a request by the United 
States delegation, made the following state-

A document which is before the members of 
the Conference gives, in outline, the statistical 
tables discussed in the following brief state
ment (Annex 2I). 

The Secretariat has been asked to answer 
the following three questions : 

(1) What is the total of the world re
quirements of morphine, diacetylmorphine 
and cocaine ? · 

(2) What is the amount of these drugs 
in the international legitimate trade ? 

(3) What is the amount of these drugs 
which has passed into the illicit trade 
during recent years ? 
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The first question has !-11 important bea_r
ing upon the figure at whi~ the League ~11 
arrive as a result of the estimates of require
ments sent in under the Convention. 

The second question has an important 
~aring upon the question of quotas, or 
whate'-er other method is adopted for dividing 
amongst the manufacturing countries the 
trade in morphine, diacetylmorphine and 
cocame. 

The third question is related, to some 
~~tent, to the amount of ~cess manufacture 
of these three drugs in recent years. 

The conclusions at which the Secretariat 
·has arrived are given in full detail in the 
documents forming the three parts of the 
Analysis of the International Trade in 
Morphine, Diacetylmorphine and Cocaine 
during Ig25-I930 (document C.7I8.M.3o6. 
I9JO.XI). Part I of this document and the 
introduction to Part II. containing the prin
cipal conclusions reached in the study, are 
in the hands of the Conference, and the full 
text of Part II is expected from the printers 
at any moment. Part II was circulated in 
provisional form to the Advisory Committee 
in January. 

The third part, that concerning cocaine, 
is with the printers, but the introduction to 
it containing the principal conclusions will 
be distributed shortly. The Conference also 
has before it the document Conf.L.F.S.8, 
which contains the import and export figures 
for I929 and I930. and the document Conf. 
LF.S.I6, containing codeine statistics. while 
a further document, shortly to be circulated 
(Conf.LF.S.6o) contains statistics of raw 
opium, and an analytical study of these 
statistics. 

The compilation of these documents has 
involved an immense amount of work, and 
the time available for their preparation has 
been extremely short. The staff has also 
been limited, so that it has not been possible 
to finish all the necessary documentation 
in advance of the Conference. 

In the following statement an attempt is 
made to set before the Conference the main 
~1~ of t~ documents in question, 
including those which are not yet in the hands 
of the members of the Conference. 

The work described above is in part the 
outcome of a request by the Advisory Com
mittee at its thirteenth session-that the 
Secretariat should make an exhaustive ana
lysis of the international trade in drugs of 
the manufacturing countries for the purpose 
of diJcovering, if possible, how much of the 
!r~ of e:u:h country has passed into the 
illiJClt traffiC. In the documents forming the 
Analysis will be found a seriea of statistical 
tables with an analyais of the figurea, and a 
1'-p"4ate analyais is given in Parts II and III 
(A the trade CJf each country. The intro
dtJCtion to each of the three parts of the 
Analy.is give the general conclua1001 to which 
the Secretariat has been led u a reault of 
~ studies. The conclusionsiwhich will be 
laid before the Conference in this brief 
ltaternlmt are pven subject to the qualifi· 

cations and explanations in t~e documents 
themselves. 

• 
METHOD OF ASCERTAIN!~ MAXIMUM WORLD 

·.N:EEDS. ·o ... . "• 
In reply to the first question put to the 

Secretariat,-the amount of world needs, 
for legitimate purposes, of morphine, diacetyl
morphine and cocaine-it should be observed 
that the draft Convention proposes to arrive 
at this figure by asking Governments to send 
estimates of their requirements to the League, 
or to the Central Board. This appears to be 
the only sound method. The system followed 
hitherto has been to generalise from limited 
consumption figures.. These figures hardly 
cover half the world's population, if as much, 
and for a number of countries the figures 
available are open to serious question. 
By generalising from these limited consump
tion figur~. the Health Section of the League 
arrived at a series of tables of world needs 
which were of considerable interest at the 
time when they were compiled and are still of 
considerable interest and value. 

The totals reached by the Health Section 
are summed up at the end of the document 
Conf.L.F.S.6I, which is before the Confer
ence. The figures for morphine and codeine 
are I0.4 tons respectively, that for heroin 
870 kilogrammes, and that for cocaine, 6.8 
tons. An estimate is given for medicinal 
opium as well. 

The method which the Secretariat has 
now been able to adopt as a result of the 
analysis has given a much surer and more· 
concrete and satisfactory result than was 
possible in the case of the earlier study ; 
it has given uniformly lower world require
ment figures, which is a matter of some 
interest. 

In explanation of the method followed by 
the Secretariat, it should be stated that the 
world has been divided into two definite 
statistical categories ; on the one hand, the 
manufacturing countries, on the other hand, 
the consuming countries-that isJ to say, 
countries which import their drugs from the 
manufacturing countries. In order to arrive 
at the figure of the manufacturing countries' 
requirements, their consumption figures have 
been added together; in order to arrive at 
the figure for the importing countries, the 
Secretariat has taken, not their import 
figurea, because these are incomplete, but the 
export figures to the non-manufacturing 
countries. The export figures are obviously 
the maximum amounts which have been 
received in the legitimate trade in the con
suming countries ; the latter cannot have 
co!Uumed more than they imported .. True, 
they may have imported illicitly, but that 
is another matter ; the amount which entered 
the legitimate trade is limited to the exports 
to those countries. The figures therefore 
give, in a very real sense, the maximum figure 
of requirements as regards the greater part 
of the world-that part of it which comprises 
the non-manufacturing countries, 
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From the total arrived at in this way, two 
factors have been deducted; first, the re
e~port trade back from the consuming coun
tnes to the manufacturing countries and 
second, . the element of known illicit traffi~ 
-t.h~t ts to say, the known leakage from 
of!tctal exp~rts mto the illicit traffic. Only 
setzures whtch can be definitely traced to 
the statistically ~ecorded export trade have 
been deducted, smce the aim is to ascertain 
the maximum licit element in the export 
trade. The Secretariat has taken the three 
~ast years ?f the. period in order to arrive at 
tts conclustons. 

b ~he year 1928 is not a very satisfactory 
asts, because the Geneva Convention was 

n~t really !ully i_n force that year, and there 
still rem~med .m the export figures-the 
consumption . ftgures are more or less 
~hnstsant-a !ery large illicit traffic element. 

e ecretanat. ~~ had to deduct over 2 
t?ns of known. illictt traffic from the heroin 
f~gure for 1928.1~ order to arrive at a maximun 
ftgure of the hctt element in the export trade 
for that year as regards heroin. 

. For the year 1929, the situation is very 
dtffe~ent. By that time, the Geneva Con
vention,. or the . essential feature of that 
Convention_-the tmport certificate system
had c~me mto force in the chief exporting 
countnes, and on that account the figures 
fo~ 1929 are much more satisfactory as a 
~tude ~o the ma~imum requirements of the 
~m~rtmg countnes. The situation for 1930 
ts still clearer, and the figures for 1929 and 
1930 (as they appear for 1929 in the Central 
Board's report to the Council and for both 
these ye~s in the Analysis, Parts I, II arid 
Ill, and m ~onf.L:F.S.8, where the figures 
are analysed m constderable detail) make plain 
a remarkable fact. In the earlier years, 
colossal discrepancies existed between the 
export and import figures, discrepancies 
that, in some cases, show that over 50 per 
cent of the entire export trade of some of 
the chief manufacturing countries was never 
acknowledged by the importing countries, 
but disappeared into the void. For the years 
1929 and 1930, particularly 1930, as a result 
of the coming into force of the Geneva 
Convention and the operation of the certifi
cate system, checked up quarter. by quarter by 
the statistics furnished to the Central Board, 
discrepancies have virtually disappeared. 

In the document Conf.L.F.S.3, Part I, 
great masses of discrepancies will be found 
for the years 1925 to 1928, with summaries 
of correspondence with Governments showing 
that, in a very large number of cases, the 
discrepancy investigations revealed illicit 
traffic. For the year 1929, and, above all, 
for the year 1930, there are no discrepancy 
notes. The reason is simple ; with the 
exporting countries parties to the Geneva 
Convention discrepancies have practically 
disappeared, and it may be said that this is 
due to the operation of the import certificate 
system and the basing of statistics upon these 
certificates. The examination by the Central 

Board of the figures, made available by 
Governments quarter by quarter of imports 
balanced against exports-the ~urn of the 
export ·authorisations balanced against the 
sum ?f the import certificates-shows that 
pr~chc.ally the entire quantities of drugs 
g_omg mto the ex~rt trade at the present 
hme appear to arrtve at their destination 
-. that is. to say, they pass as legitimate 
tmport.s mto the trade of the importing 
countnes. 

World Needs of Morphine. 

With reference to individual drugs, Table I 
?f ~he document ~onf.L.F.S.61 (Annex 21) 
tndtcates the maxtmum world requirements 
of morphine, as estimated by the Secretariat. 
Th~ table shows the maximum world re
qmr~n:tents of ~orphine remaining as such, 
c~asstfted according to (1) the consumption 
ftgure of the manufacturing countries and 
(2) the figure for exports to the non-manu
facturing countries.· These figures show that 
7 tons of morphine were consumed in the manu
facturing countries in e_ach of the years 1928, 
!929 and 1930. The ftgure for consumption 
ts thus practically uniform in the manufactur
ing countries. Exports to the non-manu
!acturing countries were 21 tons in 1928 and 
1!1 1929, and I1 tons in 1930. The. latter 
ftgure may perhaps be taken as the maximum 
figure, as it is probably more reliable than 
that given in the tables for 1928 and 1929. 
It appe¥s, therefore, that the world total 
needs of morphine were 91 tons in the two 
earlier years and 81 tons in the last year of 
t~e period. This figure should be compared 
with that of 10.4 tons, which was that 
arrived at by the Health Section early in 
19~0. The lower figure is undoubtedly more 
reliable than the earlier higher one, a more · 
trustworthy statistical method having been 
made possible as a result of the Secretariat's 
analysis. 

As regards world requirements of morphine 
for all purposes-that was to say,_ morphine 
as such and morphine for conversion into 
various drugs-so far as the Secretariat has 
been able to arrive at a figure (and this has 
been the most difficult part of its task, as 
ther~ are ~o adequate statistics of codeine), 
the ftgure IS I61 tons of morphine for codeine 
requirements, 41 tons of morphine for con
version into di?nine and apomorphine, and 
2 tons of morphme for conversion into heroin 
giving a total in 1930 of 311 tons for ali 
purposes. The figure for the actual manu
facture of morphine as such, which in 1930 
should have been 81 tons, was I31 tons in 
1928, · 14 tons in 1929, and 91 tons in 1930. 

If the figures for the total manufacture of 
morphine are studied, the discrepancy be
tween apparent maximum world needs and 
the real manufacture, as far as it is known 
will be found to be very much more consider: 
able. The figure at which the Secretariat 
has arrived (using 1930 as a basis) is 311 tons 
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for world needs ; actual manufacture in 
1918 reached a figure of .f.51 tons; in 1929, 
591 tons ; and in 1930, 38 tons.. The greater 
part of the excess manufacture IS represented 
by morphine converted into morphine esters 
or morphine ethers, which were not manu
factured for legitimate purposes but for the 
illicit traffic. 

lVorU Nlds of Coleiru. 

It is interesting to note that the Health 
Section, in making its estimates for world 
requirements based on the known consump
tion data and the assumed equivalence of 
morphine with codeine, arrived at a figure 
of 10.4 tons for codeine, as well as for mor
phine. This is obviously an under-estimate, 
because the manufacture of codeine, for the 
countries in which the figure of manufacture 
is known, is at least II} tons, and to this 
must be added the figure for the manufacture 
of codeine in Germany and France, and, in 
the two earlier years, in Switzerland-three 
countries which undoubtedly supply the 
greater part of the international trade in 
codeine. The final result is a figure of not 
less than 161 tons for codeine. This does 
not necessarily mean codeine for legitimate 
needs ; it is conceivable that the figure may 
contain an element representing diversion into 
the illicit traffic. But there is no real evidence. 
available to justify such a conclusion. 

Turning to diacetylmorphine, and taking 
again the consumption of the manufacturing 
countries, we find that about a ton and a half 
of diacetylmorphine was consumed in the 
manufacturing countries in each of the years 
IIJ28, 1929 and 1930, and it must be stated 
t~ of this ton and a half, or roughly 1,6oo 
kilogrammes, 1,384 kilogrammes were con
sumed in Japan alone. The exports to 
~~manuf~uring countries (less known 
illicit traf!lC and re-export) were 487 kilo
grammes 1D 1928, 481 ltilogrammes in 1929 
and only 271 kilogrammes in 1930. 

The W.: figure for 1930 is an indication of 
the effectiveness of the Geneva Convention 
!n the _control ~f the export trade. A table 
m the mtroductwn to Part II of the Analysis, 
page ~8, sh?ws the exports to fourteen 
countnes which are well-known centres in 
connection with illicit export. In 1926, 
the exp<"Jrt: to these fourteen countries reached 
the c:r.~Ir.Mal figure of 3,055 kilogrammes, or 
3 tom, of diacetylmorphine. In 1930, ex_ports 
~ these fourt<-..en countries had practically 
daappeared, the figure being only u kilo
gra~met- Thi1 may be taken u an indi· 
eatwn rA the effect of the coming into force 
rA the Gmeva Convention and of the efficiency 
rA the import certificate syatem for the control 
rA exyJrt• and the elimination of their illicit 
traffw: el~mm~t. 

The figure for the maximum world needs 
of heroin is round about a tons, including 
1,384 kilogrammes for Japan. This last 
figure may be left aside, as Japan is a closed 
market, and it will then appear that the 
maximum world need of heroin is a little over 
half a ton (582 kilogrammes)-if the 1930 
figures are taken as a basis-which may be 
compared with the figure of 870 kilogrammes 
reached by the Health Section before the 
high consumption figure by Japan was known. 

The actual figures for the manufacture of 
diacetylmorphine are 71 tons in 1928, 31 tons 
in 1929 and 4 tons in 1930. It is assumed that 
this last figure is represented in the manu
facturing countries chiefly by stocks. Seizures 
are not included in this total. . . 

World Needs of Cocaitu. 

. As .to cocaine, the figu~e for total consump
tion m the manufacturmg countries is le5s 
than 4 tons a year. In 1929, x.8 ton was 
exported to non-manufacturing countries, 
and 1.4 ton in 1930. Maximum world 
needs were 5·7 tons in 1929 and 5.2 tons in 
1930. The consumption figures for cocaine 
are not altogether reliable and complete in 
certain cases. When fuller figures for con
sumption are available, it will probably be 
possible to reduce the world total to less than 
5 tons. The Health Section's figure was 6.8 
tons. The amount manufactured in 1929 
was 6.4 tons and, in 1930, 6 tons. 

EXTENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL LEGITIMATE 

TRADE. 

We now come to the second question; the 
amount of the drugs in the international 
legitimate trade. 

Tables 4, 5 and 6, in Section II of the 
document Conf.LF.S.61 ·(Annex 2I) indicate 
the amounts of drugs in the international 
legitimate trade. The figures are of interest 
in connection with the question of quotas 
(or whatever method of allocation may be 
adopted), which mainly concerns the drugs 
in the export or international trade. The 
world trade is divided into three parts. 
The first part shows the home market of 
three of the great manufacturing countries 
-Japan, the United States of America and 
Soviet Russia. These markets are self
contained ; in the cases of Soviet Russia 
and the United States, no import is allowed, 
while in Japan imports are practically non
existent, except for codeine. The second 
group covers the domestic market of the other 
manufacturing countries-Great Britain, 
Switzerland, Germany and France. Presum
ably, under the operation of a limitation 
~eheme, the home market in these countries 
will not be accessible to international trade 
in the main, but will more probably constitute 
a ~elf-contained unit from which competition 
will be largely eliminated. The third cate-
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gory is that of the real international market 
to be divided up in accordance with some 
system of allocation-namely, the markets 
of the non-manufacturing countries. 

Morphine. 

. For morphine, 4 tons represent the amount 
m . the three closed markets-Japan, the 
pmted States of America and Soviet Russia
In 1930. ·The figure for the home market 
of the other manufacturing countries in the 
~arne y~ar is 2! tons, while for the real 
mternahonal market it is only a ton and a half 
of morphine as such. 

Diacetylmorphine. 

For diacetylmorphine, the figure is 1.7 
ton f?r the home. market in Japan and Soviet 
Ru~s1a (there bemg no heroin market in the 
Umted States of America), while, for the home 
market of the other manufacturing countries 
it is 0.2 ton and for the rest of the world o.J 
ton. 

Cocaine. 

The figure for cocaine in the home market 
for Japan, the United States and Soviet 
Russia is 2.8 tons ; for the other manufac
turing countries it is I ton, while the export 
to the non-manufacturing countries is 1.4 ton. 

These figures show how limited the real 
international market is-namely, for mor
phine (apart from codeine) 11 ton; for heroin 
0.3 ton; for cocaine 1.4 ton. 

EXTENT OF THE ILLICIT TRAFFIC. 

With regard to the third question, subject 
to the qualifications in the published docu
ments-as is the case with all the figures 
given in this statement-the figure at which 
the Secretariat arrives for the amount of 
morphine In all its forms (as morphine esters, 
including diacetylmorphine, and t~e eth~rs 
of morphine) and from all sources, mcludmg 
all the manufacturing countries, which was 
diverted into the illicit traffic is not less than 
100 tons. It is possible that, if the real 
facts were known, that figure would be con
siderably exceeded. I_t includes 40 ton_s ~f 
morphine which, accordmg to the Secr~tar1at s 
calculations, appear to have passe~ mto the 
illicit traffic in the form of morphme esters 
or morphine ethers. It includes a very 
considerable part of the exports of some of the 
manufacturing countries whic_h hav~ disap
peared completely into the v01d, wh1ch were 
exported but never imported by_ anybody. 
It is assumed that these drugs arnved some
where, but not in a legitimate m~rket. 
It also includes the very large quant!t~ of 
drugs which disappeared from statlst~cal 
reckoning during the co~rse of the penod, 
drugs which were present. m a country at one 
time but which were ne1ther consumed .nor 
exported nor present at the end of the penod, 

as they should have been, in the form of 
stocks. In addition, the figure includes 
various other elements, such as the known 
illicit element in exports. 

With regard to cocaine, the Secretariat 
finds it rather more difficult to come to 
a. reasonably satisfactory conclusion. The 
f1gure at which it arrives is about six tons of 
cocaine as the minimum leakage from statis
tically recorded manufacture and exports. 

Ther~ is another. point closely allied to 
the pomts dealt w1th above-that is the 
relation of these figures to the raw mat~rials. 
The Secretariat has prepared a document 
(Conf.L.F.S.6o), which will be availabl~ 
shortly, giving raw opium statistics and an 
analysis of these statistics. The document 
draws certain important conclusions as to the 
real world needs of raw opium for legitimate 
pur~o~es, for_ manufacturing drugs and for 
medicmal opmm. The figure of maximum 
world needs arrived at by the Secretariat is 
betwee!l 320 and 375 tons of raw opium. 
The difference between these two figures 
de~ends upon the variable morphine content 
~h1ch !Day be extrac.ted from opium. The 
f1gure 1s only tentative, but will probably 
be found to be reasonably close to the mark · 
and it is a maximum rather than a minimu~ 
figure. 

The second element of the legitimate trade 
in opium is the exports to the opium-smoking 
monopoly countries. The Secretariat arrives 
at a maximum figure for these exports of 609 
tons per year, which is about twice the amount 
necessary for legitimate manufacture and 
medicinal opium. 

To those figures must be added the domestic 
consumption in the producing countries 
for which production figures exist, such as 
India. The figure of consumption for British 
India is given by the Government of India as 
about 250 or 260 tons a year. 

If these various factors which appear to 
have a legitimate basis are added, we arrive 
at a figure of, say, 1,300 tons of opium. 
The production figures which are available 
indicate a minimum-very much a minimum 
-production of I,Soo tons of opium a year. 
There thus appears to be a difference of some 
500 tons between maximum needs and mini
mum production. The figure of 1,8oo tons 
does not include production in Soviet Russia, 
China or some other countries. 

The export trade of the producing coun
tries, as shown in these tables, is divided 
between the manufacturing countries (opium 
which has gone for manufacturing purposes 
or medicinal opium) and the opium-smoking 
countries in the following W<!-Y : Turkey, 
throughout the period of six years from 
1925-1930, exported an average of 61 per 
cent, Yugoslavia 19 per cent, India 9 per cent, 
and Persia 6 per cent of the imports of the 
manufacturing countries. 
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On the other hand, with regard to the 

supplies to the opium-smoking countries, 
India supplied 66 per cent, Persia 31 per cent 
and Turkey only 3 per cent of the needs 
for that purpose. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
thanked the Secretariat for its extremely 
interesting and valuablestatement. Referring 
to the amount of drugs entering the illicit 
tiaffic, he observed that it was stated that 

.~ the figure gil.-en in Table ill, page 5. included 
morphine from all known sources. If it 
were based on seizures, and seizures the 
source of which was unkno\llm had been 
excluded, it waS obviously not a reliable 
figure. U it were based on the· output of 
factories, which had, as Mr. Duncan Hall had 
said, disappeared into the void, did the fac
tories in certain countries-Turkey, in parti
cular----constitute a known or ·an unkno\llo'll 
source? 

Mr. Duucan Hall (Secretary of the 
Conference) said it would be somewhat 
difficult to answer that question briefly, 
because it had formed the subject of some 
five hundred pages of statistical analysis. 
The methods by which the figures had been 
reached were given in full in the documents, 
however, and a study of those documents 
would show that the figures could be taken 
as reasonably reliable. · 

In the first place, the figure of 100 tons 
included the amount of morphine which 
appeared to have passed into the illicit 
traffic in the form of morphine esters and 
morphine ethers. Mr. Duncan Hall would 
not give in detail the arguments on which the 
figure was based. It was kno\llo'll, however 
that, in one year, at least half the productio~ 
of three countries, which up to that time had 
not given separate statistics of drugs not 
~vered by_~e Con!'e';ltion, apparently passed 
into the illicit traffiC m the form of morphine 
esters. About six and a half tons had been 
seized in one single case in Dairen. The 
figure of 40 tons was not, he thought, an 
unreasonable deduction from the facts which 
would be found in the introduction to Part II 
of the Analysis. 

In addition, at least 15 to 18 tons of 
morphine and heroin were not accounted for 
statistically-i.e., had disappeared completely 
ont of the stat~ical reckoning. Further, 
very large quantities of morphine and heroin 
had also been exported from manufacturing 
~t~ but not acknowledged by any 
Importmg country, quantities where there 
were absolute discrepancies-e.g., 6oo kilo
grammes exported and no import acknow
ledged. It had been auumed that this 
morphine and heroin had reached some 
destination, but not a licit one. · 

The figures also included drugs which had 
gone to well-known markets for illicit export 
such. u China and Turkey, whose medicinai 
reqTJJrements were known to be exceedingly 
small. AI those countries had shown no 
e-xp<Jrt. ~~ures and nobody had imported 
~licitly from tlwte countries, it had been 
a.umoed that there was no re-export trade 
aa4 that the drop had, in fact, passed int~ 

the illicit traffic. The Naarden case and 
other information given to the Advisory 
Committee had revealed that at least half 
the drugs in question had passed into the 
illicit traffic. In addition, the figure of 
roo tons included exports from Turkey which 
were known not to have arrived in the 
legitiin:ate trade of the alleged importing 
countnes. . 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet. Socialist 
Republics), referring to the figures given 
in Table 4 of the document Conf.L.F.S.6I 
(Annex 21), for the manufacture of morphine 
and other drugs in the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, explained that, whereas· 
the figures for 1928 and 1929 were b~ed on 
the fiscal year, starting on October ISt, 
those for 1930 were calculated on the basis 
of the civil year. ' 

The great difference between the figures for 
diacetylmorphine manufacture for 1928, 1929 
:md 1930 was probably due to the fact that, 
m 1930, the medical profession had reached 
t~e conclusion that heroin might be more 
Widely. employ~d for medical requirements. 
In SoVIet Russta, these were determined one 
year ahead, at the Conference of Health 
Commissars of the whole Soviet Union. 

In 1928, the morphine manufactured in the 
~viet Union amounted to 424 kilogrammes ; 
m 1929, to 470 kilogrammes ; and, in 1930, 
to 928 kilogrammes. · 

In 1928, 65 kilogrammes ; in 1929, 31 kilo
grammes ; and, in 1930, uS kilogrammes 
of heroin were manufactured. 

The c~aine produce~ amounted, in 1928, 
to· 446 kilogrammes ; tn 1929, to 734 kilo
grammes; and, in 1930, to 1,120 kilogrammes. 

These figures should help considerably in 
giving a correct impression of the tables 
published in the document Conf.L.F.S.6x. 

D~. Chodzko (Poland) t~anked the Opium 
Sectton for the work done In the preparation 
of the very valuable document before the 
Conference. 

He pointed out that the very striking 
figures for heroin given in document Conf. 
L.F.S.6I did not inclu~e exports from Turkey, 
and were therefore mcomplete. According' 
to documents circulated, Turkey had, in 
1929, exported to the Free. City of Danzig 
766 kilogrammes of heroin, which Danzig 
did not. admit having rec~iy~d. The drugs 
had obvtously entered the ilhctt traffic. The 
inference was that large stocks of heroin had 
been formed during the last three years. · The 
Conference should bear that in mind when 
it came to consider the abolition of heroin 
manufacture. 

The figure of 10.43 tons for the consumption 
of codeine given in document Conf.L.F.S.6I 
threw considerable light on the very con
troversial problem of codeine manufacture. 

Dr. Chodzko asked that Mr. Duncan 
Hall's speech should be circulated to the 
members of the Conference, as it contained 
a very clear and useful explanation of the 
figures before the Conference. 
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The President asked whether members 
wished to comment onlMr. Duncan Hall's 
remarkable report. To do so would mean 
departing from the decision not to discuss 
questions in the abstract, but only as they 
affected specific texts in the draft Convention. 
Speakers might confine themselves to state
ments of fact and explanations of the position 
in their respective countries. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands), referring 
to the estimates of narcotic drugs passing 
into the illicit traffic from 1925 to 1930, 
asked whether it would be possible for the 
Secretariat to give a separate estimate for 
1930. • 

Mr. Duncan Hall replied that, during 
1930, the Secretariat had been preparing the 
analyses, and was therefore in a peculiarly 
fortunate position to reach a conclusion 

· regarding that year, for which, moreo'\'er, 
it had at its disposal the quarterly statements 
made available by the Central Board. 

It was of opinion that, in 1930, the illicit 
traffic element in- the export of morphine, 
heroin and cocaine by the manufacturing 
countries which participated in the inter
national legitimate trade was practically nil, 
and that the figure could not be more than 
a score or two kilogrammeo;. That was 
undoubtedly due to the import certificate 
system, which ensured that exports were 
not officially made except for legitimate 
purposes, and that these exp01ts, although 
diversion into the illicit traffic might take 
place after the arrival of the exports in 
the importing country arrived at their 
destinations. Discrepancies had practically 
disappeared. There remained the possibility 
of illicit export, but this was not in the export 
figures. 

The only important illicit traffic element 
appearing in th~ 1930 figures. w:'-s the mor
phine diverted mto the traffiC m the form 
of esters or ethers of morphine. · The amount 
of esters passing into the illicit traffic in 1930 
was small, as they were under control in all 
countries in the early part of the year. But 
the amount of peronine made avai~able for 
illicit purposes appeared to be considerable. 

The difference between the 1930 world 
requirements of 3Il tons and the total 
manufacture of 38! tons probably represented 
more or Jess the extent of the illicit traffic 
element in the total manufacture of morphine 
for 1930. The illicit traffic element in cocaine 
and heroin exports appeared to be very 
small. Large amounts of heroin had been 
manufactured in 1930, but it was assumed 
that they remained in stocks in the manu
facturing countries, as they had not been 
exported or consumed. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) thought it importan~ to know the 
approximate amount of the se1zures of the 
various kinds of drugs for 1930. Could the 
Secretariat supply separate figures for each 
drug for the past year ? 

. ' 
Ml".- Duncan Hall (Secretary of the 

Conference) said he could not answer that 
question without · investigation. He had 
inserted the proviso relating to seizures, 
because he did not want to give the impression 
that only 4 tons of heroin had been available 
for legitimate trade in 1930. To that would 
have to be added considerable quantities of 
heroin, most of which was known to be of 
Turkish origin. He could not give the . 
exact amount of seizures of heroin which had 
been added to stocks in the various countries. · · 4 The figure for France alone, however, was 
I ton. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) thought it would be useful to have 
at least approximate statistics for 1930, not 
only for diacetylmorphine, but also for all 
the other drugs. The list of seizures pub
lished by the Secretariat was satisfactory, but 
it gave no quantities. Time might perhaps 
be needed to prepare the required inform
ation, but separate figures for 1930 would 
enable the Conference to obtain a better 
impression of the amounts passing into the 
illicit traffic. . 

The President said that the Secretariat 
would deal with M. Bogomoloff's question 
at a later meeting. 

It was decided, on the request of the Costa 
Rica delegation, that a table should be prepared 
summarising the average prices of narcotic 
drugs. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) had observed, from 
the document which had been circulated 
(Annex 21), a statement that no less than 
100 tons of morphine and 6 tons of cocaine 
had passed into the illicit traffic during the 
years 1925-1930. He asked whether the 
Secretariat had been able to discover in what 
parts of the world these colossal quantities 
of poison had been manufactured. 

It might be well to add to such documents 
two notes-first, one giving an idea, if pos
sible, of the total value of the enormous 
quantities of narcotics in the illicit traffic. 
Documents existed in which reference was 
made to the prices obtained by illicit traffic
kers. In the second place, a note admitting 
that the Secretariat was unable to give 
information as to the identity of the manu
facturers who had produced those tremendous 
quantities, and including a statement that the 
100,000 kilogrammes of morphine and 6,ooo 
kilogrammes of cocaine had been produced by 
manufacturers who ought officially to be 
classified as " unknown manufacturers ", 

Mr. Duncan Hall said that the reply to 
M. Cavazzoni's question had already been 
given in the documents published by the 
Secretariat. In the Introduction to_Part II 
(pages 20 and 21) of the Analysis of the 
International Trade there was a table giving, 
country by country, the amounts of morphine 
and diacetylmorphine known to have passed . 
into the illicit traffic from the export trade· 
of the manufacturing countries in 1928-29. 
The same document also contained, in the 
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analysis of the trad" in m~h.ine and diMetyl
morj>hine given for ~ach individual country 
(Part II). indications as to t~e. · _amoun!s 
known to have passed into the dllctt traffiC 
from each individual country for·each of the 
~ars 1~5-1930. The object of the document 
was to show how much of the export trade 
of each of theJmanufact~ri.~ count~ies had 
~D' diverted into the illiot traff1c. The 
volume dealing with cocaine also gave an 

·analysis of the trade of each individual 
manufacturing country. . 

· The question of price 'A"'I.S one upon which 
the Secretariat would prefer to make no 
pronouncement, at any rate iD: the present 
state of its knowledge. The pnces were not 
known, as were the prices in the lic!t trade. 
Indications had been given by certam coun
tries, but they varied considerably. There 
was no basic price upon which to make any 
really reliable estimate. 

Mr. Caldwell {United States of Ame~ica) 
said that Mr. Duncan Hall's reply to the 
question put by .M. van Wettum appeared 
to give the impression that there had been 
almost no illicit traffic in 1930. Seizures, 
however, made. in the United States during 
1930 and the first six months of 1931 ran 
into tons. 

Mr. Duncan Hall said that his reply had 
not been complete, since it dealt only with 
the normal exporting countries. The answer 
to llr. Caldwell's remark was, he thought, 
indicated in the Advisory Committee's report 
to the Council on the work of the fourteenth 
session, in which the Committee drew atten
tion to the remarkable improvement in the 
situation with regard to the existing manu
facturing countries which had ratified the 
Geneva Convention by 1930, but went on 
to state that a fresh factor had come into 
the situation in the years 1929 and 1930, 
when an additional manufacturing country 
aot a party to the Geneva Convention had 
entered the field.. That, in the Advisory 
Committee's judgment. was an explanation 
of the enormous seizures effected in some 
countries. 

Kr. Duncan Hall would qualify his state
ment further and point out that he had not 
mentioned the position of Japan in his 
estimate of the situation in respect of the 
GeneYa Convention and its effect in diminish
inc the illicit element in export during the 
year 1930. 

The Presideat cloled the discussion. 
Tbough he did not propose to _draw any 
conclusions himself, he was quite sure that 
the members had seen that morning that 
statistics were not necessarily dry. The 
f"lpl'es which had been put before the 
Conference would touch the heart and 
CODtcience of all members and incite them to 
fresh dforts for the succeH of their work. 

37.-DISCilEPANCY BETWEEN THE 
J'ltENCH AND ENGLISH TEXTS 
OJ' ARTICLE 24 OJ' THE GENEVA 
CONVENTION C1J' 1925 : llEPOilT 

· • OV THE LEGAL AND DllAFTING 
~ COMMITTEE. . ' 

Mr. C.ldweiJ (Cnited Statn of America), 

Chairman of' lhe Legal and Drafting Com
mittee, submitted the following report : 

" At its meetings on June 8th and 9th, 1931, 
the Legal and Drafting Committee considered 
and discussed at great length the discrepancy 
between the French and English texts of 
Article 24 of the Geneva Convention of 
February 19th, 1925. On Tuesday, June 9th, 
the Committee adopted the two following 
resolutions : 

I. 

" An examination of the documents of 
the Second International Opium Conference 
of 1924-25 has shown that it is the French 
text of Article 24, paragraph I, of the 1925 
Convention which answers to the nego
tiators' intentions, this being corroborated 
by the logical meaning of the text. 

" Furthermore, the competence conferred 
by this clause on the Permanent Central 
Board according to the French text is in 
any case included in the competence pro
vided for in the English text. 

II. 

" As to the question of procedure, the 
Committee considers that this Conference 
should, when discussing the respective 
articles of the new Convention, exclude 
from the text of that Convention any doubt 
as to the scope of the Permanent Central 
Board's powers resulting from Article 24 
of the Geneva Convention. 
• The first part of the resolution was 

adopted by fourteen votes to two, there being 
two abstentions. The second part of the 
resolution was adopted by twelve votes to 
one, with two abstentions. H 

On the proposal of the President, the 
Conference decided IJJ transmit the above report 
IJJ the Business Committee. 

38.-ARTICLE 3, PARAGRAPH 3, AND 
AllTICLE 4, PARAGRAPH ::Z, OF 
THE DRAFT CONVENTION PilE· 
PARED BY THE ADVISOilY COM· 
MITTEE : REPORT OF THE LEGAL 
AND DllAFTING COMMITTEE. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America), 
Chairman of the Legal and Drafting Com
mittee, read the following report : 

" The Committee discussed Article 3. para
graph J, and Article 4, paragraph 2, of the 
draft Convention with the amendment sub
mitted by the Soviet Union delegation 
(document Conf.L.F.S.3o(c), as amended 
during the meeting) and adopted unanimously 
the following texts of these paragraphs : 

"Article 3, paragraph 3.-The com
petent authority shall mvite countries to 
which this Convention does not apply to 
furnish estimates in accordance with the 
first paragraph of this article, being guided 
by the proviSions of Article 6 of the Con
vention. In the event of no estimate 
being furnished on behalf of any such 
country, the competent authority 11hall 
it~~elf make the estimate. 
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" Article 4, paragraph '2.-The com
petent. au.thority will similarly, if r_~eces-

. sary, mv1te any country to which . this 
Convention does not apply to furnish a 
supplementary estimate and, in the event 
of no such estimate being furnished, the 
competent authority shall itself make the 
estimate." 

The Conference accepted the above texts to 
re-flace those proposed by the Advisory Com
m~ttee and agreed to discuss them later. 

39.-CONTROL OF PRICES : REPORT 
OF THE BUSINESS COMMITTEE 
REGARDING ARTICLE 20 OF THE 
DRAFT CONVENTION DRAWN UP 
BY THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE. 

The President informed the Conference 
that the Business Committee . had decided 
that the solution of the question raised 
regarding Article 20 would depend on the 
way in which the limitation problem itself 
wa~ solved, as prices were likely to vary 
according to the method adopted. It there
fore proposed that Article 20 should be 
referred to the Committee for Limitation 
for consideration. 

The Conference approved the proposal of the 
Business Committee. 

40.-ARTICLE 22 OF THE DRAFT CON
VENTION DRAWN UP BY THE 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND AR
TICLE 22(a) PROPOSED BY THE 
AUSTRIAN DELEGATION. · 

The President proposed that, in view of 
the close connection between Articles 20 and 
22 of the draft Convention, the latter article 
should also be referred to the Committee for 
Limitation. 

He recalled that the Austrian delegation 
had proposed the addition of an Article 22(a), 
which he suggested should also be referred 
to the Committee for Limitation. 

Th1 President's proposals were approved. 

. ' .. ' ' 
,.x.-ARTICI.E ·t; PARAGRAPH 3, 

OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION 
DRAWN UP · BY THE ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE : REPORT OF THE . 
TECHNICAL COMMITTEE. 

.. 
The President stated that the Chairman 

of the Technical Committee, Dr. Chodzko, 
had notified him that the Committee was of. 
opinion that the amendment to paragraph 3 
of Article I of the draft Convention 
proposed by the Soviet delegation should 
be referred to the Legal and Drafting Com
mittee for examination. 

Thil! proposal was adopted. 

42.-RECOGNITION OF THE PRIN
CIPLE THAT IN CALCULATING 
THE QUANTITIES OF NARCOTIC 
DRUGS REQUIRED FOR LEGITI
MATE PURPOSES, ACCOUNT 
SHOULD BE .TAKEN OF THE 
QUANTITIES REQUIRED FOR 
THE TREATMENT OF ADDICTS. 

At the request of the Japanese delegation, 
the Conference formally recognised that, in 
calculating the quantities of narcotic drugs 
regarded as serving a legitimate purpose, the 
quantities required for the medical treatment 
of drug addicts should be· included. , 

43.-LA WS AND REGULATIONS IN 
FORCE IN ROUMANIA FOR SUP
PRESSING THE DRUG TRAFFIC. 

The President said that a certain number 
of copies of the laws and regulations in force 
in Roumania for the suppression of narcotics 
had been received from the Roumanian 
delegation and could be consulted by dele
gates. 

SIXTEENTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Saturday, June 20tb,1931, at 10.30 a.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. • 

44.-REPRESENT ATION OF CHINA 
AT THE CONFERENCE. 

The President announced that Dr. Wu 
' Lien-Teh having been urgently recalled to 

China, his place would be taken by Dr. Woo 
Kaiseng. · 

45 .-DECLARATION BY THE BOLI
VIAN DELEGATE. 

Dr. Cuellar (Bolivia) regretted that he 
had missed the earlier meetings of a Con
ference in which his Government was deeply 
interested. · 

The present situ~ti?n demanded: the enthu-· 
siastic and altrUistic co-operabon of all 
countries in giving practical effect, so far as 
national circumstances permitted, to the 
resolutions adopted. The more general th.e 
agreement, the more effective the resolutions 
would be: 

The Bolivian Government accepted the 
principle of limitation of the manufacture of~ 
narcotic drugs. Dr. Cuellar would: comm~nt . 
in detail on the method to be apphed durmg 
the discussion. · 

9 



- I30 -. 

6.-ARTICLES 8 TO 17 OF THE DRAFT 4 CONVENTION DRAWN UP BY THE 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE a NEW 
TEXT PROPOSED BY THE COM
MITTEE FOR LUIITATION. 

• 
III. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal), Chairman 
of the Committee for Limitation, "read the 
following report of the Committee for Limit
ation: 

· • At its meeting on June xgth, I9JI, t~e 
Limitation Committee adopted as the basis 

t for its discussions the revised draft of the 
Franco-Japanese limitation plan (document 
Conf.LF.S.,'C.Lx(bJ) by fourteen votes to 

4 two, with six abstentions ; four members 
were absent. 

• The Committee decided to refer this 
general decision to the plenary Conference 
for any further decisions that might be 
pecessary. • 

Rmu.l lra/1 of 1M Fra~~C~~-]«PIIMSI Pkua 
;roposd by 1M c,."'itk' for Li,.itllli011.1 

I. 
• No country may manufacture during one 

year a quantity greater than !}le total of the 
quantities mentioned below : 

• (x) The quantity of narcotic drugs 
necessary for its medical and scientific 
needs within the limits of its estimates; 

• (2) A reserve equal to one-half the 
preceding quantity, also intended for 
domestic requirements ; 

• (3) The quantity intended for con
version either for domestic consumption 
or for export ; 

• (4) The quantity necessary for export, 
based on firm orders received by the 
country for execution against import certi
ficates delivered in accordance with the 
procedure provided for in Chapter V of the 
Geneva Convention and under the super
vision of the central authority provided for 
in Article • • • 

• (S) The quantity necessary to main
bin, in the factories under Government 
control. a special stock which may be 
replaced as deliveries are effected and 
which shall be limited in accordance with 
paragraph IL 

• Any quantity in excesss, whatever its 
origin may be-imports, seizures, cancelled 
orders, under-deliveries or returned deliveries, 
etc.-5hall be deducted from the quantity 
tcJ be manufactured during the following 
year.• 

II. 

• The special stocks provided for above 
may DOt 1ll any country and at any time 
exceed one-half its total exports durmg the 
period of twelve months from July ut to 
J ODe 30th inclusive of the year preceding 
tbe current year. 

• Doc at Coaf.LF.I.jC.L.r(6J. 
• • Special _.,. - lA pr<Mde4 for: ia the eo.. 

-.uc.. w doa1 willa the lit ... tiaa r.,.altiPI from the 
.,...,., • '" M certaia _,..,.,_ of lmpc.rtapt quaatitict of 
..,rcc.toc *"P d ._,..... oripa (J.artlc;alatly ~~eizares). 

" The manufacturing countries agree to 
take witJlin their territories the necessary 
steps to supervise the distribution to the 
trade of the quantities of narcotic drugs 
intended for domestic consumption." 

The President J><>inted out, in order to 
clarify the discuss10n, that the Conference 
had before it a second document (Conf. 
L.F.S.fC.L.r.(cJ, prepared by the Japanese 
and French delegations, in which the pro
posals of the Committee for Limitation had 
been put into the form of Articles of the 
Convention (see page 124) •. 

Dr. Woo Kaisen~ (China) said that, though 
he had not been present at previous meetings, 
he had followed the work of the Conference, 
and in the Committee for Limitation. would 
certainly have supported the Franco-Japan
ese amendment, which was based on the 
principle of free and open markets. He was 
glad to have the opportunity to state his 
Government's views on the manufacture of 
narcotic drugs, the abuse of unlimited manu
facture and the methods by which such 
manufacture might be reduced to the level 
of world medical and scientific needs. The 
Chinese Government had always been in 
favour of the principle of free markets, and 
considered that the manufacture of narcotic 
drugs could be limited to the legitimate 
orders received. 

He was glad that the Committee for 
Limitation, composed mainly of represent
atives of countries well qua!.ified to judge, 
had accepted the Franco-Japanese amend
ment, which was in line with his Government's 
views. It provided that each manufactur
ing country should have the right to manu
facture, under Government control, a special 
stock not exceeding one-haU of its total 
exports during the preceding year. He was 
sorry, however, that, at the time when the 
revised Franco-Japanese draft was submitted, 
no proposal was made to insert in'the Con
vention special provisions to meet the 
awkward situation due to certain countries 
having larger quantities of narcotic drugs 
derived from various sources-mostly from 
seizures. 

China had always believed that drugs seized 
should be destroyed, unless the Governments 
of the countries in which they were held 
undertook to keep them for strictly legitimate 
purposes specified by the Governme¥t itself. 
and prevent them returning into private 
legitimate commerce. As a compromise, the 
Chinese Government would agree to such • 
dangerous drugs being converted into harm
less, or at least less dangerous, drugs. 

Sir Malcolm Delevlngne (Great Britain) 
said he had hoped the authors of the Franco
Japanese proposal would have made some 
statement in explanation of ~heir scheme and 
of the grounds on which they preferred it to 
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the Advisory Committee's, scheme. As, how
ever, they were apparently not willing to do 
so ~t. the moment, he would state his own 
posttlon. .. 

The Conference had to decide between 
two schemes. The first was the Advisory 
Committee's scheme, which had been care
fully studied. during the past two years and 
worke~ out 1n almost complete detail, and 
to whtch, up to the time of the Conference 
no serious objection had been raised eithe; 
in the Assembly or by the Governm'ents to 
whom it had been referred. The second was 
a scheme which. had been improvised-or was 
being improvised-during the present Con
ference. . It· had not yet been fully worked 
out and m several respects was still vague 
and indefinite. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne thought he was 
correct in saying that, until the Conference 
met, the only reference to it had been at a 
meeting of the Advisory Committee in 
)anuary last, when M. Bourgois had suggested 
1t but had promptly withdrawn it, in view 
of M. Cavazzoni's opposition. 

Sir Malcolm was somewhat surprised that 
the authors of the Franco-Japanese scheme 
had done so little up to the present to work 
it out in detail. A scheme depended very 
largely on its detailed provisions. The case 
of countries outside the future Convention 
for instance, had 110t yet been dealt with: 
Were they to receive supplies of drugs from 
the manufacturing countries or not ? Again, 
th:e functi.ons of the central authority were 
still not ftxed. The words used in the text 
before the Conference, " under the supervision 
of the central authority ", gave no indication 
as to what the authors of the proposal had 
in mind. They might mean much or little. 
What was meant by' the words " against 
import certificates delivered in accordance 
with the procedure provided for in Chapter V 
of the Geneva Convention " ? Did they 
mean that the importing country must be a 
party to the Geneva Convention ? 

Lastly, there was the perennial question of 
stocks. Except for one alteration in Article I, 
paragraph 2, the provisions in regard to 
stocks were substantially the same as when 
the proposal was first put to the Conference, 
in spite of criticisms which M. Bourgois had 
admitted were to a very large extent justified. 
Would not the provisions of the new draft 
result in large stocks of drugs being held at 
any one time in the manufacturing countries ? 
Further, was it intended that the stocks 
provided for in Article I, paragraph 2, of the 
revised draft of the Franco-Japanese plan 
should be capable of being drawn upon for 
export ? These points were left vague and · 
indefinite. 

The question to ask about the present, 
or any other scheme was how it would work. 
Would- it lead to definite limitation of the 
manufacture of drugs ? Would it do any
thing to stop the illicit traffic ? Could it be 
enforced ? In Sir Malcolm's view, those 

questions had not been sufficiently studied 
in connection with the Franco-Japanese 
proposal. There were serious loopholes in 
the scheme, and it would not be difficult 
for a country which was disposed to do so 
to evade its obligations. 

For i~stance, if a country manufactured in 
excess, lt could cover that excess (or part of it) 
by the very simple process of making a 
supplementary estimate of its requirements 
for domestic consumption and . conversion. • 
The position was different under the. Advi
sory Committee's scheme as, under that · 
scheme a manufacturing country would not 
be~efit by the whole of the supplementary· 
estimate, but only to the extent of its 
proportion or quota. 

Again, under the text now before the 
Conference, imports were not to be deducted 
until the f<?llowing year. A manufatturing 
country m!ght-. and o!ten did-import a 
large quantity of 1ts reqmrements for domestic 
consumption from outside ; this was not 
to be deducted from manufacture in the 
current year but in the succeeding year. 

The ~bove were only instances of the loop
holes m the scheme. It might be argued 
that cases of this sort could be dealt with 
by means of representations or requests for 
explanations, either from Geneva or from 
individual Governments. Sir Malcolm had 
h3:d a good deal of experience of represent
ations and requests for explanations ,during 
the last ten years. He would not however 
refer to his own experience, but ~ould ask 
his United States colleagues whether they 
always received satisfaction with regard to 
their representations and requests for explan
ations in cases of illicit traffic. · 

~here was another point of great importance 
whtch was very seldom mentioned-How 
wou~d the scheme affect Turkey and Yugo
slavta ? Were they satisfied with Article 8, 
paragraphs 4 and 5, and Article 9 ? Would 
they accept such restrictions upon their 
manufacture for export, and what would 
happen if they would not ? 

One of the tragedies of the Conference 
was that so little effort was being made to 
meet the case of Turkey and Yugoslavia. 
lf the Franco-Japanese proposal were adopted, 
Turkey and Yugoslavia, with an abundance 
of cheap opium and of .labour, might enter 
the world markets with abundant supplies 
of dangerous drugs. 

To turn for a moment to the system 
submitted by the Opium Advisory Committee, 
three objections had been put forward : 
firstly, that it tended to create a monopoly 
and destroyed what Dr. Woo Kaiseng had de-. 
scribed asa free and open market ; secondly,· · 
it had been criticised because it provided 
no firm basis for the allocation and revision 



-132 ~ 

of quotas ; and, thirdly, it was stated that. it 
would lead to the establishment of factones 
in new countries. 

He thought it would be acknowledged that 
the first h-o criticisms had been met by the 
British delegation's amendments. ~s regards 
the third-the danger that .factones would 
be established in new countnes-he doubted 
11-hether that d~ would. occur. The 
quantities of morphine required for the 
legitimate trade 11-ere not large, and the 
profits would be small. Manufacture on a 
small 5Cale for the legitimate market ~ 
not likely to attract adventurers. One obJec
tion to the British delegation's amendments 
-on the part, he believed, of the Fren~ 
and German delegations--was that their 
Go1.-ernments could never agree to give the 
central authority at Geneva carle blam:Jae 
for fixing quotas. But the central autho~ty 
would fix the quotas, not on a hy~thebcal 
or arbitrary basis, but on the bas.ts of the 
legitimate trade done by the co~tries in 
question during the three prec«:ding years. 
What more could a manufactunng country 
desire than to have its quota in the world 
market based on its legitimate trade ? 

· What other considerations could fairly and 
reasonably be taken into account ? 

Another-and very natural-question was, 
How could the quota system be introduced 
when some of the manufacturing countries 
refused to accept it ? As the members of 
the Committee for limitation were well 
aware, he had tried to meet that question 
by a compromise suggested dUring conver
sations With the Japanese and French dele
gates.. He had been prepared to postpone 
the operation of the quota system until it 
had been accepted by all the countries 
manufacturing for export, and to contem
plate a system starting on the lines of the 
Franco-Japanese proposal. Only when the 
consent of .the countries manufacturing for 
export had been obtained would the quota 
system as provided for in the British 
amendment come into force. That seemed 
fair ; it could not come into operation until 
every country manufacturing for export 
had consented. 

The compromise had not been accepted, 
but he was anxious that the Conference 
should know that he had been prepared, 
on behalf of the British Government, to 
agree to a Kheme under which the system 
of qootas would be kevt in the background 
ready for use when ali the manufacturing 
countries were prepared to accept it. He 
had been willing to accept such a compromise 
because he believed the manufacturing coun
tries would come to we that the quota 
aystem was, from every point of view, the 
lOOK wurbhle, simple and effective arrange
ment. It would eliminate the price--cutting 

· •us whkh had upkt the manufacturing 
· traJie for yean, and would provide ample 
~..guards fr~r every country engaged in 
Jna.Aufacture fur n:port. 

If the Conference decided in favour of the 
Franco-Japanese scheme, it would be deciding 
in favour of a scheme which had never been 
adequately studied, and the results of which 
could not be foreseen. 

M. Gajardo (Chile) said the Chilian dele• 
gation was prepared to accept the report 
from the Committee for Limitation and 
the revised Franco-japanese plan, reserving 
its views with regard to points of detail. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said the objections of the Soviet 
Union delegation to the Franco-Japanese 
plan were somewhat different from those 
of the British delegation. Its chief obJection 
was that the plan did not provide any real 
measures which would lead to the diminution 
of the illicit traffic and the illicit consumption 
of narcotic drugs, the supreme aims of the 
Conference. Frankly, he saw in the proposal 
nothing more than a few measures of control. 
Furthermore, as a system of control it was 
very unsatisfactory. The criticism of the 
Advisory Committee's plan-that there were 
no figures-applied also to the Franco
Japanese plan. Before the Conference could 
discuss that plan, it must not only be given 
an explanation of the system of control, but 
must also see the figures. 

In his opinion, there were three factors 
in the Franco-Japanese plan: (1) the existing 
stocks ; (2) the quantity of drugs necessary 
for the legal needs of the world ; and (3) the 
amount of drugs seized in the illicit traffic. 
If the Conference were to discuss the Franco
Japanese proposal, those three factors must 
be expressed in figures. Otherwise, the 
plan would be baseless. 

He had asked ~the Secretariat to give sepa
rate figures for the seizures of each drug 
during the past years. If the Conference 
accepted the Franco-Japanese proposal as 
the basis of the new Convention, that was 
indispensable. The figures were known to 
be very large. It was quite possible that 
they were greate~ than the legal needs of the 
whole world. :Mr. Duncan Hall had declared 
on June nth that the world requirements, 
for example, of. heroin, were about half a 
ton, excluding Japan. In the same state
ment, he had said that the legal ma~ufacture 
of heroin in 1928 was 71 tons ; 1n 1929, 
31 tons ; and, in 1930, 4 tons, the total 
for the three years being IS tons. Taking 
4 tons as the consumption in Japan, there 
still remained II tons which must either be 
consumed illegally or held in stock. Clearly, 
therefore, in order to discuss the Franco
Japanese proposal, the Conference must· 
know the exact amounts in stock. What he 
had said about heroin applied to all narcotic" 
drugs. 

There was another very important gap. 
No provision was made for control over crude 
morphine, crude cocaine and ecgonine. The 
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experts had stated that crude morphine could 
very easily be used for mat;J.y purposes and 
must not be omitted from any plan. 

.' . ' 

. The Soviet Union delegation's chief objec
tion, however, was, as he had already said, 
that ~he Franco-Japanese proposal did not 
contam any clear measures for limitation 
but only measures of control. It was very 
ea~y to u!lderstand why it had been a com par- . 
~hvely stmple matter to obtain a majority 
m the Committee for Limitation. The reason 
was that there ":as !JO limitation in the plan, 
and no economtc mterests · were involved. 
He was very much afraid that, if the Confer-

. ence accepted the Franco-Japanese proposal . 
as the basis of the new Convention, it would 
during the next few ·years, see the sam~ 

, development and growth of the illicit traffic 
in narcotic drugs as before. 

The unhappy end of the Advisory Com
mittee's plan showed that its basis was not 
sound. The Franco-Japanese plan contained 
the same defect ; it did not touch the root 
of the question-the limitation of raw mate
rials. The transformation of a plan for the 
limitation of the manufacture of narcotic 
drugs into a plan containing no limitation 
but only measures of control showed once 
more that real limitation of the manufacture 
of narcotic drugs ·and a limitation of the 
illicit traffic could not be achieved unless 
the root of the evil were attacked. 

M. Bourgois (France) said that he had 
given a precise and detailed reply to Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne's comments in the Com
mittee for Limitation. With the exception 
of two members, the Committee had decided 
unanimously in favour of the Franco
Japanese proposal, which had thus passed 
out of its control into that of the Conference 
itself. There were, to be sure, certain 
loopholes and defects in the plan, which 
would have to be remedied. This would not, 
M. Bourgois felt, take much time. Accord
ingly, approval of the Franco-Japanese pro
posal in principle would enable the Conference 
to emerge from the deadlock that had con
~inued for the last three weeks. 

M. Sawada (Japan), .as orie of the authors 
of the proposal adopted by the Committee 
for Limitation, said he had replied to most 
of the criticisms both at the plenary Confer
ence and in the Committee for Limitation 
and would not repeat his observations. 

As M. Bourgois had said •. the plan might 
contain. defects ; ~o plan could be entirely 

free from them. Apart from those defects 
common to all plans, however, he did not 
think it had many loopholes. If loopholes 
existed, however, he was ready to accept 
such substantial modifications as might be 
tound necessary. · 

He suggested that the Conference should 
take the proposal as a basis for a Convention, 
it being understood that amendments could 
be made, if necessary. In his view, the 
discussion on the merits and demerits of the 
proposal was exhausted. 

The President asked the Conference to 
decide whether it accepted the Franco
Japanese proposal as a basis for the discussion 
of Articles 8 to 17. 

The following delegations voted for the 
proposal : Argentine, Austria, Belgium, Boli
via, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, 
Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Finland, France, 
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, Persia, Poland, San Marino, Spain, 
Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, United States 
of America, Uruguay. 

The following delegations voted against the 
proposal : Denmark, Great Britain, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics. · 

The following delegations abstained : India, 
Irish Free State, Netherlands, Portugal, 
Siam, Yugoslavia. · . 

The Franco-Japanese proposal was adopted as 
a basis for the discussion of Articles 8 to 17 by 
twenty-seven votes to three, with six abstentions. 

The President expressed satisfaction that 
the Conference had now a basis for discussion. 
Even though the voting had not been unani
mous, it would be the wish of all to use the 
proposal as a. basis for a real Convention. 
He felt he was speaking for the whole Con
ference in expressing his great admiration of 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne's support of the 
Advisory Committee's draft. The Conference 
counted upon his assistance in securing success 
in its future work. · 

M. Sawada (Japan) expressed his apprecia
tion of the support given to the Franco
Japanese proposal by the majority of the 
countries represented at the Conference. 

Now that it had been accepted he would 
ask, if M. Bourgois agreed, that it no longer be 
referred to as the Franco-Japanese proposal. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thanked the President for his observations 
and said he would certainly not refuse his 
collaboration. 
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SEVENTEENTH 1\IEETING (PUBLIC). 

1\londay, June 22nd, 1931, at 10.30 a.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. . 

47 _ARTICLE 3. PARAGRAPH 3. AND 
. ARTICLE 4. PARAGRAPH l. OF 
THEDRAFTCONVENTIONDRAWN 
UP BY THE ADVISORY COMMIT· 
TEE : TEXTS PROPOSED BY 
THE LEGAL Al\T)) DRAFTING COM
MITTEE (continuation). 

The following revised texts of Article 3, 
paragraph 3, and Article .f, paragraph 2, 
of the draft Convention, proposed by the 
Legal and Drafting Committee, 'IIJere tuloptetl 
.,._;-.s~y : 

• ArlicU 3. -paragrapi 3.-The competent 
authority shaij invite countries to which 
this Convention does not apply to furnish 
estimates in accordance with · the first 
paragraph of this article, being guided by 
the provisions of Article 6 of the Conven
tion. In the event of no estimate being 
furnished on behalf of any such country, 
the competent authority shall itself make 
the estimate. 

• Arlide 4. -par•grapi 2.-The competent 
authority will similarly, if necessary, invite 
any country to which this Convention does 
not apply to furnish a supplementary 
estimate and, in the . event of no such 
estimate being furnished, the competent 
authority shall itself make the estimate ... 

.fS.-EX.UfiNATION OF THE RE
VISED TEXT OF ARTICLES 8 TO 17 
AS PROPOSED BY THE .JAPANESE 
Al\"D FRENCH DELEGATIONS. 

The President opened the discussion on 
the following revised text of Articles 8 to I7, 
based on the proposals of the Committee 
far limitation and prepared by the Japanese 
and French delegations (ConiL.F.S.JC.L.I(cJ: 

• Article 8. 
• :Sp country may manufacture during 

one year a quantity greater than the total 
of the quantities mentioned below : 

• (I) The quantity of narcotic drugs 
necessary for its medical and scientific 
needs 1nthin the limits of its estimates ; 

• (2) The quantity necessary to reple
nish the reserve maintained for its 
medical and scientific needs ; this stock 
shall not exceed half of the quantity 
mentioned in the preceding paragraph ; 

" (3) The quanhty intended for con
venion either for domestic consumption 
ar far export ; · 

• (4) The quantity necessary for 
export, based on firm order• received by 
the country for eucution agaimt import 
c.ertificates delivered in accordance with 
tb.e procedure provided for in Chapter V 
of the Genna Convention and under the 
au~ of the untral authority 
prmded far in Article • • • ; 

" (5) The quantity necessary to main
tain, in the factories under Government 
control, a special stock which may be 
replaced as exports are effected and 
which shall be limited in accordance with 
Article g; 

" Any quantity in excess, whatever its 
origin may be-imports, seizures, can
celled orders, under-deliveries or returned 
deliveries, etc.-shall be deducted from 
the quantity to be manufactured during 
the following year.' 

• Article 9· 

" The special stocks provided for above 
may not in any country and at any time 
exceed one-half its total exports during the 
period of twelve months from July 1St 
to June 30th inclusive of the year preceding 
the current year. 

• Article xo. 
• The manufacturing countries agree to 

take within their territories the necessary 
steps to supervise the distribution to the 
trade of the quantities of narcotic drugs 
intended for domestic consumption. 

• Article II. 

• ( = Article I4 of the Draft Convention 
subject to necessary redrafting.) · 

" Article I z. 
• (=Article I7 of the Draft Convention 

subject to necessary redrafting.)" 

The President added that two amendments 
to Article 8 had been received-one from the 
Swiss delegation and the other from the 
Soviet delegation. 

Amendment from the Swiss delegation. 

• No country may manufacture during 
one year a ·quantity of narcotic drugs 
superior to the total of the following 
quantities, not including the quantities 
imported: 

• (I) The quantity necessary for its 
medical and scientific needs, based on 
firm orders received and within the limits 
of its annual estimates ; . 

"(2) The quantity necessary to make 
up and maintain, under the control of the 
authoritiea and independently of the 
reserve atocks mentioned in Article 6 of 
the preaent Convention, a stock not 
exceeding half the quantity manufac-

' 
• Special meaeur• muat be provided for In the Conven• 

tioD to deal wltb the tituatlon ruultin1 from the exiat. 
- In certain countri• of Important quantltiu of 
narcotic drup of varytn1 orlain (particularly Niaurea). 
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tured for home consumption, during the 
preceding year, in accordance with No. I 
above; 

" (3) The quantity intended for con
version either for domestic consumption 
or for export ; 

" (4) The quantity necessary for 
export, based on firm orders received for 
execution against import certificates 
delivered in accordance with Chapter V 
of the Geneva Convention and under 
the control of the central body provided 
for in Article . . . of the present 
Convention ; . 

" (5) The quantity necessary to make 
up and maintain, under the control of 
the authorities, a stock not exceeding 
half the quantity manufactured for 
export, during the preceding year, in 
accordance with No. 4 above. 
"Any quantities in excess, other than 

the quantities imported (seizures, wholly or · 
partly unexecuted orders, returned deli
veries, etc.) shall be deducted from the 
quantity to be manufactured during the 
current year or during the following year 
as the case may be .. 

" Article 9 (cancelled)." 
Amendment proposed by the. Soviet dele

gation. 

"The Soviet Union delegation proposes 
to amend paragraphs I and 2 by the 
following explanatory note : 

"'For the purpose of this convention 
' transformation ' shall be understood to 
include refining, and, more particularly, 
shall be so considered in the case of 
crude morphine, crude cocaine and 

• 'u ecgonme. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) said that, 
apart from those in sub-paragraphs I and 2 
which were really important, the changes 
suggested by the Swiss delegation were 
mostly matters of drafting. Article 8 was 
intended to become the basic article of the 
Convention, since it set forth in concrete 
terms, so to speak •. the purp~s~ ?f the Con
vention. It supplied a deftrutlon of the 
legitimate manufacture of narcotics. 

It had been repeatedly stated that the 
object of the Franco-Japanese plan, adopted 
by the Conference, was to. reduce the world 
manufacture of narcotics to a minimum 
corresponding to legitimate requir~ments, 
determined, not by the annual eshmates, 
but by the amounts actually consum~d. 
That was the idea which the Swiss delegation 
supported. In the Committee for Limitation, 
he had already pointed out that .estimates 
were not necessarily synonymous Wit~ ac~ual 
consumption. Even the most consctenhous 
of estimates might, quite possi):>ly, be much 
higher than the real consumption. . 

The preliminary draft whtch the Confer
ence had approved in pri~cipl~ drew · a 
distinction which seemed tllogtcal. For 
manufacturing co~ntri~s, production would 
be limited to thetr eshmates ; but,· for the 
non-manufacturing, purely importing coun
tries, imports would be limited. to the actual 
consumption, since such countrtes could only 

import what they had actually ordered in an 
exporting country. The idea underlying the 
Swiss amendment was that manufacture 
should be confined to the actual consumption in 
manufacturing as well as non-manufacturing 
countries. Estimates, of course, would al
ways have their importance ; they constituted 
the maximum limit which manufacture for 
domestic requirements might, in certain 
contingencies, reach. The importance of 
this observation lay in the fact that, under 
the new system, all countries might start 
manufacturing, and it was essential that 
the quantity manufactured by such countries 
for internal consumption should be confined 
to that consumption and not to the estimates. 

Moreover, manufacturing countries which 
produced within the limits of their estimates 
would be treated differently from importing 
countries which only imported up to the 
amount of the orders passed. In theory, 
legitimate manufacture should keep pace 
with legitimate consumption and the 50 per 
cent stocks would no longer be based on the 
estimates but on the actual consumption, 
so as to avoid the accumulation of excessive 
reserves. 

With regard to sub-paragraph 4. limiting 
manufacture for export to actual orders 
received, the Swiss delegation had not dealt 
with the question of orders from countries 
which were not parties to the prospective or 
to the 1925 Convention, and would conse
quently not recognise the import certificate 
system. It would revert to that point when 
the Conference had agreed on the principle of 
the international authority of control. 

Dr. ·Paranjpye (India) said the phrase 
"not including the quantities imported" in 
the opening paragraph of the Swiss amend
ment did not appear in the Franco-J~panese 
draft. He did not think the Swiss delegate 
had explained its essential bearing. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) explained that 
the addition of this phrase introduced no new 
idea in the revised draft of the Franco
Japanese plan. The last paragraph of Article 
8 of that pl~ read : 

K Any quantity in excess, whatever its 
origin may be-imports, seizures, cancelled 
orders, under-deliveries or returned deli
veries, etc.-shall be deducted from the 
quantity to be manufactured during the 
following year." 

As many countries would normally be 
importers, the Swiss delegation thought it 
advisable to put this provision at the begin
ning of the article ~nd not to co~n~t the 
idea of imports With that of setzures, 
cancelled orders, under-deliveries or returned 
deliveries", which referred to points of detail 
or casual occurrences, whereas importation 
was the normal practice. 

' M. Ferri (Italy) thought that, .si~ulta
neously with Articles 8 to 17, provt.ding for 
the creation of a central authonty, the 
Conference should examine the prmcipal 
duties of this authority. He even believed 
that the discussion of this question could not 



~ be adjourned. The Italian dele-gation 
thenfore propo-~ that ~ph 4 of the 
te\-i.~ draft of the Franco-Japanese plan 
should read as follows : 

• The High Contracting Parties under
take to supply the Central Authority 
every three months 11ith estimates for 
each three succeeding months of their 
imports and exports 1 of the substances 
covered by the pr-esent Convention, based 
on orders given or received. 

• The High Contracting Parties also 
undertake to supply the Central Authority, 
at least every three months, with a list 
of the import certificates delivered and 
the export permits delivered and received 
by them. together with a. statement of the 
imports and exports carried out. 

• At the end of each term (six months 
or one year) the Central Authority shall 
compare the legitimate needs of each 
country with the world's legitimate needs 
and the quantities, manufactured, imported 
or exported, of the substances covered by 
the pnsent Convention. 

• Should this comparison lead to the 
conclusion that any one country is manu
facturing, exporting or importing quantities 
of the substances covered by the present 
Convention in excess of its legitimate 
needs or the legitimate needs of the 
countries for which these exports are 
intended, the Central Authority shall have 
the right to ask for explanations from the 
country in question. • 

Jd.. wn Rheinbaben (Germany) proposed 
that discussion of the Italian amendment 
should be postponed until the SulH:om
mittee appointed to study the question of 
control had reported to the Conference. 

• 
M. Ferri (Italy) agreed. provided that 

the Sub-Committee's p£Oceedings terminated 
before the discussion of the new Articles 8 
to 17 was resumed. 

ltL Perez (Argentine) agreed with the 
substance of the Italian proposal, but thought 
that the principles of limitation should first 
be settled. Article 8 should refer solely to 
this question. The constitution and func
tions of the untral authority might be dealt 
with in the subsequent articles. 

Jd.. Casares (Spain) proposed referring 
the question to the Business Committee. 

Tile President observed that there was 
a claih between the two ideas which had 
been expres.sed. According to some, the 
Cc.nferenu thould give ill opinion on every
thing connected with limitation before taking 
up the question of e5tablishing an organ of 
C<~Dtrol, whereas others wished, on the 
wntrary, that the Conference thould adopt 
a rti(J}ution regarding this body before 
fmally tettling the question of bmitation. 

• TN - • esport ., lic•if- esport, re-e,.port, 
···.Y.<".M~-..t. 

He suggested that the Conference might 
await the report of the Sub-Committee dealing 
with the question of control, and, if it had not 
reported when the Conference resumed the 
discussion of Article 8, the Italian delegation 
could submit its amendment again and the 
Conference would vote on it. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) believed that 
at the present juncture, the Conferenc~ 
could agree on Article 8, the purpose of 
which was to determine the total amounts 
which would be legitimately manufactured· 
for domestic consumption and export. There 
was obviously a connection between control 
and legitimate exports. Legitimate domestic 
consumption was subject to national and 
legitimate exports to international, co~trol. 
The total to be manufactured could therefore 
be fixed in principle at once. 

The Swiss delegation would reserve its 
opinion on control of exports until the central 
authority had been decided on and its 
function defined. 

. Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
thought the delegates had reached sufficient 
agreement on the general nature of Article 8 
and the plan on which to proceed. The work 
of .the Conference might be expedited if a 
Sub-Committee composed Qf the authors of 
the plan and those familiar with the other 
plans were to prepare, with as little delay as 
possible, a rough draft for the Conference 
to consider, so that it might know exactly 
what was to be inserted in the various articles 
of the Convention. Many of the definitions 
had been changed, and he was not sure how 
that would affect the present proposal. 

The President thought it would be better 
to appoint a Sub-Committee to draft a text. 
The Business Committee, which was to sit at 
the close of the plenary meeting, could 
consider the point. 

He agreed with Mr. Caldwell on the need 
for a text, but pointed out that the definitions 
mentioned in Articles 8 to 17 were contained 
in Article I, consideration of which had been 
adjourned. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) observed that the 
Swiss amendment referred to two kinds of 
limits for manufacture-namely, the "firm 
orders received" and the annual estimates : 
the former implicitly included the latter. 
If the annual estimates were to be regarded 
as the topmost limit of all the manufacture 
referred to in Article 8, why was reference 
made to such a limit in the first paragraph 
of the article only ? He suggested removing 
the reference from the. paragraph to the 
heading of the article, so as to cover all the 
kinds of manufacture mentioned. 

At the President's request, M. Contoumas 
agreed to submit his amendment in writing. 

The Conference adoptetl the President's 
1uggestion to refer the two new tlraft texts to the 
Bu1ine11 CommiUee. 
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' 

4~.-SUBMISSION TO THE CON· 
FERENCE OF A PRELIMINARY 
DRAFT CONVENTION DRAWN 
UP BY THE FRENCH GERMAN 
JAPANESE AND SPANISH DELE: 
GATION, ASSISTED IN PART BY 
THE . DELEGATION OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. 

M. Casares (Spain) re~inded his colleagues 
't that, at the last m~etmg, the President 

•• ha~ refen:ed to certam conversations then 
~emg carr1ed on,, with the object of drafting 
~n the form of articles, the principles embodied 
m the· Franco-Japanese proposal which 
the. Conference had decided to tak~ as the 
~as1s for. the system of limitation to be 
mcluded m the Convention. 

The two movers of the original proposal 
the Japanese and French delegates had 
invited the dele~ates of Germany, the United 
States of Amenca and Spain and certain of 
the Secretariat officials to work with them 
and the patient and arduous efforts of thi~ 
band of volunteers had made it possible to 
submit to the Conference a text on which 
it was to be hoped that there would be a 
useful discussion (Annex xo). ' 

The group of delegates referred to had 
chosen the Spanish delegate as Chairman 
and in that capacity M. Casares ventured t~ 
present the results achieved. The delegates 
in question had confined themselves to 
working out the new articles which were to 
be substituted for Articles 8 to 17 of the 
Advisory Committee's draft. They had, 
however, been anxious to expedite the 
Conference's proceedings and to give members 
an opportunity of preparing immediately 
amendments to the other articles in the 
Convention. They had accordingly under
taken the completion of the text, making use, 
as far as possible, of the Advisory Committee's 
draft, while making such changes as were 
necessary to adapt the text as a whole to 
the new system. It was not claimed that the 
text distributed to the Conference was a 
draft Convention. 

Its authors themselves· considered some
what too ambitious the title of Preliminary 
Draft, which had been given only for the 
purpose of easy reference. All the five 
delegations agreed that the main principle 
of the articles in the preliminary draft should 
be embodied in the final draft in one form 
or another, and the delegations which had 
signed the preliminary draft had only agreed 
to the text before the members of the Con
ference on that understanding. It must be 
made quite plain that their agreement went 
no further. 

Many of the important points in the 
Convention had not been mentioned during 
the discussions.. .Among those. ·dealt with. in ' . . . . . . . . . . ' . 

the preliminary draft there was one which 
required careful study, and this had been 
impossible in the short time available. For 
that reason, all the members of the group 
!J.ad reserved their right to complete or 
1mp~ove the joint text during the later dis
cussions .. 

M. Casares would ask the President's 
permission to add a few words in his personal 
capacity. Everyone was aware that the 
Conference had passed through a very 
serious crisis. The words " failure " and 
"adjournment " had been used among the 
delegates themselves as· well as outside the 
Conference. M. Casares appealed earnestly 
to his colleagues to cast all pessimism aside. 
The crisis had been surmounted, mainly 
owing to the broadmindedness of certain 
opponents, who had risen above secondary 
considerations and lent their adversaries 
their cordial and enlightened assistance. 

The discussion, therefore, must be taken 
up with enthusiasm and with a firm deter
mination to succeed. Each member must 
collaborate in the common task to the utmost 
of his ability. Some would bring their 
technical knowledge to the work, others their 
administrative experience, and yet others 
their knowledge of the legal aspects. Those 
who had preferred to stroll in the streets of 
Geneva and breathe the pure mountain air 
while their colleagues were heroically bearing 
the burden of the day in the conservatory
like temperature of the Glass Room, ~ould 
at least put in an appearance and follow the 
discussions with attention. 

An historic event was about to take place. 
When, at some future date, which it was to be 
hoped was not remote, illicit traffic was talked 
of as a thing of the past, it would be said that 
once upon a time there had been ·men with 
the minds of devils who had used the marvels 
of science to despatch across sea and land 
subtle poisons for the insidious murder of 
their fellow men ; and it would likewise 
be said that one day a few honest men had 
succeeded in freeing mankind from this 
shameful traffic, which was a disgrace to 
modern civilisation. Future generations 
would tell the names of these men with 
pride. But, if the Conference failed, it 
might be sure that, whatever the reason for 
its failure, its members would be tried before 
the tribunal of the conscience of mankind and 
condemned for a heinous offence ... 

5o.-· DRAFT PREAMBLE ·TO THE 
DRAFT CONVENTION PROPOSED 
BY THE DELEGATION OF URU· 

· GUAY. · · ·· 

M; de Castro (Uruguay) obs~rv~d that 
the preamble must be in accordance with 
the text of.the document .which it prefaced, 
and~· unfil.the final.t.ext.w~ ready: .n,o degsion . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . 
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could be taken upon the exact terms of the 
preamble. He had, however, prepared .a 
draft -.·hich, he suggested. could be subsh
tuted for the present ~_>reamble .and he asked 

· permission to submit It immedtately. 

The preamble to any convention ~ight be 
of little importance, or of very great Import
ance. In the present Convention, the pre
amble should form an important part of the 
wort done. A preamble could indicate the 
main lines followed by the Convention and 
could be so drafted as to remove any doubts 
which might arise -.-ith regard to details in 
the Convention. He instanced as an example 
the prnmble to Part XIII of the Treaty of 
\'ersailles. 

With that idea in mind he had tried to 
draft an outline of the work which had been 
accomplished in recent years along the Jines 
the present Conference was following,. and 
expressed the hope that, in the future, that 
wort would be recognised as valuable and 
important. His text read as follows : 

-
• Co:ssmEJUNG that neither the Hague 

Opium Convention of January 23fd, I9I2, 
nor the Geneva Opium Convention of 
February I9th. I925, provides for the 
limitation by international agreement of 
the manufacture of dangerous drugs, and 
that neither of these Conventions provides 
for the direct quantitative limitation of the 
•orld production of these drugs to the 
quantities required for medical and scien
tif'IC needs ; 

• Co:ssmERING that the Assembly of the 
League of Nations, in its resolution of 
September 24th, I929, accepted the prin
ciple of the limitation by international 
agreement of the manufacture of danger
ous drugs; 

• CoxsiDEIUXG that the said resolution 
recommends that steps be immediately 
taken for completing the work of the 
Geneva Convention with a view to the 
direct quantitative limitation of the world 
~oduction of dangerous drugs to the 
quantities required for medical and scien
tific needs ; 

• BEisG COYVIS"CED that, since this 
resolution was unanimously approved by 
the Assembly, which included represent
atives of all countries which do not manu
facture dangerous drugs with the exception 
of a very small number and of all countries 
which manufacture these substances with 
the exception of the three countries which 
are DOt llem.ben of the League of Nations, 
and the abuse of the said substances had 
bttn gen'!rally recognised as constituting 
an actual or VIrtual menace to the health of 
the pet>ples of all countries, a Convention 
CODclude.d with a view to giving effect 
to the said resolution will be generally 
approved and will also ensure effective 
co-operation; 

• Co11rsJI>Unrc; that the elimination of 
the present n«Hive manufacture of dan· 

~ 

gerous drugs can only be effectively 
brought about and reahsed by means of 
such co-operation, which is also the only. 
means of definitely and effectively prevent
ing excessive production in any factories 
which may be set up in the future ; 

" D.ESIRING, therefore, to take any steps 
which may be considered appropriate to 
this end and which, together with the 
existing international agreements relating 
to dangerous drugs, will strengthen and 
supplement the provisions of the said 
agreements with regard to manufactured 
drugs: 

"HAVE RESOLVED to conclude a Con
vention for that purpose and have con
s~'!ently appointed as their plenipoten-.... 
tianes : > 

.. . .. .. . . .. . . . . . . . . . 
who, having · communicated their full 
powers found in good and due form, have 
agreed as follows : • . . " . 

SI.-REVISED TEXT OF ARTICLE 1, 
PARAGRAPHS2AND3,PROPOSED 
BY THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE. 

The President reminded the Conference 
that Article I, paragraphs 2 and 3. had been 
referred to the Technical Committee owir.g to 
a technical difficulty which was not yet 
entirely solved. Some of the delegates who 
had taken part in the discussion had failed 
to recognise in the Technical Committee's 
report as distributed (document Conf.L.F.S./ 
Com.Tech.8, Annex I8) the text for which they 
had thought they were voting ; others, on the 
contrary, said that the report as it stood was 
certainly that for which they had voted. 
The Minutes confirmed this latter opinion, 
but there might perhaps have been a mistake 
or some misunderstanding. It was not clear 
how this question could be settled formally, 
but agreement could probably be reached 
with a little goodwill. Moreover, it was for 
the Conference to take the final decision. 
There had already been placed before it an 
amendment by the United States delegation, 
and a number of other amendments to 
Article I had just been tabled. 

Article I contained what might be called 
a dictionary of the terms used in the Con
vention ; it would therefore be logical to 
discuss it after the others, and he suggested 
that it should be postponed until the Confer
ence arrived at Article I7. Members would 
thus have time to study all the amendments 
to Article I. 

The President'• proposal was adopted. 

sz.-WELCOME TO THE REPRF;SEN. 
T ATIVE OF AFGHANISTAN. 

The President welcomed Abdul Husseill 
Aziz, who had just been appointed by the 
Afghanistan Government as an· observer, · 

• 
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53.-CONTROL OF DIACETYLMOR
PHINE : REVISED TEXT :OF AR
TICLE 2(a) PROPOSED BY THE 
TECHNICAL COMMITTEE. 

The following text of Article 2 (a), proposed 
by the T~chnical Committee, was read : 

" The High Contracting Parties under
take to prohibit the export from their 
territories of diacetylmorphine and its 
salts and of the preparations of diacetyl
morphine and of its salts. 

"Nevertheless, at the definite request of 
a non-manufacturing country, based on 
import certificates, as provided for in this 
Convention, a manufacturing country may 
export to the competent department of 
the Government designated by the non
manufacturing country in question in 
the ·above-mentioned import certificates 
such quantities of diacetylmorphine and 
its salts and preparations of diacetyl
morphine and of its salts as are necessary 
for the medical and scientific needs of the 
said country. 

" Any stocks which may thus accumulate 
shall be kept at the disposal of the Govern
ment and under strict Government control." 

M. Schultz (Austria) summed up the 
discussions in the Technical Committee. 

The reason for the Austrian amendment 
had been that diacetylmorphine was a very 
dangerous drug socially, while medically it 

· could be superseded by other less dangerous 
remedies. With the object of having the 
problem properly thrashed out, six questions 
had been put to the experts (document 
Conf.L.F.S.jCom.Tech.4, Annex 7· Vol. II). 
The replies had confirmed the Austrian delega
tion's argument. Nevertheless, the amend
ment had been defeated in the Technical 
Committee by nine votes to nine, seven 
members abstaining. 

The delegates voting against the Austrian 
amendment had recognised the great dangers 
of diacetylmorphine, but had been afraid 
of depriving the medical profession of a useful 
drug. The Austrian delegation had not 
modified its view, but considered it necessary 
to find a compromise. 

There were two alternatives. One was the 
course indicated by the British and German 
delegates, who had suggested a recommend
ation in the Final Act. The Austrian dele
gation reserved its right to submit a text later, 
but a recommendation of that sort, whatever 
its scope, could not be regarded as equivalent 
to taking action. 

Effective measures to prevent the harm 
done by diacetylmorphine were absolutely 
essential. After the defeat of the Austrian 
amendment, the next most radical solution 
would have been to adopt the Polish amend
ment for the prohibition of exports. Here, 
again, however, objections based on the 
needs of the sick might have been rais~d. 
and, to meet this difficulty, the Austnan 

'delegate had submitted to the Po!ish amen~
ment a sub-amendment allowmg certam 
exceptions. The Polish amendment with the 
Austrian· sub-amendment 'had· been adopted 

by the Technical Committee (see Annex Ig). 
That solution took into account both the 
necessity of meeting medical and scientific 
needs and that of rigorous control. It 
enhanced the responsibility on the importing 
country, because diacetylmorphine could not 
be despatched · except to that country's 
competent authority. The phrase "com
petent authority " was understood in a strict 
sense, and that authority could not be 
superseded by any other organ, even one 
designated by itself. Needless to say, each 
country would nevertheless decide at its 
own discretion the way in which the competent 
authority would handle imported goods. 

Consequently,. as the needs of the sick 
were safeguarded, the Conference would 
have no difficulty in adopting the two 
amendments. The terrible damage done 
by heroin, more especially in Egypt, urged 
M. Schultz to make a pressing appeal to 
his colleagues to adopt the two amendments 
unanimously. 

Russell Pasha {Egypt) announced that 
he was authorised by his Government to 
support the Austrian delegate's original 
motion on the prohibition of the manufacture 
of heroin. The medical and scientific needs 
of Egypt were I kilogramme per annum, 
whereas the illicit imports into Egypt 
amounted to tons per annum. Heroin--he 
might almost say heroin alone-was killing 
the country, and the Egyptian delegation was 
resolved to support the strongest measure 
that the Conference could be induced to 
accept for the abolition-or failing that the 
most strict control-of the manufacture of 
heroin. 

M. Kahler (Germany) said that, in the 
Technical Committee, his delegation had 
voted against the Polish and Austrian 
amendments. The German delegation was 
noi in favour of depriving the medical 
profession of a drug which was regarded as 
useful and necessary by some of its members. 
The Polish and Austrian amendments autho
rised the use of heroin in both manufacturing 
and non-manufacturing countries, but the 
latter were under certain disabilities owing 
to the requirement as to a special import 
certificate. M. Kahler considered a special 
measure of that sort neither necessary nor 
logical. Any. con~uming cou~try. co.uld pro
tect itself agamst Imports wh1ch, m 1ts v1ew, 
were undesirable by prohibiting all import
ation and refusing every application for an 
import certificate. The introduction of a 
special import certificate for heroin would 
mean discrimination in the import certifi
cate system, which had proved very valuable 
and was working satisfactorily. 

The question of restricting by law the use 
of heroin concerned chiefly the consuming 
countries, and the medical profession and the 
sick in those countries. The German dele
gation had dedded ·to leave the· decision to 



them. and would therefore abstain from 
voting. 

Sir :Malcolm Delevtngne (Great Britain) 
pointed out a difficulty in connection with 
the wording of the last sentence of the 
proposal before the Conference : 

• Any stocks which may thus accumulate 
shall be kept at the disposal of the Govern
llle'nt and under strict Government control ... 

It had seemed to him, when the matter had 
b«D discussed in the Technical Committee, 
that some confusion or divergence of views 
as to the interpretation of these words had 
existed. The explanation, however, given 
that morning by M. Schult& seemed satis
factory and acceptable. The latter had stated 
that the manner in which the Government 
department importing the heroin would 
distribute it would be a matter for internal 
ngulation. That appeared to Sir Malcolm to 
square with the view expressed by Dr. Carriere 
in the Technical Committee-that, once a 
Government had imported diacetylmorphine, 
it could choose the manner of distribution, 
and could arrange for doctors to obtain the 
dreg through a db--trlbnting bureau or through 
controlled firms. 

In all the circwnstances, and in view of 
lL Schult&' explanation, he would not oppose 
the proposal before the Conference, but he 
pointed out that the wording of the amend
ment as it stood, especially the words 
• shall be kept at the disposal of the Govern
ment·. did not seem consistent with 
lL Schnlb' explanation. However, the 
Drafting Committee could set that right. 

Sir llalcolm cnuld not go further at the 
moment, as he did not know what view his 
Government would take with regard to the 
proposal to prohibit the export of heroin 
except to Government departments. This 
would lead to no difficulty in the case of 
counhies which were parties to the new 
Convention, as they would undertake not to 
ask· foe imports. except through a Govern
ment department. On the other hand, if 
a country not a party to the new Convention 
which bad friendly relations with his Govern
ment issued an import certificate for heroin 
to be imported by a licensed druggist or 
~tal, he did not know whether his 
Government w<mld be prepared to refuse 
tiJ recr..ognUe 1uch a certificate and to require 
that the aport 1hould be made to a Govern
ment department. That was a political rather 
than a technical question, and, until he 
knew his Government'1 views, he could not 
Yr.JU. Hr.IW'ever, in view of H. Schultz• · 
n:planati.on, he would abstain. · 

)(. Cuazzonl (Italy) bad already shown 
the ~ for aboiishing the ue of heroin 
a.l«<c<rther. He was clad to oblerve that the 
np-;r-tl too held that opinion. 

From a claire for compromise. the Italian 
~lma-w.oold approve ·the· Poli•h· amend-

. 
ment with the Austrian sub-amendment. 
In· default of the complete abolition of the 
use of heroin, it was absolutely essential that 
the State should have a direct part in the 
control of this drug. The Italian 'Govern
ment would probably make no objection 
on this point. • 

He could not agree with the German 
delegation's view that the Austrian amend
ment was neither logical nor necessary. 
He was pleased to see that it accepted his 
point of view with regard to the consuming 
countries ; he hoped that the latter would 
accept the proposed clause. The manu
facturing countries would be entitled to 
manufacture heroin for their legitimate needs. 

He would express the hope that, in the near 
future, the medical profession in all countries 
would agree to the complete abolition of heroin 
which might quite easily be replaced by othe; 
substances. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) stated that 
he had voted against the proposal in the 
Technical Committee because be considered 
it constituted a question of principle .. Under 
the proposed text, non-manufacturing coun
tries which did not desire to start the manu
facture of heroin themselves and which at 
the same time were countries in which the 
medical profession deemed the drvg to be 
indispensable in certain cases, could fill 
their domestic requirements only by issuing 
special import certificates in which the 
competent department was mentioned as 
the consignee. 

He thought alJ the members of the Confer
ence would agree that the enforcement of the 
export and import certificate system and 
national control by way of a licence system 
bad given appreciable results. One of the 
conclusions, however, to be drawn from the 
text before the Conference was that the 
efficiency, both of the import and export 
certificate system and of the licence system, 
was considered as doubtful. As a starting
point, the export of heroin was prohil;>ited, 
although any country could prevent the 
importation of that drug by refusing to grant 
the required import certificate. Further, as 
an exception to that general standpoint, a 
Government might only allow importation 
on the-strength of a special import certificate. 
The consignment would have to be addressed 
to a Government department and not to a 
licensee. 

There would, moreover, be a further danger 
if attempts were made to control heroin more 
strictly than other narcotics. That would 
be sure to create the impression on the 
Government officials responsible for applying 
the measures of control that morphine and 
cocaine were not so dangerous, and the effect 
would be the opposite of the aims of the 
amendment, with which he was in sympathy. 
For these reasons, he could not agree to t.he 
proposal, but, in the circumstances and in a 
spirit of conciliation, he would abstain from 
voting. 

M. Obradovltch (Yugoslavia) accepted 
the findingl· of the Technical Cpmmittee, 
whick, .notwithstandiog the .opinion. of .. th~ 

. . ... ' 

• 
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experts, had held that, .not only the manu
facture of heroin, but, under certain con
ditions, the international trade as well should 
be authorised. He would stress, however, 
the c;onsequences of these conclusions. 

In · those countries which had a drug 
monopoly, the position as regarded heroin 
would be the same as that of all other 
narcotic drugs. In the case of the other 
countries, howev~r. the Technical Committee's 
proposal would mean the institution of a State 
monopoly for heroin alone. 

Wasaspecialmonopolyforheroinnecessary? 
The certificate system enabled the Govern
ments, not only to supervise closely the 
import and distribution of heroin, but 
to forbid its admission by refusing to issue 
import certificates, if they considered the 
drug unnecessary for medical needs. 

' 
That being so, the Yugoslav delegate saw 

no adequate reason for Article 2(a} as 
proposed, and he would move that· it be 
dropped,· seeing that the Technical Commit
tee had. decided in favour of allowing the 
international trade in heroin to continue. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) thought 
that complete prohibition of heroin would be 
desirable, but there were medical objections 
to it. Physicians could not be deprived 
of a remedy they considered useful. The 
question should be placed before the medical 
profession in the different countries. 
If the unanimous reply was that heroin 
was unnecessary, its manufacture might be 
forbidden. Meanwhile, with the amend
ments proposed, it would be possible to have 
sufficiently strict control, and M. de 
Vasconcellos would vote for them. 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland), like the Austrian 
delegate, was anxious that the Conferen~e 
should recognise the importance o! the herom 
problem, by introducing a claus~ m the b?dY 
of the Convention instead of m the Fmal 
Act. 

In reply to the Netherland.s delegate, 
neither the Austrian nor the Polish delegate 
had had the least intention of weakening the 
force of the import certificate. On the 
contrary, they both desired to strengthen 
it in the case of heroin. If ~· van We~t~m 
feared that the effect on the mmds of offtctals 
might be unfortunate, esp~cially as reg~rds 
the importation of morphme and cocame, 
Dr. Chodzko was ready to accep~ any 
proposal that would reinforce the tmport 
certificate system for those two drugs as 
well. Some countries had already done so 
by setting up a monopoly. 

He had been unable to follow t~e Yugos!av 
delegate's arguments. The Polish m?hon 
would take the heroin trade out of pnv~te 
hands and enable Governments to exercise 
adequate supervision. The Yugoslav dele
gate had probably failed to notice that, 
with the proposed text, there would be no 

possibility of re-export whatever. It .could 
not therefore be argued that it confirmed the 
existing state of affairs. 

Dr. Chodzko was in the rather peculiar 
position of having to make a reservation to 
the ·Austrian sub-amendment. The Polish 
Government was, at the moment, in the act 
of instituting measures to prohibit imports 
of heroin into Poland, and even its use in 
medical prescriptions. He therefore support
ed the Austrian sub-amendment, but must 
reserve his Government's attitude, as it was 
intending to go a good deal further than the 
rule contained in the sub-amendment .. 

The President desired to remove a mis
understanding. Certain delegations appar
ently supposed that Article 2( a) set up a 
State monopoly, and that the State would 
have to buy the drug and resell it to retailers. 
The President, 'speaking personally, took 
the clause to mean that the State would be 
responsible for designating a competent 
authority to receive supplies of the drug and 
distribute them, but that it would not 
necessarily undertake the commercial oper
ations of selling and buying. If that inter
pretation were agreed, Article 2(a) might be 
improved in its drafting so as to remove any 
possible doubt. . 

M. Bourgois (France) said that, after the 
Austrian delegate's explanations, he would 
vote for his proposal. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
said his delegation would have preferred to 
support the original Austrian proposal Ior 
the complete prohibition of the manufactw:e 
of heroin, since, it felt there was no justi
fication for its ·manufacture in view of its 
dangerous character. , His delegation believed 
and hoped that, in the not very distant future, 
the manufacture of heroin would be prohib
ited. 

In the meantime, since the Technical 
Committee had not approved the original 
Austrian proposal, the United States de.le
gation was prepared· to support the Polish 
proposal with the Austrian amendment. 

As regards the point raised by the Polish 
delegation, Mr. Caldwell observed that the 
United States Government had gone much 
further than the present proposal with regard 
to the control of heroin and other aspects 
of control and ·limitation covered by the 
Convention. His Government would there
fore have to make clear, possibly by a reser
vation that it did not propose, on account of 
the pr~visions of the Convention, to weaken 
or lessen the control which already existed 
under United States· legislation. 

The President observed that there was 
nothing in the text ofArticle 2(a) to compel 
any Government either to expor~ or to ~~port 
heroin. The word used was may , not 
"must". 

M Sj6strand (Sweden) said the Swedish 
Gove~nment could support the Polish amend-. 
ment, with th.e Austrian sub-amendment on 
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coudition that the necessary administrative 
measures were not too difficult and compli
cated. 

According to a speech by tbe S\\iss delegate 
in the Technical Committ.ee, when a Govern
ment had imported diacetylmorphine it could 
choose a method of distribution which would 
gh-e the necessary facilities to doctors. . The 
heroin might. for instance, be trancmutted 
to a distributing bureau or to one or several 
firms. always under strict control. This was, 
1-e thought, al<so in conformity with the 
President's interpretation. 

The Swedish Government desired that the 
text should be interpreted in the way 
suggested by the President and the Swiss 
delegation, and on that condition was prepared 
to agree to the proposal under discussion. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) reminded the 
Conference that the Swiss delegation's atti
tude towards the problem of diacetylmorphine 
had been dictated by the fact that, although 
this drug was held by some to be superfluous, 
others considered it indispensable for the 
treatment of certain disea.ses-in particular, 
for certain cases of tuberculosis. That was 
the opinion of part of the Swiss medical 
profession. The Swiss delegation therefore 
had said that it could not rob doctors of a 
remedy which they claimed to be necessary, 
and could not, in consequence, agree to the 
prohibition of its mannfacture. 

On much the same grounds, it could not 
accept the Polish delegation's proposal to 
fO£bid all exports of diacetylmorphine. The 
effects would be paradoxical, since a country 
would be entitled to mannfacture and use 
diacetylmorphine, but would not be able to 
supply it to a non-manufacturing country 
which needed it. Nevertheless, and although 
the Swiss delegation still held that the control 
affMded by the certificate system certainly 
offered the safeguards it considered necessary 
for preventing the abuse of diacetylmor
phine, it would make no objection to the 
tightening up of the measures applying to 
this drug. and would, in consequence, support 
the Austrian proposaL 

The effect of this latter proposal would be 
to institute in the importing country an 
authority occupying an intermediate position 
between n:pOI't and import. Such a measure, 
which mainly concerned • the importing 
countries, might undoubtedly be found valu
able. It must, however, be quite clear that 
after the goods bad been imported on the 
direct responsibility of the State, the autho
rity in charge of the imported goods must 
have full discretion for the distribution of the 
druC in whatever manner it considered most 
nitaLle for meeting the needs of the medical 
profeM.ion't requirements. It might, for 
tMtanc.e, alll.lc:ate the supply to one or more 
trading firms, which would then diltribute 
it under the direct C<llltrol of the public 
autbmit 1· 

The Swiss delegation considered that re
exports of imported heroin should be 
forbidden. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said the Soviet delegation had 
already explained its views in the Technical 
Committee. The Soviet Union was an export
ing. and a manufacturing country. Soviet 
medical opinion was divided on the question 
of heroin ; some medical authorities were 
against its use, but the majority thought it 
must be used, and the Soviet Union delegation 
was consequently unable to vote in favour of 
the prohibition of the manufacture of heroin. 
At the same time, taking into consideration 
its great danger and the very great increase 
in the illicit traffic in that drug, it would be 
reason~ble for the importin~ and consuming 
countnes to ask the exportmg countries to 
introduce supplementary measures for limiting 
the export of heroin. · The Soviet Union dele
gation was therefore prepared to support the 
Austro-Polish amendment. M. Bogomoloff's · 
only regret was that such supplementary 
measures of control and restriction were not 
to be applied to other narcotic drugs. 

Colonel Sharman (Canada) said that, 
both personally and from the police aspect, 
he favoured the complete abolition of heroin. 
At the same time, he was not prepared to 
take any action which would immediately 
deprive the Canadian medical profession of 
the right to prescribe it. 

He entirely agreed, in principle, with the 
Austrian delegate's proposal that control 
should be stricter. The .Austrian delegate's 
speech, however, referred to one or two 
points of detail which did not appear to be 
in complete accord with the wording of the 
proposed amendment. Assuming. therefore, 
that that was a matter of drafting which 
could be adjusted later, the Canadian dele
gation would vote in favour of the proposal. . . 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) stated that 
Irish medical opinion considered that heroin 
had a certain medical and scientific value. 
A very small quantity was imported under 
very rigid control, and was used solely for 
legitimate purposes. There had been no 
misuse of the drug in Ireland, but the Irish 
Government would have voted in favour of 
the prohibition of the manufacture of heroin 
if that proposal had passed the Technical 
Committee, solely with a view to assisting 
those countries in which the use of heroin 
by addicts had caused 10 much harm, a case 
in point having been mentioned by the 
Egyptian delegate. As the Technical Com
mittee had not adopted the proposal, he had 
instructions to vote for the form in which it 
appeared in Article 2(a). In doing so, he 
accepted the Austrian and British interpret
ation of the final paragraph which had been 
so authoritatively restate~ by the President. 

M. Schultz (Austria), in reply to a question 
by the President, made it clear that he had 
had no idea of letting up a State monopoly. 
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He was merely anxious to have as strict 
control as possible. 

In reply to Sir Malcolm Delevingne~s 
reml!-rks, he had no objection to the wording 
of h1s amendment being reconsidered. 

M. Fi~ueredo-Lora (Costa Rica) approved 
the P~lish; and Austrian amendments. They 
were m hne with Article 3 of the Law of 

• September 26th, 1930, at present in force 
in. Cost~. Rica (document Conf.L.F.S.s6). 
H1s pos1hon was the same as that of Dr. 
Chodzk~ and M. Schultz, and his approval 
was subJect to the reservation made by them. 

M. Ob~adovitch (Yugoslavia), in reply 
to the Pohsh delegate's statement that he had 
not fully .understood his arguments, said 
that he d1d not propose to examine the 
reasons for which the Technical Committee 

· had adopted Article 2(a). If, however, it 
·, were not agreed to abolish the manufacture 

of heroin or to prohibit the international 
trade in that drug, there was no need to 
have Article 2( a) in the Convention. The 
article would give the impression that the 
Conference had recognised that the existing 
system of control was not sufficiently effec
tive. Why have a special system for heroin? 

Again, in prescribing that heroin could 
only be imported by a public authority, 
Article 2 (a) would, despite what had been 
said, be setting up a special monopoly for 
heroin. 

Finally, Dr. Chodzko had said that the 
Yugoslav delegate had failed to observe 
that Article 2 (a) precluded re-exports of 
heroin. If re-export, however, presented a 
danger, it presented one for all drugs. 
Why, here again, should there be special 
measures for heroin ? 

The Conference voted by roll-call on Article 
2(a) (Annex 19). 

The following delegations voted in favour : 
Albania, Argentine Republic, Austria, Bel
gium, Canada, China, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, Egypt, France, Greece, Hun
gary, India, Irish Free State, Italy, Lithuania, 
Mexico, Panama, Persia, Poland, Portugal, 
Siam, Spain, Sweden, ?witzerl!lnd, Turk~y. 
United States of Amenca; Umon of Sov1et 
Socialist Republics, Uruguay, Venezuela. 

The following delegations abstained : Fin
land, Germany, Great Britain, Japan, Nether
lands, Yugoslavia. 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico) stated 
that he voted for the article with the following 
legal reservation : 

The Mexican law forbids and penalises the 
manufacture, importation, sale, use and 
even possession of heroin. The Mexican 
delegation has, nevertheless, voted in favour 
of Article 2( a) of the proposed Convention 
for limiting the manufacture and regulating 
the distribution of narcotic drugs, which 
countenances, though restricted, the opposite 
view. 

The Mexican delegation has been moved 
in this matter by a desire not to hinder the 
progress upon previous international agree
ments, which Article 2(a) indicates, and, 
while respecting the motives which have 
determined the attitudes of other delegations, 
the Mexican delegation regrets the inability 
of the Conference to go, in this particular 
instance, as far, both in principle and in fact, 
as the Mexican legislators themselves. 

Should Mexico's vote in favour of Article 
2(a) be cast in an unqualified form, the 
consequence would be that this Convention, 
once approved, would, according to our 
public law, become one of the supreme laws 
of the land, and thus the possibility might 
arise of Mexico's approval of Article 2(a) 
being interpreted as a relinquishment of her 
present legal position or an abandonment 
of her present technical outlook. 

Under these circumstances, 1 the Mexican 
delegation wishes to make the following 
reservation : 

"Neither the whole of Article 2(a) (or 
whatever number it may receive hereafter) 
nor any part thereof shall be construed 
as annulling or abrogating, or in any way 
modifying, any laws, decrees, regulations 
or ordinances issued· by the Mexican 
authorities which prohibit, or may here
after prohibit, the manufacture, import
ation, exportation, use, possession and trade 
of diacetylmorphine and compounds con
taining diacetylmorphine." 

Article 2(a) was adopted by thirty-one votes, 
one subject to a legal reservation, and si" 
abstentions. 

NINETEENTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

• 

Saturday June 27th, 1931, at 10.30 a.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKtRE. 

54.-EXAMINATION OF THE PRELIM
INARY DRAFT CONVENTION 
DRAWN UP BY SEVERAL DELE
GATIONS. 

The President opened the discussion .on 
the new preliminary draft Convention 
prepared by the delegations of Fra~ce, 
Germany, Japan, Spain and the Umted 
States of America (Annex xo). 

ARTICLE 7• 

The President reminded the Conference 
that Article 7 had been adopted provisionally 
in the form m which it had been drafted by 
the Advisory Committee. Should the Con
ference abandon that provisional form and 
discuss the text given "in the draft now before 
it ? 
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Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought that. as the quota. system h\'-d been 
abandoned, there was no neceSSity for 
Article 7 in its original form. · 

Tu C~rtfuelfU decidetl I~ dist11Ss 1111 11t1111 

Uxl of ArticU 7. 

1\1. Bogomoloff (Umon of s.oviet ~ocialist 
Republics) explained that ~1cle z Imposed 
an obligation upon. States s1gnatones to the 
Convention to· notify not only the Central 
Authority but also the Secreta.ry-~eneral. of 
the League of Nations. The SoVIet Umon 
was not a Member of the League, cons~quent
ly his delegation was not authonsed to 
undertake any obligation towards the I:e~e, 
though it was ready to accept any obligation 
concerning the limitation of the manufacture 
of narcotic drugs. It therefore suggested 
that the "'"ords • shall notify the Secretary-

~. General of the League of Nations" should be 
omitted. 

l\1. Caldwell (United States of America) 
was not clear whether Article 7 was intended 
to apply to both non-manufacturing and 
manufacturing countries. Nor was he con
vinced that its present place in the Convention 
was the best one. In any case, it would 
need re-drafting. He proposed that further 
discussion of this article should be postponed 
until the other articles had been discussed, 
and that the text should subsequently be 
redrafted in accordance with the Soviet 
Union amendment. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said he had no objection to the 
above proposal. 

On the proposal of the President, it fllas 
11gred tlurl this flrlicle slwtdd be discussed by • 
S11b-Committee composed of M. BOGOKOLOFF, 
llr. CALDWELL aJid • membu of the Secretariat, 
lrilla IAe PllsiDENT as Chairm~~11. 

AltTICLE 8. 

I llkodwdory Paragraph. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) proposed the 
following revised text for the introductory 
paragraph: 

• Within the limits of its annual esti
mates, no country may manufacture, 
during one year, a quantity of narcotic 
drugs superior to the total of the following 
quantities, from which the imported quan
tities shall be deducted ". 

. . ; 
He explained that the final text of the 

Swiss amendment embodied the Greek dele
gation's suggestion that Article 8 should start 
with the words " Within the limits of its 
annual estimates", which was an obvious 
improvement of the drafting. 

The addition, on the other hand, of the 
words " from which the imported quantities 
shall be deducted H, was more than a mere 
point of drafting. Placed in the introductory 
paragraph to Article 8, the words in question 
clearly expressed the fundamental idea that 
a country"s manufacture should include the 
quantities enumet"ated, less the amounts 

imported, irrespective of the nature and th4 
ultimate use made of those drugs-whethe1 
they were kept in the country or re-exp~rted 

The joint proposl!.l of. several delegatiom 
contained the same Idea m another form anc 
divided up, which seemed somewhat illogical 
Articles 8 and 9. in point of fact, dealt witt 
this question of deductions. A combination oJ 
the two references gave the clearer and morE 
expressive wording of the Swiss proposal. 

The President suggested that the dis
cussion should centre on the question whether 
the words " from which the imported quan· 
tities shall be deducted .. should be inserted 
in this particular position. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
asked the Swiss delegate not to press his 
amendment for the moment, as it was one of 
drafting and not of substance. Imports were 
dealt with in the joint proposal of the dele
gations and in a British amendment. There 
were also other deductions to be made 
besides imports. The opening words of the 
new article stated a general rule. It would be 
better to leave them as they stood, and to 
deal with exceptions, modifications, and 
qualifications as they arose in the separate 
parts of Article 8 and in succeeding articles. 
When the substance of the articles had 
been settled, M. Dinichert's amendment could 
be dealt with in the Drafting Committee. 

M. Dinichei1 (Switzerland) considered his 
amendment was more than a mere point of 
drafting and reserved the right to revert to it. 

Paragraph I. 

The President stated that amendments 
to paragraph I had been received from the 
Swiss and British delegations : 

AmeJided text proposed by the Swiss dele
gatio" : 

" The quantity necessary for its medical 
and scientific needs, based on firm orders 
received.H 

.4 meJided text proposed liy the British 
delegatio11 :1 

"The <JUantity of each narcotic drug 
specified m its estimates for that year as 
necessary .for its medical and scientific 
needs. 

"(Note.-Under the amended definition 
of • estimates ', this will cover supplement-

• ary estimates as well as original estimates.)" 

M. Bourgoia (France) thought Article 8, 
paragraph I was the correct place for the 

• All the amendment. to Article 8 propooed by the 
British clele11ation were 1ubject to the conaideration of the 
meana which could be taken by the Government to apply 
the proviaiona of the article to the Individual .manu· 
facturer. 
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wo~ds " within the limits of its annual 
~stimates " proposed by M. Dinichert for the 
Introductory paragraph. They could not be 
put a~ the head of the whole article, since a 
quantity exceeding the estimates might be 
manuf~ctured if the reserves were exhausted 
and! vJ.ce versa, a smaller quantity, if at the 
begmmng of the year stocks were high .. 

M. ·Dinichert (Switzerland) had already 
ex~lained that the idea at the root of the 
Sw1ss proposal was that a country's manu
facture should correspond with its actual 
consumption and not necessarily with the 
annual .estima.te~. The latter represented 
the max1mum hm!ts of manufacture, provided 
actual consumption justified it. 

His. delegat~on considered, this question 
essential as bemg based on the idea that in 
all countries, the annual estimates would be 
~ig~er tha~ the actual consumption. Even 
1f, m certam cas.es, the actual consumption 
exceeded the estimates, supplementary esti
mates would be produced. In every manu
facturing country-and, under the system 
approved by the Conference, there would be 
seve~al such-legitimate manufacture might 
considerably exceed the actual consumption. 

He disapproved of setting up two different 
standards according to the countries : esti
mates for manufacturing countries, and actual 
consumption for consuming countries. The 
purpose of the Convention was rather to 
limit the manufacture of narcotics. This 
fundamental article should embody the pro
vision that manufacture was to be determined 
by actual consumption ; that was the prin
ciple advocated by public opinion in most 
countries, including his own. 

He doubted whether the text proposed by 
the various delegations (Annex IO) had the 
same meaning and the same purpose
namely, to authorise manufacture only for 
the requirements of actual consumption. 
The British proposal, on the other hand, did 
not meet the views of the Swiss delegation 
and therefore could not secure his support. 

M. Bourgois (France) understood that 
M. Dinichert's object was to prevent the 
factories accumulating stocks, which although 
they came within the limits of the estimates 
had not been absorbed by the country's 
annual consumption. In that case he had 
no objections and was prepared to add at the 
end of paragraph I " on the basis of orders 
received ". The words " within the limits 
of its estimates " should in any case be kept 
in the same paragraph ; they could not be 
included in the introductory paragraph. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin!lne (Great Britain) 
could not accept the Swiss proposal. The 
obj'ect of the article was to place a definite 
ob igation on the Government of the manu
facturing country : that Government had to 
see that the quantities manufactured did 

not exceed a certain total. The question 
was therefore really one of administration- ~ 
how to place the Government of the manu
facturin~ country in a position to carry out 
the obligations undertaken in the article. 
Administration of Article 8 in its present 
form would be difficult in any case, but it 
would be more difficult if M. Dinichert's 
proposal were accepted. The amount of the 
qua~tities actual!Y ~~s.ed in a country for 
medical and scienhf1c purposes in the 
course of the year would not be known until 
after December 31st, but Governments were 
invited in the Swiss proposal to see that the 
manufacturers did not manufacture in the 
course of the year more than an amount 
which would not be known until the end of 
the year. 

M. Dinichert had raised the point that the 
estimates furnished by a country might·~ · 
exceed its actual requirements in the course . 
of the year. That was true, but the situation • 
could easily be met by requiring-as in the 
Advisory Committee's draft-that the excess 
be deducted from the amount to be manu
factured in the following year. The excess 
v.:ould cause the stocks in the country to 
nse above the normal limit, and this would 
be taken into account when the manufacture 
for the following year was regulated. 

The meaning of the words " on the basis 
of orders received " was also not clear to 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne. 

His main point was that the Governments' 
difficulties would be increased by the Swiss 
amendment, whereas the aim ought to be to 
help them to .carry out their obligations. 
With this in mind, he proposed that para
graph I should read : 

" The quantity of each narcotic drug 
specified in its estimates for that year as 
necessary for its scientific and medical 
needs." 

M. Bourgois (France) thought the Swiss 
proposal might create difficulties. Many 
orders might well be received in December 
when the year's manufacture was more or 
less finished. To say that manufacture 
must be confined to the orders received 
would be rather awkward. Moreover, no 
fears need be entertained, as under the 
provisions of Article 9, excess stocks would 
be absorbed in the following year. 

M. Sawada (Japan) could not accept the 
Swiss proposal. With regard to orders re
ceived, in as far as they concerned the home 
trade, the text, viewed in the light of M. Dini
chert's explanation, would not work. If 
such an amendment were inserted, the Con
vention would become impracticable. 

The British amendment expressed the idea 
contained in the paragraph more precisely 
and fairly than the original text, and he was 
prepared to accept it. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) did not feel 
that the objections raised to his proposal 
would justify his withdrawing it. Incidental
ly, when submitting the Japanese proposal, 

10 
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)(. Sawada had explained that . t~e object 
of the Convention should be to lmut manu
facture not only to the estimates of the world's 
needs but to the actual consumption. The 
root principle was, therefore, the same. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne's objections could 
easily be refuted. Sir Malcolm ~d not de!ly 
that there might be grave discrepancies 
bet'A-een the estimates and the actual con
sumption but thought this would be put 
right dur'ing the following year. M. Dini
chert agreed, but next year there would 
again be a difference and so on every year. 

It would certainly not be easy for Govern
ments to control manufacture but the diffi
culties were not insurmountable, and the 
I925 Convention contained exact provisions 
on the point. 

He quite agreed that many orders might 
be received in December, and, for that very 
reason had advocated creating a working 
stock ~f so per cent which some delegations 
proposed-and he agreed-might be reduced 
to 25 per cent. 

He could see no real reason for rejecting 
the Swiss proposal ; certainly the objections 
raised would not justify him in withdrawing it. 

Tie Srriss proposfll IPIIS rejeclell by ei ghteeft 
IIOies lo thirlufl. 

Tie COfl/ereJ~Ce tlecitld lo adopt the text 
proposd. by the British tlekgaliOA which WIIS 
durer tluaft thal i11 tlocumeflt L.F.S.73 
(Annex Io). 

:Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
said he had abstained from voting because 
he considered that the most acceptable text 
was that included in document L.F.S.73. 

ltl. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) and ltl. Sepahbodi (Persta) an
nounced that they also had abstained from 
voting. 

The President informed the Conference 
that amendments to paragraph 2 of Article 8 
had been received from British, Swiss and 
Turkish delegations. 

Proposfll by the British lelegllliOfl: 

The British delegation proposed to omit 
the paragraph. 

Amendel text proposed by the Swiss dele
faliOA: 

.. The quantity necessary to make up 
and maintain in the factories, under the 
control of the authorities and independently 
of the reserve stocb mentioned in Article 6, 
a stock not exceeding one quarter of the 
quantity manufactured for horne con
IUmption, during the preceding year. . . " 

Amemlmen(proposediby the Turkish dele
gatio": 

" Modify the last sentence of Article 8, 
paragraph 2, as follows: 

"• No part· of this reserve may· leave 
the factory without the previous consent 

· of the Government authorities, who 
shall advise the central authority.' " 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that the text of paragraph 2 was 
new. It had not appeared in the original 
Franco-Japanese proposal, and he had con
siderable difficulty in understanding its 
object. It was apparently intended to pro
vide a special reserve stock, amounting to 
25 per ·Cent of the total estimated home 
consumption, .in case an emergency arose 
which necessitated the presentation of a 
supplementary estimate. He had the follow
ing criticisms to make on this point. 

In the first place, it ·dealt only with the 
reserve stock in the· factories themselves. 
The reserve stock in a country at any given 
time, however, included not only the reserve 
stock in the factories, but also stocks in the 
hands of the wholesalers, as well as those in 
the hands of retail dealers. Secondly, there 
would appear to be no necessity for the 
creation of this special stock. When a 
country perceived that its stocks were running 
short or were likely to run short, it would 
as a matter of course prepare and submit 
to the central authority a supplementary 
estimate covering the additional supplies 
required. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne failed to under
stand the purpose of the last sentence. 
What was the object of making the use of 
this reserve or any part of it subject to a 
prior notification to the central authority at 
Geneva ? What could the central authority 
do when it received the notification ? 

Apart from the above criticisms, Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne raised the whole question 
of stocks. Article 8 apparently contemplated 
the creation of several kinds of stocks which 
were to be held in water-tight compartments. 
That was an impossible way of doing business: 
there could only be one general stock at one 
time in a country-whether in the hands of 
the manufacturers or of the wholesalers, and 
the question should be dealt with as a whole. 
That was the main reason-though the other 
reasons were sufficient-why he proposed to 
omit paragraph 2 and to deal with reserve 
stocks in a separate paragraph of the article. 

Sir Malcolm hoped th~t the authors of the 
text before the Conference would agree to 
this : the discussion of the question of stocks 
would be more fruitful and lucid if, instead 
of discussing paragraphs 2 and 4 (b) separate
ly, the Conference dealt with the whole 
matter at one time. 

The British amendments had been proposed 
in no hostile or destructive spirit, but in a 
constructive spirit and with the intention 
of collaborating as far as possible in the 
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prepa_ration of the new proposal. He had 
exammed the new draft Convention with the 
sole idea of finding out how it could be made 
to work. From the administrative point 
of view it was full of difficulties, but he had 
endeavoured to propose amendments which 
would make the scheme administratively 
possible. · 

M. Bourgois (France) also felt it would 
be better to deal with the question as a 
whole; he would even be in favour of com
bining the two para_graphs. 

The Conference decided to omit paragraph 2 
and to discuss stocks under paragraph 5 of 
the British proposal. 

Paragraph 3· 

The President informed the Conference 
that amendments had been received from 
the British and Swiss delegations. 

Amended text proposed by the British 
dele gat ion : 

"The quantity of each narcotic drug 
specified in its estimates for that year as 
being required for conversion in the course 
of the year, whether for domestic consump
tion or for export." 

Amended text proposed by the Swiss dele
gation: 

" The quantity intended for conversion 
either for domestic consumption or for 
export." 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that his amendment remedied 
what appeared to be an omission in the text 
of paragraph 3, which did not show clearly 
whether the quantity was for conversion in 
the current year or at any other time. He 
had inserted the words ·" in the course of 
the year". 

M. Bourgois (France), having intimated 
his agreement with Sir Malcolm Delevingne, 
said that a question of principle arose. 
The joint text proposed by the delegations 
referred to " the quantity intended for con
version • • • for export ", whereas Sir 
Malcolm's proposal mentioned "estimates" 
and not actual exports. He therefore sug
gested dealing with paragraph 4 before 
paragraph 3· 

M. Kahler (Germany) preferred the 
British delegate's draft, as it was clearer 
than the joint text of the delegations. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
did not think there was any difference of 
opinion between M. Bourgois and himself. 
The paragraph related to quantities !or 
conversion. It was true that morphme 
might be converted into another drug covered 
by the Convention. The exports of that drug 

would be dealt with in paragraph 4· There 
was no real difficulty, as when the morphine 
was converted it would be another drug, and 
would come under a separate heading. 

If this were a matter of drafting, it could 
be dealt with later. 

M. Bourgois (France) withdrew his pro
posal. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) accepted the 
British proposal provisionally, subject to the 
wording being finally settled when it was 
known exactly what would be the provision 
in the Convention regarding conversion. 

The President observed that all the texts 
were adopted provisionally, subject to the 
definition which would be given to the term 
" narcotic drugs ". 

M. Sawada (Japan) accepted the British 
text. 

The British proposal was adopted. 

Paragraph 4· 

The President stated that amendments 
had been received from the British and Swiss 
delegations. 

Amendment proposed by the British dele• 
gation: 

"'Such quantities of each narcotic drug 
as may be required for the execution during 
the year of orders for export subject to 
the provisions of the Geneva Convention 
and of this Convention. 

"' (N.B.-An additional amendment will 
be required to deal with the case of countries 
not parties to the Geneva Convention or to 
the new Convention.) ' 

"Paragraph (b) : Omit." 

Amended text proposed by the Swiss dele
gation: 

" The quantity necessary for export, 
based on firm orders received for execution 

· against import certificates delivered in 
accordance with Chapter V of the Geneva 
Convention and under the control of the 
central body provided for in Article 
of the present Convention.". 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
did not think there was any difference of 
substance between his amendment, the joint 
text and the Swiss amendment, so far as 
paragraph (a) was concerned. Paragraph (a) 
of the joint text contained two blanks, but 
he thought it better to draft a text with 
no blanks, one which met the object of the 
authors and made the execution of orders 
subject to the observance both of the Geneva 
Convention and of the new Convention, 
whatever the provisions of the latter might be. 

He proposed to omit paragraph (b) for the 
same reason that he had proposed to omit 
paragraph 2. Stocks would then be discussed 
in connection with paragraph 5· 

• 



M. Bourgois (France) agreed that th_e 
question of stock'S should be left until 
paragraph 5 was discussed, and accepted the 
British text. 

M. Sawada (Japan) did not think the 
British amendment expressed the idea he had 
in mind, though the second part of the text 
was satisfactory. The original idea was to 
allow each country to manufacture the.quan
tities of drugs necessary for export upon 
receipt of ordel'S, but that was not brought 
out clearly. He had no objection to the 
paragraph being re-drafte<l. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
emphasised that the British text did give 
effect to .M. Sawada's desire : it related to the 
execution of orders received. That was quite 
clear to him, but if the point could be made 
clearer he was willing to refer it to the 
Drafting Committee. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
thought a slight drafting change might make 
the meaning clearer. He suggested that no 
distinction should be made in the new draft 
between countries which were parties to the 
Geneva Convention and those which were not. 
The necessity for reservations would thus be 
avoided. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) preferred the 
wording of the Swiss proposal, but the ques
tion of drafting was still open. 

With regard to the reservation to be made 
concerning orders from countries parties 
neither to the 1:925 Convention nor the new 
Convention, he had already said that a 
p£Ovision should be inserted to cover this 
point. 

lrL Bourgois (France) thought the Swiss 
amendment was not specific enough ; even 
firm orders were constantly being cancelled, 
with the consent of both parties. It would 
be better to say M execution ". 

JrL Perez (Argentine) could not accept the 
British text, because, unlike the Swiss and 
joint texts, it did not definitely say that the 
quantities should also be fixed under the 
control of the central authority at Geneva. 

The President said that the question of 
control would be submitted to the relevant 
Committee. 

. M. Sawada Uapan) was glad to note that 
Sli' .Halcolm shared his point of view. 
According to the British text, however, 
X. Sawada thought the result contemplated 
might be brought about in the case of 
countries which had stocks, but a different 
result might occur in countries which had no 
atocia. The Swiss text expressed the original 
idea more clearly, and he proposed that it 
thould aerve a. the basis for the final draft. 

M. Jtahler (Germany) thought the essen
tial pt'>int waa that manufacture for export 
tlwuld be based c.n firm ordera received. 

The misunderstanding due to the ambiguity 
of the French translation of the British 
amendment having now been removed it 
only remained to draft a text which would 
give general satisfaction, 

M. Bourgois (France) had already voted 
in favour of one text subject to the proviso 
that the central authority would exercise 
control. If that control were not instituted 
he would have to reverse his vote on the 
second reading. 

Si~ Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britam), 
replflng to M. Sawada, explained that his 
proposal made no distinction between coun
tries which started with stocks and those 
which had none. Under paragraph 5, which 
should giv~ M. Sawada satisfaction, every 
manufactunng country would be in a position 
to create a stock for itself. 

. M. D~nichert (Switzerland) was under the 
1mpress10n that there was no substantial 
difference ~~tween the .two texts proposed 
by t~e Bntlsh and Swtss delegations, and 
that It was now only a matter of drafting. 
He could not withdraw his text which he 
consi~ered clearer but would not object to 
certam changes of form. The best solution 
would be to record agreement on the principle 
involved and leave the drafting until the 
second reading. 

The President thought the Conference 
should decide on a text, and not merely 
record agreement on the principle involved. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great BritainJ 
suggested that his own text, which was 
complete, should be accepted, subject to 
drafting. 

M. Bourgois (France) and Mr. Caldwell 
(United States of America) supported Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne's proposal. 

M. Sawada (Japan) proposed that the 
British and Swiss texts should be combined, 
as follows : 

· "The quantity necessary for export, 
based on firm orders received for execution 
during the year, subject to the provisions 
of the Geneva Convention and of the 
present Conve~tion ". 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
deprecated the submission of drafting amend
ments at plenary meetings. This procedure 
could only lead to confusion, and he begged 
M. Sawada to reserve his suggestions for the 
Drafting Committee. 

M. Sawada (Japan) agreed. 

The British text weu adopted by twenty-one 
vote1 to three. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) asked that the following decla
ration be recorded in the Minutes : 

H The Soviet Union delegation has ab
stained from discussing and voting on all 
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the paragraphs of Article 8 for the same 
considerations as those explained when it 
voted against the adoption of the Franco
Japanese proposal as a basis for the new 
Convention-namely, because the Soviet 
Union delegation does not see in the 
proposed scheme for control of the stocks 

of narcotic drugs any effective measure for 
the diminution of the illicit traffic and 
illicit consumption ". 

The continuation of the discussion was 
adjourned to the next meeting. 

' TWENTIETH MEETING (PUBLIC). 
Monday, June 29th, 1931, at 10 a.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 

55.-EXAMINATION OF THE PRELI
MINARY DRAFT CONVENTION 
DRAWN UP BY SEVERAL DELE
GATIONS (continuation). 

ARTICLE 8 (continuation). 

New Paragraph 5· 

The President informed the Conference 
that an additional paragraph to Article 8 
had been proposed by the British and Swiss 
delegations. 

Text proposed by the British delegation: 

" The quantities, if any, of each narcotic 
drug required for the purpose of maintain
ing reserve stocks of that drug as specified 
in its estimates for that year ". 

Text proposed by the Swiss delegation : 

" The, quantity necessary to make up 
and maintain in the factories, under the 
control of the authorities, a stock not 
exceeding half the quantity manufactured 
for export, during the preceding year ", 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said the Conference had agreed that, apart 
from Government stocks, there would be only 
one stock, a general stock for all purposes, 
whether in the hands of the wholesalers 
or the manufacturers. That stock would 
cover all requirements, whether for domestic 
consumption, conversion or export. 

The British amendment embodied that 
principle. Consequential amendments would 
be necessary in the annex which at present 
allowed stocks only for consumption and 
conversion. It was necessary also to provide 
for export, and he had handed in amendments 
to the annex adapting the requirements in 
regard to stocks to the situation created by 
the Franco-Japanese scheme. No provision 
was necessary in regard to stocks for export 
under the old quota scheme, but the aban
donment of that scheme and the adoption 
of the new scheme rendered such a provision 
necessary. 

The British amendment to the annex was 
to the effect that every estimate should show 
separately for the year in res~ect of which it 
was made the estimated requ1rements of the 

country for home consumption and con
version, and the estimated amount of the 
reserve stock of each narcotic drug which it 
was desired to maintain for all purposes. 

How was that stock to be fixed ? He 
proposed that the amount of the normal stock 
to be kept in a country should be fixed in the 
same way as .the estimates for consumption 
and conversion-that was to say, by the 
Government of the country on its own res
ponsibility. The estimates should be subject 
to examination, criticism and requests for 
explanation from the central authority con
stituted under the new Convention. He 
could see no other method which was 
administratively possible and ,workable. 

The safeguards against the maintenance 
in any country of excessive stocks would be 
the same as those provided in the convention 
against excessive estimates. The figures 
would be examined by the competent central 
authority at Geneva, which would make its 
report. Finally, if the Government persisted 
in maintaining excessive stocks notwithstand
ing the criticisms of the competent central 
authority, there would be the criticism of the 
Council and the Assembly of the League. 

It had been suggested that some upper 
limit should be fixed to the amount of the 
stocks which Governments might maintain. 
He believed it was impossible to fix a limit 
suited to all circumstances and at the same 
time effective. Any acceptable figure would 
almost certainly be too high, and that would 
constitute a very great danger in that it 
would permit the accumulation of excessive 
stocks. 

In support of this contention, he referred 
to Article 10 of the new text which indicated 
the limit to which the excess stocks in a 
country at the time when the Convention 
came into force were to be reduced. The 
limit was fixed at a figure which in Great 
Britain-and he believed in other countries
would be absurdly high. The only safe 
way of securing the maintenance of a stock 
corresponding to the reasonable requirements 
of any individual country was to leave the 
Government to fix the amount. 

The proportion which the stocks bore to 
the actual manufacture would vary· from 
year to year according to the sta~e of business. 
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For instance, 1930 was a year of great ~usiness 
depression in Great Britain, whereas, In 1929, 
trade was more normal. The stocks at the 
~nning of 19:z9 and 1930 were about the 
same, but the amount manufactured in the 
two years was very different. Therefore, the 
proportion which the stock bore to the 
amount manufactured was very much higher 
in one case than in the other. That was one 
of the difficulties in fixing a general propor
tion for all countries in all circumstances. 
If an average of stocks were taken, the 
f"Jgnre would be too low in some cases and 
too high in others. If a maximum were 
fixed, the figure would be very much higher 
than it need be in some years. 

' 
M. Bourgois (France) agreed that it was 

impossible to have a precise rule fixing an 
upper limit. He supported Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne's formula ; the Governments 
would determine the amount of the stocks. 
Further, the three stocks-<onversion, con~ 
sumption, and export--should be combined. 
This alone would make it possible to have 
a lower total than would be necessary if the 
amonnt of each were fixed separately and 
the whole then totalled. 

He dissented, however, from Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne on one point. It appeared from 
the text circulated that the stock over and 
above the estimates might be held, not by 
manufacturers only, but by wholesalers as 
well. ll Bourgois had no objection in prin
ciple, bnt desired that this very important 
point be cleared up. According to the 
method which had been proposed by a large 
number of countries and on which the main 
lines of the Franco-Japanese proposal were 
based, the stock was placed under a very 
complete system of control M. Bourgois 
read the fol'owing note on this point : 

• The system may be properly described 
as a reservoir, the capacity of which is 
fixed by Geneva, and controlled at its 
lower part by a distribution valve. 

• The factories may (if they desire) keep 
this reservoir constantly fillc>d. But the 
distribution valve may not be opened 
except to let out orders based on certifi
cates ot orders authorised by Geneva and 
is only within the limit of the world 
estimates. 

• Thus, only the world needs pass every 
year through the valve. . 

• Each year, the factories will manu
facture only the quantity corresponding to 
the world needs, Increased or decreased by 
the capacity of these reservoirs (increased 
by thiS quantity, if the reservoirs were 
empty on January nt and are full on 
December 31St, or decreased by this 
quantity in the opposite case). 

• No S}'Jtem can claim to limit the 
manufacture to the «timates for the year ; 
each sy1tem must in fact provide a certain 
surplus destined to meet unforeseen cir
cumstanr..a and the supplies for the firet 
month of the followin& year. 

" The system proposed has the advantage 
of fixing the upper limit of the supply 
• in advance of the manufacture on the 
receipt of orders ' and to place this supply 
under a national and international control ; 
in fact, it ·furnishes double control, both 
national and international-one, on the 
reservoir itself; the other, on the outlet 
valve. 

" It has been said that the valve only 
released orders based on certificates within 
the limits of the estimates; this, how~ver 
is ·practically what the 1925 Convention' 
with its certificate system, brings about. ' 

"The new system, however, has much 
more effect. It provides a direct and 
precise limitation of the manufacture, the 
maximum of which is fixed by the esti
mates, increased by the capacity of the 
reservoir. 

" Still further: the argument put forward 
by the promoters of the direct limitation of 
manufacture was that any quantity manu
factured in excess of the medical needs 
will always, sooner or later, find its way 
into the illicit traffic. The system pro
posed dispels this fear entirely. Manu
facture in advance is : (I) kept in .the 
reservoir ; (2) limited ; (3) nationally and 
internationally controlled. 

• This advance manufacture is no longer, 
as heretofore, put on the market in the 
streets, distributed through numerous 
hands, thus constituting a dangerous sur
plus ". 

In conclusion, M. Bourgois favoured the 
control and limitation of stocks in the hands 
of wholesalers, but thought that that point 
should be taken separately after the Confer
ence had come to a decision concerning the 
stocks in the hands of manufacturers. 

M. Kahler (Germany) said that his 
delegation was prepared to accept the system 
proposed by the British delegation, as it 
would apparently be very much simpler than 
that proposed by the group of delegations. 
The former suggested that there should be 
only one stock which would cover the needs 
of internal consumption, conversion and 
export alike. The requirements of domestic 
consumption would be estimated by the 
Governments, and the latter would have to 
calculate as well the stocks needed by the 
manufacturers to execute all orders they 
might receive. 

The system proposed by the group of 
delegations might be dangerous, because the 
stocks might be too high and not in accord 
with normal requirements.· It was, however, 
perfectly natural that, as the manufacturing 
countries would be assuming very strict 
obligations, they should be given a certain 
latitude so as to meet exceptional demands. 

Should the Conference adopt the scheme em
bodiedin document Conf.L.F.S.73 (Annex 10), 
M. Kahler would have to say that he regarded 
the figures and percentages proposed in it 
as the lowest possible figure for the stocks 
required to meet an emergency. If, however, 
it were desired that the stocks be as low as 
possible, M. Kahler would prefer the British 
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plan; figures suggested in it did not represent 
quantities which might induce certain manu
facturers to increase their manufacture and 
stocks. Nevertheless, M. Kahler did not 
consider that there was any very serious 
danger of excessive stocks. The goods in 
question were costly, and hence no manu
facturer would accumulate stocks in excess 
of his needs. That at any rate was the view 
of German manufacturers and wholesalers. 
The latter kept practically no stocks on hand, 
but merely passed on orders to manufacturers 
according to their requirements. . 

In conclusion, whatever the system adopted 
for stocks, very strict Government control 
would have to be established. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) suggested the addition 
at the end of the Bdtish proposal of the words 
" such stocks to be controlled by the Govern
ment". 

M. Bourgols (France) suggested the follow
ing formula as a compromise : 

" Factories shall not issue any quantity 
in excess of the normal estimates-that 
is to say, for the supplementary estimates 
~xcept on a special official Government 
permit", 

M. Sawada (Japan) supported the British 
proposal, but, seeing that control over internal 
stocks was desirable, he accepted the Italian 
amendment. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain), 
in reply to M. Bourgois, said the British 
proposal covered stocks held by manufac
turers and wholesalers. 

M. Kahler had stated that, in Germany, 
the wholesalers held very small stocks. 
That was not the case in Great Britain. 
Large wholesale houses such as Allen & 
Hanburys, Burroughs Wellcome a~d Parke 
Davis did a large trade in narcotic dr?gs, 
their alkaloids and salts and preparations 
containing them, and therefore .the general 
stock in the country should mclude the 
amounts in the hands of both wholesalers 
and manufacturers. He referred to the 
stipulation in Article 22 of the Geneva 
Convention that statistics of such stocks 
should be sent to the Permanent Central 
Board, and in Great Britain the manufac
turers and wholesalers had to make returns 
of their stocks-which were carefully exa
mined. 

He suggested that the question of control 
be kept separate from that of limitation of 
manufacture as provided for in Article 8. 
Control which was being considered by a 
Sub-Co~mittee, could be dealt with in a 
separate clause. National and internation~l 
control on the lines suggested by M. Bourg01s 
would cause great difficulties the scheme 
was not workable. 

Sir Malcolm would be glad of an opportunity 
to think over the suggestion that previous 
authority should be required for every 
sale from the factory above the amount of the 
normal estimates. He hoped M. Bourgois 
would not press his amendment but would 
allow it to be considered in connection with 
the general question of control. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) supported 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne's proposal. The 
Convention would be clearer if the problem 
of control were settled apart. 

M. Bourgois (France) thought the only 
outstanding point was the administrative 
measures for the application of the Conven
tion. He too therefore concurred in the 
British proposal. 

M. Casares (Spain) accepted Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne's scheme, on the understanding 
that the measures of control would be specified 
separately. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) had no objec
tion to the British delegation's system, 
but only accepted it on condition that a 
reservation was · introduced in the rules 
concerning estimates. The items for which 
estimates would be framed would differ very 
widely. They were domestic consumption, 
conversion,· reserve stocks for home use, 
and reserve or working stocks for export. 
The authority examining the estimates must 
take these very different items into account. 
In some countries, domestic consumption 
was low and export very high. Others had a 
high domestic consumption and very low 
exports. Stocks, therefore, must be consi
dered particularly carefully. 

The total estimates would represent, not 
world consumption, but a higher figure, 
because they would include the stock autho
rised for export, which was already included 
in the estimates of the importing countries. 
This position must be remembered when the 
Conference drew up the clauses concerning 
the estimates. 

The President noted that all the members 
were in favour of the British amendment, 
subject to two reservations : (I) Chapter I 
of the Annex should be revised so as to contain 
detailed regulations for the calculation of 
stocks by the Governments ; and (2) the 
measures of control would not be settled 
definitely until the Sub-Committee on Control 
had reported and Chapter III of the Annex, 
or Article 12 of the Convention, were under 
discussion. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) would accept t.he 
British proposal provided it was made qwte 
clear that the stocks would be under Govern-
ment control. · 

The President replied that the voting 
would be provisi~n3:l, an~ that, if M. Cava~
zoni were not satisfied ~th t~e ~onfer~nce s 
decision as to control, th1s pomt m Article 8 
would be reopened. 
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The following new Article, 8(11), proposed 
by the British delegation, was read : 

• The full amount of any narcotic drug 
imported into or manufactured. in ~y 
country for the purpose of conversiOn 
in accordance with the estimates for that 
country shall be utilised for that purpose 
within the period for which the estimate 
applies·. 

Sir 1\lalcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said the British proposal contained a provi
sion which had appeared in the Advisory 
Committee's draft Convention. He thought 
the need of it was perfectly obvious to every
body and therefore moved its adoption. 

Mr. 'Caldwell (United States of America) 
asked in w-hat sense Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
had used the word • conversion ". Did it 
apply to the conversion of morphine into 
heroin? 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said that if a country stated in its estimate 
that it desired to manufacture or import so 
many kilogrammes of morphine for conver
sion into some other drug, it should be under 
an obligation to use the morphine .for that 
purpose. 

The President wondered whether Article 
8(•) would have the effect of obliging a 
country which had imported morphine for 
purposes of conversion into heroin to carry 
out the conversion. If the morphine were 
not so converted,. could not the country 
continue to hold the supply and deduct the 
quantity from its later estimates ? 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought that as the article stood, a country 
would be under an obligation to use the 
imported morphine for the purpose stated 
in its estimate, but it could, if it desired, 
alter its estimate so far as the use of the 
morphine was concerned, by submitting a 
supplementary estimate stating for what 
purpose it desired to use the morphine. 
As long as the original estimate held good, 
some provision such as the British proposal 
was necessary in order to safeguard control 
over the morphine manufactured in or import
ed into a country. 

M. Casares (Spain) wondered whether 
the British amendment covered the case of 
a country in which there was a large quantity 
of drugs and which stated in its estimates 
that it proposed to convert the quantity 
in question into a specified drug. That 
amount would appear neither in the figures 
f11r imports nor manufacture. 

Sir Malcolm Delevlnpe (Great Britain) 
thought K. Casares' point referred to the 
ttocb existing in a country at the time of the 
comin& into force of the Convention. Thill 

question was specially dealt with in Article IO 
of the original draft and of his amended 
proposal. In the case of a country which 
imported or manufactured morphine for 
conversion, and for some reason or other 
failed to use it during the current year, 
the solution might be that the morphine 
should be deducted from the estimates for the 
following rear. He would be prepared to 
add a prov1sion to that effect. 

M. Cavazzonl (Italy) asked what would 
happen in the case of seizures. 

Sir Malcolm Delevlngne (Great Britain) 
replied that seizures were dealt with in 
Articles 9 and 19. 

The President asked whether the Con· 
ference adopted the principle contained 
in Sir Malcolm Delevingne's amendment to 
Article 8( a). The amendment prescribed that 
amounts not utilised in accordance with the 
conditions laid down in Article 8( a) would be 
deducted from the estimates for the following 
year. The amendment would be drafted in 
writing by Sir Malcolm Delevingne and 
submitted to the Conference at the next 
meeting. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) thought that 
it would be very useful to have an exact 
definition of the term " conversion ". 

The President pointed out that Article I 
would contain all the definitions. By a 
decision by the Conference that article had 
not yet been examined. It was therefore 
understood that all articles were adopted 
subject to the definition approved later for 
each term used in them. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) asked whether it would. be neces
sary, if Article 8(a) were adopted, to make 
estimates for such drugs as codeine. If 
" conversion " meant conversion into any 
drug, such as codeine, that would be neces
sary. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
replied in the affirmative. The estimates 
furnished for morphine would include the 
amounts required for conversion into codeine. 

The President J><>inted out that Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne s reply was strictly in 
accordance with Chapter I of the annex. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) accepted this interpretation. 

Article 8(a) was adopted, subject to the 
definition of the word " conversion ", and 
subject to the disc1mion of the addition to be 
proposed by the British delegation. 

ARTICLE 9· 

The President stated that amendments 
to Article 9 had been received from the 
British, Swiss, Yugoslav and Turkish dele· 
ga,tiont. 
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A mended text proposed by the British 
delegation : 

" There shall be deducted from the 
quantity of each narcotic drug to be 
manufactured during the year (1) any 
amounts of the drug imported, (2) any 
amounts of the drug seized and utilised 
as such for domestic consumption or 
export, and (3) returned deliveries of the 
drug". 

Amended text proposed by the Swiss dele~ 
gation: 

" From the total quantities of drugs to be 
manufactured in conformity with Article 8 
shall be deducted-if possible during the 
current year or, in any case, during the 
following year-any quantities in excess 
other than the quantities imported (undes
troyed seizures, orders executed and sub
sequently cancelled, orders executed and 
not delivered, returned deliveries, etc.) ". 

Amendment proposed by the Yugoslav dele-
gation: 

" pmit the expression • seizures which 
have not been destroyed' and the letters 
• etc.'. 

"Explanatory Note.-The above proposal 
arises out of the Yugoslav amendment to 
Article 19 of the draft Convention (treat
ment of narcotic drugs when seized)." 

Amendment proposetl by the Turkish dele-
gation: 

"Delete the words 'seizures which have 
not been destroyed' ". 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) observed 
that the British proposal tallied most closely 

·with Articles 8 and 8(a) which had already 
been adppted. He therefore proposed that it 
be taken as the basic text. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) agreed. He had, 
however, two questions to ask. 

(1) Supposing seizures exceeded the legi
timate needs specified in Article 8, should 
they be destroyed ? 

(2) The British proposal made no defi
nite provision for the possible conversion 
of a seized drug, and he would be glad to 
know Sir Malcolm Delevingne's view on 
this point. The possibility of seized drugs 
being converted otherwise than under the 
control of the central authority must be 
avoided. 

M. Bourgois (France) could accept the 
British proposal as a basis of discussion, 
but asked why the last words of the text 
proposed by the group of delegations had 
been deleted. As regards this point, he 
would prefer the Swiss delegation's text, 
reading : " If possible d~ring the curr~nt 
year or, in any case, durmg the followmg 
year ", because consignments might be import
ed in the last days of December. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said that by an ov~rsight conversion was nQt 

dealt with in the British proposal. He 
proposed to insert the words : 

· " . . . any quantities seized and 
utilised either as such for domestic con
sumption, or for conversion or for exporh 
ation ". 

With regard to M. Bourgois' point, he 
desired, if it were practicable, that deduction 
should be made in the course of the current 
year. He admitted the difficulty to which 
M. Bourgois had called attention and was 
prepared to modify his text. If there were 
any difficulty in giving effect to the provisions 
of Article g, the excess quantities might be 
taken into account in fixing the estimates for 
the following year. 

With regard to M. Cavazzoni's second 
point, if the deduction indicated in the 
article could not be made, the excess should 
be retained in the hands of the Government 
in much the same way as the excess stocks in 
the hands of the Government at the time of 
the coming into force of the Convention would 
be held under the new Article 10. If there 
were large seizures, manufacture might be 
stopped altogether for a year. The Govern
ment ought therefore to be free to release 
such quantities as could be used without 
dislocating the trade. The remainder would 
be in the hands of the Government itself. 
That appeared to be a perfect safeguard, 
and he was willing to draft an amendment on 
those lines. 

There was one other point. After the 
words "any amounts of the drug imported ", 
the words" less quantities to be re-exported " 
should be inserted. 

M. Casares (Spain) pointed out that the 
question would cease to exist if the Confer
ence decided on the destruction of seized 
drugs. He therefore proposed that the ques
tion of seizures to which Article 19 referred 
should be settled first. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
agreed with M. Casares. The United States 
delegation was prepared to vote for the 
Turkish amendment to destroy all seizures. 

The President agreed with M. Casares 
and Mr. Caldwell. The Conference might 
first choose a basic text-that of the British 
delegation; for instance. It would then have 
to consider the Turkish and Yugoslav amend
ments, but could not do so until it had taken 
a decision on Article 19. 

The Conference agreed to take the British 
text as a basis of discussion ana to adjourn its 
decision on the Turkish ana Yugoslav amend
ments until Article 19 had been discussed. 

ARTICLE 19. 

The President observed that amend
ments had been received from the .Turkish 
and Yugoslav:delegations. 
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.4. ,.,.1_111 prqposel by llfl Twrkislt dell
t.Ui11tt : 
• r. Delete Article I9 and replace it by 

the following text : 

• • The High Contracting Parties 
undertake to destroy all narcotics seized 
in their respective territories ' ". 

• 2. Delete the words • seizures which 
haw: not been destroyed ' in the text of 
Article 9·" 
A.llfnl4d tnt prqp11sd by tlt. }·.,goslav 

•m:llli011 : 
• (I) Narcotic drugs entering into the 

illicit traffic shall be destroyed by the 
State which seizes them, within a period 
of not more than one month from the date 
of seizure. A report on the destruction of 
the said narcotic drugs shall be com
municated as soon as possible by the State 
concerned to the Permanent Central Board. 

• (2) Stocks of narcotic drugs derived 
from seizures and stored under Government 
control at the time of signature of the 
present Convention shall also be destroyed 
within a period of not more than one month 
from the date of signature of the present 
Convention. A c.:msmu11iqtd specifying the 
quantities of narcotic drugs destroyed shall 
be sent to the Permanent Central Board." 

• ExplafiiiJMy N ole.-The discussions 
which have taken place in the Committee 
for Limitation have brought to light the 
danger caused by the existence of enormous 
stocks of confiscated narcotic drugs in 
certain industrial countries. Moreover, if 
the narcotic drugs derived from seizures are 
to be stored for legitimate consumption, 
the application of the scheme for the 
limitation of manufacture would meet 
with sometimes iusurmountable difficul
ties. For instance, if the narcotic drugs 
seized exceed the amount of stocks which 
any country is authorised to retain, the 
said country would be obliged to suspend 
its manufacture of narcotic drugs during a 
longer or shorter period. Manufacturing 
countries will undoubtedly not wish to 
suspend their factories' work in such cases ; 
ingenious pretexts will be found to justify 
over-production, which, as is well-known, 
is likely to lead to illicit traffic. 

" In these conditions there is but one 
solution to the question of confiscated 
narcotic drugs : they must be destroyed. 
Two further arguments can be produced 
in favour of this solution : 

• (I} From the moral standpoint it is 
inadmissible that Governments should 
derive material profit from seizures at 
the cost of over-production of narcotic 
drugs while giving humanitarian reasons 
for limiting manufacture. 

• (z) From the point of view of a 
proper proportion Detween the produc
tion of raw materials and their use in 
manufacture, the use of confiscated 
narcotic drugs might involve serioua 
reaults. By reducing the demand for 

raw materials produced for medical 11eeds, 
the use of confiscated narcotic drugs 
would lead to an increase in the surplus 
of raw materials, and would thus stimu
late the efforts of traffickers, who have 
small regard for international Conven
tions and national laws. 

The President proposed that, as the two 
amendments were somewhat similar, the 
question of principle should be discussed on 
the basis of the Turkish amendment. 

M. Schultz (Austria) recalled that the 
Austrian delegation had submitted the follow
ing amendment to Article 2I of the Advisory 
Committee's draft, which corresponded with 
Article I9 of the draft now under discussion : 

• Preface the proposed text with ·the 
following clause : 

" • All diacetylmorphine seized shall 
be destroyed '. 

" Between the words • any • and • drugs ' 
insert • other •." · 
The Austrian delegation maintained the 

proposal, though modifying it as follows : 
• Add to the proposed stipulation • All 

diacetylmorphine seized shall be des
troyed •. after the word • diacetylmor
phine ', the following : 

" • . . • and its salts as well as 
preparations containing diacetylmor-
phine and its salts • ". . · · 
" Add to the sentence quoted the follow
ing : 

.. • . . • except when such seized 
drugs are converted into codeine under 
Government control ' ". 

His delegation considered that a distinction 
must be made between heroin and the other 
narcotic drugs. It could not, however, go 
further. 

The President pointed out ·that the 
Austrian amendment was a subsidiary one 
and should therefore be taken after the 
Turkish amendment. 

Subhl Ziya Bey (Turkey) said that the 
object of his amendment was to prevent 
seized drugs going into the illicit traffic. 
Seized drugs were of inferior quality, so that 
they could not be used for medical and 
scientific purposes except after the removal of 
impurities. Drugs were not seized in manu
facturing countries alone. It was just as 
likely that they would be seized in countries 
which were exclusively consumers, and which 
therefore could not carry out the necessary 
process. 

In many countries, the law required that 
seized drugs should be sold by public auction. 
Unless it were decided that seized drugs 
should be simply destroyed, there would be 
difficulty in squaring the requirements of 
the Convention with the various national 
laws. 

M. Sawada (Japan) stated that the Japan
ese delegation could not accept the Turkish 
amendment. He aaid that drugs seized and 
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kept in the hands of the Government will 
hardly find their way into the illicit traffic 
and need not be destroyed. Their destruc
tion would only increase the demands for raw 
materials and might defeat the purpose of 
limitation. 

M. Perez (Argentine) thought it impossible 
that a product intended for the illicit traffic 
should be used for legitimate purposes. 
Clandestine manufacture would be encouraged 
and might even compete with lawful manu
facture. He was therefore in favour of 
immediate, complete and total destruction 
of all drugs seized. 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico) considered 
that, if Governments were authorised to use 
seized drugs for their scientific or medical 
needs, there would be less demand for drugs 
for legitimate purposes. The Governments 
would thus have the assistance of legitimate 
manufacturers in eliminating the competition 
of illicit manufacture. It should be left to 
the discretion of Governments to decide 
whether seized drugs should be destroyed 
or not. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) agreed with 
M. Perez. 

M. Kahler (Germany) thought that· the 
decision as to the destruction of seized drugs 
should be left to the Government of the 
country where the seizure was effected. . 

There were certain economic objections to 
the destruction of a commodity which had a 
fairly high value, and could be used by the 
Government of the country in which it had 
been seized. 

M. Schultz (Austria) drew a distinction 
between diacetylmorphine and the other 
drugs. The former was so dangerous that it 
should be given exceptional treatment. The 
Austrian amendment provided for the total 
destruction of diacetylmorphine. He had 
some hesitation, however, in suggesting the 
same measure for other drugs. It might 
perhaps be easier to enforce limitation if 
seized drugs were allowed to be used. to 
meet the legitimate needs of the vanous 
countries, more especially of the country ~h~re 
the seizure had been effected, on condition 
that the quantity seized should be deducted 
from the estimates. 

M. Casares (Spain), during the discussion 
in the Advisory Committee, had argued in 
favour of destruction. It had been contended 
that the goods were sometimes of great 
value and that their destruction was not 
absolutely essential in certain countries. 
The question was exactly the same for all 
countries both manufacturers and consumers. 
So far 'the manufacturing countries had 
been a;ked to make sacrifices. The consum
ing countries might now be asked to do the 
same. Spain was prepared to set an example, 
and she hoped that it would be followed. 

If the Conference were against a really 
radical measure, M. Casares would support 
the Austrian proposal. 

M. Bourgois (France) said that it was 
natural that, if a country was not equipped 
for the conversion of seized drugs into a non
narcotic substance, it should order them to 
be destroyed. 

Considerable quantities of heroin had been 
seized in France. M. Bourgois had proposed 
that such heroin should be sold only to 
authorised manufacturers. The regulations 
governing auctions were very strict. Only 
manufacturers who were in possession of a 
special permit and were prepared to give a 
formal undertaking to convert the seized 
drug into codeine could bid. The drug must 
be converted immediately and under special 
supervision. 

This system afforded a perfect safeguard. 
The manufacturers in question were autho
rised to make morphine and to convert it 
into codeine. It would surely be illogical 
to refuse them the right to buy seized heroin 
and convert it into codeine. If such heroin 
were sold to them, there would be exactly 
the same security as existed when they 
were authorised to buy opium or morphine 
for conversion into codeine. 

M. Bourgois, however, agreed to destruc
tion, since the conversion of a seized drug 
into another substance was tantamount to 
destroying it. Conversion offered even greater 
safeguards than destruction, since. an~one 
could be instructed to throw their seized 
goods into the water, whereas conversion was 
a chemical process which had to be carried 

· out by manufacturers who possessed the 
Government's confidence, as was shown 
by the fact that they had a licence for the 
conversion of morphine into codeine. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) asked how M. Bour
gois contemplated controlling codeine. 

M. Bourgois (France) replied that that 
was another question and would have to be 
dealt with separately in the Convention. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) thought 
that seized drugs should be placed at the 
disposal of the Governments. Whereas, from 
the moral standpoint, there was no ~oubt 
of the Government's right to effect seizures 
under the law, no such question arose as to 
the method of handling those drug~. 

The main argument for destruction had 
not been dealt with by the Conference. It 
was that advanced by the Turkish delegat!on, 
that, in most cases, the substances seized 
would have to be destroyed because they 
were almost invariably mixed with other 
products such as talc or bone powder, 
which U:ade them useless for medical pur
poses. 

M Obradovitch (Yugoslavia), referring 
to h.is explanatory note on this q~~sti?n, 
laid stress on the fact that the utihsa~10n 
of seized drugs would cause over-pr~d~ction, 
since Governments woul~ be unwilling. to 
suspend all their factones from ~orkmg. 
They would find pretexts for alloWing fac
tories to continue to manufacture, and, . a~ .a 
result, there might; be a danger of illiCit 
traffic. 
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Failure to d~stroy seiz~ drugs would almost 
certainly upset the balance between the 
production of the raw mat~al and its uti
li.<:ation in the factory. If 5eiZ~ drugs were 
to be utilised in -the legitimate trade, there 
would be a decline in the demand for the raw 
material and consequently a surplus which 
might find its way into the illicit traffic. 

Lastly, there was the moral aspect. . It 
was inadmissible that Governments wh1ch 
were prepared to limit manufacture on 
humanitarian grounds should endeavour to 
earn revenue from seizures, with over
manufacture as the probable outcome. 

The reasons he had advanced for des
truction had not been answered. The Japan
ese delegate had urged that, if drugs were 
destroyed. there would be reason to fear 
in~ production of raw materials. That 
argument was easy to refute. The object 
of the Convention was to limit the manu
facture of narcotic drugs to the exact amount 
of the medical requirements of the world. 
The production of raw materials therefore 
must necessarily be MU~ by half, since, 
until last year, over 6oo,ooo k:ilogrammes of 
opium had been produ~. whereas the 
world's legitimate n~ amounted to about 
320,000 k:ilogrammes. There was, therefore, 
no reason for apprehending an increased 
output of raw materials. 

M. Bourgois had suggest~ that there would 
be no danger in utilising seized drugs if they 
could be converted into harmless substances. 
It should, however, be point~ out that, 
after being converted into such substances, 
the drugs might be converted back into 
dangerous substances. 

Hence, the only real solution- was the 
complete and immediate destruction of all 
seized drugs. 

~ir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
saJd the proposal was contrary to the British 
Government's policy in regard to the treat
ment of confiscated drugs. That policy had 
been adopted for two reasons : (I) the 
~ritish ~erument had not felt justified 
m ordering the destruction of valuable 
material and (2) it was of opinion that the 
destruction of confiscated drugs encouraged 
rather than discouraged the illicit traffic. 
The British Government had carried out its 
policy for a number of years and would not, he 
thought, be prepared to alter it. 

In Great Britain, seizures were not sold by 
public auction, as in France, but to licensed 
manufacturers, who used them in place of an 
equivalent amount of raw matenal 

He 1aw no r~n for drawing a distinction 
between herotn and other narcotic drugs. 
As a matter of fact, it was usually impossible 
to ate conf~~tated heroin as such. In most 
c:.ues, it deterior-ated by the time it was ready 
for use and had to be converted into morphine 
or tmne other 1ubsta~. If the Conference 

thought it useful, he would have no objection 
to stating that confiscated heroin should in 
all cases be converted. · 

He did not propose to deal at length with 
the Turkish and Yugoslav amendments, but 
pointed out that the use of confiscated drugs 
decreased the amount of raw opium that 
would otherwise be required for . .the manu
facture of the world's medical and scientific 
requirements. That did not injure the inte
rests of Turkey or Yugoslavia. The same 
amount of opium would be required for the 
world's legitimate supplies as if the confis
cated drugs had not been manufactured. 

Sir Malcolm hoped the point would not be 
pressed. .It would be unfortunate to adopt 
a proposal which · divided the delegations,· 
and which, in the British Government's 
opinion, was contrary to public policy. 

The President asked whether the Confer
ence wished to adjourn the question and 
explore the possibility of a compromise or 
whether it would vote immediately. 

Subhl Ziya Bey (Turkey) desired to 
remove a misunderstanding. In reply to 
M. Bourgois, he had never intended to refer 
to the position of any specific country. He 
had had in mind the law in force in several 
countries-among others, Turkey. 

The question of substance had been dealt 
with in its economic aspect by many speakers. 
The Turkish delegate personally was prepared 
to agree that, apart from the moral problem, 
on which he had laid stress, there was an eco
nomic problem. Sir Malcolm Delevingne's 
argument did not seem to him to be conclusive. 
The conversion of seized drugs into other pro
ducts was bound to have some effect on the 
production of raw materials. 

Obviously, the Conference could not 
succeed unless certain economic sacrifices 
were made, and no real result could be 
obtained unless the sacrifices were shared 
fairly among all countries. He therefore 
regretted that he must dissent from Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne's opinion. 

The various proposals whereby each State 
would be left free to operate in its own 
territory the system it thought most suitable, 
were not likely to prove successful. 

In conclusion, he would request the 
President to put the matter to the vote. 

M. Schultz (Austria) modified his original 
amendment to read as follows : 

" Seized drugs, if not destroyed, may be 
sold only to manufacturers for conversion 
into another non-narcotic substance under 
Government control." 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
asked that the Austrian amendment. be · 
discussed before the vote was taken. · 

The continuation of the discussion was 
adjourned to the next meeting. 
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TWENTY-FIRST MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Tuesday, June 30th, 1931, at 10 a.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 

56.-PREVENTION AND TREATMENT 
OF DRUG ADDICTION : DRAFT 
RESOLUTION PROPOSED BY THE 
ARGENTINE DELEGATION. 

The President announced that the Argen~ 
tine delegation had submitted the following 
draft resolution and suggested that it should 
be referred to the Business Committee : 

" The Conference, 
" (I) Recognising that, in the campaign 

against the spread of drug addiction, a 
reduction in the number of drug addicts 
is of the first importance ; 

" (2) That this reduction can only be 
obtained by the medical treatment, moral 
regeneration and social assistance of the 
addicts; 

" (3) That this treatment, regeneration 
and social assistance can only be effectively 
carried out in special institutions situated 
in country districts and not corning under 
the prison authorities ; 

" (4) Considering that, as drug addiction 
deprives a man of the normal use of his 
mental faculties and makes him a danger 
to himself and to society, addicts should 
not be allowed to retain their civil and 
political rights or engage in a liberal 
profession or in teaching : 

" Recommends the High Contracting 
Parties to incorporate in their legislation, 
if they have not already done so, provisions 
based on the principles set forth above and 
to encourage the founding of aid societies 
to prevent drug addiction by the exercise 
of moral pressure, ensure the reclamation 
of the addicts and organise the social 
assistance to be granted to them." 
The President's proposal was adopted. 

57.-EXAMINATION OF THE PRE
LIMINARY DRAFT CONVENTION 
DRAWN UP BY SEVERAL DELE
GATIONS (continuation). 

ARTICLE 8 (continuation) 
ADDITIONAL PARAGRAPH PROPOSED BY THE 

BRITISH DELEGATION. 

The President proposed t~at the __ Con
ference should discuss the followmg additional 
paragraph to Article 8 proposed by the 
British delegation : 

" At the end of Article 8, add a new 
paragraph in the following terms : 

•· • No High Contracting _Party ~ha~ be 
deemed to have violated 1ts obligations 
under this article if the total amount 

of any drug manufactured in any year 
should exceed the total of the amounts 
specified above by a margin not exceed
ing IO per cent of that total. Any such 
excess shall be deducted from the total 
of the estimates for the following year '." 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
said he had already pointed out, in the 
general discussion on the Franco-Japanese 
scheme, that the Governments would find 
considerable difficulty in seeing that the 
amount actually manufactured did not exceed 
the total of the estimates for horne consump
tion and conversion and for export. The 
Governments of the exporting countries 
would not know until the close of the year 
exactly what amounts had been exported. 

He thought some provision should be 
· inserted to make it clear that Governments 
would not be violating their obligations under 
Article 8, provided the amount manufactured 
did not exceed the total of the amounts 
specified by more than a certain margin. 
He suggested IO per cent, but this was only 
an approximation, and he would like to hear 
the views of the Conference. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) asked whether 5 per 
cent would not be a suitable margin and 
whether it would not be well to consider 
conversion. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) did not 
think a margin of IO per cent would be 
sufficient. He proposed that, on special 
permission from the Government, that margin 
could be exceeded. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
asked Sir Malcolm Delevingne whether it 
would not be possible to arrange for 
supplementary estimates in the section 
regarding estimates. This would render the 
article proposed by the British delegation 
unnecessary. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
did not think this would be possible, as 
the Governments would not know the 
total of manufactures or exports until the 
end of the year. After December Jist, a 
Government might find that 1,050 kilo
grarnrnes had been manufactured, whereas 
the total allowed under Article 8 was z,ooo 
kilograrnrnes. This question was quite dif
ferent from that of supplementary estimates 
which had to be made during the courst; of 
the year. Nor was it a question of stock, 
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but one of balancing exactly ·the quantity 
manufactured and the quantity allowed 
under Article 8. The Conference would 
notice that at the end of his amendment he 
had pro'lr-ided that any excess should be 
deducted from the following year. This was 
an ample safeguard. 

With regard to the margin, he thought 
10 per cent was about right, but perhaps 
s per cent would be acceptable. The best 
course might be to leave the matter undecided 
for the moment and to examine the figures 
with the Secretariat in order to see which was 
the most appropriate. 

M. Cavuzonl (Italy) pointed out that the 
difference in the morphine content of opium 
frequently exceeded the margin suggested. 
Should not that factor be taken into account ? 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain), 
though he did not altogether follow 
ll. Cavazzoni's question, thought the point 
an additional reason for the amendment. 
The manufacturers might find that the raw 
opium produced more morphine than was 
expected and there would be a slight excess ; 
but 10 per cent would cover any such excess. 

M. Cavazzonl (Italy) asked whether the 
Governments were able to check the morphine 
content of opium. U so, did they habitually 
do it? · 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
replied that the morphine content could be 
ascertained by analysis, but the amount of 
morphine actually extracted in the process 
of manufacture was not always the same. 

ltL van Wettum (Netherlands) said that 
in the case of factories with a small output 
there_ must be some meaus for making the 
margm larger. The quantity which could be 
manufactured at one time depended on the 
capacity of the factory. For example, a 
factory might be unable to manufacture less 
than 50 kilogrammes at a time, and if the 
quantity allowed to it were 30 kilogrammes, 
there should be a. margin of more than 10 per 
cent. The best way to deal with the matter 
was to fix the percentage and stipulate that 
the Government might . permit it to be 
exceeded. 

M. Sawada Uapan) thought the question 
of ~ks had been definitely decided when 
~~le 8 was adopted. He was afraid the 
BntJSh amendment might encourage rather 
than limit the manufacture of drugs. 

The President, in reply to ll. van 
Wettum, though:t it hardly admissible that a 
~~t which ~ giVen a strict under
taking JDJght take 1t upon itself to exceed 
the pre!Cribed quantity. Such authorisation 

1 should be given by lOme other authority. 

M. Yaa Wettum (~etherlands) referred by 
~~~ of com~rison to the last paragraph of 
no tJ.Cle I:Z, whtch authorised Governments to 
~ the stocb necessary for six months' 
reqo1rements. 

The President suggested that M. van 
W ettum should raise his proposal again in 
connection with Article 12. 

M. Cavazzoni had submitted an amend
ment to the British proposal, to the effect 
that the margin should be 5 per cent instead 
of 10 per cent, it being understood that the 
5 per cent included both manufacture and 
conversion. Perhaps, however, M. Cavazzoni 
would not press for a change in the text, 
since the British proposal referred to the total 
quantity of a drug, including internal con
sumption, exports, conversion and stocks. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) could accept the 
British proposal if he were assured that it 
covered the conversion of codeine. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
replied that if the Conference decided that 
the limitation provisions should apply to 
codeine, his. text would cover this drug. If 
M. Cavazzoni was referring only to the amount 
of morphine to be manufactured for the 
purpose of conversion into codeine, that was 
covered by Article 8. 

M. Cavazzonl (Italy) was prepared to vote 
for the British amendment if the British 
delegation satisfied him that it covered the 
conversion of codeine. Otherwise, he would 
vote against it. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
considered that the provisions of Article 8 
allowed sufficient latitude for manufacture. 

M. Sawada (Japan) shared the views of the 
delegation of the United States of America, · 
but was not entirely satisfied with the 
wording of the amendment. 

··Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that Article 8 imposed the 
condition that the total drugs manufactured 
during the year should not exceed a total of 
the four items : (x) the amount specified in 
the estimates as required for home consump
tion, (2) the amount specified in the estimates 
as required for conversion, (3) the amount 
required for the execution of export orders 
received during the year, and (4) the amount 
required to maintain the stock at the normal 
level. Neither the Japanese nor any other 
delegation had attempted to explain how their 
Governments intended to square those four 
items with manufacture during the year. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) said that his 
delegation failed to understand the amend
ment and would therefore abstain. If the 
amendment conflicted with what had been 
voted at the previous meeting in paragraph 4 
of Article 8, he would have to revert to the 
matter later. 
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The President put the principle of the 
British amendment to the vote. 

The British amendment was adopted in 
principle by fifteen votes to eleven. 

The President opened the debate on the 
first part of the Italian sub-amendment, to 
add " or converted " after " manufactured " 

· in the British amendment. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
appealed to M. Cavazzoni not to insist on 
this sub-amendment, which did not fit in 
with the British amendment. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) maintained his 
amendment and explained that in doing so 
he was thinking almost exclusively of codeine. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) supported the Italian amendment. 

The President was anxious that it should 
be clear that the Conference was voting on 
the Italian sub-amendment and not on the 
comments that had been made. 

The Italian sub-amendment to the British 
amendment was adopted by seventeen votes 
to Jen. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
stated that, as the Italian amendment made 
the British amendment unintelligible, he 
did not desire to take further part in the 
discussion. 

The President said that the Conference 
now had before it the Italian amendment. 
that the margin should be 5 per cent, and one 
by the British delegation that the figure 
should be left blank. 

M. Bourgois (France) asked that the vote 
might be taken by roll call. 

The Italian amendment was adopted by 
seventeen votes to four with twenty abstentions. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) said lie had 
abstained in conformity with his attitude 
at the time of the first vote. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) had abstained for 
the same reason. · 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
and M. de Castro (Uruguay) explained that 
their delegations had voted against the 
proposal because they saw no reason for 
including any percentage. 

The President put to the vote the whole 
of the British proposal, as amended. 

The British proposal as amended was adopted 
by eleven votes to eight. 

ARTICLE 8 (a) (continuation). 

The President recalled that, at the last 
meeting, Sir Malcolm Delevingne had been 
invited to prepare an additional text to be 
added to Article 8 (a). The article as now 
proposed by Sir Malcolm Delevingne read as 
follows : 

" The existing paragraph should be 
numbered ' I '. 

" New paragraph 2 : 

" ' In the event, however, of it being 
impossible to utilise the full amount for 
that purpose within the period in ques
tion, the portion remaining unused at 
the end of the year shall be deducted 
from the estimates for that country for 
the following year.' " 

Article 8 (a) was adopted. 

ARTICLE 19 (continuation). 

The President reopened the discussion 
on the question of the destruction of seized 
drugs and reminded the Conference that it 
had before it amendments proposed by the 
Turkish and Yugoslav delegations. 1 

M. Chen Ting (China) supported the 
amendment of the Turkish delegation, which 
provided for the destruction of seized nar
cotics. He explained that this method had 
been in force in China for a considerable time 
and had assisted in suppressing the illicit 
traffic. The Conference might be aware 
that enormous quantities of narcotic drugs 
were seized in China every year, and they 
were often many times larger than those 
needed for medical and scientific purposes. 
If China had utilised them to meet its 
legitimate requirements it would never have 
required to import narcotics, but the Chinese 
Government, in spite of the economic sacri
fice involved and for humanitarian reasons, 
had not adopted such a measure but had 
destroyed all seized drugs by fire. 

M. Chen Ting recalled that, at the last 
session of the Advisory Committee on Traffic 
in Opium and Other· Dangerous· Drugs, the 
Chinese delegate had put forward the same 
suggestion during the discussion of the 
question of the disposal of seized drugs. 
Unfortunately, it had been rejected by that 
Committee. He was glad to see, therefore, 
that the Turkish delegate had submitted an 
amendment to this effect and that many 
delegates had already supported it. . It would 
be one of the greatest achievements of the 
conference if the Turkish amendment were 
adopted for inclusion in the Convention. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said the Soviet Union delegation 
was in favour of the total destruction of all 
narcotic drugs seized in the illicit traffic. 
As the Conference had accepted the control 
of stocks as the method of limitation of the 
manufacture of narcotic drugs, this procedure 
was essential, otherwise the world stocks 
would automatically increase every year. He 
therefore supported the Turkish proposal. 

The ·President put the Turkish proposal 
to the vote by roll call. 

The delegations voted as follows : 

For the proposal : Albania, Argentine, 
Canada, China, Costa Rica, Cub~, .Gree~e, 

·Guatemala, Hungary, Italy, La~Vla, P~rs~a, 
Spain, · Turkey, Union of Sov1et Soc1alist 

• See previous meeting. 
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Republics, United Sta:tes of America, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yugoslavia. 

A.gaiMSI lhe propostJl : Austria, Belgium, 
Denmark, Egypt, France, Germany, Great 
Britain, India, Irish Free State, Japan, 
Lithuania, Mexico, Netherlands, Portugal, 
Siam, Sweden. 

Abstained : Czechoslovakia, Switzerland. 
The Turkish propostJl was adopte~ by nine

Uen voles to sixteen with two abstentJons. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) explained. that 
he had abstained because, although SWitzer
land could agree in principle to the ~es
truction of seized drugs, it was hardly po.ss1ble 
to impose direct action on a Government by 
a majority vote. 

The President asked whether the C?n
ference wished to adhere to the Turkish 
amendment which had just been adopted or 
whether it would adopt, in whol~ or in p~rt, 
the wording proposed at t_he preVIous meetmg 
by the Yugoslav delegation. · 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) observed 
that there were two parts to the Yugoslav 
amendment. The first set forth the principle 
that seized drugs should be destroyed and 
was practically identical with the Turkish 
amendment which had been adopted ; he 
would therefore withdraw it. The second 
part dealt with the destruction of existing 
stocks of seized drugs. The reasons for this 
proposal were given in the explanatory note 
by the Yugoslav delegation. He would ask 
for a decision on this second point. 

Mr. Riddell (Canada) thought the period 
of one month proposed in the Yugoslav 
amendment as the time-limit within which 
drugs seized should be destroyed was too 
short. Such drugs had frequently to be 
kept as exhibits for a considerable period for 
the purposes of prosecution. 

Mr. Anslinger (United States of America) 
supported Mr. Riddell's observations. The 
United States delegation preferred the text 
proposed by the Turkish delegation. 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) thought 
that this was a question of form which could 
be settled later or referred to the Drafting 
Committee. · 

M. Rasmussen (Denmark) proposed that, 
in the second paragraph, the words "from 
the date of signature of the present Conven
tion" should be amended to read, "from the 
date of the entry into force of the present 
Convention ,. . 

The President pointed out that Govern
ments were under no legal obligation if they 
had signed, but not ratified, a Convention. 
The time-limit for the destruction of drugs 
began to run only from the time when the 
Convention came into force for each Govern
ment. A form of words would therefore have 
to be found prescribing that this clause 
applied to all stocks existing at the time of 
stgnature, but that the time-limit for their 
~truction began from the date of the entry 
mto force of the Convention. · 

M. Perez (Argentine) propo,sed, .in order 
to meet the Canadian delegate s pomt, that 
the words used in the first line of the second 
paragraph should be, "stocks derived from 
definitive seizures ". 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) was pre
pared to accept an amendment on the lines . 
suggested by the President, and asked the 
Conference to decide first on the principle 
that existing stocks derived from seizures 
should be destroyed. 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico) had voted 
against the destruction of seized drugs, 
because it would encourage fraudulent manu
facture. As, however, the Conference had 
adopted the Turkish amendment, the. drugs 
should, in his view, be destroyed w1th all 
possible despatch and as soon as the prose
cution of the offenders permitted. 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) said that 
the Irish delegation associated itself with 
M. Martinez de Alva's remarks. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) thought that the Conference 
should decide whether it was in favour of 
the principle. The time-limit could be dealt 
with by the Drafting Committee. 

The President replied that the Drafting 
Committee had no jurisdiction over matters 
of substance, and the time-limit must be 
fixed by the Conference itself. 

Subhi Ziya Bey (Turkey) agreed and 
proposed a time-limit of three months after 
the entry into force of the Convention. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) proposed that the Conference 
should decide on the principle of the Yugoslav 
proposal and should then ask the delegates 
of the United States of America, Canada and 
the Argentine, who had raised certain objec
tions, to form a small Sub-Committee to 
decide upon the time-limit. 

The President announced that he had 
received a proposal from the Mexican deJe
gate that drugs seized should be destroyed 
immediately after . the close of the legal 
proceedings. 

M. Casares (Spain) thought agreement 
might be possible on a formula on the lines 
suggested by the Mexican delegate. The 
time-limit would be a number of months 
after the close of criminal proceedings. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
said the United States delegation was pre
pared to accept provisionally the Mex1can 
proposal that seized drugs in the hands of 
Governments when the Convention came into 
force should be destroyed as soon as the legal 
proceedings relating to them had been 
completed. 
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The President said the Mexican delegate 
was prepared to accept the Turkish amend
ment that the time-limit for the destruction 
of existing stocks of seized drugs should be 
three months. · ·' · 

I ~ •.. 

Mr. Riddell (Canada)· thought the time
limit should not be left blank unless there 
were some guarantee that the Convention 
would not interfere with prosecutions. He 
was prel?ared to accept the Mexican amend
ment, as it would. meet the· position. In 
Canada, exhibits had sometimes been kept 
as long as four years. · Three months would 
not, therefore, be adequate unless special 
provision were made in the case of exhibits, 
as proposed by the Mexican delegate. 

The President thought time would be 
saved by voting first on the principle of the 
Yugoslav amendment. If that were adopted, 
the Conference could decide the time-limit 
later. 

. The Yugoslav amendment was adoptei by 
twenty-three votes to six. . , · 

' ' 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico) suggested, 
as regards the time-limit, that a distinction 
must be made between seizures in respect 
of which the courts had not yet passed judg
ment and those in regard to which a verdict . 
had been given. In the latter case, the 
drugs should be destroyed immediately'. 

The President thought that, to meet 
M. Martinez de Alva's point, the most suitable 
drafting would be the following : 

" They shall be destroyed within a 
period of . . . days or .months as 
from the entry into force of the Convention 
for the party concerned, and, at latest, 
within a period of . . . days or months 
after the final decision of the courts." 
This text was adopted. 

The President proposed that the time
limit should be three months. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

ARTICLE 9 (continuation). 

The President reminded the Conference 
that, · at the last meeting, this article had 
been held over pending a decision on 
Article 19, and that the British am,endment 
h\(i been taken as a basis of discussion. It 
would, however, have to ·be modified to 
bring it into line with the Turkish proposal 
which had been adopted. 

The Conference adopted ·Article 9 in the 
form proposed by the British delegation, 
subject to the amendments necessitated by the 
adoption of Article 19. 

ARTICLE IO. 

~ The President observed that amend
_ments had been received from the British 
and Yugoslav delegations, and added that, 
if the text proposed by the group of dele
gations (Annex xo) we~e a;d?pted, it wo~ld 
have to be revised to bnng tt mto conformtty 
with the new Article 8. 

• 
A mended · Text proposed by the British 

Delegation. 
" If at the time of the entry into force 

of the present Convention, or at the 
beginning of any subsequent year, the then 
existing stock of any narcotic drug in any 
country exceeds the amount of the reserve 
stock of that drug which, according to the 
estimates of that country, it is desired to 
maintain in that country, such excess shall: 

" (a) In the case of a manufacturing 
country, be deducted from the total 
quantity of that drug to be manufactured 
during the current year ; 

" (b) In the case of a non-manufac
turing country,' be deducted from the 
amount of that drug to be imported into 

. that country during the year. 
"Alternatively, the excess stocks men

tioned in the preceding paragraph existing 
at the time of the entry into force of the 
present Convention shall be taken posses
sion of by the Government, and released 
from time to time in such quantities only 
as may be in conformity with the present 
Convention. Any. quantities so released 
during any year shall be deducted from the 
total amount to be manufactured or 
imported as the case may be during that 
year." 

Amended Text proposed by the Yugoslav 
Delegation. 

" All quantities of narcotic drugs exist
ing · in a manufacturing country at the 
time of the entry into force of the present 
Convention in excess of the total quantities 
defined in paragraphs I, 2, 3(a) and 4(b) 
of Article 8, plus the normal supplies in 
the country, shall be destroyed under 
State supervision within a period of one 
month. 

" Explanatory Note.-The stocks of nar
cotic drugs over and above ·the quantities 
to be manufactured in the ordinary way, 
the maintenance of which is permitted by 
the Franco-Japanese plan, include : 

•• (x) Reserve stocks placed under 
Government control (Article 6, para
graph 2); 

" (2) Factory reserves not exceeding 
25 per cent of the estimated requirements 
of the said country : 

" (3) Special factory stocks not exceed
ing 50 per cent of the total exports of 
the said country. ·. 

· •· If to these fairly large stocks were to 
be added the surpluses, which in certain 
countries are perhaps very considerable, 
the objections raised to the Franco
Japanese plan, based on the contention 
that this plan would not lead to a genuine 
limitation of manufacture, would be to 
some extent justified." 
M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) observed 

that Article 8 prescribed the maximum 
amount of stock a countrv was authorised 
to bold. The figure was farrly large, because 
it bad not only to cover the normal needs of 
a country, but to suffice for emergencies as 
well. The Yugoslav delegation therefore had 
considered that it might be useful to stipulate 
that existing quantities in excess of the total 

II 
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of the amounts defined in Article 8 should be 
destroyed. 

M Casares (Spain) urged the Yugoslav 
dele ·ation to withdraw its amendment ~~;nd 
to a~quiesce in the British amendment bemg 
taken as a basis of discussion. 

M. Bourgols (France) asked whether the 
Yugoslav delegation's propos~ meant that 
excess stocks of opium to which the same 
conditions applied should ~so be destroyed, 
or whether it was intendmg ~o propose a 
parallel clause on that point. 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) replied that 
the Conference's terms of reference were to 
deal with the limitation of the man~facture 
of narcotic drugs only! and that 1t c';luld 
not consider the reduction ~f raw .maten~s. 
The latter question was entirely different 10 

aspect and would be discussed by . the 
Advisory Committee next .year. He hoped 
even that it would be possible to convene a 
Conference next year on the limitation of 
the production of raw materials. M. Bour
go:s' guestion was therefore s?mew~at out 
of place, as it had no connection With the 
object of the present Conference. 

In reply to M. Casares, M. Obradovitch 
agreed to accept as a b~sis of discussion the 
British amendment, wh1ch he had only seen 
after tabling his own. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) enquired the meaning 
of the word .. eventue!lement " at the begin
ning of the second paragraph of the British 
proposal. (French text). 

The President replied that this word did 
not correspond to the term in the English 
text, " alternatively", which meant alterna
tive methods. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
asked ·whether the existing stock in any 
country included stocks in the hands of 
manufacturers, wholesalers and retailers, and 
whether the reserve stock referred to in 
Article IO was the same as the reserve stock 
referred to in Articles 6 and 8. 

The President replied that the . words 
" re~rve .stock " h~~;d. certainly the same 
mearung 10 the Bnbsh proposal and in 
Article 8. They meant the total reserve 
which a country considered necessary. Each 
country was to indicate the composition of 
the reserve in accordance with the methods 
to be defined in Chapter I of the Annex. 

M. ~avazzo~ (Italy) proposed that the 
word alternatively " ·should be deleted. 

The am:nd~ent did not provide for dif~er~nt 
methods and there was no contradiction 
between the two paragraphs. 

The President r~plied that the British 
proposal had the following meaning : If, at 
the time of the coming into fo~ce of tl~e 
Convention, there was an excess 10 a parti
cular country, the latter could ~~;tte~pt to 
dispose of it for general consumption 10 two 
ways. If it were a manufacturing country, 
the excess could be deducted from the total 
quantity of the drug in question authorised 
for manufacture .in the course of the year. 
This procedure, however, might be impossible, 
if, for instance, the excess stock were larger 
than the authorised manufacture for one 
year. It was also possible that a country 
might not wish to adopt this method, owing 
to the fact that the excess stocks were 
dangerously near to the quantity to · be 
manufactured, and it might therefore have to 
suspend manufacture for a year. 

If the country could not or did not wish 
to apply the above method, it would, under 
the British proposal, be allowed to choose the 
second-that was to say, to keep the stocks 
under strict control and not allow them to 
be disposed of except in accordance with the 
proposed rules. The British. proposal, th~r~
fore, did undoubtedly prov1de two possibi
lities, and either one of the two parts forming 
the text must be deleted or the proposal 
revised so· as to preclude any misunder
standing. 

M. Casares (Spain) th"ught there was no 
contradiction between the two parts of 
Article IO in the form proposed by the 
British delegation. In _point of fact, the 
stocks were to be handled in the same way 
under paragraphs (a) and (b). · The question 
was merely one of drafting which could be 
settled quite easily. · 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought the word " alternatively " should be 
retained. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) said that provided 
the French translation, which did not corre
spond to the English version, were amended, 
he would have no r-bjection to the British 
proposal. 

The British proposal was adopted unani-
mously. . . · . · · 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) said that, in 
addition to the manufacturing and consum
ing countries, there were certain countries 
which were both manufacturers and con
sumers. The wording in the British amend
ment should be modified accordingly. 

The President took note of M. Dinichert's 
suggestion. 
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President M. DE BROUCURE. 

58.-QUESTION OF THE INTRODUC
TION OF DIRECT QUANTITATIVE 
LIMITATION OF THE MANU
FACTURE OF NARCOTIC DRUGS : 
PROPOSAL BY THE PANAMA 
DELEGATION. 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) said that, if 
he understood the . position clearly, the 
Conference had been convened, in pursuance 
of a resolution adopted by the rgzg Assembly, 
with a view to limiting the manufacture of 
the derivatives of opium and the coca leaf. 
This limitation was to be direct and quanti
tative. Up to the present, the measures 
adopted by the Conference, its Committees 
and Sub-Committees were purely measures 
of control or" super-control ",and not direct 
quantitative limitation, and he therefore 
suggested that the Conference should seriously 
consider the advisability of introducing into 
the Convention an article or articles pro
viding for such limitation, even though the 
margin for the quantities to be manufactured 
was liberal. 

He remembered that the Conference had 
approved the Secretariat's statement relating, 
among other matters, to world requirements. 
Jhe total of the world requirements then 
mentioned was no doubt made. up of com
ponent parts representing the requirements 
of the individual countries, and the statement 
relating to manufacture for legitimate require
ments was undoubtedly composed of figures 
representing the average manufacture in the 
various manufacturing countries for meeting 
the world's legitimate requirements. 

In those circumstances, he was of opinion 
that two sets of figures could be established 
and included in the text of the Annex to the 
Convention-one representing the medical 
and scientific requirements of each country, 
and the other representing the average annual 
manufacture for legitimate purposes of each 
of the actual manufacturing countries. This 
second figure would constitute a provisional 
limit beyond which no narcotic drugs should 
be manufactured unless such excess quantity 
were justified by the presentation of import 

. certificates issued in conformity with the 
stipulations of the Convention, as provided 
in the text of an article which he would have 
'distributed to the Conference.1 

1 The text of the new article proposed by the Panama 
• .,(lelegation reads as follows : 

·• "N1w Arlicll to bo irteludotl itt 141 Attfll• lo lu 
Drafj Cot~oet~liot~. 

" The High Contracting Parties undertake not to 
issue import certificates for substances covered by th~ 
Con~ntion for quantities which together would exceed 
a quantity of morphine base or cocaine mentioned in J 
Article . . . of the Annex as representing the 

At the same time, he requested the Secre
tariat to establish and distribute to the 
Conference the estimates relating to require
ments by countries, as well as the average 
quantities manufactured by manufacturing 
countries. · 

The President asked Dr. Hoffmann to 
put his suggestion into a form which did not 
conflict with the decisions already adopted 
and to indicate where he would like it to be 
inserted. 

59.-REPORT OF THE SUB-COMMIT
TEE ON CONTROL: STATEMENT 
BY M. DE VASCONCELLOS. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal), Chairman 
of the Sub-Committee, recalled that the 
Sub-Committee had been requested to revise 
Chapters III and IV of the Annex dealing 
with control, the original text of which had 
been drawn up on the basis of the ·quota 
system now discarded. The Sub-Committee 
had adopted a text which would be circulated, 
and was of opinion that the proposed con
trolling authority was unnecessary and that 
its duties could be entrusted to the present 
Permanent Central Opium Board. 

The President, replying to a question 
by Mr. Caldwell (United States of America), 
said the Sub-Committee's proposals would 
be duly discussed and if necessary amended. 

legitimate requirements of the individual High 
Contracting Parties to this Convention. Tbe High 
Contracting Partie• manufacturing narcotic drugs 
to which this Convention applies undertake not to 
release from their factories. for sale in their respective 
territories. to meet the legitimate medical and scientific 
requirements of these territories, quantities of nar~ 
cotic drugs in excess of the equivalent mentioned in 
Article • . . of the Annex, after deduction of 
imports, re·importations. stocks. etc. 

" The High Contracting Parties manufacturing 
narcotic drugs covered by the Convention undertake 
not to manufacture, during the year which will follow 
the entry into force of the present Convention, narcotic 
drugs in excess of quantities equivalent to the amount 
stipulated in Article . . . of the Annex. unless 
the said High Contracting Parties have received finn 
orders for such excess quantities, duly supported by 
import certificates issued in conformity with the 
terms of this Convention. 

" The High Contracting Parties undertake to limit 
their importations in the succeeding years in confor
mity with the terms of the p,...ent article, and those 
High Contracting Parties wbo manufacture narcotic 
drugs covered by this Convention undertake not to 
manufacture in the ensuing yean narcotic drugs in 
quantities exceeding thOM which may legitimately be 
manufactured in cooformitv with the terms of th .. 
present Convention:~ · 



6o -EXAMINATION OF THE PRE· 
. LIMINARY DRAFT CONVENTION 
DRAWN UP BY SEVERAL DELE· · 
GATIONS (Annex 10) (continuation). 

ARTICLE 9 (a). 

The President recalled that a new 
Article 9 (a) had been proposed by the 
group of delegations who ha:d drawn up the 
preliminary draft Convention now un~er 
discussion (Annex 10) and that an alternatl_ve 
proposal had been put forward by the Sw1ss 
delegation. 

Text proposed by the Group of Delegations : 

" As regards the substances referred to 
in group II (b) of para~aph 2 of Article I,1 

the quantities relating e1ther to t~e reser~e 
or to the special stock mentiOned m 
Article 8 shall be fixed by taking as a basis 
the quantity of morphine, intended to be 
used as such, maintained in the reserve or 
in the stock referred to above. 

" The High Contracting Parties under
take not to maintain, either in the reserve 
or in the stock, any quantity of the above
mentioned substances exceeding (I50 ?) 
per cent of the quantity of morphine fixed 
above." 

Text proposed by the Swiss Delegation, and 
Explanatory Note: 

"Explana~ory Note.-Article I divides 
the products covered by the Convention 
into three groups which should, by reason 
of their definitions, be subject to different 
regimes. Two articles should therefore be 
inserted in the Convention, reading some
what as follows : 

"Article . 

" The products included in group I 
(narcotic drugs) shall be liable to limita
tion in the sense of the present Convention, 
subject to the provisions of Article 2 (a), 
which lays down a special procedure for 
diacetylmorphine. The saine shall apply 
to the substances which can be converted 
into narcotic drugs, comprised in sub
group (a) of group II. 

"The substances in sub-group (b) of 
group II shall be dealt with in the manner 
described in Article . . . hereunder. 

" The products contained in group III 
~hall be liab~e, where necessary and depend
mg. on therr nature and effects, to the 
regime of absolute limitation or that of 
~elativ~ limitation with control defined 
m Article . . .• 

" Article . 

" The High Contracting Parties shall 
not be bound to furnish estimates in the 
sen~ of Article 3 on the quantities of 
codeme and et~ylmorphine required by 
them. for_ domestic consumption, since the 

1 Sc~ the report of the Technical Committee 
(Annex 18). 

1 
Subject of cour.te to the derision taken regarding 

t~. May propooal and its posaible oubotitutioo {or the· 

ti
rel!lme .. tabtished by Article 10 of the Geneva Conven-

oo. 

• • 
use of such drugs, particularly· codeine, 
may vary, according to circ_umstances, .to 
a considerable degree, makmg any pnor 
estimate impossible. 

" The countries parties to the Con
vention whether they themselves manu
facture {manufacturing countries) or import 
the morphine used for manufacturing 
codeine and ethylmorphine (converting 
countries) shall, for purposes of general 
information, show in their estimates the 
quantities of morphine necessary, as they 
anticipate, for such manufacture or con
version. These amounts may, however, 
be increased if the manufacturers submit 
a request based on the orders received, the 
nee<! for forming and maintaining sufficient 
stocks or any other reason. Such modifi
cations shall be notified to the Permanent 
Central Board (and to the Central Author
ities) for its (their) information. 

" The High Contracting Parties shall see 
that the quantities of morphine required 
by manufacturers for conversion into 
codeine and ethylmorphine are actually 
used for that purpose ; they shall be in
formed by manufacturers of any conver
sion of codeine into a narcotic drug. Any 
sale of codeine and ethylmorphine to a 
wholesale dealer shall be reported to the 
competent authority of the country. 

" Morphine imported for conversion into 
codeine and ethylmorphine shall be defin
itely shown as such on the import permit. 

" The High Contracting Parties further
more undertake to apply to the manu
facture of and trade in codeine and ethyl
morphine the following provisions of the 
Geneva Conv.ention : 

· " (I) The provisions 
regarding manufacture, 
and wholesale trade ; 

of Article 6 
import, export 

" (2) The provisions of Articles I2 and 
I3 (import and export certificates), with 
the reservation that the exporting coun
try shall not be bound in the case of 
exports to demand the import certificate 
of the importing country ; · 

" (3) The provisions cf Article 22, para
g~aph I (b) (statistics of manufacture), 
With the reservation that such statistic:; 
shall only be furnished annually. 

" The provisions of sub-paragraphs 2 and 
~ shall n:ot apply to preparations contain- ' 
mg codeme and ethylmorphine. 

" The home trade in codeine and ethyl
morphine shall not be subject to any 
restriction or measure of control other than 
those applying to conversion and wholesale 
trade and those laid down in national · 
legislations regarding the profession of 
chemist." · 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) pointed out 
that the task now was to determine the- · 
regime to which the various products covered 
by. the Conv~ntion would be subfect. The 
SWiss delegation thought that there should 
be a general article stating that the various 
products cov~red by the Convention should 
not all be subJect to the same regime. 
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In. view of its mC?re and more frequent use, 
codeme, as the SWJ.ss delegation held, should 
not be ~ubject to the strict regime of the 
Convention but to more elastic regulations. 
Strict regulations could not be !lpplied because 
no exact estimates regarding its use would be 
availa~le; consumption varied from year to 
year In accordance with various circum
stances. 

On the other hand, the Swiss delegation 
thought that countries parties to the Con
vention should, in their estimates, show the 
,quantities of morphine required for conversion 
into codeine. Such estimates, of course, 
would not be absolutely rigid as they would 
be based on the quantities of codeine manu
factured in previous years. For that reason, 
paragraph 2 of the second article proposed 
in the Swiss amendment provided that these 
quantities might be increased on a request 
by the manufacturers, based on the need for 
forming and maintaining sufficient stocks, 
or for any other reason. Naturally, these 
reasons would have to be deemed adequate 
by the Governments to which they were made 
and the ensuing modifications notified to the 
central authority for its information. He 
wished to stress the grave responsibility 
incurred by a Government which authorised 
an increase in the quantities of morphine for 
conversion into codeine, since it would be 
bound to see that the raw material was really 
used for that purpose. The Governments, 
however, might be trusted to do this. 

'!t had been stated that codeine could be 
converted into a narcotic which at present 
was being manufactured from thebaine, 
another opium alkaloid. The narcotic in 
question was dicodide, a comparatively recent 
discovery, which now came under the Con
vention. This was clearly a possibility which 
must be taken into account, and it was for 
this reason that the Swiss delegation had 
prepared a text on the subject. 

As regards the question of domestic and 
international control over codeine, the Swiss 
delegation held that codeine should be 
subject to control and had included in its 
amendment a paragraph to that effect, 
providing that Articles I2 and I3 of the 
Geneva Convention would apply to codeine, 
with the reservation that the exporting 
country would not be bound in the case of 
exports to demand the import certificate of 
the importing country. . 

The home trade would be controlled from 
the beginning-that was to say, the raw 
material, opium, until the finished product, 
codeine, was produced ; such control was 
already being exercised and it would not be 
difficult to increase it. 

Codeine should also be controlled when it 
left the works ; delivery should be subject to 
the manufacturing country giving the neces
sary authorisation or receiving a delivery 
certificate. 

Doctors and pharmacists were anxious that 
the retail .trade should not be subject to 
any restriction. They would not agree that 

• 
there should be any limitation whatever on 
the sale of an article which, once it had passed 
into the retail trade, became harmless and 
could not be. used for illicit purposes. The 
Swiss proposal therefore provided that the 
home trade in codeine should not be subject 
to any restriction or measure of control other 
than those applying to conversion and whole
sale trade, and those laid down in national 
legislations regarding the profession of phar
macist. 

What he had said about codeine applied, 
of course, to ethylmorphine also, which, 
however, was very little used. Dionine 
could not, so far as he knew, be converted 

. into a narcotic drug. Both dionine and 
codeine might be treated alike. 

M. Casares (Spain), on behalf of the group 
of delegations, explained 'that the draft · 
Article 9 (bis) it had proposed had been 
drafted before Article 8 had been changed. 
As the latter in its new form made no reference 
to reservations or special stocks, the old 
Article 9 ( bis) could not be maintained tel quel 
and would be withdrawn. 

Speaking as Spanish delegate, he thought 
codeine manufacture might temporarily be 
limited on the basis of the limit fixed for 
morphine. This system could be used until 
codeine estimates supplied the data necessary 
to enable limitation to be effected in the same 
way as for other products. 

He did not agree that no estimates could 
be framed for codeine. The Health Com
mittee had supplied data showing· that a 
certain proportion existed between the normal 
consumption of codeine and that of morphine, 
namely IS to IO. Moreover, the reports on 
this subject published in the United States 
of America proved that this proportion had 
never been exceeded in practice. Even in 
I930, when influenza was exceptionally pre
valent, the consumption of codeine in the 
United States had not exceeded ISO per cent 
of morphine consumption. 

As codeine was less harmful than the other 
drugs, the Spanish delegation thought that 
a higher margin might be fixed for it than 
for other products, say so or even IOO per 
cent ; but there should be estimates for 
codeine requirements. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) was sorry to have to 
enter an energetic objection to the Swiss 
proposal. In his opinion, codeine should be 
controlled. When every allowance had been 
made for the opinion of the medical profession 
and the legitimate requirements of the sick, 
it should not be overlooked that for many 
years past huge quantities of morphine had .. 
escaped control because codeine manufacture 
was uncontrolled, and it was sufficient for 
there to be one dishonest manufacturer, who 
took advantage of the manufacture of 
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od . for large quantities of morphine to c eme, . 
pass into the illicit tr:Vf1c. . 

He urged the Conference to remember It 
had a moral and social ~u~y a.nd not to 
hesitate before minor difficulties of an 
administrative nature. 

Th Swiss delegation had said that codeine 
requi~ements could not be e~timated, _though 
it had also agreed that es~1mates ~ught be 
submitted of the mor_phme reqUired for 
codeine manufacture, which he thought wo~ld 
amount to the same thing. Man.ufacturn~g 
countries could always ask for an mcrease. m 
the quantities of morphine need~d for codeme 
manufacture in exceptional cJrcumstanc.es. 
Even though the margin fixed for codeme 
was rather high, it would always be one step 
forward. 

Importing countries were prepared ~o issue 
import certificates, and M. Ca~azzoru co~d 
not see why the manufactunng countnes 
should refuse to accept them. 

In conclusion the Italian delegate stated 
that codeine should be controlled like all 
other narcotic drugs. He appealed to the 
Conference· to try and find common ground 
for agreement on this question. 

M. Bourgois (France) thought the regime 
applied to all narcotic drugs should also apply 
to codeine except as regards quantities 
dispensed to patients and export in the form 
of preparations-that was to say, not in 
bulk. In view, however, of the considerable 
variations in consumption, he suggested 
that general satisfaction might be given if 
an article of the Convention were to provide 
that special facilities would be given to 
countries for presenting during the year duly 
authenticated supplementary estimates. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
said he was unable to accept all the details of 
the Swiss proposal. He considered that it 
should be possible to submit estimates for 
codeine, to be followed by a supplementary 
estimate when necessary. He could not 
accept the suggestion that an exporting 
country should not be bound to demand a 
certificate from the importing country, and 
was prepared to submit a written amendment 
on this point. 

The President thought M. Bourgois' 
proposal was somewhat similar to a provision 
m the Regulations attached to the draft 
~nvention proposed by the Advisory Com
m~ttee (Annex 7) providing that countries 
m1~ht, if n~cessary, furnish supplementary 
estimates With an explanation of the circum
stances justifying them. To make the latter 
less ~requ~nt, it might perhaps be possible to 
modify ~lightly a passage which the draft 
Convention alr~ady contained (Chapter I (3) 
of th~ Regulah~ns). !he fixing of a wider 
margm_ for codeme m1ght make it possible 
to avoid supplementary estimates to some 
extent. 

S~bhi ~iY!' Bey (Turkey) pointed out that 
codeme-m 1tself a harmless product-only 

came under discussion in so far as there was 
a presumption that it might be converted 
into a harmful product. He thought, there
fore that there should be a system of control 
for ~odeine, though it need no~ be the same. 
as that applied to other narcotic drugs. 

Turkey had, without waiting for the con
clusion of international agreements, ~ready 
instituted a system of control for codeme by 
means of a law which provided that the 
manufacture of codeine should be under 
Government control ; that a special Govern
ment authorisation should be required for~ 
exports of codeine and tha_t the home trade 
in codeine should be subJect to the rules 
governing pharmaceutical trans~ctions in 
poisonous substances. The Turk1sh system 
gave entire satisfaction and should prove 
equally satisfactory in other countries. The 
Swiss proposal resembled the Turkish law. 
The Turkish delegation would therefore 
support it and be glad to see it adopted by 
all the delegates. 

Colonel Sharman (Canada) said the 
Canadian delegation thought it essential 
that import and export licences should be 
required for codeine. It would like to see 
codeine controlled up to the time when it 
reached the wholesaler. 

The difficulty of preparing estimates was 
not insuperable, but a wide margin was 
necessary. In Canada, the importation of · 
morphine in 1928, 1929 and 1930 had re
mained constant, whereas the importation 
of codeine had increased by practically 100 
per cent. A wide margin should therefore 
be allowed. 

M. Bourgois (France) thaught it might 
give general satisfaction if the Conference 
reverted to the text adopted on the previous 
day for Article 8, expanding it a little and 
increasing the margin above the 5 per cent 
mentioned there. 1 

M. Kahler (Germany) reminded the Con
ference that the use of codeine in Germany 
was increasing. He therefore supported the 
Swiss proposal. The German med1cal pro
fession could not agree · to any control 
whatever being exercised over the internal 
consumption of codeine, and, if his impression 
were correct, the Conference recognised that 
medical men were free to prescribe codeine 
for their patients. 

He agreed, on the other hand, that the 
manufacture of codeine and its distribution 
to wholesalers should be controlled, and 
would also accept limitation by means of 
estimates, allowance being made for a wider 
margin. It should, however, be understood 
that pharmaceutical specialities containing 
codeine were not to be controlled. 

In conclusion, he believed . no import 
certificate was necessary, and pointed out 
that otherwise administrative complications 
would arise. 

• See Minute• of the twenty-lint meeting, pagea 158 
and •59· 



Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought it would help the Conference if 
M. Bourgois, in preparing his text, would 
make clear whether he intended the control 
of exports and imports to apply to prepar
ations containing codeine. The Conference 
would remember that the new scheme of 
limitation depended on, among other things, 
the amount of exports of the drugs to which 
the Convention applied. If the scheme were 
to apply to codeine, the Government, in 
order to ascertain the total amount that 
might be manufactured in any one year, 
.'\Veuld have to ascertain the amount of codeine 
exported in any form whatsoever. A con
siderable amount of drugs of all kinds, includ
in~ codeine, was used for making prepar-

• ations, and if export and import control did 
.not apply to such preparations, there would 
be a very big loophole. 

Moreover, as the amount of codeine to be 
manufactured would be limited to the 
amounts exported on the receipt of import 
certificates under the provisions of the 
Geneva Convention, he thought it would not 
be permissible to manufacture any codeine 
for making preparations for export if the 
import and export control did not apply to 
them. 

Dr.· Carriere ·(Switzerland), replying to 
the various objections raised to the Swiss 
proposal, said that M. Cavazzoni had appealed 
to the Conference's feelings of humanity. 
Might he emphasise once and for all that 
the Swiss delegation was quite as susceptible 
a~ any other to such sentiments ? it had never 
defended the standpoint of the manufacturer. 

The Technical Committee had divided the 
products which were to , come under the 
Convention into two groups : The group of 
narcotic drugs, with an annex referring to 
products convertible into narcotics, and the 
group of produc~s which could no~ be. con
sidered as narcotic drugs. The, logtcal mfer
ence was that the articles contained in the 
two groups should be treated ciifferently. 

' ' ' 

On the question of co~eine h.e woul.d. ~ay 
that his statement regardmg the unposstbth~y 
of supplying estimates referred to domestic 
consumption. All medical men wo.xld agree 
that it was impossible to estimate the amount 
of .codeine needed for. a country'e home 
consumption, and the figures given by the 
Canadian representative proved that ~uch 
consumption might vary considerab!Y m a 
single country. Furthermore, A~tcle 3, 
which the Conference had adopted, shpula~ed 
that each contracting party should fur':ush 
annually to the Permanent Central OplUJ?l 
Board estimates of the requirements. of thetr 
territories in the ma'tter of narcotic drugs 
for use as such for domestic consumption and 
for conversion, and that codeine was one of 

• •• the few drugs which could' be converted in 
the sense hitherto attached to that term. 

' ' .. 
He believed, on the other hand, that 

estimates of manufacture could be prepared, 
either by giving the quantities of morphine 
needed for producing codeine or by giving 
estimates in terms of codeine itself. The 
main point was to control the morphine used 
for such conversion, and that should be 
done just as strictly in the case of morphine 
intended for corversation into codeine as 
for other morphine. In other words, it 
should apply to the factory books, to 
deliveries, exports, imports and wholesale 
sales. On that point he felt he was in entire 
agreement with M. Cavazzoni, but it should 
be clearly understood that the estimates of 
manufacturing countries might be followed 
by supplementary estimates, prepared either 
in accordance with the usual system ot by the 
manufacturing country itself which would 
notify them to the central authority. Inci
dentally, the latter would never be able to 
say whether such estimates exceeded. the 
requirements or not, since it did not definitely 
know the codeine requirements of any given 
year. 

The Swiss delegation held that, starting 
with the wholesale or semi-wholesale dealer, 
the home trade should not be subject to any 
restrictions other than those imposed by the 
national legislation. 

. As regards exports, an export certificate 
should be required, since States undertook 
to see that the quantities of morphine required 
for conversion into codeine were actually 
used for that purpose. . .. 

On the questio~ of imports, his delegation 
conceived that, 'to simplify transactions, t~e 
exporting country should not be bound m . 
the case of exports to demand the imp?rt 
certificate of the importing country, seemg 
that all exports were reported to that 
country. If the reservation on this point 
which the Swiss proposal contained, and 
which was dictated. by practical consider
ations, proved an obstacle to an agreeme~t, 
his delegation would be prepared to abandon tt. 

' ' 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) hoped the 
Conference would adopt the Swiss amend
ment in view of the concession Dr. Carri~re 
had ~ade. There was another side to the 
humanitarian aspect of the question-the 
need of giving patients the remedies they 
req_uired. It should be remembered that 
Swttzerland received annually a large number 
of sick people, which might vary by hundreds 
or thousands, so that the competent author
ities could not possibly estimate the amount 
of codeine needed for a particular' year. 
Without doubt, adoption of the Swiss proposal 
would mean an improvement on the present 
state of affairs. 

Dr. Hrdlicka (Czechoslov:'-kia), spea~ing 
as a medical man, agreed wtth Dr. Carrte~e 
and supported the Swiss proposal. Hts 
delegation was prepared to accept control 
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over the manu,~cture of codeine, b_ut ~d ~ot 
think it possible to contempla:te the msh!uhon 
of control over th' consumption of codeme. 

M. Casares (Spain) felt that D!· Carriere's 
statement gave grounds for hopmg that an 
agreement could be reached, and proposed 
that a small sub-committee composed of 
members of the delegations chiefly concerned 
should be appointed for this purpose. 

Replying to M. de Vasconcellos, he would 
like to say that the advocates of control had 
never dreamt of depriving the sick of. a 
useful medicine, seeing that a very Wide 
margin had been proposed for the estimates 
of requirements in codeine. It was mer~ly 
a case of filling a gap which the Convention 
would otherwise have left. 

M. Sj6strand (Sweden) said that control 
over narcotic drugs had recently been intro
dured in Sweden. If control were extended 
to non-narcotic drugs, certain difficulties 
would arise with regard to the ratification of 
the Convention. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) said the Swiss 
delegation would be glad if a common measure 
of agreement could be achieved, and was 
therefore prepared, not merely to accept 
M. Casares' suggestion, but also to collaborate 
with any delegates appointed to the sub
committee proposed. 

The President asked the Conference to 
authorise him to consult the authors of the 
proposals and prepare a compromise text for 
submission to the Conference. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
approved the President's suggestion, but 
pointed out that the United States delegation 
co~d not accept the last paragraph of the 
SWiss proposal. The United States had 
already done more than was required in this 
paragraph, and did not propose to alter its 
legislation. · 

The procedure suggested by the President 
fllas adopted. 

ARTICLE II. 

The President recalled that amendments 
had been received from the British, United 
States, German and Soviet Union delegations. 

A. mended Te%1 proposed by the British Dele-
gation: . 

" No manufacture of any produ~t 
obtai~~:ed from. any of the phenanthrene 
alkal01ds of op1um or from the alkaloids of 
coca _lea~ •. not at present used for medical 
or sc1enhf1c pul'J?05es, shall take place in any 
country except 1n small quantities and for 
the _purpose of scientific research unless an <'I 
until th;e Health Committee of the League 
of Nahons, after having submitted the 
question for adv!ce and report to the 
Pef!Danen~ Co~m1ttee of the Office inter
national d ~ygtene publique in Paris, shall 
pronounce 1t to be useful for medical 
treatment. 

" If th~ Health Committee, after such 
r.onsultahon as aforesaid, tiecides that the 

product in qu~stion is c~pab~e of producing 
addiction, or 1s convert1ble mto a product 
capable of producing a~diction, that ~e
cision shall be commumcated to the H1gh 
Contracting Parties, and thereupo_n t~e 
provisions of the present Convention m 
respect of narcotic drugs shall apply to 
such product." 

A. mended Text proposed by the United States 
Delegation : 

" Excepting apomorphine and ape
codeine, no manufacture of any produ_ct 
obtained from any of the phenanthrene· 
alkaloids of opium or from the alkaloids 
of the coca leaf, not specified in groupi I 
and II (Section I, Article I, paragraph 2( q), 

. Document L.F.S.52{a), June 25th, I93I),.' 
shall take place in any country except in' 
small quanti ties for the purpose of scientific 
research unless and until the Health Com
mittee of the League of Nations, after 
having submitted the question for advice 
and report to the Permanent Committee 
of the Office international d'Hygiene 
publique in Paris, shall pronounce it to be 
useful for medical treatment. 

" If the Health Committee, after such 
consultation as aforesaid, decide that the 
product in question is capable of producing 
addiction, or is convertible into a product 
capable of producing addiction, that de
cision shall be communicated to the High 
Contracting Parties, and thereupon the 
provisions of the present Convention in 
respect of narcotic drugs shall apply to 
such product." . 

Amended Text proposed by the German 
.· Delegation : · . . 

" The High Contracting Parties agree not 
to allow trade in any product originating 

· from any of the alkaloids (phenanthrene) 
of opium or the alkaloids of the coca leaf 
which may fall under group III of para
graph 2 of Article r, without previous 
investigation ,of the medical value of the 
new product. Further, they undertake to 
inform immediately the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations of the admittance 
to trade -of such new product. The 
Secretary-General shall communicate the 
information thus received to the Health 
Committee of the League of Nations which 
after having submitted the questio~ to th~ 
Comite permanent de !'Office international 
d'Hygilme publique, of Paris, shall decide 
if t~e product in question may cause drug 
add1cbon or· may be converted into a 
pr?.duc~ ha~n_g this characteristic. Ill! p 

Th1s dec1S10n shall be communicated 
to . the Hig~ Co~~:trai:ting Parties, after 
wh1ch the stlpulatlons of this Convention· 
referring to narcotic drugs shall become 
applicable to this product." . 

Amendment proposed by the Soviet Union 
Delegation·: · . · 

" The Soviet Union delegation proposes 
to read the first paragraph of Article II 
as follows : 

".' Any High Contracting Party may 
notify the Secretary-General of the 
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International Narcotics Office of the 
existence on the market of any product 
which should be included in group III 
of Article I, paragraph 2. The Secre
tary-General will communicate the in
formation thus received to the Comite 
permanent de l'Office international 
d'Hygilme publique, of Paris, which Com
mittee shall decide whether the product 
in question should come under the 
scope of the present Convention.'" 

• · Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said the British amendment was much more 

· drastic than the original text. It was 
~rubstantially the same as the United States 
amendment, but differed considerably from 

•that proposed by the German delegation. 

He thought the British proposal was 
justified and would cause no serious inter
ferencq with the manufacture of drugs for 
medical purposes; but he admitted it would 
delay the placing· on the market of a drug 
which had been pronounced by the medical 
profession of any given country to be useful. 
On this · point, the German amendment 
differed from the British. · 

The Germ~n · proposal was . a substantial 
advance on the present situation, and he was 
prepared to accept a text based on it, pro
vided it received the general support of the 
Conference. 

M:;' Casares (Spain), speaking as the 
Rapporteur for the preliminary draft Con
vention now before the Conference, explained 
thatin a spirit of compromise he had agreed 
that the. text of the preliminary draft should 
replace the second paragraph of the Spanish 
amendment to Article I. As, however, several 
delegations had submitted amendments, he 
would withdraw the basic text in favour 
of either the British or the United States 
amendment, which were substantially. the 
saq~e. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
remarked that the United States amendment 
was the same as the British amendment, with 

. 
the exception that in the "fo7mer amendment 
the drugs were definect.. His delegation 
thought there would be\,less dispute if its 
phraseology were adopted. He agreed with 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne that this method of 
procedure was better than leaving manu
facturers to devise new drugs and put them 
on the market before control had been 
introduced. 

M. Kahler 1Germany) had no objection 
. to the text proposed by the group of dele
gations. The British and United States 
amendments, on the other hand, were, in the 
view of the German Government, too far
reaching since his Government would not be 
prepared to await until the Office inter
nationale d'Hygiene publique had decided 
whether a product was useful before putting 
it on the market. The text proposed by the 
group of delegations was an improvement on 
the present situation, and the German 
amendment strengthened it further by stipu
lating that the Government of the manu
facturing country should immediately inform 
the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations that a new product, recognised as 
useful, was going to be put on the market. 
Hitherto, Governments had not accepted any 
obligation in this respect and manufacturing 
countries had had entire freedom of action. 
If, however, before putting a new article on 
the market, the opinion of the Health Com
mittee and of the Office international 
d'Hygiene publique had to. be ascertained, 
scientific research might be hampered. In 
Germany, moreover, fresh medical products 
were very carefully investigated in a hospital 
or clinic and could only be put on the market 
after they had been proved to give good 
results. 

In M. Kahler's view this should be suf
ficient ; there seemed to be no point in 
introducing another international body. He 
would ask the Conference, in conclusion, to 
acquiesce in his Government's point of ·view 
and adopt the proposal which the German 
delegation had submitted. 

The continuation of the discussion was 
adjourned to the next meeting. 

TWENTY·THIRD MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Wednesday, July 1st, 1931, at 3 p.m. 
,. 

President M. DE BROUC!d:RE. 

6x.-EXAMINATION OF THE PRE· 
LIMINARY DRAFT CONVENTION 
DRAWN UP BY SEVERAL DELE· 
GATIONS (Annex IO) (continuation). 

ARTICLE II (continuation). 
Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) pointed out 

that there were three suggestions for the 
form of control to be exercised over products 

discovered after the entry into force of the 
Convention : (I} the system adopted in the 
1925 Convention ; (2) the May proposal ; 
(3) the proposals under. discussion. 

The Swiss delegation could not accept the 
British or United States proposal. The 
medical profession should not be deprived 
of a medicament which had been found to be 
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• 
useful, but whicli' c~Yuld only .be manuf~ctu~~d 
and sold in smalJ. quantities for sctenbftc 
purposes until the protracted procedure, 
suggested in both :proposals, had been com
pleted. 

The President pointed out that. under all 
the proposals made the manufacture of ne_w 
drugs was prohibited, except under certam 
conditions. Under the United States and 
British amendments their use would be 
subject to international, and under the 
German proposal to national, authorisation. 

M. Perez (Argentine) cited the case of a 
German factory which had discovered a new 

· product. After successful tests on animals, 
the drug was tried on hospital patients. Had 
Geneva to be asked for permission to manu
facture when it possessed no information of 
value on the drug? National authorisation 
should be sufficient for carrying on scientific 
research. 

The President pointed out that, under 
two of the amendments submitted, ·only 
small quantities of drugs.for the purpose 
of scientific research were exempt from the 
embargo on manufacture. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) believed 
that, if the medical profession's interests 
were disregarded, Governments would be 
unable to ratify the Convention. In the 
case in point, national authorisation was 
sufficient. If the drug were to be marketed 
all over the worl!i, international authorisation 
would. be given later-say, by the Health 
Comnuttee. A new drug could not be intro
duced into the illicit trade at once · some 

0 • 

time JIIUSt elapse before a market was created. 

. M •. Ka.hler (Germany) took the case of 
dicodide Invented by a German firm, which 
was only marketed after it had been investi
gated for not less than two years in a clinic 
under medical supervision. Such a procedure 
affor~ed the best guarantee. Germany would 
certatnly be quite willing to undertake to 
report Immediately the introduction of a 
ne~ product. In his opinion the competent 
natio~ authorities could take any necessary 
precautions immediately. 

~he President asked the :Conference to 
decide wh~ther, in certain circumstances at 
least, national authorisation as defined in 
~he Germ.an proposal was sufficient for the 
Introduction of new drugs. 

The German Proposal was adopted by 
twenty-five votes to four. 

The President asked the Conference to 
vote ~n two further questions of principle. 
Th~ ftrst was whether, as the German dele
g~tion auggest~, the national authorisation 
1 o~ld· be constdered void when the inter-
national a th 't · . u on Y arnved at a contrary 
concluston. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought the international 'authority should 
not decide whether a drug which the national 
Government had decided to be useful for 
medical purposes were useful or not. The 
German proposal was that the national 
authority should decide that question. The 
function of the international authority would 
be to decide whether a new drug was capable 
of producing addiction or of being converted 
into drugs which produced addiction,· and 
should come under the terms of the Geneva 
Convention and the new Convention. He 
suggested that the second question, should 
be put to the vote. . 

0 .. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) .agreed, 
One authority could not be set against the 
other. 

M. Kabler (Germany) suggested that the 
discussion be adjourned in order that· the 
British and German delegations could agree 
on a draft text. 

The President thought the Conference 
should decide forthwith which should be the 
competent international authority. All the 
proposals, except that of the Soviet Union, 
suggested the Health Committee of the 
League of Nations subject to its consulting 
the Paris Office international d'Hygiene 
publique. 

M. Weinberg (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that the central authority 
should be a body quite independent of the 
League of Nations, such as the International 
Narcotics Of~ice. The Soviet delegation 
would !lot object to the central authority 
consultmg the Permanent Committee of the 
Office international d'Hygiene publique. 

M. Figueredo-Lora (Costa Rica) said 
that although Costa Rica was not a Member 
of the League of Nations it was prepared to 
accept the two international authorities 
mentioned. It would be helpful to the 
Conference to have the opinion on this question 
o~ the delegations of other countries which 
did not belong to the League of Nations. 

The President replied that he could not 
put questions to part.icular delegations, but 
they were all free to gtve their opinion. The 
Uruted States proposal, moreover, mentioned 
the. Health Committee of the League of 
Na~10n~ and th~ Permanent Committee of the 
~fftce mternattonal d'Hygiene publique, as 
did also the German amendment. 

~· Martinez de Alva (Mexico) said the 
Mextcan Government. wo.uld ~e prepared to 
accept the two orgarusatlons m question. 

The Conference agreed by thirty-one: votes 
to one that decisions should be taken by the 
J!ealth Cotnmittee of the League, after ascertain-
1ng the vJews of the Permanent Committee of 
the Office international d' Hygiene publique. 

.The Pre~ident said the Conference had 
still to dectde whether a communication 



-171-

should be made by the Government which had 
granted the authorisation. That communi
cation might take one of two forms : Either 
a formal diplomatic application to the 
League of Nations, resulting in formal 
proceedings being opened for modifying 
group III and consequently the Convention 
itself ; or it might take the form of a simple 
communication to the Health Committee 
for its information. In the latter case, the 
Health Committee could decide whether the 
new product was likely to induce addiction 
and therefore came under the Convention. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
asked whether a Government which authorised 
the manufacture of a ·new product for sale 
ought not to give notice to the other High 
Contracting Parties and the Secretary-

• General of the League of Nations simulta~ 
neously. The latter would communicate the 
information to the Advisory Committee and 
the Permanent Central Opium Board. 

The discussion was adjourned to enable the 
British and German delegations to draw up 
a text. 

ARTICLE 12. 

Paragraph I. 

Sub-Paragraph (a) : 

The President recalled that the British 
delegation had proposed to replace the 
words "available to " by the words "in the 
possession of ". 

The British amendment was adopted. 
Sub-Paragraph (b) : 

The President observed that the British 
delegation had proposed the following amend
ments: 

" After ' preparations ' insert the words 
' containing the drugs ' ; for the words 
' in those factories ' substitute the words 
' by each manufacturer '." 

The first British amendment was adopted, 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) thought 
the words " by each manufacturer " in the 
British amendment were too vague and that 
it would be better to retain the expression 
" in those factories " which was that used 
in other articles of the Convention and was, 
more.over, in harmony with the German 
national law. · 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said the int.ention was to make paragraph (b) 
correspond to paragraph (a). 

The President wondered whether the 
licence would be issued to the manufacturer 
or the factory. 

He proposed that the original text should 
be adopted subject to revision at the second 
reading, by which time Sir Malcolm Dele
vingne would have found a final draft. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

Sub-Paragraph (c) : 
The President recalled that the British 

delegation proposed to omit the words ·: 
" and more especially the distribution of 
narcotic drugs to the trade at the time of 
delivery from the factories ". 

• 
M. Perez (Argentine) .-could not accept 

the British amendment. i-

• 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 

objected to the otiginal text, because it 
implied that the Government would have to 
conhol each delivery of drugs from the 
factory. The British Government could not 
undertake that obligation ; it would involve 
a system of control which was quite alien to 
the British administration. 

The British amendment was rejected . by 
nineteen votes to fourteen. 

Additional Paragraph to be inserted between 
Paragraphs I afld 2. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) proposed the 
following additional paragraph to be inserted 
between the first and second paragraphs of 
the original text : 

"For this purpose, the High Contracting 
Parties agree to take under serious con
sideration the possibility, especially through 

. their respective legislative measures, of 
making the Government officials charged 
with this supervision, jointly and severally 
with the manufacturers, responsible for 
all violations of the stipulations of this 
Convention." 

He explained that his Government believed 
that, in countries where no State monopoly 
existed, control could be made effective by 
holding officials and manufacturers jointly 
responsible. Even without the amendment, 
States signing the Convention would assume 
responsibility for infringements of it. The 
object of the Greek amendment was to 
minimise the risk that the Government 
responsibility would be involved. There 
was no idea of imposing a formal obligation, 
but merely of urgently recommending Govern
ments to consider, and ultimately to adopt, 
the principle of joint responsibility. It might 
be urged that the most appropriate place for 
the Greek amendment, as worded, would be 
in the Final Act, but to produce the maxi
mum effect it should be inserted in the 
present article dealing with the supervision 
of manufacture. · 

· M. Dinichert (Switzerland) said that, as 
a matter of principle, he could not accept the 
Greek amendment. The responsibility of 
officials towards their own Government was 
a question of purely national law, and in an 
international convention a Government could 
hardly bind itself in this respect. The 
question of the international responsibility 
of officials raised the highly intricate problem 
of the international responsibility of States 
for offences committed by their officials, a 
problem which it would be better not to 
discuss at the present Conference. The 
Greek amendment, moreover, was so worded 
that it did not form a treaty obligation and 
could therefore not appear in the body of the 
Convention. 

M. cOntoumas (Greece) had foreseen the 
legal objections which might be raised and 
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• 
his amendment an had therefore given 

optional fonn. 

M. de Vascon~ellos (~ort~gal) approved 
of the Greek delegation s Idea ~o make 
guilty Government officials responstble, but 
thought that Governments would never aqree 
to hold them jointly and severally responsible 
with the manufacturers. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) could not 
support M. Centoumas' ~ugge~tiOn. As an 
official he realised how odious tt woul~ be to 
be held responsible for an offence whtch he 
had helped to suppress. 

M. von Rheinbaben . (Genna!ly) urged 
the Greek delegation to Withdraw t~s amend
ment and so save superfluous votmg. 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) cou.ld not 
accept the Greek amendment. A pohceman 
was not hanged because a murder had been 
committed in his disttict, nor were Customs 
officers imprisoned because contraband goods 
had been discovered. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) withdrew his 
amendment. 

Pa,agraph 2. 

The President observed that amend
ments had been received from the Yugoslav 
and British delegations. 

Amendment p'opose4 by the Yugoslav 
Delegation: 

" Omit the last paragraph of Article 12 
begiiming • The High Contracting Parties 
agree not to allow . . .' 

"Explat~atory Note.-The motives which 
prompted the drafting of this paragraph 
are sufficiently covered by Article 12, 
paragraph (a), by which the Governments 
undertake to exercise ' a strict supervision 
over the amounts of raw material . 
available to each manufacturer for the 
purpose of manufacture or conver
sion. . . .' 

" The question of the amounts of raw 
materials which shall be placed at the dis
posal of manufacturers is one which must be 
settled by the Governments in accordance 
with the respective sizes of the factories, 
the need for stocks of manufactured nar
cotic drugs, and market conditions. In 
most cases, the Governments will not 
allow factories to hold the stocks of raw 
matetials authorised in the last paragraph 
of Article 12 (one year's supplies), but, in 
exceptional circumstances, it ts conceivable 
that this authorisation might lead to the 
holding of stocks in excess of the normal 
supplies for one year. In any case, the 
solution of this question of fact must be 
left to the discretion of the Governments. 
For the purposes of. the Convention, it 
will auffice to introduce a provision bind
ing the States to exercise strict supervision 
over the atocks of raw materials held by 
manufacturers." 

A metUlments p,oposetl by the British 
Delegation : 

" (a} For the words 'in the factories' 
substitute the words ' in the hands of 
each manufacturer '. 

·" (b) The sentence beginning ' The 
stocks of raw materials . .• should 
read as follows : · 

" • The· amounts of raw materials in 
the hands of any manufacturer at any 
one time shall not exceed the amounts 
required by that manufacturer for manu
facture during the ensuing six months.' " 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) said it had 
been stated that the object of the Yugoslav 
amendment was to ensure an outlet for raw • 
opium. That was untrue ; the amendment 
had. nothing to do with the question. It 
was practically immaterial to producing 
countries whether factory supplies were 
limited or not. They were, in fact, automat
ically limited because raw opium .was such a 
costly material. The Yugoslav delegation 
thought it sufficient for the Convention to 
provide for strict supervision of the supplies 
of raw materials to factories, leaving it to 
Governments to fix the maximum limit of 
the stocks which factories might hold. 

If the Conference, however, preferred to 
retain the last paragraph,, the Yugoslav 
delegation would not press its amendment. 

M. Anslin~er (United States of America) 
questioned the logic of the amendment. If 
factories were allowed to accumulate exces
sive stocks of raw materials, there' would be 
a temptation to manufacture excess stocks; 
which n.ight then find their way into the 
illicit traffic. He asked for a vote to be 
taken on the amendment immediately. 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) withdrew 
his amendment as the United· States dele
gation considered the last paragraph of 
Article 12 necessary. 

The President said that there remained 
the British amendments. As the proposal 
in the first amendment to substitute tht 
words " by each manufacturer " for the 
words " in those factories " had already been 
raised under paragraph I and adjourned, 
the same procedure should apply in the 
present ·case. The second amendment pro
posed to alter the sentence beginning " The 
stocks of raw materials " and to strike out 
the concluding words in the paragraph, 
starting from " unless the respective Govern
ments". 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) supported the second 
part of the British amendment. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) objected to 
omitting the last part of the paragraph and 
was surprised that the authors of the joint 
text so readily agreed to its amputation. 
The Swiss delegation felt the idea embodied 
in the conclusion of the paragraph was 
really valuable. 
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~r. Caldwell (United States of America) 
pomted out that the authors of the original 
text had adopted it as providing the most 
practical and strict control. His delegation 
would not, however, object to even stricter 
control. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) reminded 
t~e Co~erence that there had been a long 
discuss10n on whether raw materials should 
be included in the Convention, and the 
German delegation had stated that they 
should not be mentioned. In the meantime, 
in a spirit of conciliation it had agreed·to the 
text before the Conference. 

The idea was that there should be no 
limitation of raw materials, but if limitation 
should be necessary in exceptional cases, the 
Governments should be in a position to 

· intervene and to allow factories to have a 
special stock in excess of the normal six 
months' supply. It should even be possible 
to have a year's supply. He reserved his 
right to return to the . matter during the 
second reading. 

Dr. Paranjpye (India) thought there had 
been some misunderstanding. He considered 
that stocks in the hands of man11facturers 
should be limited to six months' supply, 
but had not thought there was any intention 
of preventing a larger stock from being kept 
in bond under Government supervision. 

M. Bourgois (France) and M. Sawada 
(Japan) endorsed M .. von Rheinbaben's 
remarks. 

On a show of hands, the British amendment 
was rejected by twelfJe fJotes to ten. 

ARTICLE 7 (continuation). 

The President submitted the following 
new text for Article 7 which he had drawn 
up in consultation with the United States 
and Soviet. Union delegations : 

"Every High Contracting Party desiring 
to manufacture or convert narcotic drugs 
shall notify the central authority, indicating 
if it intends to manufacture for its domestic 
needs only or also for export, and at the 
period. at which it will begin this manu
facture or conversion, specifying the sub
stances to be manufactured or converted. 

" In case any High Contracting Party 
desires that one of his territories ceases to 
manufacture or convert narcotic drugs he 
shall notify the central allthority of this 
intention." · · 

The new text of Article 7 was adopted. 

. ARTICLE IJ. 

· The President observed that the Soviet 
Union delegation had submitted a proposal 
to draft Article 13 as follows : 

" The following provisions shall apply 
to the import of any narcotic drug for the 
purpose of the export after conversion into 
another narcotic or non-narcotic substance 
and of the export of any such drug so 
imported and converted : 

" (1) The import certificate issued in 
respect of any such import shall state that 
the drug is intended for export after 
conversion ; 
' " (2) The conversion ·for purposes of 
export and the export of drugs so converted 
shall not exceed the home total assigned 
to the cc.untry concerned in accordance 
with Articles 8, 9 and 10 of the present 
Convention. " 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) asked the 
reason for the Soviet amendment. 

M. Weinberg (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) explained that the Soviet delega· 
tion considered that re-export should only be 
permitted if the application to import could 
be justified by the conversion or the drug into 
another prodllct. In a.Jt other cases, per
mission to re-export would encourage the 
illicit traffic. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) replied 
that, in that case, he could not accept the 
Soviet proposal, and added that abuses 
would be prevented by the stipulations of 
Article 14. 

The Soviet amendment was rejected by 
fourteen fJotes to one. 

M. Schultz (Austria), reverting to the 
c.riginal text, pointed out that the words 
" any narcotic drug " should not include 
diacetylmorphine, in view of the terms of 
Article 2(a) already adopted. , 

The President said a form of words 
would be prepared for the second reading. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
pointed out that the United States delegation 
had just handed in an amendment to 
Article IJ. 

The President suggested postponing the 
discussion of Article 13 in view of the fact 
that the Conference had had no time to study 
the new amendment. · 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
asked whether the article was necessary now 
that the Conference had adopted a different 
system of limitation, and suggested that it 
should be referred to the Drafting Committee. 

The President replied that the qo1estion 
was more than one of drafting ; certain 
delegations desired special precautions to be 
taken in regard to re-export. There should 
accordingly be a discussion on the principle 
before referring the text to the Drafting 
Committee. 

He thought, moreover, the Conference 
should give the United States delegation an 
opportunity of explaining its amendment 
at the next meeting, and that thereafter a 
decision could be taken on Sir Malcolm's 
suggestion. 

The President's proposfll was ~Jdopted. 
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ARTICLE t6 (previous Article IS). 

The President remin~ed the Conference 
that the Business Committee on June 22nd 
had decided (Annex I6), after careful ~tudy, 
unanimously to recommend th!! . dele~JOn of 
the second paragraph. The o~g~nal Idea of 
permitting a Committee to rev1se the annex 
would, seeing that this annex _was to be an 
integral part of the Convention, be t.ant:'-
mount to asking Governments to ratify m 
blank. Moreover. the second paragr~ph had 
been deemed absolutely useless, m fact 
dangerous. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
hoped that there would not be an annex. 

The President, speaking as Ra_pporteur 
of the Business Committee, thought 1t prefer
able to delete the reference t~ the annex ; 
it had not much significance in view of the 
statement in Article I6 that the annex would 
be deemed to be an integral part of the 
present Convention. The only object in 
using the word " annex " was that there had 
been an intention to revise occasionally the 
articles included in it. 

.M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal), as Rap
porteur of the. Committee which h~d dealt 
with the question, also agreed that 1t would 
be better for the provisions in question to 
appear as articles of the Convention. 

It 111as finally agreed to delete Article I6. 

ARTICLE I7. 

The President pointed out that, as no text 
had been submitted, the discussion would 
have to be adjourned. • 

ARTICLE IS (previous Article I9)· 

The President recalled that the Danish 
delegation had proposed the following new 
article in place of Article I8 of the preliminary 
draft Convention (old Article I9) (Annex Io) to 
be inserted before Article 22 (old Article 24). 

"Arlicle . . 

" The present Convention shall sup
plement the Geneva Convention in the 
relations between Powers parties to both 
Conventions." . 

"E"planatory Note.-As a result of this 
article: 

" (I) Any provision of the I925 Con
vention (including Article 3I) remaining 
unaltered by the new Convention w~.:uld 
be maintained as between the Powers 
party to both Conventions. 

" (2) Preference would be given, in 
relations between the said Powers, to 
the provisions of the new Convention, 
wherever these modify or replace the 
provisions of the old Convention. 

• (3) The position c:.f Powers party to 

the ·I925 Convention but not to the new 
Convention would not be affected. 

" (4) Powers part.Y to the new Con
vention only would 1!! n~. way be bound 
by the I925 Convention. 

· · M. Rasmussen (Denmark) explained that 
Article IS in its present form might prevent 
the new Convention being ratified by coun
tries not parties to the I925 Conve~ti<?n. 
The Danish proposal, moreover, would ehmm
ate all misunderstanding as to whether the 
new Convention replaced the I925 Convention 
entirely or whether the I925 Convention still 
bound the countries parties to it. 

The President thought it inadvisable to 
open a discussio~ on such an extr!!mely 
delicate legal question, and suggested adjourn
ing it to the next meeting. 

M. Weinber~ (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) read the following reservation 
made by the Soviet Union delegation : 

" The Government of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics is not in a posi
tion to undertake to apply the provisions 
of the Geneva Convention referred to in 
Article I8. The internal control of manu
factured drugs and of the international 
traffic carried on in the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics is exercised in accord
ance with much more effective regulations, 
which practically preclude any possibility 
of fraud or any kind of abuse, a result 
which, up to the present, it has not been 
possible to achieve by means of the pro
visions ·of the Geneva Convention referred 
to above. The Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics therefore proposes to maintain 
its own laws and regulations regarding the 
internal control of drugs as well as their 
import, export and transit." 

He asked that the word" undertake" in the 
article should be replaced by "shall be invited 
to undertake ". It was illogical that coun
tries not parties to a Convention should be 
required to apply jts provisions. 

M. Entezam-Weziry (Persia) said the 
position of countries which were not parties 
to the Geneva Convention would be difficult. 
He proposed that the matter should be 
referred to a Sub-Committee composed cf the 
authors of the original text, the Danish 
delegate, and the Legal Adviser. 

The President thought it better to discuss 
the question first in the plenary Conference, 
and, as in other cases, to refer it for drafting 
to a Sub-Committee which would be guided· 
by the various opinions expressed. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 
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TWENTY-FOURTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Thursday, July 2nd, 1931, at 10 a.m. 
' 

President : M. DE BROUCKtRE. 

6z.-EXAMINATION OF THE PRE
LIMINARY DRAFT CONVENTION 

·DRAWN UP BY SEVERAL DELE
. GATIONS (Annex xo} (continuati'!n}. 

ARTICLE 13 (continuation). 

The President recalled that, at the last 
meeting, Article 13 had been adjourned to 
enable the United States delegation to submit 
its amendment in writing. The text was as 
follows : . · 

" Substitute for this article : 

. . "~·No narcotic drug may be imported 
for re-export except on an import permit 
stating that the importation is for 
purposes of re-export to fill orders 
already received. 

:" • Narcotic drugs may be imported 
to replace any drugs imported for 
domestic needs and subsequently re
exported, provided that the import 

·permit issued in such case states that 
the drug is to be imported for such 
purpose.' " . 

Meanwhile, the Bxitish delegation had 
submitted a proposal to omit the article. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America} 
pointed out that, during the discussion on the 
general scheme for the limitation of manu
facture, it had been repeatedly stated that 
efforts should be made to restrict the re
export trade, as this constituted a consider
able danger. He would prefer not to accept 
the British proposal that the article should be 
eliminated, as some such provision could 
advantageously be retained. The United 
States proposal would fit in with the re
mainder of the scheme. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain} 
said Article 13 was taken from the Advisory 
Committee's scheme. It was closely bound 
up with and, in fact, dependent upon the 
provisions of the scheme which required 
previous notification of the Central Narcotics 
Office before an export order could be 
executed. Under that scheme some pro
·vision for re-export was necessary. 

,· •, The Advisory Committee's scheme, how
• ever, had been abancloned, and under the 
' new scheme a three-monthly return had to be 

made to the Permanent Central Opium 
Board. This return would record not only 
a country's imports but also its exports, and 

would show 'exactly how much had been 
retained for home consumption. In the case 
?f a country which imported a large quantity 
m excess of its estimates, a provision had 
been adopted in the Sub-Committee on 
Control under · which the Central Board 
could take action. The whole ground was 
t~erefore covered, and Article 13 served no 
useful purpcse. 

M. Sawada (Japan} supported the United 
States amendment. The Japanese delega
tion felt that, if re-export were not con
trolled, there might be an accumulation of 
drugs in excess of the home total, and 
eventually in excess of the world total, which 
might find its way into. the illicit traffic . 

With regard to the British proposal, it 
thought that even under the new scheme some 
provision should be made for re-export, in 
order that control might be effective. 

M. Bourgois (France} and M. Cavazzonl 
(Italy} supported the United States amend
ment. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) proposed 
that, if the United States amendment were 
adopted, the words " already received " at 
the end of the first paragraph should be 
omitted. The wholesalex· would not neces
sarily have received orders when he wanted 
stock for re-.export. 

A vote on the British proposal was taken 
by roll-call. . 

The following . delegations voted for the 
British proposal : Austria, Egypt, Germany, 
Great Britain, India, Netherlands, Portugal, 
Siam, Switzerland and Turkey. 

The following delegations voted against the 
British proposal : Albapia, Argentine, Bel
gxum, Canada, China, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, France, Irish Free State, 
Italy, Japan, Lithuania, Mexico, Panama, 
Spain, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
United States of America and Venezuela. 

The following delegations abstained : Den
mark, Dominican Republic, Greece, Persia, 
Sweden, Yugoslavia. 

The British amendment was rejected by 
nineteen votes to ten with si" abstentions. 

M. Casares (Spain} withdrew, in favour of 
the United States proposal, the text drafted 
by the group of delegations. 

.. -, 

The President said that, in that case, the 
Conference should first decide on the Nether
lands amendment· to the United States 
proposal. 



1\fr. Caldwell (United Stat~s of Ame•ica) 
said that if M. van Wettum s amen~ent 
were adopted, the principle of the Umted 
States amendment wculd be affected. There 
were only two ways of doi~g re-export 
business : To obtain orders _and unport d1 ngs 
in order to fill them, or to fill the orders fro!? 
stocks existing in the country for domestic 
needs and to replace those stocks. 

M. Cavazwn.i (Italy) and M. Casares 
(Spain) were unable to support M. van 
Wettum's proposal. 

Tlte Netherlands a1nendment was rejected 
by tvellly-one vot!.S to two. 

Tlte United States amendment was adopted. 

ARTICLE 14. • 
Paragraph I : 

Paragraph I was adopted ltlithout discussion. 

Paragraph 2(a) : 

The President observed that the follow
ing amendment had been rect:ived from the 
Soviet Union delegation : . 

"That pa.agraph 2(a) be modified as 
follows : 

"' (a) The import of any narcotic 
drug for any purpose other than : 

" ' (I) The satisfaction of the medical 
and scientific needs of the importing 
country. 

" ' (2) Export after conversion into 
a narcotic or non-narcc.tk substance. '" 

M. Weinberg (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that the Soviet amendment 
was closely connected with his delegation's 
amendment to Article 13. Although the 
latter had been rejected, he still thought it 
essential not to permit re-exports unless the 
narcotic drugs were imported for re-export 
after conversion. 

The Soviet Union amendment was rejected 
by nineteen votes to one. 

Paragraph 2(a) was adopted. 

Paragraph 2(b) : 

The President observed that amend
ments to paragraph 2{b) had been received 
from the British, United States and Soviet 
Union delegations. 

Amendment praposed by the British 
Delegation : 

"At the end of paragraph z(b) add the 
words : 

" ' Less the quantities of that drug 
manufactured in that country •." 

Amendment proposed by the United States 
Delegation : 

"Add at the end of paragraph 2(b) the 
words: 

"'LeSs the quantity of that drug manu
factured in that country for domestic 
consumtJtion • ... 

Amendment proposed by the Soviet Union 
Delegation : 

" The word ' re-export ' to be replaced 
by the words ' export after COilfersion '." 

M. Weinberg (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) withdrew the Soviet amendment. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought the proposed addition to paragraph 
(b) was necessary, otherwise a country 
might import a quantity of drugs which, 
together with the quantities manufactured 
in the country, would exceed the estimates. 
The authors of the new text had suppressed 
paragraphs (e) and (f) of the old text (old 
Article I7). which provided for that point. 
The British delegation proposed that all quan
tities manufactured in a country, whether 
for conversion or. not, should be deducted, 
whereas the United States proposal was to 
deduct the quantity necessary for domestic 
consumption. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
observed that his delegation did not intend 
the estimates to include drugs manufactured 
for export. 

M. Bourgois (France) supported the British 
proposal. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought sub-paragraphs (b), (c) · and (d) 
should be redrafted. The general principle 
was to prevent a country from importing 
more than the amount of its estimates less 
the home manufacture. 

M. Sawada (Japan) and M. Contoumas 
(Greece) concurred. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne, on the invita
tion of the President, undertook to redraft 
the sub-paragraphs in question. 

Paragraph 3 : 

The President observed that proposals 
had been received from the United States 
and Soviet Union delegations to omit para
graph 3· 

The British delegation had proposed to 
omit the words " or re-export " at the end 
of the paragraph. In this connection, he 
pointed out that the French and English 
texts of the paragraph did not agree and 
that Sir Malcolm's proposal referred only to 
the English text. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
withdrew his amendment in favour of the 
British proposal. 

The Soviet amendment was rejected. 

The British proposal was • adopted unam
mously. 

Paragraph 3 was adopted. 

Paragraph 4 : 
• 

Paragraph 4 was adopted without discussion; ' 
' 

ARTICLE IS. 

The President stated the British dele
gation had submitted a proposal to omit 

• 
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Article IS, while the United States delegation 
wished to replace the words " the non
manut.E:turing countries undertake " by 
the 1 wor~ " each High Contracting Party 
undertakes ". 

. M. Cavazzoni (Italy) proposed the follow
Ing text : " The High Contracting Parties 
undertake". 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
urged the Conference to delete the first part 
of Article IS. Provisions which contained 
only vague indications and did not impose 
definite obligations were always unsatis-
factory. , 

M. Bourgois (France) said the intention 
of the authors in inserting this article in the 
preliminary draft was to prevent the accumu
lation of large stocks in certain countries. 
The article would enable the Advisory Com
mittee, which had to supervise all the 
agreements concluded regarding narcotic 
drugs, to make recommendations and exert 
a certain amount ~.;f pressure. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) and 
M. Casares (Spain) agreed with Sir Malcolm 
that a part of Article IS was rather vague, 
though the last sentence contained a positive 
provision. The article might, be retained 
after redrafting. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that the second part of Article IS 
was already included in the Geneva Con
vention, Article 22 of which required the 
parties to send to the Central Board each year 
particulars of the stocks in the hands of 
wholesalers. The first sentence was intended 
to prevent the wholesale firms from corner
ing supplies. That was a national and not an 
international matter. 

M. von Rhein ba ben (Germany) said the 
German delegation agreed that the words 
" High Contracting Parties " should be sub
stituted for " non-manufacturing countries ". 

He shared Sir Malcolm Delevingne's opinion 
with regard to national and international 
obligations. He did not know why there 
should be any discrimination between stocks 
in the hands of factories and stocks in the 
hands of wholesalers in consuming countries. 

. 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 

said there was a difference between factories ,. 
and wholesalers. The drugs proceeded from 

· the factories, whereas the wholesalers stocked 
the drugs already produced. · The British 
delegation desired to limit the manufacture 
of drugs, but the accumulation of stocks in 

• the consuming countries was dealt with in 
'other articles. ·- . "· "A consuming country could only import 
• quantities of drugs in accordance with its 
estimates, which were subject to examination 
and criticism by the competent central 
authority. The object of the article was to 
prevent the cornering of material by one or 

more wholesalers in a country, so that other 
wholesalers went short anc! were unable to 
meet medical practitioners' legitimate needs. 
That was a matter which concerned the 
Government of the country. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) thought 
that, being a recommendation, the more 
appropriate place for the article would be 
the Final Act and not the Convention itself. 

The President believed that the obli
gations now in question were similar to those 
referred to in Article I2. If the Conference 
maintained the provisions of Article IS, it 
could insert them in the same place as those 
of Article I2. 

M. Perez (Argentine) supported the dele
tion of the article, (I) because the wording 
was very vague and (2) because the question 
came within the sphere rather of national 
control, which would be dealt with when the 
Conference considered the organisation of 
national offices. 

M. Rasmussen (Denmark) suggested the 
following wording : 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties, 
· while ensuring that stocks held by whole
salers do not exceed a reasonable limit in 
view of their legitimate requirements for 
medical and scientific purposes, shall com
municate the figures relating to those 
stocks annually to the Central Authority." 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) suggested 
that the decision on Article IS should be 
postponed in view of its connection with 
Article I2, the adoption of which had been 
adjourned. The Drafting Committee might 
prepare a text correlated with that of 
Article IZ to be submitted to the Conference 
at the second reading. For the moment, the 
Conference need only adopt the princtple of 
supervision by each contracting party of the 
stocks held by wholesalers, a principle which 
he could personally . accept on behalf of 
Germany. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) supported the 
proposal for adjournment. 

He would point out that the first part of 
Article IS was covered by other provisions 
in the Convention. Governments would have 
to indicate the reserve stocks which they 
proposed to hold, and undertake not to 
exceed their estimates. The Geneva Con
vention, however, contained express pro- . 
visions regarding the control which Govern
ments should exercise over the holders of 
narcotic drugs. 

The second part of Article IS referred to the 
communication of the amount of stocks, 
which was also expressly provided for in the 
Geneva Convention. Moreover, the con
tracting parties to the present Convention 
would undertake to apply the corresponding 
provisions of the Genev<> Convention. 

Article IS would thus be a duplication of 
other provisions \n both the preliminary 
draft and the Geneva Convention. 

A vote by roll-call was taken on the British 
~ro~osal. 



Tlu following- delegations vot~d. for tht~ 
British proposal·>: Argentine,. Boli~a, Cuba, 
Egypt, Great Britain, Ind1a, lnsh F~ee 
State, Lithuania, Netherlands! Persia, 
Portugal, Siam, Sweden, Yugoslavia .. 

The following delegations voted agamst the 
British proposal : Austria, Be~gium, Canada, 
Costa Rica Czechoslovakia, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, France, . Germany, 
Greece, Hungary, Jap~n, Lu:cemburg, 
M . Panama Spam SWitzerland, 

eXICO, • ' • U • 
Turkey, United States of. Amenca, mon 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela. 

The : following delegations abstained : 
Albania, China, Finland. 

The British proposal was rejected ~y twenty 
votes to fourteen, with three abstentsons. 

The President said that, the proposal 'to 

delete the article having been rejected, the 
Conference would have to vcte on the amend
ments. The Italian and the Unitedt; States 
amendments were practically ide~tical and 
proposed that the obligation shonld apply 
to all States. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) thought 
that, if these amendments were adopted, 
the correlation between Articles u and IS 
would be still closer, and that it would be 
necessary to combine both articles for the 
second reading. 

The President admitted there were good 
grounds for the remark, but asked the 
Conference for the time being to vote on the 
principle involved in Article IS as at present 
drafted. . 

Article IS was adopted subject to re-drafting. 

-----
TWENTY-FIFTH MEETlNG (PUBLIC). 

Thursday, July 2nd, 1931, at·3 p.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 

63.-EXAMINATION OF THE PRELI
MINARY DRAFT CONVENTION 
DRAWN UP BY SEVERAL DELE
GATIONS (Annex 9) (continuation). 

ARTICLE I. 
Paragraph I. 

The President observed that paragraph I 
had already been adopted.l 

He opened the discussion on the report 
of the . Technical Committee (Annex I8), 
which contained the new text proposed for 
Article I, paragraphs 2 and J. 

Paragraph 2. 

The President recalled that amendments 
to paragraph 2 had been received from the 
German and United States delegations. 

A mentlment proposed by the German Dele
gation : 

"The German delegation proposes the 
following new text for Article I, para
graph 2: 

" ' Products covered by the present 
Convention : 

" • Gx:oup I.-Narcotics . 
"• Group H.-Substances convertible 

into narcotic drugs ; 

" • Group 111.-Every other manu
factured product capable of producing 
addiction or convertible into such a 
product, and obtained from opium or the 
coca leaf.'"· 

Amended Text proposed by the United States 
Delegation: 

" Section I : 

" The term • narcotic drugs • shall denote 
the following drugs in a manufactured 
Stjlte : 

• See Mioatee of the ninth meeting, page 8o. 

"Group I : . 
" ( i) Crude morphine ; morphine and 

its salts, including preparations made 
directly from raw opium and containing 
more than 20 per cent of morphine or 
drugs derivable directly or indirectly there-
from; · 

" (ii) Diacetylmorphine and the other 
esters of morphine and their salts, 
including preparations made directly from 
raw opium and containing any diacetyl
morphine or other esters of morphine, or 
their salts ; 

" (iii) Crude cocaine; cocaine and its 
salts ; all the esters of ecgonine and their 
salts; 

" (iv) Dihydrooxycodeinone (the 
hydrochloride of which bears the regis
tered trade name of • eucodal '); dihydro
codeinone (the salt of which bears the 
registered trade name of • dicodide '), 
dihydromorphinone (the hydrochloride 
of which bears the registered trade name 
of • dilaudide '), acetyldihydrocodeinone 
or acetyldemethylodihydrothebaine (the 
hydrochloride of which bears the regis
tered trade name of • acedicone '), 
morphine-N-oxide (registered trade name 
• genomorphine '), and dihydromorphine 
(the hydrochloride of which bears the 
registered trade name of • paramorfan '), 
their esters and salts ; also the morphine
N-oxide derivatives, their salts, and the 
other pentavalent nitrogen morphine 
derivatives. 
"Group II : 

"Sub-group (aJ.-Ecgonine, thebaine, • 
benzylmorphine and their salts; all the,. 
ethers of morphine, and their salts, 
except codeine (methylmorphine), ethyl- 1. 
morphine and their salts. • 

"Sub-group (bJ.-Codeine (methyl
morphine) and ethylmorphine (the hydro
chloride of which bears the registered 
trade name • dionine ') and their salts. 



I79-

" Group III : 
• 
,! Every other manufactured product 

capable of producing addiction or 
con'!".ertible into such a product, and 
obtained from opium or the coca leaf. 

" Section 2 : 

· " Any of the drugs referred to in this 
article produced by a synthetic process 
shall be treated for the purposes of this 
Convention in the same way as if produced 
from opium or the coca leaf." 

M. Kahler (Germany) ·said that the 
experts had agreed that the substances men
tioned in group II were not narcotics. The 
title chosen for this group was " Substances 
convertible into Narcotic Drugs ". It would 
be quite illogical to denote as narcotics 
substances which were not narcotic. He 
proposed that the· following sentence be 
inserted at the beginning of paragraph 2 : 

" The products mentioned in groups I, 
II and III are covered by the present 
Convention." • 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) supported 
the German proposal, but would prefer the · 

. term " substance " to the term " product ". 

M. Kahler (Germany) accepted this 
amendment. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) thought that 
an introductory sentence was needed in 
paragraph 2. It must not, however, be so 
drafted as to include under the term " nar-· 
cotic " a drug like codeine, which was not 
a narcotic, or ethylmorphine, which could 
not even be converted into a narcotic. The 
Swiss delegation could not accept a form of 
words having that effect. It therefore sup
ported the German proposal. 

Mr. Treadway (United States of America) 
said the United States and other delegations 
did not consider the Technical Committee's 
report as a wholly correct statement of the 
Committee's decisions. It contained several 
inconsistencies and omissions. The amend
ment proposed by the United States dele
gation aimed at remedying this state of 

, affairs.. · 
The report was not in keeping with the 

; substance of the Spanish amendment to 
Article· I, paragraph z(a) (document Conf. 

,. L.F.S.38), which stated that all the alkaloids 
of opium and the coca leaf and their deriva-

' tives should be covered by the Convention. 
The Technical Committee had adopted this 
amendment. As its form was not wholly 
satisfactory, however, its supporters agreed 
to discuss it with other delegations with a 
view to re-arranging it. The report of 
this Sub-Committee (document Conf.L.F.S.JC. 
Tech.s, Annex8.Vol.II) contained a statement 
to the effect that the term " habit-forming 
narcotic drug " could not correctly be defined, 
either on the basis of physiological properties 
or on that of chemical constitution. For 

this reason, the Sub-Committee decided 
arbitrarily to limit the definition to " the 
purposes of the Convention ". The defi
nition given in the report was as follows : 

" For the purposes of this Convention, 
the expression • habit-forming narcotic 
drugs' shall denote the following drugs in 
a manufactured state." · 

After that followed a list of substances 
falling in gr~ups I, II and III. This expressed 
the Sub-Committee's views. The conclu
sion had afterwards been reached that 
the drugs covered by the Convention could 
be more conveniently referred to in the text 
if they were divided into three groups. 

At a subsequent discussion in the Technical 
Committee, it had been proposed to strike 
out the words " habit-forming " in the 
heading of the definition, so that the text 
would read : " For the purposes of this 
Convention, the expression • narcotic drugs ' 
shall denote the following drugs in a manu
factured state ". The United States delega
tion and other delegations had agreed to this 
proposal on the understanding that the drugs 
enumerated would fall under groups I, II 
and III, as agreed in the Sub-Committee (see 
document Conf.L.F.S.JC.Tech.s). A report had 
been prepared and circulated on the basis of 
that understanding, but, through inadver
tence, it was not submitted to the Technical 
Committee for the necessary action. Unfor
tunately, it was inconsistent with the 
principle of the Spanish amendment, in that 
group II no longer appeared under the head
ing " narcotic drugs ", but under that of 
" substances convertible into narcotic drugs ". 

the report was also inconsistent with the 
statement that a perfect definition of the 
term " narcotic drug " could not be found. 
The text of the Committee's report might be 
interpreted to mean that the term " narcotic 
drug " applied only to group I, whereas it 
should apply to all three groups. 

There were other inconsistencies in the 
report. Certain substances were enumerated 
as narcotic drugs in ·group I, whereas in 
reality they had no narcotic properties 
whatever. Reference was made specifically 
to cocaine.and its salts. On the other hand, 
some of the substances enumerated in 
group II had all the properties of narcotic 
drugs--for example, codeine, which, in so far 
as its action in the body was concerned, · 
exhibited all the properties of narcotic 
substances. 

Obviously, it was desirable that the list of 
substances covered by the Convention should 
contain drugs which were, strictly speaking, 
non-narcotic as well as those which were 
true narcotics; but such drugs could not, for 
the purposes of the Convention, be referred 
to as true narcotics. Thus it was impossible 
to take a strictly literal view of the term 
" narcotic drug ", and, for the purposes of 
the Convention, the most convenient method 
would be to classify all the substances to be 
covered under one heading as " narcotic 
drugs ", and then to divide them without 
any further heading or classification into 
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three arbitrary groups. This would be ~on
venient for reference in subsequent articles 
of the Convention. · 

1 Furthermore, certain crude drugs ?envab e 
directly or indirectly from raw opiUm and 
containing crude alkaloids other .than ~o.r

hine were not included as commg wtthm 
fhe scope of the Convention. . The danger of 
omitting them should be obviOus. No pro

'sion was made in the report for preparati~ns 
:ade directly from raw opium and contam
ing diacetylmorphine or other ~sters of Il_lOr-

hine and their salts. In this connection, 
~pecial attention should b~ drawn to t~e 
known processes for prepanng crude herom 
and crude dihydromorphine (the trade n.ame 
of the latter being " paramorfan ") direct 
from raw opium. 

M. Casares (Spain) strongly supported 
the United States delegate's statement. It 
was impossible at this stage to change the 
text of the Convention, the object of which 
was to " limit the manufacture of narcotic 
drugs " ; hence, there must be brought under 
this heading the largest possible number of 
substances liable to engender addiction that 
were known at the present time or might be 
discovered hereafter. 

For convenience' sake, a division 'into 
three groups had been adopted; but, to facil~
tate the application of the Convention, 1t 
must be agreed that the term " narcotic 
drugs " arbitrarily covered all three groups. 
If the Conference dissented from that view, 
the amendment submitted by the Spanish 
delegation would have to be reconsidered. 

The President explained that the division 
into three groups had been made so as to 
allow of different treatment for the substances 
mentioned in them. This difference of treat
ment, however, had hardly been taken into 
account in the articles adopted up to the 
present. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) thought 
that anything that might arouse the dis
approval of the scientific authoriti~s in the 
countries applying thll Convention should be 
avoided ; hence, substances which were not 
narcotics should not be termed" narcotics ". 
He supported the German proposal because it 
reconciled, as far as was possible, the demands 
of the Convention with those of science. 

M. Bougault (France), speaking as Chair
man of the Sub-Committee in charge of this 
question, had been under the impression that 
M. Casares' amendment was contained in the 
report of the Sub-Committee (AnnexS. Vol. II). 

M. Casares (Spain) said that that was the 
case, but the wording had been altered in 
the -report of the Technical Committee 
(Annex xS). 

M. Bougault (France) proposed that 
the words " narcotic drugs " should be 
deleted, as in the body of the Convention 
reference would be made to the substances 
in group I, group II or group Ill. 

The Prealdent observed that the Minutes 

of the Technical Committee's sixth meeting1 

showed that the findings set forth in the 
report of the. Technical. <;ommittee were in 
conformity w1th the dec1s1ons that ,had been 
taken. 

M. Casares (Spain) read a passage from• 
the Minutes proving, to his mind, that, at the 
Technical Committee's meeting, he had 
advanced the same view as that which he had 
put forward at the present meeting. 

The President replied that, if there had 
been a mistake, it could be corrected during 
the present discussion. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) thought it 
unfortunate that Articles 7 to 17 had been 
discussed before the definitions had been 
settled. 

The effect of M. Casares' proposal was to 
apply the term " narcotic drugs " to products 
which, like codeine, had none of the special 
properties of a narcotic. _ That was inadmis
sible, not only scientifically, but from the 
common-sense point of view as well. He 
trusted that M. Casares would accept the 
Swiss proposal, which did not differ in any 
fundamental way from the Spanish proposal. 
In particular, it did not exclude from the 
operation of the Convention any of the pro
ducts mentioned in the three groups. 

It had been said with regard to group I 
that cocaine was not a narcotic drug. That 
was true scientifically, but cocaine was so 
dangerous that it was advisable to classify 
it under this category. 

Dr. Carriere hoped that .the conciliatory 
spirit M. Casares had always shown wo~d 
make it possible to reach an agreement easily 
on M. Kahler's formula. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) asked 
whether it would not be simplest to word the 
heading of paragraph z : "For the purposes 
of the present Convention, the following 
shall be considered to be narcotic drugs 
or substances convertible into narcotic 
drugs . . . " This definition would cover 
all the substances enumerated in groups I 
and II and as well those in group III, which 
would subsequently be assimilated, according 
to circumstances, to those in groups I or II. 

Mr. Treadway (United States of America) 
thought it necessary to state what the Con
ference meant by the term " narcotic drugs ", 
which already appeared in a certain .number 
of articles. He proposed the followtng text 
for the first sentence of paragraph z(a): 

" For the purposes of this Convention, the. 
following substances shall come within the 
scope of the limitation of manufacture •... " 
Then would follow the three groups, 

without any definition. 
Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) thought· that, 

even with the wording proposed by M. de 
Myttenaere, it would still be necessary to 
repeat the words " narcotic drugs " for. 
group I and " convertible substances " for. 
group II. , 

He approved the United States proposal, 
which was exactly the same as the Swiss 
proposal. 

. ' See Volume II of the Proceedings of the Conference. 
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The President noted that the Conference 
agreed on the following points : all products 
specified in groups I, II and III should come 
under the Convention. A distinction, how
ever, must be made between these three 
groups for purposes of easy reference. 

The United States proposal would appa
rently be considered satisfactory. There was, 

• he agreed, no need to have a sub-heading for 
each group. _, 

As, however, it would be convenient to 
have a common expression to designate the 
substances falling under the three groups, 
the President suggested the following 
formula: 

" The following substances are covered 
by the Convention. For convenience of 
reference in the following articles, all 
these substances will be described by ·the 
shortened term ' narcotic drugs '." 

·The substances would then be enumerated 
in three groups. 

The President asked whether the movers 
of the proposal could not consider modifying 
the present division. In the actual articles 
in the Convention, the substances in group I 
and those in sub-group (a) of group II were 
invariably taken together. That being so, 
could not the following division be adopted ? 
There would be a first group consisting of 
group I and sub-group (a) of group II, a 
second group consisting of sub-group (b) of 
group II, while group III would remain as 
it stood. 

M. Bougault (France) hoped that . the 
President would not press his proposal. It 
was extremely likely that, for reasons which 
would become apparent at later discussions, 
the Conference would find it necessary to 
dilferentiate between group II, sub-group (a), 

, and group I. Further, those responsible in 
each country for drawing up the Bill neces
sary to implement the Convention would be 
unable to classify . ecgonine, thebaine and 
morphine in the same group. The present 
division would certainly facilitate the appli
cation of the Convention. 

The President was prepared to withdraw 
his proposal if there were objections to it. 

M. Kahler (Germany) regretted that he 
could not concur in the President's proposal. 

· He did not regard M. de Myttenaere's 
formula as satisfactory. 

• ··Dr. Carriere {Switzerland) asked that 
1 the present division of the groups should not 

be changed. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
supported the President's proposal to re
arrange the groups. To give satisfaction to 
the French delegation, group I might be 
divided into two, group I(a) containing the 
substances at present in group I, and group I 
~b) those in group II (a). Groups I (a) 
and I (b) would then be subject to complete 
limitation ; group II would be subject to 
elastic limitation ; and group III would 
include future drugs which might fall under 
either group I or II, according to the decision 
taken by the appropriate authority. 

With regard to general references to the 
groups as a whole, he suggested the term 
"the drugs". 

Mr. Treadway (United States of America) 
accepted Sir Malcolm Delevingne's sugges
tions, and suggested the following text : 

" For the purposes of the following 
·articles, the substances included in groups I, 
II and III shall be referred to as • the 
drugs'." 

This text was adopted. 

The Conference agreed that the" should be 
no sub-headings to the groups. 

. Sir Malcolm Delevingne's proposed ,_ 
a"angement of the groups was adopted. 

The President observed. that the Con
ference must now take a decision regarding 
the substances to be included in the various 
groups. 

Group I, Sub-paragraph (i) : 

Dr. Small (United States d America) 
said the United States amendment was 
intended to deal with drugs which could be 
prepared directly from raw opium without 
passing through the . intermediate stage of 
pure morphine. In particular, it referred to 
dihydromorphine, which was made by a 
patented process, and could be prepared 
directly from crude opium and sold or trans
ported in a crude state. The wc.rds in 
italics in the amendment covered any crude 
drug made directly from raw opium and 
containing more than 20 per cent of any of 
the substances coming under ~oup I. A 
crude drug which contained up to 20 per cent 
of crude heroin was far more dangerous, 
however, than one containing other morphine 
derivatives, and the sense of sub-paragraph!' 
(i) and (ii) would be strengthened by the 
United States amendment. · 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britainf 
found the text of the amendment a little 
obscure. The United States delegation had 
explained to him privately that it referred 
to preparations made directly from :raw 
opium and containing more than 20 per cent 
of morphine or containing more than 20 per 
cent of drugs derivable directly or indirectly 
therefrom. This should be made clear in the 
text. 

M. SjiSstrand · (Sweden) recalled that he 
had submitted the following amendment to 
paragraph 3 of Article I, which covered the 
same ground as the United States amend
ment and which he proposed should be 
discussed with it : 

" In addition to the alkaloids mentioned 
above, those which are in a more or less 
impure (crude) state should be included in 
the list given above whenever they are 
intended for consumption. Under this 
condition, such impure (crude) alkaloids 
are to be regarded as final rather than as 
intermediate products." 
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He pointed out that, when th~ que?tion of 
defining crude morphine ~as bemg discussed 
in the Technical Comm1ttee, he had been 
informed by the experts that s~veral. other 
intermediate products were obtam':d m the 
manufacture of alkaloids from op1um, .and 
that those products could be brought mto 
the market in a more or less pure state and 
used for illicit consumption. Hi~ amend.ment 
was intended to fill up a g3:p m the ~1st ~f 
drugs contained in the Techmcal Commtttee s 
report (Annex 18). He understood that, 
"hen crude morphine was obtained from 
opium, a solution containing morphine was 
left. This morphine, which was not cla~sed 
as crude morphine, could be converted mto 
crude morphine by a simple process ~nd 
put on the market in varying stages of punty. 

The Convention should be made really 
water-tight, so that dangerous drugs were not 
excluded from its provisions on the ground 
that they could not be regarded as final 
products or pure alkaloids. 

The President replied that the Conference 
would be asked to vote on group I, sub
paragraph (i}, as proposed by the United 
States delegation. The members would, how
ever, bear in mind the Swedish delegate's 
observations. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) thought 
that the Swedish and United States dele
gations might be asked to produce a joint 
text. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) asked what 
the United States delegation meant by the 
phrase " drugs derivable directly or indirectly 
therefrom ". This might be understood as 
meaning the substances included in sub
group (b) in the original group II. In 
particular, was this amendment intended to 
cover codeine ? 

There was very sound reason for the Swedish 
amendment. If raw products which could 
be consumed illicitly could be put on the 
market, it must be laid down that·they were 
subject to the same rules as those governing 
the corresponding finished products. 

M. Kahler (Germany) thought that pre
parations derived directly or indirectly from 
opium and with a morphine content of over 
20 per cent could not contain anything but 
what was contained in the opium itself. 
Such preparations· were merely a concen
trated form of the effective parts of the opium. 
The words in italics in the United States 
amendment (group I, sub-paragraph (ii)) 
were therefore superfluous. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
understood that the United States delegation 
did not wish to include preparations contain
ing codeine, and that the word " therefrom " 
did not refer to raw opium but to morphine. 
He suggested that they should substitute 
the words: 

.. Preparations made directly from raw 
opium and containing more than 20 per 

cent of morphine or of a';IY other. drug 
falling within group I denvable d1rectly 
or indirectly from morphine. " 

Dr. Small (United States of America) 
accepted Sir Malcolm Delevingne's suggestion,, 

Group I, sub-paragraph (i), as proposed by 
the United States delegation and amended , 
by the British delegation, was adopted. 

Group I, Sub-p.aragraph (ii) : 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) supported 
the United States amendment. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) asked what 
was meant by the word " preparations ". 
Did it refer to substances such as heroin 
or the various esters of morphine, or to 
pharmaceutical preparations ? 

Dr. Small (United States of America) 
said the word " preparations " was used to 
mean substances obtained from a crude drug, 
not in the pharmaceutical sense. • 

The President proposed that the word 
" substances " should be substituted for 
" preparations ". 

Mr. Treadway (United States of America) 
agreed. 

M. Kahler (Germany) pointed out that 
opium contained neither diacetylmorphine 
nor the other morphine esters and their 
salts. It should therefore be impossible 
for these substances to be contained in the 
preparations derived directly from opium. 
It would be useful to have an explanation 
on this point. 

The President proposed that the form 
of words should be conditional. The phrase • 
might be " drugs which may be derived 
directly " 

Dr. Small (United States of America) 
said the United States delegation considered 
preparations in which the total alkaloids 
of opium were assimilated-giving a mixture 
similar to pantopon, but containing diacetyl
morphine instead of morphine-should be 
included in the category of direct preparations 
from raw opium. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium), in reply to 
M. Kahler, said that, in the preparation of the 

1 
opi urn alkaloids, it was possible to pass through 
certain intermediate stages-in particular, 
that of diacetylmorphine. 

He did not think that the conditional 
form suggested by the President offered any 
advantage. 

M. Bougault (France) confirmed M. 
Kahler's remark that diacetylmorphine did 
not exist in opium. He proposed the 
following wording : 

" Diacetylmorphine and the· other esters 
of morphine and their salts, including 
preparations made directly from opium." 

Group I, sub-paragraph (ii) (document 
Conf.L.F.S.52a), was adopted in the form pro
posed by M. Bougault. 



Group I, Sub-paragraphs (iii) and (iv) : 

Sub-paragraphs (iii) and (iv) were adopted 
without discussion. 

Group II, Sub-group (a): 
• 
. The President observed that sub-group (a) 

, m group II would. become sub-paragraph (b) 
~of group I. 

• 

Subject to tne President's observation, group 
II, sub-group (a), was adopted. 

Group II, Sub-group (b) : 

Sir Malcolm Dclevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that the Sub-Committee (Annex 8. 
Vol. II) had agreed to omit the words: "the 
hydrochloride of which bears the registered 
trade name dionine ". 

Group II, sub-group (b), was adopted with 
the omission of the words between brackets. 

Group III: 
Group II I was adopted without discussion. 

Paragraph 2B : 

Paragraph 2B was adopted without discus
sion. 

Addition to Paragraph 2 of Article I, proposed 
by the Delegation of Panama : 

'J;'he President pointed out that the 
following addition to paragraph 2 had been 
proposed by the delegation of Panama : 

"Manufacturers who have given, or 
will give, trade or proprietary names to 
any recognised narcotic drugs dealt with 
by the Convention, before bringing them 
into the market, shall be required to state 
after the trade name the correct chemical 
name and the exact amount of the narcotic 
present." 

He pointed out that conventions were 
inter-State treaties and could not give rise . 
to obligations for individuals. The Panaman 
amendment might perhaps be reconsidered 
in another form. 

M. Hoffmann (Panama) agreed to revise 
his amendment and submit it again later. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that some of the chemical names 
consisted of from 23 to 30 letters. Was it 
proposed that the full chemical names should 
appear on extremelf small bottles ? 

M. Hoffmann (Panama) replied that a 
simpler nomenclature would suffice, provided 
doctors could recognise the contents of the 
specialities in question. 

The President said that the point would 
be reconsidered when M. Hoffmann had 
redrafted his amendment. 

He added that the explanatory note 
included in the Technical Committee's report 
(Annex I8) was no longer needed and should 
therefore be suppressed, 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

Paragraph 3 : 

The President recalled that amendments 
had been received from the United States 
and Soviet delegations. The amended text 
proposed by the former delegation was almost 
identical with that proposed by the Technical 
Committee. The Soviet delegation, how
ever, had proposed a quite different method. 

Amended Text proposed by the United States 
Delegation. 

" For the purposes of this Convention 
the following definitions shall apply : 

"A. • Raw opium ', • coca leaf ', 
•morphine', • diacetylmorphine', • cocaine', 
• crude cocaine ' and ' ecgonine ' are 
defined as in Article I of the Geneva 
Convention. 

"B. The term ' medicinal opium ' 
means raw opium which has undergone 
only the processes necessary to adapt it 
for medicinal use in accordance with the 
requirements of the national pharma
copreia, whether in powder form or 
granulated or otherwise or mixed with 
neutral materials. 

" C. ' Crude morphine' is an inter
mediate product obtained from opium 
consisting principally of morphine or its 
salts and containing various impurities 
(such as resins, colouring matter, etc.) and 
sometimes other alkaloids. (This is the 
definition of crude morphine appear
ing in document Cod.L.F.S.fC.Tech.B, 
Annex IB.)" 

Proposal by the Soviet Delegation. 

" The Soviet Union delegation proposes 
to include in paragraph 3 of Article I the 
definitions of narcotic drugs which are 
contained in Article I of the Geneva 
Convention of I925." 

M. Weinberg (U!'Iion of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) explained that his delegation 
would prefer the provisions mentioned to be 
produced in extenso instead of a reference 
being made to the Geneva Convel'ltion of I925. 
By this means, it would be easier for countries, 
like the Soviet Union, which were not parties 
to the I925 Convention, to adhere to the 
new Convention. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) supported 
the Soviet proposal. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) thought 
that reference to the I925 Convention was 
perfectly admissible. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that, on several occasions during 
the present Conference, it had been suggested 
that, when reference was made to provisions 
of the Geneva Convention, the provisions in 
question should be set out in full in the 
Convention or in an appendix. This matter 
had been referred to the Drafting Committee . 
He suggested that the same course should 
be followed in the present instance. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) accepted 
this suggestion. 
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Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) had no objec
tion to the Soviet amendment. Nevertheless, 
the Technical Committee's report contained 
certain definitions which did not exist in the 
Geneva Convention. The text of the Con
vention would therefore have to be completed. 

The President proposed that the question 
be referred to the Drafting Committee, which 
would, however, be given a few general 
directions. He appreciated the position of 
countries which were not parties to the 1925 
Convention, but would warn the Conference 
against the possible dangers of reproducing 
the text of one Convention in the body of 
anothe1. The least error in transcription 
might cause awkward administrative· diffi
culties for the countries which had signed the 
two Conventions. 

M. Entezam-Weziry (Persia) suggested 
that the Drafting Committee might be asked 
to find a general solution covering all cases 
in which reference was made in the present 
Convention to the 1925 Convention in the 
new one. 

The President replied that it would be 
better to consider each case separately. 

M. Weinberg (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) explained that the matter was 
one of principle for his delegation. He asked 
that his amendment might be put to the vote 
before the point was sent to the Drafting 
Committee. 

The Soviet amendment was adopted by six 
votes to thf-ee. 

The President observed that, in the 
United States amendment, raw opium and 
the coca leaf had been added to the substances 
enume.rated in the text proposed by the 
Techmcal Committee. It likewise contained 
a paragrap_!l B defining medicinal opium. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America), 
in reply to a question from Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne whether the term " medicinal 
opium " appeared in the Convention, stated 
that be was not sure that it did, and agreed 
that, if it clid not, the definition was useless .. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands), referring to 
the United States amendment, asked whether 
some explanation could not be given cf the 
difference between the definitions of medicinal 
opium in the 1925 Convention and the present 
Convention. 

The President said that it was useless to 
discuss the definitivn of medicinal opium if 
this term were not included in the Convention. 

· Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
suggested that wherever " etc. " appeared in 
the Convention.it should be struck out. 

The President agreed that it would be 
better to use the phrase " such as ". 

This amendmen.t was adopted. 

The President recalled that the Swedish 
delegation had submitted an amendment to 
paragraph 3.1 

M. Sjostrand (Sweden) withdrew his 
amendment. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
withdrew the United States amendment 
on the definition of manufacture. 

Paragraph 3. as amended, was adopted. 

The contim~ation of the discussion was 
adjourned to the next meeting. 

' See page 181. 

TWENTY-SIXTH MEETING (PUBUC). 

Friday! July 3rd, 1931, at 10 a.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 

64.-EXAMINATION OF THE PRELI
MINARY DRAFT CONVENTION 
DRAWN UP BY SEVERAL DELE
GATIONS (Annex 10) (continuation). 

ARTICLE I (continuation). 

Paragraph 4, Sub-paragraph r : 

The President recalled that the Soviet 
delegation proposed to add after the words 
u includes. also any process of refining ", 
the followmg words : " and more particularly 
shall be so considered in the case of crude 
morphine: crude cocaine and ecgonine ". 

The Umted States delegation had submitted 
the following proposal : 

" For the purpose of this Convention, 

the term ' manufacture ' means the appli
cation of any process which results in the 
concentration or separation of the physio
logically active nitrogenous constituents of 
opium or of coca leaf; the term shall be 
held to include the separation or purifi
cation of the opium alkaloids, of ecgonine, 
cocaine or any other alkaloids from coca 
leaf, and of all substances directly or 
indirectly prepared or preparable from any 
of them, and the transformation of alka
loids into th.eir salts, but shall not include 
the preparation of medicinal opium." 

M. Weinberg (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) thought it very important that 
all the narcotics coming under paragraph 4 
should be clearly defined. 

• 
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Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought the Soviet amendment was unne
cessary and prejudicial, as it concentrated 
attention on the three drugs mentioned and 
would indicate that other substances which 
were not mentioned were of less importance. 

· He su~gested that the amendment did not 
carry out the object which the Soviet dele
gation had had in view in proposing it. 

The Soviet amendment was rejected by fourteen 
votes to two. 

Paragraph 4, sub-paragraph I, was adopted. 

Paragraph 4, Sub-paragraph 2 : 

The President stated that the British · 
delegation proposed to delete the word " non
narcotic". 

Further, the United States delegation had 
proposed the following text : 

" For the purposes of the Convention, the 
term' conversion' means the chemical trans
formation of any narcotic drug. obtained 

. or obtainable from opium or coca leaf 
into any substance whatsoever except the 

. transformation of alkaloids into their 
salts." 

The British amendment was adopted. by 
fifteen votes to four. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
did not think there was any real difference 
of substance between the United States and 
British amendments. · The United States 
amendment inserted the words " obtainable 
from opium or coca leaf'\ The term "the 
drugs " would now be used. The words 
" except the transformation of alkaloids into 
their salts", which the United States delegation 
proposed to insert at the end, could be added 
later by the Drafting Committee if necessary. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
said that, if it were understood that the term 
" narcotic drug " was to be replaced by the 
word " drug ", upon which the Conference 
had agreed on the previous day, and the 
words " except the transformation of alka
loids into their salts " could be added, the 
United States amendment was identical with 
the British amendment. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) understood that 
the United States delegation was proposing 
an addition to the effect that the conversion 
of alkaloids and their salts into another 
substance should be regarded as manufacture 
and not as conversion within the meaning of 
Article I. If so, the Swiss delegation sup
ported the proposal. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
thought it was quite clear from the phraseo
logy of the amendment that the preparation 
of salts and alkaloids from alkaloids was a 
manufacturing process and not conversion. 

. M. Ferri (Italy) proposed to add 'to the 
• text the words : " and also the transformation 

of a drug by a chemical process into another 
drug ". 

The President replied that, if M. Ferri 
was thinking of codeine, his point was met 

• by the text as it stood. · Codeine was a drug, 
and its conversion into another substance 
was covered by the paragraph under 
discussion. 

M. Ferri (Italy) withdrew his amendment. 

Sub-paragraph 2 was adopted in the follow
ing form : 

" The term ' conversion ' shall denote the 
transformation by a chemical process of 
a drug, within the meaning of the Conven
tion, into another substance, with the 
exception of the transformation of alkaloids 
into their salts." 

Paragraph 4, Sub-paragraph 3 : 

Paragraph 4, sub-paragraph 3. was adopted, 
subject to second reading. 

Paragraph 5 :· . 

The President pointed out that a formal 
change would have to be made at the second 
reading, in view of the decision to have no 
annex. 

He recalled that the British delegation had 
submitted an amendment for the addition 
before the word " furnish " of the words 
" including supplementary estimates ". 

He observed that it would facilitate the 
drafting of certain articles if the words 
"estimates" and " supplementary estimates " 
were not repeated every time ; the 
word · " estimates " denoted the estimates 
properly so-called and the supplementary 
estimates. 

The Conference agreed with the President. 

Paragraph 5, !IS amended by the British 
delegation, was adopted. 

NEW ARTICLE I{a). 

The President said that proposals for 
a new Article I(a) had been submitted by 
the British and Swiss delegations.' 

Proposal by the. British Delegation. 

" I. The provisions of Articles . . . 
of this Convention shall apply to the 
substances mentioned in groups I and II( a) 
of paragraph 2(a) of Article I and to any 
substances falling under group III which 
have, in accordance with Article II, been 
declared to be substances capable of pro
ducing addiction, or convertible into such 
substances and falling under group II( a). 

" 2. The provisions of Articles . . . 
shall not apply to any substances other 
than those mentioned in the preceding 
paragraph. 

" 3· The substances mentioned in 
group Il(b) of paragraph 2(a) of Article x; 
together with any ~ubstances falling under 

·group III. which have, in accordance with 

• See Minutes of the twenty-second meeting, page 16~. 
for the Swiss proposal, which, it was first suggested to 
discuss as a new Article 9 (•)· 
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· be d 1 d to be substa~ces I raw materials. The present Conference had 
Article n, . en ec are ca able of ro- decided to consider only manufactured 
conyertlbdled.mt_to proddufcatlslt"ngpunder gr~up products. The reference in Article 18 to 
ducmg a IC ton an V f h G C f · ht II(b}, shall be subjected to the ~egime laid Chapter o t e en~va onven ton mtg 
d · A f 1 of thts Conven- therefore cause confusiOn. · 
_ow~. m r IC e · · · Many of the delegations had pointed out 

tlon. . . that the efficacy of the Conven~ion would 
Sir Malcolm Delevingn~ (Great ~ntam} depend on its universal . ado~tton. Any

said the British proposal did not ratse any thing that might prevent tts bemg adopted 
new question of substance. He_thought the universally must therefore be avoided. The 
Convention should start by saymg: th~t the reference in question was one of the points 
drugs in group I would be dealt ~th m one which might prevent countries not parties 
way and the drugs in group ~~- m another, to the Geneva Convention from signing the 
and this was the effect of the Bnttsh proposal. present Convention. To obviate that possi

Dr- Carriere (Switzerland) entirely agreed 
with Sir Malcolm Delevingne. 

The President thought it impossible to 
draft this article in an absolutely precise 
form at the present stage. The Conference 
would first have to determine which articles 
were to apply to all drugs and which to 
specific drugs. That could not be done 
before the second reading, or quite at the 
end of the first reading. · 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
agreed with the President. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought the Conference might adopt the 
principle contained in the British and Swiss 
proposals, leaving the final text of the 
combined proposal to be adopted later. 

The President reminded the Conference. 
.that he had been requested to get into touch 
with certain delegations and devise a method 
to be followed for the drugs in group II. 
He would announce the result of his conver
sations during the discussion on Article 
9( a), and the British and Swiss proposals 
relative to -Article 1(a) might be discussed 
then. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 
• 

NEW ARTICLES RELATING TO THE DIS 
TRIBUTION AND CONTROL OF NARCOTIC 
SUBSTANCES: PROPOSAL BY THE ARGENTINE 
DELEGATION. 

The President asked where the Argentine 
delegation desired to introduce the amend
ments it had submitted in document Conf. 
L.F.S.28{c) (Annex II). 

M. Perez (Argentine) replied that he with
drew all the amendments in question. 

ARTICLE I8 (OLD ARTICLE 19} (continuation). 

M. ~asmussen (Denmark} drew particular 
attention to paragraph 4 in the explanatory 
note accomp~nying his proposal. I His object 
was to make 1t clear that countries not parties 
~o th"e 1925 Convention would only be bound 
1f there were an express stipulation to that 
effect in the new Convention. 

M. Entezam • Weziry (Persia) said that 
Chapter V in the Geneva Convention dealt 
with both manufactured narcotic drugs and 

• See i.linuteo of the twenty-tbird meeting, page r 74· 

bility, the new Convention should contain, 
not references to the Geneva Convention, but 
the actual text of all the articles in the latter 
which the Conference might decide should be 
included in it. The Persian delegation wished 
in any case to hear the Legal Adviser's 
opinion before taking a decision. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) thought 
there was no danger of countries not parties 
to the 1925 Convention being bound to it by 
reason of any references to it contained in 
the present Convention. A reference could 
be made to an earlier convention just as a 
reference could be made to a heading in 
a dictionary or in Article 1, for instance, to a 
treatise on chemistry. 

M. Ferri (Italy) thought the Conference 
should consider solely the point of view of 
countries which had not, for special reasons, 
ratified the Geneva Convention. He suggested 
that the representatives of those countries 
should be requested to draw up the text for 
Article 18 (formerly Article 19). In the 
Italian delegation's opinion, there was no · 
difference between references to the Geneva 
Convention and the incorporation in the new 
Convention of the articles in the Geneva 
Convention to which reference was made . 
Both methods had the same effects legally. 

M. Militchevitch (Yugoslavia} supported 
the Persian delegate. 

M. Barandon (Legal Adviser) said that 
the Danish proposal was intended to take the 
place of Article 19 in the Advisory Com
mittee's draft. It dealt exclusively with the 
Powers which were parties to the two Con
ventions, whereas Article 19 related to the 
contracting parties which had not ratified 
the Geneva Convention. The Conference 
desired unanimously that, in assenting to the 
present Convention, the contracting parties 
should undertake to accept certain of the 
provisions of the 1925 Convention. 

There were two alternative courses. One 
was to refer in the new Convention to the 
chapters in the old Convention. That was 
d~ne ~n Article 19 in the Advisory Com- • 
mtttee s draft. The other was to repeat in 
substance the chapters in question without 
mentioning the earlier Convention. · 

M .. Barandon thought this was merely a 
quest10n of drafting, but a very important 



one. If there were certain delegates who, 
for diplomatic reasons, h~d serious objections 
to mentioning the 1925 Convention, it would 
be necessary to repeat in the new Convention 
the substance of these provisions of the 1925 
Convention to which reference was made, 
without mentioning the Convention itself. 

If Article 18 (formerly Article 19) were 
superseded by the Danish proposal, there 
would be a gap, since the article would contain 
no provision covering contracting parties who 
were not parties to the Geneva Convention. 

Nevertheless, the Danish proposal might be 
advantageously embodied in the Convention. 
In other circumstances, in the framing of a 
new convention which was to exist side by 
side with an earlier one dealing in part with the 
same subject, it had always been customary 
to insert in the new convention an article 
to remove any possibility of doubt in the 
future as to the relationship between the two 
conventions. M. Barandon cited various 
examples in this ·connection. Needless to 
say, the more recent and more special law 
invariably superseded the older and more 
general law. It was, however, usual to insert 
a clause making this quite clear. 

In conclusion, Article 18 (formerly 
Article 19) should not be replaced by the 
Danish amendment, but should have a first 
paragraph containing a clause on the lines of 
that proposal. Thus, there would first be 
a paragraph dealing with the position of 
countries parties to the two Conventions and 
a second paragraph referring to contracting 
parties who were not parties to the Geneva 
Convention. 

M. Entezam-Weziry (Persia) considered 
that, after the statement by the Legal Adviser, 
who had supported the Persian point of 
view, there was little for him to add. Never
theless, if the Conference insisted on referring 
to the Geneva Convention, it should be made 
clear that the products in question were· 
manufactured drugs. 

He noted with satisfaction the statement 
of M. de Vasconcellos that there was no danger 
of countries which had not adhered to the 1925 
Convention being bound to it in consequence 
of the reference to it. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) pointed out that 
the Convention on the International Regime 
of Maritime Ports concluded at Geneva in 
1923 contained a clause whereby the signatory 
States undertook to apply the provisions in 
another international convention, that deal
ing with the International Regime of Rail
ways. The Convention did not merely refer 
to the articles mentioned in the text, but 
there were added between brackets the 
words " see Annex " and the articles in 
question had been reproduced as an annex. 
The same procedure .might be followed in the 
present instance. 

The Greek delegation agreed with the 
Legal Adviser's view with regard to the 
Danish amendment. · 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) associated 
himself with M. Barandon's remarks. He 

• 
likewise concurred in the principle of the 
Danish amendment, but with the proviso 
that it should not take the place of Article 18. 

With regard to Article 18 itself, a simple 
reference to the corresponding chapter in 
the 1925 Convention might give the impres
sion that the contracting parties accepted 
outright all the provisions of those chapters 
in that Convention. It was possible, how
ever, that some of the countries not parties 
to that Convention had bee11 unable to 
adhere to it precisely because of one or other 
of those provisions. Consequently, a simple 
reference to the Geneva Convention might 
make it impossible for them to ratify the 
new one. 

M. Dinichert was not sure of the desirabi
lity, even for the countries that were parties 
to the 1925 Convention, of transferring all 
the provisions of the chapters in question; 
as they stood. It followed that it would be 
necessary to consider whether those chapters 
were in accordance with the existing situ
ation ; if they were not, they would have to 
be redrafted. 

M. Ferri (Italy) said that his delegation 
was prepared to agree to the Danish amend
ment on condition that it formed a paragraph 
in Article 18. Nevertheless, it did not 
consider it necessary to express a principle 
that was generally admitted in international 
law. 

M. Bourgois (France) thought a reference 
to the relevant articles in the 1925 Convention 
would suffice. It was unfortunate that the 
Conference should object to following the 
customary diplomatic usage. The 1925 Con
vention had been signed, deposited and 
communicated in due form to all countries, 
and not to the contracting countries only. 
Those which had not signed it were not now 
being asked to recognise it, but merely to 
take note of it. It was perfectly usual to 
refer in another convention to an instrument 
which was as official in character as the 
1925 Convention. The latter itself contained 
numerous references to earlier conventions. 

M. Gajardo (Chile) agreed with M. Baran
don and explained his country's position. 
Chile had signed the 1925 Convention, but 
had not yet ratified it. The executive power 
had however, on June 4th, 1930, sent a 
message to the Chambers recommending 
ratification. On receipt, however, of the 
invitation to the present Conference, the 
procedure had been suspended, as it was 
desired to take a decision on the two Conven
tions simultaneously. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
agreed with M. Barandon. He thought the 
Greek delegate's suggestion the best way to 
meet the situation of both the countries 
which had political difficulties and the Con
ference as a whole. The insertion of the 
necessary provisions of the 1925 Convention 
in the new Convention would make it un
wieldy and cumbrous. He suggested that 
the provisions which the Conference desired 
to include should be set out at length in an 
annex, with such adaptations or adjustments 
as might be necessary as a result of the 
provisions of the new Convention. 
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If the countries which felt political dif
ficulties so desired, the provisions could be 
set out without any reference to the 1925 
Convention with a statement to the effect 
that they wou.ld be carried o~t by the 
countries which were not parties to the 
Geneva Convention. The necessary adjust
ments and adaptations could not be settled 
until a decision had been taken as to group II 
of the drugs. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne agreed with the 
Persian delegate that Article 18 was at pre
sent too wide. He thought it was intended 
to apply only to manufactured drugs, not 
to raw materials. A form of words similar 
to the Persian proposal was necessary. 

He agreed with M. Barandon that the 
Danish proposal was really superfluous, but 
that it would be wise to define the relations 
between the Geneva Convention and the new 
Convention in respect of countries which 
were parties to both. That relationship 
should be defined more precisely than in the 
Danish amendment and the text should show 
how far and in what respects the new Con
vention superseded or extended the provisions 
of the old Convention. 

M. Rasmussen (Denmark) said that the 
object of his proposal was to enable the largest 
possible number of States to ratify the 
Convention: 

Three cases might arise. A new conven
tion might be intended to abrogate an earlier 
~onvention, and this it was usual to specify 
m the body of the new instrument. A new 
convention rn!ght also be_intended to super
sede lln earlier convention, and this too 
was ordinarily stated in an article. If, how
ever, it were intended to maintain an earlier 
convention in force, it was desirable to say 
that the _new convention completed the old 
one. This last was the situation in the 
present case. 

Va~ous methods might be' followed to 
establish the relationship between the two 
conventions, but, in M. Rasmussen's opinion, 
the transfer of certain portions of the old 
co_nvention to the new one was the best. It 
m1ght be dangerous to have merely references, 
as they were not always correctly understood. 
In both these cases the former Article 19 
w~uld become superfluous. There was a 
thi~d method-namely, to summarise in an 
art1~le, as had b~en done in Article 19 in the 
~dVJsory Comm1tt~e's dr~ft, the provisions 
In the old convention wh1ch the contracting 
pa!ties to the new undertook to apply. If 
this last system were followed, M. Rasmussen 
could. agree to his f~rmula being inserted as 
the fJrst paragraph m such an article. 

His formula covered the position of all 
the co'!~~ries in question. He supported 
M. Fef!I s.proposal that the representatives of 
~untnes not parties to the Geneva Conven-
tion should be consulted. . 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
was firmly convinced t~at States not parties 
to the Geneva Convention would find it less 
difficult to accept the new Convention if 
those principles of the Geneva Convention 
which were to be applied by the non-signa
tories of that Convention were incorporated 
bodily in the new Convention, with any 
necessary changes. He feared that non
signatories would have practical difficulties 
in carrying out certain selected chapters of 
the Geneva Convention. One reason was 
that the drugs referred to in the Geneva 
Convention were not the same as those 
referred to in the new Convention. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne's suggestion was 
the best. Mr. Caldwell saw no reason why 
a sp~cial committee should not study the 
question and produce a text for inclusion 
i? an annex. There was one possible dif
ficulty. If the annex had to be carried out 
only by countries not parties to the Geneva 
Con~ention b~t was drafted to cover drugs 
not mcluded m that Convention with alter-. . . 
abons m the phraseology, the signatories to 
the ·new Convention would have certain 
obligations not binding on the parties to the 
Geneva Convention. 

.SubhJ Ziya Bey (Turkey) made a reserv
ation as to the substance _of Article x8. 
Turkey could not accept the import certificate 
~ystem for raw materials, as prescribed 
m Chapter V of the Geneva Convention. 
Turkey had not adhered to the Geneva 
Convention for that reason. 

M. Figueredo~ Lora (Costa Rica) announced 
that his Government had recently approved 
the 1925 Convention and had requested the 
Constitutional Congress to take all possible 
steps for its prompt ratification. 

As the law in Costa Rica went much 
further than the Convention at present in 
force, the Costa Rican Government would 
plainly approve any new convention which 
would result in the quantitative and effect
ive limitation of the manufacture of narcotic 
drugs. 

M. Figueredo-Lora agreed with M. Baran
don's proposals. . 

The President drew attention to the •. 
connection between Articles 19 and 22 of the 
Advisory Committee's draft. There was no 
question of applying the regime laid down 
in Chapters III, V and VI of the Geneva • 
Convention to all the drugs covered by the 
present Convention. The point was merely 
that that regime should apply to the drugs 
specified in Article 4 of the Geneva Conven
tion .. The _regime applicable to the drugs 
mentioned m the present Convention would 
be prescribed in Article 22. 

From the various observations offered it 
seemed plain that the legal notions by which 
~he Conferenc~ should be guided in this 
Issue were .still somewhat vague. There 
were three separate questions which had· not 
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been kept apart in the debate. The first 
was that of the relationship between the 
provisions of the two Conventions for the 
States which were parties to both. That 
point was covered by the Danish amendment. 
The second question was whether the signa
tories to the present Convention would agree 
to submit the drugs enumerated in Article 4 
of the Geneva Convention to rules identical 
or similar·to those laid down in Chapters III, 
V and VI of the Geneva Convention. The 
third question was that of the text to be 
adopted supposing. there was agreement on 
the second. 

The difficulty was to find a way whereby 
the Powers signing the present Convention 
would be bound de facto in regard to national 
and international control and the functions 
of the Central Board. The President agreed 
with Sir Malcolm Delevingne that this ques
tion could not be settled pending a decision 
on Article g(a). He therefore proposed that 
the discussion should be adjourned to allow 
delegates to talk the matter over. 

He would draw attention at once, how
ever, to a possible administrative difficulty. 
Under the rgr2 Convention there had been 
two groups of States-signatories and non
signatories. Under the 1912 and 1925 Conven
tions there were four groups of States
those which. had signed neither Convention, 
those which had signed only the first, those 
which had signed only the second and those 
which had signed both. With the new 
Convention, there would be eight groups of 
States and if it were remembered that ·each 
of these groups included States Members and 
States non-Members of the League, it would 
be seen that there would be sixteen groups of 
States. These sixteen groups of States would 

. be placed in very similar, though 110t identi
cal, situations, because they would have 
assumed 9bligations that were complementary 
to earlier obligations. This might possibly 
cause complications which would make the 
whole system unworkable. If some way of 
avoiding this were not discovered, it might 
perhaps ·prove a very serious bar to the 
development of international law. He would 
therefore urgently appeal to all delegations 
to help in solving this difficulty. He would 
seek authorisation to get into touch with the 
various delegations to attempt to find some 
common ground, and proposed to postpone 
the decision until the end of the first reading. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

ARTICLE 20 (OLD ARTICLE 22). 

The President obser.ved that proposals 
had been received from the Austrian and 
Netherlands delegations and a sub-amend
ment to the latter proposal by the Belgian 
delegation. 

Proposal by the Austrian Delegation. • 

" Insert an Article 22(a) as follows: 

" • The High Contracting Parties 
undertake to apply to all preparations 

containing narcotics such as morphine, 
its salts and derivatives, or cocaine, its 
salts and derivatives, whether such drugs 
are covered by the Geneva Convention 
or not, the measures of control provided 
for in Articles 6, 12, 13 and 18 t of 
that Convention,· irrespective of the 
percentage narcotic content of such 
preparations. 

" • The Health Committee of the 
League of Nations shall have power to 
exempt from this control such of the 
aforesaid preparations as fulfil the con
ditions laid down in Article 8 of the 
Geneva Convention, provided that they 
are to be found in any national phar-
macopreia '." · 

Proposal by the Netherlands Delegation.• 

" To insert as clause I in Article 22 : 

" • I. The High Contracting Parties 
agree to apply the system of control 
provided for in the Geneva Convention to 
all preparations containing morphine or 
cocaine whatever may be the percentage 
of the drug contained in such prepar~ 
ations '." 

Proposal by the Belgian Delegation.• 

"Sub-amendment to the proposal of 
the Netherlands delegation (see above) : 

" ' The High Contracting Parties shall 
apply the provisions of the Geneva 
Convention to solutions or dilutions of 
morphine or cocaine or their respective 
salts in an inert, liquid or solid sub
stance, whatever their degree of con
ceo tra ti on '." 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) observed 
that it was possible that drug addicts or 
dishonest traders might fraudulently mix 
drugs with products which did not modify 
the nature of the drugs, but made it possible 
to extract morphine or cocaine for illicit 
purposes, even when the morphine or cocaine 
content was below the limits fixed by the 
Geneva Convention. The Belgian sub
amendment was intended to prevent such 
fraud. These compounds must be regulated 
both for domestic and for international trade. 

The Netherlands and Austrian amendments 
brought under the control laid down in the 
Geneva Conventiop all preparations contain
ing morphine or cocaine irrespective of the 
content. The adoption of these amendments 
would revolutionise the established practice 
in many countries and it would cease to be 
possible to deliver absolutely harmless drugs 
without a medical prescription. The Nether
lands and Austrian amendments would like
wise make both internal and international 
control almost unworkable. The list of 
drugs and preparations coming under the 

1 These proposals were originally submitted in connec
tion with Article 22 of the Advisory Committee's draft 
(Annez7(11)). 

• 
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Geneva Convention was very long, as it wa.s, 
and a list of preparations 'Yi th a n!lrcotlc 
drug content less than ~hat la1~ down m that 
Convention would be 1mpracttcable. 

The wisest course would be to p~event 
addicts or traders carrying. out the1r ~ell 
purpose by simply conce!ltratmg the solutiOn 
or separating the alkalOids. 

With the Netherlands and Austrian amend
ments doctors and pharmacists wo~d be 
continually obstructed. in the leg~tlmate 
exercise of their professiOnS. 

M. vau Wettum (Netherlands), in expla!l
ation of the Netherlands amendment, sa1d 
that whatever the international obligations 
in the matter of narcotics might be, control of 
the trade would always remain the pivot of 
the system. The severer the restrictions on 
trade, the more strenuous would be the efforts 
of contraband traffickers to go beyond the 
measures of control, and loopholes in the 
present system which formerly were not used 
for illicit purposes, would now be so used. 

According to Article 4, sub-paragraph (d), 
of the Geneva Convention, preparations 
containing 0.2 per cent or less of morphine, or 
o.I per cent or less of cocaine were exeml?ted 
from the stipulations of the Convention. 
Those maximum percentages were more or 
less arbitrarily fixed. There were prepar
ations of less than 0.2 per cent of morphine 
content, the use of which might lead to 
addiction. (A quantity of 0.2 per cent of 
morphine represented 2! grammes of mor
phine salts in a litre.) In this connection, he 
quoted a paragraph of the report of a com
mittee consisting of Dr. Carriere (Chairman), 
Dr. Anselmino, Professor Burgi and Professor 
von Knaffl-Lenz (document O.C.us6, dated 
February 5th, 1930 (page 3, first paragraph)). 

If the Conference wished to tighten up the 
system as a whole as far as possible, there 
should be no differentiation between prepar
ations of greater or lesser drug content. The 
same provisions should apply to both. One 
case of contraband traffic in preparations of 
the kind to which he had referred had come 
to the knowledge of the Netherlands Govern
ment-the smuggling, under a fictitious 
name, of a solution of morphine in water 
!rom country A through the Netherlands in 
transit to country B. The Netherlands 
:iovernment could have stopped the consign
nent, as the accompanying papers were not in 
:onformity with the Netherlands regulations, 

but let the consignment pass in order 1 
become acquainted with the real consignej 
in country B, the Government of country 
being at the same tim~ infor~ed of tl 
consignment. The traff1ckers m countr 
B were arrested, but were acquitted by t.h 
Court as not having acted in contraventio 
of the stipulations of the Convention. A 
he already stated, the seizure consisted of 
solution of morphine in water, which wa 
evidently an inert substance. 

He was convinced that if they did no 
already do so, smugglers would make prepar 
ations of substances which were apparent!~ 
not inert, but from which the morphin< 
could be extracted. Under the existin! 
regulations, the quantities of morphine anc 
cocaine used in the manufacture of sucl 
preparations were not fully known and, ir 
the circumstances, exact control could no1 
be exercised. He referred in this connectioD 
to the " Analysis of the International Trad~ 
in Morphine, Diacetylmorphine and CocainE 
for the Years 1925-1929 " (document Conf. 
L.F.S.3(1), Part II). 

For all the reasons mentioned it had 
already appeared necessary, under the exist
ing conditions, to apply the system of the 
Geneva Convention in the matter, at least 
the import and export certificate system, 
notwithstanding the fact that the total 
amount of morphine and cocaine to be used 
in a manufacturing country would be limited 
in future. 

Further, the Conference had adopted 
Article 8 of the new draft Convention, under 
which exports had to be made on the basis 
of import certificates. That presupposed 
internal control, and the inclusion in the 
estimates of the preparations in question. 
It would be possible to make exceptions to 
that rule, but as soon as those exceptions 
were made, there would be a loophole for 
traffickers of which more advantage would 
be taken under a limitation system than at 
the present time. 

M. Schultz (Austria) said that, to simplify 
matters, he was ready to agree to the deletion 
of the reference in his proposal to certain 
articles in the Geneva Convention. The first 
paragraph in the Austrian proposal was 
practically identical with the Netherlands 
proposal. 

The continuation of the discussion was 
adjourned to the next meeting. 

• 

• 
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TWENTY-SEVENTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Friday 1 July 3rd, 1931 1 at 3 p.m. 

President M. DE BROUCKtRE. 

65.-EXAMINATION OF THE PRELl· 
MINARY DRAFT CONVENTION 
DRAWN UP BY SEVERAL DELE
GATIONS (Annex Io) (continuation). 

ARTICLE 20 (OLD ARTICLE 22) (continuation). 

M. SjiSstrand (Sweden) did not think the 
Netherlands and Austrian amendments would 
be acceptable to the Swedish Government, 
which had already had difficulty in applying 
the provisions of the 1925 Convention. 

He reserved his opinion on the Belgian 
sub-amendment. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) pointed out 
that his amendment referred to international 
and not national control. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) observed 
that it would be impossible to put the 
Netherlands proposal into effect, seeing that 
an unlimited number of specialities and 
preparations, containing minute quantities of 
drugs, existed in the world market. Drug 
addiction had never been acquired through 
such preparations. 

The Belgian sub-amendment would make 
fraud impossible by controlling preparations 
from which narcotics could easily be extracted. 

M. Kahler (Germany) could not support 
the Netherlands and Austrian amendments. 
The German Government could not dis
continue the manufacture of the products 
referred to in Article I and more particularly 
in Article 8 of the Geneva Convention. Only 
the most unavoidable restrictions should be 
imposed on the trade. The Health Com
mittee itself had admitted that the prepar
ations referred to in Article 8 of the Geneva 
Convention were not likely to pass into the 
illicit traffic. National control was quite 
sufficient, and in Germany, for instance, 
operated very satisfactorily. 

M. van Wettum had stated that manu
facture could not be carried on for export 
since no provision had been made for import 

' certificates for such preparations. It would, 
however, be sufficient to ask the various 
countries to supply estimates for such prepar
ations, as was done in the case of conversion 
into codeine, for example. In conclusion, he 
did not believe the Belgian sub-amendment 
would have any real value. 

M. ·Sawada (Japan) said that, for admi
nistrative reasons, the Japanese delegation 
found difficulty in accepting the amendments 
proposed, and asked the Conference to 
maintain the original text. It would, how
ever, be prepared to accept a system of 
international control, if the Conference 
cacepted such a system. 

· M. Figueredo-Lora (Costa Rica) believed 
that, if the Conference did its duty, it would 
definitely fix the maximum amounts of 
narcotics to be manufactured. It would be 
sufficient to insert in the Convention an 
article to the effect that the exact quantity 
and the chemical formula of each narcotic 
contained in pharmaceutical preparations 
should be stated. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
agreed with the Belgian sub-amendment so 
far as it went. It carried into effect a 
recommendation made by the Opium Advi
sory Committee at its January session. Had 
the quota system remained, nothing more 
than this amendment would have been 
required, but the whole basis of the scheme 
of limitation had been altered and now rested 
upon the provisions of Article 8. The amount 
of morphine, for example, was limited to the 
amounts required for domestic consumption 
as given in the estimates for conversion, for 
maintaining. the necessary stock and for the 
execution of re-export orders. The amount 
of morphine exported which was contained 
in those preparations that were exempted 
from the Geneva Convention, either because 
they fell under the 0.2 per cent limit or had 
been exempted by decision of the Health 
Committee under Article 8, was not known ; 
but if the Governments were to apply 
Article 8 and not allow more to be manu
factured than the total of the items enumer
ated, they must know the amount of morphine 
contained in· the exempted preparations 
exported to other countries. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne thought the Nether
lands amendment was one way of obtaining 
the desired result. It would enable Govern
ments to control the international trade in 
these preparations by means of the export 
and import licence system. 

He agreed with M. Kahler and other 
speakers that this would add considerably 
to the administrative work of the Govern
ments concerned. The question was whether 
there was any alternative system by which 
the Governments could ascertain the amount 
of morphine contained in the exempted 
preparations which were exported. He sug
gested that unless the Conference were 
prepared to support M. van Wettum's 
proposal the discussion should be adjourned 



in order that its opponents. might endeavour 
to find an alternative solutton. · · · · 

Dr. Carri~re (Switzerland) could not, 
for the reasons given by the German and 
Belgian delegates, accept the Netherlands 
and Austrian amendments. 

He referred to Article 6, ·paragraph (c), 
of the 1925 Convention, permitting exceptions 
in the case of sales on medical prescriptions. 
He could not see how, in practice, a medical 
prescription could be required, for instance, 
for the sale of cough lozenges. 

The Swiss delegation, however, was pre
pared to support the Belgian amendment, 
as it embodied substantially · the practice 
obtaining in Switzerland. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
said the United States delegation strongly 
supported the Netherlands amendment or 
any alternative solution which might accom
plish the same purpose. It did not think 
it possible adequately to estimate the amounts 
to be manufactured,· unless information con
cerning the amounts used for the exempted 
preparations could be _obtained through a 
system of international control. A similar 
system had been applied in the United 
States for over ten years in connection with 
preparations passing into the international 
trade. With regard to the suggestion that 
nothing should be· done to interfere with 
present customs or trade practice, some 
interference was inevitable, although there 
should be as little as possible. 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) pointed out that 
the 1925 Conference had decided that heroin 
and cocaine solutions should be subject to 
control. The Office international d'Hygilme 
publique in 'Paris had decided that dicodide 
for instance, should be put in the same cate: 
gory as heroin and that all the dilutions of 
salts of those substances should come under 
the Convention ; this decision had been 
approved by the League Health Committee. 
W~y should pr.eparations containing mor
phine and cocame be treated differently ? 

Some people were so hypersensitive to the 
actio~ of certain narcotics that the smallest 

· dose mduced. a condition of euphoria .. Such 
persons reqmred protection. 

In conclusion, he thought that the only 
acce~tabl~ amend!llent was M. van Wettum's, 
proVIded mternattonal control was implied. 

. ~· van Wett~~ (Netherlands) said that, 
1~ VIew of the difftculties raised he accepted 
Str. Malcolm D~evingne's prop~sal that the 
vanous delegations should endeavour to 
come_ to an agreement. If they found no 
solubon he would return to his amendment. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) concurred. 

Colonel Sharman (Canada) said that for 
years Canada had controlled, by means of 
import certificates, the import of preparatipns 
containing any narcotic products, in whatever 
proportion. No serious administrative dif
ficulties had been experienced, and the 
information had been of the greatest value 
in preparing the estimates for future needs. 
In addition, it had been found that, while 
some preparations had a very small narcotic 
content, others came just within. the limits. 
Paregoric, in particular, had caused con~ 
siderable trouble in Canada. Only by insist
ing upon control through import certificates 
had Canada been able to prevent large 
quantities of paregoric from entering the 
country without the knowledge and control 
of the Government. · He therefore strongly 
supported M. van Wettum's proposal ... 

M. Bou~ault (France) observed . that 
hitherto the restrictions proposed in the 
Conve~tion had affected large quantities of 
narcotu;:s and a small number of individuals
that was to say, the manufacturers-whereas 
the amendments now before the Conference 
extended to small amounts of narcotics only 
b~t to ~llions ?f individuals, as ~he prepar
atiOns m questiOn were very · wtdely used. 
The centre of interest was thus changed 
and attention concentrated in the latter case 
on the users of small doses. 

The provisions of the French law on the 
subject read as follows : 

" Chemists are forbidden to renew any 
prescription for the substances in table B 1 

either in the ordinary form or in that ~f 
solutions for subcutaneous injection. 

·: T~e same prohibition applies to pre
scnpttons for powders compounded from 
cocaine or its salts and containing those 
substances in a proportion exceeding 
1/I,OOO, as well as to prescriptions for 
preparations to be absorbed through the 
stomach and containing the substances in 
table B in doses which bring them under 
paragraph 2 of the table in question. 

. " As an e~c~ption to the foregoing provi
siOn, prescnptlons may be renewed in the 
case of preparations for absorption through 
the stomach not containing more than 
250 milligramme~ ~f officinal opium nor 
more than 25. milligrammes of morphine, 
benzoylmorphine, hydrocodeinone, dihy
drooxy~odemone, co~aine and prescriptions 
for plam laudanum m doses not exceeding 
5 grammes." . 

The Netherlands amendment would compel 
customers to present a prescription even if 
they only wanted the five grammes of lau
danum above mentioned. Yet he had been 
assured by M. von Knaffl-Lenz that such small 
doses ·might at the most induce a desire for 

1 Corresponding to group 1 in the Convention, 
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drug addiction. Personally, in the whole of 
his experience, he had never known a single 
case of that kind. . 

There should be no difficulty in preparing 
statistics, seeing that the chemist who 
received morphine or cocaine must state 
exactly how he used it. The same applied to 
exports and also to domestic consumption. 

There was therefore no reason for altering 
the present system but rather fundamental 
reasons for maintaining it if the traditional 
domestic customs of millions of people were 
not to be disturbed. There was not a single 
family in France which did not keep a small 
stock of paregoric or laudanum (the latter for 
external use) which was renewed without a 
fresh prescription every time the bottle was 
emptied. The mother of a family could 
hardly be compelled to go out at night in 
search of a doctor and pay a consultation 
fee of so francs in order to get the five 
grammes of laudanum she. urgently needed. 
Such an arrangement, moreover, would pro
duce an effect contrary to what was intended 
-it would not decrease consumption. A 
doctor who was anxious to keep his patients 
would not hesitate to issue a prescription for 
100 grammes at a time to save the patient 
the cost of fresh prescriptions, and xoo 
grammes of laudanum would imperil a whole 
family if a mistake were made. 

If M. van Wettum's amendment were 
adopted, it would be impossible for the 
French Government to apply it in face of 
public opinion. In conclusion, he thought 
all·the members were concerned in finding a 
compromise and he would therefore· support 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne's suggestion. 

M.Schultz (Austria) supported the Nether
lands amendment. 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) also support
ed the Netherlands proposal. The Irish 
Government required import certificates for 
all morphine preparations, no matter what 
proportion of the drug they contained. 
This had not involved any serious adminis
trative difficulties. If preparations were not 
included, there would be a very serious gap 
in the Convention which might later lead 
to abuse. 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) thought that the 
French system of control as explained by 
M. Bougault was very effective. He might, 
however, point out that 12 c. c. of a 2 per cent 
solution of morphine was the maximum dose 
of morphine. 

The President adjourned the discussion 
and expressed the hope that after the 
conversations between the delegations con
cerned it WO)lld be possible to agree on a 
text. 

ARTICLE 22 (OLD ARTICLE 24). 

The President pointed out that the posi
tion regarding Article 22 was the same. as 
for Article x81 and should be dealt w1th 
in a similar way. He would consult the 

• See Minutes of the twenty-sixth meeting, page 186. 

various delegations and try to secure a 
compromise. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

ARTICLE 20(a). 
The President recalled that the group of 

delegations which had prepared the second 
draft of the Convention had later proposed 
the following additional article : 

" The High Contracting Parties shall 
communicate to one another, through the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, 
the laws and regulations promulgated in 
order to give effect to the present Conven
tion, and shall forward to the Secretary
General of the League of Nations an annual 
report on the working of the Convention 
in their territories, in accordance with a 
form drawn up by the Advisory Committee 
on Traffic in Opium and other Dangerous 
Drugs of the League of Nations and 
approved by the Council of the League of 
Nations". 
Subsequently, the Soviet delegation had 

proposed to amend the article in question to 
read as follows : 

"The High Contracting Parties shall 
communicate to one another, through the 
Secretary-General of the International 
Narcotics Office, the laws and regulations 
promulgated in order to give effect to the 
present Convention, and shall forward to 
the Secretary-General of the International 
Narcotics Office an annual report on the 
working of the Convention in their terri
tories ". 

M. Weinbera (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that the Soviet delegation 
would accept Article 20(a) so far as the 
mutual communication of the laws and 
regulations promulgated in the contracting 
countries in order to give effect to the Con
vention was concerned, but for reasons which 
it had frequently explained before the 
plenary Conference and the Committees, 
and of which he thought all the delegates 
were aware, he could not agree to the proposal 
that the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations should act as intermediary in respect 
of countries which might accede to the 
Convention but were not Members . of the 
League. 

JM. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) pointed 
out that the Conference had been convened 
by the League of Nations which, under 
Article 23 of the Covenant, was entrusted 
with the general supervision of agreements 
with regard to the traffic in opium and other 
dangerous drugs. The various countries had 
been invited in virtue of a decision of the 
League Assembly, followed by a Council 
resolution which was transmitted by the 
Secretary-General to all the States Members 
and non-Members of the League. All the 
States concerned had corresponded with the 
latter on the question. 

If, in the Convention which the Conference 
was now drawing up at the headquarters of 
the League of Nations itself, omission were 
made of the organs of the League which at 
the request of the Council and the Assembly 
had collected the enormous amount of 
documentation used as a basis for the 

13 
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proceedings of the Conference, each MembfJ 
of the League of Na~ions, as such, wou 
feel its importance belittled. 

The Soviet delegation repro~ched the 
League for the inadequacy of lt~ efforts. 
There certainly had been shortcommgs, but 
it was not the League organs nor the Sec_re
tariat but the Governments themselv~s w~ch 
were to blame for not having co~plied With 
the recommendations of the AdVIsory Com
mittee and the Assembly. 

He formally objected to the name of the 
Secretary-General or any other L~a~ue or~a
nisation being omitted from a proV1~lon which 
was essential to the proper operation of the 
Convention ; it would be tantamount to 
nullifying the work of the Conference. 

M. Perez (Argentine) stated that although 
the Argentine was not a Me~ber of the 
League, he disagreed with the Sov1et proposal. 

M Casares (Spain) endorsed M. de Vas
conc~llos' remarks. The League's ef~orts on 
behalf of limitation could not well be 1gnored, 
and the Advisory Committee had already 
achieved most remarkable results. M~re
over the fact that public opinion was forcmg 
the States to make fresh efforts was due to 
the League having invested this problem 
with a degree of universality which it would 
otherwise not have had. If, at the pres~nt 
moment, the opium problem were _engrossmg 
the attention of the whole world, 1t was due 
to the League of Nations. In such circum
stances how could the machinery of the 
League' organs .possibly be ignored ? The 
Permanent Central Board, moreover, was 
maintained by the budget of the League, a 
fact which could not be overlooked when 
considering the mechanism of the future 
Convention. 

• 
The President thought there were two 

questions to be decided : (I) S~ould t~e 
High Contracting Parties commumcate the1r 
laws and regulations to one another and 
supply each other with information by 
means of annual reports? (2) Through what 
medium should such information be ex
changed? 

It . was customary for States to com
mun"cate w.th one another through d plo
matic channels only. It would thus be a 
departure from trad.tion to accept the Soviet 
proposal to exchange commun:caLons through 
an ofiicial. 

It was for the Conference to dec:de what 
authority should be selected, but the Pre
s· dent could not refra n from po· nting out 
that the intermediary chosen by States 
wh;ch had met at a conference was invar:ably 
the authority which had convened that 
conference. Such a selection had never been 
considered as involving an engagement to 
that authority, but merely as an engagement 
undertaken in respect of all the other con
tracting part:es. A body which received and 
circulated reports was merely acting as an 
intermed ary. In the case in point, the 
selection of the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations could not be interpreted 
as an engagement to the League or to the 
Secretary-General. 

M. Bourgois (France) agreed with M. de 
Vasconcellos that, as the Conference had been 
convened by the Council and the Assembly, 
the Secretary-General should be th~ i~ter
mediary for exchanging the commumcations 
in question. 

M. Sawada (]a pan) was unable to accept 
the Soviet proposal. 

M. Weinberg (Union of Soviet S_ocialist 
Republics) had not intended to ra1s~ the 
question of the competence or the ments of 
the League organs dealing with opium and 
narcotic drugs. The moti":e for the So~et 
amendment was the followmg : The Sov1et 
delegation did not feel authorised . to deal 
with questions regarding the relations. be
tween the Union and the League of Nations, 
and therefore suggested that the int~r
mediary chosen should be a central authonty 
set up for the purposes of the Convention. 
He would add, however, that his delegation 
took quite a different view from M. de 
Vasconcellos of the work done by the League 
in the matter of opium. · 

The Soviet amendment was refected by 
twenty-nine votes to one. . 

M.Contoumas (Greece) asked thatitshould 
be made clear that the parties to the I925 
Convention who had to send annual reports 
on its application should only have to su,pmit 
one report on the working of both Conventions. 

The President thought the Greek proposal 
· was reasonable. As the new Convention 
went further than the I925 Convention, 
an additional section might be added to the 
original form of report. 

Article 20(a) was adopted . 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of Amer~ca) 
reserved his opinion with regard to Article 
20(a). 

ARTICLE 2o(b). 

The President recalled that the United 
States delegation had proposed the following 
new Article 2o(b) : 

" Each High Contracting Party shall 
require the manufacturers within its terri· 
tory to submit quarterly reports to the • 
Government stating : 

" (I) The amount of raw materials and 
of each narcotic drug purchased by such 
manufacturers and the quantities of nar
cotic drugs, or any other products whatso
ever, produced from each of these sub
stances. In reporting the amounts of raw 
materials purchased, the manufacturers 
shall state the morphine, cocaine or ecgo
nine content determined by an assay made 
according to a method prescribed by the 
Government of each manufacturing country. 

" (2) The quantities of each of these 
substances including either the raw mate
rials or proilucts manufactured therefrom 
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which were sold, exported or otherwise 
disposed of. 

" (3) The quantities remaining in stock 
at the end of the quarter." 

Arlicle 20(b) was adopted. 

NEW ARTICLES TO BE INSERTED BETWEEN 
ARTICLES 20 AND 2I : PROPOSAL OF THE 

jAPANESE DELEGATION. 

The President observed that the Japanese 
delegation had proposed the following new 
articles to be inserted between Articles 20 
and 21: 

"Arlicle 

" The import certificate issued by the 
competent authorities of an importing 
country in accordance with the provisions 
of Article I3 of the Geneva Conventicn 

·shall indicate the quantity of narcotic 
drugs previously authorised to import, 
together with the quantities which have 
been exported. 

"Article 

" In an export authorisation, or in the 
annual statistics of the export and import 
of opium, coca leaves and crude cocaine, 
which shall be furnished in pursuance of 
the provisions of Article 22 of the Geneva 
Convention, the High Contracting Parties 
shall indicate the rate of morphine content 
in case of opium and of .cocaine or ecgonine 
content in case of coca leaves and crude 
cocaine." 

"Explanatory Note.-(I) This amend
ment has already been circulated as docu
ment Conf.L.F.S.26(a). 

" (2) Although the Japanese delegation 
is not in favour of the J>revious authoris
ation by the Central Off1ce, it is in favour of 
adopting a new regulation for the import 
certificate so that when a country receives 
an order accompanied by the certificate it 
is enabled to examine whether the certi
ficate is issued within the limit of the 
estimate of an importing country. 

" The present al'ticle has been proposed 
to meet with this necessity. 

" (3) The second article concerns the 
annual report and export authorisation 
as provided for by the Geneva Convention. 
As the rate of morphine content in raw 
opium and of ecgonine content in coca 
leaves varies, it is hardly clear how much 
refined drug can be manufactured from a 
certain quantity of raw material if the 
definite rate of alkaloid contents is not 
specified. 

" Without this due precaution, it may 
leave a loophole to the success of the 
limitation of manufacture." 

Dr. Paranjpye (India) pointed out that 
morphine had been omitted from the second 
article proposed by the Japanese delegation, 
and suggested that it should be inserted 
between "opium" and "coca)eaves ". 

M. Ferri (Italy) thought that steps should 
be taken to prepare model import and export 
certificates adapted to the requirements of 
the Convention. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) remarked 
that, in Netherlands East Indies, two autho
rities had the right to issue import certifi
cates, according to whether the import was . 
required for Government or other purposes. 
In the second article of the Japanese proposal, 
the contracting parties were asked to indicate 
the rate of morphine content in the case of 
opium and the cocaine or ecgonine content 
in the case of coca leaves and crude cocaine. 
Such indication, in his opinion, would never 
give the desired results, for when the content 
was ascertained by various methods, the 
results varied considerably. So far as he 
knew, coca leaves never contained ecgonine 
as such. 

M. Rasmussen (Denmark) supported the 
first part of the Japanese proposal, remarking 
that his own Government had, in a document 
circulated on January sth, made a similar 
suggestion. It had asked that the importing 
country should be bound to state on the 
import certificate the balance which could 
still be imported to make up the amount 
of the estimates of its annual requirements. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
drew attention to a number of defects in the 
Japanese proposal and suggested that it 
should be redrafted. 

M. Sawada (Japan) explained that Article I 
had not been adopted when the amendment 
was drafted. With regard to the import 
certificate system, the idea was to ascertain 
whether the amount desired by the importing 
country was within the limit of the annual 
estimate of that country. If the present 
system of import certificates were sound, 
there would be no need for the Japanese 
proposal. 

The Italian delegate had suggested that a 
model certificate should be drawn up. If 
that were done, the Japanese delegation 
would withdraw its first article. With regard 
to the second, the Japanese experts were of 
opinion that it was possible to indicate ·the 
rate of morphine content. Morphine had 
been omitted by an oversight and should be 
added. 

The President suggested that the Japanese 
proposal should be discussed togetheiiwith 
M. Ferri's suggestion when the Conference 
considered the report of the Committee on 
Control. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

ARTICLE 21. 

The President recalled that the British 
delegation had proposed to omit this article 
entirely. This proposal was accompanied 
by the following explanatory note : . 

" In view of the fact (I) that about two
thirds of the total number of States have 
signed the Optional Oause attached to 
the Statute of the Permanent Court of 
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I1·ternational Justice at The Hague~ acc~pt
ing the principle of compulsory arbitration, 
(2) that other signatures may be expected 
in due course and (3) that an appreciable 
number of States have also signed or are 
contemplating s!gnature of ~he . General 
Act of Conciliation and Arbitration, the 
Government of the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland consider 
that arbitration clauses in particular trea
ties a ·,d conventions are largely unneces
sary and tend to produce confusion ". . 
Further, the Swiss delegation had proposed 

the following amended text which was accom
panied by an explanatory note : 

" If there should arise between the High 
Contracting Parties a dispute of any kind 
relating to the interpretation or application 
of the present Convention and if such 
dispute cannJt be satisfactorily settled by 
diplomacy, it shall be settled in accordance 
with any applicable agreements in force 
between the parties providing for the 
settlement of international disputes. 

" In case there is no such agreement 
in force between the parties, the dispute 
shall be referred to arbitration or judicial 
settlement, in accordance with the consti
tutional procedure of each of the parties · 
to the dispute. In the absence of agree
ment on the choice of another tribunal, 
the dispute shall be referred to the Perma
nent Court of International Justice, if all 
the parties to the dispute are parties to the 
~onvention of December 16th, 1920, relat
m~ to the Statute of that Court, and if any 
of the parties to the dispute ·is not a 
party to the Protocol of December 16th, 
1920, the dispute shall be referred to an 
arbitral tribunal constituted in accordance 
with the Hague Convention of October 
18th, 1907, for the Pacific Settlement of 
International Conflicts." . 

"Explanatory Note.--Article 21 of the 
preliminary draft submitted to the Confer
ence does not take ·into account the fact 
that some of the States parties to the Con
vention on the Limitation of the Manu
facture of Narcotic Drugs may not have 
recognised the Statute of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice. In this 
r~s~ect, it. is less satisfactory than the 
Similar articles embodied in other conven
tions conclud:d und~r the auspices of the 
League, and it would therefore be desirable 
to draft it differently. 

"For example, it would be sufficient to 
reprodu~e the terms of Article 14 of. the 
Convention on the International Relief 
U~ion of July 12th, 1927, which distin
guishes between States which are parties 
to the Statute of the Court and States which 
have not recognised it. It would, however, 
be preferable to take as a model Article 21 
of the Hague. Conven~ion of April 12th, 
1930,_ on certa~n q~estions relating to the 
confl1ct of nationality laws. This article 
was very carefully worked out by the first 
Codifi~ation Conference at the Hague, 
at which States that have not joined the 
League were represented. It also draws 
a distinction between the two classes of 
States, but it employs a formula which in 
our view, is an improvement on all the 

other arbitration clauses introduced into 
conventions so far concluded under the 
auspices of the League. It might, there
fore, be inserted as it stands in the Con
vention on the Limitation of the 
Manufacture of Narcotic Drugs." 

Finally, the Soviet Union delegation had 
proposed to replace the words " Permanent 
Court of International Justice " in the 
original text (Annex 10) by the words 
"International Narcotics Board ". 

M. Sawada (Japan) accepted the British 
proposal to omit Article 21. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) explained that 
the_ draft submitted by the group of dele
gations for the arbitration clause was a 
repe~ition of the corresponding article in the 
AdVIsory Committee's draft, omitting only 
the parentheses referring to the questions 
dealt with in Article IO of that draft. The 
Swiss delegation had submitted an amend
ment proposing the insertion in the new 
Convention of an arbitration clause worded. 
differently from that contained in the plan. 
There were ~wo reasons for this new word...ng. 
There was f1rst the fact that the clause might 
have to be applied to two different categories 
of countries, those which were parties to the 
Protocol of the Statute of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice and those 
which were not. The second r~ason was a 
desire to avoid creating complications for 
countries which had already entered into 
engagements for the settlement of disp~tes. 

The Swiss delegation had been somewhat 
surprised that the British delegation should 
advocate the omission of Article 21. Hitherto 
an arbitration clause had always been inserted 
in all important conventions concluded under 
League auspices. Last year,. for instance, . 
the Conference for the Codification of Inter
national Law had drawn up an excellent 
form of words for that clause, and the Swiss 
delegation suggested that it should be intro
duced into the present Convention. The 
British delegation claimed that two-thirds 
of the countries in the world were already 
bound by arbitration clauses of a general 
character. M. Dinichert believed it would 
be nearer the truth to say that half 
of the States of the world were parties to ~ 
such a clause. When difficulties of inter- . 
pretation or application arose, all countries 
should be on the same footing-that was to 
say, should be able to have recourse to 
a~bitral or judicial settlement. The more 
w1desprea~ the obligations, the ·more 
necessary 1t was to apply such a system. 

No confusion could ensue from accepting 
sue~ a ~lanse. The _proposed wording of the 
!'-rb~tratJon cl_au.se did not in any way pre
J?d•ce the ex1stmg treaty situation. Confu
SIOn could only arise if the number of 
b_ilateral arbitration clauses or general arbitra
tion clauses of various kinds were to increase. 
That danger • had been entirely removed, 
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seeing that the amendment stipulated that 
the arbitral or judicial settlement provided 
for in existing Conventions should apply. 
Confusion was mor\! likely to arise if the 
original wording were retained. 

In support of the arbitration clause, it 
might be urged that it was necessary to 
supply a provision for those States in the 
world between which no such clause was at 
present in force, States which, it was hoped, 
would accede to the present Convention. 
The question was therefore highly important. 
What was the point of initiating· at this 
Conference a system under which the arbitra
tion clause was omitted from conventions ? 

In a bilateral convention, such a clause 
might appear not to be indispensable, since 
the two contracting States could, if necessary, 
resort to a very simple method-namely, 
denunciation-but; in the case of multi
lateral conventions, denunciation was such 
a serious step that it could not be contem
plated. 

The Convention which the Conference had 
to draw up would, it was true, have a tech
nical character, but that was not an adequate 
reason for discarding a system which had 
invariably been applied and given general 
satisfaction. 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) spoke on 
the express instructions of the British Govern
ment. The British proposal was less an 
actual proposal than a suggestion for the 
consideration of the Conference. 

He was sure the Conference would not 
misunderstand the British Government's atti
tude. It was well known that Great Britain 
had for a long time been a strong supporter 
of compulsory arbitration and had both 
signed and ratified the Optional Clause of the 
Statute of the Permanent Court of Inter
national Justice and the General Act of 
Conciliation and Arbitration. The British 
proposal did not imply any change of attitude. 
A few years previously, when the Optional 
Clause had been signed by a few States only 
and the General Act did not exist, Great 
Britain would not have made such a proposal. 
At that time, the British Government was 
strongly in favour of particular arbitration 
clauses in technical and other agreements 

•• 
concluded either bilaterally or under the 
auspices of the League, but there had been a 
considerable change in the situation, and the 
British Government felt the time had come to 
start omitting these clauses from particular 
treaties. · 

M. Dinichert had said that only about half 
the States of the world were parties to 
compulsory arbitration agreements, but 
Mr. Fitzmaurice was under the impression 
that the total number of States in the world 
comprised about sixty, of whom about thirty
five to forty had s;gned either the Optional 
Clause or the General Act or both, and he 
thought it fairly certain that, in the near 
future, an increased number of signatures 
might be expected. He had moved the same 
proposal at a Road Traffic Conference in the 
previous month, and it had been accepted. 

If the clause were omitted from the 
Convention, States would fall into · two 
categories : Those which had already signed 
the Optional Clause or the General Act or 
some other general bilateral treaty with 
particular countries, and those which had not 
done so. The position as between States 
which had signed either the Optional Clause 
or the General Act would be exactly the 
same if the arbitration clause were not 
included, because those States could always 
agree before going to the Hague Court to 
call upon some other tribunal,' if they desired 
to do so. If they failed to do so, they could 
compel each other to go to the Hague Court. 

The position with regard to other States 
would undoubtedly be that they would not 
be able to compel each other to go to arbitra
tion, and a Government which was a signa
tory to the Optional Clause would not be 
able to compel a State which was not a 
signatory to that Clause to go to arbitration. 
The British Government was willing to take 
that risk, as it believed that if any genuine 
dispute arising under the Convention could 
not be settled by diplomatic means, most 
States, if not all, would as a matter of 
courtesy agree to take the matter to arbitra
tion without actual compulsion. For these 
reasons, he moved that the arbitration clause 
be omitted. 

The continuation of the discussion was 
adjouJ'ned to the next meeting. 

TWENTY-EIGHTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Saturday, July 4th, 1931, at io a.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCK~RE. 

66.-QUESTION OF THE INTRODUC
TION OF DIRECT QUANTITATIVE 
LIMITATION OF THE MANUFAC
TURE OF NARCOTIC DRUGS : 
PROPOSAL BY THE PANAMA 
DELEGATI ON (continuation). 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) regretted that 
he was compelled to make certain criticisms 
concerning the manner in which the Confer-

ence had dealt with his draft article 
(document Con f. L. F. S. 34(b )) submitted 
on July rst,1 the purpose of which he 
had explained on the same day. He again 
drew attention to the vital importance of the 
question raised in the draft article, which in 
anticipation of eventualities he requested 
should be reproduced in extenso, not as an 

• 
• See Minutes of the twenty-second meeting. page 163. 
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annex, but in the lrunutes of the meeting, of 
July ISt. 

He made this request because h~ w~s 
convinced of the necessity of embo~}'lng m 
the Convention a figure represe~tmg the 
total quantity of narcotics. t? which world 
manufacture should be lil!uted. S!lch a 
fi re had originally been u~:serted m the 
C~vention in virtue of Article 7 of the 
Advisory Committee's draft. 

The Panama delegation demanded ~ vo~e 
by roll-call upon the principle embodied m 
its draft. 

Dr. Hoffmann appe~ed t? the Conference 
not to relegate its discussiOn to the ~ast 
few minutes before the close of the first 
reading of the Convention, and asked that 
it should be given precedence o~er any other 
point to be discussed that morrung. 

Reference had often been made in the 
Conference to public opinion and to the 
illicit traffic which existed only because 
manufacture remained unlimited. The draft 
article was in harmony with the mandate of 
the Conference. Like Article 7 ~f t~e 
Advisory Committee's draft Convention, It 
would place a temporary limit upon world 
manufacture until the provisions of the 
new Convention became operative as a 
whole. The Conference must decide whether 
to assume the responsibility for failing to 
carry out its mandate. 

The President could not admit the 
Panaman delegate's reproaches. The Confer
ence had unanimously intimated its desire 
to speed up progress. It had adopted a 
procedure and decided to take the scheme 
prepared by the group of delegations as a 
basis of discussion; no opposition to this 
procedure had been expressed. He could not 
agree ·now to make a new beginning and 
cancel to some extent the vote which for 
several weeks past had been the foundation 
of the proceedings of the Conference. 

The Panama delegate himself had told the 
President that he wished his proposal to 
appear in the annex, so that, when the text 
of the latter came before the Conference, the 
Panaman proposal would also come up for 
discussion. If, by a vote to the contrary, 
the Conference had to modify this procedure, 
the President would feel compelled to hand in 
his resignation. All the members had a 
great respect for public opinion, but, as 
President, he might say that, while quite 
prepared to pay heed to public opinion, they 
would never submit to be bullied by it. 

• 
&,.-EXAMINATION OF THE PRELI-

MINARY DRAFT CONVENTION 
DRAWN UP BY SEVERAL DELE
GATIONS (Annex to) (continuation). 

ARTICLE 21 (continuation). 

M. Barandon (Legal Adviser) recalled that 
the British delegation had submitted an 
amendment propos~g the omiSSIOn of 
Article 21. The reasons advanced by the 

. . 
delegation were that many States were 
already bound to one another either by gene
ral treaties of arbitration or by the fact 
that they had ratified' the Optional Clause 
of the Statute of the Permanent Court of 
International Justice, or the General Act 
of Arbitration. He would add that States 
might also be bound by bilateral treaties of 
arbitration. · 

The foregoing reasons would h~ve had 
great force in the case .of a convention con
cluded between a limited number of States, 
but the position in the present case was quite 
different. Among the States represented at 
the Conference, four at least were not bound 
either by the Optional Clause or by the 
General Act or by bilateral treaties of 
arbitration, either to one another or to the 
other States represented at the Conference. 
The deletion of the arbitration clause, there
fore, would be premature and woul<;lleave a 
considerable gap. 

The Conference also had before it the basic 
text of Article 21 and the Swiss proposal. 
After the statement made by the British 
legal adviser, M. Barand?n t~ought . the 
Swiss proposal the better smce It contamed 
a clear provision in the first paragraph t~at, 
if there should arise between the contractmg 
parties a dispute, and if such disp~te could 
not be satisfactorily settled by diplomacy, 
it should be settled in accordance with the 
provisions in force between . the p3:rties 
providing for the settlement of mternational 
disputes. The British legal adviser had 
stressed the danger of confusing the arbitra
tion provisions contained in general treaties 
and those contained in technical or special 
treaties. He thought this danger was elimina
ted by the first paragraph of the Swiss 
proposal which laid down very clearly the 
principle that, in the case of Sta.tes whose 
relations were governed by the bilate~a!- or 
general treaties binding them, the proVISIOns 
of those treaties should take precedence over 
all others. 

M. Barandon suggested amending 
paragraph 2 of the Swiss proposal by 
incorporating in the second sentence the words 
underlined. The sentence would then read : 

" In the absence of agreement on the 
choice of another tribunal, the dispute 
shall be referred, at the request of one of 
the parties, to the Permanent Court of 
International Justice. . . . " 
The addition thus made would mean that, 

if either party asked for the dispute to be 
submitted to the Permanent Court of Inter
national Justice, the other Party would have,'/ 
to agree. The phrase, " at the request of 
one of the parties ", made arbitration really 
compulsory. This was all the more neces
sary, since the Swiss proposal provided that, 
in accordance with the constitutional pro
cedure of certain countries, the conclusion of 
a compromise was not a matter for Govern
ments but had to be sanctioned by a con
stitutional body. Thus, it might happen that 
such sanction would be refused and the 
arbitration provided for in Article 21 would 
no longer be compulsory. For that reason, 
M. Barandon felt it would be advisable to 
amend the Swiss proposal on the lines he had 
suggested. 
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M. Rasmussen (Denmark) thought the 
time had not yet' come when arb.tration 
clauses in special conventions 'were unneces
sary. Special arbitration clauses could be 
d:spensed with for States which had already 
signed the General Act and the Optional 
Clause of the Statute of the Permanent Court 
of International Justice; but for other States, 
it would be better to adopt an arbitration 
clause in the new Convention. 

He thought the clause taken from the 
Hague Convention on the conftct of national 
J,.ws excellent, and he was therefore prepared 
to accept the Swiss proposal, as modified by 
M. Barandon. · . 

M; von Rheinbaben (Germany) under
stood that a question of principle rather 
than a practical question was involved in the 
British delegation's desire to have no arbitra
tion clause in the Convention. 

He reminded the Conference that, as late 
as 1928, the Assembly, in a resolution 
regarding arbitration and security in general, 
had expressly left open the question whether 
general treaties or particular treaties between 
different States were preferable. In spite of 
the views of the British delegation and certain 
other delegations, M. von Rheinbaben did 
not think it could be said that the principle 
had already been decided and, although 
everybody hoped it would be decided in the 
near future', no inconvenience would be 
caused by inserting the arbitration clause in 
the present Convention. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) would ·make no 
further reference to the legal refutation of 
the argument in favour of his amendment 
which Mr. Fitzmaurice had drawn from the 
fact that the instruments adopted by the 
European Conference on Road Traffic con
tained no arbitration clause. M. Barandon 
had already stated that, in that particular 
case, the reasons advanced by the British 
delegation were based on the fact that the 
signatories to those instruments were all 
bound inter se. by compulsory arbitration 
clauses. The Greek delegation nevertheless 
would remind the Conference that the Con
ventions on Road Traffic, although they 
contained no arbitration clauses in the strict 
sense of the term, did not entirely lack 
provision for the international settlement of 
disputes arising in connection with their 
interpretation or application. The parties at 
least ha thed option of obtaining the opinion 

· · \ of the Advisory and Technical Committee 
~on Communications and Transit. That mode 

of settling disputes was, incidentally, in 
keeping with the rather secondary importance 
of those instruments. 

He would support the Swiss proposal. 

M. Figueredo-Lora (Costa Rica) said 
that, although his country was not bound by 
special arbitration treaties, he would support 
the Swiss proposal and M. Barandon's sugges-
tions. · ' 

M. Dioichert (Switzerland) asked the 
British delegation whether, in view of the 

. 
explanations given, it would not agree. to 
w.thdraw its amendment Otherwise, he 
would ask for a vote by roll-call to be taken 
on the British proposal. 

A vote by roll-call was taken on the British 
proposal. 

The following delegations voted for the 
proposal : India, Japan, Great Britain. 

The following delegations voted against the 
proposal: Argentine, Austr'a, Belg'um, China, 
Costa Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovak'a, Danzig, 
Denmark, Dominican Republ c, France, 
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Irish Free 
State, Italy, Latvia, Lithuan.a, Luxemburg, 
Mexico, Netherlands, Panama, Persia, 
Poland, Portugal, San Marino, Siam, Spain, 
Sweden, Sw~tzerland, Turkey, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics. 

The following delegations abstained : Al
bania, Canada, Egypt, United States of 
America, Yugoslavia. 

The British proposal was refected by thirty
two votes to three, with five abstentions. 

M. Weinberg (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics), referring to the amendment 
proposed by the Soviet delegation, said that 
the Soviet Union had not signed the Statute 
of the Permanent Court of International 
Justice. The Soviet delegation could not 
therefore recognise the competence of the 
Court in disputes arising between contracting 
parties as regards the interpretation or 
application of the provisions of the Con
vention. He proposed therefore that the 
words " the International Narcotics Board " 
or any other title given to the central autho
rity should be substituted for the words" the 
Permanent Court of International Justice ". 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) thought the 
Soviet delegate's objections were not germane 
as the Swiss proposal provided that countries 
not parties to the Statute of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice should have 
full liberty to choose the arbitral body which 
would decide the dispute. 

The Soviet amendment was rejected by 
thirty votes to one. 

I 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) pressed for the 
adoption of the Swiss proposal tel quel. As 
Swiss delegate, he would be prepared to 

·accept M. Barandon's amendment, but would 
point out that the wording proposed by the 
Swiss delegation was that which had been 
adopted by the Conference for the Codifi
cation of International Law. That Confer
ence, which might be taken as particularly 
competent on the point, held that it was the 
best text to adopt in the following cases : 
(r) for States wluch were already bound by 
arbitration clauses; (2) for States which were 
already parties to the Statute of the Hague 
Court; (3) for States which were not parties 
to the Statute of the Court. 

He admitted that the phrase " in accord
ance with the constitutional procedure of 
each of the parties " was not perhaps 
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alto ether definite.'but at ~he H~gue certain 
cou!tries had asked for its mserbon, and the 
Codification Conference had then thought 
that there might be a lack of harmony be
tween it and the phrase which M. Barandon 
proposed to add-:na~ely, " at the request 
of one of the parties · · 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britai~) said 
that as the Conference had decrded: . to 
establish an arbitration clause~ the Bntl~h 
delegation was ~nxious to co-operate m 
drawing up a satisfactory text. . 

The first paragraph of the Swi~ amend
ment was entirely satisfactory. With regard 
to the second paragraph, he thought the 
Conference should consider carefully what 
the effect of the paragraph would be, and 
should especially consider whether. un~er 
that paragraph the principle of arbitration 
was established. Personally, he had some 
doubts on that point. 

If the Conference wished to establish the 
principle of compulsory arbitration, all refer
ences to the constitutional laws and measures 
which would need to be adopted by the 
parties in order to give ~ffect to their ~bli
gations should be omitted. He entirely 
agreed with M. Barandon's amendment that 
the matter should be submitted to the 
Permanent Court of International Justice at 
the request of any of the parties. Even 
if those words were inserted, the question of 
compulsory arbitration remained doubtful so 
long as the matter was dep~ndent on ~he 
constitutional laws of the vanous countnes. 

M. Casares (Spain), spea~ing for. t~e 
authors of the basic text, Withdrew It m 
favour of th~ Swiss proposal. 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico) agreed 
with M. Barandon's and Mr. Fitzmaurice's 
remarks,. and pointed out that the English 
and French texts of the Swiss proposal did 
not quite correspond. 

There should, moreover, be an explanation 
of the meaning of the words ".constitution~ 
procedure ". Did they refer to the Consti
tution itself or to the principal laws of a 
country directly based on the Constitution ? 

He thought the words" in accordance with 
the constitutional procedure of each of the 
parties " should be omitted. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
said he was unable to vote, as he had referred 
the Swiss amendment to his Government and· 
was awaiting its instructions. 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) supported 
M. Barandon and Mr. Fitzmaurice, and asked 
whether the British proposal constituted 
a formal amendment to the Swiss proposal. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) repeated that 
the words " in accordance with the constitu
tional pr«edure of each of the parties " had 
been adopted at The Hague to give satis
faction to all countries which might have to 
accede to a multilateral convention. A 
convention that was to be international should 
not contain an arbitration clause which might 

give any country a pret~xt fo~ not becoming 
a party to the international mstrument. 

He would be the first to . supp~rt the 
British proposal if he .were sure' that It could 
be adopted unanimously, but he would ';lot 
like it to be an excuse for a country refusmg 
to accede ; he· must therefore i~sist on the 
maintenance of the text of the SWiss proposal. 

The President pointed out that, if there 
appeared to be any inconvenieJ?-Ce involyed 
in the decision taken at the first readmg, 
changes could still be made at the second 
reading. He asked the Conference to vote 
on the British prop~sal to delete t~e ~ords 
" in accordance with the constitutional 
procedure of each of the parties ". 

The proposal was adopted by nineteen votes 
to seven. 

The President ope~ed the discussion on · 
M. Barandon's proposal to add the words 
" at the request of one of the parties ". 

M. Contoumas (Greece) questioned whether 
a reference to unilateral recourse should be 
made in the event of proceedings being 
instituted before the Hague Court, seeing 
that the Protocol of the Court already made 
provision for such recourse. It would there
fore be superfluous to insert the same 
provision again in the passage referred to by 
M. Barandon. Provision might be made for 
such recourse in the case of · proceedings 
taken under the Hague Convention of 1907 
by inserting the necessary reference at the 
end of the Swiss proposal. 

M. Barandon (Legal Adviser) thought 
the· words " at the request of one of the 
parties " were not essential now that th_e 
British proposal had been adopted. If It 
were desired to · retain them, the Greek 
delegate's remark might be borne in mind. 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) did not 
consider the inclusion of the phrase strictly 
necessary, but thought it would make the 
matter more precise, because the principle 
would be established that immediately on 
receipt of a request by any of the parties to 
the dis~ute, the matter ~ust be referr.e~ to 
arbitratiOn. That was his personal op1mon, 
from a juridical point of view. 

The Pres,ident suggested that the phrase 
should be retained and the Drafting Com
mittee asked to decide where it should be 
inserted. .. 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico) said that, 
as the British delegation had not definitely 
proposed the addition of the words suggested 
by M. Barandon, he would make the proposal 
h1mself and leave it to the Drafting Com
mittee to say where they could be most 
suitably inserted. 

The proposal was referred to the Drafting 
Committee. 

The President read an amendment which 
had just been submitted by the Italian 
delegation to the following effect : 

" In the event of a dispute regarding the 
estimates referred to in Article 3 of the 
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present Convention or the decisions of the 
Centr;U Committee referred to in Ar
ticle . + • • , should it be impossible to 
settle such dispute satisfactorily within 
one month, it shall be· submitted to a 
referee appointed by the Permanent Court 
of International Justice ". 
M. Ferri (Italy) was prepared to withdraw 

his amendment if corresponding provisions 
were included either in Article 3 or in the 
article regarding the Central Committee. 

The President suggested that the amend
ment should be adjourned until the question 
of estimates came before the Conference. 
- The President's proposal was adopted. 

NEW ARTICLES RELATING TO THE DISTRI-
BUTION AND CONTROL OF NARCOTIC SUB
STANCES : PROPOSAL BY THE ARGENTINE 
DELEGATION (continuation). 
The President recalled that, at the 

twenty-sixth meeting, 1 M. Perez had with
drawn a number of amendments which he 
had previously submitted (Annex n). The 
President had felt it his duty to insist that 
M. Perez' work should not be wasted and 
had been supported in that view by several 
delegations. 

M. Perez (Argentine) was prepared to 
comply with the wishes of the President and 
some of his colleagues and would resubmit 
his proposal. He had condensed the ten 
articles composing it to one which read as 
follows : 

'' The High Contracting Parties under
take to set up, where this has not already 
been done, within the territories of their 
respective countries, one or more national 
offices supported where possible by super
visqry councils whose duty it would be to 
regulate, supervise and control the trade 

. in substances derived from opium and the 
coca leaf coming under the present Con
vention, and to prevent and combat drug 
addiction and illicit traffic in these sub-
stances. · 

" For this purpose, the Conference com
mends to the consideration· of the High 
Contracting Parties the model regulations 
drawn up by the Advisory Committee on 
Traffic in Opium and Other Dangerous 
Drugs, the application of which would 
facilitate the task of the national offices ". 
M. Casares (Spain), M. Bourgois 

(France), M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal), 
M. Schultz (Austria), Dr. Chodzko (Poland) 
and M. Gajardo (Chile) supported M. Perez' 
proposal. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) also supported the 
proposal, but asked M. Perez whether, in 
his view, the countries in which there was a 
State monopoly would be required to intrOQUce 
the system of national offices. 

The President said there were still 
several delegates who wished to speak, but 
the Conference realised that they also intend
ed to support M. Perez' proposal. He 
accordingly felt he could take ~t as adopted 
in principle, though, as no text had yet 
been circulated, the proposal could not be 
formally approved. He would ask the mem-

• See page 186. 

bers to rely on him to revise the wording 
with M. Perez and the delegates who were 
specially interested in the question. When 
revised, the text would be submitted to the 
Conference at the second reading. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

ARTICLE 22 (OLD ARTICLE 24) (continuation). 

The President said there was an amend
ment by the Soviet delegation proposing the 
omission of this article. 

M. Weinberg (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) thought there should be no such 
article in a Convention which was to mark 
a step forward in the campaign against the 
illicit traffic. In his opinion, traffic in 
narcotic drugs was often more widespread 
in colonies, protectorates, etc. His delega
tion believed that Article 22 would be a 
menace not only to the population of the 
countries mentioned but to the whole world. 
It was quite feasible that one or more drug 
factories might be set up on one of those 
territories. Such factories would 'not be 
subject to any control, and all or some of 
their production would probably pass into 
the illicit traffic. He thought that if the 
Conference had adopted the Soviet proposal 
for the limitation of the production of raw 
material the danger would have been mini
mised, but that had not been done. 

It had been frequently said, moreover, 
that the Convention would only be really 
effective if it were universal. The provisions 
of Article 22 made universality impossible. 
He therefore proposed that the article be 
deleted and asked for a vote by roll-call . 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) urged 
that Article 22 should be maintained. Por
tugal applied the same regime in all its 
colonies as at home, but· the new Convention 
would compel States to change their laws, 
and some of the provisions might not be 
exactly applicable in the colonies. 

If Article 22 were deleted, M. de Vascon
cellos would have to make a reservation.· 
At the present time, there was no law 
authorising illicit traffic in the colonies, 
and there was no colony where measures 
were not taken against the illicit traffic. 
The danger which the Soviet delegate appre
hended did not, in his conviction, exist. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said the omission of Article 22 would not 
ipso facto imply that the Convention bound 
all the colonies and possessions of the con
tracting parties. If the Soviet Union dele
gation desired it to bind them, it would have 
to be definitely stated in the Convention. 
The British Government could not accept 
such an obligation, owing to constitutional 
difficulties. It would have to consult its 
colonies first and, in some cases, the colonial 
legislatures would have to pass legislation 
before the Convention could be applied to 
them. 
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The article was quite usual and appeared 
in much the same form in the Geneva 
Convention of 19:25. He was not aware 
that it had given rise to any difficulties. 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) said that, 
in view of the nature of the Convention, 
he hoped it would at once be applied by the 
parties concerned to all ·their- colonies. He, 
however, appreciated the administrative dif
ficulties of States with colonies. As his 
own country had_ no colonies, protectorates 
or mandated territories, the Irish Free State 
delegation would, however, abstain from 
voting. 

A vote by roll-call was taken on the 
proposal. 

The foUowing delegations voted for the 
proposal : Mexico, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics. 

The foUowing delegations voted against 
the proposal : Albania, Argentine, Austria, 
Belgium, Canada, Cuba, Denmark, Danzig, 
Egypt, France, Germany, Hungary, India, 
Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, 
Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom, Yugoslavia. 

The foUowing delegations abstained : Chile, 
China, Czechoslovakia, Finland, Greece 
Irish Free State, Panama, Persia, Siam' 
Switzerland, Turkey, -United States of 
America. · 

The Finnish and Greek delegates stated 
that they had abstained for the same reasons 
as the Irish Free State delegate. 

The Soviet amendment was rejected by 
twenty-two votes to two with twelve abstentions. 

A rlicle :2:2 was adopted. 

ARTICLE :22(a). 

The President recalled that the Danish 
delegation had proposed the following new 
Article 22 (a) : 

"Nothi;ng in the present Convention 
shall be mterpreted as restricting in any 
w~y the measures of prohibition, the limit
ation or ~ontrol taken, or to be taken, 
by. any H1gh ~ntracting Party to impose 
~tncter regulations than those laid down 
~n the present Convention on the traffic 
m or use of narcotic drugs on its territory ". 

M. ~as~ussen (Denmark) said that during 
the discussion on heroin several delegations 
ha~ made reservations to the effect that 
theJI acceptance of Article :z(a)l should not 
k~vent. them. from enforcing stricter regu-

tlo!lS In the1r. own countries in regard to 
herom. The a1m of the Danish proposal 
was to make such reservations unnecessary 

.From the strictly legal standpoint it 
might b~ urged that the article was super
fluous, smce the contracting parties would 
always be free, within their own territories 
to enforce a stricter form of limitation tha~ 

'See Mioateo of the eighteenth meetlog, page 139• 

that provided under the Convention ; but 
all possibility of doubt would be removed if, 
as he recommended, Article:z:z(a) were adopt-
ed by the Conference. ; 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) thought 
the Danish proposal was entirely unnecessary, 
as from the legal point of view there could be 
no doubt whatever that countries wishing 
to do so were allowed to enforce stricter 
measures than those laid down in the Con
vention. The obligations they undertook 
in the Convention represented the minimum. 
Moreover, the article was dangerous, for it 
would throw doubts upcn that right. In 
addition, it would raise doubts in connection 
with other Conventions which had no such 
clauses. Reservations were also unnecessary. 

M. Sjostrand (Sweden) reminded the 
Conference that there was a corresponding 
provisi:m in Article 405 of Part XIII of the 
Treaty of Versailles relating to labour. 
He had never heard any objection raised to 
this provision, and it had been found useful 
on many occasions. Most labour conventions 
did not contain such a provision, but a 
reference to the provision in the Peace 
Treaty was generally included. 

The President thought the position was 
not exactly the same as in the case of Article 
405 of the Versailles Treaty, Part XIII of 
which dealt with the conclusion of inter
national labour conventions in particular. 
Some _countries incorporated these conven
tions in their national legislation and when 
there was a risk of the conventions conflicting 
with national law doubts might arise as to 
~hethe~ the new law embodying the conven
tion did not abrogate certain provisions 
of the old law. . 

The .position regarding Article 22(a) was 
not qUJte the same, and he endorsed Mr. Fitz
maurice's reasoning to the effect that such a 
proposal might weaken conventions which 
did not contain a· similar provision. If 
some delegations feared there might be a 
doub~ on the .matter unless. such a provision 
were mserted m the Convention, the President 
t~ough~ s~ch apprehensions might be effec
tively diSSipated If, at the final vote he made 
a formal declaration in the term's of the 
Danish amendment and if this declaration 
were unanim~usly adopted by the Conference. 
The d~clarahon so made would appear in 
the Mmutes and would carry great weight 
from the mere fact of having obtained the 
approval of the whole Conference. 

M. Ras~ussen (Denmark) agreed With 
th_e legal v1ew expressed by Mr. Fitzmaurice. 
H1s sole concer~ was to re~ieve delegations 
trom the necess1ty of makmg reservations. 

~r. Anslinger (United States of America) 
pomted out . that .a similar provision was 
mcorporated m Article 2 of the United States 
proposals. There was also a provision in 
Ar~1cle 14 of the Geneva Convention. The 
Uru.ted State~ delegation felt that it should 
be mcluded, m order to avoid reservations 



and to show that Governments were not 
prohibited from applying more effective 
legislation. 

He added that the United States dele
gation thought the article should be inserted 
in the Convention ; otherwise it might be 
compelled to make a reservation. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) asked the United 
States delegate whether, as had been done at 
the Road Traffic Conference, the insertion of 
a recommendation in the Final Act would 
satisfy him. 

The President thought the Conference 
was unanimous on the essence of the question 
and asked whether, in order to meet the 
views of delegates who had entered reserv
ations, the Conference would consent to 
adopt the Danish proposal as an article 
in the Convention. 

Sir "Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought it was clear that the Conference 
supported the President's suggestion that 
a declaration should be made. If that 
.:mggestion were not adopted, surely it would 
·be better for the countries which felt doubts 
to make reservations, rather than to insert 
an article which raised the doubts and diffi
culties to which Mr. Fitzmaurice had called 
attention. 

The President asked the Conference to 
vote on the question whether it wished 
the article proposed by the Danish delegate 
to be inserted m the Convention. 

The proposal was rtJjected by sixteefl 11otes 
lo nine. 

Thtl procedure proposed by th1 Presidlnl 
was adopted. 

TWENTY-NINTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Saturday, July 4t~, 1931, at 3 p.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKtRE. 

68.-EXAMINATION OF THE PRE
. LIMINARY DRAFT CONVENTION 
DRAWN UP BY SEVERAL DELE· 
CATIONS (continuation). 

ARTICLE 23 (OLD ARTICLE 25). 

The President proposed that the date 
to be inserted should be January xst, 1932. 

. The President's proposal was adopted. 

ARTICLE 24 (OLD ARTICLE 26). 

The President proposed that the date 
to be inserted in this article also should be 
January xst, 1932. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

ARTICLE 28 (OLD ARTICLE 30). 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
suggested that the word " one-third " should 
be inserted in the blank space. 

Sir Malcolm Dele11ingne's proposal was 
adopted. 

ARTICLE 29 {OLD ARTICLE 31). 

Article 29 was adopted without obser11ations. 

ARTICLE I, PARAGRAPH 2 (continuatioft) : 
PROPOSAL OF THE DELEGATION OF PANAMA. 

The President said that the Panama 
delegation had redrafted an amendment 
submitted earlier.l It was now proposing 
an addition of which the text was as follows : 

• See Minute. of the twenty-fifth meeting, page 183. 

" The High Contracting Parties under
take to promulgate regulations providing 
that the labels under which any of the 
drugs mentioned in Article I, or prepara
tions containing them, are offered for 
sale, shall show the amount and name, 
as used in this Convention, of the drugs 
contained." 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought it desirable to allow shorter names 
to be placed on the small bottles and packages. 

M. Bougault (France) suggested that,' 
instead of the quantity of each drug contained 
in the receptacle, it would be better to state 
the percentage. Some preparations were 
sold in packages of two different sizes
for example, in receptacles containing 200 
cubic centimetres and 400 cubic centimetres 
respectively. If the percentage were indi
cated, one label would be sufficient in both 
cases. 

The President observed that the Panama 
proposal referred to the " name as used in 
this Convention". In Group Ill, however, 
the words, " every other manufactured pro
duct " were used. The Panama amendment 
could not therefore be strictly applied. 
The words " as used in this Convention " 
would have to be replaced by the words 
" the scientific or chemical name ". 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) agreed. 

Dr. Paranjpye (India) thought a chemical 
formula preferable to a chemical name. 

The President replied that this point 
would be settled by specialists. 
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Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) thought 
that Dr. Hoffmann's text should be completed 
with the words " in accordance with the 
national systems of law ". ~elgian law 
prohibited the use of the chemical formul!l' 
The object was to enable a doctor to ascertain 
the substances contained in a remedy taken 
by one of his patients but not prescri~ed 
by himself. A statement of the chemical 
formula would not meet this purpose. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
suggested the introduction of the phrase 
" the name recognised by the national law ". 

The President suggested the words " the 
name prescribed by the national law ", 
on the understanding, however, that the 
Drafting Committee would seek for a better 
formula. 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) agreed. 

M. Kahler (Germany) supported Dr. Hoff
mann's proposal. German law contained a 
similar rule as regards internal consumption. 

M. Bougault (France) read the terms of 
the French law relating to this matter .. 

The President requested, M. Kahler and 
M. Bougault to communicate to the Drafting 
Committee a copy of the relevant German 
and French laws. 

The addition proposed by the delegate of 
Panama was adopted, the place which it would 
take in the Convention to be determined at the 
second reading. 

ARTICLE 25 (OLD ARTICLE 27). 

The President observed that amend
ments to this article had been proposed by the 
Yugoslav and Uruguayan delegations : 

Amended Text proposed by the Yugoslav 
Delegation. 

" The present Convention shall enter 
int~ force as. regar~s the provisions of 
Articles 3 to 6 Immediately upon the receipt 
by th~ Secretarr-.Ge~eral of the League 
of Nations of ratifications or accessions on 
behalf of not less than . . . States 
Me~bers _or no~-members of the League of 
N a~1ons, mcl~ding the following manufac
tunng countnes: [enumerate the countries 

. at present engaged in the manufacture of 
narcotic drugs]. 
. " If, within one year from the date of 

signature of the present Convention the 
above-m_entioned States fail to ratify the 
Convention, they undertake to inform the 
Secretary-General. of the League of Nations 
of the reasons which prevented their doing 
so, and ~? ta~e all steps necessary to carry 
ou~ ratification as soon as possible. 

As regards the r~maining provisions, 
the present Convention shall come into 
f?rce on t~e first day of January in the 
f1rst year m respect of which estimates 
are furnished under Articles 3 to 6." 

"Explanatory Note.-The universality 
of its application is admitted to be an 
essential condition of the Convention's 
efficacy. There can be no question that, 
if all the manufacturing countries do 
not give effect to the Convention, we shall 
have, not limitation of manufacture, but 
displacement of the production of narcotic 
drugs, which, after the failure of the Geneva 
Convention, due exclusively to its non- · 
application in so many countries, would 
compromise the authority of the League 
and nullify all its efforts to suppress the 
abuse of narcotic drugs. 

"The Yugoslav delegation's amendment 
provides that the Convention shall enter 
into force after its ratification by all coun
tries at present engaged in manufacture. 
Paragraph 2 of the amendment forms a 
kind of moral inducement to encourage 
such countries, where necessary, to ratify 
the Convention as soon as possible." 

Amended Text proposed by the Uruguayan 
Delegation. · . 

" The present Convention shall come into 
force as soon as the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations has received 
ratifications or accessions from Govern
ments Members or non-members of the 
League of Nations the manufacture of 
which represents together SI per cent of 
the world medical needs, or from countries 
which together in 1930 consumed 51 per 
cent of the world total of narcotic drugs 
consumed legitimately during that year. 

" The Permanent Central Board shall 
decide whether the above-mentioned per
centages have been reached." 

• Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that, in the Advisory Committee's 
draft, the term " exporting countries " (see 
Article I) was defined to mean countries 
which manufactured for export. As that 
definition had disappeared from the new 
text, " exporting countries " would have a 
different meaning in Article 25. He there
fore suggested that the expression should be 
replaced by " countries which manufacture 
for export". 

' 
The President said that Sir Malcolm 

Delevingne's observation would be taken 
into account. 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) explained 
that, in drafting his amendment, his dele
gation had had in mind Article 27 in the 
Advisory Committee's draft. That article 
was inadmissible because it made the coming 
into force of the Convention contingent upon 
the ratification of certain manufacturing 
countries, as to which there was no assurance. 

This provision could only be accepted if a 
new paragraph were added, the effect of 
which would be to exercise moral pressure 
on the countries whose ratification was essen
tial for the operation of the Convention. 
The second paragraph in the amendment 
attempted to meet this point, but the Yugo
slav del~gation would gladly support any 
more satisfactory text. 



-205-

M. ~e ,Castro (Uiuguay) explained his 
delel?abon s amendment. Article 27 in the 
Adv1so~ Committee's draft said that the 
~onvenhon would not come into force until 
1t had ~een ratified by all the manufacturing 
countnes. Such a stipulation could not 
be accepted by the majority of the Conference, 
and the Uruguayan delegation accordingly 
proposed a formula which it considered 
more adequate. It was, however, prepared 
to accept any change in that formula that 
might be thought desirable. 

!vfr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) did not 
th1nk the second paragraph of the Yugoslav 
amendment could be adopted, because it 
implied that the Governments undertook 
to do something before they had ratified the 
Convention. Until a Government had rati
fied the Convention, it could not be under 
any obligation in respect of that Convention. 

In order to give effect to the Yugoslav 
delegation's wishes, one of two methods would 
have to be adopted-either (I) the amend
ment would _have to be included in a special 
Protocol, wh1ch would not need to be ratified · 
or (2) it would have to take the form of ~ 
recommendation expressing the hope that 
Governments not able to ratify within a 
year would immediately inform the Secretary
General of the League of Nations. 

The second paragraph, probably owing 
to faulty drafting, contradicted the first 
paragraph. 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) pointed out 
that there was a precedent for the clause 
embodied in the second paragraph of his 
amendment. A similar rule appeared in the 
last Convention on Cheques, to which a 
Protocol was annexed stating that 'if the 
contracting parties were unable t~ ratify 
the Convention within a certain period, they 
should intimate to the Secretary-General 
of the League the reasons which prevented 
them from doing so. Delay in the enforce
ment of the Convention on Cheques would 
not have nearly such disastrous consequences 
for mankind as delay in the putting into 
effect of the Convep.tion limiting the manu
facture of narcotics. 

True, the paragraph in question was open 
to certain legal objections, but there would be 
far more serious objections if the fate of the 
Convention were made contingent on ratifi
cation by a few manufacturing countries, 

_ concerning which there was no certitude. 
He would therefore agree to withdraw his 
amendment if the proviso in paragraph I 
of the article were deleted. 

M. Ferri (Italy) suggested the following 
formula: . 

" The present Convention shall come into 
force as soon as the Secretary-General of 
the League of_ Nations has received the 
ratifications or accessions of ten countries, 
six of which shall be countries manufac
turing for export." 

Mr. Fitzmaurice .(Great Britain) did not 
think any Government would accept the 
words " and to take all steps necessary to 
carry out ratification as soon as possible ", 
which would oblige it to ratify the Conven-

tion. Such an obligation could not be 
imposed on sovereign States. The British 
delegation could only accept the paragraph 
in the form of a protocol which did not need 
ratification. 

M. Sjiistrand (Sweden) said that the second 
paral?r.aph of the Yugoslav proposal made no 
prov1s1on f<?r th~ _case ?f a manufacturing 
country wh1ch did not s1gn the Convention. 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) consented 
to .t~e deletion ?f th~ words indicated by the 
Bntlsh delegation m order to make his 
amendment legally accepta\>le. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) asked at what 
date it would be determined whether a 
country was a manufacturing or an exporting 
country. Under the new Convention, any 
country could export or manufacture. The 
term " exporting countries " had ceased to 
have the meaning assigned to it in the 
Advisory Committee's draft. Some coun
tries would be able to start manufacturing 
and exporting during the period between 
the signature and entry into force of the 
Convention. The time at which the position 
of the manufacturing and exporting countries -
would be determined must be fixed definitely. 

M. Ferri (Italy) explained that his dele
gation had submitted its amendment because 
it could accept neither that "proposed by the 
Yugoslav nor that proposed by the Uruguayan 
delegation. ~?r could it agree to any 
proposal requmng that all the manufacturing 
countries should have ratified the Conven
tion before it entered into force. If its 
entry into force could be prevented by the 
~efusal of a _si~gle. manufacturing country, 
msuperable d1ff1culbes would arise. Further, 
the Yugoslav amendment prescribed a pro
cedure which, as Mr. Fitzmaurice had shown 
was unacceptable legally. ' 

The Italian delegation appreciated the 
spirit in which the Uruguayan amendment 
had been drawn up. That amendment pro
posed a method by which the Convention 
could be put into effect before it had been 
ratified by all the manufacturing countries. 
The formula, however, would be somewhat 
difficult to apply .. It made the entry into 
force of the Convention dependent on ratifi
cation by countries whose manufacture repre
sented together SI per cent of the world's 
medical needs. This would demand a know
ledge of certain figures which it would be 
difficult to determine. It would therefore 
be better to require a definite number of 
ratifications. -

The Italian delegation had proposed ten 
as a mere suggestion. It was prepared to 
accept any higher figure. 

The President thought that the movers 
of the various amendments should bear in 
mind M. Dinichert's very judicious remark. 
The best solution would be to say in the Italian 
proposal, " Six countries which manufacture 

- for export from among the following ". 

M. de Castro (Uruguay) was quiteJre
pared to concur in the Italian propos as 
modified by the President. He suggested 
that the following countries should be among 
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those named : France, Germany, Great 
Britain, Netherlands and Switzerland. 

M. Ferri (Italy) agreed and proP?sed that 
his motion be referred to the Draftmg Com
mittee. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portuga!) thought 
·the solution proposed by the Ital1an delega
tion was the best. 

M Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) was unfor
tunately unable to concur in the Italian 
proposal. To be effective, the Convention 
must be universal. He could not, therefore, 
agree that it should come into force after 
ratification by only ten States. The best 
solution would be to fix a certain number 
of ratifications without, however, naming 
any country. 

The Yugoslav delegation, therefore, ad
hered to its amendment, but with the deletion 
of the passage to which he had previously 
referred. The blanks in it should be filled 

· in, and he proposed that forty ratifications 
should be required for entry into force. 

• M. Bourgois (France) supported the Italian 
• proposal. Experience had proved that the 

·putting into force of a Convention induced 
'- ratifications. It should not, however, be 

possible for a single manufacturing country 
to prevent the application 'of the Convention 
by refusing to ratify it. He therefore pro
posed " five out of the six manufacturing 
countries". 

M. Ferri (Italy) agreed. The main prin
ciple of the Italian proposal was that a large 
number of manufacturing countries must 
ratify before the Convention came into force. 
He pressed for a vote on his proposal on the 
understanding that a final. decision on the 
number of ratifications necessary would be 
taken later. The number ten which he had 
thrown out was entirely provisional. 

~· de Cas.tro (Uruguay) accepted M. Bour
g01s suggestiOn. 

M. Perez (Argentine) proposed a new 
f?rmul~. The universality of the Conven
tion m1ght be regarded as recognised tacitly. 

· It would be laid down that the Convention 
would c?me into force on July ISt, 1932, 
unless fifteen States had intimated their 
refusal to ratify. 

. Th~ Pr~sident said that this was a very 
mge!llous Idea, but there were two objections 
to . It-(~) normally, a contracting party 
wh1ch did. not wi~h to ratify a Convention 
merely Silld nothmg about it and avoided 
any f?rmal. renunci_ation of the possibility 
th~t 1t . m1ght ~ahfy later ; (2) countries 
wh1ch did not Wish to ratify could not be 
legally placed under an obligation to refuse 
to do so. 

M. Sawada (Japan) ~greed with the Italian 
proposal, but pointed out that the Geneva 
Convention had come into force ninety days 
after the receipt of the last ratification. 
~e proposed that this should be taken 
mto consideration when the final text was 
drafted. 

' 

Tlu ~ugoslav amendment was defeated by 
wenty-e•ght vote• to two. 

• 
The President read the Italian proposal 

as amended during the discussion : 

" The present Convention shall come 
into force, in respect of Articles 3 to 5, 
as soon as the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations has received ratifications 
or accessions from . . . Members of 
the League of Nations or non-member 
States, including any of the 
following " 

The Japanese delegation had proposed 
that the Convention should come into force 
ninety days after the Secretary-General 
had received the ratifications. The President 
would point out that, in the present case, 
the situation was somewhat different from 
that which had existed for the Geneva 
Convention. In the latter case, all the pro
visions came into force on the same day, 
whereas in the case of the new Convention 
a distinction was made between Articles 3 to 5 
and the remainder. Would it be wise to wait 
ninety days, seeing that in certain cases 
this might involve a delay of one year ? 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought that there should be a delay before 
the Convention entered into force, as the 
last necessary ratification might reach the 
Secretary-General in the course of November, 
and, if Articles 3 to 5 immediately came into 
force, the States would have difficulty in 
sending in their annual estimates before the 
end of the year. 

M. Sawada (Japan) did not insist. upon 
ninety days, but upon the principle that there 
should be a delay. 

• 
The President proposed that the number 

of days should be left blank, and that Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne should be asked to 
propose a figure at the second reading. 

The President's proposals were adopted. 

·The President pointed out that there 
were two blanks to be filled up in the Italian 
proposal. The first was the number of 
accessions by States Members and non
members of the League. 

M. Ferri (Italy) proposed twenty. 

~· Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) proposed 
thuty. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought the Conference should bear in mind 
t~at the C?mpetent authori~y would have to 
f1x the estimates for countnes which had not 
acceded. Unless at least twenty or twenty
five States acceded, its task would be 
enormous. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) supported 
M. Obradovitch's proposal. . 

The Conference decided by thirty-one votes 
to three tha~ the Convention should be ratified 
by twenty-/we States before entering into force. · 

The President said that the next point 
to be settled was the names of the countries 
to be enumerated. M. de Castro had proposed 

' 
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Germany, France, Great Britain the Nether-
lands and Switzerland. ' 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
~bought the manufacturing countries should 
mclude Japan, Turkey and the United 
States of America. Although they did not 
export very .much at present, they might 
export more m future. · 
~r. Ansling~r (U~ted States of America) 

obJected to the mclus10n of the United States 
of America, as it was not a large exporting 
country. · 

~ir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pomted out that the United States of America 
had reserved the liberty to export to a greater 
extent. · 

The President observed that the list 
required was that of the countries exporting 
at present. . 

The Conference decided that the last .part of 
the Italian proposal should read as follows : 

" . . . including six .of the following 
States Members or non-members of the 
League : France, Germany, Great Britain, 
Ja~an, Netherlands, Switzerland, Turkey, 
Uruted States of America." 
Article 25 in the form proposed by the Italian 

delegation, and with the foregoing amendments, 
was adopted on the understanding that it would 
be referred to the Drafting Committee. 

M. Gajardo (Chile) observed that the 
Conference had now determined the conditions 
for the coming into force of the Convention. 
The Convention, however, was a most impor
tant instrument, and therefore the possibility 
must be faced that an insufficient number of 
ratifications to implement it might be received. 
He accordingly proposed the following 
additional clause : 

" If after a period of one year from the 
date of signature the present Convention 
has not entered into force, the Secretary
General of the League of Nations shall 
convene a Conference of the countries 
which have ratified the Convention to 
consider the situation." 

This procedure had been followed by the 
League for some time past. 

M. de Castro (Uruguay) seconded the 
motion. 

The President said that M. Gajardo's 
proposal was based on League practice. 
The Assembly, at its ninth session, had passed 
the following resolution : 

" If on . . . the said Convention 
has not come into force in accordance with 
the provisions of Article . • • , the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations 
shall bring the situation to the attention 
of the Council of the League of Nations, 
which may either convene a new conference 
of all the Members of the League and non
member States on whose behalf the Con-

• vention has been signed or accessions 
· thereto deposited, to consider the situation, 

or take such other measures as it considers 
necessary. The Government of every signa
tory or acceding State undertakes to be 
represented at any conference so convened." 

~r. Fitzma~rice (Great Britain) said the 
Bntlsh delegation would accept the Chilian 
proposal, provided it appeared in the Proto
col and not in the Convention itself. 

The proposal of the Chilian delegation and 
that of the British delegation were adopted. 

ARTICLE 26 (OLD ARTICLE 28). 

The President suggested that the time
limit should be three months. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
th·ought the question of the time-limit 
should be left over until the second reading. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne's proposal was 
adopted. 

ARTICLE 27 (OLD ARTICLE 29). 

The President pointed out that the 
number 25 should be inserted in the blank 
in the last paragraph of this article. 

Agreed. 

• 

6g.-QUESTION OF THE INTRODUC- , 
TION OF DIRECT QUANTITATIVE 
LIMITATION OF THE MANUFAC· 
TURE OF NARCOTIC DRUGS : 
PROPOSAL BY THE PANAMA 
DELEGA Tl ON (continuation). 

The. President proposed that, before 
beginning its examination of the Regulations 
annexed to the draft Convention drawn up by 
the Advisory Committee (Annex 13), the 
Conference should consider the following 
proposal already submitted to it by the 
delegate for Panama : l 

" The High Contracting Parties under
take not to issue import certificates for 
substances covered by the Convention for 
quantities which together would exceed 
a quantity of morphine base or cocaine 
mentioned in Article . . . of the Annex 
as representing the legitimate require
men~s of the i~dividual ~igh Contracting 
Parhes to th1s Convention. The High 

· Contracting Parties manufacturing narcotic 
drugs to which this Convention applies 
undertake not to release from their factories, 
for sale in their respective territories to 
meet the legitimate medical and scientific 
requirements of these territories, quantities 
of narcotic drugs in excess of the equivalent 
mentioned in Article • . . of the 
Annex, after deduction of imports, re
importations, stocks, etc. 

" The High Contracting Parties manufac
turing narcotic drugs covered by the Con
vention undertake not to manufacture, 
during the year which will follow the entry 
into force of the present Convention, 
narcotic drugs in excess of quantities 
equivalent to the amount stipulated in 
Article . . . of the Annex, unless the 
said High Contracting Parties have received 
firm orders for such excess quantities, 

' See Minut"" of the previous meeting, p&l"' 197. 
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• 

duly supported ~y import certificates 
issued in conformity with the terms of 

• • this Convention. . 
" The High Contracting Pa~hes :under

take to limit their importa~IOns .m the 
succeeding years in conformity With the 
terms of the present. article, and those 
High Contracting PartieS wh~ manufact~re 
narcotic drugs covered by thi_s Convent!on 
undertake not to manufactur~ i~ the ensu!ng 
years narcotic drugs in _q:uanhtles exceedin~ 
those which may legitrmately be manu 
factured in conformity with the terms of 
the present Convention." 

M. Ferri (Italy) supported the. pr!nciple 
of the Panama proposal. The :prmciple of 
limitation must be brought out. m t~e Con
vention by laying down a prectse ftgure of 
maxim11m requirements and therefore of 
maxim11m manufacture. 

The President thought Dr. Hoffmann's 
proposal was not sufficiently precise to be put 
to the vote. The following three points 
should be expressed more cle~ly (r) ~as 
the maxim11m an absolute maxtmum which 
each country would undertake never to 

1 exceed during the whole life of the Co~ven
tion ? (2) Was it, on the contrary, a figure 
which the States would undertake not to 
exceed during the first year or during .a 
specified number of years ? (3) Was tt 
intended to fix a figure for each year ? 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) said that the 
figure was a provisional limit for the first 
year. 

The President understood that the object 
of the proposal was to fix the quantit~ t.o 
which each country would agree to limtt 
itself for each year. How would that quan
tity be determined ? Would it be imposed 
on the States or would they be asked to fix 
it themselves ? 

Dr. Hoffmann's point might perhaps be 
met during the discussion of Chapter I 
of fhe Annex to the Advisory Committee's 
draft, in which certain rules were laid down 
for determining the limit, not only for next 
year, but for each following year. The 
following principle might be adopted. The 
Convention should be drafted in such a way 
as to determine for each State a figure for 
manufacture which must not be exceeded. 
That had been the purpose of Article 8, 
which was to be defined more closely in what 
was formerly Chapter I of the Annex. 
When the Conference had agreed on this 
principle, it could go on to consider the various 
rules in Chapter I of the Annex. The Panama 
delegate would then be able to indicate any 
amendments he thought necessary in each 
categ<?ry. 

M. Ferri (Italy) thought that Dr. Hoff
mann's proposal was intended to stress the 
fact that the Convention was a Convention on 
limitation. This made it absolutely essen
tial to fix certain figures representing maxi
mum imports and manufactures. There was; 
however, the difficulty that these figures 
would not be known until the Convention 

had come into force. M. Ferri ~~erefore 
suggested an article laying ~ow':l provisionall:r, 
on the basis of the information In ~h~ I:eague s 
possession, the figures fo~ the hcit tmp~rts 
and manufactures of dlffe~ent countnes, 
with the proviso that the~e figures. could be 

.modified when the Convention came mto force. 

The President observed that, if this 
proposal were adopted, the estimates for the 
first year would have to be specified in the 
body of the Convention. By what method 
were those estimates to be framed ? The 
Italian proposal would result in provisional 
estimates which would be ,binding on States 
until modified by the new estimates framed 
in accordance with the rules of the Convention. 

M. Ferri (Italy) thought that the ~est 
place for this proposal would be the Ft~al 
Act, since it took the form of a declaration 
which was intended to have moral force 
in the eyes of world public opinion. 

M. Casares (Spain) suggested that Dr. 
Hoffmann and M. Ferri should confer and 
draw up a definite text. 

The President saw two objections to 
Dr. Hoffmann's proposal. First, his pro
visional estimates, which would be binding, 
would cease to be operative as soon as the 
countries had sent in the estimates pre
scribed in the Convention. Secondly, the 
preparation of the estimates would impose 
an obligation on States before they had 
signed the Convention. , 

The,right place for Dr. Hof~mann's pro
posal was neither the Convention nor even 
the Final Act, but a statistical document, 
and this the Drafting Committee might 
be asked to prepare. 

M. Ferri (Italy) proposed the following 
formula : • 

" The signatory States recognise that the 
estimates which are to be framed in accord
ance with Articles . . . and which 
are necessary for the putting into force of 
the Convention, may be based on the 
following figures " 

Such a clause, though not binding in law, 
would, at any rate, be of considerable value. 

' M. Perez (Argentine) and M. Kahler 
(Germany) said that, at present, they would 
be unable to supply the relevant figures 
for their countries. " 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) asked whether 
it was intended to introduce the proposed 
text in the body of the Convention. If so, 
he could not see any advantage in it, because,~ 
when once the Convention came into force.,~· 
Articles 3 to S woul4 make it possible tru 
ascertain the figures in question. If the 
proposal were to form a separate document, 
he was prepared to consider it, but it should 
not be incorporated in the Convention. 

' 
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M. Bourgois (France) observed that, 

although certain countries might perhaps be 
able to supply the required figures in a few 
days, there were others whose delegations 
were absent from the meeting. 

The President suggested that the ques
tion might be advantageously considered at 

· the second reading. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

70.-EXAMINATI ON OF THE ANNEX 
TO THE DRAFT CONVENTION 
DRAWN UP BY THE ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE,· 

TITLE. 

The President pointed out that the title 
" Regulations " would have to be deleted. 

Agreed. 

CHAPTER I. 

Paragraphs I to 5· 

The President pointed out that amend
ments had been received from the British 
and Japanese delegations : 

The British delegation proposed the 
omission of the heading, " Chapter I " and 
the deletion in paragraph I of the words, 
" whether relating to the requirements for 
domestic consumption or conversion ". 

In addition, the British delegation proposed 
the following revised text for paragraphs 2 
and 2(a) : 

" Paragraph 2.-Every estimate shall, 
however, show separately for each year in 

' respect of which it is made : 
" (a) The estimated requirements of 

the country in respect of. which it is 
made in the matter of each narcotic 
drug for use as such, whether in the form 
of {I) alkaloids or salts, (2) preparations 
of alkaloids or salts, (3) preparations 
made direct from raw opium and contain
ing more than 20 per cent of morphine, 
or (4) preparations made direct from the 
coca leaf and containing more than o.I 
per cent of cocaine. The amounts 
required under each of the above cate
gories shall be shown separately ; 

" (b) The estimated amounts of each 
narcotic drug required for the purpose 
of conversion ; 

" (c) The estimated amount. of the 
reserve stock of each narcotlc drug 
{I) which it is desired t~ main~ain. for all 
purposes, (2) which will ex1st m t~e 
country at the beginning of ~he year m 
respect of which the estimate IS made ; 

" (d) The proportion of (I) the 
amount required for domestic consump
tion and for conversion, (2) the amount, 

•· if any, required in order to maintain ~he 
· ~ reserve stocks at the desired l~vel wh1ch 
l:.t it is proposed to manufacture mternally. 
. "Paragraph 2(a).-In the event !>f !he 

· reserve stocks of any drug at the beg~~nu~g 
of any year exceeding the level wh1ch 1t 

is desired to maintain in respect of tha 
drug in that year a deduction equal to 
the excess shall .,e made from the total of 
the estimates of the requirements of that 
drug." 

The Japanese delegation proposed to omit 
the phrase " preparation of alkaloids or 
salts " in paragraph 2(a). In support of 
this proposal, the Japanese delegation had 
submitted the following explanatory note : 

" (I) There are many varieties of prepar
ations which are used in many cases for the 
same purpose as the salts of morphine, etc. 
It is practically impossible to establish the 
estimates for each kind of preparations 
apart from the salts of morphine, etc. 

" (2) For this reason the more precise 
figure may be obtained if the preparations 

, of alkaloids and salts are included in the 
same category as (i)." 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
explained that the British proposals were 
consequential proposals necessitated by the 
work already done. 

M. Sawada (Japan) withdrew his amend
ment. 

M. Dinicbert (Switzerland) asked whe
ther, in the event of the deletion, in accord
ance with the British proposal, of the words 
" whether relating to the requirements for 
domestic consumption or conversion", para
graph I would square with Article 3 in the 
Convention, which made provision for esti
mates for domestic consumption and con
version. 

Again, Article 8 enumerated the factors 
to be taken into account in determining the 
total manufacture which a country must 
never exceed. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said that the British proposals were ,necessi
tated by the new scheme of limitation adopted 
in connection with Articles 3 and 8. This 
scheme provided that manufacture in a given 
country in a given year should be limited to 
the total estimates-that was to say : 

(I) Estimates of domestic consumption; 
(2) The amount of drugs required for 

conversion ; 
(3) The amount of drugs required for 

export; 
(4) The amount of drugs for maintaining 

the reserve stocks in a country at the 
required level. 

In the discussion on Article 8, especially 
as regards stocks, it was agreed that the stocks 
should cover all requirements, and on that 
account the amendment to the Annex had 
been framed. 

Mr. Treadway (United States of America), 
referring to paragraph 2(a), asked whether 
the expression" alkaloids or salts" referred to 
natural alkaloids, and whether "preparations 
of alkaloids or salts " referred .. to prepar
ations in pharmaceutical ~er~s or prepar
ations which would come Wlthm the scope of 
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the so-called artificial alkaloids, such as 
heroin. 

He was not dear whether these estimates 
were to include the drugs necessary for 
making pharmaceutical preparations which 
were at present exempt. 

Would estimates for such substances as 
heroin come under paragraph (a) and, if so, 
would they come under " (i) alkaloids or 
salts" or " (ii) preparations of alkaloids or 
salts " ? 
. Mr. Treadway also drew attention to certain 
differences between the text under discussion 
and the revised text of Article I. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought the words " preparations of alka
loids or salts " would cover the exempted 
preparations. It was intended to cover the 
amounts required by the importing country 
for all preparations whether above or below 
the exemption limit. 

The estimates for such substances as 
heroin would come under No. (i}. 

The text under discussion would, of course, 
be drafted to correspond with Article I. 

The President said that, in order to 
avoid any misunderstanding, estimates would 
have to be framed for each of the substances 
mentioned. No decision could be taken con
cerning the substances at present exempted 
until it was known whether the exemptions 
were to be maintained or discontinued. 

Paragraphs I to 5 were adopted and were 
refe"ed to the Drafting Committee to be brought 
into line with Article I. 

Paragraph 6. 

The President said that amendments to 
paragraph 6 had been proposed by the 
British and Japanese delegations : 

·Amendment proposed by the British 
Delegation. 

• " Omit the words • constituted in the 
followbg manner ' and insert : 

" ' . . . consisting of one member 
a~pointed by the Opium Advisory Com
mittee of the League of Nations one 
member appohted by the Perm~nent 
Central Board, a 1d one member appoint
ed by the Office international d'Hygi~ne 
publique.' " · 

Amendment proposed by the Japanese 
Delegation. · 

" Paragraphs 6 a'ld 7 shall be replaced 
by the following clause : 

" '_6. Th~ competent authority to be 
co::~shtuted m a manner set forth in 
the follo~ng provisions shall discharge 
the funchqns specified in Article 3, 
paragraphs 2 and 3. and Article 4, 
paragraph 2, of the Convention.' " 

"Explanatory Note.-I. In view of the 
fact that the quantity of narcotic drugs to 
be consumed by each country diflers 

•• 
widely according to thJ climatic and 
physical differences of a people as well as 
of the standard of civilisation of each 
country, it is only possible for the Govern
ment concerned to return the exact figures 
of consumption of its own country. What
ever its constituent may be, the • com
petent authority ' can hardly be expected 
to be able to alter the estimates furnished 
by each Government. 

" 2. Though the draft Convention pre
pared by the Advisory Committee provides 
that the estimate shall not be altered 

· without the consent of the Government 
concerned, it will be difficult to obtain 
estimates which will satisfy the internal 
requirement of the country compatible to 
the internal consumption. At the same 
time it may disturb the normal supply of 
the narcotic drugs, thereby hindering 
internal control. 

:· ~· The Japanese delegation is of 
opm10n that the competent authority 
shall establish the estimates only in the 
case of the countries which either do not 
furnish their estimates or are not parties 
to the Convention." . 

M. Bourgois (France), M. Ferri (Italy) 
and M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) 
approved Sir Malcolm Delevingne's text. 

M. Schultz (Austria) concurred in the 
British amendment, with the exception of the 
last point. He suggested that one or two 
delegates from the League Health Committee 
should be appointed to the competent 
authority. 

_Sir _Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) , 
satd hts proposal was based upon two prin
ciples. The first was that the competent 
authority should be as small as possible. He 

. thought the Conference would agree with 
this. The second was that several countries 
which were not Members of the League of 
Nations were represented at the Conference .. 
For that reason he had suggested the Office 
international d'Hygiene publique, as its re
presentation was rather wider. The second 
principle would help to secure the assent of 
as large a number as possible of the countries 
represented at the Conference. As a matter 
of fact, the members of the Health Committee 
and of the Office international d'Hygi~ne 
publique were very largely the same people. 

• • 
Mr. Lyall (Chairman of the Permanent 

Central Opium Board) said the Central Board 
had decided that, as the Board was at present 
constituted, it would only be advisable for 
it to participate in the work allotted to the 
competent authority if the Board were given 
at least half the total number of votes on the 
authority. 

He explained that one of the Board's chief 
duties was to criticise the statistics. The 
Board felt it would be difficult to criticise an 
estimate drawn up with its collaboration 
although the estimates drawn up under th~ 
s~heme might in no way represent the Board's 
VleWS. ., 

M. Contoumas (Greece) seconded the 
Austrian delegate's proposal. 

') 
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Dr. Chodzko (Poland) expressed surprise 

that the proposal for the composition of the 
competent authority did not allow for the 
representation of the -Health Committee 
e~pecially as in the I925 Convention (Ar~ 
tlcles 8 and Io) both the Health Committee 
and the Office international d'Hygit~ne 
publique were mentioned each of them 
having special functions 'assigned to it. 
Further, the estimates of medical needs 
supplied by the Governments were based on 
purely medical factors. Hence it was in
admissible for the representatives of the 
medic~ profession to be in a minority on the 
au~honty responsible for examining the 
estunates. The Health Committee had dis
cussed _the m~tter in May and had passed a 
resolution ask1ng for adequate representation 
of the medical profession. 

If the proposal submitted were adopted, he 
very much doubted whether it would be 
acceptable to the medical profession generally, 
and he would have to make every reservation. 

M. Sj6strand (Sweden) supported 
Dr. Chodzko's views. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) thought 
in the first place, that a change would b~ 
needed in the title " Competent Authority ", 
since it seemed to imply that the other League 
authorities were not competent. 

Secondly, he very strongly supported the 
proposal for the representation of the Health 
Committee. The latter had demanded that 
the medical profession should be in a majority 
on the competent authority, while the 
Permanent Central Board had asked to have 
at least half the votes on that authority. 
M. de Vasconcellos would not therefore 
aggravate the difficulty by claiming a majo
rity for the Advisory Opium Committee. 
The wisest thing would be to associate a 
member of the Health Committee with the 
three members proposed by the British 
delegation. 

M. Ferri (Italy) supported Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne's proposal. It would be advan
tageous for the authority to have an uneven 
number of members, as this would make it 
easier to have a majority vote. 

The competent authority should be in 
close touch with the Permanent Central 
Board, which would be entrusted with the 
most delicate duties entailed by the new 
Convention. Although the British proposal 
did not confer a majority on the Central 
Board, it ensured a certain equilibrium which 
made it acceptable to the members of the 
Board themselves. 

He saw no imperative reason for having 
a majority of medical men. Medical expe
rience was, of course, essential in estimating 
scientific and medical needs, but the work 
would be mainly statistical, or, he might 
even say, political to a certain extent." More
over, a certain category of members would 
not be best represented by its numbers, but 
rather by the authority possessed by its 
representatives. 

M. Perez (Argentine) agreed entirely with 
Dr. Chodzko and M. de Vasconcellos. The 
League, however, must not confine represent-

ation to a single continent. It must consider 
other continents as well. 

M. Schultz (Austria) pressed for the 
representation of the Health Committee. If, 
however, the competent authority consisted 
of four members, he saw no objection to the 
representation on it of the Office international 
d'Hygiene publique. 

M. Bourgois (France) said that he would 
vote for the representation of the Health 
Committee for the reasons adduced by 
Dr. Chodzko and various other speakers. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) thought that the 
Conference should first decide whether both 
health organisations were to be represented 
or only one. 

The Confermce decided by eighteen votes 
to six that the competent authority would 
consist of four members, one to be nominated 
by the Permanent Central Board, one by the 
Advisory Committee, one by the Office 
international d'Hygiene publique, and one 
by the League Health Committee. 

The President opened the discus~ion on 
the Japanese amendment. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought the Japanese amendment struck at 
the root of the limitation system which had 
been adopted. The Conference had decided, 
with regard to the estimates of individual 
countries, that the decision must rest finally 
with the Governments, but should be subject 
to examination, criticism, requests for inform
ation and discussion by the competent 
authority. If a Government submitted any 
estimate it chose, a serious blow would be 
struck at the efficiency of the limitation 
system. 

M. Sawada (Japan) thought the functions 
to be discharged by the competent authority 
could be equally well discharged by the 
Advisory Committee. In Article 8, each 
country was allowed to present its own annual 
estimates. It seemed to him that para
graph 6 was contradictory to the principle 
of that article, and was based upon the 
apprehension that certain contracting parties 
might fail to discharge their duties. Such 
matters could very well be left to the good
will and sincerity of the signatories to the 
Convention. 

The Japanese amendment was rejected. 

Paragraph 7· 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) thought this 
paragraph superfluous. 

The President proposed that the Drafting 
Committee should consider whether it should 
be retained. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

Paragraph 8. 

The President recalled that amendments 
had been received from the British and 
Japanese delegations. 
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A. mended Text proposed by the British 
Delegation. 
" After examination by the competent 

authority as provided in paragraph 6 of 
the estimates furnished, and after the 
determination by that authoritJ:' as pro
vided in paragraph 7 of ~he eshm3;te for 
countries on behalf of which no estimates 

• have been furnished, the competent author
ity shall forward to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations for transmission 
to all the Members of the League of 
Nations and non-member States, a state
ment containing the estimates for each 
country, together with an acco~nt of any 
explanations given or required m accord
ance with paragraph 6, and any obs~r
vations which the competent author1ty 
may desire to make in respect of any such 
estimate or explanation, or request for an 
explanation. 

" The statement shall be forwarded to 
the Secretary-General not later than 
November zst in each year." 
Amendment proposed by the Japanese 

Delegation. 1 

" Paragraph 8 shall be amended as 
follows : 

" After the determination by the 
competent authority, as provided for in 
paragraph 6 of this chapter, of the 
estimates for countries which have not 
furnished them, the Permanent Central 
Board 

" (i) 
" ( ii) 
.. (iii) 
" (iv) . . . . . 
" (v) . . . . . in each ex-

porting country, being that country's 
proportion of the re-export total for 
that year. 
" The statement or statements shall 

reach the High Contracting Parties and 
the Central Board not later than 
November zst in the year previous to 
that year." 

M. Sawada (Japan) withdrew his amend
ment. 

Paragraph 8 was adopted in the form 
proposed by the British delegation. 

Paragraph 9· 
The President recalled that the British 

delegation proposed the following text for 
paragraph 9 : 

" Every supplementary estimate sent 
to the Permanent Central Board in the 
course of the year shall be dealt with by the 
competent authority in a manner similar 
to that specified in paragraphs 6 to 8 
above." 

Paragraph 9, as drafted by the British 
delegation, was adopted. 

CHAPTER II. 
In accordance with a proposal made by the 

British delegation, the Conference decided to 
delete Chapter II. 

' In this conne~tion, see the explanatory note accom
panyin~ tbe Japanese deleg~tion'o amendment to para· 
graph 6, page azo. 

·;. 
CHAPTER IV. 

The President drew attention to the 
report by the Sub-Committee on Control 
(document Conf.L.F.S.8I (Annex zo)). It 
would be necessary to examine Chapter IV, 
defining the powers and duties of the central 
authority, before Chapter III, which pre
scribed the rules for its constitution. The 
Sub-Committee on Control had discussed 
very exhaustively the question whether 
control should be exercised in advance or 
a posteriori, and, indeed, even whether the 
central authority's authorisatiOn for each 
export should be sought in advance. The 
Conference must decide this question of 
principle. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) observed 
that the Italian delegation had submitted a 
proposal providing for a more rigorous system 
of control in certain cases. The Sub-Com
mittee had been unable to consider that 
plan for certain reasons of procedure. 

M. Ferri (Italy) said that his delegation 
had always favoured the principle that, in 
all cases, authorisation should be given in 
advance. From a desire for compromise, it 
would agree to authorisation in advance being 
required only for exports to countries which 
were not parties either to the 1925 or to the 
1931 Convention. The Italian delegation 
therefore submitted the following amend
ment : 

" The following to be substituted for 
paragraph z : 

" • The High Contracting Parties 
undertake to notify the Permanent 
Central Board before issuing a permit " 
for the export of any of the drugs 
mentioned in Groups . . . in Article 
. . . in the present Convention, to 
countries not parties either to the 
present Convention or to the Geneva 
Convention. 

" • The Permanent Central Board may 
within fifteen day!' of the receipt of the 
above information communicate with 
the exporting country requesting it to 
hold up the export to the country in 
question.' " 

The Italian delegation did not insist on the 
actual form of words of its amendment, but 
attached great importance to the principle. 
The Drafting Committee might be asked to· 
consider the final text. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
still considered that preliminary notification 
to a central office and the quota system were 
the most effective systems ; but, in order to 
enable the delegations to register a unanimous 
vote, he would refrain from raising again 
the principles of the Advisory Committee's 
scheme, and would not vote against the 
proposal of the Sub-Committee on Control. 
He would· therefore abstain from taking 
part in the discussion. 

M. Perez (Argentine) observed that, under 
the quota system, notification in advance 
had been unnecessary. A manufacturer's 
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• 
maximum output was fixed for him and he 
could produce so long as he did not exceed 
that figure. Under the system adopted 
by the Conference, the limit concerned, not 
the manufacturer, but the whole country. 
As importers could buy where they liked, 
the manufacturer could not tell whether his 
country's limit had been reached or not. 
Hence, notification in advance was necessary, 
and this demanded the establishment of a 
special organ of control, unless the powers of 
the Permanent Central Board were enlarged. 
As Article 8 had been adopted, notification 
in advance was quite indispensable. 

• M. Bourgois (France) reminded the Con-
ference that, from the time when he had 
agreed to the system which had been approved, 
he had stressed the great importance of 
notification in advance. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) had 
never accepted the principle of notification 
in advance. He would, however, acquiesce 
in the Italian proposal if it were likely to 
lead to an agreement. 

M. Sawada (Japan) said that the question 
of preliminary notification had been discussed 
over and over again in Committee. He 
hoped that the discussion would not be 
re-opened, and asked the Conference to adopt 
the text of the Sub-Committee on Control. 

The President thought that the best 
course would be to ask the Drafting Committee 
to search for a compromise. If it failed, 
the report of the Sub-Committee on Control 
would be submitted again to the plenary 
Conference at the second reading. This 
necessarily involved the postponement of 
Chapter III. 

The President's suggestion was adopted. 

M. Weinberg (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) pointed out that he had advanced 
another opinion in the Sub-Committee on 
Control. He held that the constitution 
and organisation of the central authority 
shou'd be discussed first and its .powers 
and functions determined afterwards. He 
considered, therefore, that the Conference 
should examine Chapter III at a first reading, 
along with the relevant Soviet amendment. 

This proposal was put to the vote and rejected. 

71.-EXAMINATION OF THE PRE
LIMINARY DRAFT CONVENTION 
DRAWN UP BY SEVERAL DELEGA

. TIONS (continuation). 

ARTICLE II (continuation). 

The President said that, in accordance 
with the decision taken at the twenty-third 

· meeting,l the German and British delegations 
had agreed on the following text for Article II : 

" I. No trade in or manufacture for 
trade of any ·product obtained from any 
of the phenanthrene alkaloids of opium or 

'Seepage 171. 

from the alkaloids of the coca leaf, not' at 
present used for medical or scientific pur
poses, shall take place in any country 
unless and until it has been ascertained 
to the satisfaction of the Government 
concerned that the product in question 
is of medical or scientific value. 

" 2. Any High Contracting Party per-' 
mitting trade in or manufacture for trade 
of any such product to be commenced 
shall Immediately send a notification to 
that effect to the other High Contracting 
Parties and to the Secretary-General of 
the League of Nations, who shall commu
nicate the information so received to the 
Health Committee of the League. 

" 3· The Health Committee will there
upon, after consulting the Permanent 
Committee of the Office international 
d'Hygiene publique in Paris, decide whether 
or not the product in question is capable 
of producing addiction (and is in conse
quence assimilable to the substances men
tioned in Group I (a) of paragraph 2 (A) 
of Article I), or whether or not it is convert
ible into such a product (and is in conse
quence assimilable to the substances 
mentioned in Group I (b) or Group II). 

"4· In the event of the Health Com
mittee of the League deciding that the pro
duct is not itself a product capable of 
producing addiction but is convertible 
into such a product, the question whether 
the product in question shall fall under 
Group I (b) or Group II shall be referred 
for decision to a body of three experts 
competent to deal with the scientific and 
technical aspects of the matter, of whom 
one member shall be selected by the Govern
ment concerned, one by the Opium Advi
sory Committee of the League, and one by 
agreement between the two members so 
selected. · 

" 5· Any decisions arrived at in accord
ance with the two preceding paragraphs 
of this article shall be communicated to 
the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations, who will communicate it to all the 
Members of the League and non-member 
States mentioned in Article . . • 

" 6. If the decisions are to the effect 
that the product in question is capable 
of producing addiction or is convertible 
into such a product, the High Contracting 
Parties will, upon receipt of the communi
cation from the Secretary-General, apply 
to the product the appropriate regime laid 
down in the present Convention according 
as to whether the product falls under 

. Group I or under Group II. 
"1· Any such decisions may be revised, 

in accordance with the foregoing procedure, 
in the light of further experience on an 
application addressed by any High Con
tracting Party to the Secretary-General." 

Mr. Ansllnger (United States of America) 
asked whether the drugs mentioned in the 
above text were to be controlled under the 
import certificate system, until the Con
vention came into force. 

The President explained that, when a 
new drug appeared on the market, its manu
facture was prohibited if it were derived from 
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upiurn or the coca leaf. A Government 
could, however, suspend this prohibition, if it 
considered that there was no objection to 
doing so. The Health Committee of .the 
League could then, after reconsidering the 
matter, say that the drug was capable of 
producing addiction and that it should be 
passified under Group I. In · that case, 
all 'the provisions of the Convention would 
apply to the new substance. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that it was necessary for a Govern
ment to decide whether the new drug was 
useful for medical purposes. The drug might 
be capable of producing addiction, and, unless 
a country were satisfied that it would be 
useful to the medical profession, its manufac
ture for trade should not be allowed. If the 
Government were satisfied on that point, 

'the Health Committee would decide whether 
the drug was capable of .producing addiction, 
or of being turned into a drug capable of 
production addiction. , . 

~r. Anslinger (United States of America) 
pomted out that there was no provision in 
the amendment for placing the drug under 
international control by means of the import 
and export certificate system, after the 
Government had decided that it might be 
put on the market. 

· ~he President pointed out that the obli
gation to apply the import certificate system 
became operative only after the Health 
Committee had decided that the new drug 
should come under the Convention. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said there would be an interval between 
the time when the Government authorised 
manufacture for trade and the time of the 
Health Committee's decision. The Health 
Committee . could be relied upon to do its 
work as qwckly as possible after the matter 
had been brought to its notice by the Advi
sory Committee of the League. There would 
be great. difficulty in applying the system 
of control during the period between the 
Government's authorisation and the Health 
Committee's decision. 

Mr. Anslinger (United States of America) 
asked ~hat we_re the practical difficulties 
of applymg the unport and export certificate 
system. 

S~r Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
rephed that a system of control would have 
to. be adopted provisionally by all the coun
~nes of the world, with the possibility that 
m two or three months' time, the whole syste~ 
of control would have to be abandoned. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) observed 
that, if a drug were not known to the general 
public, it could not be regarded as a dangerous 
cause of addiction. 

Mr. Trea~way (United States of America) 
~alled atte!lt10n _to the difficulties experienced 
lD connechon wtth morphine esters dicodide 
eucodal and acedicone before they wer~ 
brought under control. 

• 
M. Kahler (Germany) thought that these 

difficulties were not likely to occur in future, 
~ecause the decision as to new drugs would be 
10 the hands of a central authority, which 
would say whether or not they should come 
under the Convention. Moreover, even at 
present, if a Government considered that 
a substance was likely to produce addiction 
it could immediately enact the necessary 
measures of control for its own country. 

Article II, in the form proposed by the 
German and British delegations, was adopted 
by nineteen votes to three. 

ARTICLE H (continuation). 

The· President informed the Conference 
that Sir Malcolm Delevingne, who had been 
asked at the twenty-fourth meeting 1 to 
~edraft this article, now proposed the f~llow
mg text : . 

"I. No import from any source of any 
of the drugs into the territories of any High 
~ontracting Party shall take place except 
10 accordance with the provisions of the 
present Convention. 

" 2. The following classes of imports 
are prohibited : 

" (a) The import into any country of 
any of the drugs for any purpose other 
than: ' · 

" (i) The satisfaction of the 
medical and scientific needs of the 
importing country ; 

" ( ii) Conversion ; 
" (iii) Re-export; 

"(b) The import in any one year into 
any country of any of the drugs in excess 
of the total of the amount which that 
country has specified in its estimates . 
for the year and of the amount exported 
after deducting any quantities manufac- ' 
tured in that, country in that year. 

" 3· No export or re-export of any of 
the drugs shall take place from the terri
tories of any High Contracting Party 
except in accordance with the provisions 

. of the present Convention." 
The Conference adopted the revised text 

of Article 14. 

ARTICLE 20 (continuation). 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands), reverting 
to the Netherlands amendment, which had 
already been under discussion,• with regard 

1 to the in~ernational c_ontrol of preparations 
. of morph10e and cocame; whatever the per-

centage of drugs contained in those prepar
. ations, explained that the Netherlands Govern
. Il_le~t ~eemed it. necessary that, under a 
· hmttahon scheme, control must be complete. 
1 No limitation was possible unless drugs 

were covered i;n every form, and at least 
· those preparahons must come under the 

import and export certificate system. 
~}early that aim could not be reached, as 

some .countrie~ were strongly opposed to 
enforcmg the tmport and export certific3;te 

' See page 176, 
'See Minutes of the twenty-sixth meeting (page 179) . .. 



-2IS-
. . ,. 

~ystem In ~his connection, as they thought 
1t would give rise to serious administrative 
difficulties. 

Even in the event of his amendment 
obtaining a majority of votes in the Confer
ence, he doubted whether it would have the 
desired result, because it would be unaccept
able to some of the manufacturing countries. 
In those circumstances, he withdrew the 
amendment, and left it to the Conference 
to decide what was to be done in the matter. 

The President took note of M. van 
Wettum's statement. He had just received 
from the United States delegation an identical 

amendment, which would be discussed w~n 
the question came up on the agenda. .. ~ 

72.-APPOINTMENT OF DRAFTING 
COMMITTEE. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) proposed 
that the Drafting Committee should con!i~. 
of M. Casares, Dr. Carriere and Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne, the three delegates who had 
drawn up the Advisory Committee's draft. 

The President requested authorisation 
to act as Chairman of the Committee. 

Th~s~ proposals wer~ approved . 

. THIRTIETH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Thursday, July 9th, 1931, at 9.30 a.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCitl:RE. 

73.-EXAMINATION OF THE ANNEX 
TO THE DRAFT CONVENTION 
DRAWN UP BY THE ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE (cot~tinuation). 

CHAPTER Ill.-· PROPOSAL BY THE SOVIET 
UNION DELEGATION. 

M. Weinberg· (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) pointed out that the Plenary 
Conference had still taken no. decision regard
ing the constitution of the central authority. 
At its last meeting, the question had been 
adjourned until the second reading, without 

. the Soviet amendment, proposing the orga
.' nisation of a new Permanent International 

Narcotics Board, having been discussed. 
That amendment read as follows : 

"The Permanent International Nar
cotics Board shall be organised as follows : · 

" (a) The Board shall consist of repre
sentatives of the States Parties to the 
.Convention, one representative for each 
State; 

"(b) The Board shall meet at least 
once a year; 

"(c) It shall appoint its Secretary
General, who shall direct the permanent 
organ of the Board---i.e., the Inter-
national Narcotic Otfice; . 

"(d) If necessary, the Board shall 
appoint one or·several assistants to the 
Secretary-General ; . 
·· "(e) The staff of the International 
Office shall be appointed by the Secre-
tary-General ; · .. 

' (/} No person connected in any way 
with private firms or undertakings deal
ing in narcotic drugs, either raw or 
manufactured, or concerned· with the 
manufacture of narcotic drugs, shall be 
eligible for appointment to the Inter
national · Office ; 

" (g) The seat of the International 
Office shal\ be at Vienna ; 

" (h) The expenses of the Board and 
of the International Office shall be 
defrayed by the States parties to the 
Convention in equal shares (or in accord
ance with any other princ1ple that may 
be established)." 

The Soviet delegation felt that, in those 
circumstances, the name of a specific body 
should· not and could not be inserted in the 
text of the draft Convention which . was 
about to be considered, as had been cone 
in various of its articles (Annex 12), by 
describing the Permanent Central Board 
as the central authority, which the Conven
tion would invest with certain duties. The 
Conference might ultimately adopt this solu
tion ; but, as the question had not yet been 
decided, he felt that the name of the central 
authority should have been left blank in all 
the articles which dealt with it. 

He understood, of course, the Drafting 
Committee's anxiety to give the draft text a ' 
final shape, and in order to assist it and the 
Conference Secretariat, M. Weinberg proposed 
that. a discussion should immediately be 
opened on the organisation of the central 
authority. If this were not approved, his 
delegation would press for the name qf such 
authority to be left in blank throughout the 
whole draft. 

The President replied that the Drafting 
Committee had merely discharged conscien
tiously the duty entrusted to it. He put 
the Soviet proposal to the vote. 

The Soviel proposal was defeated by sixtee" 
voles to om. 

M. Weinberg (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) believed that, as the constitution 
of the central authority had not been dis
cussed, the Conference would have to leave 
all those passages of the draft Convention 
blank which referred to that authority. 
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1he fresident rei?lied that, if he thought 
\ it advisable: M. Wemberg: could T~vert . to 

the question when the arhcle~ deal!ng With 
the central authority were bemg discussed. 

M. Weinberg (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said his idea w~ to make a gene_ral 

' reservation immediately mstead of entermg 
a particular one on each of th~ articles which 
mentioned the central authonty. 

The President noted the general reserv
ation made by M. Weinberg. 

74.-EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION :SECOND READING 
(Annex rz). 

PREAMBLE. 

· • The President intimated that he had 
received a suggestion that the opening words 
in the French text should read, " Desirant 
completer Ies dispositions des Conventions 
de La Haye . . . " instead of " Desi
rant completer les Conventions de La 
Haye " 

This proposal was adopted.. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) pointed out that 
the term " narcotic drugs " was no longer 
appropriate, seeing that the Conference had 
adopted the expression " drugs ". 

The President replied that the expression 
" narcotic drugs " should be kept in the 
Preamble, as it occurred in the wording 
of the terms of reference of the Conference. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) suggested substituting 
the words " to render effective the direct 
and quantitative limitation " for the words 
" by facilitating the limitatio11 ", which he 
thought were too weak. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
objected to M. Cavazzoni's amendment and 
suggested the addition to the original text 
of the word " effective ". 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) replied that he was 
certain that the effect of the Convention 
would be to limit the quantity of narcotic 
drugs which could be manufactured. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
asked for the question to be put to the vote. 

~· Bourgois (France) supported M. Cavaz
zoru s proposal. Doubts similar to those 
expressed by Sir Malcolm Delevingne had 
arisen in some minds, both outside as well as 
inside the Conference, and he felt it was 
essential to make the position clear. The 
Conference had been instructed to institute 
direct and quantitative limitation, and was 
under a moral obligation, before voting on 
such an important issue, to ask itself whether 
it h~ properly discharged the duty entrusted 
to 1t by the Assembly and Council of the 
League of Nations. This question was not 
merely one of form, but of substance. 

The scheme which had been framed was 
certainly a limitation scheme, since no country 
could manufacture more than the amount 
of its own estimates for its domestic medical 

" requirements plus exports, the latter being 
fixed at the beginning of each year on the 
basis of the previous year's exports. 

That was generally recognised to be 
limitation, but some people held that it 
was not limitation " to world requirements ", 
the latter being defined as the sum total of 
the estimates of each country's medical and 
scientific needs. 

The original Franco-Japanese plan provided 
for limitation "to world requirements", 
since each manufacturing · country could, 
apart from the requirements of domestic 
consumption, only manufacture an amount 
equivalent to the orders received from 
abroad and sanctioned by the Geneva autho
rity within the limits of each country's 
internal requirements. In addition, there 
was a " reservoir " the capacity of which was 
fixed at Geneva and formed an "advance of 
manufacture on orders", enabling such orders 
to be filled at short notice. 

If the" reservoir" were full on January ISt 
and became empty during the year, manu
facture for world requirements was corres
pondingly reduced. Factories ·would thus 
manufacture annually an amount equivalent 
to· world requirements plus or minus the 
amount in the reservoir (plus if the .reservoir 
were empty on January xst and full on 
December 31st, and minus if it were full on 
January xst and empty on December 31st). 

There was a slight difference in the present 
plan, which, though instituting limitation, 
did not limit manufacture to " world require- .• 
ments ". The scheme provided that each 
country could manufacture an amount equal 
to its domestic requirements plus an estimated . 
quantity, the total of which for all countries 
might not be equal to world requirements. 
For instance, France and Germany might 
each count on a country x buying from them 
the whole amount of its internal require
ments, and the total products manufactured 
during the year would then be increased by 
that amount. 

· M. Bourgois would ha vepreferred the original 
Franco-Japanese plan to have been adopted. 
The reason why he had not objected to the 
changes made by Sir Malcolm Delevingne in 
that plan was that, in practice, the result 
would be virtually the same in both cases. 
Each country's estimates would practically 
correspond to its exports for the previous 
year, and thus the total of the manufacturing 
countries' export estimates would be almost 
equal to the total of their exports for the 
preceding year-that was to say, to world 
requirements. If their real exports fell below 
the estimates, they would have to decrease 
correspondingly their manufacture for the 
following year, thus redressing the balance. 

M. Bourgois accordingly thought he had 
shown that, as it stood, the present system 
established direct limitation corresponding 
virtually to world requirements. He would, 
however, have no objection, when the Confer
ence discussed the principle involved, to 
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• its adopting another system than· that based 
· on " estimates " which would enable it to 

arrive at a scheme whereby manufacture 
would be limited both nominally and actually 
to world requirements. The practical ope
ration of the present system would, doubtless, 
give virtually the same results as the 
original Franco-Japanese scheme, but the 
latter would have been preferable, particu
larly from the standpoint of public opinion, 
as it would have been more obvious that 
manufacture was limited to world require
ments. 

. The President appealed to delegates 
to shorten the discussion as much as possible. 
It was more important to draft the Conven
tion than to insert modifications, and he 
suggested as a compromise that the Confer
ence should adopt in the Preamble the expres
sion used in the Assembly resolution conven
ing the present Conference. The text would 
then read " to render effective the limitation 
by international agreement ... 

M. Casares (Spain) held that it was not 
for the Conference to pass judgment on the 
Convention, but for public opinion. AU the 
Conference had to do was to draw up the 
Convention. 

M. · Bourgois (France) agreed with the 
President. 

M. Perez (Ar~entine) could not understand 
anyone maintaming that the Convention 
which had been framed did not effectively 
limit, directly and quantitatively, the manu
facture of narcotic drugs. The first paragraph 
of Article 6 was adequate proof of this. 
He therefore supported M. Cavazzoni's pro
posal. 

M. de Castro (Uruguay) also shared the 
Italian delegate's opinion. He had himself 
drawn up a draft Preamble, the purpose of 
which was to recount the history of the cam
paign against illicit traffic in narcotic drugs, 
and the efforts made to institute direct and 
quantitative limitation of manufacture. He 
had no desire, however, to delay the proceed
ings by opening a fresh discussion on his 
text. If the Conference adopted another 
text he would merely ask that his draft 
Pre~mble should appear in the Minutes. 
If on the other hand, the draft drawn up 
fo~ the second reading and now under dis
cussion were adopted as a basis of discussion, 
he would support the following wording for 
the first phrase : 

•• Desiring to supplement the provisions 
of the Conventions signed at The Hague 
on January 23rd, I9I2, and at Geneva 
on February Igth, I925, for the purpose 
of rendering effective the direct and quan
titative limitation of the manufacture of 
narcotic drugs " 

M. de Castro then read the draft Preamble.1 

The President thanked M. de Castro 
for the spirit of accommodation he had shown 
in not insisting on the text of the Preamble 
which he had proposed. 

• See page 137· 

There were now two proposals ,befote th~ 
Conference-that of the Itaiian delegation 
to insert the words " to render bffective the 
direct ar..d quantitative limitation . . . " 
ar.d that of the President suggesting the 
repetition of the passage from the Ass£mb1y 
resolution reading " to render effective -the 
limitation by international agreement.". ': 

If the Conference did not approve ·of 'the 
second form of words, he would put the first 
text to the vote. 

M. Cavazzonl (Italy) maintained the 
Italian proposal. 

M. Rasmussen (Denmark) thought the 
words "to render effective" should be replaced 
by " by rendering effective ". 

In his view, the words " direct and· quan
titative " were too reminiscent of the quota 
system which had been abandoned. More
over, they did not appear in the Adviscry 
Committee's draft. The words should there
fore be deleted. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) sup
ported the President's suggestion, which he 
put forward as a German amendment. 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico) thought 
that limitation was direct, since States 
would have to estimate their sales, and was 
also quantitative, since it would only be 
possible to manufacture, purchase or sell 
the quantities laid down in the Convention. 
Accordingly, any form of words would satisfy 
him, and he would therefore abstain from 
voting. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) urged 
the Conference to adopt the actual words 
of the Assembly resolutton in virtue of which 
it had been convened. 

M. Bourgois (France) asked that a vote 
should first be taken on the President's 
suggestion as formally moved by the German 

.delegation. 
The proposal to reproduce the words of the 

Assembly resolution was adopted by twenty
nine votes to five. 

The Italian, Mexican and Soviet Union 
delegations abstained from voting. 

The Preamble, as amended, was adopted. 

CHAPTER I.-DEFINITIONS. 

Article I. 

Introduction and Paragraph I. 

Adopted without discussion. 

Paragraph 2. 

The President pointed out that, in the 
final version, the word " drugs "would always 
appear in inverted commas, to indicate 
clearly that it was not used in the dictionary 
sense. 

Group I. 
M. Weinberg (Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics) wished to know why the words 
" crude morphine " and " crude cocaine " 
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did not appear in sub-paragraphs (i) and (iii~ 
respectively,,although they had been adopte 
by the Conference. 

The President explained that they were 
covered by the words " morphin~ " an~ 
" cocaine " respectively. The ~~rm ' drugs 
'denoted the substances specified, wh~ther 
partly manufactured or completely refined. 

M Weinberg (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Rep~blics) urged the restoration of the words 
omitted so as to make the text as cle3;r·. as 
possible, and quoted the Conference dec1s~on 
on the point (cf. document Conf.L.F.S.63(s)). 

The President replied that the prese_nt 
text could not be interpret_ed otherWise 
than as covering crude morphme and crude 
cocaine. 

~ M. Weinberg (Union of Soviet Soc~~st 
Republics) would like to know the opm10n 
of the United States delegation on the point, 
as it was on its suggestion that the Technical . 
Committee had. inserted the words " crude 
morphine ". 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
said the United States delegation was of 
opinion that crude morphine. an~ crude 
cocaine were covered. Othenv1se, It would 
have been unable to accept the text. More
over, other drugs which might be omitted 
under the original phraseology would be 
covered. 

The Soviet proposal was rejected by twenty-
seven votes to one. · · · 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
proposed that the words " and medicinal " 
should be inserted after the word "1aw" 
in Sub-group (a) (i) of Group I. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) demurred. 
The Conference had never intended to control 
certain pharmaceutical _preparations. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) observed 
that sub-paragraph (i) only dealt with 
preparations " containing more than 20 per 
cent of morphine ", whereas the medicinal 
preparations to which Dr. Carriere had just 
referred contained only I per cent. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) pointed out 
that it would be rather strange to include 
among the 20 per cent preparations referred 
to in sub-paragraph ( i) preparations made 
from medicinal opium, which usually con
tained only Io per cent of morphine. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingoe (Great Britain) 
pointed out that raw opium did not usually 
contain more than · IO to 12 per cent of 
morphine. The preparations were made by 
concentration. 

The proposal to insert the words " and 
medicinal " after the word " raw " in sub
paragraph (i) was. adopted by twenty-six votes 
to three. . · 

The President pointed out that in sub
faragraph (ii) of the French text the words 

Hhers-sels " occurred after the words 
"esters". In the following provisions there 
was no need to repeat them. 

' • 
M. Kahler (Germany) proposed that_ the 

words " including preparations made d1rect 
from the coca leaf and containing more than 
o.I per cent of cocaine.'' should be deleted 
from sub-paragraph (iii). 

At the President's request, M. Kahler 
withdrew his proposal. 

M. Bougault (France) asked that the 
words " their salts " after the words ·" mor
phine-N-oxide derivatives" should be deleted. 

This proposal was adopted. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
suggested that in sub-para~aph (iv) the 
words " their esters and salts " should be 
replaced by the phrase " and the salts of 
any of these substances and of their esters ". 

This proposal was adopted. 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) observed that, 
as regards Sub-group (b), the French text 
read " les ethers-oxydes de. Ia moryhine tels 
que Ia benzylmorphine et leurs sels ', ~hereas 
the English text read " benzylmorphme and 
the other ethers of morphine and their salts". 
In the English text, new substances which 
might be discovered were included, whereas 
in the French text this was not so. . 

The President did not agree, and insisted 
on the fact that the French text also covered 
all ether-oxides which might be discovered. 
He asked the Conference to ·adopt the text 
as it stood. 

This proposal was adopted. 

At the President's suggestion, the Confer.· 
ence provisionally adopted Group III on the 
understanding that it might ultimately be 
omitted when Article II was adopted. 

Paragraph 2 of Article I, as amended, was 
adopted. · 

Paragraph 3· 

M. Casares (Spain) asked that, in the 
definition of raw opium, the word " natural" 
should be inserted before the word "content ". 

The President pointed out that the 
definition proposed by the Drafting Com
mittee was a literal reproduction of that 
contained in the. Geneva Convention, and he 
would therefore ask M. Casares not to press 
his proposal, as variations, however slight, 
between the two Conventions might possibly 
lead to complications in their application. 

. M. Casares (Spain) agreed .. 

. Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium} thought 
that, as the term " medicinal op1um " had 
been included in the Convention, the defi
nition of the term should follow on that of 
raw opium. 

: . At the President's suggestion, the Confer
ence decided to reproduce exactly in the present 
para~rapn the definition of medicinal opium 
as gsven in the: Geneva Conv_ention. · 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought it unnecessary to give a definition 
of crude morphine, which was not mentioned 
in the Convention. 
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At the President's suggestion, the Confer
ence decided to adopt this definition provisional
ly. If it were found that crude morphine 
was not referred to in the Convention, the 
definition wo~d automatically be deleted. 

M. Bougault {France) asked that, in the 
definition of diacetylmorphine, the word 
" heroin " should be omitted, as it was nc.t 
diacetylmorphine but hydrochloride of dia
cetylmorphine. 

Dr. de Myttenaere {Belgium) proposed to 
keep the word " heroin " in this definition, 
as it appeared in the definition given in the 
Geneva Convention. 

M. Bougault (France) did not insist. 

The President asked the Conference to 
adopt the first of the two definitions of 
diacetylmorphine appearing in the French 
text, seeing that it was the definition con
tained in the Geneva Convention. It should, 
however, be supplemented by the addition 
of the structural formula of diacetylmorphine. 

Dr. de Myttenaere {Belgium) thought 
that the structural formula of all the sub
stances should be given or of none. He 
thought it would be better not to give any. 

' . 

M. Bougault {France) reminded M. de 
Myttenaere ~hat it had been agreed to give 
after each 'simple formula the structural 
formula, since the ordinary formula did not 
adequately ·define certain · chemical com
pounds. It would therefore be better to 
insert in each case .the structural formula. 

The President proposed inserting the 
structural formula in· the definition of dia
cetylmorphine, seeing that several delegates 
felt that the text would then be clearer, 
and no one saw any serious inconvenience 
in that procedure. It would not entail any 
ambiguity in the application of the Conven
tion, since the total number of atoms was the 
same, and their distribution would not cause 
any inconvenience from the legal standpoint. 

Dr:· de Myttenaere {Belgium) agreed. 

At the suggestion of Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne (Great Britain), the Conference 
decided to adopt provisionally the definition of 
crude cocaine, subject to its possible. deletion 
later in the event of the expression " crude 
cocaine" not appearing in the Convention. 

· M. Weinber~t {Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) thought that the possible omission 
of the definitions of crude morphine and crude 
cocaine proved that his proposal for the inser
tion in Group I of the words " crude mor
phine " and " crude cocaine " was well 
founded. If the definitions of these terms 
were omitted, might it not be assumed that 
the substances in question were not covered 
by the Convention ? 

He believed that the Conference would be 
failing in its duty if it· omitted products of 
such importance, and he therefore asked 
for the insertion of the expressions " crude 

morphine" and "crude cocaine" in Group I, 
and of their definitions in paragraph 3· ' 

The President said that it was the una
nimous intention of the Conference to bring 
crude morphine and crude· cocaine under the 
Convention. To that end the Conference 
had adopted a text which it thought perfectly , 
clear and better than that proposed by the 
Soviet delegation, since it brought under the 
Convention, not merely crude morphine and 
crude cocaine, but, in addition, a whole 
series of other substances which might 
otherwise have escaped. This formal declar
ation would suffice, if necessary, to obviate 
any misinterpretation in the future. · 

Paragraph 3 of Article l. was adopted, with 
certain drafting alterations and the addition 
after each simple formula of the structural 
formula. · 

Paragraph 4· 

M. Dinichert {Switzerland), in connection 
with the definition of the term" conversion", 
apologised for raising a rather complicated 
question which affected several articles in 
which conversion was mentioned. During 
the first reading, he had repeatedly asked 
for a clearer definition of the significance 
of the word " conversion " in the sense of the 
present Convention. 

Conversion as defined in the draft Con
vention, ·so far as he understood it, meant 
the conversion of one " drug " in the sense 
of the Convention into another " drug " 
in the sense of the Convention, more parti~ 
~ularly the conversion into drugs in Group II, 
the conversion of morphine into heroin and 
even the conversion of crude cocaine· or 
ecgonine into cocaine, it being understood 
that no reference was being made to conver-
sions of alkaloids into their salts. · 
. At the time when the provisions regarding 
conversion had been inserted in the Advisory 
Committee's draft, he believed that "conver
sion " was meant to signify the conversion 
of what were then called narcotic drugs into 
non-narcotic substances which did not come 
under the Convention. Consequently, the 
Conference had now to deal with a term which 
had not the same meaning as in the old 
draft, the provisions of which. would there
fore have quite different effects. 

Since all converted products were '' drugs " 
in the sense of the Convention, all such pro
ducts, whether convertible or converted, 
would appear in the estimates of States for 
their home consumption, and the total of 
such estimates would give the world total 
to be manufactured ; but, in addition to 
estimates of home consumption, provision 
was made for estimates of conversion. These 
estimates would include, on the one hand, 
conversion for home consumption, which was 
already included, probably under the form 
of other drugs in the estimate for home 
consumption. 

On the other hand, estimates of conversion 
contained another factor relating to exports. 
How could estimates be made for exports, and 
what would be the character of conversion 



-220-

estimates which contained two quite 
different elements, one referring to home 
tonsumption and included in the estima.tes 
for that consumption, and the other relatmg 
to estimates for exports ? Such a system 
of estimates would not be accurate and would 
in no way represent national consumption. 
It might give a partial estimate of manufac
ture, but of what value would that be ? 

M. Dinichert pointed out that, in Article 6, 
dealing with the limitation of manufacture, 
it was provided in paragraph ~Jiii), that _ail 
countlies could manufacture the quantity 
specified in the estimates for that year as 
being required for conversion~ whether ~or 
domestic consumption or for export". Agam, 
the products which could, under sub-para
graph (iii), be manufactured for home 
consumption were given in sub-paragraph ( ii) 
of the same paragraph in the form of con
verted drugs. The same applied to the 
estimates of conversion for export also 
contained in the estimates for export provided 
for in sub-paragraph (iv). 

In consequence, it appeared that Article 6 
permitted the manufacture twice over
under forms which were perhaps different, 
it was true-of a part of each State's home 
consumption and a part of its exports. 
If that were so, the Conference would admit 
that the question he had raised was rather 
important. 

An examination of the provisions regarding 
imports gave a similar result. According 
to these provisions, a country could import 
the quantities that it did not manufacture, 
and manufacture the quantities that it did 
not import; but, as each country was entitled 
to import the drugs covered by the estimates 
for home consumption, and also to manufac
ture the drugs covered bv the estimates for 
conversion, the following would be the result 
obtained : a wholesale dealer imported certain 
quantities which came within the limits of 
the estimates for home consumption under 
Article 5, and a manufacturer in the same 
country manufactured corresponding quanti
ties of the drug within the limits of the 
estimates for maroufacture for conversion 
purposes under Article 6. The situation was 
therefore rather confusing. 

M. Dinichert added that, from the 
moment when there were estimates for 
conversion for export purposes, the principle 
of estimates was substituted for the principle 
of orders for that portion of the exports. 
He would remind the Conference that he had 
already attempted to persuade it of the mis
take of allowing manufacture for home 
consumytion to be carried on withm the 
limits o the estimates and not within those of 
the actual consumption only. Under the Con
vention, this system was now being extended 
to exports for conversion purposes, since the 
estimates for conversion for export purposes 

were based on hypothetical estimates instead 
of on the basis of the actual orders received, 
the principle which the Conference seemed 
to have accepted for exports. 

Such a system he believed would aggravate 
another difficulty to which he had already 
referred. In his opinion, this Convention, 
which was intended to limit manufacture, did 
not limit it to actual requirements. At the 
opening of the meeting it had been asked 
whether the draft Convention instituted 
direct limitation. M. Dinichert thought it 
did, seeing that it restricted manufacture 
to the estimates, but that did not solve the 
problem. Manufacture was certainly limited, 
but the figure was much too high, and he 
would like to see it reduced to a minimum. 

He added that the Swiss delegation would 
not make this question a condition of its 
signature. To-day, even more than at the 
opening of the Conference, it believed that the 
solution of the problem consisted, above all, 
in strict control . without any gaps. If it 
were desired to add limitation, he agreed 
that it might be an effective addition, but it 
should then be made as strict as possible. 

The President, in reply to M. Dinichert, 
said that the Drafting Committee's definition 
of conversion was quite clear and covered 
every kind of chemical conversion of a 
" drug ", whether into another " drug " or 
into a substance which was not a "drug ". 
It was immaterial whether the products 
of conversion were used in the country or 
abroad. 

Article 6 provided that the amount which 
could be manufactured should not exceed 
the total of the quantities specified in a series 
of numbered sub-paragraphs. Of these, sub
paragraph 3, referring to the quantities 
"required for conversion", could not overlap 
with sub-paragraph z: referring to the 
quantities "necessary for medical and scien
tific needs ", seeing that conversion could 
not be considered as a medical or scientific 
need. 

Similarly, estimates for quantities con
verted could not be confused with estimates 
for export. 

Finally, Article 5, sub-paragraph z(b), 
regarding the amounts required for the pur
pose of conversion, made no distinction 
between domestic consumption and export, 
and such quantities were obviously included 
in those dealt with in sub-paragraph 2(e). 
Any ambiguity there might be would simply 
be the consequence of the reference in Article 5, 
2(b), to the quantities of each of the drugs 
required for conversion purposes. If the 
text were not perfectly clear to everyone, 
it could be made so. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) said the Pre
sident had not entirely convinced him. 
Take the case, for instance, of a country 
which, in estimating its internal consumption, 
included a certain quantity of heroin. Under 
Article 6, it could manufacture, and, under 
Article I2, it could import, the heroin. 
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In its conversion estimates, however, it also 
included a quantity of morphine from which 
it intended to man.ufacture the same quan
tity of heroin-that could be done, as the 
two estimates were framed quite indepen
dently. Article 6 entitled it to manufacture 
the morphine which was to be converted 
into heroin, and Article I2 authorised its 
importation. The country could therefore 
manufacture or import both the amount 
of heroin necessary for its requirements 
and the corresponding amount of morphine 
for purposes of conversion. 

The President pointed out that, if a 
drug were converted into another substance, 
the first substance underwent conversion, 
and the second was the product of manu
facture. Conversion was a form of manu
facture. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) felt the Con
vention would gain in every respect if the 
idea of conversion were omitted. He was 
satisfied, however, if he had drawn the 
attention of the Conference to the inextri
cable situation which might arise when esti
mates had to be made which would achieve 
the object of limiting manufacture to a 
minimum. 

M. Contoumas (Greece), referring to the 
definition of " Government stocks ", asked 
what was meant by the phrase " for the use 
of the Government ". especially in countries 
where there was a Government monopoly. 

.The President thought the words meant 
use for what were essentially Government 
purposes-for instance, to meet army require
ments. An addition had been made to meet 
exceptional circumstances (epidemics, earth
quakes, etc.) when the State used its ~tocks 
to help the sufferers. · 

M. Kahler (Germany) thought there was 
a · discrepancy between the fourth sub
paragraph of paragraph 4 and Article . 22, 
paragraph 4• of the Geneva Convention, 
which read : . 

"For the purposes of this article, 
substances which are held, imported or 
purchased by the Government for eventual 
sale are not regarded as held, imported or 
purchased for Government purposes." 

The two texts should be brought into line. 
The question was an important one, seeing 
that Article 22, paragraph 3, of the Geneva 
Convention provided that : 

" It shall not be within the competence 
of the Central Board to question or to 
express any opinion on the amounts 
imported or purchased for Government 
purposes or the use thereof." 

The President did not think ther~ ~as 
any discrepancy between the two provi~Ions 
referred to by M. Kahler. The Advisory 
Committee's draft had mentioned only rese!'Ve 
stocks for Government purposes ; but, dunng 
the discussions, the Conference had b~en 
in<'.uced to provide for a reserve stock which 
was to be a kind of general reserve for . all 
requirements. It was to avoid any confuSion 
between these two stocks that the two 

definitions (reserve stocks and Government 
stocks) had been inserted in the new draft. 
As the distinction was quite clear, he thought 
Dr. Kahler's ·fears that Government stocks 
would be dealt with in the same way as the 
reserve stocks were hardly justified. 

Dr. Kahler had also pointed out that the 
Permanent Central Board could not, under 
the Geneva Convention, ask for any explan
ation regarding Government stocks. He 
might point out that the position would be 
the same under the new Convention, Article S 
of which provided : 

" The Supervisory Body may require any 
further details or explanations, except as 
regards requirements for Government pur
poses, which it may consider necessary in 
respect of any country on behalf of which 
an estimate has been furnished in order to 
make the estimate complete or to explain 
any statement made therein " 

The system was therefore the same under 
both Conventions, the only difference being 
that, in the definition of " Government 
stocks ", express reference was made to 
exceptional circumstances, which he thought 
would not give rise to inconvenience. Clear
ly, if a country were devastated by an earth
quake or some other scourge, the text of the 
Convention would not be interpreted in such 
a way that the victims would be left uncared 
for on the pretext of not using army stocks of 
morphine or heroin. . 

M. Kahler (Germany) questioned whether 
the Permanent Central Opium Boarcl could 
ask for explanations about a stock which 
was specially maintained for use at the time 
of a possible epidemic, It seemed that the 
Board might have this power under the terms 
of the Geneva Convention, but he did not 
think this would be the case under the terms 
of the new Convention. • 

The President thought the Permanent 
Central Board would have the same right as 
before to make enquiries if a Government 
desired to form stocks to provide for a 
possible epidemic ; but no explanations could 
be asked with regard to " Government 
stocks ", such as army stocks. 

M. Kahler (Germany) did not insist. 

Paragraph 4 ofArticle I was adopted. 

CHAPTER H.-ESTIMATES. 

Article 2. 

Paragraph I. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) thought that 
Article 2, paragraph I, did not correspond 
with Article s. enumerating all the factors 
which were to be included in the estimates. 
Under Article s. estimates would include, 
inter alia, data regarding exports. Such 
data did not fit in with the basic element 
of the definition in Article 2-namely, the 
needs of the territories of contracting parties. 
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On the other hand, a definition which did not 
include in a synthetic form all ~he factors 
referred to in Article s would be mcomplete. 
It would therefore be better to omit defini
tions in Article 2 and merely insert a reference 
to Article s. He proposed accordingly to 
substitute for the first paragraph of Article 2 

the following text : 

" The High Contracting Parties under
take- to furnish annually to the Permanent 
Central Opium Board constituted under 
Chapter y1 of the Ge~eva Conve_n~ion 
estimates m accordance with the provisions 
of ArticleS of the present Convention." 

The President asked' M. · Contoumss to 
agree to insert the· words " for each drug " 
after the word "annually", and to restore 
the words " in respect of his territories ". 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) asked for 
what other territory a contracting party 
could make returns. 

The President pointed ·out that there 
was an article in the Convention by which a 
State might ratify it on behalf of the whole 
or a part only of its territories. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
asked whether a contracting party would be 
bound under paragraph 1 to supply estimates 
for all its territories. For example, if Great 
Britain did not ratify the Convention imme
diately for her colonies, would she be under 
an obligation to furnish estimates for them ? 

TJte President thought the retention of 
the J>hrase in question would not involve any 
legal obligation for a· State to supply estimates 
in respect of territories for which it had not 
ratified the Convention. To make quite 
sure, he would ask the opinion cf a member 
of the Legal Section. . · 

M. Contoumas (Greece) thought Sir Mal
colm Delevingne's point was met by the 
next paragraph in Article 2, reading : " In 
th~. event of a;ny High Contracting Pa1ty 
failing to furrush . . . an estimate. in 
resp~ of any of his te,itories " (" pour Ia 
totalit~ ou une partie de ses territoires "). 

~a_ragraph z was f!dopted, subject to a legal 
opuuon on the meamng of the term " in respect 
of his territories ". 

The Conference then decided to delete the 
note appearing in the French text after 
paragraph I. 

The President observed that it would be 
necessary to fill in the two blanks left in 

this paragraph by the words " Article 5·, 
paragraph 4 ",and" Article 5, paragraph 6 ", 
respectively. · 

. The paragraph thus complete~ was adopteel: 

Paragraph 3· 
The Conference adopted paragraph 3 in the 

following form : 
"The Permanent Central Board .shall 

invite countries to which this Convention 
does not apply to furnish estimates. m 
accordance with the provisions of this 
Convention. In the event of no estimate 
being furnished on behalf of any such 
country, the Supervisory Body shall itself, 
so far as possible, make the estimates." 

75.-ACCESSION OF THE ARGEN
TINE GOVERNMENT TO THE 
GENEVA OPIUM CONVENTION 
OF 1925. · 

The President informed the Conference 
that M. Perez, delegate for the Argentine, 
had received a telegram from his Government 
notifying its decision to accede . to the 
Geneva Convention of 1925. 

76.-CONTRIBUTION FROM THE 
EGYPTIAN GOVERNMENT . TO~ 
WARDS THE · EXPENSES • IN
CURRED IN CONNECTION' WITH 
THE WORK OF THE ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ON THE TRAFFIC IN 

· OPIUM AND OTHER DANGEROUS 
DRUGS. 

•• 'J 

The President read the following letter 
from ,Russell Pasha to the Secretary-General 
of the League : . · · 

. " I have the honour to inform you that ~ 
I have been instructed by the Egyptian 
Government to hand to your Excellency 
a cheque for £E5oo-that is to say, 
£512 I6S. 5d.-as a gift from the Egyptial) 
Government as a contribution to the 
expenses of the League in connection with 
the work accomplished by the Advisory 
Committee for the Traffic in Opium and 
Other Dangerous Drugs. 

" The Egyptian Government keenly 
desires to bring practical aid to the Opium 
Section of the League of Nations in its 
campaign against the scourge of narcotics, 
which has caused and still causes such 
terrible ravages in Egypt. 

" The Egyptian Government desires to 
leave it to the Secretary-General of· the 
League of Nations to decide how this sum 
should be expended." 

Russell Pasha (Egypt) stated, on behalf 
of the Egyptian Government, that: in pre
senting the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations with this sum to be used as he 
might see fit in the fight against the narcotic 
drug menace, the Egyptian Government 
desired to show, not 'only its appreciation of 
the work already accomplished by the 
League, but also its desire to give practical 
help to the battle headquarters of the anti
narcotic army. 
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Egypt was fighting its hardest against the 
enemy within its own boundaries, but the 
enemies' munitions came from outside, and 
Egypt looked to the League to create a 
spirit of determination among the Govern· 
ments of the manufacturing countries to see 

that their output of narcotic drugs was used 
for legitimate purposes ; otherwise, Egypt 
would be fighting a hopeless battle. 

On behalf of the Conference, the Pre
sident thanked the Egyptian Government. 

THIRTY-FIRST MEETING (PUBLIC). 
' 

Thursday, July 9th, 1931, at 3 p.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKtRE. 

77--EXAMIN..\.TION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION :SECOND READING 
(continuation). 

CHAPTER 11.-ESTIMATES (continuation). 

. Article 2 .(continuation). 

Paragraph I (continuation). 

The President reminded the Conference 
that Sir Malcolm Delevingne had asked whe
ther it was clear from Article 2, paragraph I, 
that a country was not compelled to send 
in estimates for territories on behalf of which 

• it had not ratified. Paragraph IS of Article I 
as drawn up by the Advisory Committee 
no longer existed, and it would therefore be 
better to say : 

" The High Contracting Parties under
take to furnish annually for those of their 
territories to which the present Convention 
applies in the matter of each of the 
drugs . . . " 
Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) thought the 

words " to which the Convention applies " 
unnecessary. The Convention would ·Only 
apply to those countries and territories on 
behalf of which it was ratified. 

The President pointed out that, under the 
Convention, all .countries, even non-signa
tories, would be asked to furnish estimates. 
From the text now under discussion, it might 
be assumed that the contracting parties 
which were bound in respect of part of their 
territories would be required to supply 
estimates for all their territories. The text 
he had proposed would make the meaning 
clearer. 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) contended 
that a contracting party could not bind a 
colony which had been excluded from rati
fication under the colonies article. 

The President thought that, if a dispute 
of this kind were laid before any court of 
law, the latter would interpret the Convention 
in the sense suggested by Mr. Lester. It was 
not, however, absolutely certain that it 
would do so. The words he had suggested 
as an addition would make the position 
clearer. . 

M. Contou~aa (Greece) suggested the 
phrase " for each of the territories to which 
the Convention applies ". 

The President replied that it was for the 
States themselves to decide whether they 
desired to have different systems applying 
to different parts of their territories. · 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) proposed an 
amendment to eliminate the words " to 
which the Convention applies " . 
. The text proposed by the Presideflt was lost 
by two votes to two. 

· Article 3· 

M. Contoumas (Greece) proposed the 
deletion of the words "of the requirements~· . 
The text would read " supplementary esti
mates of that territory . . . " The words 
in question had been deleted in Article 2. 

Article 3 was adopted with this amendment. 

Article 4· 

The President suggested that the second 
paragraph should read : 

" The High Contracting Parties may, in 
addition to reserve stocks, create and 
maintain Government stocks." . 

Except where notified otherwise, no dis
tinction would be made between the different 
territories. 

Article 4 was adopted with the foregoing 
amendment. 

Article S· 
Paragraph I. 

The President said .he had received a 
proposal that the French text should read 
as follows : .. devront etre ~tablies selon le 
mod~le qui, de temps ll autre, sera pres
crit . . . .. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
and Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) thought 
the words " from time to time " could be 
omitted, as the authority which drew up the 
form would be able to alter it, if necessary. 

· M. Kahler (Germany) dissented. · The 
Central Board could not alter the form unless 
it were explicitly given the right to do so. 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico) agreed 
with M. Kahler. 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) thought 
the Board would be entitled to change the 
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form, even if this were not specifically ~tated. 
It might, however, be useful to retam the 
words " from time to time ". 

Tlu Confere"nce decided to retain the words 
" from time to time ". 

The President drew attention to the 
last words in paragraph I, " to the High 
Contracting Parties ".. D~d the C:onference · 
wish the communication m questlon to be 
sent only to the contracting parties, or was it 
to be sent to all States ? He suggested that 
the words in question should be replaced by 
the words " to the Members of the League of 
Nations and to the non-member States men
tioned in Article 27 ". 

M. Gajardo (Chile) proposed the following 
formula : 

" . . . and to all States to which the 
Council may decide to communicate the 

C t
. , 

present onven 1on. 

: M. Dinichert (Switzerland) thought that 
a distinction must be made in Article 5 as 
well as in Article 2 between contracting 
parties and countries not parties to the 
Convention. He dissented from the Pre
sident's view, since the situation covered by · 
Article 27 differed from that covered by 
Articles 2 and 5. 

The President noted that the Conference 
agreed that the communication should be 
sent, not only to the contracting parties, but 
to other Powers also. He would therefore 
propose, for the sake of simplicity, that the 
Conference should adopt the formula used in 
Article 27. · 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) remarked that 
his proposal was extremely simple and had 
the advantage of preserving the concordance 
between Articles 2 and 5 in regard to esti
mates. 

M. Rasmussen (Denmark) proposed the 
words " to the States mentioned in 
Article 27 ". Article 27 referred to States 
Members and non-members of the League. 

The President replied that his proposal, 
which the Legal Committee also had made, 
would obviate certain difficulties which might 
arise owing to the fact that not all the Mem
bers of the League were States. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) would not 
press his proposal. He could not, however, 
say that he was satisfied with an explanation 
which amounted to saying that there were 
certain difficulties in the way of adopting 
for Article 5 a formula used in Article 2. 

The President replied that he had urged 
the adoption of the Legal Committee's 
formula because any other words used in 
Article S might cause legal difficulties. The 
case was different in Article 2, where all 
States were asked to send in estimates. Any 
possible doubt that might exist as to the 
Government of a territory would not have 
serious consequences, since the competent 

authority could always frame an estimate if 
the territory itself was unable to supply one. 
Doubts, however, might occur as to whether 
such and such a territory was in actual fact 
a State, and, hence, whether the document 
mentioned in Article 5 could be sent to it. 

The formula proposed by the President was 
adopted; 

Mr. Lyall (President of the Permanent 
Central Opium Board) said the Board was' ,~ 
extremely anxious to carry out the duties • ' 
entrusted to it. The Convention provided for 
(x) estimates ; (2) statistics resulting from 
the o:perations contemplated in the estimates ; 
and (3) a report by the Central Board on 
the various figures. Mr. Lyall was not sure 
whether, when there were estimates, there 
were also to be statistics, and whether, when 
there were to be statistics, there should also 
be a report by the Board ; nor had he been 
able to find out whether the information 
supplied by the estimates and statistics 
would be sufficient to enable the Board to 
prepare a report. , 

He had several minor amendments to 
Article S to propose. 

The President took note of Mr. Lyall's 
statement. 

Paragraph 2(a). . " 
The President observed that the words 

"de chaque drogue " should come after the 
words " les quantites ". 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain), 
in reply to Mr. Caldwell, said the object of the 
words " for use as such " was to distinguish 
the requirements under sub-paragraph (a) 
from the requirements under sub-paragraph 
(b) which dealt with conversion. If they 
were omitted, these paragraphs might overlap. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne also proposed 
various drafting amendments. 

The President suggested that a slight 
change would be needed in sub-paragraph (a) 
to avoid any appearance of overlapping 
between sub-paragraphs (a) and (f). Sub
paragraph (a) would read : 

" . . . preparations of the alkaloids 
or salts exclusive of those mentioned in 
sub-paragraph (f)." 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
had no objection, as this proposal was in 
conformity with Article 6, though there might 
be some difficulty in separating the amounts. 

The addition proposed by the President 
was adopted. ·· 

M. Kahler (Germany) observed that the 
Governments would have difficulty in esti
mating " separately "-as was proposed in 
the last sentence of sub-paragraph (a)
in advance the quantities of each drug for 
use in the form of substances or preparations. 
This would depend on circumstances. A 
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chemist would order the substance or the 
preparation according as it was more to his 
advantage to make up the preparation him
self or to procure it ready made. A sentence 
would have to be added to sub-paragraph (a), 
to the effect that the estimates might be 
regarded as complet.ing one another. . This 
would obviate the drawback of having 
supplementary estimates. · 

The President suggested that the last 
, .. •sentence in sub-paragraph (a) should merely 
; be deleted. · 
• 

M. Kahler (Germany) proposed that it 
would be simpler to delete the figure (2) in 
the same sub-paragraph. 

The President said that, if that proposal 
were adopted, the figure (2) would be replaced 
by the word " and ". . . 

Mr. Lyall (President of the Permanent 
Central Opium Board) understood " (2) Pre
parations containing alkaloids or salts " to 
include all preparations, even those contain
ing less than 0.2 per cent of morphine. The 
Geneva Convention -excluded such prepara
tions. In order to avoid misunderstanding, 
he suggested the addition of the words 
" however small the quantity of morphine or 
cocaine contained in them may be ". 

The President pointed out that the Con
ference had decided to add in point (2) the 

~ • words " except those mentioned in sub
paragraph (/) ". The preparations men
tioned in sub-paragraph (/) were those 
referred to by Mr. Lyall, and therefore did 
not come under point (2) under discussion. 

The Conference agreed to substitute "and " 
for the figure (2), combining in one category 
l.llkaloids and their salts and . preparations 
containing alkaloids or salts. 

Mr. Lyall (President ·of the Permanent 
Central Opium Board) proposed the insertion 
in No. (3) of the words " and preparations 
containing such preparations". The addition 
to pantopon-which this. phrase covered
of another hundred per cent of inert matter 
would give a preparation containing less than 
20 _per cent of morphine, which was none the 
less liable to abuse. 

M. Kahler (Germany) accepted Mr. 
Lyall's motion. Pantopon would thereby 
be included among the preparations men
tioned in point (3). 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that Mr.-Lyall's proposal covered 
all preparations, however small a quantity 
of ,pantopon they contained. If Mr. Ly~ll's 
intention was that it should not be poss1ble 
to evade the provisions of the . Convention 
:by mixing pantopon with some inert sub
stance, his point would be met by an amend-
.ment to Article 13(b). ' 

The Conference decided to discuss Mr. Lyall's 
amendment in connection with Article 13(b). 

The President recalled that, at the 
previous meeting, Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
had submitted an amendment to Article I 
for the addition of the term " medicinal 
-opium". That amendment .had been adop
ted, and therefore point 3 would have to be 

amended by the addition of the words " or 
medicinal opium " after the words " raw . ,, . opmm . . . 

This amendment was adopted. 
Paragraph 2(a), as amended, was adopted. 

Paragraph 2(b). 
Mr. Lyall (President of the Permanent 

Central Opium Board) proposed that the 
words " and of each of the substances 
produced by such conversion " should be 
added to this paragraph . 

The President observed that the drugs 
required for conversion were covered by this 
paragraph, but this did not apply to the 
substances produced by conversion, which 
should not be included in this provision. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought Mr. Lyall would be satisfied if a 
provision were inserted in the appropriate 
article to the effect that the amounts pro
duced by conversion should be reported to 
the Central Board at the end of the year. 
There might be some difficulty in estimating 
the amounts beforehand. 

Mr.' Lyall (President of the Permanent 
Central . Opium Board) accepted this sug-
gestion. . · 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne agreed to draw 
up a text satisfactory to Mr. Lyall .. 

Paragraph 2(c). 

The President said that this paragraph 
as it stood would cause difficulty in calculat
ing the total estimates in accordance with 
Article 12. He therefore suggested that the 
paragraph be revised and divided into two 
sub-paragraphs reading : 

" (c) The reserve stocks of each drug 
existing at the beginning of the year ; 

" (d) The amount by which it is pro
. posed to increase or reduce those stocks." 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
did not think reference could be made to the 
total of the amounts specified in the estimates. 
Even if the President's proposal were adopted, 
there would remain a difficulty in connection 
with sub-paragraph (e), which referred to 
the quantity it was proposed to manufacture. 

Moreover, the estimates would have to be 
sent in by August xst, and it might be 
extremely difficult for a Government to 
estimate, in the middle of the year, the stock 
at the end of the year. The reference to 
stocks in hand at the beginning of the year 
could perhaps be omitted, and the Govern
ments asked to make the best estimate they 
could. He proposed the following wording : 

" The quantities that may be necessary 
to maintain the reserve stock at the 
desired level." 

The President pointed out that this 
wording was nevertheless open to the olljec
tion that the initial level of the reserve stock, 
which was an important and, indeed, an 

1.5 
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indispensable factor, would not be known, 
since allo\Vance would have to be .made ~or 
the possibility that a country. mtgh~ wt~h 
to reduce its stock instead of mcreasmg tt. 
He therefore proposed the text : ".The quan
tity by which it is proposed to mcrease or 
reduce stocks during the year ". 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great ~ritain) 
pointed out that . Article 9 dealt wtth the 
diminution of the reserve stock. 

The Conference adopted the following text 
for paragraph 2(c) : 

" The quantities that may be necessary 
to maintain the reserve stock at the 
desired level." · 

Paragraph 2(d). 

P~ragraph 2(d) was adopted without dis
cusnon. 

Paragraph 2(e). 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 

suggested the following text : " The quantity 
which it is proposed to manufacture ", the 
rest of the sub-paragraph being struck out. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne's proposal was 
adopted. 

Paragraph 2(e), as amended, was adopted. 

Paragraph 2(f). 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
proposed the following amendment : 

" After the word ' manufacture ', insert 
the words • or in the case of a country in 
which the drug is not manufactured the 
quantity which it is proposed to use'." 

This amendment was adopted. 

Paragraph 2(f), as amended, was adopted. 

Paragraph 2(e) (continuation). 

M. Contoumas (Greece), reverting to the 
decision just taken regarding paragraph 2(e}, 
was not sure that the wording adopted was 
in accordance with the Conference's wishes. 
He believed that the intention had been to 
bind Governments to furnish estimates for 
their domestic needs, for conversion and for 
stocks. If all definitions of estimates were 
cut out in Article 2, Article 5 would have to 
be made more precise on this point. 

The President feared that the amend
ment proposed by Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
would have a serious effect on the machinery 
which it was proposed to set up. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said the Convention was intended to ensure 
that a country did not import more than the 
total requirements for internal needs plus 
exports, less the amount manufactured. 
Any of the distinctions proposed would )ead 
to confusion. The position was safeguarded 
by Article 12. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) agreed that Ar
ticle I2 provided a sort of safeguard. He 
thought, however, that the Conference was 

straying from the aim wh~ch it had desire~ to 
attain by the system of estimates. The obJect 
was to ascertain the world needs {or consump
tion and not for export. If mention were 
made merely of the quantities required for 
manufacture the requirements to be calcu
lated would 'be no longer those of domestic 
consumption, ·but the possible requirem~nts 
which the _,manufacturing country mtght 
have to meet in the form of orders received. 
Hence, there . would no longer be a clear 
picture of world needs or of the needs of, each 
country. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that the sub-paragraph in 
question did not deal with a country's needs, 
but with the quantity of drugs it might 
manufacture for any purpose. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
thought the manufacture referred to was part 
of the manufacture mentioned in paragraph 
2(e), whereas paragraph 2(f) indicated the 
purposes of manufacture. Paragraphs 2(e) 
and (f) did not correspond. 

The President was of opinion that 
paragraph 2(e) as it stood covered all quan
tities which it was proposed to manufacture 
irrespective of the purpose for which they 
were used. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) proposed that 
the Conference should revert to the original 
of paragraph 2(e). · ' 

This proposal was rejected by five votes 
to five. 

The President observed that . fifty-six 
States were represented at the Conference, 
and it would be considered outrageous to 
have to record in the Minutes that at one 
of the most serious moments in the debate 
a proposal had been defeated by' five votes 
to five. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) said that, as 
his delegation was among those which had 
abstained from voting, he felt that he owed 
the Conference an explanation. In sub
paragraph 2 (e) it was proposed that estimates 
should be given of the amount to be manufac
tured in the coming year for domestic con
sumption and for conversion for domestic 
consumption, and, according to Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne's proposal, . for export as well. 
M. Dinichert enquired whether, as these 
estimates of quantities to be manufactured 
in the following year were to be supplied 
in July, there would be any reliable basis 
for them. Switzerland would be able to 
supply only very approximate estimates. 
That being so, it was immaterial to Switzer
land whether she furnished an approximate 
estimate of the quantities to be manufactured 
or an equally approximate figure of those 
quantities and of supplementary require
ments. The Swiss delegation could hardly . 
attach any importance to a formula dealing 
with absolutely hypothetical estimates. 

At the outset, the term " estimates " had 
been used to mean estimates of national 
needs. These estimates were not difficult 
to frame. They were o.f vital importance, 
since the sum total of national estimates 
represented the aggregate world consumption 
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-that was to say, the limit to the manufac
ture of narcotics. Estimates were now 
required with regard to conversion as well. 
Such estimates could plainly not be so 
trustworthy as those for domestic consump
tion. M. Dinichert did not see what useful 
purpose they could serve, since there was 
every ground for thinking that, in the follow
ing year, they would be proved incorrect 
by the facts. 

· t For these reasons the Swiss delegation 
had not taken part in the voting. 
. M. Bourgois (France) agreed. He .had 

,abstained for the same reasons. 
·~ M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) asked 
the President or some other member of the 

· Drafting Committee to make a statement as 
to the general meaning of sub-paragraph (e). 

The President did not propose to give an 
authentic interpretation of Article 5, which 
was a fundamental article. The object, 
however, was to combine the estimates 
that were essential for the working of the 
Convention in a single article which would 
take the place of most of what was contained 
in the former Chapter I of the Annex. 

According to the machinery of the basic 
plan, various estimates were. to be used 
in Article 6 (formerly Article 8) to determine 
the total quantities that could be manufac
tured. Article 7 indicated the way in which 
certa n deductions were to be made, on account 
of imports, from the figures for the quantities 
manufactured. Article 12 specified the total 
quant.ty that could be imported. If any 
of these three factors could not be determined, 
the Convention would b~come unworkable. 
· M. Bourgois (France) said that it must 
not be inferred from the fact that he had 
abstained from speaking on sub-paragraph (e) 
that he took no interest in the matter. He 
had intended to take part in the discussion 
on Article 6, which dealt with limitation more 
specifically. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) thought that 
the discussion had gone astray because, 
between the first and second readings, there 
had been introduced certain hypothetical 
estimates as to manufacture of the different 
countries during the following year. 

How would the estimates contemplated 
in sub-paragraphs (e) and(/) make the solu
tion of the problem easier ? 

The President replied that the Confe
rence had referred to the Drafting Committee 
the system which it had ex~ned .at. the 
first reading and approved m pnnc1ple. 
The Drafting Committee's task had been 
to attempt to mak~ a coher~n~ system of it. 

Article 8, to which M. Dm1chert had re
ferred, had become Article 6. At the lirst 
reading, no distinction had been made 
between reserve stocks and Government 
stocks, but later they were treated different
ly. The Drafting Committee had therefore 
considered that it would be necessary to 
have two paragraphs instead of one. A 
special paragraph had been drafted to cover 
quantities used for the manufacture of d~gs 
containing less than 0.2 per cent of morphine 
or O.I per cent of cocaine. 

In consequence of there being a larger 
number of headings, provision had had to be 
made for a larger number of estimates. 

If the end of sub-paragraph (e) were deleted, 
the whole system would be altered. Govern
ments, therefore, were to be asked to send in, 
not impossible estimates, but different kinds 
of estimates. 

M. Bourgois (France) said that, if he had 
had the President's explanations earlier, 
he would have voted for the maintenance 
of the original text. 

The President pointed out that a new 
text for paragraph 2(e) had been voted 
uanimously, and that an amendment to 
revert to the original text had been defeated 
by five votes to five. 

M. Dinlchert (SWitzerland) said that, 
if the question were put before the Conference 
again, the Swiss delegation would oppose 
the introduction of paragraphs 2(e) and 2(/) 
in Article 5, since it questioned their utility. 

There was no need to include in an article 
concerning estimates preliminary estimates 
of manufacture. On the other hand, the 
Conference should consider very carefully 
in connection with Article 6 everything 
that could be legitimately manufactured. 
Paragraph 2(f) (continuation). 

The President observed that M. Dinichert 
had suggested that this paragraph should be 
deleted. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) thought 
that M. Dinichert had :proposed to delete 
paragraphs 2(e) and 2(/). 

The President considered that, as para
graph 2(e) had been voted on twice, it was 
impossible to revert to it. Paragraph 2(1), 
therefore, was the only paragraph under 
discussion. 

M. Dinichert explained that his proposal 
had been to delete paragraphs 2(e) and 2(/), 
which were inseparable. The question was 
a very important one, and he would ask 
the Conference to regard as null and void the 
decisions taken in respect of paragraph 2(e). 

The President said that, without the 
unanimous sanction of the Conference, he 
could not reopen a question which had 
been voted on twice. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) proposed 
that the Conference should cancel the deci
sions taken and reconsider paragraphs 2(e) 
and 2(/J. 

Sir Malcolm Delevlngne (Great Britain) 
·remarked that it was impossible to return 
to a question which had already been decided. 
If the Conference were not satisfied with the 
text, it should be returned to the Drafting 
Committee for reconsideration. 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico), M. Con· 
toumas (Greece) and M. von Rheinbaben 
(Germany) supported the proposal that the 
matter be referred to the Drafting Committee. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) suggested 
that the delegations concerned in the question 
should be represented on the Drafting Com
mittee. 

The proposals of Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
and M. de Vasconcellos were adopted. 

• 
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THIRTY-SECOND MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Saturday, July 11th, 1931, at 9.30 a.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 
~ ' ' . 

7s.-EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION :SECOND READING 
{continuation). 

Proposals of the Drafting Con:mittee for ~ealing 
with the Difficulties wh•ch had ansen 

in. connection with Arlide 5.1 

The President said that, in accordance 
with the Conference's instructions, t~e Draft
ing Committee had met to cons1der the 
difficulties which had arisen in connect!on 
with Article 5 of the draft Convent10n 
{Annex I2). The Committee had had. the 
assistance, unofficially, of several delegations. 

The Committee was unanimous, in the 
first place, in asking for Article I to be 
slightly modified. The Conference had 
expressed some doubts as to the possible 
consequences of the ~rovisions ~egarding 
conversion. The Draftmg Comrmttee felt 
that these doubts would be dissipated if it 
were stated that, when a drug was converted 
into another drug, this operation should be 
regarded as conversion of the first and 
manufacture of the second drug. 

As regards the estimates dealt with in 
Article 5, the Committee had considered 
that the best method would be to examine, 
first, Articles 6, I2 and I4, which were the 
key articles of the Convention. Before taking 
a decision regarding estimates, it seemed 
logical to see exactly how these articles would 
work. 

Article 6 had been simplified and improved 
by combining sub-paragraphs (i) and (ii) 
in paragraph I. Sub-paragraph (i) related 
to drugs required for manufacturing sub
stances for which export authorisations 
were not required and sub-paragraph ( ii) 
to drugs needed for a country's domestic 
requirements. Apart from being simpler, 
the combining of these two categories into 
one had the advantage of making it possible 
accurately to determine what, in the old 
Convention, were called " world require
ments "-that was to say, the sum total of 
each country's domestic needs. It was 
difficult, though, to determine domestic 
requirements exactly, as a certain amount of 
drugs was used in some countries to manu
fact~~e preparations for which neither import 
certif1cates nor export authorisations were 
required. By recording these substances 
always and only at the point where they were 
~d for ~a~ufact'!lring the above prepara
tions, omiSSions m and overlapping of 
estimates would be avoided. The total, 

• See previoao meeting. 

. •· therefore, for all countries of the quantiti~s 
referred to in Article 6, sub-paragraph (•) 
{see Annex I2), the estimates for which were 
given in Article 5, sub-paragraph (a) (sea .. 
Annex I2), would be an exact measure of world,· 
requirements. · 

In Article I2,' only a formal change had 
been made-the insertion of a reference to 
Article 5, in which a very clear definition 
was given of the term " estimates " (para-
graph 2, li~e 3). : : 

Finally, it had been realised that, if it •, .. 
were to work properly, Article I4 also would • • 
have to be changed. Article I2 stated 
that a country's total authorised imports 
equalled the total of the estimates, plus 
exports, minus manufacture. Article . I4 
should enable the Central Board to determme 
as accurately as possible whether a country 
had exceeded the authorised total of imports; ... , 
it could then take steps to prevent any fur
ther exports to that country. While the 
Central Board could ao:certain what had been 
imported and exported, it had nothing but 
rather vague estimates of what was manu
factured. 

It had therefor~ been suggested that the 
figures of manufactur~ sho~d ~nly be taken 
into account when an mvest1gat1on was made 
at the end of a given period-the only ~ossible 
way. Article I4, paragraph 3, supplied the 
mechanism for this investigation and enabled 
it to be ascertained whether a country, by 
manufacturing certain quantities, had 
exceeded the authorised total and thus vio
lated the Convention. In paragraph 3 a fur
ther sub-paragraph had been added reading: 

" The amount of each drug used for the 
compounding of preparations exports . of 
which do not require export authorisa
tions." 

When these various changes had been made 
in Articles 6, I2, and I4, it was seen that, 
as some members had requested, the estimates 
in Article 5, paragraphs z(e) and 2(/) could 
quite well be deleted. This done, Article 5 
had been brought into line with Article 6 .bY 
putting the various estimates in the same 
order as the corresponding quantities in 
Article 6, and a definition of the total of 
estimates had also been added. 

The Convention now seemed to be clearer 
and better adapted for strict application. 

Artide I (continuation). 

Paragraph 4 (continuation). 

The amended text of paragraph 4 proposed by 
the Draftin_g Committee was adopted (Annex I3). 
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Article 5 (continuation). 
' 

Paragraph x. 

The amended text of paragraph :I proposed by 
the Drafting Committee was adopted (Annex 1:3). 

Paragraph 2(a). 

1 M. Dinichert (Switzerland) asked whether 
i't was clear that the estimates referred to 
in paragraph 2(a} would cover all the drugs 
·required for domestic consumption, irrespec
_:tive of whether those drugs were imported, 
manufactured or converted in the country. 
If so, the total world consumption could be 
ascertained by adding together the estimates 
of the various countries. 

The President concurred. The method 
which the Drafting Committee had adopted 
was, however, slightly different from that 
indicated by M. Dinichert for the following 
reason : a certain quantity of drugs was 
required for preparations which in some 
countries were not subject to internal control 
and in most cases were exempt from external 
control. There was, therefore, a risk that 
such preparations might not be reckoned 
either in the manufacturing or in the consum
ing countries or else of their being reckoned 

·~· in both countries simultaneously. The Draft
ing Committee therefore proposed to stipulate 
that they should always be reckoned in the 
country of manufacture, whether th.ey were 
consumed there or in the country of export. 
This would ensure that the preparations 
were always included and that they were not 
counted twice. The total for all countries 
of the estimates in paragraph 2(a) would thus 
~trictly correspond to world requirements. 

Paragraph 2(a) was adopted (Annex 1:3). 

Paragraph 2(b). 

M. Sjostrand ·(Sweden) pointed out that 
exports were also mentioned in Article 12, 
and asked whether they might not be counted 
twice. · 

The President thought not. It was 
precisely in order to avoid any complication 
on this point that Article I stated that 
conversion of one drug into another was 
considered as conversion of the first and 
manufacture of the second drug. For in
stance, if morphine were converted into 
heroin and the heroin exported, the estimates 
referred to in paragraph 2(b) would show 
the quantity of morphine used ; the heroin, 
on the other :qand, was manufactured and 
should be included in the quantities referred 
to in paragraph x(c) of Article 6. The pro
visions were thus perfectly clear and no 
duplication could occur. 

Article 1:2 dealt with the control of imports, 
and in it also there would be no duplication 
for the same reasons. 

Paragraph 2(b) was adopted (Annex 13). 

Paragraphs 2(c) and ·2(d). 

Paragraphs 2(c) and 2(d) were adopted 
without discussion (Annex 13). 

.. _, .. ' t •• : 

M. Dinichett (Switzerland), referring to 
the last sentence in paragraph 2, asked whe
ther " the total of the estimates for each 
country " meant its total needs for domestic 
consumption, or its total needs according 
to Articl~ 5. · 

The President drew M. Dinichert's atten
tion to the new wording of paragraph 2 of 
Article 1:2 (Annex 13) stating that the total 
estimates were those " defined in Article 5 ". 
The Conference was in agreement regarding 
the principle of Article 12. A country could 
only import what it required-that was to 
say, the total of the estimates of its needs ; 
but to this total should be added what it 
exported and from it should be deducted 
what it manufactured, and, to ensure that 
the wording would be perfectly clear, an 
exact definition should be given of a coun
try's total estimates. If this expression were 
interpreted in its ordinary sense, it would be 
necessary to add the estimates in sub-para
graphs (a}, (b), (c) and (d) of Article 5, 
which would give an. absurd result, since it 
would mean adding the total of a country's 
stocks to its legitimate needs and to the 
quantitie' it required for conversion. This 
would enable it to import annually an amount 
sufficient to renew its stocks if it had com
pletely consumed them. 

The definition had therefore had to be 
altered to make the total estimates correspond 
to the real requirements-that was to say, 
to the requirements for home consumption 
plus the amount intended for conversion, 
adding or deducting the quantity necessary 
to increase stocks or the quantity left free by 
the decrease of stocks. That was exactly 
what the proposed text meant. To avoid 
any possible ambiguity, a somewhat arbi
trary definition had to be used. 

The last sub-paragraph of paragraph 2 of 
Article 5 was adopted (Annex 13). . 

Paragraph 3· 
The President observed that the remain

ing paragraphs of Article 5 had not been 
changed by the Drafting Committee and 
the Conference would therefore revert to the 
basic text prepared for the second reading 
(Annex 12). 

Subhy Ziya Bey (Turkey) said that this 
paragraph included codeine among the nar
cotic drugs. He would point out that the 
Turkish delegation had frequently stated 
its Government's standpoint on this question. 
He was prepared to accept the system of the 
1:925 Convention for codeine, but considered 
that there were no grounds for putting it on 
the same footing as other drugs and subjecting 
it to estimates and to limitation. On behalf, 
therefore, of the Turkish Government he 
must enter a reservation. 

The President noted the reservation made 
by the Turkish delegation. 

Paragraph 3 was adopted. 

Paragraphs 4 and 5· 
Paragraphs 4 and 5 were adopted without 

discussion. · 
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Paragraph 6. 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) observ«:d that there 
was no provision either he~e or m any other 
part of the draft Conventl?n regardmg the 
Secretariat of the Superv1sory Body. He 
assumed that it would be provided by_ the 
Secretary-General of the Lea~e of ~atlons. 
That was all the more essential, smce the 
duties of the Supervisory Body would be 
very important and would to s?me . exte~t 
be diplomatic in charac.t~r~ as 1t m1~ht m 
certain cases have to cnbc1se the estrmates 
supplied by sovereign States. He did not see 
any other way of interpreting ~he text of _the 
Convention and such an mterpretatlon, 
moreover, ~ould. be in harmony with the 
provisions of Article 23 of the Covenant of 
the League of Nations •. e_ntrusting the latter 
with the general super_vlSlon ov~r agreements 
regarding the traffic m narcotic drugs. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) demurred. Under 
the present Convent!on, it was the Pe~manent 
Central Board wh1ch should rece1ve the 
estimates supplied by States. To ensure 
continuity, obviate overlapping an~ ~educe 
administrative expenditure to a mmrmum, 
it would be advisable, and even necessary, 
for the Supervisory Body to draw on _the 
services of the Permanent Central OpiUm 
Board and its statistical equipment. 

He made no formal proposal, but asked 
that his observations should be recorded in 
the Minutes of the meeting in order to avoid 
any future misunderstanding. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) agreed 
with the Polish delegate. Article 23 of the 
Covenant should be observed. The League 
Secretariat was the keystone of the whole 
campaign against narcotic drugs. It had 
always ensured liaison between the various 
factors co-operating in this campaign and 
should continue to do so. 

Any result which the Conference might 
achieve it would owe to its President and 
the League Secretariat which had organised 
the work so admirably. The Secretariat 
should therefore continue to act as the liaison 
between the various organisations which would 
be set up under the present Convention. 

The President thought the members 
would unanimously deprecate the institution 
of a new supervisory body. Use should be 
made of the existing organisations. Much 
of the information which would have to be 
furnished under the terms of the Convention 
would be sent to the Permanent Central 
Board, and the Supervisory Body should 
clearly be able to profit from the work done 
by the League Secretariat. The Conference, 
however, could not give orders to the Per
manent Central Board, which was the creation 
of the Geneva Convention and of an entirely 

distinct and autonomous Conference. Neither 
could it give orders to the League of Nations, 
of which the Conference was not an organ. 

The only hope of solving the problem 
lay, therefore, in the spirit of co-operation 
prevailing between the existing bodies upon 
which, he thought, reliance could be placed. 
If the work were entrusted to one of these 
bodies only, the situation would be impossible. 
It should be borne in mind that there woulq 
now be three opium Conventions, and it 
would require an effort of goodwill to make 
them all function simultaneously. 

In conclusion, the President believed·. 
that it would be a mistake to give a writtea· 
definition of what the formal legal position 
would be. 

M. Perez (Argentine) took the opposite 
view. It should be stated that the Secretary 
of the Central Board would act simulta
neously as Secretary of the Supervisory 
Body. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought there should be no rivalry or compe
tition between the two bodies. Obviously, 
the Secretariat of the Central Board, which 
would receive the estimates from the Govern
ments, should analyse and tabulate them. 
It was equally obvious that, when the central 
organ considered the estimates, it should 
have the help of the Opium Section, which 
had in its possession a mass of valuable 
information. The matter should, in his 
view, be allowed to settle itself. 

M. SjBstrand (Sweden) wondered whether 
the paragraph was in keeping with the deci- . 
sion taken at the first reading-that the 
Supervisory Body should consist of four 
members, one appointed by the Opium Advi
sory Committee, one by the Central Board, 
one by the Office international d'Hygiene 
publique, and one by the Health Committee. 
There seemed now to be no limit to the 
members. 

As regards the Secretariat, he considered it 
essential to state that it should co-operate 
with the organs of the League of Nations. 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) observed that the 
different interpretation attached to the para
graph by the Italian delegation proved that 
there might be a misunderstanding. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne believed that there 
was no need to make a provision on the point, 
but the Supervisory Body should have tools 
with which to work, and, if it applied to the 
Central Board or to the League Secretariat, 
neither of these organs would be bound to 
assist it. On the other hand, diplomatic 
considerations should also be taken into 
account, and there should not be too many 
independent bodies having the duty of revis
ing the data supplied by sovereign States. 

To make the text perfectly clear, he would 
suggest adding, after the first sub-paragraph 
in paragraph 6 of Article 5, the words, " The 
Secretariat of the Supervisory Body shall 
be supplied by the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations", and would ask for a 
vote by roll-call. The question was important, 
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since a negative vote would be a sign 
of distrust in the League of Nations, and 
Poland would never put her signature to a 
convention any article of which contained a 
provision which might be interpreted in such 
a way as to reflect on the League. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) pointed out that he 
had made no proposal, but simply asked 
for his statement to be inserted in the 

·· Minutes. He considered it unnecessary, but, 
if M. Chodzko insisted on a vote being taken 
on the Polish proposal. he would suggest 
the following textual amendment : " The 

• Secretariat of the Supervisory Body shall be 
supplied by the Secretariat of the Permanent 
Central Board ". 

M. Bourgois (France) supported M. Chod-· 
zko's proposal. It would be contrary both 
to the letter and the spirit of Article 23 of the 

.Covenant to entrust ·such duties to the 
Permanent Central Board. The latter dis-
charged very important but quite restricted 
duties which could not be extended. Accord
ing to Article 23 of the Covenant, all matters 
relating to the control of opium agreements 
should be in the hands of the League Secre
tariat and not of. a special subsidiary body 
established for an important but nevertheless 
limited purpose. 

The President thought that the matter 
should be settled by a " gentlemen's agree
ment " between the parties concerned. 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) disagreed; the ques
tion was one of principle. 

, M. von Rheinbaben {Germany), supported 
by M. Contoumas (Greece), suggested that a 
s<!tisfactory solution might be found if a 
reference to co-operation with the Central 
Board were added to M. Chodzko's proposal. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) drew 
attention to the uniformly satisfactory rela
tions between the Advisory Committee and 
the Permanent Central Opium Board, which 
co-operated for a common purpose, to achieve 
mutual agreement, without it having been 
necessary to prepare formal texts for this 
purpose. The same might apply to the 
Supervisory Body. . 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) was prepared to 
accept M. von Rheinbaben's proposal, subject 
to drafting. . 

, M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) proposed 
that the words " ensuring the intimate 
co-operation of the Central Board " should 
be added to M. Chodzko's text. 

:; M. Chodzko's proposal, ~s amended by 
M. von Rheinbaben, was adopted. 

Paragraph 6 was adopted. 

Paragraph 7· 
M. Kahler (Germany) pointed out that 

paragraph 7 contained a stipulation which 
was qrute contrary to that in Article 27 
of the Geneva Convention. Was it necessary 

to transmit the estimates and explanations 
received to all countries ? ~ 

Sir Malcolm ·Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said it was essential that the estimates 
established for the different countries should 
be made known to all countries, otherwise 
the exporting countries would not know up 
to what limit they might export to the 
importing countries. 

The President pointed out that, if this 
information were not communicated, Article 12 
would be difficult to apply. 

M. Kahler (Germany) was prepared to 
agree to the Supervisory Body transmitting 
the estimates to all countries, but it should 
not communicate the explanations. He there
fore proposed to delete the last part of sub
paragraph I of paragraph 7, beginning with the 
words," together with an account .,. , " 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said it must be remembered that the Super
visory Body had no power to amend the 
estimates. If it received an unsatisfactory 
estimate, all it could do was to call for 
explanations. If the explanations were 
unsatisfactory, it should have power to 
indicate this. There might even be no 
explanations at all. The Supervisory Body 
should in any case be able to inform the 
exporting countries of the facts. There 
would be a serious defect in the scheme if 
this power were taken away from it. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
agreed with Sir Malcolm Delevingne. 

.. 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) thought that 
the Convention should contain some such 
stipulation, and asked whether the German 
delegation would be satisfiedifthe Supervisory 
Body transmitted only unsatisfactory expla
nations of certain estimates. 

M. Casares (Spain) urged that the text " 
should be maintained. If the · provision· · 
were suppressed, an absolutely essential., 
form of moral control would be removed. 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico) and 
Dr. Paranjpye (India) thought the text 
should not be altered, as public opinion was 
the main sanction behind the Convention. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought the points raised by the Irish and 
German delegations would be met by the 
words " so far as the Supervisory Body may 
think it necessary ". The central organ 
would then not need to communicate the 
explanations in all cases. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) asked that the 
text should be retained. 

M. Kahler (Germany) said that his object 
had been to draw the Conference's attention 
to the fact that the provision clashed with 
Article 27 of the Geneva Convention. As 
several delegations thought it so valuable, 
he withdrew his amendment and supported 
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Sir Malcolm Delevingne's and Mr. Lester's 
proposal. 

The President explained that, ~ a r~sult 
of this proposal, the end of the first sub
paragraph of paragraph 7 would read as 
follows : 

" This statement shall be accompanied, 
so far as the Supervisory Body may think 
it necessary, by an account of any expla
nations . . . " 
This proposal was adopted by thirty-two 

votes to one. 

The President proposed that paragraph 7 
should be redrafted, in accordance with the 
amendments to paragraph 6, as follows : 

" After examination by the Supervisory 
Body, as provided in paragraph 6 above, 
of the estimates furnished, and after the 
determination by that Body, as provided 
in Article 2, of the estimates for countries 
on behalf of which no estimates have been 
furnished, the Supervisory Body shall, 
through the intermediary of the Secretary
General and not later than November rst 
in each year, forward to all the Members 
of the League of Nations and non-member 
States mentioned in Article 27, a statement 
containing the estimates for each country, 
together with an account, so far as the 
Supervisory Body may think it necessary, 
of any explanations given or required in 
accordance with paragraph 6, and any 
observations which the Supervisory Body 
may desire to make in respect of any such 
estimate or explanation, or request for an 
explanation." . 
Paragraph 7, as amended, was adopted. 

Paragraph 8. 

The President pointed out that the 
United States delegation considered that 
a provision should be included stating the 
number of sessions the Supervisory Body 
should hold annually. 

"t1 Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
filad no definite suggestion to make, but did 
not think the supplementary estimates could 
w_ait until the annual meeting of the Super
VISory Body; they inust be dealt with in the 
interval by some other body or some meanc; 
must be provided whereby they would 
receive the Supervisory Body's attention. 

. Sir Mal~h~ Delevingne (Great Britain) 
did not thmk 1t would be necessary in all 
cases for the Supervisory Body to meet 
formally at Geneva to deal with the supple
mentary estimates. They might be so clear 
that they could be dealt with by correspon
dence between the Secretariat of the League 
in conjunction with the Permanent Centrai 
Board and the members of the Supervisory 
Body. It was important to ensure that the 
supplementary estimates would be dealt 
with without delay, and he therefore sug
gested that the words " without delay " be 
inserted in the text. · 

The President said the essential point 
was to. make provision for prompt action. 
The Mmutes of the present meeting would 
show that a decision regarding supplementary 

estimates could be reached by correspon
dence. If complications arose, the President 
of the Supervisory Body could, of course, 
always convene a meeting. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) was afraid that the 
addition of the words "without delay " 
would cause misunderstanding, since it had 
been decided in the preceding paragraph 
that the statement containing the estimates 
for each country would have to be forwarded 
by November rst. What would happen in 
the case of supplementary estimates furnished 
after that time ?. 

The President did not think paragraph 8 
could be misinterpreted. Supplementary 
estimates should, of course, be submitted, 
at the earliest possible moment. 

Paragraph 8 was adopted. 

Article 6. 

The President recalled that the Drafting 
Committee had prepared a new text for the 
first paragraph of Article 6 (Annex 13), 
but had made no change in the text of the 
second paragraph as submitted for the 
second reading (Annex r2). 

Paragraph I : Introduction. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) asked why "coun
try " was used in this paragraph, seeing that 
Article 2 mentioned "territories.". 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) suggested 
the expression used in paragraph 3 of Ar
ticle 2, " country or territory ". 

Mr. Fitzmqurice's proposal was adopted. ' 

Paragraph r(a). 

In reply to an observation of M. Contoumas 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
proposed to add after the word " estima,tes " 
the words "for that country or territory ". 

This proposal was adopted. 

~r. Caldwell (Unite~ States of America) 
pomted out that the Umted States delegation 
ha~ submitted the following amendment to 
th1s p~r~graph : "the quantity required within 
the limits of the estimates for . " 

Sir .Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
urged .the United States delegation not to 
press I~s amendment, . as the question had 
been discussed at considerable length during 
the first reading. Mr. Caldwell's proposal 
was contrary to the scheme of limitation 
which had been adopted. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) heartily sup-'ll 
ported the United States proposal. A coun
t.ry. coul~, of c-:mrse, manufacture within the 
limit of 1ts estimates, but it was not bound 
to manufacture up to that limit. The actual 
~m~mnts manufa~tured should, within the 
limit of the estimates, correspond to the 
real needs for the year during which the 
drugs were to be consumed. 
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He disagreed with Sir Malcolm Delevingne ; 
in his opinion, the amendment would define 
more closely the amount to be manufactured, 
whereas the other estimates were really 
hypothetical. 

.. M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) drew the 
opposite conclusion from the Swiss delegate's 
arguments. The introduction to Article 6 
laid down a maximum, but there was no 
objection to manufacturing quantities smaller 
than that maximum. 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) supported the 
United States proposal for the reasons given 

• ~ by the Swiss delegation. 

• 

M. Sawada (Japan) supported M. von 
Rheinbaben's suggestion that the original 
text should be maintained. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said he had tried to make the scheme one 
which the Governments could work. The 
United States amendment would make that 
difficult, because Governments would not 
know the quantities required for domestic 
consumption and other purposes until the 
end of the year. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland), in view of the 
extreme importance of this provision, asked 
that a vote should be taken by roll-call. 

A VQte by roll-call was taken. 

The .following delegations voted for the 
amendment : 

Argentine, Austria, Canada, Chile, China, 
Costa Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Danzig, 
Italy, Lithuania, Luxemburg, Panama, 
Persia, Poland, Sweden, Switzerland; 
United States of America, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela, Yugo-
slavia<. ' · . 

The following delegations voted against the 
amendment: 

Belgium, Bolivia, Egypt, Germany, Great 
Britain, Greece, Hejaz, Hungary, India, 
Japan, Netherlands, Portugal. 

The following delegations abstained : 

Abyssinia, Albania, Denmark, Dominican 
Republic, Finland, France, Irish Free State, 
Mexico, Siam, Spain, Turkey. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) said he had voted 
against the amendment for the reasons given 
by the German delegation .. 

The United States amendment was adopted 
by twenty-one votes to twelve, with eleven 
abstentions. 

Paragraph I(a), as amended, was adopted 
• 

Paragraph I(b). 

• The President observed that, in view of 
the new text just adopted for paragraph I(a), 
paragraph I(b) should be redrafted as 
follows : 

" The quantity required within the 
limits of the estimates for that country or 
territory for that year . " 

Paragraph ~(b), as amended, was adopted. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China) made a state-. 
ment on behalf of his Government with t: 
regard to the term " territory ". ' 

Owing to the existence in China of St>ecial 
conditions created by certain treaties between 
China and various Powers, the exercise of 
China's sovereignty was temporarily restric
ted in the foreign concessions, settlements, 
leased territories, etc. Although the Chinese 
Government would not neglect the duties 
imposed upon it by the present Convention 
when China became a party, it might have · 
some difficulty in furnishing the estimates 
provided for in Article 2, paragraph I, in so 
far as that paragraph related to such areas. 

The Chinese Government was, however, 
convinced that the Powers concerned, whose 
sincere co-operation in the campaign against 
the drug evil had already been given in the 
past, and whose ratification of the present 
Convention might be expected in the near 
future, would give the Chinese Government 
every facility to enable it to fulfil all its 
obligations under the present Convention. 
This was only a question of ways and means, 
and it could be satisfactorily settled between 
China and the Powers in question through 
diplomatic channels. When the special con
ditions no longer existed, the difficulties 
would disappear. 

The Conference took note of Dr. Woo 
Kaiseng's statement. 

Paragraph I(c). 

• Paragraph I(c) was adopted, with the 
addition of the words " by that country or 
territory " . after the word " required ". 

Paragraph I(d). 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland} thought sub-para- f.•, 
graph (d) was too vaguely worded and might •"\' 
reduce the scope of the limitation the Con- • 
ference wished to achieve. He proposed to 
add the words : 

"Nevertheless, this level shall never 
exceed 25 per cent of the quantities of 
drugs required for domestic consumption." 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
deprecated the discussion of so important a 
question at the last moment without· notice 
or the submission of a written amendment. . 

. . . 
Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) asked whether 

Dr. Chodzko's amendment ,referred only to 
stocks held for domestic consumption, or to 
stocks for export also. In the former case, 
the Swiss delegation would support it, but not 
otherwise. The domestic consumption of 
morphine in Switzerland amounting to 6o 
kilogrammes, its reserve stock could not 
exceed I5 kilogrammes, which was absurd. 
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Dr. Chodzko (Poland) replie~ that his 
, amendment clearly stated that 1t referred 
" to domestic consumption only. 

The President stated that Dr. Chodzko's 
proposal would make i~ necessary to frame 
an entirely new Convention. The Conference 
had devoted a lengthy discussion to the ques
tion of stocks. After hesitating betwe~n the 
creation of several stocks a~d the cre!lt10n of 
one stock only, it had fmally decided . to 
establish one single reserve stock, . ~th 
Government stocks as the only addition. 
If several different stocks were now to be 
sanctioned it would be necessary to change, 
not only ~ub-paragraph (d) of Article. 6, 
but most of the provisions in the C~n~entlon. 

The Polish amendment, however, 1f mserted 
as it read at present, without any other part 
of the Convention being altered, would have 
a different effect. It would mean that a 
country's total stock should be equal to 
25 per cent of its domestic consumption, so 
that it would not have- any stock for con
version or export. 

M. Kahler (Germany) deprecated the 
submission at this point of such an important 
proposal. The question had been discussed 
at great length, and the Conference had 
finally succeeded in agreeing on the text now 
before it. If a proposal had been made at 
the outset to solve the problem differently, 
the German Government might have con
sidered it, but no change could well be made 
now. 
· He pointed out that, at the first reading, 
his delegation had stated that, if the system 
of estimating reserve stocks were accepted, 
·it could not agree to.a percentage limitation 
of such estimates. If the Conference now 
adopted that system, the German delegation 
would be unable to accept it, and would have 
to reserve its attitude towards the draft 
Convention. 

The President pointed out to Dr. Chodzko 
that.Article 5, sub-paragraph (c); adopted 

Jc by the Conference, deals with the level of 
. stocks. Among the estimates which each 
' State had to make had been included the 

reserve stocks which it was desired to 
maintain. Article 6, sub-paragraph (d) dealt 
with the quantities, if any, required for the 
purpose of maintaining the reserve stocks at 
the level specified. It was accordingly mere
ly a case, not of authorising the constitution 
of a given stock, but of permitting manu
facturers to maintain that stock at the level 
fixed in the preceding article. The adoption 
of the Polish amendment would therefore 
mean reconsidering the decision already taken 
regarding Article 5, and he would ask 
Dr. Chodzko whether in such circumstances 
he wished to press his amendment. 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) said that, in order 
not to involve the Conference in difficulties, 
but for that reason only, he would not 
maintain his proposal. He still thought, 
however, that there would be a gap in the 
Convention if stocks were not limited to a 
definite quantity, and this fact would react 
on his own attitude to the Convention. 

Paragraph I(d) was adopted. 

Paragraph I(e). 

Paragraph x(e)_was adopted without observa-
tions. · 

Paragraph 2. 
~. 

The President observed that two amend~ 
ments had been submitted. In the first 
place, the United States delegation proposed 
to delete the paragraph. Secondly, the 
Netherlands delegation proposed the follow
ing text : 

" If at the end of any year any High 
Contracting Party finds that the amount 
manufactured exceeds the total of the 
amounts specified above, less any deduc
tions made under Article 7, paragraph I, 
such excess shall be deducted from the 
amount to be manufactured during the 
following year." 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
requested that, before the Conference dis
cussed paragraph 2, the United States 
delegation might be asked to explain the· 
effect of its amendment to paragraph x(a), 
which had already been adopted. · Some of 
the delegations regarded the amended text 
of par;tgraph x(a) as equival~nt to the 
original text. Sir Malcolm considered that 
the quantities referred to in the amendment 
to that paragraph proposed by the United 
States delegation wer? the q.uantities a~tu~y 
required for the year s med1cal and sc1entlf1c 
needs. The United States amendment cre
ated a difficulty and would have a very serious 
effect on the Governments' attitude towards 

· the Convention. 

The President did not believe that the ' 
working of Article 6 would be altered by the 
United States amendment to paragraph x(a), 
and in support of his belief, quoted as an 
ex~ple the case of a country which estimated 
its requirements at xoo kilogrammes · and 
only actually consumed 8o kilogrammes. 
Under the old system, the country had the 
right to manufacture xoo kilogrammes ; 
but, as it only consumed. 8o kilogram~es, 
20 kilogrammes automatically went mto 
stock. The country, however, . could not 
force its manufacture to the point where 
stocks would exceed the maximum level. 

Under the new system instituted by the 
adoption of the United States amendment, 
a country consuming 8o kilogrammes but 
estimating for xoo kilogrammes would only 
be permitted, under paragraph x(a), to 
manufacture 8o kilogrammes, but it would 
not lose the right to manufacture the quan-' 
tities necessary for its stocks in virtue of 
sub-paragraph x(d). Thus, if it so desired, 
it could manufacture xoo kilogrammes pro
vided that 20 kilogrammes were put in stoc\ 
just as under the first system. 

Incidentally, the duty of countries under 
both systems was the same : they had to see 
that stocks never exceeded the level shown. 
There was no change in the mechanism ; the 
only alteration was a rearrangement of the 
obligations involved in the manufacture 
for domestiC consumption and those involved 
in the manufacture for stock. 
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Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
said that, instead of allowing countries to 
manufacture the full amount of their esti
mates and the full amount required to keep 
their stocks at the level stipulated, they would 
. ,manufacture up to So per cent. If a Govern
. ment found there was a shortage during any 
one year, it could be deducted from the 
previous year's stock. 

The President concluded that the United 
States amendment would enable a kind of 
pressure to be exerted on countries not to 
create unnecessary stocks. If a country 
which estimated that it would need xoo kilo
grammes found that So kilogrammes would 
be enough, it would. only manufacture the 
smaller quantity, and there would be no 
increase in its stock. At the same time, 
the country in question still had the right 
to add 20 kilogrammes to its stock, provided 
the level of the latter permitted of that 
quantity being absorbed. 

The President gave the following addi
tional explanation. At the beginning of a 
year, for example, a country estimated ~that 
it needed to increase its stock by 20 xilo
grammes and to manufacture xoo kilo
grammes for its domestic requirements. Cir
cumstances, however, led it to consume only 
So kilogrammes, with the result that it had 
manufactured 40 kilogrammes for its stock 
when it only needed 20 kilogrammes. The 
real " fly-wheel " of the system keeping 
production on a uniform level was the 
existence of a stock which could not rise 
above a certain maximum. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought the fact that Governments had to 
see that the quantity manufactured during 
a year did not exceed a certain amount had 
been overlooked. How could a Government 
ensure that manufacturers were not manu
facturing more than the amount actually 
required for domestic needs during the year, 
plus the quantity required for conversion 
and for maintaining the level of the stock ? 
The United States amendment placed the 
various delegations in an impossible position. 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico) thought 
there was some misunderstanding. The first 
part of paragraph 2 of Article 6 stated that no 
country would be deemed to have violated 
its obligations if there was an excess of not 
more than 5 per cent of its estimates. The 
second part of the paragraph said that 

the excess was to be deducted from the 
f{)llowing year's estimates. He concludQd 
that a State would be morally responsible 
only if the 5 per cent were exceeded, but 
that, whatever the excess, it should always 
be deducted from the next year's estimates . 
There should be a sanction, and something 
should be said about the disposal of the excess. 

The President recalled that, apart from 
the United States amendment, there was a 
Netherlands amendment. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) supported 
the Netherlands proposal. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) said he 
could not agree with the figure of 5 per cent. 
In general, it would be impossible to apply 
the same percentage · to countries which 
manufactured small quantities and to coun
tries which manufactured large quantities. 
Moreover, he took exception to the expres
sion " violating its obligations ", because a 
country might in good faith exceed the 
amounts specified in paragraph I, as it 
would not know until after the end of the 
year the amount of exports during that 
year. 

By way of example, he mentioned that the 
internal consumption of cocaine in the 
Netherlands amounted to about 40 kilo
grammes, so that, if in any year the Govern
ment presumed the total exports to be 
200 kilogrammes, it would allow the manu
facture of 240 kilogrammes. If, however, 
owing to unforeseen circumstances, the total 
exports were, in fact, less than 200 kilo
grammes-say x6o kilogrammes-the Nether
lands Government would be permitted to 
manufacture not more than 200 kilogrammes, 
making a difference of 20 per cent. That 
was the reason for his amendment to para
graph 2. 

Mr. Cald'Yell (United States of America) 
considered the Netherlands amendment incon
sistent with the first part of the article. It .. 
was necessary to specify that manufactur~ 
should not exceed a certain amount. 

The President proposed inserting in 
paragraph I the words : " Subject to the. 
provision in paragraph 2 ". 
· In view of the importance of the question, 

he suggested postponing the vote until the 
following meeting. 

The question was adjourned to the following 
meeting. · 
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• THIRTY-THIRD MEETING (PUBLIC) . 

Saturday, July 11th, 1931, at 3 p.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 

79.-EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION : SECOND READ
ING (continuation). 

Article 6 (continuation). 

Paragraph 2 (continuation). 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
withdrew his amendment proposed at the 
last meeting and accepted the Netherlands 
amendment with the addition of the follow
ing words: 

"In forwarding its annual statistics to 
the Permanent Central Board, the High 

. Contracting Party shall explain the reason 
for any such excess." · 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) agreed 
to this addition. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
added that his acceptance of the Ne.therlands 
amendment was conditional upon the alter
ation mentioned by the Netherlands delegate 
regarding application of the amendment 
to the international traffic only. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) considered 
the introduction to Article 6 very important. 
As he had already stated, it contained the 
essential part of the United States amend
ment. Its force would be weakened by 
the addition of Mr. Caldwell's reservation. 
It would be unfortunate to preface the most 
important article in the Convention with a 
reservation. 

The President thought that the important 
question was not where the reservation would 
be inserted, but whether it would be made at 
all. The Conference was apparently agreed 
o.n .t~s point. _It _had r~cognised the impos
stbility of obVJatmg shght fluctuations on 
either side of the line. He had pointed out 
at the previous meeting that the outcome 
would be the same whether the reservation 
~ere made or not. He suggested the follow
mg wording for the beginning of the Nether
lands proposal : "It is understood that if at 
the end of any year . . . ". · 

Article 6, paragraph 2, with this amendment, 
was adopted. 

Articles 7 and 18. 

, The President observed that amendments 
to Article 7 had been received from the 
Japanese and British delegations. 

A me~ment proposed by the ] apanese Dele
gation. 

. "To insert between Nos. (i) and (ii) 
m paragraph 1 the following new text : 

" ' A!lr amounts of the drug seized 
and utilised as such for domestic con
sumption, for conversion or for export • ." 

The President added that, since the 
Japanese amendment raised the question of 
seized drugs, Article 7 would be discussed 
in conjunction with Article 18. 

Amendment to Article 7 proposed by the 
United States Delegation. 

"Replace in No. (i) the word • re
exported ' by the word • exported '." 

The President observed also that an 
amendment to Article 18 had been proposed 
by the British delegation. 

Amended Text of Article 18 proposed by 
the British Delegation. 

" Inasmuch as the limitation of the 
manufacture of the drugs provided for in 
this Convention will, when it comes into 
operation, reduce considerably the amount 
of raw material required for the manufac
ture of the drugs, and as such reduction 
may seriously affect the economic po~ition 
of the cultivators in the countries which 
are at present supplying the major part 
of the raw material required for such 
manufacture, the High Contracting Parties 
will destroy all the drugs passing into the 
illicit traffic which are seized by them 
in their territories ; 

" Provided that this provision shall not 
take effect until the producing countries 
in question have ratified and put in force 
the present Convention and shall cease 
to operate if those countries undertake 
the manufacture of the drugs for the general 
export trade ; 

" Provided, also, that this provision shall 
not apply to small quantities of the drugs, 
which may be utilised for Government 
purposes or placed at the disposal of the 
public hospitals." 

M. Sawada (Japan) pointed out that a 
provision similar to the Japanese amendment 
to Article 7 had been included in the Advisory 
Committee's draft Convention (Annex 7) and 
in the Franco-Japanese proposal (Annex 10),. 
which was later amended by the British 
delegation. The clause had been eliminated 
from the present Article 7 (Annex 12) on 
account of the adoption, at the first reading, 
of Article 18, which provided for the total 
destruction of seized drugs. Article 18 had 
been adopted by a very small majority, 
in spite of the opposition of· the Japanese 
delegation and a number of other delegations . 
At that time, M. Sawada had warned the 
Conference against committing itself to a 
measure which, under the cloak of a human
itarian· ideal, would bring about an increased 
production of raw materials. 
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. If seized drugs were kept in the hands of 
)he Government, they would not find their 
way into the illicit traffic, but the Govern
ment, having them under strict control, 
could utilise them for the country's legitimate 

. requirements. If, on the contrary, the provi
"sion for the destruction of seized drugs were 
adopted and afterwards some countries failed 
to carry out this obligation, a very dangerous 
situation would certainly be created, and the 
chances of illicit traffic would be increased. 
The idea of destroying seized drugs appeared 
to be in keeping with a humanitarian spirit, 
but actually it involved a very great danger. 
In such a matter, it was far better to trust 
to the goodwill of each Government than to 
adopt such a, drastic measure. 

Moreover, the destruction of seized drugs 
imposed a double burden upon the consuming 
countries. Seizures of drugs generally took 
place in the consuming countries, and 
smuggling into exporting countries rarely 
occurred. 

If countries which seized drugs were allowed 
to utilise them for legitimate purposes under 
strict Government control, they could dis
pense with the importation or manufacture 
of a corresponding quantity and could to 

'that extent economise. If, however, seized 
drugs were to be destroyed, manufacture 
would be encouraged and the purpose of 
limitation might be defeated. 

Although the Conference had not dealt 
with the limitation of raw materials, the 
Japanese delegation was convinced that the 
Convention would have a far-reaching effect 
in limiting the production of raw materials 
indirectly. The adoption, therefore, of a 
provision which might encourage the pro
duction of raw materials in excess of legiti
mate requirements would not reflect credit 
on the Conference. 

M. Sawada proposed that Article x8 should 
be eliminated and the Japanese amendment 
adopted. 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) agreed, 
on the whole, with the Japanese delegation, 
though he did not think failure to adopt the 
Japanese amendment to delete Article x8 
would overthrow the work of the Conference. 
However, when the question had been dis
cussed previously, Mr. Lester had regarded 
the proposal that all seized drugs should be 
destroyed as a purely emotional demonstra
tion against the illicit drug traffic; in reality, 
it would make the situation worse and would 
increase the production of raw materials 
and manufacture. He would therefore vote 
for the Japanese proposal. 

. Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain), 
m proposing the British amendment to 
Article x8, said that the arguments against 
the compulsory destruction of seized drugs 
w_hich . he had mentioned in a previous 
discussion 1 stood, but a point had been put 

1 See page 156. 

to him by the Turkish anl;l Yugoslav delegates 
which he thought deserved consideration, 
Their adhesion to the new Convention would 
mean that they would have to reduce the 
amount of raw opium produced, and conse
quently the amount of land under opium 
cultivation. If, while they limited their 
production of raw opium, seized drugs plO
duced from raw opium grown in other coun
tries were utilised as raw material for legi
timate manufacture or directly for medical 
and scientific purposes, Turkey and Yugo
slavia would to that extent suffer loss. ·The 
raw opium of countries which might not have 
observed the Convention would be utilised 
to supply part of the drugs required for the 
world's medical and scientific needs, and 
Turkey and Yugoslavia did not see why 
they shouid be called upon to make a double 
sacrifice. 

The British amendment took into account 
the situation of Turkey and Yugoslavia 
and the importance of obtaining the ratifi
cation and application of the Convention 
by those countries. This would be so great 
an advantage that it was worth some sacrifice 
on the part oft he countries to which Article 18 
would apply. Naturally, however, Turkey 
and Yugoslavia could not claim this protec
tion as producers of raw material if at the 
same time there were also manufacturers 
of drugs for the general export trade, and 
the delegates of Turkey and Yugoslavia 
had recognised this. Negotiations had been 
proposed between the representatives of the 
two countries and the manufacturers, with a 
view to seeing whethe:r; some agreement 
could not be reached in this connection. 

The British amendment had accordingly 
been drawn up to meet this situation. It 
proposed that the principle of the destruction 
of seized drugs should be applie'd only when 
the countries at present supplying the major 
portion of raw opium required for world 
medical and scientific needs had ratified 
the Convention. The operation of the prin
ciple was also made conditional upon their 
not manufacturing drugs for the general · 
export trade. The price of opium had fallen 
to a very low level and opium cultivation 
did not provide a reasonable wage for the 
peasants engaged in it. The needs of the 
cultivators had to be met and at the same 
time the full co-operation of their countries 
in the limitation scheme had to be secured. 

Sir Malcolm called attention to the proviso 
that small quantities might be utilised for 
Government purposes and for public hospitals. 
He also pointed out that Article x8 covered 
not only morphine but also cocaine. 

Dr. Paranjpye (India) supported the 
Japanese and Irish deleg~tions: The illicit 
traffic could best be restncted If no greater 
manufacture of the drugs was allowed than 
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was absolutely necessary. The co~sumi~g 
countries incurred very great expendi~ure m 
fighting the illicit traffi~. If a certau~ .P!irt 
of their expenditure could be met by ublismg 
seized drugs, they would be e~c~n~raged ~o 
carry on the fight against the ilhc1t traffic. 
Moreover, the drugs might be _used, not _only 
for Government but also for pnvate hospitals. 
He did not see ~by valuable material should 
be destroyed when it could be used in a 
legitimate manner. 

,; . 
M. Perez (Argentine) proposed the foll<?w

ing amendment with the object of shorterung 
the discussion : 

" Each High Contracting Party remains 
free to destroy drugs, to convert them into 
non-narcotic substances under Government 
control or to allocate them for exclusively 
Government use when they cease to be 
under the supervision of the judicial 
authorities." 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
said his delegation was firmly convinced that 
there was a danger that the seized drugs 
would increase the stocks of the country in 
which they were seized, and that poor 
quality drugs would be supplied to the public. 
It would be. better to destroy such drugs. 

The United States delegation was prepared 
to support the British amendment, and asked 
that its own amendment should be postponed 
until the British amendment had been 
considered. 

M. Kahler (Germany) associated himself 
with the Japanese delegation. Under the 
German penal code, all confiscated objects 
must be utilised for the benefit of the State. 
.Hence, if the Convention required that 
seized drugs should be destroyed, not only 
would the German opium law have to be 
amended, but the penal code as well. M. Kah
ler feared that this would be resisted by the 
legislature. Moreover, a provision like that 
under review was not very reasonable, 
provided it was understood that each State 
gave a guarantee that seized drugs would 
not enter the illicit traffic. 

As had been said during the first reading, 
the economic aspect of the question must 
also be considered. 

He appreciated the importance of Sir Mal
colm Delevingne's arguments, but they were 
not strong enough to change the German 
delegation's view. Under the second para
graph of the British amendment, the method 
of handling seized drugs would depend ·on 
the ~atification of the Convention by third 
parties. What, however, would be the posi
tion if one of the producing countries ratified 
and another did not ? 

He was prepared to accept M. Perez' 
proposal, but suggested that the words 
" for utilisation under Government control " 

be substituted for the words " for exclusively 
government use ". 

The President fully appreciated the 
sense of the British amendment, but did not. 
see how it could be applied in law. Instea~ 
of referring to producing countries, would 1t 
not be better to specify them by name, and 
say that all countries producing raw materials, 
irrespective of the quantity produced, must 
ratify the Convention, or that certain parti
cular producing countries must do so ? 

Russell Pasha (Egypt) supported · Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne's remarks. 

M. de Vasconcellos {Po~tugal) concurred 
in the British amendment, provided the 
President's remarks were taken into account. 
The question was not a humanitarian one. 
The provisions of the Convention would make 
it possible for Governments to prevent seized 
drugs entering the illicit traffic. Nor was it 
a moral issue, because Governments would 
be entitled to seize smuggled drugs and use 
them. When a Government seized arms 
it did not destroy them, and there was no 
reason for different action in the case of drugs. 
The only question was an economic one, and 
that was solved in· an equitable manner by 
the British amendment. 

M. Bourgois {France) supported M. Perez' 
proposal. In reply to the objection raised 
by the United States delegation, he _Pointed 
out that there was no danger of an mcrease 
in stocks since, according to the Argentine 
proposal, the Governments would be entitled 
either to destroy seized drugs or to convert 
them into non-narcotic substances. 

M. Bourgois would not dare to seek the 
French Parliament's approval for a measure 
compelling the Government to destroy a 
substance which it might need to buy the 
very same day for the requirements of its 
hospitals. The economic and social problem 
that arose for the producing countries was
of course, of interest, but the solution pr,. 
posed was the worst that could be deviseo
It would most probably be criticised adversep 
ly by public opinion. 

Colonel Sharman {Canada) pointed out 
that some consuming countries spent .large 
sums of money in combating the illicit traffic, 
and argued that they could obtain compen
sation by utilising seized drugs. As the 
amount of money received for seized drugs 
was so ridiculously small, however, he him
self would prefer to see them destroyed. 
Reference had also been made to the fact 
that some countries would lose money 
because, in future, manufacture would be 
restricted to legitimate needs. He would 
hes~tate to respond to any emotional appeal · 
which sought to relieve the situation in so far · 
as such countries were concerned. 
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' M. Weinbera (Union•~f So~iet Socialist 
Republics) . thought there was some doubt 
a$ regards the difference between the British 
and Japanese proposals. His personal opinion 
was· that the difference was only one of 
form. 'The British amendment laid down 
two conditions. An analysis of them would 
show that they would never be fulfilled. 
The result, therefore, would be the same 
under the Japanese or the British proposal. 
M. Weinberg's argument was proved by the 
J>ositi(;m of two countries producing raw 
matenal, Turkey and Yugoslavia. As every
one knew,' Yugoslavia had begun to manu
facture drugs, while Turkey was not only a 
producing country but a very important 
manufacturer as well. Hence, if the two 
conditions laid down by the British dele
gation did not exist-and, in fact, they did 
not-it would be better to put the situation 
more clearly and say that there were two 
proposals, one for the destruction of seized 
drugs and the other allowing Governments 
to keep and utilise them. 

In the Soviet delegation's op1mon, the 
problem could not be put irt the way suggested 
by the Japanese delegation. The question 
was not that of relieving countries that pro
duced raw material; it was a matter of 
principle, a moral issue. For this reason, the 
Soviet delegation considered that Article I8 
should be retained as it stood in the draft 
Convention. The second paragraph, how
ever, was not satisfactory ; but, as the present 
Conference would plainly be unable to find a 
more adequate formula, M. Weinberg was 
prepared to accept the existing text. He 
was definitely opposed to the British and 
Japanese amendments, and to that submitted 
by M. Perez .. 

M. · Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) expressed 
surprise that the question of destroying 
seized. drugs should be re-opened after a 
decision had been taken. He did not intend 
to repeat the arguments he had advanced for 
the destruction of seizures. His views were 
known and they had never been contro
verted in the Conference itself. 

The Yugoslav delegation had proposed the 
destruction ·of seizures only in order to have 
some moral justification in seeking its Govern
ment's. adherence to the Convention. It 
had been argued that it would be a pity to 
destroy seizures, and that this would. mean 
an economic and financial loss to Govern
ments.'. That was true and the loss might 
amount to some thousands of dollars. 

' 
Nevertheless, the loss to be sustained by 

the producing countries, if they accepted 
the Convention, must be considered as well. 
The sum involved had been calculated in 
money. The Convention entailed a reduc
tion in raw opium exports representing an 
annual loss of £45o,ooo to Turkey and of 
£2oo,ooo to Yugoslavia. In addition, the 

producing countries-.. were • being asked to 
reduce poppy culti'llation to the level of 
world medical requirements. It must be 
remembered that the prosperity of the people 
who lived by cultivating the poppy would 
be very seriously affected in consequence 
of these reductions and the fall of prices. 
If, therefore, the producing countries were 
ready to shoulder all these sacrifices, it might 
legitimately be hoped that the other countries 
would waive the profits derived from seizures. 

In conclusion, M. Obradovitch must say 
categorically that, if the principle that seizures,~ 
should be destroyed were not accepted,~ ·. 
the Convention would no longer have that 
moral force which would enable the Yugoslav 
delegation to defend it before public opinion 
in that country and recommend it to the 
Yugoslav Government for signature. 

The President pointed out that the 
Japanese amendment conflicted with Ar
ticle 18, which had been adopted at the first 
reading. The Conference would therefore 
have to adopt for· that article a final text 
which might possibly eliminate the Japanese 
amendment. 

In addition to the United States amend
ment, which had been provisionally post
poned, there were two other amendments 
to Article I8, one by the British delegation 
and the other by M. Perez. . 

The British amendrneqt was the furthest 
from the existing text and should therefore 
be voted on fit>et. Was it, however, as it 
stood, a legal text which could be embodied 
in a convention ? According to it,· the 
contracting parties would destroy all drugs 
found in the illicit traffic and seized by them 
on their territories, subject to the reservation 
that this requirement would only take effect 
after the producing countries in question 
had ratified and put the Convention into 
force. Would there not always be doubt as 
to whether all producing countries had ac
ceded? This category might include countries 
with a very small output, and thus the appli
cation of the Convention would be hindered. 

Jurists had suggested saying " after 
countries producing SI per cent of the opium 
have ratified " ; but there were no official 
statistics in existence. 

The President thought that the only 
solution would be to substitute a list of the 
countries for the words " the producing 
countries in question ". If this proposal 
were not adopted, it would be better to 
transfer Article x8 from the Convention to 
the Protocol of Signature and give it the form 
of a supplementary undertaking. The coun
tries which must ratify before this supple
mentary provision carne into force would be 
enumerated. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
agreed that the words he had used in the 
preamble with regard to the countries supply
ing th~ major part o~ the raw.rna:terial might 
give nse to some sbght arnb1gu1ty. In the 
case of drugs derived from opium, it was well 
known that by far the major portion of the 
raw material was supplied by Turkey and 
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Yugoslavia. He had not mentioned them 
in the preamble for two reasons-i~ applied 
to drugs derived, not only from opiUm, but 
also from the coca leaf; and, further, he had 
felt that the countries concerned would prefer 
that their names should not be mentioned. 
He himself would have no objection, how
eve~. if the two delegations agreed. He 
understood the Yugoslav delegate had no 
objection. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) objected 
to this procedure. 
•• 

The President read the British amend
ment as revised by the British delegation. 

The first and third paragraphs would not 
be changed. The second paragraph would 
read as follows : 

" Provided that this provision shall not 
take effect until one month after the date 
on which the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations had notified all Members 
of the League of Nations and States non
members mentioned in Article 27 that 
ratifications have been deposited on behalf 
of Yugoslavia and Turkey, and ~hall cease 
to operate if those countries undertake 
manufacture of the drugs for the general 
export trade." 

. 
M. Bourgois (France) drew attention to 

the serious objections to the second paragraph 
as amended. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) hoped 
that it would be possible to sign the Con
vention without any reservation. The accept
ance of the British proposal, however, would 
force him to make one. 

The German delegation agreed that the 
position of Yugoslavia and Turkey should be 
examined carefully and broadmindedly, with 
a view to making some improvement. No 
~uch imp~~vement, however, would be possible 
1f the Bnbsh text, or any similar text, were 
embodied in the Convention. He hoped 
that the negotiations to which Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne had referred would be successful. 
The German Government had been informed 
b.y its delegation of these negotiations out
Side the Con~erence, regarding the commercial 
and economic aspects of the situation, and 
trusted that they would have a satisfactory 
outcome for the Yugoslav and Turkish 
delegations. · 

M. Obra~vitch (Yug?slavia) could agree 
to . ~n !idd1t1on to Article IS concerning 
ratification by Yugoslavia and Turkey. He 
could. not.. however, accept Sir Malcolm 
Delevmgne .s amendment as it stood. 

In the f1rst place, it was not in accord 
with the usual practice, and contained an 
erroneou_s justification of a provision of the 
Conve~t10n. The Yugoslav delegation, in 
proposmg the destruction of seizures was 
not aiming .exclusively, or even m'ainly, 
at .safeguarding the raw opium market. 
A.r~1cle IS as adopted eliminated the possi
bility of the excessive manufacture of drugs 
as a result of the utilisation of seizures. 

. If was also a question of obtaining a moral 

justification, ·~hich was essential to · the 
Yugoslav and Turkish delegations, in defend
ing the Convention" before public opinion 
in their countries. The Convention would be 
indefensible if .it imposed very heavy sacri
fices on the producing countries, whereas 
other countries refused any material sacrifice 
for the benefit of mankind. 

The Yugoslav delegation asked thatArticle I8 . 
in its present form should be maintained, or, 
at any rate, the first paragraph embodying • 
the principle that seizures should be destroy
ed. It would agree to the insertion, either 
in the Convention, or in an annexed Protocol, 
of a clause specifying that destruction would 
not be obligatory until Turkey and Yugo
slavia had ratified. 

M. Entezam-Weziry (Persia) thought that 
the actual question was whether the Confer
ence was in favour of the destruction Qf 
seizures or not. The British proposal made 
the destruction of seizures depend on a 
condition, and it was plain even at once 
that that condition could not be fulfilled. 
The Turkish delegation had stated that 
Turkey was manufacturing for export, and 
the Yugoslav delegation had said that its 
country was intending to do sof Persia, 
too, was a producing country. She was 
perhaps the only producing country which 
did not manufacture, and there was no reason 
why Persia should not be named in the 
article, if Yugoslavia and Turkey were men
tioned. He was not, however, demanding 
that his country be mentioned, but would 
urge the Conference to come to a clear 
decision on the simple question of destruction. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
withdrew hB amendment, as it did not satisfy 
either side. 

M. Sawada (Japan) supported the Persian 
delegate, and pointed out that the Japanese 
amendment provided for the deletion of 
Article IS. 

The] apanese amendment was lost by twenty
three votes to thirteen. 

t: 
M. Gajardo (Chile) proposed that the C · 

following sentence be added at the end of 
M. Perez' proposal: 

" The communications specifying the 
quantities of drugs destroyed in accordance 
with the present article shall be sent to 
the Permanent Central Board." 

•• 
The President pointed out that 'this. · 

provision was already covered by a clause 
in Article IJ; whereby the parties were to 
apply the stipulations contained in certain 
articles of the Geneva Convention or stipu
lations having the same effect. Article 22 
of the Geneva Convention was one of ..the 
clauses 'Yhich would have to be applied by 
the part1es to the present Convention and 
its effects were similar to those of the Chilian 
proposal. 

M. Gajardo (Chile) said that he had merely 
reproduced a clause of Article I8 in the 
present draft. If the position were already 
met, he would not press his proposal. 
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. · M. Contoumas {Grj:!ece) observed that the 
Geneva Convention .z-eferred only to seizures 

, upon export or import. 

The President replied that, in practice, 
only these seizures need be taken into account. 

The amendment submitted by the Chilian 
delegation was withdrawn. 

M. Perez (Argentine) amended his pro-
posal to read : · 

" Each High Contracting Party under
takes to destroy or to convert into non
narcotic substances under Government 
control, or to appropriate for exclusively 
Government use or subject to its control 
for use by the various medical care services, 
the drugs seized on its territory when these 
are no longer under the supervision of the 
judicial authorities." , 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
, • suggested that M. Perez should submit a 

definite text in writing. · A decision could 
then be taken at the following meeting. 
The present text would not be suitable 
in Great Britain, which had no medical relief 
services of the kind indicated. 

• 

The President announced that the dele
gations concerned hoped to be able to submit 
a joint text before the end of the meeting. 
He therefore proposed that Articles 7 and I8 
should be adjourned. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

Article 8. 

Article 8 was adopted with slight drafting 
amendments. 

Article 9· 
The President said that the United States 

delegation suggested that this article should 
be amended so that all countries which had 
small manufactures and large imports should 
be obliged to make a deduction in regard 
to th~ir imports as well as their manufactures. 

M. Dinichert {Switzerland) reminded the 
Conference that, at the first reading, he had 
argued against making a distinction between 
manufacturing and non-manufacturing coun
tries. The Drafting Committee was to exa
mine that point ; but, as the text before the 
Conference contained the same distinction, 
M. Dinichert would renew his proposal and 
would therefore suggest the following amend
ment in the first paragraph of Article 9 : 

Add after the words : " according to the 
estimates for that country " the following 
sentence : 

: • " Such excess shall be deducted from 
the total quantity which could ordinarily 
be manufactured or imported, as the case 
may be, during the year." 

This text would take the place of para
graphs (a) and (b). 

The President agreed that M. Dinichert's 
proposal was valuable. He suggested that 

. ' . 
the Conference sbould adopt it subject to 
reference to the Drafting Committee. 

. M. iinichert'~ proposal was adopted. 

Article 9 as a whole was adopted with 
M. Dinichert's amendment ana a jew textual 
amendments. 

Article IO • 

Paragraph I. 
• 

Paragraph I was adopted without observatjon. 
• 

Paragraphs 2 and 3. 

· M. Sawada (Japan) proposed the following 
amendment to paragraph 2 : 

" Provided that the request is accom
panied by a special import certificate indi
cating, in addition to the details provided 
for in the Geneva Convention, the names 
of medical practitioners or pharmacists 
by whom such quantities of diacetyl
morphine are required." 

In some countries, the term " Government 
department " would be ambiguous. The 
Japanese delegation considered that, if goods 
were consigned in the way suggested, a safe 
method of control would be provided, but it 
felt . that its amendment would make the 
control stricter and was in conformity with 
commercial practice. 

M. Cavazzoni {Italy) considered para
graph 2 sufficient. Paragraph 3 said : "Any 
quantities so imported shall be taken charge of 
by the Government of the importing country 
which shall regulate their distribution ". 
That. clause covered all requirements, since 
export was authorised in the special case. 

The President pointed out that the 
Japanese amendment would eliminate para
graph 3. If the Government did not take 
possession of heroin imports at the time of 
their admission, how could it take charge of 
them after passing them on to a practising . 
physician? 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) observed that 
paragraph 2 stated that only such quantities 
of diacetylmorphine as were necessary for 
medical and scientific needs could be import
ed. This should be struck out, because it 
seemed to imply that a Government could 
import heroin for other needs. 

The Swiss delegation could not agree to 
paragraph 3 as a whole. " To take charge " 
of something conveyed the idea of monoP?ly, 
and would, consequently, engender constitu
tional dif[culties. Would it not be enough 
if the paragraph said : " Any quantities so 
imported shall be distributed on t~e resP?n
sibility of the Government of the rmportmg 
country"? • 

The President thought the Conference 
would be prepared to accept Dr. Carriere's 
first suggestion ; the second, however, ~ould 
nullify paragrap~ 3, since al! dr~gs mentioned 
in the Convention were d1stnbuted on the 
responsibility of the Government concerned. 

16 ' 
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M. Cavazzoni (Italy) concurred in pr. 
Carriere's first remark. He did not th~nk 
that the second . implied the can~Uatwn 
of paragraph J, since paragrap~ 2 said that 
applications for diacetylmorphine mus~ ~e 
sent to the Government depa~ment mdi
cated in the certificate. Herom would be 
despatched to the Government department, 
which would receive it. The Governme~t 
would therefore take charge of the her~nn 
and distribute it to wholesalers accordmg 
to their orders. This wou~d not involve any 
operation which could be likened to a mono
poly. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) explai~ed that 
the term " prises en charge " caused h1m s?me 
misgiving. It inevitably suggested the 1dea 
of a monopoly. · 

The President had said that all drugs were 
distributed on Government responsibility. 
That was not quite correct, since the .Goyern
ments did not as a rule, actually d1stnbute 
the other drugs ; they were ?nlY imp~r!ed, 
sold or manufactured under 1ts supervisiOn. 
The point now under discus~ion ~nly referred 
therefore to diacetylrnorphme ; 1t had been 

· expressly asked that the Government should 
take over the distribution of this drug after 
import. It was for this reason that he~pro
posed the following wording : 

"Any quantities. so imported sh~~ .be 
distributed by and on the responsibility 
of the Government." 

M. Schultz (Austria) pressed for the 
retention of paragraph J. It enhanced the 
Government's responsibility for certain parti
cularly dangerous drugs. He was also in 
favour of maintaining the passage concerning 
medical and scientific needs. This, too, con
tained a prohibition to re-export diacetyl
morphine. The possibility of re-exporting 
it must not be allowed. 

The President pointed out to the Japan
ese delegation that, according to its amend
ment, the name of every pharmacist actually 
receiving Government-distributed heroin 
would have to be mentioned in the import 
certificate. The experts had observed that 
this would constitute a very serious and 
perhaps insuperable difficulty. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) remarked 
that paragraph 2 of Article Io represented a 
compromise. The Japanese proposal was 
in conflict with what the Conference had voted 
earlier and would minimise the special 
requirements laid down for heroin imports 
and exports. He was therefore opposed to 
the Japanese proposal. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) dissented from the 
proposal. He considered that the Govern
ment departments mentioned in paragraph 2 
represented an adequate safeguard. Further, 
under the Japanese proposal, the consuming 
countries were to intimate the names of the 
doctors and pharmacists for whom heroin 

supplies were required, whereas the manufac
turing countries would have no such form
ality to fulfil in respect of wholesale traders • 
handling the drug. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) thought that, 
in practice, the Japanese proposal wo.uld be 
unworkable. A country would not 1mport 
in grammes or centig~ammes the diacetyl
morphine needed by 1ts d<;>ctors or phar
macists · it would no doubt 1mport a supply 
once and for all to cover the requirements 
of one year. According to the Japanese 
proposal, it would, therefore, have to specify 
on the import certificate the names of all 
pharmacists and physicians in the country. 
This for Switzerland would mean 6oo phar
macists and J,soo physicians. 

The Japanese proposal was rejected. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) withdrew his 
proposal to delete the words : " As are neces
sary for the medical and scientific needs of 
that country ". · · 

The President stated that the Swiss 
delegation suggested the following text . in 
place of paragraph 3 : 

" Any quantities so imported shall be 
distributed by and on the responsibility 
of the Government of the importing coun
try." 
This amendment was adopted. 
Article IO as a whole was adopted. 

Article II. 

Paragraph I. 

The President recalled that the United 
States delegation had proposed to add the 
following text to paragraph I : · 

" • . . in which case (unless the 
Government determines that such product 
is not capable of producing addiction or of 
conversion into such a product) the quan
tities permitted to be manufactured, pend
ing the decisions hereinafter referred to, 
shall not exceed the total of that country's 
domestic requirements for medical and 
scientific needs and the quantity required 
for export orders subject to the provisions 
of this Convention". 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) understood 
the United States amendment to signify 
that it would be left to the Government of 
the country in which a new drug was dis
covered to decide whether it was capable 
of producing addiction or not. In drafting 
this article, however, the Conference had 
wished to draw a distinction between the 
therapeutic value of the product and its 
properties as a drug. · 

The idea contained in the first paragraph of 
Article II was that the country should have 
the right to say whether a remedy was useful 
therapeutically. That was· the first step. 
The second step would be taken, not by the 
Government of the country concerned, but by 
the Health Committee, acting in accordance 
with Article II. Speaking personally, Dr. 
Carriere could not, in his capacity as repre
sentative of the Swiss authority, take the 
responsibility for deciding whether a product 

• 
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was a habit-forming drug or not. That 
decision should be taken by the Health 
Committee. Hence, the United States pro
posal could hardly be accepted as an amend-

• ment to the first paragraph of Article II. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) entirely 
agreed. He could not accept the United 
States amendment as an amendment to 
paragraph I of Article II. Personally, he 
considered that the procedure laid down 
in that article should be carried through 
very promptly, and consequently the Govern
ment would not have time to determine 
its needs and take the action prescribed in 
the United States amendment. It might, 
however, be possible to introduce the amend
ment at the end of the article. 

••• 
• • • tc . ..Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 

'sympathised with the object of the United 
States amendment,. which was to prevent a 
habit-forming drug from being launched upon 
the world except under safeguards provided 
in the Convention. There were, however, 
two practical difficulties with regard to the 
amendment: (I) a Government had no means 
of knowing what its domestic;: requirements 
of a new drug for medical and scientific 
needs would be; (2) export provisions of the 
Convention only applied to drugs covered 
by it, and ex hypothesi a new drug would not 
be covered by the Convention until the 
Health Committee, .in consultation with the 
Office international d'Hygiime publique, had 
taken a decision. Even then it would not 
be known whether the drug came under 
Group I or Group II. . 

The only remedy for this situation was 
.for the Health Committee to proceed as 

. ppidly as possible, on receipt of the League's 
notification. . 

•· Mr. Anslinger (United States of America) 
said the aim of the amendment was to 

· prevent the spread of a newly discovered drug 
before it was brought under control.· To 
meet Sir Malcolm Delevingne's objections, 
the text could state that the drug should be 
subject to the import and export certificate 
system, as provided for in the Geneva 
Convention. 

He did not understand the objections to 
the amendment. The Secretariat's analysis 
of the international traffic in drugs showed 
how much certain countries had suffered 
from the introduction of new drugs not 
covered by the import and export certificate 
system. It was necessary to provide a safe
guard for the period which would elapse 
before the machinery of the Convention 
could come into operation. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
asked whether the export provisions proposed 
by the United States delegation were those 

• 

applicable to the drugs in Group I or the 
drugs in Group II. 

Mr. Anslinger (United States of America) 
replied that new drugs should be treated as 
though they came under Group 1.· 

The President suggested that the text 
would be clearer if the words " subject to 
the provisions of this Convention " were 
amended to read " and the provisions of this 
Convention shall apply"; 

Mr. Anslinger (United States of America) 
accepted this modification. 

The United States amendment, with the 
foregoing modification, was adopted by 
eighteen votes to ten. 

M. Kahler (Germany) proposed the addi
tion of the words " lrevo ecgonine " before 
the words " alkaloids of the coca leaf " in 
Article II, paragraph I. The paragraph 
mentioned the phenanthrene alkaloids of 
opium which were particularly dangerous, 
and the lrevo ecgonine alkaloids of the 
coca leaf, which were equally dangerous, 
should therefore be mentioned as well. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain), 
supported by Dr •. de Myttenaere (Belgium), 
suggested the words, " or from the ecgonine 
alkaloids . • . • " as. " ecgonine " . was 
defined to mean " lrevo ecgonine ". 

Paragraph I was adopted, with the a~end
ment propo~ted by Sir Malcolm Delevingne. 

Paragraph 2. 

M. von Rheinba ben (Germany) suggested 
the following amendment : · 

" Any High Contracting Party . 
shall immediately send a notification to 
that effect to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations, who shall advise the 
High Contracting Parties and the Health 
Committee of the League." 

Paragraph 2 was adopted, with the foregoing 
amendment. 

Paragraphs 3, 4, S and 6. 

Paragraphs 3, 4, S and 6 were adopted 
without observations. 

Paragraph 7· 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) .froposed that 
the English text should read : . . . in 
the light of further experience and as a result 
of an application . . • " 

Paragraph 7, thus amended, was adopted. 

Paragraph 4· 
Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) asked per

mission to revert to paragraph 4· Could 
not the action contemplated in this paragra~h 
be left to the authorities mentioned m 
paragraph 3 ? · 

The President urged Dr. Ca':I'iere not. to 
press his point. The clause m queshon 
had been adopted at the first reading after 
a long discussion. 
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Dr. Carri~re (Switzerland) did not insist. 

Article II as a whole was adopted, with 
the foregoing amendments. 

Article I (continuation). 

The President reminded the Conference 
that he had suggested holding over part of 
Article I. · 

The Conference had divided the drugs 
into three groups: The worc;ting just adopted 
for Article II did away With the need for 
Group III, since there was n9 substance 
to be included under it. Only new substances 
could be classified under that group. It was, 
however forbidden to manufacture any 
newly discovered substance whi~h mi~ht 
be placed in Group Ill, or, alternatively, lf a 
new substance could be manufactured with 
Government authorisation, it was subject 
to no restriction, or, at any rate, only to a 
provisional restriction, and as if it were a 
drug belonging to Group I. It then came 
under a somewhat complicated regulation 
wheteby it would be classified eithet in 
Group I or in Group II, so that in no. case 
could it come within Group III. The Prtstdent 
therefore proposed that all mention of 
Group III should be omitted fro~ Article I. 

M. Casares (Spain) agreed. The Spanish 
proposal on this subject was purposeless 
in view of the decisions taken by the 
Conference. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

Article I2. 

The President pointed out that Article 12 
as drafted would necessitate an amendment 
to Article 5. The Conference would remem
ber that the total estimates were defined in 
Article 5 ; but closer examination would 
show that this total included quantities 
for which estimates were not required
in particular, the increases or deductions 
allowed in the reserve stocks and the deduc
tions allowed in Government stocks. 

He therefore proposed the addition of the 
following sentence to the paragraph concern
ing estimates in Article 5 : · 

" These additions or deductions shall, 
however, not be taken into account except 
in so far as the High Contracting Parties 
concerned shall have forwarded in due 
course the necessary estimates to the 
Permanent Central Board." 

This amendment would not make it pos
sible for • a country which failed to return 
the quantity by which it wished to increase 
its stocks to avoid all control. On the 
contrary, such a country would forfeit its 
right to increase its stocks. Nor would it be 
possible for a country which intentionally 
englected to state that its stocks were less 

to evade all control, because the omission 
to do so would be detected from the returns 
which it had to make at the end of the year. 
The modification proposed was purely one 
of form. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
accepted the amendment on the President's 
guarantee that it was purely formal. 

The President said that, if on reflection 
any delegation saw objections to his text, 
he would re-open the discussion at the 
following meeting. 

Article 12, and the amendment to Article 5 
proposed by the President, were adopted. 

Article 18 (continuation). 

The President stated that the following 
new text for Article 18 had been proposed 
by several delegations : 

" Each High Contracting Party under
takes that any of the drugs in Group I 
which are seized in his territory in the 
illicit traffic shall be destroyed or con
verted into non-narcotic substances or 

·appropriated for medical or scientific ~se 
either by the Government or under xts 
control, when these are no longer required 
for judicial proceedings or other action 
on the part of the authorities of the State. 

" In all cases, diacetylmorphine shall· 
either b~ destroyed or converted." 

M. Contoumas (Greece) thought it inex
pedient to speak of dru~s seized . " in his 
territory ". It was posstble, for mstance, 
that smugglers having set out in a boat 
from territorial waters their · vessel was 
stopped on the high seas b;v a Government 
ship. In this case the setzure would not 
be made in the territory of the country 
concerned. 

The President recognised that this remark ' 
was sound. He suggested that the first 
paragraph should read : " Each High Con
tracting Party undertak~s that an~ of the 
drugs in Group I whtch are se1zed by 
him . . ", 

This proposal was adopted. 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) observed 
that the amended text of Article 18 nullified 
the principle that seized drugs were to be 
destroyed, although that principle had been 
adopted by a large majority at the first 
and second readings. · 

The President remarked that no vote 
had yet been taken at the second reading. 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) dissented. 
The Conference had taken a vote at the 
second reading on the question whether 
Article I8, which laid down the principle 
that seizures were to be destroyed, would be 
retained or dropped. Consequently, the 
proposed amendment was at variance with 
what the Conference had voted. It would 
most probably lead to over-manufacture 
of narcotics and might destroy the balance 
established in the Convention between raw 
materials and manufactured products. 
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Lastly, if the amendment were adopted, 
it would almost inevitably throw the whole 
weight of the Convention on a few producing 
countries, and, therefore, would make it 
very difficult, if not impossible, for them 
to adhere to the Convention. 

Subhi Ziya Bey (Turkey) warmly sup
ported the Yugoslav delegate's statement. 

M. Kalnin (Latvia) thought that the first 
paragraph which mentioned all the drugs 
in Group I did not square with the second 
paragraph referring specialJy to diacetyl
morphine, which drug was included in 
Group I. · 

The President explained that the general 
rule was stated first and the exception to it 
afterwards. 

The amended text of Article z8 was adopted 
by twenty-six votes to eight, with six abstentions. 

Article 7 (continuation). 

The President said that, after the vote 
just taken, it was possible to discuss the 
Japanese amendment to, Article 7.1 

M. Sawada (Japan) proposed that the 
words " or for export "· at the end of his 
amendment should be deleted. 

The ] apanese amendment was adopted with 
this modification. • 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) suggested that 
Article 7 be completed by a reference to 
Article g. If the quantities imported were 
deducted from the quantities permitted to be 
manufactured, mention must also be made 
of the amounts to be deducted from excess 
stocks in accordance with Article g. He 
therefore proposed the addition of the words 
" any quantities to be deducted in pursuance 
of Article 9 ". . 

'" , M. Contoumas (Greece) did not see the 
need for this addition. Article 9 as modified 
dealt solely with the· way in which excess 
stocks would be handled at the time when 
the Convention came into force. 

· M. Dinichert (Switzerland) withdrew his 
proposal. . . · · ., . , . 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
proposed that the words '' (ii) Any returned 
deliveries of the drug " in the first paragraph 
of Article 7 should be deleted. In Great 
Britain, returned deliveries' were treated as 
imports for which an import licence was 
~equired. If that · were the usual practice 
m other countries, the point was covered 
by No. (i). · · ' · · 

. The P~esident thought it ~ould be wiser 
~o retain the paragraph, as the practice 
~n other countries might .· differ from that 
m Great Britain. . . 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) pressed 
f~r t~e retention of the paragraph. Certain 
.dilut.Ions of heroin might be below the quality 
~eqwred by the pharmacopreia of the import
mg ~ountry, and in that case it must be 
possible for the consignment to be returned. 

l see page 2J6. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
suggested that M. de Myttenaere's point 
would be met by the words " including 
returned deliveries ". · · 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
said that he believed that, in the· United 
States of America, and probably in some other 
countries, returned goods were not regarded 
as imports, and that this should be taken into 
account in drafting the article in question. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne's proposal ·was 
adopted. 

Article 7 was adopted with the various 
foregoing amendments. 

Article IJ. 
Paragraph z(a). 

Paragraph z(a) was adopted without obser· 
vations. 

Paragraph z(b). 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
suggeste!;l the substitution of the words 
" in an inert substance, whether liquid or 
solid, " for the words " in an inert, liquid 
or solid substance ". 

M. Kahler (Germany) observed that the 
French text should read : " 0,2 % ou moins 
de morphine, ou o,I % ou moins de 
cocaine . " · · ·' 

Dr. Carriere· (Switzerland) wished the 
paragraph to be worded more clearly. It 
stated that solutions or dilutions of morphine 
or cocaine or their salts in an inert substance, 
liquid or solid, which contained 0.2 per 
cent or less of morphine or O.I per cent or 
less of cocaine should be treated m the same 
way as preparations containing more than 
these percentages: Did that mean that 
preparations containing the same percentage 
but in which the drug was not mixed with 

· an inert substance, liquid or solid, would 
not be treated in the same way ? This might 
be admitted by arguing a contrario. Never
theless, Dr. Carriere thought it would be 
useful to explain and to state definitely, 
by referring to the provisions of the Geneva 

·Convention, that preparations containing 
less than 0.2 per cent of morphine and less 
than o.I per cent of cocaine were not subject 
to control, it being understood,· of course, 
that the exception made in respect of 
solutions in an inert substance would be 
maintained. 

The President pointed out that the 
Convention· created only the obligations 
enunciated in it. It created no implicit 
obligations. Care had been taken to draw 
a distinction between harmful drugs and 
preparations containing only small quantities 
of narcotics, because the Conference intended 
that the Convention should apply only to 
the drugs designated by it. Further, the 
text under discussion was the outcome 
of a compromise, and, consequently, it 
would be better not to endanger that 
compromise by attempting to express an 
idea which was not perhaps fundamental. . 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) would never
theless like some explanations on the point : 



preparations of morphine and cocaine in 
general were not mentioned in Article I, 
and a fortiori those containing less than 0.2 
per cent of morphine and less than o.I per 
cent of cocaine were not mentioned either. 
It might therefore be concluded that the 
last-mentioned were subject to the stipulations 
of the Convention. Dr. Carriere thought, 
therefore, that it would be useful, in order 
to avoid all ambiguity, to state definitely 
the rules to which they would be subject. 

The President did not think there was 
any connection between the two questions. 
Article I merely defined the drugs. Prepar
ations of drugs were quite another matter. 
The substances containing the drugs and 
subject to the provisions of the Conven~ion 
were indicated in the body of the Convenhon. 

Paragraph I(b} was adopted. 

Paragraph 2 : Introduction. 

The Introduction was adopted without obser
vation. 

Paragraph 2(i). 

Paragraph 2(i) was adopted without obser
vation. 

Paragraph 2(ii}. 

M. Entezam-Weziry (Persia) asked 
whether it was certain that paragraph 2(ii) 
only committed the signatories in· respect 
of the drugs in Group II. . 

The President replied that it was under
stood that Chapter V applied to everything 

termed " drug " in the Convention except 
in the case of compounds containing a drug. 
It was clear, however, that only the drugs 
in Group II were concerned, as was stated 
in the Introduction to the paragraph. 

M. Kahler (Germany) reminded the Con
ference that his delegation had reserved its 
opinion with respect to the application ot the 
import certificate system to codeine. He had, 
however, just received fresh instructions that 
the Government of the Reich was prepared 
to fall in with the wishes of the Conference. 
It would, therefore, accept the import certifi
cate system for codeine, and had no objection 
to the same system being applied likewise 
to compounds not normally used in thera
peutic practice. 

The President thanked the German 
delegation. 

Mr. Lyall (President of the Permanent 
Central Opium Board) proposed that the 
closing words of paragraph 2(ii) should read: 

" . . . except as regards compounds 
containing any of these drugs which are 
adapted to a normal therapeutic use". 

Paragraph 2(ii) · with this amendment was 
adopted. 

Paragraph 2(iii). 

Paragraph z(iii) was adopted without obser
vation. 

Article I3 as a whole was adopted with the 
foregoing amendment. 

THIRTY-FOURTH MEETING (PUBUC). 

Sunday, July 12th, 1931, at 9.30 a.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 

8o.-STATEMENT BY M. OBRADO. 
VITCH, YUGOSLAV DELEGATE, 
ON THE OCCASION OF HIS 
DEPARTURE FROM GENEVA. 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) stated that 
·he was obliged to leave Geneva that day 
having been recalled to Belgrade on urgent 
business. Before his departure he made. 
the following statement : 

The Yugoslav delegation had done its 
best to co-operate in the preparation of the 
Convention for limiting the manufacture 
of narcotic drugs.. Its members had co
operated with the Conference frankly and 
loyally. At no time had they been prompted 
by personal interests, and if attention had 
sometimes· been concentrated on certain 
questions which more directly concerned the 
Countries producing _raw material, that was 
because these questions were at the same 
time of general interest in connection with 
action against the abuse of narcotic drugs. 

. . 
Owing to the spirit of conciliation sho'wn 

by all countries, it could now be said that 
the Conference had succeeded in fulfilling 
its mission more or less satisfactorily. It 
had prepared a Convention which, though 
not perfect, was nevertheless a work of 
goodwill. The Conference had been con
vened to draw up an effective plan for the 
direct limitation of the manufacture of 
narcotic drugs. ·In the absence of any plan, 
it submitted an agreement on very strict 
control over manufacture. The importance 
of that agreement must not be overlooked. 
It constituted a real advance on the present 
situation of manufacture. M. Obradovitch 
had already told the Conference that the 
efficacity of the agreement did not depend 
so much on the system of limitation or control 
as upon the scope of its provisions a_nd the 
universality of its application. ·.: 

With _regard to the scope of the present 
Convention, he would venture to express 
the Yugoslav delegation's opinion on two 
important points, not for the pleasure of 
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• 

criticising, but in the hope that the gaps 
in the Convention might be filled in by 
means of the internal legislation of the 
contracting parties. 
· The Yugoslav delegation must immediately 

draw attention to the danger of Articles IJ 
and 24. His delegation admitted that the 
important problem of raw materials could 
not be solved at this Conference, but it 
could not understand that the Conference 
could have left the traffic in raw materials 
entirely uncontrolled. Parties to the present 
Convention who were not at the same time 
parties to the Geneva Convention would be 
under no obligation with regard to the super
visioJ1 of the trade in raw opium and the coca 
leaf. In these circumstances, leakages were 
inevitable, and when one considered that the 
Convention would not affect clandestine 
manufacture, which was so much more 
dangerous in that it could be carried out 
at home provided the raw material could be 
obtained, it must be admitted that the 
abandonment of the former Article 19 was 
most regrettable. The whole structure which 
the Conference had taken a month and a half 
to build might fall on that account. 

M. Obradovitch then pointed out that the 
vote on Article 18, which related to the fate 
of seized narcotic drugs, was also unsatis
factory. . The Conference knew the reasons 
why the Yugoslav Government had demanded 
the destruction of seizures, and M. Obrado
vitch would not repeat them. He simply 
emphasised the fact that certain countries 
did not desire to destroy seizures because 
they did not want to sacrifice , the income 
derived from them. But in these circum-· 
stances, by what right could the producing 
countries be asked to agree to infinitely 
heavier and more important sacrifices ? 

Moreover, the way in which the vote had 
been taken on this question was not likely 
to increase the Convention's moral value and 
authority. At the first reading, the Confer
ence had decided in favour of the destruction 
of seizures by a majority of twenty-three 
votes. At the second reading it agreed to 
the maintenance of this article, also by a 
majority of twenty-three votes. Half-an
hour later, without hearing any new argu
ments either for or against, it adopted an 
am-endment totally abolishing the principle 

• of destruction just adopted. 
The Yugoslav delegation submitted the 

above reservations in respect of the text 
of the Convention. 

Before concluding, M. Obradovitch asked 
permission to say a few words with regard 
to his delegation's present position. 
· The Yugoslav delegation had stated, from 

the beginning of the Conference, that it 
attached special importance to the drawing 
up of certain guarantees in connection with 
the legit_imate distribution and the price 
of raw opium. It had not had an opportunity 
of developing that idea, which nevertheless 

, . w3:s ver~ impo~ant from the general stand
. · pomt, smce Its acceptance would have 

• prevented many disappointments as well as 
the .tonvening of a world conference on raw 
material. The idea had taken ·a concrete 
though not a final form in the Yugoslav 
pelegation's "special protocol ", which was 

intended to complete the Conference's work 
by preparing the ground for a suitable 
adaptation of the production of raw opium 
to the situation created by the present 
Convention. 

The present production of raw opium was 
known considerably to exceed the require
ments for licit manufacture. This over
production of opium in proportion to legi
timate needs had resulted, for a considerable 
number of years, in an extension of opium 
cultivation in response to the excessive 
demands of the alkaloid industry. It would 
be wrong to accuse the producing countries 
of this expansion, because the factories which 
consumed the opium operated outside their 
territory and manufactured quite outside 
any control by the Governments of the pro
ducing countries. That, however, was a 
separate question. For the moment it was 
important to realise that there was an over
production of opium, which left a consider
able surplus, and to consider the importance 
of remedying that situation. . 

By " to remedy " was meant to adapt 
opium. c.ultivation to the reduced requirements 
of legitimate manufacture. To reduce culti
vation, however, was not so easy as to reduce 
manufacture. Manufacture could be reduced 
and the thirteen European factories closed 
without any damage beyond a few individual 
losses. But cultivation could not be -reduced 
at one blow without causing serious economic 
and social agitation, for hundreds of thousands 
of families depended on it for their livelihood. 
It must therefore be reduced slowly and 
gradually. Crops capable of replacing opium 
mus~ b~ found, and the areas under opium 
cultivation were known not to be very suit
able for other crops.. The cultivators must 
then be accustomed to the new crops and 
the new methods of cultivation. Finally 
they must be provided with the technicai 
and financial means necessary to enable 
them to cultivate the new crops. That work 
of time the Yugoslav Government had already 
embarked upon, and the preliminary results 
were encouraging, but new efforts of a greater 
scale were necessary before the results 
would be of real importance to the area. 
Further, it was not enough for one country 
to carry out this work of adaptation. Parallel 
efforts must be made by all the producing 
countries if satisfactory results were to be 
achieved. 

Meanwhile, the producing countries were 
assuming extremely heavy burdens. They 
must watch carefully all the movements of 
the crops. They must maintain considerable 
surpluses which might pass into the illicit 
traffic. In addition, they must take ener
getic measures and make heavy sacrifices 
to reduce cultivation. 

They would not refuse to assume these 
heavy burdens and to accept all these sacri
fices, provided they were given certain 
minimum assurances-namely, that the re
duced quantities of opium which they might 
henceforward place on the world market 
would be purchased at cost price. 

The social and economic situation pre
vented the producing countries from accepting 
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obtained at least these guar~ntees. The fall 
in the price of opium wh1ch had alre~dy 
occurred on the legitimate market, and which 
threatened to continue, had affected the 
welfare of the population of the areas under 
opium cultivation. The cost of labour ~on
stituted go per cent of the cost. of opmm 
production. A kilogr~mme ?f opmm repre
sented about twenty-six days wor~. Count
ing the day at 2 gold francs, a kilogram'?e 
of opium cost 52 gold francs. The pnce 
of opium had, however, fallen to 22 francs, 
and in April of the present year the workers 
were paid 8 dinars per day, or 0.75 franc, 
for hoeing-very l_aborious work-for ten 
continuous hours Without food. 

It must be admitted that, in the face 
of such reactions caused by the fall in the 
price of opium, the Governments concer~ed 
could not remain indifferent. They could fmd 
a way out by converting opi:um and exporting 
the finished products, which we;e sold at 
very high prices. (The cost ~nee of . the 
basic morphine at the present pnce of opium 
was about 350 gold francs per kilogramme, 
while the sale price was over I,ooo francs, 
making a profit of nearly 200 per cent.) 
As, however, the more important markets 
which consumed the finished products were 
closed-that was to say, were reserved for 
national manufacture-efforts in this direc
tion could only give inadequate results. 
Thus the producing countries were forced to 
concentrate their efforts on the disposal 
of raw opium. They demanded certain 
guarantees concerning prices as a counterpart 
to the very heavy burdens they would have 
to assume in order to make the new Conven
tion effective. 

The Business Committee, to which the 
question had been referred, had endeavoured 
to prevent its discussion for formal reasons 
the importance of which the Yugoslav 
delegation had contested. Nevertheless, as 
his delegation attached greater importance 
to the substance of this question of guarantees 
than to its form, it had accepted the Presi
dent's proposal to enter into negotiations 
outside the Conference. M. Obradovitch 
further emphasised that, as this question 
was of special importance to his country, 
his acceptance of the Convention would, to a 
very great extent, depend on the result 
of those negotiations. 

He wished to add a word in regard to 
Yugoslavia's attitude. He did not know 
whether his Government would sign the 
present Convention ; but, whether it signed 
or not, he could assure the Conference that 
Yugoslavia, which had always respected 
the humanitarian principle in opium matters, 
and had never been a centre of the illicit 
traffic in narcotic drugs, although she was an 
important opium-producing country, would 
never allow centres of the illicit traffic to be 
established in that country. 

The President expressed the Confer
ence's regret at the Yugoslav delegate's 
departure. He was sure this did not mark 
the end of the relations which the Conference 
had promoted between him and his colleagues, 
and that in the future, as in the past, 

Yugoslavia would co-operate with the other 
nations in the campaign against the abuse of 
narcotic drugs. 

8r.-EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION : SECOND READ· 
lNG (continuation). 

Article 2 (continuation). 
The President stated that, in the jurists' 

opinion, Article 2, paragraph 3, which had 
already been adopted, should be redrafted 
as follows : 

" The Permanent Central Board shall 
request estimates for countries to which 
this Convention does not apply to be made 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
Convention." 
This propostd was adopted. 

Article IJ (continuation). 
Paragraph I(a) (continuation). 

The President pointed out that the 
United States delegation, in order to obviate 
all uncertainty as to whether Article I3, 
paragraph I, ~~ or did not apply to.l?repa;
ations contammg the drugs specified m 
Group I -except those containing less than 
0.2 per cent of morphine or o.I per cent of 
cocaine-had proposed the substitution of 
the following text for paragraph I(a) : 

" The High Contracting Parties shall 
apply to all the drugs which are or ma:y- be 
included in Group I and to the preparations 
containing these drugs, except preparations 
containing less than 0.2 per cent of mor
phine or less than o.I per cent of cocaine, 
the provisions of the Geneva Conven-
tion " 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
did not think this text would be swtable. 
In the case of drugs which might be brought 
within Group I in the future, the Health 
Committee might or might not decide to 
apply the provisions of the Convention to all 
preparations containing the drugs. 

The United States text excluded only 
preparations containing less than 0.2 per cent 
of morphine or O.I per cent of cocaine; but, 
in bringing a new drug under Group I, the 
Health Committee might decide that prepar
ations containing 0.2 per cent or o.I per cent, t 
as the case might be, should be exempted. 

The doubts raised by the United States 
delegation applied, not only to this article, 
but to other articles. In Articles 5 and 6, 
the references to preparations had been 
deleted, and doubts might arise there also. 
He suggested the addition of the following 
words to · the definition of " the drugs " 
in Article I : 

• 

" . . . and, except in Article 6 or 
where the text otherwise requires, any 
preparations made from and containing 
the drugs in so far as such preparations 
are brought within the terms of the Geneva 
Convention or this Convention", ' • 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) ' · ·· 
thought an alteration in Article I would 
satisfy, h~, but desired first t~ hear the legal 
expert s VIews. It should be fully realised 
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that, under Article IJ, the signatories of the 
new Convention who were not signatories 
of the Geneva Convention were not bound 
by Article 4 of the Geneva Convention ; 
they were not concerned with the substances 
enumerated in that article, but only with 
applying to the substances enumerated under 
Group I of the new Convention the provisions 
applying to substances in Article 4 of the 
Geneva Convention. Unless it were clearly 
understood that the definitions in Group I 
included preparations, signatories to the new 
Convention would not be obliged to control 
or limit preparations of any kind. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) supported 
'the United States amendment, which would 
fill in a gap in the Convention. · He thought, 
however, that the proposed formula should 
for choice be inserted in Article I. He would 
point out that the United States proposal 
covered the observations he had made at the 
end of the previous meeting and which the 
President had thought superfluous. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
explained that it was the observations of 
Dr. Carriere which had drawn the attention 
of the United States delegation to the point. 

The President thought nevertheless that 
the term" drug", when not qualified, covered 
drugs contained in preparations. 

Article I, paragraph 2, could, however, be 
completed by the following sentence : 

" The term • the drugs ' shall denote 
the following drugs, whether partly manu· 
factured or completely refined, or contain
ing any preparations other than those 
expressly exempted under the terms of 
the Geneva Convention or the present 
Convention." 

This addition would involve a slight 
modification of Article IJ, paragraph I. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) thought 
there were objections to embodying such a 
(efinition in Article I, which had special 
reference to limitation, whereas Article I3 
dealt with control. Inclusion of the defini
tion in Article I meant the application of 
limitation to all such preparations, while 
the United States proposal contemplated 
subjecting them to control only. He drew 
attention to this in order to avoid any 
misunderstanding. 

The President thought Dr. de Mytte
naere's fears unfounded. Article I applied, 
not only to limitation, but to the Convention 

, as a whole, and the Conference's intention, 
in drafting Articles 6 and following, had been 
.that limitation should apply to all drugs and 
preparations, except where exempted by the 
Geneva Convention or the present Convention. 
Consequently, Miele I was the best place for 
the proposed amendment. He added that .. '· 

' 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne had expressed his 
readiness to accept the proposed wording. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
agreed with the President's suggestion, but 
pointed out, with regard to the phrase 
" exempted from the Geneva Convention or 
other Conventions ", that some of the parties 
concerned had no official knowledge of the 
Geneva Convention. 

The President asked Sir Malcolm Dele
vingne and Mr. Caldwell to agree upon a text 
in order that the Conference might have a 
definite draft before it when taking a decision. 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) withheld any deci
sion as to Article IJ, paragraph I, sub
paragraph (b). This provision was valueless 
from the medical point of view. It referred 
to solutions. In the eyes of the medical 
world, however, it was not solutions, but the 
quantity of narcotic drugs contamed in them, 
which presented the danger. Such a pro
vision might militate against the struggle 
against drug addiction. 

The President noted Dr. Chodzko's 
reservation. 

Artide I4 . 

. The President recalled that the Drafting 
Committee had prepared a new text of 
Article I4 (see Annex IJ, document Conf .. 
L.F.S.73(e)). 

Paragraph I. 

The President drew attention to some 
drafting amendments to be made on the 
recommendation of the legal advisers ; 
wherever the word "country" appeared in 
the Convention, the words " country or 
territory " should be substituted for it. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) raised the old question 
of previous notice. A provision regarding 
this point should be made in respect of 
countries not parties to the various Conven
tions. 

The President recalled that this question 
had been studied by the Drafting Committee ; 
before drawing up the text, this Committee 
had consulted the various delegations which 
had referred to the matter. He was firmly 
convinced that the text before the Conference 
would satisfy all concerned. He would ask 
M. Cavazzoni to note that paragraph 2 
dealt with previous notice. 

· M. Cavazzoni (Italy) insisted on the point 
because the second paragraph did not entirely 
satisfy him. This paragraph, as did the 
first, covered the narcotic drugs in Group I 
and a minimum of 25 kilogrammes was fixed. 
The Secretariat had, however, stated that 
the maximum amount of the narcotic drugs 
under Group I to be exported to countries 
not parties to the Convention was 20 kilo
grammes for each drug. 

There must, therefore, be a mistake. Per
haps those drafting the text had considered 
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codeine as included among th.e narcotic . 
drugs in Group I. If th.e dru~s m Group .I 
only were taken into consideration, the max~
mum should be 5 kilogrammes. If th1s 
figure of 5 kilogrammes were adopted, . he 
would not ask for a vote on. the questl?n 
of previous notice where countnes not parties 
to the Conventions were concern~d. In any 
case, he could not accept the f1gure of 25 
kilogrammes. . 

Mr. Duncan Hall (Secretariat) informed 
the Conference that the s~ateme!lt was r~
ferred to in the Sub-Committee ":It~ a quali
fication to the effect that the mmunum .for 
each drug appeared to be about 25 kilo
grammes for the countries which did not 
come under the import certificat~ system, 
leaving on one side the two m?st unport~nt 
countries-namely, the Argentme and Chile. 
He did not think that affected M. Cavazzoni's 
argument. 

M. Sawada (Japan) said the Japanese 
delegation would agree to. a reduction. from 
25 kilogrammes to 5 kilogrammes 1f all 
the other delegations would do so. 

-M. Kahler (Germany) agreed to some 
reduction of the figure. 

The President proposed the substitution 
for 25 kilogrammes of the figure 5 kilo-
grammes. . 

This proposal was adopted, together with the 
rest of Article 14, paragraph I, subject to 
some minor drafting amendments. 

Paragraph z. 
M. Dlnichert (Switzerland) did not intend 

to propose amendments to the first sub
paragraph, but would make one or two remarks 
which might be useful to the Permanent 
Central Board when it came to apply the 
provisions of the Convention. The form of 
this sub-paragraph was, as it stood, unsatis
factory. Briefly, it signified that the Per
manent Central Board must ascertain whether 
a country had had its full allowance, basing 
its judgment on the import and export 
statistics. The element of manufacture was 
unknown. 

The President here intervened to point 
out that he had already explained, when 
summing up the Drafting Committee's work, 
that manuf.acture had purposely been omitted. 
Since preliminary estimates had been done 
away with, the figures for manufacture could 
obviously not be known until the end of the 
year. · 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) agreed that 
the syst~m perhaps hung together, but 
thought 1t no better for that. He further 
pointed out that, in deciding whether a 
c?untry had surpa~<I: the maximum import 
f1gure allotted to 1t, 1ts total estimates for 
internal consumption must be added to 
conversion, including export possibilities. · · 

The President again intervened in order 
!o give a further explanation to M. Dinichert. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) asked permis
sion to finish his remarks, which should be 
included in the Minutes in order to discharge 

his delegation's responsibility to the Swiss 
Government and Parliament. 

The Swiss delegation maintained that the 
estimate system adopted was faulty. lt 
was impossible to ask for its amendment 
at the present stage, but the delegation was 
responsible to its mandatories, and he must 
therefore insist on the inclusion of his remarks 
in the Minutes, so that he would be able 
to refer to them when the provisions of the 
Conventicm were criticised. 

He continued to think it impossible to 
exercise close control over a figure obtained 
by adding the total estimates of a country 
for its internal consumption, including con
version for export purposes, to the total 
exports as provided for under the Convention. 
The Swiss delegation would have liked to see' 
such. control realised. 

The President noted M. Dinichert's state
ment, but recalled that he had previously 
explained that it was impossible to re
export a converted drug, since the new drug 
obtained was considered as manufactured 
within the country. Thus the point was 
quite clear. 

Dr. Schultz (Austria), with reference to 
Point (ii) of the second sub-paragraph of 
paragraph 2, asked why the opinion of the 
Government of the exporting country was to 
be considered. Would it not, in practice, 
be better to ask the importing country's 
opinion? 

The President replied that it was the 
exporting country which gave an undertaking 
not to export more than the Convention 
gave it a right to do. It was freed from this 
obligation in the special case where it consid
ered that additional export was essential in 
the interests of humanity. If the importing 
country were given a right to decide on this 
point, the value of the import certificate 
system would be greatly diminished. A 
country could invoke motives of humanity 
on its own behalf inst~ad of that of another 
country. 

Article 14, paragraph z, was adopted without 
alteration. ' 

Paragraph 3· 

The President pointed out that the foot
note to this paragraph (see French text) 
would be omitted in the final text: 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) proposed the inser
tion in the middle paragraph of the words 
" through the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations " after the words " shall have the 
right to ask for explanations ". 

This proposal was adopted. 

M. Gajardo (Chile) considered the phrase 
.. may have failed to ·carry out 'his obliga-
tions " was a little too strong. : · 

• 

' . 
' ·'' 



• 

- 251 

The President replied that the Confer
ence had decided to leave points of detail 
to the Legal Committee for drafting. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
suggested the addition of " so far as the 
supervisory body may consider it necessary " 
after "request for an explanation". 

This proposal was adopted. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) pointed out that 
the second and third paragraphs of Article 14 
contained general provisions, while para
graph I merely covered the export to countries 
not parties to the present Convention or to 
the Geneva Convention. He proposed that 
paragraphs 2 and 3 should form a separate 
article . 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) supported 
this proposal. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that, in that case, the numbering . 
of the articles would have to be altered, which 
might lead to confusion with regard to cross-
references. · 

M. Contoumas (Greece) did not press his 
proposal. 

The President opened the discussion 
on the British proposal to add at the end of 
Article 14 : 

·" The Permanent Central Board shall 
take all necessary measures to ensure that 
the statistics and other information which 
it receives under this Convention shall not 
be made public in such a manner 6S to 
facilitate the operations of speculators 
or injure the legitimate commerce of any 
contracting party ". 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that he had followed the terms 
of Article 27 of the Geneva Convention, and 
thought the Permanent Central Board oper
ations under the new Convention should be 
subject to the same regime as under the 
Geneva Convention. 

Mr. Lyall (President of the Permanent 
Central Opium Board), while agreeing with 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne's proposal, pointed 
out that what was still more important 
was that the same provision should apply 
to the supervisory body, which would have 
to deal with estimates. 

· Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
agreed. 

The British proposal and that of Mr. Lyall 
were adopted, as also was Article I4 with some 
minor. drafting alterations. 

The President pointed out that the Legal 
Committee proposed to invert the order of 
Articles IS and I6. ' 

Artide IS. 

. The President recalled that the Portu
guese delegation had proposed to redraft 
the last paragraph as follows : 

" 3· To organise the campaign against 
drug addiction, by . taking all the useful 

steps to prevent its development and to 
suppress the illicit traffic." 
The Portuguese proposal was adopted. 

· M. Contoumas (Greece) proposed that the 
words " special administration " in the second 
paragraph be replaced by the words " central 
administration ", which would be more in 
harmony with the first resolution of the 
Final Act. · 

The President recalled that this term • 
had given rise to considerable discussion 
before its adoption. Consideration must be 
given to the case of certain federal countries 
with separate administrations for the compo
nent States. He had personally enquired 
of the delegations whether they agreed to 
the expression, and they had replied in the 
affirmative. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) withdrew his 
proposal. 

Artide I5 was adopted. 

Article 16. 

The President stated that, in the French 
text, the first paragraph should read : 
" Chacune des Hautes Parties contrac
tantes exercera une surveillance rigoureuse 
sur . . . " and that the last paragraph 
should be modified to read : " Les Hautes 

· Parties contractantes ne permettront pas 
!'accumulation . " 

Artide 16, thus amended, was adopted. 

Artide I7. 

M. Casares · (Spain) proposed that the 
introduction should be redrafted as follows : 

" Each High Contracting Party shall 
undertake to analyse the raw opium im
ported into his territory to be utilised there 
and shall require each manufacturer . . • " 

The manufacturers themselves should not 
be asked to indicate the quantities of mor
phine procured · from the opium received. 
The guarantees would be much more satis
factory if the State analysed the opium upon 
entry into its territory. . 

M. Kahler (Germany) stated that the 
German delegation could not accept the 
Spanish proposal. In Germany, sworn 
analysts undertook such analyses, and the 

·Government could obtain information at 
any time as to the results of these analyses, 
by consulting the experts and the manufac
turers. The German Government would, 
therefore, see no advantage in carrying out 
these analyses itself, and, in any case, did 
not possess the necessary equipment. More
over, since it considered this procedure 
superfluous, it would not be prepared to 
undertake the expenditure involved m setting 
up this new machinery. 

M. Bourgois (France) fully agreed with 
M. Kahler.· France was in ,the same position 
as Germany. · 
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Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
was in very much the same position as the 
French and German delegations. 

He did not think there was any danger 
in the text as drafted, as the analyses were 
not made on behalf of the manufacturer 
only, but on behalf of the two parties con
cerned-the seller or the importer and the 
manufacturer. The firm which made the 
analyses had to be entirely independent of 
both parties, as the price of opium was deter
mined on the basis of the analyses. In 
Great Britain the analyses were made by 
the firm of Harrison & Self, and the British 
Government was content to accept the results. 

firm, which, moreover, made analyses not 
only for Great Britain but for a great many 
other countries. · 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) agreed with 
the French, German and British delegates. 
He was afraid that M. Casares' proposal 
was inapplicable in practice. The Govern
ments seemed to possess all the necessary 
means of controlling the data furnished by 
manufacturers regarding the morphine con
tent of the opium which they handled. For 
instance, they could control the invoices 
-it was known that the prices of opium 
were fixed on the basis of the morphine 
content-and by asking for the certificates 
of the analyses. As regards Switzerland, 
the analyses were carried out at the present 
time in the laboratories of a British firm, 
which gave all the necessary guarantees. 
In these circumstances, · Dr. Carriere saw 
no necessity, for his Government in particular, 
to undertake new analyses.. . 

Mr. Lyall (President of the Permanent 
Ce!ltral Opium Board) pointed out that, when 
optum was imported with a view to re-export, 
the. ca~es were !lot _opened until they reached 
thetr fmal destmatton. The opium therefore 
could not be analysed by the first importing 
country. 

Dr. Paranjpye (India) proposed that the 
last words of sub-paragraph (I) should read· 
" as determined by an analyst approved by 
the Government ". 

M. C:asares (Spain) pointed out that no 
delegation had contested the value of his 
amendment. The speakers had . confined 
themselves to pointing out the difficulties 
of applyin~ ~t, ~esultant upon the systems 
already extshng m each country. Realising 
that the Conference might find it difficult 
to. ~ccept the Spanish amendment in its 
ongmal form, he proposed the following 
formula, which might be more acceptable : 

" . . . . producible therefrom as de
termmed by a method prescribed by the 
Government and under its control." 

The President presumed that M. Casares 
meant." control " in the French sense, which 
was dtfferent from the English meaning of 
the word. 

M. Casares (Spain) agreed. 

. Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
did not see how the British Government 
could supervise the operations of a private 

M. Bourgois (France) pointed out that 
the difficulty to which Sir Malcolm Dele
vingne had drawn attention would be even 
greater in France's case, since the French 
analyses were also made by the English 
firm of Harrison & Self. 

M. Kahler (Germany) could not accept 
the amendment in its present form. · 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
was prepared to accept the addition of the 
words " and by an analyst approved by the 
Government "at the end of sub-paragraph (I). 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) also ~up
ported the proposal of M. Paranjpye. All 
business transactions were, in fact,. .carried 
ou~ on the basis of the morphine content. 
Thts content was ascertained by specialists 
in this matter-of whom, moreover, there 
were very few-and whose competence was 
universally recognised. 

1 
Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) repeated that 

opium imported into Switzerland was ana
lysed by an English firm-namely; the firm 
of Harrison & Self, to which reference had 
just been made and which made a speciality 
of these matters. Nevertheless, even if 
the Swiss Government had authorised its 

. importers of opium to send their opium to be . 
analysed by that firm, being of the opinion 
~hat it afforded all the necessary guarantees, 
xt would not be able to grant the firm in 
question a sort of official recognition, as . 
was required by Sir Malcolm's proposal. 

The President pointed out that the 
Governments had already undertaken, under 
another article of the Convention, to take all 
the necessary legislative and administrative 
measures for the purpose of carrying out 
their obligations under the Convention. 
Article I7 referred to the necessity of ana
lysing drugs in accordance with the method 
prescribed by the Government. It would 
be hard to find a method applicable in all 
countries. 

M. Casares (Spain) acknowledged· that 
the word " method " might raise difficulties. 
In Article I7 it had the meaning of "chemical" 
method, and not " administrative " method. 
No standard international method for ascer
taining opium content had as yet been agreed 
upon, and each country was free to choose 
its own. He therefore proposed the follow
ing wording : " as determined by an analysis 
approved by the Government ". 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) could not 
accept this wording, since a Government 
could not approve the chemical details of an 
analysis. · 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) asked · that 
the present text should stand . 

. M. Casares (Spain) pointed out that, if 
the text were to stand, not the Government, 
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but the manufacturer was responsible for 
the analysis. He could not, therefore, accept 
the text. 

The President proposed the wording, 
" as determined by an analysis carried out 
under conditions prescribed by the Govern
ment''. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) insisted once 
more that the original text should be main
tained, and asked that it should be put to 
the vote. A Government could not be asked 
to sanction a method of analysis. All that 
it could be asked to do was to take as the 
basis of its control the results of an analysis 

, made by a firm to which the importers had 
been authorised to apply. 

The President then proposed an addition 
to the existing. text of the following words : 
" and under conditions considered satis
factory by the Government ". 

M. Casares (Spain) accepted this proposal. 

This formula was unanimously adopted. 

The President recalled that the British 
delegation had proposed to add at the end 
of Article I7 the following text : . 

" Each High Contracting Party shall 
require each wholesaler within his terri
tories to make at the close of each year a 
report stating in respect of each of the drugs 
the amount of that drug contained in 
preparations exported or imported during 
the year for the export or import of which 
authorisations are not required." 

· :Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
explained that this amendment was required 
in view of the provisions of earlier articles. 

The British amendment was adopted. 

Article I7, as amended, was adopted. 

Article IS. 

The President recalled that this article 
had· been adopted on the previous day. 

• 
Article Ig. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
asked whether Article I9 imposed any 
ob~igatio_n upon Governments to enact legis
lation W1th regard to the labelling of drugs. 
If it merely obliged Governments to enforce 
their' own national laws, he saw no reason 
for it. · 

The President replied that the obligation 
was absolutely imperative. Different nomen-' 
clature might be adopted in the different 
countries, but the name and percentage 
must be indicated. Article I6 provided that 
the contracting parties " shall take all neces-

. sary legislative or other measures in order to 
give effect within their territories to the 
provisions of this Convention ". Thus, 

countries with no legislation requiring that 
the name should appear on the labels would 
have to enact such legislation. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said that the words " as provided for in the 
national legislation " had been inserted at the 
end of the article to meet his objection that 
it would be difficult to place excessively long 
names on the labels of small bottles. The 
stipulation at the end of the article permitted 
the use of the name recognised in the national 
legislation. 

The President proposed the following 
text: 

" . . . · shall show the percentage 
of the drugs. These labels shall also 
indicate the name of the drugs as provided 
for in the national legislation." 
Article Ig, thus amended, was adopted. 

Article 20. 
Paragraph I. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) proposed the addition 
of the words " either at that time or sub
sequently " between the words " in which he 
proposes" and "to authorise", and the 
addition at the end of the same paragraph 
of the words " as well as the names and 
addresses of persons or. firms authorised ". 

Both amendments· were adopted . 
' ' I 

M. Contoumas (Greece) asked for the 
deletion of the words . " to that effect " 
following the words " the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations", as they served 
no purpose. 

This proposal was adopted. . . • 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) had a legal 
observation to make with reference to 
Article 20, but which also applied to several 
articles in the Convention, To state that 
the Convention would only come into force 
as regards a certain number of articles was 
legally a heresy, since the Convention formed 
a whole. On the contrary, it was provided 
that some of the clauses would only apply after 
a certain moment had been reached. He 
therefore proposed that, wherever Articles 2 
to 5 were concerned, the words " at the time 
When these articles come into force ~· should 
be inserted. 

Further, both paragraphs of Article 20 
referred to a notification to be made to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, 
but nothing was said as to the action he 
should take regarding it. The Swiss dele
gation presumed that the Secretary-General 
would communicate the notification to the 
contracting States. 

· M. Baran don (Legal Adviser) had felt 
the same difficulty when reading the Con
vention for the first time. The separate 
entry into force of Articles :z to 5 implied the 
automatic and necessary application of other 
articles of the Convention-for instance, the 
article on arbitration. Satisfactory wording 
for Article 30 was rather hard to find. . He 
proposed that this question should be post
poned until Article 30 was discussed . 

The President pointed out that, if the 
consideration · of various articles were 
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postponed, the Conference could .not. finish 
the examination of the Convention m the 
time at its disposal. Was the present ques
tion of such importance that 1t was "":orth 
jeopardising the signing ?f the. Convention ? 
As no objections on. th1.s P?mt had b.een 
raised at the first reading, 1t m1ght be poss1ble 
to maintain the· text as it stood. 

M. Barandon (Legal Adviser), after con
sultation with M. Dinichert, undertook to 
propose very shortly a satisfactory draft for 
Article 30. 

M. Dlnichert (Switzerland) proposed mean
while that the words· " at the time when 
Articles :z to 5 of this Convention would 
become applicable " should be inserted after 
the words " is being manufactured or con
verted" at the beginning of paragraph I. 

Article 20, paragraph I, as amended, was 
adopted. 

Paragraph 2. 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) pointed out 
that manufacture might sometimes cease 
without the desire of the contracting party, 
and proposed that the second paragraph 
should read : · 

" In the event. of the manufacture or 
conversion of any of ' the drugs ' ceasing 
in the territory of any High Contracting 
Party, he shall notify the Secretary-General 
to that effect, indicating the place and date 
on which such manufacture or conversion 
has ceased or will cease, specifying the 

. drugs affected." 
• • 

· M. Cavazzoni (Italy) proposed the addition 
to the Irish amendment of the words " as well 
as the names and addresses of persons or firms 
whose licences have been withdrawn", in 
order to correspond with the drafting of 
paragraph I. 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) accepted this 
modification. · . 

The above amendments were adopted. 
Article 20, paragraph 2, as amended, was 

adopted. 

Dr. Carri~re (Switzerland) pointed out 
that the Swiss delegation had proposed to 
add to Article 20 a third paragraph reading : 

" The information furnished under para
graphs I and 2 shall be c6mmunicated to 
all the Contracting Parties." 

Such particulars would be useless if they 
went no further than the Secretary-General. 

The Swiss proposal was adopted. 

Article 2I. 

Article 2I was adopted with one slight 
drafting amendment. 

Article 22. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) proposed 
that the second paragraph of this article 
should be deleted, as, in a country where 
t~ere was only one manufacturer, his opera
tions would be known to everybody. 

M. Sawada (Japan) said the Japanese 
delegation could not accept the Netherlands 
amendment. 

The Netherlands amendment was rejected 
by a large majority. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) made a 
reservation regarding this paragraph. 

Article 22 was adopted. 

New Article to be inserted between Articles 22 
and 23 proposed by the Soviet Delegation. 

The President recalled that the Soviet 
delegation had proposed the following new 
article : 

" I. A Permanent Internation3.I Nar- . 
cotics Board shall be set up and organised 
as follows : 

"(a) The Board shall consist of the 
representatives of States parties to the 
Convention, each State appointing one 
representative ; 

"(b) The Board shall meet in plenary 
session at least once a year ; 

" (c) It shall appoint its Secretary
General, who shall be placed at the head 
of the International Narcotics Office, 
.the permanent organ of the Board ; 

"(d) If necessary, the Board shall 
appoint one or more assistants to the 
Secretary-General ; 

" (e) The staff of the Inter~ational 
Office shall be appointed by the Secre-
tary-General ; · 

"(/) No person connected in any way 
with private undertakings dealing in 
habit-forming narcotic' drugs in the raw 
state or manufactured, or manufacturing 
narcotic drugs, may belong to the Inter-
national Office. · 
" 2. The seat of the International Office 

shall be at Vienna. 
" 3· The expenses of the Board and of · 

the International Office shall be borne in 
equal shares by the States parties to the 
Convention (or according to such other 
principle as may be determined)." 

M. Weinberg (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) had already called attention to 
the importance which the Soviet delegation 
attached to the Central Authority, upon 
which the everyday application of the Con
vention would depend. Hence, the Soviet 
delegation proposed the insertion of a new 
article, the essential points of which were : 

(I) Wider powers for the Central 
Authority; 

(2) The Central Authority's independ
ence of other international organisations 
to which certain States which might ~atify 
the Convention did not belong; '' 

(3) Greater independence of the Central 
Authority's officials from private under
takings engaged in the manufacture of or 
trade in narcotic drugs. 

It was superfluous to emphasise the reasons • • 
for the. extraordinary importance of the first 
and th1rd of the above points. As regarded .. 

: 
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the second, the Soviet proposal was called 
for by well-known formal considerations 
which the delegation thought essential .. 

His delegation also considered that: the 
Opium Advisory Committee and the League 
In general had taken no steps effectively to 
bring about the limitation of the production . 
and manufacture of narcotic drugs or ·the 
suppression of the illicit traffic. The work 
carried out by these organs and the resolu~ 
tions adopted-which were vague and into 

;' which could be read any meaning desired by 
the persons concerned-had led to no reduc
tion in the illicit traffic, which, as the Advi
sory Committee had itself acknowledged, was 
considerable and constituted an increasing 
danger to humanity. 

The Portuguese delegate had said that, 
not the League.of Nations, but the Govern
ments who had failed to carry out the reso-
1 utions adopted. by the League, were respon- · 
sible for such a situation. · In M. Weinberg's 

. view, the Portuguese delegate was right, 
so far as the attitude of certain Governments 

. was concerned ; but it must be recognised, 
in aU fairness, that the major part of the 
resolutions adopted by the organs of the 
League regarding narcotic drugs were so 
vague and indefinite-filled with formulre 
such as " in certain cases ", " it seems ", etc.
that it was easy for the Governments to 
refrain from carrying them out without, 
however, violating them legally. 

The Soviet delegation also considered that 
'.the activity of the Permanent Central Board 
had not, up to the present, led to any appre
ciable results fn the way of preventing the 
passage of narcotic drugs into the illicit traffic, 

· and this through no mere chance. Never
theless, the Soviet delegation would empha
sise that its proposal was not intended to 

. prevent the Permanent Central Board from 
t becoming ·-the proposed Central Authority. 
· Indeed, the Soviet delegation would be glad 
if the Central Board as at present constituted 
became the basis up~n which the Inter
national Narcotics Committee were created. 
In the view of his delegation, if the Central 
Board, however, retained its present form, 
it was impossible to grant it the powers 
accorded to the Central Authority under the 
Convention, even if it were remembered that 
these powers were limited. The Soviet dele
gation considered that the Central Authority 
must be given greater powers and wider 
scope, but that its structure and organisation 
must first be modified. 

The Soviet delegation considered that this 
· Central Authority must necessarily be a 
_larger body, comprising representatives of all 
t~e. States parties to the Convention, and 
completely <independent from other inter
national organs. 

• 
. tin conclusion, he was under no delusion 
as to the Conference's attitude towards his 
pro~sal, but considered it his duty to raise 
~ . f . 
··. I . . 

• 

the question in plenary session in view of 
the Soviet delegation's conviction that its 
proposal, if accepted, would constitute a 
progress in the struggle against the illicit 
traffic and against drug addiction. 

The President pointed out that this 
point had already been debated at some 
length, and that it was useless to reconsider 
the subject unless any member particularly 
wished to do so. 

The Soviet proposal was put to the vote and 
rejected. 

Article 23. 
The President stated that the British 

delegation had presented the following amend-
ment: · 

"At the end' of paragraph I, for the ~ 
. words • of the working of the system of · 

., control ' .substitute the words • of the 
sources from which drugs are obtained for 
the illicit traffic or the methods employed 
by illicit traffickers '." 

· Article 23, as amended by the British dele-
gation, was adopted. • 

Article 24. 
.. M.. de. Castro (Uruguay) thought that 
reference should also be made to the Hague 
Convention of I9I2, · 

M. Contoumas (Greece) thought that legal 
advice-should be asked before inserting any 
reference to the Hague Convention. 

M. Barandon (Legal Adviser) saw no legal 
objection toM. de Castro's proposal. •t• 

The President therefore proposed that 
the article should read as follows : 

" The present Convention shall supple
ment the Hague Convention of 1912 and 
the Geneva Convention of 1925 in the rela- · 
tions between the High Contracting Parties 
bound by at least one of these latter 
Conventions." 

I . 

This wording for Article 24 was ·.adopted. 

Articles 25, 26, 27, 28 and 29. 

These articles were adopted without obser
vations. 

Article 30. 
• 

The President proposed two drafting 
amendments, which were adopted. 

M. de Castro (Uruguay) asked for the 
deletion in paragraph I of the words " or 
accessions ", in order that ratifications only 
should be taken into consideration. He 
based this proposal on the precedent estab
lished by the Hague Assembly of 1927. 

, The word " accession " could denote two 
stages in legal procedu~e : (1) ~ccession Pl;ll:e 
and simple ; (2) accessiOn subJect to ra_tlfl
cation. Thus the use of the word m1ght 
lead to some confusion. " Ratification ", 
on the other hand denoted an obligation 
finally contracted. 'In other words, a stip~la
tion should be made that the new Convent10.n 

• • 
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s~oul~ not enter into force until twenty
five signatory States had ratified it-that 
was to say, hadJiven their final consent 
to this contractu undertaking. 

The Sub-Committee of the First Committee 
of th_e 1927 Assembly, which studied the 
question,. had submitted a very interesting 
report, signed by M. Motta. The various 
legal stages were studied in the report, and 
State~ were recommended to say, when 
acceding to a Convention, whether their 
accession was final or subject to ratification. 
The Argentine Republic had quite lately 
acceded to the Geneva Convention of 1925, 
and M. Perez had had to point out that this 
was an ,accession subject to ratification; 
an accessiOn of this type could not contribute 
towards bringing the new Convention into 
force. If the word "ratification " only 

, were used in the present Convention, there 
would be no possibility of misunderstanding. 
It would be quite clear that ratification by 
twenty-five States would bring the Conven
tion into force. His proposal, therefore, 
though on the surface a mere drafting amend
ment, was likely to obviate misunderstanding. 

What was the v~ue of accession as under
stood by the resolution adopted by the 1927 
Assembly ? It constituted a pledge on the 
part of the acceding State ; but, if reserva
tion with regard to ratification were made, 
it was understood that the State was not 
finally bound. M. de Castro therefore con• 
sidered that, for. the purpose of bringing 
the new ConventiOn into force, only ratifi
cations or definitive accessions-that was to 
say, accessions without reservation and there
fore equal to ratifications-should count. 
The:;:. word "ratification" implied a final 
undertaking. For this reason it was ade
quate for Article 30. If the word "accession" 
were to be added, the adjective "final" 
must precede it. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) pointed out that 
the formula used in the article was the classic 
formula found in almost all the multilateral 
Conventions concluded under the auspices 
o~ the teague. It had worked well in prac
tice and should be maintained. 

The President, in order to avoid altering 
t~~ t~x~. su~gested the addition of the adjec
tive fmal before the word " accessions ". 

• 
M. de Castro (Uruguay) agreed. 

l:f· <?aJardo (Chile). supported M. de Cas
tro s view and also accepted the President's 
proposal. 

The President stated that a member of 
th~ Legal Section of the Secretariat had · 
~mtt;,d ?ut that the words " final acces
~Ions ~I~ht t~nd to weaken the correspond
me prOVISIOns m other Conventions in which 
the :~ord. " accessions " was used without 
qualification. The Legal Section considered 
the President should make a clear and solemn 
statement on this subject to be recorded in 

., 

the Minutes. A suitable moment for this 
might be at the time of voting on the whole 
draft Convention. 

· M. de Ca1>tro (Uruguay) said.. that this 
would not satisfy him. Supposing, for· 
example, that twenty States had ratified the 
Convention and that the others had acceded 
to it only, the question would not be settled 
from the national point ·of view, as each 
country could put its own interpretation 
upon the word " accession ". Thus, the 
League of Nations might declare the Con
vention in force while several acceding States 
considered it not yet in force, " accession '\ 
in their view, not signifying ratification. 
In the interest of clearness, he must insrst 
that the formula proposed by the President 
be adopted. 

The President wondered whether there 
was any serious objection to the formula 
in question. 

Mr. McKinnon Wood (Legal Adviser) did · 
not recommend the insertion of M. de Castro's· 
proposal. The Secretariat understood that 
the decision taken by the 1927 Assembly 
with regard to accessions would facilitate the 
acceptance of Conventions. If the text were 
made too definite, it might raise an argument 
concerning the meaning of accessions. When 
the Secretariat had doubts with regard to 
accessions or ratifications, they were not 
finally accepted until enquiries had been 
made as to the intention of the Governments. 
A perusal of the report to the Assembly. 
would show how accessions operated to bring ' 
a Convention into force. For various rea
sons, chiefly political, it might be convenien~ . 
to accede, subject to ratification ; that was ~ 
the equivalent of signature and was not taken 
into account. 

. 
M. de Castro (Uruguay) pres§ed for the f.· 

adoption of his proposal, and. pointed out ' 
that the danger of leaving the question open 
to doubt was refex'red to in M. Motta's 
report. He acknowledged that the question 
was simple from the Secretariat point of 
view, but the various chanceries concerned 
must be taken into consideration. If the 
qualifying adjective which he had proposed 
were omitted, discussions might take place 
which it would be much better to avoid. 
He read the following passage from M. Motta's 
report : 

" The Sub-Committee would therefore 
advise the First Committee to take the line 
that the obligation should be presumed to 
be final when a State does not, when notify
ing accession, expressly mention Jhat it is 
subject to ratification. 'i, . 

"The Sub-Committee also.studi~d '\he 
effect which the new practice might have 
on the League's publications, and it came 
to the conclusion that it would be advisable 
to introduce in the accessions column of .the 
li~t. :published' by the Secretariat a sub~ 
diVISIOJI clearly showing which ac;ces$ions ' . ,.. .. . ... 
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are final and which are still subject to 
ratification." " 
The 1927 Assembly, therefore, had decided 

that the Secretariat should publish a list 
with three columns, one for ratifications, 
one for-accessions pure and simple, and one 

• for accessions subject to ratification. This 
acknowledged the possibility of confusion, 
not for the League but for Governments
confusion which could be avoided by the 
mere insertion of the word " final ". 

The President asked M. de Castro if he 
would accept the following text : 

" . . . the Secretary-General of the 
' League of Nations has received the ratifi-

• cations or accessions without reserva-
tion . " 

M. de Castro (Uruguay) accepted this 
proposal. 

. M. Dinichert (Switzerland) pointed out 
that in no Convention were accessions de
scribed by any other term than the word 

.· "accession". He saw no reason to make a 
. change, and supported the arguments of the 
·.Conference's legal advisers. He therefore 

asked that the word " accessions " should 
be retained purely and simply. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) was ready to vote 
for the text as it stood, given that the state
ments made during the discussion would be 
recorded in the Minutes, and that the Presi
dent would make a statement at the end of the 
discussion. 

~~ The President stated that the Confer
ence was agreed upon this procedure. 

. . 
~ M. de Castro (Uruguay) considered that, 

as two delegations had ceased to participate 
in the Conference, it would be better to reduce 

. the number of accessions from States specially 
•.·. • referred to by name from five to four. This 
,.. would facilitate the entry into force of the 

Conventioq, 

The President, without entering into 
the substance of the question, wished to 
correct M. de Castro's statement that two 
delegations had ceased to participate in the 
Conference's work. The representatives of 
one of the delegations referred to had, in fact, 
stated at th~, present meeting that he must 
return to h1s country on urgent business, 
but he had stated that his co-operation 
could be taken for granted. There was no 
reason to believe that the other delegation 
concerned was not in the same position. 
The Conference was thus morally complete. 

A vote being taken by a show of hands, the 
: amen~m:nt for t~e reduction of the figure in 
'.9~estson from fwe to four was adopted by 
, et,ht~n votes to seven. 

... .. 
M. Sawada (Japan) suggested that" three 

~al~ndar months '" should be replaced by 
1 

pmety days ". 
• This proposal and Articlf 30, as amended, 
were adopted. · .. ,. 
- .,· ~ •• J 

Article 31. 
~ 

Article 31 was adopted in the following form~-

" Ratifications or accessions received 
after the date of the coming into force of 
this Convention shall take effect as from 
the expiration of the period of ninety days 
from the date of their receipt by the 
Secretary-General oft he League of Nations." 

Artic..le 32. 

Dr. Paranjpye (India), referring to the 
decision to substitute " four States " for 
" five States ", thought it would be necessary 
to consider the position in the event of the 
number of special States falling llelow four. 
In his view, such an eventuality would 
render the Convention useless. ' 

The President replied that this questio! 
had been discussed at length during the first 
reading. It had been pointed out that it 
was impossible to foresee which would be 
the manufacturing States when the denun
ciations came to be made. Moreover, if 
the twenty-five States which remained bound 
by the Convention were unimportant from 
the manufacturing point of view, it would 
always be open to them to meet and decide 
among themselves to annul the treaty which 
bound them. 

Article 32 was adopted. 

Article 33· 

The President said that the Legal Com
mittee proposed that the opening words of 
this article should read as follows : of. 

" A request for the revision of the present 
Convention may at any time be made by 
any Member of the League of Nations or 
any non-member State bound by this 
Convention, by means of a notice addressed 
to the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations. Such notice shall be communi
cated by the Secretary-General to the other 
Members of the League of Nations or non
member States bound by this. Conven-
tion . " ~ 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) saw no 
necessity for the change. 

Mr. McKinnon Wood (Legal Adviser) h.oped 
the Conference would accept the amendment 
in order to bring the article. into· line with 
the practice adopted in regard to the provi
sions of other Conventions. If the original 
text were maintained, a number of other 
articles would have to be amended, and 
considerable doubt would arise as to the 
legal effect of the Convention. Any Member 
of the League bound by the Conve!l~ion 
must have the right to ask for a reVISIOn. 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico) had no 
objection to the adoption of this formula. 
As representative of a State non-member 
of the League, however, he co~sidered that 
the use of the expression " the H1gh Contract
ing Parties " would be preferable. Member
ship or non-membership of the League had 
nothing to do with narcotic drugs . 
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The President explained that the pro
posed formula was not intended to draw a 
distinction between the Members and non
members of the League. Its sole purpose 
was to avoid any question as to whether 
certain Members of the League could be 
called States. 

Article 33, as amended, was adopted. 

Article 34· 

Article 34 was adopted without observations. 

' 

1 
.;.Article 9 (continuation). 

The President said that the Legal Adviser, 
in order to make the scheme consistent, 
proposed a slight amendment to !~tide g, 
which should read : 

· " . . . if at the moment when all 
the provisions of the Conyention shall 
have come into force . . . " 

This text was adopted. 

THIRTY-FIFTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Sunday, July 12th, 1931, at 4 p.m. 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 

82.-DECLARATION BY THE DELE· 
CATION OF THE UNION OF 
SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS. 

M. Weinberg (Union of. Soviet Soc~alist 
Republics) made the followmg declaration : 

The Soviet Government had decided to 
participate in the Conference on th«: Limita
tion of the Manufacture of Narcotic Drugs 
in the hope that, after the failure of. the 
previllus conferences, the Governments of all 
countries would do everything in thei~; power 
to make the present one a real success from 
the point of view of the campaign against 
the illicit traffic iii dangerous drugs and drug 
addiction. 

The Soviet Union Government had consi
dered that the primary object of the Confer
ence, to which the particular interests of the 
different countries-or, to be more exact, 
the interests of their respective industries
must be ~ubordinated, should be to combat 
the illicit traffic in drugs and drug addictioJ:!., 
chiefly by limiting and reducing the quantities 
of dangerous substances, or substances cap
able of being converted into dangerous 
substances, produced or manufactured in 
any' country whatever. Although the work 
of previous Conferences was hardly calculated 
to encourage these hopes, the Soviet Govern
ment believed that the tremendous and 
undeniable increase in the activities of the 
illicit traffickers and the appalling growth 
of drug addiction could not but convince 
all Governments cf the need for drastic 
concerted measures to check the criminal 
operations of traffickers, who were filling 
their pockets at the cost of the ruin of 
millions of human beings. 

The Soviet Government's desire to see the 
Governments of other countries take a real 
step forward had been intensified by the 
disappointment felt both by the Government 
and by public opinion in Russia at the results 
of the London Conference. That Conference 
had devoted nearly all its time to discussing, 
not the limitation of the manufacture of 

•• 
dangerous drugs-still less to ~he q ue.st~o.n. 
of more direct means of combatmg the ill1c1; 
traffic-but the division of the world market 
among certain .manufac.turing cou1_1t;ies, 
whose humanitanan motives, as off1c1ally 
put forward, carried little conviction with 
the Soviet Government. 

The Soviet Union delegation had come to 
Geneva .with the experience of its country 
behind it, a country which. could boast of 
being, unfortunately, the only one _wh~re ~he 
production, manufacture and dtstnbutton 
of dangerous drugs were at . every stage. '. 
strictly controlled by the State 11_1 ~u.ch a wa._y 
as practically to exclude all ill1c1t trafftc 
and drug addiction. The population of the. . 
Soviet Union, which was something like ·• 
x6o millions, contained only about xo,ooo 
drug addicts. . 

The Soviet delegation, which was desirous 
of collaborating with the Conference on the ~ 
broadest possible scale, had explained the 
fundamental bases of Soviet legislation on 
drugs, and set forth the basic principles of a 
Convention which, in its opinion, would be 
calculated to ensure a real reduction in illicit 
traffic and consumption. It had submitted 
to the Conference a collection of decrees, 
regulations and other legislative and admi
nistrative texts (document Conf.L.F.S.55) 
relating to the organisation and ~on~rol ~f the 
production, manufacture and dtstnbutlon of 
narcotic drugs; its object in do!ng so was to 
enable every delegate to apprec1ate the great 
value to all the principles underlying Soviet 
legislation, which would, if accepted by the 
other countries, inaugurate a new era in 
the struggle of mankind against the illicit 
traffic and drug addiction. .· 

In the light of that legislation, which ha4 • · 
yielded extremely favourable results in the 
Soviet Union, the Soviet delegation liad 
proposed that the work of the Conference 
should be based on the following principles : 

x. Limitation of. the production of -all 
raw materialsl.and, in particular, opium: 
the coca leaf and Indian hemp. 

. ·" • ... ' 
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(The Soviet delegation considered that 
no limitation .of the manufacture of nar
cotic drugs was possible unless the produc
tion of all raw materials was also restricted.) 

2. Limitation of the manufacture of all 
" narcotics extracted from opium, the coca 

leaf and Indian hemp: and of substances 
capable of being converted into narcotics. 

J. Introduction of a State monopoly 
for the production, manufacture and distri
bution of narcotic drugs, whether in the 
form of raw materials or in a manufactured 
state, 

4· Extension of the measures of limit
ation and of the State monopoly to all 
narcotic drugs without exception. · 

Those were the essential points of the 
constructive programme submitted to the 
Conference by the Soviet Union delegation. 

The Conference had had before it a draft 
Convention prepared by the League Advisory 
.Committee. As that draft had not been 

;·ad9pted by the Conference, M. Weinberg 
·~ould merely deal briefly with its main 

· clauses., 

Although the Hague and 'Geneva Conven
tions were not adequate effectively to stem 
the illicit traffic in narcotic drugs and to 
prevent the spread of the drug habit, the 
draft Convention prepared by the Advisory 
Committee further restricted in number the 
kinds of narcotic drugs falling under the 
Convention. The Advisory Committee's 
draft was not an advance but rather a step 
backward as compared with the previous 
Conventions mentioned, which, as everyone 
knew, were far from securing even the mini

. mum measures necessary to combat the illicit 
traffic. Further, the draft was based on the 
principle of quotas-that was to say, the 
principle of the division of the world market 
among the principal manufacturing countries. 

·The Conference had rejected the draft 
Convention by a majority vote arid had 
adopted the Franco-Japanese proposal as the 
basis of its work. The reasons why the 
Conference preferred the Franco-Japanese 
proposal to the Advisory Committee's draft 
were' bound up with the ·principles of the 
Convention, which had been modelled on 
that proposal. 

Before defining the Soviet delegation's 
attitude to the Convention,. M. Weinberg 
would define the attitude adopted by the 
Conference to the principles proposed by that 
delegation. 

· The first of those principles, the limitation 
of the production of raw materials, had been 
rejected by the Conference. He had not 
heard one single delegate say that the proposal 
in question would not be useful in the struggle 
against the illicit traffic and drug addiction. 
The speakers had a,ll put forward arguments 
based purely on matters of form ; he need 
ol'lly mention one, the contention that the 
full powers accorded to the delegations did 
not otover the problem of raw materials . 

• 

He would like to say one thing : he considered 
that, when the interests of all mankind were 
at stake, delegates should not hesitate to 
communicate by telegraph or in" some other 
way with the various Governments and ask 
for additional powers. There was another 
thing he desired to say. Certain delegations, 
which had stated that they had no power 
to deal with the limitation of the production 
of raw materials, had taken a different 
line when it was a question of securing 
markets and fair prices for their raw materials. 

Similarly, the second and fourth principles 
enumerated by the Soviet delegation-that 
was to say, the limitation of the manufacture 
of all narcotic drugs without exception
had not been accepted by the Conference. 
He would not for the moment go into the 
question of the interpretation placed upon 
the term " limitation " in the Convention, 
but would merely say that the Conference 
had neither adopted any real measure of 
limitation nor consented to the extension 
of limitation to all narcotic drugs. 

Nor had the Conference embodied the third 
principle, the introduction of a State mono
poly, in the text of the Convention. lt 
had considered the possibility of a vague 
recommendation which was to be incorpor
ated in the Final Act and which stood as 
little chance of being acted upon as most 
recommendations. 

All this went to show that the results 
were very far from satisfactory. 

N evertheiess, although the Soviet dele
gation was convinced that the principles 
adopted by it were those most likely to secure 
victory in the campaign against illicit traffic 
and consumption, it was willing to colla
borate in seeking othet methods, if any such 
existed-methods that were, perhaps, less 
drastic but that were calculated to facilitate 
the campaign. 

The Soviet delegation had proposed a 
series of amendments and made several 
attempts to improve certain clauses in the 
drafts before the Conference, and, in parti
cular, the scheme on which the Convention 
was based, but without success in almost 
every case. 

M. Weinberg was sorry to have to say that 
the principles underlymg the Convention 
did not fulfil the promise of its title : " Con
vention for limiting the Manufacture and 
regulating the Distribution .of Narcotic 
Drugs ". The Convention, in fact, contained 
no effective measure of limitation, as it fixed 
no maximum for the manufacture of drugs. 
· During the second reading, certain dele

gates had proposed, by way of a paper 
concession to public opinion, to insert a 
clause in the Preamble to the effect that the 
contracting parties were concluding the Con
vention in order to render effective the direct 
and quantitative limitation of the manufac
ture of narcotic drugs. The other delegates 
had opposed that on the ground that the 
system of limitation adopted by the Confer
ence could not be regarded as a system 
of direct and quantitative limitation. The 
Soviet delegation was of opinion that the 
formulz proposed, like the formula adopted, 
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were essentially the same as tho~e conta!ned 
in the Preamble, as the Convention provide~ 
neither for direct limitation~ n_or ~or q,uanh
tative limitation, nor for hmitabon m the 
strict sense of the term. 

Instead of limitation, · the Convention 
contained nothing but a few measures of 
control; it was hardly necessary to _say 
that measures of control could not possibly 
prevent illicit traffic. 

It was just because the Convention for t~e 
limitation of the Manufacture of Narcobc 
Drugs restricted nothin~ that the Franco
Japanese thesis had tnumphed, as It left 
entirely unaffected the economic interests of 
the respective industries in the other coun
tries. It was a matter of common knowledge 
that the stocks existing in the various coun
tries were sufficient to cover the scientific 
and medical requirements of the world for 
some ten years, and, in spite of that, the 
Convention prescribed in Article 9 only the 
weakest and most ineffectual measures for 
dealing with those stocks. 

He must emphasise one very important 
fact. Although the Convention provided 
for nothing but a few measures. of control, 
Article 26 authorised the contracting parties 
to declare . that they did not assume any 
obligation in respect of all or any of their 
colonies. Experience of previous Conven
tions had shown that most Governments 
would, if they had a free hand, always take 
full advantage of that power. Consequently, 
the Conference had in effect denied to a very 
large proportion of mankind the right to even 
the bare minimum of protection against the 
extension of drug addiction, illusory and 
ineffective though such protection might be. 
Furthermore, it must not be forgotten that 
the illicit traffickers might take advantage 
of that article to set up factories in those 
territories, whose production. would enter 
the illicit traffic. 

Although the reception of nearly all the 
amendments proposed by the Soviet dele
gation had been distinctly discouraging, it 
had still been most anxious to collaborate 
in the hope of producing something which 
could be called a step in the right direction. 
In order to give effect to the minimum of 
concrete provisions contained in the Con
vention, it was very important that the 
central body to be set up under it should have 
full authority, and the Soviet delegation had 
consequently proposed an " International 
Committee for Narcotic Drugs", whose com
position and whose complete independence 
of the League had been intended as a gua
rantee that it would possess the necessary 
authority and qualifications. 

The Soviet delegation considered that the 
~ague had shown itself incapable of carry
mg on the struggle against the illicit traffic 
in and illicit consumption of narcotic drugs. 
The vague and indefinite resolutions were not 
followed by positive action, while, at the 
same time, the illicit traffic was increasing 
appallingly. The. last draft Convention pre
pared by the Advisory Committee was likely 
to compromise the Committee's whole work. 
The Soviet delegation had therefore considered 
it indispensable that the central authority 

should be entirely independent of the League. 
That proposal had not been accepted by the 
Conference. 

H~ could not refrain from mentioning 
another exceptionally important fact. Al
though fifty countries were represented at .. 
the Conference, the work had always been 
in the hands of a small group of represent
atives of the principal manufacturing coun
tries, who had done what they liked. Their 
efforts had obviously not been directed 
towards the conclusion of a Convention 
capable of stemming the illicit traffic and 
consumption, but towards safeguarding the 
economic interests of their respective indus
tries. 

It was really extraordinary how that group 
had imposed its wishes (which were clearly 
at variance with the humanitarian motives 
officially professed) by substituting for deci
sions reached by a considerable majority 
other decisions which were more in accord- ' 
ance with its interests. He would merely 

. recall the circumstances in which crude 
morphine, crude cocaine and the definitions 
of those two substances, which everyone 
knew were of the utmost importance in the 
illicit traffic, had been eliminated from the 
Convention. That sort ofthing had happened 
not once but many times. The Tribune 
de Geneve had been perfectly right when it 
said : " When wolves are entrusted with the 
regulation of the consumption of sheep, 
nothing will be achieved ". 

In reply to a request by the President that 
he should confine himself ·to the issue, 
M. Weinberg replied that he had done so, 
and that the remarks he had just made had 
a direct bearing upon the campaign against 
the illicit traffic and drug addiction by means 
of the limitation of the manufacture of 
narcotic drugs. ' 

In the circumstances, it was hardly neces-· 
sary to point out that the Soviet delegation, 
which maintained that the Conference's 
purpose could only be achieved by the 
adoption and application of the measures 
which it had proposed, would not be able to 
sign the document which had issued from the 
discussions. 

At the same time, he would say, on behalf 
of his Government, that, although the Soviet 
delegation would not sign the Convention, 
his Government would continue to prohibit 
trading in even a single gramme of any 
narcotic substance, in the form of either 
raw materials or manufactured products, 
unless it were rigorously subjected to the 
import and export certificate system. The 
general regulations governing trade and 
exports and the laws and administrative 
provisions in force in the Soviet Union 
went beyond any measures of restriction 
provided for in the Convention. 

The Soviet Government would retain com
plete control, at every stage, of the pro
duction, manufacture and distribution rof 
narcotic drugs and would continue its medical 
and social assistance to drug addicts. 
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83.-DECLARATION BY THE DELE
GATION OF COSTA RICA. 

M. Figueredo-Lora (Costa Rica) referred 
to the discrepancies mentioned in the docu
ment C.s87.M.228.19JO.XI, pages 70 and 85, 
between the German Government's figures 
and those returned by the Costa Rica Govern
ment for morphine imports from Germany 
to Costa Rica. During his last visit to Costa 
Rica, M. Figueredo-Lora had personally 
ascertained that the German figures were 
accurate and that a mistake had been com
mitted by one of the Costa Rica Government 
officials. He asked that his statement might 
appear in the Minutes. 

He assured the Conference that his coun
try would, in the future, as in the past, co
operate to the best of its ability in the 
international campaign against drug addic
tion. Personally, he would leave no stone 
unturned to secure as prompt ratification as 
possible of the Convention that had been 
drawn up. He would continue to lend his 
modest help in the good work. 

M. Kahler (Germany) thanked M. Figue
redo-Lora for his statement' concerning the 
discrepancies betweert the German and the 
Costa Rica figures. 

84.-. DECLARATION BY THE ITALIAN 
DELEGATION. . 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) asked permission to 
make a declaration which would in some 
degree represent a reply to· what had been 
said by the representative of the Soviet 
Union. The latter showed undoubtedly the 
same goodwill as any other delegate in the 
fight against the drug evil, but M. Cava2zoni 
represented a different detachment in the 
same army. He was one of those who had 
been carrying on the'fight for many years and 
who were entitled to be satisfied to-day with 
what had been achieved. · · 

The spirit of co-operation shown by many 
delegations and the technical abilities of 
many distinguished members of the Confer
ence, coupled with their earnest desire for 
its success, had enabled the Conference to 
perform its task. The Conference had trans
formed a scheme for limitation into a Con
vention, which all delegates were prepared 
to sign with a unanimity that betokened 
international solidarity. . 

In the development of the campaign 
against narcotic drugs, a stage had been 
accomplished, a point placed on the map, 
a difficult passage safely crossed. To give 
an exact idea of the road traversed, M. Cavaz
z<;mi would venture to call to memory past 
h1story and to draw certain conclusions 
which might have some value. 

~n. the first place, all the delegates could 
legthmately feel satisfied. No Conference 
had fought so hard a 'fight, both in the 
preparatory stages and' during the final 
penod, against adversaries who were watch
ing every opportunity to profit by the least 
weakness. No other Conference had had the 
• 

• 

courage to tear up the preliminary draft 
submitted to it and frame another based on 
different principles and a different method. 

The Conference had originally had before 
it a scheme for a quota system, which would 
unquestionably have represented a very 
considerable solution, and the acceptance of 
that scheme would admittedly have facili
tated its work. Apart, however, from the 
fact that no agreement had been reached 
between the manufacturers and that several 
of the delegations were divided by irre
concilable divergencies, its acceptance had 
been absolutely impossible on grounds of 
principle. It was inadmissible that an inter
national Convention should confer recognition 
on a de facto monopoly in favour of certain 
groups of manufacturers. For this reason, 
M. Cavazzoni, on behalf of the Italian 
Government, had proposed an amendment 
which respected the principle of the division 
of legal production among the manufacturers, 
but which, nevertheless, was 1110re elastic and 
safeguarded the principle of the freedom of 
legitimate manufacture. 

As an outcome of the discussions, the 
Italian delegation .had accepted the Franco
Japanese plan as a basis .. That plan was 
founded on a. system that was the merest 
sketch; it was neither a real system for 
limiting manufacture nor even a .strict and 
rigorous system of international · control. 
Having found, however, that the Conference 
could not be won over to its point of view, 
the Italian delegation had decided to con
sider the Franco-Japanese proposal; but, in 
doing so, it had always had in mind its 
conversion into a legal instrument of limit
ation and genuine control. 

There ;had been many important principles 
to be determined in order to achieve this 
result. They were the identical principles 
which 'M. Cavazzoni had urged on several 
occasions in the Advisory Committee and 
which he had reiterated in his speech at the 

· beginning of the Conference. On the accept
ance of those principles depended the possi
bility of drawing up a Convention which 
would conform with the objects for which 
the Conference had been convened, or the 
Conference's failure. . , · 

It followed that the discussions had, in 
M. Cavazzoni's view, been of fundamental 
importance. Had it been found impossible 
to embody in the draft certain essential 
principles on which the Italian delegation's 
policy at the League had always been based, 
a time would have arrived when the dis
cussions could no longer be prolonged and the 
Conference would have failed to arrive at 
any appreciable result. 

When it had started its discussion of the 
Franco-Japanese amendment, the Conference 
had entered upon the crucial, or what might 
almost be termed the dramatic, stage, in its 
proceedings. . . 

M. Cavazzoni noted with satisfaction that 
it had been possible to pass that stage and 
that results had been obtained the value of 
which could not be contested. The ideas by 
which the Italian delegation had been guided 
in defining . the conditions it considered 
necessary and adequate for an effective 
scheme had triumphed, because they were 
clear and logical. · · · · · · 
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The Conference had framed as extensive a 
list as possible of the drugs_whi~h carne !l~der 
the Convention. It had likewise prohibited 
in principle the manufacture of any new kind 
of poison. It had set up a special pro~edure 
for the issue of the necessary permits for 
placing on the market any new habit-forming 
product ; provision was made even for the 
limitation of synthetic s~bstances. From 
that angle, there. was apparently p._o lo_ophole 
in the Convention, and any scientific or 
technical expedient intended to utilise the 
Convention for the purposes of the illicit 
traffic was doomed to failure. 

That, however, was not all. Notwith
standing the divergencies which had arisen 
during the discussions, the delegations had 
agreed on another equally important point. 
The Conference had made provision for the 
limitation and control of products which, 
though not habit-forming, could be con
verted into narcotic drugs. It had done so, 
in particular, for codeine, the trade in which 
had always represented, as M. Cavazzoni had 
never ceased to remark for years, one of the 
most serious obstacles to the enforcement of 
a strict met'wd of lirnitotion, chiefly by reason 
of the enormous quantities which had been 
manufactured by the chemical industries 
each year and which had invaliably rna le it 
possible for huge quantities of morphine to 
escape all control. 

Despite certain grave difficulties . and 
objections, a method of limitation had been 
found which would reconcile medical needs 
and the demands of trade with the control 
that was essential if the illicit traffic and all 
abuse were to be suppressed. . 

In connection even with preparations 
containing codeine, a clause had been agreed 
placing under control products which there 
was ground for thinking might find their 
way into the illicit traffic. 
H~ '!~uld mention the exemplary provision 

prohib!tmg the export of heroin, save in 
exceptional cases in which direct action by 
the competent authority of the State con
cerned was required. That clause must 
in~vitably be welcomed by all who had in 
mmd the ravages caused by heroin in recent 
years, the havoc it had brought about in the 
":orld, and the. vast quantities produced and 
disposed of 10 the illicit traffic. That 
measure, although it did not universally forbid 
manufacture, as M. Cavazzoni had hoped 
was nevertheless one which would undoubted~ 
ly approximate nearer and nearer to total 
abolition of manufacture. 

M. Cavazzoni dealt next with the class 
of provisions relating to the control which 
to his mind, had always been the necessacy 
complement to limitation. The original 
Fr!lflco-Japanese amendment hjld, he would 
pomt out, been converted into a logical and 
complete system. It defined the Govern
ments' obligations as to limitation and at 
the same time provided for the necessary 
control to make these obligations effective. 
. ~i~ point had been entrusted to the 
~risdtchon of the Per:n?an~nt Central Opium 

ard, to whose qualifications M. Cavazzoni 
had repeatedly drawn attention on the 
ground of the admirable work the Board 

had already done and of the need for avoiding 
the setting up of a new body, as far as possible. 

The powers conferred on the Central Board 
in regard to control would enable the prin
ciples of limitation to be enforced in a prac
tical manner, but at the same time to be 
reconciled with the freedom of the legitimate 
trade. The annual programme which the 
Board was to frame for each country on 
the bases, first, of its legitimate needs, and,. 
second, of the quantities manufactured, 
imported or converted, would make it possible 
to ascertain as accurately as was possible 
whether a country had limited its manu
facture and imports to the legitimate figures, 
and whether the producing countries had 
kept to the limits of manufacture described 
in the Convention. Hence, manufacture 
could be effectively limited with the method 
adopted. 

The present Convention could be held to 
conform in its main lines to the mandate 
entrusted to the Conference by the resolution 
of the Assembly and the Council's decision. 
The Conference had wisely avoided the 
dangerous reef of an unduly strict ratification 
clause. To demand the ratification of the 
Convention by almost all countries ·would, 
in actual fact, have removed for ever any 
prospect of putting it into force. 
. To make it quite clear that the limitation 
of manufacture should be regarded as the 
logical and legal basis of each clause in the 
Convention, and that this object should 
invariably be present in the minds of those 
applying or interpreting the Convention 
in future, the ·Conference had indicated in 
the Final Act the present figure for the world 
needs of each drug. The purpose of this 
was to affirm that the States were bound 
and were determined, even before the Con
vention came formally and legally into force, 
not to exceed in their manufacture the 
legitimate limits as ascertained by the light 
of experience. 

In framing the text of the Convention, the 
Conference had merely been embodying 
the moral obligations of natural law in a 
series of definite clauses. 

Quite apart, however, from any Conven
tion, no State could now plead ignorance of 
its obligation. In the past, a country might 
believe with perfect good faith that its output, 
however large or small, did not find its way 
into the illicit traffic, the amount of the 
world's needs not then b~ing known. The 
total quantities required to meet, even on a 
very generous scale, the requirements of 
medicine and science had not been deter
mined. Each country had taken care of its 
own supplies, each had failed to perceive that 
it~ supplies went to swell the flood that 
poured over the earth, causing ruin and 
destruction. All countries knew the position 
now. All were aware of the limit beyond 

. which they would be guilty of crime. Apart 
from the ratification and putting into force 
of the Convention, they had a duty which 
they could all perform and which consequent
ly they were formally bound to perform
!la~~ly,. to prevent any drug, in however 
tnftmt~s~rnal quantities, exceeding the figure 
for l~gittrnate. n_e~ds and thereby finding its 
way mto the tlltctt traffic. 



Hence the work to J>e done was, first, 
from the political angle, to try and obtain 

• as promptly as might be the necessary 
ratifications for the coming into force of the 
Convention and its universal enforcement 
in the near future, and, second, from the 
moral standpoint, ·to see that the principles 
which formed the only basis of all legal 
obligations were observed. 

It was chiefly in this field that the anti
narcotic associations could play a useful part. 
They represented the combined efforts of 
men who were resolved to help on the good 
cause at all times, and had already done 
much to enlighten public opinion in all 
countries. The national anti-narcotic com
mittee in each country would form a doughty 
vanguard which would prevent any possi
bility of a surprise attack. · At an official 
conference of Governments like the present 
one, some word of welcome must be addressed 
to the volunteer workers, who deserved the 
warmest thanks for their assistance. 

M. Cavazzoni was certain that the asso
ciations would help in the difficult task of 
securing ratifications, and that the ambition 
of them all would be to urge their Govern
ments to put the Convention into force. 

M. Cavazzoni himself felt no fatigue. He 
would always be in the forefront, side by side 
with the willing workers who had resolutely 

. joined the company of those who were deter
mined to fight the drug evil to the end. 
While he appreciated what had been done, 
while he stressed the headway made in the 
new Convention, and while he asserted that 
-although perhaps imperfect-it would 
nevertheless be a valuable weapon, M. Cavaz
zoni was too great a realist to believe that 
the evil would vanish with the enforcement 
of the Convention. 

The spirit of evil was ever reappear~ng. 
When to all appearances it had been banished, 
it reared its head again and the battle had 
to be re-engaged. That was a law and a 
necessity from which there was no escape: 
M. Cavazzoni, however, did not regard that 
as a ground for feeling pessimistic as to the 
value of what had been done. On the con
trary, what was needed was an even stronger 
resolution to carry on the good cause in all 
ways and at all times. · 

Further efforts would be required ; new 
and more effective weapons would perhaps 
be forged by the spirit of international 
co-operation~ in which not only legislators 
and statesmen but doctors and scientists 
were associated. In its anxiety to lessen 
the damage done by habit-forming drugs, 
modern chemistry had devoted -most careful 

•attention to the problem of replacing these 
drugs with other substances which would 
have similar therapeutic effects but would 
be entirely harmless. 

Although practical results could hardly 
be expected within a short period of time, 
something should be done to alter the way 
in which drugs were made up at present, 
so as to rule out any possibility of addiction. 

Certain experiments had been made which 
really appeared to deserve encouragement. 
Research, however, must not be circumscribed 

by the four walls of the laboratory. Its 
results must be verified clinically on a wide 
scale. 't 

M. Cavazzoni suggested that the League 
might study the possibility of awarding 
prizes to workers who achieved something 
really useful on these lines. 

He would therefore propose the following 
recommendation : 

" The Conference recommends that the 
League of Nations be provided with the 
means to award prizes in compensation 
of results obtained by research work for 

f the purpose of discovering medicines which, 
although producing the same therapeutic 

. effects as the opiates, do not give rise to 
drug addiction." 

M. Cavazzoni hoped that, at the time when 
delegates were on the point of parting, after 
many weeks' labour in common, this recom
mendation would be adopted, for it would 
pave the way for the great victory to come. 
He trusted that all, when leaving Geneva, 
would not only feel satisfied with their 
contribution towards the Convention, but 
would also cherish the hope that they would 
meet again in a few years' time to approve 
the Convention of the future which would 
contain a single article putting a valiant 
finish to the fight. That Convention would 
abolish the entire manufacture of drugs in all 
countries ; science would have removed the 
need for drugs in medicine and would have 
substituted for them other substances which 
co'uld no longer be known as· " dangerous 
drugs". 

Civilisation had abolished slavery. It was 
about to pave the. way for disarmament. 
Surely it would make every effort to dry up 
the source of so much vice, madness and 
crime. Let everyone keep before him the 
spectacle of the sufferings endured by thou
sands of human beings. That would be a 
stimulus to carry on the good work. 

Bs.-DECLARATION BY THE FRENCH 
DELEGATION. 

M. Bourgois (France) apologised to the 
Conference for the part he had taken in the 
change of front which had altered the entire 
direction of its work. He congratulated 
the Conference on the tenacity and patienc~ 
with which it had engaged upon this new 
line of action. ' 

86.-EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION : SECOND READ· 
lNG (continuation). 

Article 13 (continuation). 

The President observed that, at the 
previous meeting, the United States dele
gation had submitted an amendment to 
Article 13, and that most delegates had con
sidered that certain clauses should be drafted 
more clearly, so as to make it plain that t_he 
Convention applied to preparations contai!l
ing " drugs "-in particular, " drugs " m 
Group I. · · 

After an exchange of views, in wh!ch 
various delegates took part, the follo~~~t11g 



le:d •liS •rioptetl for the first paragraph of 
Arlich I3: 

" Th; High Contracting Parties shall 
a I to all the drugs under Grou~ I JJ:s! provisions of the Geneva Convention 
which are applicable to the subst!l~ces 
mentioned in Article 4 thereof or p~ovtstons 
in conformity therewith. The Htgh Con
tracting Parties shall also apply th~se prod 
visions to preparations of morphtn~ an 
cocaine mentioned in the same Arttcle . 4 
and to all preparations o~ other ?rugs tn 
Group I, except preparations ~htch may 
be exempted from the operation o! the 
Geneva Convention by virtue of Arttcle 8 
of the said Convention." 

Article 5 (continuation). 

The President said that the amendment 
just adopted to Article 13 would _have .to be 
completed by a slight amendment tn Arttcle 5, 
paragraph 2. The rule concerning ~he calcul
ations to be made should mentton drugs 
" whether in the form of the alkaloids or salts 
or preparations of the alkaloids or salts ". 
If that were done, there would be no doubt 
that the Convention applied to these prepar
ations. 

The •mendment was adopted. 

87.-EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT 
PROTOCOL OF SIGNATURE. 

The President said that the Protocol of 
Signature (Annex35) should include the Chilian 
delegate's proposal t~ make provision _for_ the 
Convention not commg into force wtthin a 
given period of t~e. The Con~e:ence would 
likewise have to take a dectston on the 
Japanese delegation's reservation, which, if 
accepted, should also appear in the Protocol 
of Signature. 

M. Gajardo (Chile) proposed the following 
text : 

" If on . . . the said Convention 
is not in force in accordance with the 
provisions of Article 30, the Secretary
General of the League of Nations shall 
bring the situation to the attention of the 

\ Council of the League of Nations, which 
I may either convene a new Conference of 

all the Members of the League and non
member States on whose behalf the Con
vention has been signed or ratifications or 
accessions deposited, to consider the situ
ation, or to take such measures as it 
considers necessary. The Government of 
every signatory or acceding Member of the 
League of Nations or non-member State 
undertakes to be present.at any Conference 
so convened." 

M. Barandon (Legal Adviser) said that 
this proposal was quite compatible with the 
Assembly's resolution of September 24th, 
1930. 

It should appear in the Protocol of Sig
nature and not in the body of the Convention, 
because the Governments were entering into 
an obligation-namely, to send represen-

I 

tatives to any subseque~t Conferet_t~e con-
vened before the Convention was rattfted. · • 

The President proposed that the time
limit should be two years, so that the tex! 
\Vould read, " If on July 13th, 1933 

Tlse Clsilian proposal with the foregoing 
addition was adopted. It was agreed to 
embody it in the Protocol of Signature. 

The President read· the following reserv
ation by the Japanese delegation to be 
included in the Protocol : 

" Crude morphine resulting . fro~ the 
manufacture of prepared opium tn the 
factory of a Government-General of For
mosa and held in stock by that Govern
ment shall not be subjected to the limit
ation measures provided for in this Con-. 
vention." 

M. Sawada (Japan) agreed that crude 
morphine should be placed among the drugs 
to be brought under the limitation scheme, 
but crude morphine produced in Forii?-osa 
occupied a special position. It was obtamed 
in the process of manufacturing prepared 
opium. Moreover, it was produced under a 
Government monopoly and was released · 
oilly as required for the country's legitimate 
needs. None of it was exported, and Japan 
supplied statistics to the League. M. Sawada • 
assured the Conference, with the full author
ity of the Japanese Gover~et_tt, that there 
would be no change of poltcy m the future, 
and that the most stringent m.easures of 
control with regard to the disposal of this 
production would be enforced. 

Mr. Lyall (President of the Permat_tent 
Central Opium Board) asked to what arttcles 
the reservation applied. 

The President understood that it referred 
to the clauses dealing with stocks. If, 
however, crude morphine in Formosa were 
released for circulation, it would, of course, 
be treated like the other substances. To 
make the text quite clear it would perhaps 
be better to say: 

" . . . shall not be subjected to the , 
limitation measures for stocks provided for ~ 
in this Convention." 

M. Sawada (Japan) said that the reserv
ation applied to Articles 5 and 6 and to stocks. 

D~. Chodzko (Poland) considered it essen
tial that the Permanent Central Board should 
receive statistics of the crude morphil)e · . 
produced in Formosa. , · • 

M. Sawada (Japan) explained that Japan 
had sent in quarterly statistics of stocks to 
the Central Board and would continue to do so. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) proposed, for the 
reasons explained in a note from the Yugo
slav delegation, the following addition to the 
Japanese delegation's text.: 

" It may pot be exported to territories 
other than those in which the use of 
prepared opium is still authorised." 

w, 



M. Sawada (Japan) pointed out that 
Japan had never exported this product and 
did not intend to do so. The Japanese 
delegation could not accept the amendment. 

Mr. Lyall (President of the Permanent 
Central Opium Board) said the reservation 
would be clear to the Permanent Central 
Board without the addition of the last 
sentence. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
understood that the Government of Formosa 
produced large quantities of crude morphine 
which could not be used in Formosa itself. 
If he remembered correctly, the Japanese 
delegate in the Advisory Committee had 
said that this crude morphine was only sent 
to Japan proper, to be converted there into 
the refined product in Japanese factories 
which used it instead of raw opium. The 
Greek amendment would defeat the purpose 
of the Japanese reservation; but, while the 
Conference could not interfere with the pro
duction of crude morphine in Japanese 
factories, it might ask that the morphine 
should only be released for use in Japanese 
factories for the production of refined drugs, 
in accordance with the principles and limit
ations of the present Convention. 

He proposed the following text : 
" Such stocks of crude morphine will 

only be released from time to time in such 
quantities as may be required for the 
manufacture of refined morphine in fac
tories licensed by the Japanese Govern
ment iu. accordance with the provisions of 
the present Convention." · 

M. Contoumas (Greece) and M. Woo 
Kaiseng (China) supported the British pro
posal. 

M. Sawada (Japan) accepted this proposal_. 
The ] apanese 1'eservation, as amended, was 

adopted. It was understood that it would 
appear in the Protocol of Signature. 

88.-PRODUCTION . OF QUARTERL)' 
STATISTICS RELATING TO THE 
FRENCH COLONIES AND PRO
TECTORATES AND TERRITORIES 
UNDER FRENCH MANDATE : 
RESERVATION BY THE FRENCH 
DELEGATION. 

M. Bourgois (France) observed tllat, at 
the 1925 Conference, France had been author
ised to ratify the Geneva Convention with the 

"following resPrvation : 
" The French Government is . compelled 

to make all reservations as regards the 
colonies, protectorates and mandated ter
ritories under its authoritv, as to the 
possibility of regularly producing, within 
a strictly prescribed time-limit, the quarter
ly statistics provided for in paragraph 2 
of Article 22. "· 

M. Bourgois asked that the same reserv
a.tion might be allowed in respect of the 
present Convention. The French authorities 
might not receive, in due time, the quarterly 

statistics from, for instance, the Marquesas 
Islands. In any case, the quantities reported 
in such statistics were infinitesimal. 

The President suggested that the reserv
ation should appear under M. Bourgois' 
signature in accordance with the precedent 
established in the case of the 1925 Con
vention. 

M. Bourgois (France) thought that it 
would be preferable to comply with the 
recommendation recently adopted by the 
Council with regard to reservations. • 

M. Barandon (Legal Adviser) considered ,. 
that the best course would be to treat the 
French reservation in the same way as the 
Japanese reservation. . 

The President replied that he had been 
warned that many delegations intended to 
make reservations. They had, however, said 
that they would be satisfied with unilateral 
reservations. The Conference would be 
undertaking a very heavy. responsibility in 
deciding on the acceptance of each reserv
ation. Speaking personally, the President 
would prefer that the Conference should 
commit itself only in really serious cases. 

· M. Bourgois (France) agreed that his 
reservation should appear under his 
signature. 

8g.-EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT 
FINAL ACT. •" 

The President pointed out that the Final 
Act (Annex 35) was to all intents and purposes 
a summary record of the entire proceedings 
of the Conference. It reproduced the various 
recommendations, statements and resolutions. 

He had more than once observed that, 
when delegates had to sign a Final Act, they 
were under the impression that their signature 
implied acceptance of the recommendations, 
statements and resolutions appearing in it. 
To avoid any confusion, he proposed to 
submit the various declarations in the Final 
Act to the Conference one by one, and to 
have a separate vote on each. The Final 
Act would mention the delegations which had 
voted al:'ainst any particular recommendation 
or resolution. 

Resolution I. 

·Resolution I was adopted unanimously. 

Resolution II. 

,. 
' 

Resolution II was adopted unanimously. 

Resolution III. 

Resolution II I was adopted unanimously 
(the words " the Geneva Convention " to 
be substituted for " this Convention " in 
paragraph (2) in the phrase, " but to which 
this Convention does not apply "). 

Resolution IV. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) said 
that Germany did not intend to set up a 

.. 
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State monopoly for either the trade in or the 
manufacture of narcotics and that she 
conseq1•E'ntly could not accept this recom-
mendation. · 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that the resolution only recom
mE'nded that the Governments should con
sider the desirability of establishing a State 
monopoly over the trade in and, if necessary, 
the manufacture of drugs. He was willing 
to recommend his own Government to con-

r sider the matter. He thought that the 
'German delegate's difficulty arose over a 

""small divergence between the French and 
English texts. The latter was a little more 
precise than the former. 

The President suggested that the French 
text might be modified as follows to bring it 
into line with the English version : 

" La Conference recomrnandP que les 
Gouvernements envisagent s'il est desi-
rable d'etablir . . " 

Resolution IV, as amended, was adopted 
by twentr-three votes to one. 

The President said that the Final Act 
would record the fact that the German 
delegation had not accepted the resolution.. 

Resolution V. 

M. Perez (Argentine) moved that the third 
paragraph· should read : " . . . a Con
vention may be concluded with the least 
possible delay ", and that there should be 
added, !t. the end of the last paragraph, the 
words, m order to hasten the meeting of a 
Conference to conclude a Convention on this 
question". 

Resolution V was unanimously adopted with 
the foregoing amendments. 

Resolution VI. 

M. Cavazzo~ (Italy) was unable to accept 
a r~mmendation for the extension of social 
assiStance to drug addicts. 

M. ~urgoia (France) observed that the 
r~l~tion appeared to recommend instruc
tion! ~~ particu!ar to. the young, against drug 
addiction. . This pomt had been discussed 
very_ frequently ~y. among other bodies, the 
AdviSOry. ~mmtttee, and opinions were 
sh~ly diVIded. There were many who held 
that tgnora~ce o~ the evil was often the best 
d~fence agatnst tt. M. Bourgois personall 
did not support the recommendation. y 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) concurred. 

. M. Perez (Argentine) said that, in the 
ctr~umstance~, he would withdraw Reso
lution VI whtch he had originally proposed. 

Resolution VI was •up pressed. 

Resolution VII (to become Resolution VI 
in the final text). 

Resolution VII was adopted unanimously. 

Resolution VIII (Resolution VII in the final 
text). 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) said 
that his delegation could not accept this 
resolution. The Conference had just stipulat
ed in an international Convention that the 
preparations mentioned should be excluded. 
The resolution was at variance with that 
provision. 

The President said that the German 
delegation's objection would be recorded in 
the Final Act. 

Resolution VIII was adopted. 

Resolution IX (Resolution VIII in the final 
text). 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) said 
that his delegation· could not accept this 
resolution. 

M. Rasmussen (Denmark) proposed that 
the resolution should be omitted on the 
ground that the Conference had dropped the 
article in the preliminary draft relating to the 
most-favoured-nation clause. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) said that his 
delegation was against the recommendation 
because the application of the most-favoured
nation clause was at present being studied by 
various League organs ; a resolution of that 
kind would therefore be undesirable while 
that enquiry was in course. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) said that be would 
vote for the recommendation for the reasons 
advanced by the Swiss delegation. He felt 
sure that the League organs studying the 
question from the general point of view would 
take the resolution into account. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) would vote 
against the proposal for the reasons given by 
the Swiss delegation. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) asked the mover 
of the proposal to explain its object. If its 
purpose were· an economic one, he failed to 
understand its purport. If, however, it -had 
ahumanitarian aim in view,he could accept it .. 

M. Perez (Argentine) said that he had 
proposed the recommendation primarily as 
a safeguard. A country might import certain 
substances covered by the Convention from a 
country to which it was bound by the most-. 
favoured-nation clause. It must be given 
an opportunity of taking precautions. . 

M. Perez' second object had been to hav~r 
a penalty for countries violating the Conven- , 
tion . 

Prince Damrong ·(Siam) would vote 
against the recommendation for the reasons 
stated by M. Dinichert. 

Resolution I X was adopted by twenty votes 
to eight. 

It was agreed to r:ecord in the Final Act 
that the delegations of Germany Denmark 
the Netherlands, Siam, Sweden a~d Switzer: 
land were against the resolution. 



Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) asked that 
the Minutes should record that his delegation 
had abstained from voting. 

Resolution X (Resolution IX in the final text). 

M. de Castro (Uruguay) thought this 
resolution valuable in two ways. It had 
first a practical aspect. The Council was 
requested to draw the attention of the 
countries to the figures mentioned. It had 
also a_ moral aspect. Countries were recom
mended ,to limit their manufacture. Hence 
the resolutio~ fitted in with the· general 
structure of the Convention and . was in 
accordance with the spirit which had presided 
over the Conference's proceedings. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) moved that the 
word " present " be inserted after the word 
" total " in the passage reading " indicate 
that the total world requirements of these 
drugs for use as such ". 

This proposal was adopted. 

Dr. Chodzko (Poland) did not feel sure 
that the total world requirements of heroin 
could be agreed at 2 tons. A figure of 700 
to Boo kilogrammes had been .suggested 
during the discussion. Was it possible for an 
international Conference to approve now a 
figure of 2 tons ? This was an important 
matter, and Dr. Chodzko asked that the 
doubt he had expressed might be recorded 
in the Minutes. · · 

Mr. Duncan Hall (Secretary of the 
Conference) said that the Conference would 
remember that the Secretariat's statement 
concerning these figures clearly indicated 
that I,374 kilogrammes of the 2 tons repre
sented the consumption of one manufacturing 
country. The remainder of the world's 
consumption was therefore 626 kilogrammes. 

M. Bourgois (France) believed that the 
world requirements of heroin were about 
650 to 700 kilogrammes. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) maintained· 
before the Conference that the Swiss medical 
corps requested that it should have at its 
disposal the quantity of diacetylmorphine 
that was necessary for the treatment of 
certain diseases-tuberculosis, in particular. 
In his view, therefore, the Swiss requirements 
of diacetylmorphine could be adopted as a 
standard for the determination of the world 
requirements. On the basis of this standard, 
which amounted only to a few kilogrammes, 
it seemed as if the figure of· two tons was 
somewhat high. 

M. Figueredo-Lora (Costa Rica) proposed 
that the estimate be reduced· to 700 kilo
grammes. 

The President thought that it would 
suffice if the doubts expressed by certain 
delegates-· were recorded in the · Minutes. 
The Conference's prestige would not be 
_enhanced by the arbitrary alteration of a 
figure obtained from very accurate and care
ful statistics. The Secretariat had been 
placed in a peculiar position, because most 
countries had very small needs while one 
hac! very large needs. If certain delegations 
thought 2 tons really too high a figure owing 
to the excessive consumption in one country, 

an investigation might perhaps be made. 
For the moment, the Conference could only 
record the facts as they appeared in the 
documents supplied by the Secretariat. 

M. Bourgois (France) reminded the Con
ference that he had stated that the internal 
needs of France were about 6o kilogrammes 
per annum. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) thought that the 
matter should be recorded in the Minutes, 
which would show that one country estimated 
its legitimate consumption at a figure exceed-• 
ing that of the rest of the world by 6oo 
kilogrammes. 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) supported 
M. Cavazzoni and suggested that the word 
" estimate " should be substituted for the 
word " indicate ". 
. The carrying out of the recommendation 
would depend upon the goodwill of the 
manufacturing countries. This proposal was 
only a temporary provision pending the entry 
into force of the Convention, and yet, if 
carried out, it would mean that the total 
manufacture would be reduced by half. 
That could be done pending the operation 
of the Convention, and for that reason he 
was not concerned so much with the precise 
accuracy of the figures. 

The amendment proposed by Mr. Lester was 
adopted. 

The President pointed out that the 
figures in the text were purely provisional. 
The legal obligation on the States would take 
effect only after they had themselves esti
mated their needs and their estimates had 
been verified. It might be hoped that the 
final figures would be very much smaller 
than those mentioned in the resolution. 

The resolution was adopted with the foregoing 
amendments. . . ' · 

Draft Declaration submitted by the Chilian 
Delegation for insertion in the Final Act. 

M. Gajardo (Chile) submitted the following 
declaration to be inserted at the beginning 
of the declarations and recommendations 
in the Final Act : 

" The International Conference on the 
Limitation of the Manufacture of Narcotic 
Drugs declares that the question of nar
cotics taken as a whole is primarily a moral 
problem, and that; in their efforts to solve 
the problem, States should bear this fact 
in mind, while respecting the legitimate 
economic interests involved." 

He explained that his proposal was based 
on the two-fold character of the Convention. 
The Convention had an important moral 
aspect because its object was to prevent 
the illicit traffic in narcotics with a view to 
stamping out the vice of drug addiction. 
It had likewise an economic aspect, because 
it limited the production and manufacture 
of drugs ,and regulated their distribution. 

The . Conference had constantly kept the 
moral problem before it. Its aim had never 
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been to hamper producers of raw ~ateri~s. 
manufacturers or traders. . The mtent~on 
of the Chilian proposal 'Yas to remmd 
Governments that, in appl}'lng the Conv~n
tion, they must never forg~t the mo~a! stde 
of the problem while ~espectmg the legttimate 
economic interests mvolv~d. The. declar
ation would be inserted m the Fmal Act, 
since in this way full discretion would be left 
to the Governments. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that the Governments already 

. knew that the problem was a moral c;me. 
· That was why they had sent representatives 

to the Conference. 

The President agreed that the text as it 
stood was somewhat lacking in deference to 
the Governments. He proposed that the 
last part should read : 

" . . . and that this consideration 
should never be lost to sight although 
the legitimate interests involved must be 
respected." 

1\(. Dinichert (Switzerland) agreed with 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne. The motion was, 
to say the least of it, us~less. Moreover, 
its phraseology was .not qmte _happy. The 
problem was primarily a medtcal one and 
would be solved as soon as there was no 
further need for narcotic drugs. M. Dinichert 
therefore moved that the declaration should 
not be inserted in the Final Act. 

M. Gajardo (Chile) acquiesced i~ the 
textual alteration proposed by the Prestdent. 

The President put the Chilian proposal 
as amended to the vote. 

The proposal was defeated by seventeen votes 
to seven. 

Proposal by the Italian Delegation for insertion 
· in the Final Act. 

The President recalled that the Italian 
delegation had submi~ted the following text 
for insertion in the Fmal Act : 

" The Conference recommends that the 
League of Nations· be provided with the 
means to award prizes in compensation of 
results obtained by research work for the 
purpose of discovering medi<;ines whic~. 
although producing· the same t~erai?eutic 
effects as the opiates, do not gtve nse to 
drug addiction." · 

M. Figueredo-Lora (Costa Rica) proposed 
to substitute the word" drugs" for" opiates". 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) consented. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
asked who would provide the funds for the 

. prizes. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) pointed out that !he 
Egyptian Government had made. a donation 
to the Secretary-General. Part of the money 
might perhaps be used for this purpose. 

The President thought that States and 
private individuals might always be expected 
to behave generously. · 

The Italian proposal was adopted una':'i
mously, to be inserted as the last resolutJon 
in the Final Act. 

The Final Act was adopted subject to revision 
by the Drafting Committee. 

THIRTY-SIXTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Monday, July 13th, 1931, at 3 p.m.' 

President : M. DE BROUCKERE. 

90.-ADOPTION OF THE FINAL TEXT 
OF THE CONVENTION FOR 
LIMITING THE MANUFACTURE 
AND REGULATING THE DISTRI
BUTION OF NARCOTIC DRUGS. 

The President asked whether any member 
wished to speak in the final text of the 
Convention (document Conf.L.F.S.73{h)). 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) said that 
certain words had been inserted in the 
Convention since the previous meeting with
out the Conference's sanction and contrary 
to a decision taken by the plenary Confer
ence on July 9th. The President had sug
gested the insertion in Article 2, paragraph I, 
of the words " to which this Convention 
applies " after the words " territories ". 
.Mr. Lester had objected on grounds which he 

would not repeat. An argument had followed 
in which the President had failed to convince 
Mr. Lester that the words served any useful 
purpose, and the President had publicly 
declared the subsequent vote to be in favour 
of Mr. Lester's objection. Nevertheless, the 
phrase had been reinserted. 

The President accepted full responsi
bility for the entire text of the Convention. 
He himself had directed the work of the 
Secretariat. He had not, of course, done every
thing himself, but he took responsibility 
for the whole; he did not shelter. behind 
any official. If the text had been drafted 
in a particular way, it was because of a 
decision by the Conference. If Mr. Lester 
would look at the Minutes of the morning 
meeting on July 12th, he would see that an 
amendment had been adopted to Article 2 
and that .that .amendment had. made. it 
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necessary to repeat in paragraph I the idea 
· contained in paragraph 3 of Article 2. The 

Legal Section had been instructed, on the. Pre
sident's responsibility, to make a few slight 
formal changes, and the change mentioned 
by Mr. Lester was one of these. This cor
rection was, moreover, in accord with the 
wish and the voting of the Conference, and 
the President took full responsibility for it. 
The fonnula in question appeared, not only 
twice in Article 2, but in several articles 
of the Convention. 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) did not agree 
that the Conference's decision involved any 
change in the previous parts of Article 2. 

Paragraph 3 provided that the Permanent 
Central Board should ask certain countries 
which were not parties to the Convention for 
estimates. That was not the implication 
of paragraph I; 

The President did not wish to prolong 
the incident. No hidden influences had been 
brought to bear on the President and the 
Secretariat in their work. Mr. Lester might 
be reassured. Most of the Secretariat of the 

· Conference had spent the night ·conscientiously 
revising the text. ·The President had wished 
to accept full responsibility for the work ; 

• he had been present the whole time and had 
examined each clause line by line. He could 
therefore guarantee the care with which the 
work had been done. · 

In conclusion, he would ask once again 
whether the Conference was prepared to 
adopt the Convention in the form in which it 
appeared in document Conf.L.F.S.73(h). 

The Convention was adopted. 

The President made the two following 
declarations : 

I. For the purposes of the application 
of Article 30, the term " accession " shall be 
understood to mean accessions made without 
any reservation, and consequently final. 

2. It is understood that nothing in the 
Convention may be interpreted as in any way 
restricting the measures of prohibition, limit
ation or control which may have been 
taken or may hereafter be taken by any of 
the contracting partirs with a view to placing 
the traffic in and use of narcotic drugs in his 
territory under a more rigorous system than 
that provided in the present Convention. 

The President said that, as no objection 
had been made to his declaration, he took 
it that the Conference endorsed his view. 

· Agreed. 

9I.-DIACETYLMORPHINE : RESER
VATION MADE BY THE MEXI
CAN DELEGATION REGARDING 
ARTICLE 10 OF THE CONVEN
TION. 

M. Martinez de Alva (Mexico) said that 
he had prepared a reservation concerning 
Article 10 which dealt with diacetylmorphine. 
This reservation was as follows : 

"Neither the whole of Article 10 nor 
any part thereof shall ever be construed 
as annulling, abrogating or modifying 
in any manner whatsoevei the laws, 
decrees, regulations or ordinances issued 
by the Mexican authorities which prohibit 
or may hereafter prohibit the manufacture, 
importation, exportation, sale, purchase, 
use and possession of diacetylmorphine, 
its salts and preparations containing dia
cetylmorphine_ or its salts." 

In view, however, of the President's 
second declaration, M. Martinez de Alva 
thought that it was not essential to incor
porate this text as an express reservation 
in the text of the Convention, provided, 
however, that it was recorded in the Minuteil'. 
He was satisfied with the President's general 
interpretation. 

92.-ADOPTION OF THE FINAL TEXT 
OF THE PROTOCOL OF SIGNA
TURE. 

The Protocol · of Signature was adopted 
(document Conf.L.F.S.73(j)). 

93.-ADOPTION OF THE FINAL TEXT 
OF THE FINAL ACT. 

The Final Act was adopted (document 
Conf.I •. F .S.73( i) ). 

94.-GENERAL REVIEW OF THE 
WORK OF THE CONFERENCE AND 
OF THE CONVENTION : STATE
MENTS BY VARIOUS DELEGA
TIONS. 

Subhi Ziya Bey (Tw-key) noted that the 
Conference, after sitting since May 27th, had 
at last finished its work, and that the con
vention was open for signatw-e by the 
delegations. 

The Turkish delegation desired, at this 
final stage of the proceedings, to draw the 
Conference's attention to the various pro
visions of the convention which, unfortunate
ly, it was unable to reconcile with its Govern
ment's instructions, and to explain the 
attitude which it was obliged to adopt in 
the circumstances. 

It might, perhaps, be advisable to remind 
the members that the Turkish delegation had 
never failed to express forcibly its point of 
view in regard to the regime to be applied 
to codeine on every occasion on which that 
question had been discussed. It. regretted 
that the Conference had not shared that view. 

Articles 2, 5 and 6 prescribed that the 
manufacture of codeine was to be limited in 
the same way as that of the harmful habit
forming drugs. As had been explained 
repeatedly, the Turkish delegation considered 
that there was no adequate justification for 
the extension of this measure to codeine, which 
was . in itself a harmless substance, highly 
valued and widely used for therapeutic 
purposes. It took the view that the fear 
of the possible conversion of codeine into 
harmful drugs should be sufficiently allayed 



by the measures of limitation and stringent 
control applied to such drugs themselves 
and that the extension of this regime to harm
less substances would engender legitimate 
doubts as to the efficacy of any system 
adopted in regard to the manufacture of such 
drugs, and therefore to the conversion of 
codeine as well. 

The Turkish delegation, accordingly, was 
regretfully unable to accept the provisions 
in question or to assume the obligation to 
furnish estimates for codeine and to limit its 
manufacture. 

Further, the Turkish delegation believed 
that the destruction of seizures was one of the 
most effective methods of combating the 
illicit traffic. It had accordingly proposed 
an article to this effect, which proposal had 
been supported by the majority of the Confer
ence at the first reading. 

During the second 'reading, the principle 
of the destruction of seizures had been 
abandoned to make room for provisions 
sanctioning the utilisation of seized sub
stances. Thus such substances might find 
their way to the licit market and so compete 
unfairly with the raw and manufactured pro
ducts of the regular trade. The Turkish 
delegation therefore regretted that it could 
not accept this provision. 

Finally, the question of raw materials was 
of capital importance to the Turkish dele
gation. The Conference's mission was to 
limit the manufacture of narcotic drugs. The 
'Turkish Government therefore could not be 
indifferent to the effect of limitation on the 
disposal of raw material, since Turkey pro
du~d and supplied 70 per cent of the raw 
op1um needed for world manufacture. 
Hence,. w~e it sincerely co-operated in this 
humarutanan work, the Government's first 
concern must be the fate of those Turkish 
f~ers who had for many years obtained their 
livelihood from raw opium. 

The request that the disposal of raw opium 
should be guaranteed had, however been 
rejected as inadmissible on the g>oun'd that 
it was outside the scope of the Conference. 

_At the s~e time, in response to the 
friendly ll:dVlce of the delegations concerned, 
t~e Turkish delegation had got into. touch 
~th the. represen~a~ives of private industry 
With a VIew to arnVlng at an understanding. 
It s~o~d, however, be noted that the 
negotlatl?ns had to be conducted with a 
commercial association whose continuance 
woul_d depend on the agreements entered into 
by !ts members. It would doubtless be 
adm1tted that any ~ope that might be 
~ounded on. commercial negotiations, the 
ISsue of wh1ch w'!-5. necessarily conjectural, 
was ~ar from proVldmg the assurances which 
:rurkish producers were legitimately demand-
mg. . 

Briefly,_ all the proposals put forward by 
the Turkish. dele~atio_n, which were based 
on the spec1al s1tuahon of their country, 
had, unfortunately, been completely rejected 
by the Conference, although it had expected 
that th~ latter would display the spirit of 
nternahonal co-operation which was the 

fundamental principle of all meetings con-
vened by the League. . 

In the circumstances,' Subh1 Ziya Bey 
hoped that the President would recognise 
that it was the Turkish delegation's duty to 
refrain from signing a Convention which 
sanctioned the state of affairs to which he 
had called attention. It would be unable 
to recommend the Convention to its Govern
ment, for it would be difficult to defend 
before Parliament and Turkish public 
opinion. 

The President, speaking on behalt of 
the Conference, said that all delegations 
were very anxious to co-operate in the 
international work undertaken in conjunc
tion with the Turkish delegation. He there
fore hoped that, even if the Turkish dele
gation could not sign the Convention at once, 
it would be able to do so in the near future,. 
so that the Convention would become a 
universal instrument such as was essential 
to the accomplishment of any great work of 
social regeneration. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China) observed that 
the Convention for limiting the Manufacture 
and regulating the Distribution of Narcotic 
Drugs had at last been set on foot. That was • 
a very great achievement, of which the Confer
ence might feel proud. Who would have 
dared hope a few years ago that the various 
Powers would make the necessary effort and 
conclude a Convention such as that before 
the Conference ? Immense progress had 
been made in the joint fight against the drug 
peril. 

The brilliant success of the Conference 
impelled rum to give utterance to his feelings 
of satisfaction and to congratulate the Pre
sident, the Vice-President and all the dele
gations on the magnificent result obtained. 

The success achieved was undoubtedly 
due to the spirit of. conciliation and co-oper
ation displayed by all delegations. Nor 
must the Conference forget all that it owed 
to its President, M. de Brouckere. His 
undisputed authority, his untiring exertions, 
his gentle firmness had enabled the Confer

. ence to bring its work to a happy and speedy 
conclusion. On behalf of the Chinese dele
gation, Dr. Woo Kaiseng tendered him its 
warmest congratulations and its heartfelt 
gratitude. 

The present Convention was an extremely 
valuable weapon in the fight against the 
narcotic drugs evil, which was particularly 
dangerous in China. The Chinese Govern
ment therefore desired to study the Conven
tion carefully before signing it. The Chinese 
delegation would not fail to communicate 
the Convention to its Government as soon 
as possible. Speaking personally, Dr. Woo,. 
Kaiseng felt certain that instructions autho
rising the Chinese delegation to sign the 
Convention would reach him from his Govern
ment before the expiry of the time-lim1t 
stated in the Convention. He could, how
ever, be sure that the signature of China 
would not be accompanied by reservations. 

Mr. Caldwell (UI!-ited States of America), 
on behalf of the Umted States Government 
said that, owing to the rapidity of th~ 
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Conference's final proceedings and the time 
required to communicate with Washington, 
he had been unable to ascertain the precise 
nature of certain reservations which would 
have to be made in signing the Convention. 
Consequently, his delegation was unable 
to sign that day. It hoped that, within a 
comparatively short time, the United States 
Government would be in a position to sign 

. 
Dr. Chodzko (Poland) stated that the 

Polish d~leg~tion wl!-s not iii a position to go 
beyond 1ts mstruchons and could not sign 
the Convention without first referring it to 
its Government. There was every reason, 
however, to suppose that its signature would 
not be delayed. · 

Simill!-rly, the delegatio_n of the Free City 
of Danztg was unable to s1gn the Convention 
without first referring it to the Senate. 

On behalf of the delegations he represented, 
Dr. Chodzko warmly congratulated the Pre
sident on his magnificent work and thanked 
the Secretariat for their valuable help. 

The President thanked those delegations 
who had expressed satisfaction at the work 
done by the Secretariat and himself. 

He noted that three delegations were 
~.unable to sign the Convention for technical 

1 reasons, but hoped ~o be able to do so shortly. 
If that were done, the Conference would 
have performed a task of really universal 
significance. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
asked ~he Confer~nce to adop~ the following 
resolutwn, of wh1ch he had gtven no notice 
to the President : 

" This Conference desires, at the close 
of its work, to place on record in the 
Minute.s _of its proceedings its grateful 
apprectahon of the invaluable services 
rendered by its President, Senator de 
Brouckere." 

He did not know whether there was any 
precedent in the records of previous -confer
ences for a resolution of this kind, but, if 
not, the present occasion was so exceptional 
that a precedent should be established. 

The Conference had had an ideal President. 
He had presided over all the meetings under 
very trying conditions ; he had attended, 
and closely followed the work of, the various 
Ccmmittees, a task from which he might 
very well have excused himself· and he had 
been tireless in his efforts outside the Confer
enc~ to reconcile opposing points of view. 

S1r Malcolm did not intend to attempt at 
t~a~ moment any appreciation-or depre
ctahon-of the Convention but he would 
say two things. · The first was · that the 
Convention would have been much worse 
but for the President's work and the second 
was t~a~ i~s val'!-e w!>uld largely depend upon 
the spmt m whtch 1t was carried out by the 
Governments. If they carried it out in the 
spirit in which it had been adopted their 
hands would in many respects be strengthened. 

~· Casares (Spain) expressed his satis
faction at the Conv~ntion which was about 

to be signed. Though he had sometimes 
proposed very drastic solutions, he had known 
that there was no danger of going beyond 
the goal in view. The Conference might feel 
proud of the results. It was plain that all 
civilised countries had regarded the drugs 
problem as one ot the most important 
subjects for their consideration, since they 
had sent to Geneva fifty-seven delegations 
from all parts of the globe. Those delegations 
had responded to the best of their ability 
to the urgent appeal of the millions stricken 
by this terrible evil. They had relied in their 
work-and of this fact, too, the Conference 
might be proud-on the studies and valuable 
an~yses prepared by the Secretariat. Those • 
13tudies and analyses were the justification , 
of the measures adopted, ;md provided the 
basis for the future campaign against the 
illicit traffic. 

The Conference might, too, feel proud of 
having concluded its task in an atmosphere 
of cordiality that was the result of mutual 
respect and reciprocal concession. It had 
been safely conducted past obstacles, that 
s?metimes appeared insurmountable, by the 
firmness and tact of the President, whose 
far-sightedness, great moral authority, enthu
siastic devotion: unlimited powers of work, 
exemplary patience and kindly courtesy 
had contributed enormously to the Confer
e~ce's success. M. ~asares _was voicing the 
VIews of all members m assurmg the President 
of the gratitude, admiration and warm affec
tion felt by every delegation. 

M. Casares firmly believed that the Con
vention about to be signed represented a 
very considerable advance compared with 
the previous Conventions. That advance 
however, existed at present only in the text of 
the Convention. It must become a reality 
in national and international life. Except 
for imperative reasons, no delegation must 
refrain from signing the text that was the 
outcome of so great an effort. Each member 
on returning home must consider himself 
morally bound to secure the ratification and 
~pp~cation of the Convention by all the means 
m his power. The task of· the delegations 
would not be completed until the Convention 
had come into force. 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) associated him
self with the words of the previous speakers 
and congratulated the President and the 
Conference on their success. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) expressed 
his satisfaction at the success recorded that 
day by the League of Nations. That success 
was due mainly to the President. M. de 
Vasconcellos' tribute to him would take the
form of seconding Sir Malcolm Delevingne's 
draft resolution. The President had the 
one essential characteristic for a Confer
ence of this kind-he was possessed of great 
authority. . 

M. de Vasconcellos thanked very warmly 
all the officials of the Secretariat who had 
co-operated in the Conference, from the 
Secretary-General down to the lowest officials 
who had worked for it. They had considered 
the Conference's work as their own. They 
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had performed their duties day and night j and regulating the Distribution of Narcotic 
with rare devotion, and they deserved the Drugs. That Conference had now concluded 
thanks of the Conference. There was one its work. It had been attended by delegates 
among them whom M. de Vasconcellos from almost all countries, the world's attention 
wished to single out by name, Mr. Duncan having been awakened by the scandalous 
Hall, whose great expert ability had been state of affairs in all countries due to the 
appreciated by all the members. spread of drug addiction. 

The Advisory Committee's draft had not The fact that the Confere!lce was universal 
been adopted. That, however, detracted in was one of the most effective re~ults of the 
no way from the Committee's prestige. work. performed at. Geneva previOus to this 
The ideas which had led to the preparation meetmg. The umversal character of the 
of the Convention had taken shape owing to C~nference had _been assured by the preli- · 
the wo,.-k done by the Advisory Committee m~n~ry work w_htc~ had b~en carried out in a 
and the Secretariat. The Committee had spmt of contmmty. Wtth that spirit of 
then done valuable work. Its draft had continuity in mind, llf. de Castro suggested 

• served as a point of departure for the Confer- that the Confer~nce should send the Royal 
ence's debates and had indicated the way Senate of Belgmm a telegram expressing 
by which real limitation had just been the Conference's marked appreciation of 
achieved. By the co-operation of all it and deep . gratitude to M. de Brouckere, 
had been transformed into the Convention who had directed its work with a kindliness 
which was about to be signed. He would ~ knowledge and a courtesy that had mad~ 
offer his particular thanks to Sir Malcolm 1t possible to grasp success. 
Delevingne, who was the life and spirit h . 
of the Advisory Committee, and of the T e Conference approved thM proposal. 
Conference as well. All Sir Malcolm's great 
qualities of loyalty and competence had been 
given unstintingly in the preparation of the 
new draft, as in that of the original draft. 

The Convention would be what the Govern
ments made of it. It might be a valuable 
weapon against the drugs traffic ; it might be 
a weapon of doubtful value ; it might be 
merely a scrap of paper. The Conference, 
however, had shown such conviction and 
such faith that M. de Vasconcellos was sure 
that all delegates would imbue their Govern
ments with that conviction and that faith 
Faith removed mountains ; that faith, if 
only the Gov:ernme~ts were inspired by it, 
would make It posstble to destroy the dis
gusting traffic in drugs and so enhance the 
prosperity of men and the prestige of the 
League. . 

M. Sawada (Japan) said the Convention 
was another milestone in the crusade against 
the drug evil. It was one thing to frame a 
~nvention, however, and another to make 
1t work well. M. Sawada hoped that it 
would lead to further progress. · 

.Japan would do her best to co-operate 
With other countries in pushing the movement 
forw_ard, and the Japanese delegation intended 
to. stgn the Convention without any reserv
ations except that recorded in the Protocol. 

Dr. Ridd~ll (\anada) supported Sir Mal
colm Delevmgne s resolution. 
. He believed that the Convention, in limit
Ing manufacture, marked a definite advance 
upon the. 1925 <:onvention, and that, if it 
were camed out m the spirit in which it had 
been drafted~ it. would do a great deal 
towards eradicatmg a traffic which was a 
b~ot on our ~resent civilisation. The Cana
d!a~ delegation had received instructions 
to stgn the Convention. 

M: de. ~astro (Uruguay) observed that 
public optmon had appreciated the importance 
of the Conference for limiting. the Manufacture 

M. Perez (Argentine) informed the Confer
ence that he was unable to sign the Conven
tion until the following day. He was expect
ing a telegram authorising him to do so at 
any moment. He announced that the dele- . 
gations of the countries bordering on the • 
Argentine and he himself had already 
approached their respective Governments 
recommending the convening of a regional 
conference for the purpose of adopting uniform 
administrative and fiscal measures to ensure 
the rigorous application of the Convention 
throughout a great part of South America. 

M. Schultz (Austria) said that his dele
gation was firmly convinced that the work 
achieved represented a great advance in the 
campaign against the drug evil and he congra
tulated the President and the entire Confer
ence. He associated himself with those 
speakers who had expressed •heir thanks 
to the President, and he wished to tell him 
how much he admired him and how grateful 
he was to him. He hoped that the Conven
tion would come into force very soon. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) associated 
himself with the tribute paid to the President. 
There was, however, an even more significant 
tr!bute to hi~ wor~. M. de Myttenaere , 
":'~shed to say m public what great apprecia
tion had been expressed of the President's 
work outside the Conference hall. Such 
praise had greater value than any speech 
made in public. Since the beginning of the 
Conference, M. de Myttenaere had heard 
nothing but a stream of eulogy for the Presi
dent, and he was extremely glad to be able 
to say so to him. : 

' ~ 

· The draft resolution proposed by Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne was adopted unanimously. •. , · • 

95.-CLOSING SPEECH BY THE 
PRESIDENT. 

The. Presi~ent.-1 thank you, gentlemen, 
for thts mamfestation of your friendship ; 
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it.has.moved-me profoJl,IldJy •. We have be~n 
working tog~:t4er 'for se:ven weeks and have 
~~arnt t? know Oll!l aJ}otP.~r .. I am sure that; 
af~er .. thJ,s .C:~fer~nce, the stro_I).g ties. of friend~ 
ship~ u.m~mg u~ ~iU remain. 

' Y.~u-ha~e .Pei:form~d a particu\arly, dilf~cutt 
P!ct«e of, work. You~ we~e asluid tolimit the 
.pJ;odustiOn, of d,.rugs •. to reg,ulate, ·the .trad«: 
ln .. dnigs. There is, an intem;e, an ardent 
d~maud fqr these' drugs., 'Lirge. profits can 
~e. ~ade .i?Y selling them. .. Ihey can be 
con~,eale~ in a_sm.all c.~mpass and they, are 

· essep.~ia.J.. .~~ pex:f~ctly. la ~fU:l medical, pm
P'?!.es ;. ~t IS, F~~eque!l;J.y,,.s.Eecially difficult 
to._p~eyen.,t ~~eir. abU¥.. \Vhile !>anc_tioning th~i! 
l~:t~aJe .. ~se,.-~ ::- ;_ · :1 :· , • : · : _;' 

-.· ) rt -: O::.l.L ~ : ._ • : ~. ~~ ' 

... Yoll. haye t;ar.ded on.. the :W<!rk begun. by 
ot}le_rl!, i l:hey wo~:ked slqwly •. at tirst and with.. 
difi)Jlulty, sun:ounded fQr 'long by: th.e indif~ 
fetence...i<>L t.he m"Ql.titude.; ..,Little by; liitle 
they; atttact.ed , <ttte.ntion, .thanks.· to .. the.~ 
persi&te.nce, ;j,Ild. owing, Q.a~;e 1 say,. to their 
succ:ess. for,..duriJlg. IllC.ent.ye.ars at any- rate, 
real and, tangiblCl' success: has; been ac:hieved. 

' ' I 0 , < ·' 1' 0 -I .' •, • I ' , .- ; . , , 

became. neceSSafY. to establish, .a .~arefully 
worked o-qf system o_f. supervision over ~ th~ 
elements ofproduchon and stocks. Bnefly, 
you had, to provid,e for the control (lf all 
operations for the making up at ~eneva of 
tlie balance-sheet of each drug, of a ledger of 
the m!lnufacture of. and. trade in .these drugs, 
Pf. an accoUJlt ~or each,, wherein manufac~ures 
a_nd imports would be placedAon the,,debit 
Side and exports,, conversion. and. consump
tion on the credit'side. You had to see that 
the necessary data: would. be f\)rthcoming 
for checking the a,ccuracy .of: each ampunt. 
so· entered. · . ·· · · · · · · ·· 

Th~t. was. indeed .. ,~- ~:t(~~epdo~S: ;tas~;: . 
We "had ~o de~s~. a pio~t · co!nplicll:~·e(l_:~ii~c~ ' 
of ,macl;imery ani!. Jo mvc::nt an. intncate 
~r.stem. ~.fbook-k~eping: •.·. · · •• -~. ·. :: 
.So~ehmes th~ m,eeJmg!> set;med: mlll'k~!l 

by;~. kind of.weanness1 . It.was in_ some degree. 
apparent in~id!l th~ Conference ;, it was parti~ 
cularly nohceaple. outside ... Ou~; texts were 
found ol:lscure,, o.ur proceedings uncertain~ 
and to tliis was l!-dded . the, heat and, : tiie 
m~motonous ~blm~ of the 10achine used., 
near the hall m whicq o-qr .meetings .b.ave 
been held, for the preparation of the new 
building!! for the, Disarmament Conference. 

Personally,' r' was. npt surprised, that .. oui-' 
meetings. were .. ard.uous .. and ' tiring.:. we 
were inventing an accountancy system- l!.nd. 
making mathematical -calculations, .. and 
niat~ematics have ,neyer. been· regard,ed ·as .. a. 
pastime. l3y .many. the machinery of tl!,e. 
CoilVI!ntipn may still be thought .. obscme. 
As your President,, ~ had last night. carefully 
to study the Convention, line by line, and to 

. · ., :, '" , .,. . . . , . _ , .. , , try to understand the bearing of ea,ch pro
vision; I ~ondered whether you had really 
reached. the goal, whether yom .system of 
bookkeeping held together •. whether you. had,. 
been in possession of the' necessary item$ 
fo:~:drawing up the accounts ... I~ bound t.o 
say that, after my examination, after some
what anxious reflection, I believe I can replj 

You 'b,ave endeavoured ·to c:omplete, ot at 
least:- to continue; their• work; it would be 
an• .absurd exaggeration' tC)' claim ·that it is 
complete to-day. Your aim -was . .to••carry 
what had been, done: a stage· further~ and 1; 
who am not: one of the fathers of the Conven
tion. b~t · simply· the. -surgeon..accoucheur, 
am. in a more. objective and unbiased position 
and can so affirm that to a very great extent 
you have ,succeeded. : · ! · · • • .. , . . · . , • 
. ') .t ''·'. \ : ·"'!'' 

"' You' were asked to limit' ptoduction•; you 
were asked· to Y.egulate distribution; What 
did.'! to limit production 'l mean 1 · It meant 
to adopt a-·system ·whichiWoilld· prevent the 
production of more drugs ,in the world than 
should and could be legitimately consumed. 

, ... , !'~ -r : :. ,.. .. .-. l.·t·J., 1 ~• ,· ·' • •· 

: J::here- -wete two methods of doing thi.s; 
One 'seemed·· very ·.simple-· to allocate to 
everyene- ·his share, whicH· he would under
take' noli to exceed.· The other was very 
intricate; very difficult >to achieve ;· it con· 

, sisted irt permitting everyone to buy and sell 
freel'y, setting up-at the same time a system 
S? watertight that the total output of all ·the 
nval producers, each manufacturing as much 
as he legitimately could, should nevertheless 
remain within· the lawful' limits. After some 
hesitation, the Conference adopted this second 
~ethod for very important reasons. There 
1s no need for me to considet whether .they 
were good or bad. : · · , 

·.t If, J.·; ! I ,I J J"_ .• • > , •, •. , , • • _ • , • • : 

I admit that, when I saw the Conference 
t.mning in that direction, I feared that it 

· would fail, not because I thought the method 
was bad in itself, but because I thought it 

_exceedingly difficult to apply. Nevertheless, 
you have arrived at the goal. 

in tl!-e affiqriative. . · ' . · .• 
'.This is. an -~ense:piece o{ work .. Co~. 
sider : there will now be, a central accou.nt 
for .the drug traffic, No country may manu,. 
facture, import, export or convert drugs. 
w_ithout: making a .'{etmn. ,' Each must fm~· 
!Jlsh es~rmates.al)d at the end of the ye¥ give 
an accmate account of what. has been done: 
Each Government's. returns. will be checked 
and discussed. A bqdy sitting· at Geneva 
will have the necessary authority to questip~ 
Governments and, if ,necessary. to contest 
their ~igmes. and,, correct. them .•. 'Nothing 
of the kind ha~ ~ver bee~ attempted before, 

While the. machine was .working outside 
an4 wlille I listened to what y,ou had to say 
about drugs, l sometimes, in a moment. of 
distraction, thought . with a. 'pang 'of what 
would be done about disarmament next year. 
I told myself that, if a similar system could 
be established at Geneva for far more danger
ous drugs and far more murderous weapons, 
we men would have made a considerable 

' I said it was difficult because wh·eii if'· advance. 
becam_e n~cessary to ensure, by means of a You have made provision for limitation 
very l!l~ncate and complicated system of by a complicated and ingenious method. 
superv~s10n, that the total, the parts of which M. Bourgois has more than once endeavoured 
had still all to be determined, should never- to explain the machinery-and he has 
theless not exceed a certain limit, it also succeeded by utilising his very neat and 

•• 
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ingenious conception of the adjustable stock, 
of the reservoir. We have produced a system 
which, to use his words, co~sists in p~rmitting 
goods to leave the factones only m so far 
as it is legitimate for them t~ do so. That 
is not written in the Convention, although I 
know M. Bourgois intended it should be. 
To avoid changing the text he relinquished 
his suggestion. 

You have done still more. You have 
extended the Convention ; first, by making 
it apply to a greater number of drugs, to all 
the drugs in Groups I and II, to all the sub
stances derived from opiwh or the coca leaf, 
which may be discovered in future and which 

• will be assumed to be harmful, until the 
contrary is proven. You have extended it 
to new preparations, and I hope that proof 
will shortly be forthcoming that you have 
extended it in yet another direction, not only 
by an increase in the number of drugs which 
it covers, but also by an increase in the 
number of nations sharing in its enforcement. 

We have come to the end of our work, not, 
it is true, without a little friction, but we 
have sustained no losses. The Conference 
is still complete. Those who have left us 
were careful, in saying farewell, to explain 
in what spirit they departed. We are still 
morally united ; the house is still morally a 
full one. · 

I do not know bow many States will, in 
the circumstances, be able to sign the Con
ventiorr to-day, but I have a profound 
conviction that very shortly all the nations 
of the world will join in the common task. 

That is an important matter in itself, and 
in the present circumstances it is of special 
importance. We are living, · need I say, 
through difficult times-through economic, 
political and moral crises. The world passes, 
almost overnight, from a state of agony to 
one of hope. It is apparently on account 
of these crises that concerted , action has 
rarely succeeded for some time past. An 
eff~rt has bee.n m~de during the past year to 
urute the nations m closer co-operation from 
many points of view. Unfortunately, we 
have had but poor success and many dis
appcintments. During our proceedmgs I 
often asked myself : " What will happen if we 
here fail too, if in this Conference where no 
first-class economic interest is involved where . . . 
no Jl'fl!Dary national feeling is at stake, we 
yet fail? What a wave of pessimism will 
overtake the world." 

I do not know whether there will be much 
talk about our success, but I do know bow 
much talk there woUld have been about our 
failure. And that is why when things 
appeared to be going badly' my heart was 
often heavy with foreboding: 

Now we have succeeded. We have sue· 
ceeded in a small matter. We may be send
ing forth but a bumble lark to mount to 
heaven, but, maybe, it is the harbinger of 
far-reaching changes. Perhaps it announces 
that the time is coming when the harvest will 
at last be ripe. 

I apologise for having spoken at such 
length. It is maybe, at this last hour, the 
President's revenge. I· must add a few 
words before I sit down. I must first thank 
all those of you who have given me so much 
help. I thank the Vice-Presidents, the Chair
men of the Committees, who bore a heavy 
share of the President's burden, and the 
Secretary-General, whose invaluable aid 
has always been at my disposal at all times 
and in all the difficulties. I thank our 
young Secretary, whose firm support I have 
always felt at my left hand, with his sure 
understanding . and his keen sense of duty. 
Sometimes working closely with him, by 
day and by night, I, who am old, have been 
constrained to look on him as a kind of 
grandson, on whom I could lean and of whom 
any father might be proud. I also thank 
the assistant secretary, whose calm tran
quillity has so often carried us through fever
ish moments. . I thank all the members of. the 
Secretariat who have helped us and whom I 
cannot enumerate. I thank the interpreters, 
whose task has been particularly difficult, 
since they have had to translate all the 
speeches. I thank those who have prepared 
the Minutes, a very difficult and perplexing 
duty. 

Finally, I want to make a proposal, not 
in order to recompense the Secretariat, but 
rather to give it the reward of the strong and 
brave-namely, a new task to perform. The 
text .of our Convention is not perhaps a 
masterpiece of lucidity. It is in the nature of 
a piece of accountancy, and accountancy is 
a hard and abstract science. I believe its 
application would gain greatly in precision 
if there were an authentic tommentary 
showing its relationship to the preceding 
Conventions and the various ways in which it 
may be applied ; in fact, I suggest that what 
is generally done for national laws should in 
this case be done for an international law. 
I should like you, by a formal decision, to 
entrust the Secretariat with the preparation 
of such a commentary.-

The Confemsce approved the President's 
proposal. 

... 
The President declared the Conferenc~ · 

closed. 
The instruments of the Conference were 

then signed. 
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ANNEX 1. 

• 

Conf.L F.S.15. 

· RULES OF PROCEDURE ADOPTED BY THE CONFERENCE 
ON MAY 28TH, 1931. 

Arlide 1. 

The Conference consists of the delegations appointed by the Governments invited to the 
Conference. . 
. Each delegation is composed of on~· or several delegates who may_ be accompanied by 
supplem~ntary delegates, advisors ~d secretaries. · . . . , . . 

ArtiGle 2. 

The President opens, suspends and closes the ·meetings ; he submits to the Conference all 
communications, the importance of which appears to justify this measure ; ·ensures the 
observation of the rules of procedure, accords the right to address the Conference, pronounces 
the closure of discussions, puts questions to the vote and announces the result of the vote. 

The Conference elects its ~ice-Presidents, who replace the President when necessary. 

·A rliGle 3.1 · 

A Committee of Business shall be appointed by the Conference, consisting of the President 
of the Conference, the Vice-Presidents and seventeen other members. The President shall 
be the Chairman of the Committee. 

The functions of the Committee shall be to make proposals to the Conference for the 
arrangement of the- business of the Conference; to nominate for the approval -of the 
Conference, should ·occasion arise, the members of any Committee which shall be· constituted 
by the· Conference ; to examine and report on communications made to the Conference by 
private organisations or individuals ; and to consider and report on any other matters which 
may be referred to it by the Conference. 

Arlide 4· 

·. The Conference may, at any time, decide to sit irr plenary conference or constitute itself 
as committee or set up special committees. · 

. ArliGle s.• 
All meetings of the Conference shall be public, unless a decision is taken to the contrary. 

Decisions taken at private meetings shall be announced at a public meeting. The s~ial 
committees and sub-committees shall decide whether their meetings will be public or pnvate. 

- . . 

Artide 6. 

No delegate may address the Conference without having previously obtained the 
authorisation of the President. The President may withdraw the permission to speak if the 
delegate's remarks are not relevant to the subject of the debate. . 

In the course of the discussion of any question, any delegate may raise a point of order, 
, . which shall immediately be decided. 
· · The technical delegates and experts accompanying the delegates may be allowed to speak 
under the same conditions as the delegates. _ 

Arlitile 1· 

Speeches in French shall be interpreted in English and vi~• vers11 by an interpreter 
belonging to the Secretariat. 

A delegate speaking in another language must himself provide for a translation of his 
speech into French or English. 

A delegate may cause to be distributed documents written in a language other than 
French or English, but the Secretariat is not obliged to have them translated or printed. 

•ID the draft (document CoDf.L.F.$.15), the number of the other memben wu llldlcate4 u beiq fifteea. 
1 111 the draft (document Couf.L.F.S.rs), the Jut •uteuoe of thil utlcle read : 

" The apeclal committe. ud aub-committeea ,eaerally meet Ill private." 
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' . Article 8. 

No dralt reso~ution amendment or motion shall be discussed or voted upon at ~my meeting, 
of whi~ ~opies haye not been communicate.~ ~o the delegates before. t~e meet_ing, except in the 
followmg. cases !. . . . · · ' . · . . · .. . ... ·. . •· · · . · 

(r) The Conference. may decide at any rnee.ting by un!l-nimous vote to allow a 
· draft resolution or mohon proposed at the meeting to be discussed and voted upon. 

(2) The President may, during the debate on any resolution or motion, allow 
any amendment to the resolution or motion which may be proposed during the 
debate to be discussed and voted upon, if the text of the amendment is communicated 
to him in writing. • · · · · · · 

... '·· : -, .-... · '.: ~· 

. . A. delegate may, .. at any time, request that ·the~deb~te :be. c.losed. -cTlle. Pr.eside.~l$· shah 
take the opinion of the Conference upoq :th.~ .moHoR of. clqs~re .. •.· J;f. _.th~. maj_or_i~Y. ;.o~ .. th~ 
Conference approves the motion, the President shall declare the closure ·of the "debate. 

Artid~~ 'ro . 
• · • . ' . . \.; t -. ' . 

. Each GOvernment represented sb.all have. one vote.. · .' 
.. Voting on resolutions to be taken by the Conferenc~ shall, unless .the Conference decide 

otherwise, be taken by a roll-call, the delegations· being called'in: the' Frellch' alphabetical 
order of the names of the Governments represented. ' · · · · ' : ·' ' '· · . :: 

All elections shall be made by a secret ballot· unless they are made by acclatnation. 

A rlicle· li. 

At the conclusion of each meeting, ; a verbatim record shall be prepared by the 
Secretariat and circulated- to the delegates as sobn. after. as· possible. . ·· ' · .. ·, 

The record of the meeting shall become final forty-eight hours after ·circulation.·· 
• • • . .- ' ,• 

• . . .. 
Conf.L.F.S.So, 

ANNEX·l~ •.. l ... 
SECOND REPORT BY THE CREDENTIALS COMMITTEE. 1 

The Committee appohtted to exa~e the full.pow_~fS Of delegates ~m~~· to-d~y,for th,e 
second time and re-examined the full powers of the various delegations taking part in the 
Conference, so as to prepare a list of the countries that have authorised their delegates to sign 
any instruments that may be agreed upon. . . 

This second examination shows that. the delegates of the following countries are 
authorised to sign . : . . J 

AliStria, .. 
Belgium, 
Canada, 
China, 
Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, 
Free City of Danzig, · 

. r. 
France,, . . • . ,Monaco, 
Germany, · · ·Netherlands, 

. 
Great Britain, Poland, 
Greece;·· ' Portugal, 
Guatemala, San Marino, 
India •· · · S1'am · , . . ' , 

Denmark, : 
Dominican Republic'; 
Egypt, 

Italy; • • · .. ' ' Spain, 
Japan, U11ited States of AmeriCa. 
Luxemburg;· · •' · · ' 
Mexico, ·· · · · ' 

I ' I . . , I , . • . ., 

'rt Thefdelegates of the following States are authoris~d to take P!U:LiP.thll ~onfe_rim~~jn 
VI ueo : 

(a) Full powers from their head of State : 
Costa Rica, .. Turkey, 
Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Switzerland, · ·' · · 1 

' Republics. · ., 
(b.) Full powers from their: GQvernme!lt: 1 •. , • • • ·:- •• 

Lithuania, Venezuela. • , • , ... 

. The Cominit~ee asks the COnference to appeal again, ~o the delegations of the last two 
groups of countn~. and to request the~ to state whether the said full' powers should be 
!egarde.d as authonsmg the ~elegat~s .to s1gn any agre_ements that may be reached', and· to send 
tn a wntten reply to the 'Secretary-General of the·Conrerence: '-- ·.,., -· '·' ., ':• ~l '"·~>Iii ·, . 

• • o •••' ' • •. ,-·• ~AI~.· ·•,, • 2 ~·· ,•· ,_.,' ·~ .• ~ ).' '.(;'!..• .. , '';, ( "'·1.~ (4 

1 Fint report of the Credeu~ ~tlee,lee i~i.; 6'~nd1 
7: · · • t • 1.,,: .: -~,::; ~ . ~ ~ ....... ~,.· r ,. 
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The delegates of the following countries have been authorised to take part in the 
Conference ~n ·virtue of letters or telegrams to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations : 

- • t· :. '/ .... 

Abyssinia, Hungary, 
Albania, Irish Free State, 

"'Argentine, T • ·: Latvia1 · · , · 
. ,. Bolivia, , ·· . Liberia, 
" ' Chile, ·. ·· ' · ' ' · 'Norway, 
· c: .Finland, " : ~ ·: • . l : ~; :: • Panamav. 

, )IPi!!Z a.nd ~ej~!'. ; . • / :. Paraguay; 

Persia, 
Peru, 

··Roumania1 

Uruguay •. 
Yugoslavia. 

"- l 

The Committee ventures to propose, as it·· did m." its previo~s repor't, th~t the cci~ference 
should draw the attention of the delegates of this last group of countries to the desirability of 
obtaining as soon as possible an authorisation from .their Government to enable them to sign 
any instrument that may be concluded. . 
•1 Afghanistan, .:J!:stonia and Brazil have appointed delegates to follow the work of the 
ConfereJ:lce as observers. . . · • · · . 
'~.li·,_:._·,~ ;,·. \o!{_i_L)-_ ~.;,._., :~·- ?~:1; · •'' '. ·~,.,: • .:_ ) •• i ";' ' 

t J • '~"'. • - • ''., ~ l . ' : . ·, ' . -,. ' ~ '• . . ( . 
•·' l •Ct;>nf. L.F.S. 25. , 

. . ANNEX 3 •.. . i. . : ~ ~ 
~·r \ t'' 1,; \t '-l•".; '0_),,;_: ,< 

• ' ' 
1 I.- ' i 

MEMOAANDUM SUBMITfEP BY. THE WOMEN'SINT;Ew:rATlONALLEAGUE 

• FOR PEACE AND ·FREEDOM. 
-~:~i. ... .?.·::.o'! • . f \t-~-.:;...-'~' 

~ T ·,,J•,_ -·~ t \ ' ... ·.·,_) :J it'. fi. ; .:_ -~". - . ~ .. 
~·' 

1 . ,,Matta,-:'!,TheL~ague·o£Nations, ._ .. g'., .,, 
olj~puJ9,,qe ihe,W<;>.~ldCqJ:lsclenct~.'.;: .. , •·- , _; ..... , ... 

.. ~ . ' . 

' j ' 

' · · 'The Women's · Iriternational"League fbt ·Peace· and Freedom, which ·ha~ sections and 
correspondents in forty-two countries, took up the fight against the abuse of narcotic drugs 
several years ago iii 'answer to an urgent appeal from Chinese women.. ·· ; 
. .:n has followed With great interest the negotiations of· the League of Nations Committees 

·a£ {heir various 'meetings,· · ·, < ·, •· · ~-: '~n · · .. · · · · · . · · · · .- · · • . 
- •· :. I~ recognises with pleasure that the League of Nations 'has brought t<igether·an immense 
-iimount of material concerning narcotic <lrugs and their 'abuse and has thus led to the question 
bein!(takeh 11p .actively ill-ever-widening Circles: · · · · · · · · ' · · · .. · · ~ · · 
" ·The Women's International League for 'Peace artd ·Freedom realises with regret, however, 
that''aU the efforts'Of the Leag\le of Nations during the last ten years have not succeeded in 
preventing the illegal use· of narcOtics' or the abolition • of smuggling; and this in spite of 
idt'e'rriational conventions 'providing sevetet 1aws and stricter control by the authorities in 
(ijfferent 'countries. • ·, · '· ·· · · ··· r • •· ·. · · · •· • - . . 
·' • · -It'is evident that·, lrHhe matter o~ narcotic's, supply regulates demand ; therefore smuggling 
arid the-illegal use ot narcotics can only be successfully controlled through the limitation of 
pr~duc~ji>~ il.nd mah?-f~cture- ~0 the amo!_mt 1?-ee~ed. .for· m~dicil.l and s~ientific purposes. 
·' ·• ·rt ts· very ·much to be hoped that th1s prmc1ple; which -was recogn1sed by the League of 

Nations in 1927, will finally be put into operation: '· :. ' · · .. · · · ; . · ~ · . · . ' 
Since the representative!!_ of non-producing countries are also to take part in the Conference 

of May 1931 ; since it has been decided f'oaeaTwit1ithe limitation of all derivatives of opium 
and coca leaves, as well as to control the total amount to be produced, the Women's 
Internatiana.l·League for Peace and Freedom believes that it may be possible to awaken the 
conscience of the participants, so that they .will ta:ke their stand against the great harm done 
to mankind by the over-production and smuggling of narcotic drugs, and that they will be 
aliv:e W th!lJ;:~.ct t~at.,j~ a~l_questiollS-;Yv"~llt~er j11tern~t~o~al, political or economic_-the wel~are 
ef··great' populations and-not: the:-prof1t •of. producers and manufacturers must be the. frrst 
consi'detation:-: ! ·; : t - rc · · • - t ) • - ;. fJ .• . - -. · · · . : · - .· _., -, · • · · . · · . .. . 

Miy the; Ma~,tonfeie'iice ol the.teagtie o'(Jati9ns ·.prove lhaf .the· League of Nation~ is 
what it' ought-to be•: "·The'World Conscierice '·:·may the Conference finally complete the 
preparatory work of the preparatory committee&-and conferences and take such decis~on'S as 
will prevent over-prod!}ction and surplus manufacture of narcotics and thus abolish the 
smugglidg and illegal use· of drugs. 

; ' . ' •. ' ~ ' ' .. ' "" ; . , . (Signed) Lida Gustava HEYMANN, '·' · 
' ' 

,. ___ ,, "· ... ••r·.· ·President, -' ... , . , . 
' The Anti-Opium Co,;.mission of tlu 
Women's Internatioteal League for PetUI and Frutlom. 
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ANNEX 4. 

LETTER FROM THE SECRETARY-GENERAL OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF LEAGUE OF NATIONS SOCIETIES TO THE PRE· 
SIDENT OF THE CONFERENCE, COMMUNICATING A RESOLUTION 
ADOPTED AT BUDAPEST BY THE ANNUAL ASSEMBLY OF THE 
FEDERATION ON MAY 28m, rg3r. 

. . June 4th, 1931 . 

In view of the fact that the Conference on the Limitation of the Manufacture of Narcotic 
Drugs is now in session under your presidency,! should like to communicate to you the attached 
text of the resolution which has just been adopted at -Budapest by the annual assembly of our 
International Federation. · 

I should be grateful if you would place the text of this resolution at the disposal of the 
members of the Conference. · 

Our International Federation attaches the greatest importance to the success of the 
Conference and trusts that it will obtain decisive results. . . . 

(Sign~d) Th. Ruvss:e:N .. 

"The Annual Assembly of the International Federation of League of Nations 
Societies, · 

"Considering that the World Congress on Limitation of the Manufacture of 
Dangerous Drugs is to meet at Geneva on May 27th, and that the .Conference will 
have before it the draft Convention drawn up by the League Advisory Committee 
on Traffic in Opium : . 

" Believes that the principles of that Convention, if applied in the administration 
of all States, will establish effective control of the trade in dangerous drugs, and, 

" Resolves to support an agreement whereby the annual medical and scientific 
· needs of the world for dangerous drugs will be estimated, and the annual manufacture 
limited to that amount, according to a quota scheme based on an equitable distribution 
allowing for manufacture in States which produce for home consumption and export, 
States which produce for home consumption only, and States which may in future 
desire to produce (under this agreement the import, conversion, and re-export of 
dangerous drugs and their new materials would be subjected to control according 
to the Convention, as would drugs capable of conversion into drugs of addiction) ; 

" Resolves to urge its member societies to press upon their Goverments the need 
for adherence to the Hague Convention of 1912, and the Geneva Agreements of 1925, 
if they have not already ratified them, and for the necessary legislation, and 
administrative action to put them into force, and also to move for the prompt rati
fication of any Convention drawn up . by the I93I Conference which will ensure 
world limitation of the manufacture of drugs." · 

, 
Conf.L.F .S.68. 

ANNEX 5. 

RECOMMENDATION COMMUNICATED BY THE."SOCIETE SAINTS COSME 
ET DAMIEN. ASSOCIATION BELGE DES PHARMACIENS CATHOLIQUES ", 

TO THE SECRETARY-GENERAL OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 

Brussels, January 2Ist, 1931. . 

We have the h~nour to forwardlou the recommendation adopted by our Society and we 
should be much obhged if you woul communicate it to the Conference on the Limitation of 
Dangerous Drugs which is to be held at Geneva on May 27th, 193I. . 

(Signed) M. P. l:e:CLUYSE, 

SeGreta''Y: 

(Sig1t1d) G. DE LETTER, 

Vi~;,. p,esident. 
• 



' ' • 
" The " Soci~t~ Sti Cosme et Damien, Association beige des pharmaciens 

catholiques ", at its meeting' of Wednesday, December 24th, held at the headquarters 
at Brussels, . 

" Having heard various international documents and the opinion of its members : 
" Gravely concerned at the growing development of the drug habit throughout 

the world and its moral and social consequences ; 
" Considering that the drug habit greatly hinders civilising and religious action 

in the countries of the Far East and does considerable injury to the health and 
development of peoples : 

" Decides to send the following recommendation to the Secretary-General of . 
the League of Nations.and request him to communicate it to the next Assembly: 

" • The "Soci~t~ S• Cosme et Damien" requests the Conference for the 
Limitation of the Manufacture of Narcotic Drugs which is to meet on May 27th, 
I9JI, at Geneva. to adopt the " scheme of stipulated supply " (documents 
C.I.M.I.:rg2g.XI and O.C.:ro7o) as a basis for an international convention for 
the direct and «J.Uantitative limitation of the manufacture of narcotics of the 
different categones and particularly of those mentioned in paragraphs b, ' and 
g of Article 4 of the Geneva Convention, and also other injurious substances 
whose limitation may be considered necessary to facilitate that of the narcotics 
mentioned in the aforesaid paragraphs of Article 4-' " 

ANNEX 6. 
Conf.L.F.S.6g. 

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE CHURCH 
OF SCOTLAND AT EDINBl.!RGH, MAY 22ND, 1931. 

REsoLUTION Io. 

The General Assembly, recognising the alarming growth of the International Drug Traffic, 
welcome the steps taken by the League of Nations, and in particular by the British Government, 
to press, at · the forthcoming International Conference, for a drastic restriction in the 
manufacture of drugs of addiction. The General Assembly instruct the clerks to send a copy 
of this resolution to the Prime Minister, the Foreign Secretary, and the Secretary of the 
forthcoming International Conference. The General Assembly call upon their people to 

· follow the work of the Conference with close interest and earnest prayer. · 

Conf.L.F.S.13. 

ANNEX 7. 

C.II!P9JI.XI (Annex). 
O.C.1:332(2). 

DRAFT CONVENTION FOR LIMITING THE MANUFACTURE AND REGULAT
ING THE DISTRIBUTION OF NARCOTIC DRUGS, DRAWN UP BY 
THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON TRAFFIC IN OPIUM AND OTHER 
DANGEROUS DRUGS AT ITS FOURTEENTH SESSION. . . 

SUBMITTED TO THE COUNCIL ON JANUARY 24tH, I93I• 

[List of Hig'h Contracting Parties.] 

Desiring to supplement the provisions of the International Opium Conventions, signed at 
The Hague on January 23rd, :rgu, and at Geneva. on February 19th, 1925, by facilitating the 
limitation of the manufacture of narcotic drugs to the world's legitimate requirements for 
medical and scientific purposes and regulating their distribution, . . 

Have resolved to conclude a Convention to that effect and have appomted as the1r 
plenipotentiaries : 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .. . " . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 

[List of Plenipotentiaries.] 

Who, having communicated to one another their full powers found in good and due form, 
- have agreed as follows : · · . · . · 

• 



. . . ~ ' . ' ' 

Except where othe~se expressly i~dicated, · :th~.:foll~ing.~·~finiti~ns shall apply 
throughout this Convenhon and th_e Annex there~o ... ,,, ,,, . " .. . . , ,, , .. . . 

. ... . . r .. The .term "Geneva· Conventiol)·" ·-denotes. the, International Opium 
. .. Convention signed at·.Geneva on· February i:gth,"I92S ;t., ·· · · •··· ' ,,, ·• • 

'. 

.. . .. 2. The . term . " narc:otic.. dt:ug~- :~ .. sh111I . d~~ot~ !~~. '.¥oilo'fing :. 1 
drugs in 

manufactured state: : ...... t · · , .. r • · : ,,. • , ...... .: ,, , .. ;··.: ,.; 
(i) .Morphin': 3;nd its salts, including preparation~ m_ade directly from raw 

opium and contammg more than 20 ·pet cen~ of morphme ; . 
. . ( jj) Diacetylmorphine and fhe ~ bth~r 'morphine 1 :esters·. ii:B<'f t~eir SaltS ; 

· ·. (iii) Cocaine and all ~other denvabve~ of ecgom~e. and .the1~ salt~; 
· ·• (iv) · Dihydrooxycodemone (eucodal); ~Ihydrocodei!!-one·(dic?Wde), dihydr?

··motphinone (~lau~~e), acety~o~emethylo~ydn)t_l~e.bame '(ace!l~~one) and their 
--salts ... · i) ., : .--~ .•.• -:·,··-·· ~,,,.,_· ~- r ••. ,~ .. t .. f • 
. ~- .: '"'-:-; \ ... ~- :. :·t _~--:::· ;~ .} -~-·-~·:.':' Jl. 1!1~- ,,-,.,,, f_ ~-

3· The-definitions· of morphi!ie,. diacetylmorphine; 'co~airie;.~cr.ude cocaine and 
ecgonine contained :in' Article I -of •ihe ~eneva· Gonventionr:shalhapply for the_ 
purposes of the present Convention. . 

For the other narcotic drugs. specified in paragraph 2 above, the followmg 
·definitions are adopted for the purposes of the present Convention : 

Esters of morphine (a c'brribirulti~rt of morphine and any organic acid) ; 
... ··- ~ihydr~o?Cy~odeh10ne. (C,~~·~?!Nl. Hfl.± 3 ~·Q..~ ·- _ ..... .,.. __ . , ~ -·c- ., 

·;.~· · ·· .uihydrocodeinone (C,,H,!"0,1 :; · •. -:: 1 • :- ·.:.~.: _; .. " • ... i , _ _,. •c.· ... ··: 
. Dihydromorphinone. ·{C.,H;,O,N fiCl).· ;, · , 1 . , • 
Acetylodemethylodihydrothebaine· (CnH;.N O,). . 

4· The term " manufacture ·•• of any drug includes also the refining of part
manufactured products .. 

The term " conversion ., shall denote.th!l transformation by a chemical process 
of a narcotic drug into another substance. · · . 
. . . ~e tt;rm ~·import. certificate " ~enotes flll. jn_tJ>q[t .c~~~if~c~~~~~ pr~,v~~~d for 
m AJ.:hcl~_ 13. of q!-e,Gen~';a..GonvEli?-~IOn ... , .. , ., 1 '>f'. -~ .::;•: i·.:·. "" ~•·····! 

· • s: · The term .,. estimates ... shall denote 'the e5timates "fimiished hi· accordance 
"with" ArticleS ·3" to 5 ·of this ·conventidn and in accordance with 'the· ai:mex 'there"'fo 

• ~ · ~. • . .- · ·: ~ ~~ · - '··. ; ' ·: ,j(~ --~· ,_, .. ·: '!'!",."'•": ,J, t I• 

6. The term'! conversion tota.J."-in:relation-tq any:cpuntry .ill respecto~·any 
narcotic drug shall denot-e the total amount specified in the estim;ttes far £hat country 
for any one year as being required for the purpose of conversion, with the addition 
of such amount as may be necessary to bring the reserve stocks of that drug indicated 
in the estimate as likely to exist in that country at the beginning of the year in respect 

11 . ·_of whichit i$ made and intended to be utilised for the purpose of conversion up to the 
level. of the reserve stocks which, according to the estimates, it is desired to maintain 
in that country for that purpose r:or; ... in the event of the reserve stocks being 
estimated as likely to exceed that level, after deduction of the excess of those stocks 

. -overthedesired.level.- , .. , ., ··•· •·. ,--1-1--1,. · • ·· • ,- .. ~-,·,c·· -·. """' 
j f: ~ ( . , ~ . l 1 

' , • ) ,'., • j '• .:' r' : 'i '•, ! J. • t -~ ,, ' ·: I ~ \ l \ ; _; o ~ ') ! J ( 0 )' ·,: 

r, ·1 : · .7·: The term;" consumption· total ""in relation 1 t01 ·any. countT}" in resp,ect of 
, ~ an¥ .narcotic drug shall. denote .the total an10un~ .ol that· drug specified..m the 

. . estunates for that country for any one year as being hece'ssary for use as such in that 
country for medical and 5cieiitifio purpose!" Witlil the addition :Or afte:t deduction of 
a,n..am~:>Unt i~ respect of a!ly reserve stocks of that drug intended for these purposes 
as mdicated m the preceding paragraph of this article. 

8. The term " home total " in relation to any country in respect of any narcotic 
drug shaU denote the aggregate in any .!>ne ye!lr, ilf t-b,e conversion and consumption 
totals for that country for that drug, as shown by the estimates for that country for 
that year. _ ., .. . 

' . • ; ' : ·~ '' .... . ~ .- ' \ i ; . . . 

9· TJ;l~ term "world total" in relation to any. narcotic drug shall denote the 
·-.. aggregate many one year of the home totals for that:drug. for all the -countries. 

· The world total of any·narcotic·drug will, in consequence; represent the.arnotJtlt 
·· ·of that dr~ wi;U~h it is n~ary to manufacture in any one year in. brder ;to satisfy 

the worlds legitimate reqwrements of that ·drug for use as such and for: conversion, 
• '· •· ' , I • 1 ·• • • .,~ • . - ~ ' · ' r• , • ~ • ,• .• f( 

10. The term " export total " in relafion to any narcotic drug shiilf <i'endte the 
amount of that drug which must be manufactured by certain countries 'in excess of 
the home total for those countries, for export to countries which do not manufacture 
that drug, or which ptanufacture less than the total shown in their estimates . 

. II. The term" manllfactur! quota'"" in relation to any manufacturing country 
which manuf~.etures pa~t only of 1ts ~otal consumption shall denote the proportion of 
that total wh1c~ according to t~e estimates for1hat countryfor-any·o11e year. i'll to be 
manufactured m that country m that year. ·, · ·.a' ·;.. ·:>· :• 

• 
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• 
.. ' .. ·. · n: The 'term '" ·manufacturing ·country., shall ·denote a> countrj 'which'; in 

accordance with the provisions of Article II · (r), 'becomes a country 'in wliich 
- ·· -· · ·narcotio-dru~s -are manufactured for use as .such.· · · -- · · · 

IJ. The term ."converting country" shall denote a country which, in 
·accordance with the .. provisions of Article rr{r), becomes a country into which 

, .. ·"any narcotic drug is imported or in which any narc9~ic drug 'i's ·mal}ufac~ured in 
,bpth cases for the 'purpos_e of conversion: · · · · · · · · · •. · 

14. The term " exporting country " shall denote any country· 'which in 
·-accordance w:jth-the provisions of Articles·8 and 10 &f this Convention-i5'or.-becomes 

a country in which na:J<Cotic drugs ate manufactured for export. 
. . rs. The term " territory." or." territories ~·in relation to any .H:igh eontr~cting 

Party shall denote the territory or territories of that High Contracting farty to which 
'!;, · ' "fhis· Cdflvehtion ·applies. ' · ·•·· · · · ' · · 

• • • , I .J ' ! • 

, -Artwle z. 
The High Contracting Parties will take all such legislative, executive, or other measures as 

may be necessary to give due effect within their. territories to the provisions of this Convention. 

-· 
>; ·,. Article ·_:J. : 

.,·,~: .. :. : .. · ,,~. r.·. ·..,·, ·:'-l.f• 

··.··"I: :·~Mh'•High 'Contracting Party.shall.furnish annually to "the·-PermanentJCentral 
·.Opium .Board, iconstituted under· Chapter·:vi of the ·Geneva ·Conventioll>' ·in respect ot His 
territo"til$',-estitnateS' bf the requirements of those' territories 'in the :matter of ·trarc~tic 'd:J::ugs 
for use as such for domestic consumption and for conversion. · 

It is understood that full liberty is reseryed to each country to purchase its supplies fo 
narcotic drugs in any country it wishes, and it may, when giving its estimates, mention the 
cop~~rY.\!1-~· t.~~-C<?UI\trf~ from whi!=h, it:il).tends to pu,rchase)ts suppJ.i.es .. , ·,: , , :. , , 
''' ·t.: ·2·. "·In· the· evenh>f any High Contracting Party ·.failing to· furnish· by the date •specified 
'in the ·annex·to. thiS' Convention an estimate in ·respect; of any of His territories;· an estimate 
will be furnished in·respecf: of that· territory· by the competent•authority·to·be constituted 
i~ifi.G~or~c~ wj~h, ~h~ pro~sions o( Ch<~.pter: .I, paragraph f), of tll.~. said. annex... . : .c 

·nl 1 ·$. •·This :eonipetent,authority will similarly -furnish an· estimate in respect ·of any country 
which is not a party to this Convention and which does noLfurnish.an estimate.,· ·, :·· '""' 

,. • • • . ' ; - : -'. •' ' : • " I' • I'(, 
. ,·. 

, ,:; J;., .,Any Higli Confracting ·rart~ may, if nec~ssary, lri any yeai: furnish in}espect ·.o(~rly 
of His. territories a· supplementary estimate o{ the requirements oft)le terrjtory·for that year 
with 'an explanation of the circumstances which j_us~ify_such supplementary e~tirnat~ .. • , . :, . 
.., . ~· .. J'he competent authority will similarly, if neces!lary, f~rnisl). a supJ>lementary ~stimate 
in a 'case ~here 1t has furnished an original estimate. .. . . " ,; ! ·:. .' :_ ; .••• 

'. ' J 'i.,... 

. . . A,rtirte ..s~: .. . 
"'.·./'· ·(\• h~l- .. _.. I •• ·•. ·~ •• • ... r ..... "-·,··~ .•. ~ ·"'·,-:· ··:. · 

Estimates furnished under the provisions of the two preceding articles shall be in the form, 
li.P4:$a.l\,..e-!tU'!lis~d ~n the manner provided in Chapter I of th~ annex to tthis Convention. 

·;. ' .· 

o , • :~ 'f, I • ·, . 

; · ,·Jl;v~r)l.est.ima.te-furnished in.accordance with the·.ptec.eding articles so:far.as·itrelates to 
..narco:tic dtJugs required for domestic consumption-in 'the country or territory in respect oJ which 
it is.ma.4e sllaH·be based®lely.on the medical and scientific requirements.of that.countryol: 
.1err1tory. ,; .... , .·.. . . . . . . . .. . , . . . . ; . . .. . . . . . .' . , . 
·;:.. l~ !~ ,iinderstood. ~ha(any High Contracting· .Party may 'include 'in. His .'esfiinates'.such 
quantit~ps. as. .He. conSiders necessary for. the «:stablishment or rnaintenance of reserve stocks 
u~der Government control fot Government :use .or for gener~l·:use. to meet exceptional 
c~.rcumst?-nces. . . . , . . . . .. . . . . · 
.- • J ' ' • • • ' ' ~ • • • 

r f 1 .! 

.•·,it !·,
0
·, 1 [''I'\' ',·,' '•' '; ·• '• 0 ., ;' '• '' ' '\ .··:·'(1 

The total amount of any narcotic drug to be manufactured in any one year shall not 
txcee<I }~~.II.!D?unt of the 'l'Vofld total for that drug. for t~at year. 

. . . . : .. . ; ..... . . - . 

'·: 
.. · A rti~le '8. ,: . ·. - ; .... '~· 

...... · .. 
- .) .. . ~ ~-' : . .. . • • ...~.' • 0 ...... ~ 

. . Subj_eCt to the provisions of Article IO the wotid' t~t~t·of ri~cdtic drug~ le~ ( t~:J 'fh~! 'patt 
of .l~ ·destmeel fOt' ctomestlc:-eonsumpti'on manufactured in coutih'ies which only manufacture for 
tllel.l'.:OWn~r«:tuirements lmd :( b).'that part Teta.ined :for tonverSiOft ·in' the countries in which it 

• 
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· f t ed shall be manufactured by the followlng c;untries (which shall be known as 
as manu ac ur . · di t d . • exporting countries ") in the proportions m ca e . . . . . . . . . . 

Morphine and Ita oalta 
aad preparatio• made 

' directly from raw opium 
and eo~~taining DlOre th&a 

zo per cent of 
aorpbine 

I 

Diacetylmorphine 
and other esters 

of morphine, and their 
oalts 

Dihydrooxycodeinonc 
dihydrocodeinone 

dihydromorphinone 
acetylodemethylodi-

hydrothebaine 

······' 

Cocaine 
and nther derivatives 

of ecgonine and 
their salta 

Note.- The Drafting Committee to which was referred the question of !llanuf~cturing 
quotas for drugs which are subsequently brought under the Geneva Convention by 1ts tenth 
article decided t~ refer this question for the consideration of the Conference in May. 

ArliiiU 9· 

The proportions specifi~d in Article 8 of this ~onvention or in. any new agreement reac:hed 
under the provisions of Article IO, unless altered m accordance Wlth the procedure prescnbed 
in paragraphs I to 6 of the latter article, shall remain in force for a period of two years from the 
date of the entry into force of Articles 3 to S of this Convention or of any such new agreement 
as the case may be. Whereafter, these proportions shall remain in force until superseded by 
a new agreement made in accordance with the provisions of Article IO of this Convention. 

A rliGle I o. 
• 

I. (i) If a High Contracting Party not mentioned in Article 8 desires to manufacture for 
export and to be assigned a quota or (ii) if a country mentioned in Article 8 desires a revision 
of its quota after the expiry of the period of two years specified in Article 9. that country shall 
give notice to that effect to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. · 

:z. The notice shall give as full particulars as possible of the considerations which the 
Government of that country desires should be taken into account in the re-allocation or, as the 
case may be, the revision of the quota. . 

3· On receipt of the notice the Secretary-General will communicate it to the Governments 
of the countries to which quotas have been assigned, with a view to negotiations being entered 
into between the representatives of those Governments and representatives of the Government 
of the country giving the notice, and shall arrange the date not less than one month nor more 
than three months after the communication of the notice for a meeting of a conference of such 
representatives to consider the matter. This Conference will be presided over by a person 
nominated by the President of the Council of the League of Nations. 

4· At the end of the period of two years a revision of the quotas may also take place in 
the following circumstances : · 

(i) If as a result of a formal declaration of a High Contracting Party of His 
intention to obtain His supplies in a given country it appears that the orders destined 
for any manufacturing country exceed substantially the quota assigned to that 
country; · . 

(i•) If, from the records of the Central Narcotics Office mentioned in Chapter III 
of the annex to this Convention, it appears that the orders received by any 
manufacturing country during the period referred to exceed substantially the quota 
assigned to that country. 

The Permanent Central Opium Board or the Central Narcotics Office, as the case may be 
shall make a report to the Secretary-General who shall . then, in consultation with the 
Government of that country, proceed in the manner indicated in the preceding paragraph . 

. S· If the negotiation_s whether entere~ i~to under paragraph 3 or paragraph 4 of this 
artacle have not resulted 1D an agreement Wlthin three months from the date of the conference 
the matter shall be submitted to an arbitrator or arbitrators appointed by the President of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice at The Hague. · · 

In any negotiat_ions or arbitration in pursuance of this article for the allocation of a quota 
t? a country to which a quota has not previously been assigned, due consideration shall be 
gtven ~o any con.tracts or agreements duly authenticated for the supply by that country of any 
narcotic. drugs m accordance with the provisions of the Geneva Convention and of this 
Convention. 

6. In the event o_f any High Contracting Party desiring that any of His territories should 
cease to be an exportmg country in respect of any narcotic drugs, he shall give a notice to that 
effect ~o ~he ~etary-General of the Le~ue of Nations and to the other exporting countries. 
Negottail?ns will thereupon be entered mto on behalf of the last-mentioned countries fot the 
re-allocation of the quotu for that drug . 

. t Any agreement. or award which may be reached under the prec~din~ paragr~phs of this 
artac ahall be communacatec1 to the Secretary-General pf the League of Natlon1 for registration; 

" • 



The Secretary-General will communicate a copy thereof to the Members of the Lei!;gue or 
non-member States mentioned in Article 2S of this Convention other than those which are 
Parties to the Agreement. 

8. The quotas allocated in any such agreement or award shall, as from the date of 
its registration by the Secretary-General as between all the parties to this Convention, replace 
those previously in force from the date on which the Agreement or award enters into force. 

Arlide II. 

I. If in the estimates made on behalf of any country for any year it is stated either 
(i) that it is proposed to manufacture in that country the whole or part of the domestic 
requirements of that country in respect of any narcotic drugs for use as such or (ii) that it 
is proposed to import into or manufacture in that country any narcotic drugs for the purpose of 
conversion, that country shall become for the purpose of the year in respect of which the 
estimate is made, a manufacturing or converting country in respect of that narcotic drug as 
the case may be. . 

2. No narcotic drug shall be manufactured in any country for use as such for domestic 
consumption, unless that country is in respect of that drug a manufacturing country in 
accordance with the preceding paragraph of this article. · 
· 3· No narcotic drug shall be imported Into or manufactured in any country for the 

purpose of conversion unless that country is, in respect of that drug, a converting country _in 
accordance with the first paragraph of this article. 

Arlide r:z .. 

I. The full proportion of the " home total " for any narcotic drug which according to the 
estimates for any country for any one year is to be manufactured in that country shall be 
manufactured in that country in that year, but in no circumstances will any greater quantity 
be manufactured. . · 

2. The full amount of any narcotic drug imported into or manufactured in any converting 
country for the purpose of conversion shall be utili~d for that purpose during the period for 
which the est~mate applies. 

Arlide IJ . 

. I.. The full amount of the home total for e~h narcotic drug as shown in the estimates for 
any exporting country for any year shall be manufactured in that country in that year. 

· 2. In addition, the full amount of the proportion of the export total of any narcotic dreg 
for each year allocated to an exporting country in accordance with the provisions of this 
convention shall be manufactured in that country in that year and shall be held available for 
export irrespective of the re-export of any narcotic drugs in a manufactured state which may 
have been imported for that purpose. · · · 

3· In no circumstances will a quantity be manufactured in any one year in an exporting 
country greater than the aggregate of the amounts specified in the preceding paragraphs of this 
article. · · 

Artide 14. 

· · The following provisions shall apply to the import of any narcotic drug for the purpose of 
re-export and to the re-export of any such drug so imported : 

(i) The import certificate issued in respect of any such import shall state that 
the drug is intended for re-export ; · 

(ii) In the case of a country which manufactures only for its own needs and in 
the case of a country which is not a manufacturing country, the quantities imported 
for re-export, domestic consumption and conversion shall not exceed the home total 
for that country, less the amount, if any, manufactured in the country, provided that 
it shall be permissible to import in excess of the quantity above mentioned : 

(a) Up to the amount which has already been re-exported in that year, or, 
(b) For the purpose of fulfilling export orders actually received for the 

supply of the drug for medical or scientific needs, duly supported by an import 
certificate issued in pursuance of the Geneva Convention. 
·(iii) It is understood that a manufacturing country which m~ufactures only 

the quantity, or part of the quantity, required for its domestic consumption or for 
conversion, may export for the purpose of fulfilling orders duly supported by an 
import certificate issued in pursuance of the Geneva Convention without previous 

·importation. . 

' Artid• IS· 

. I. If any exporting country receives during the year orders for the supply of any narcotic 
drug to an amount exceeding its proportion of the export total for the year, and if arrangements 
are not made for the transfer of the executio~ of the orders to another country, the Central 
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Narcotics Office shall, on applicatic;>J:~; arrange for the trart~fer to -th~ s!iid country; -without 
'lind11.e -delay, of the quantittes req,utr~d to enable that coun~~y to fulftl.t~s ~r~er~ fro~ ?t~er 
exporting countries having at thetr disposal for export suff1c1ent quarttthes Wlthin the bm1ts 
of their quotas. · . · · · · · · . · . · · - · · . 

. 2. The High Contracting Parties undertake to grant the necessary Customs and other 
facilities for such transfers, and to take any measures necessary to ensure that 'the transfers 
are effected at the current wholesale prices. . 

. •'-·' 

ArtiGle 16. 
···-~ '\ · ••. ,· ' • '·. • '.· •l't''t : .• ,.-.~ · .. ';l ·.J. 

· . The following ·provisions shall apply in.the .case of a country which manufactures any 
·narcotic drug for export to a small amount and is not an exporting·country within the·meaning 
of 'this Convention ·: · · • · · · · · · . . . · : 

·. 

. (i) Each e~port shaH be made in accor~ance with the provi~ioris .o~. Chapter' IY 
of the annex · · · · · · · ·. · · · .. ·· · · .. · ' ' · · 

(ii) The' exports from these countri«<S shall not be taken ·into'·account ''ill. 
:. · ... determining -the·export·total for·the:year:;.--·,. • . ·: · · : ::··· .· . : ·. -. ·- · , . ·'· 

· · :·.· ·(iit) <The Central N;trcotics Office shall.reportthe amount ofsuch exportsto~the 
Permanent Central Board and ·a corresponq.ing ·deduction ·shalli: be· made from the 
~port total for.the 17ns~g year;;~· :.' ·•: .... , ,. '·· ., . , .. , ·.• 
. .(iv J, Each .of th~. Htgh. Contractmg., Parties concerned .undertakes that: tP,~ 

aggregate amount of such exports fro~ ,f!:i~ terr~tories of any narcotic !fr~g in any year 
shall not exceed . . . kilogrammes. 

: . . • . . .-- . : ~ . ' r --~ . : • • •• -! ·-. • ; . ' ! .~ •. , ... ~ : ~. :: .. r ·,. :. ! . ~ ' ?~ ,., : - : -' ' ~ ••• ; ... 

. . . . J, ·. No. impor:t from any soq.r.ce into the territories of the lligh Contracting Parties oi any 
narcotic dr~ :§.hall take. place--except in .accordance ·with,. the provisions of ·t.he present 
Convention. , , . .. . , 

2. The .f~).}.owing classes of imports- ar~ ;prohibited : ... , ·. .. , , · .• 
· · (•) The import of any narcotic•drug for any purpose other ·than: · · · 

(i) The satisfaction of the medical and scientific' needs (jf'the importing 
country; .;. , .. -•, , 
. (ii) Conversion; 

, · · · · .(iii) Re-export; ·. · · -. : · ' ;: · .. , ....... . 
. . (b) The import in any oiui ye'at; save' for the purpose of re-export;·of any narcotic 
drug in excess of the home total for that drug as shown in the estimates for the country 
-concerned for that year; · · ·· • :, · . · ; . : · ·: · . · . · · .. . • 
· · · (G) The import into any converting country in any one year, for the purpose. of 
conversion of any narcotic drug im excess of the- conversion total for that:country 
for that year ; . . . . . . . . , . · ,, · 

. 1 , . (d) . ~e !mport in any, one year. of any narcotic drug for use as such for domestic 
{. · .. consumption m excess of the consumption total of that drug for the country concerned, 
· ' in that year ; · · · · · · · ' · · ' 

(e) The import in any one year, save for the purpose of conversion or re-export, 
into any manufacturing country ·which ·manufactures the whole of its consumption· 
total for that year of any narcotic drug, of any quantity of that drug whatever ; 

· · ·- · · '(f) The import in a:ny one year, save for the purpose· of rec-e1tport oi conversion, 
into any manufacturing country· which manlifactures·part only. of its.consurnption 

· •. t?tal for that year of any narcotic drug, of any ,quantity of that drug in excess of the 
difference between that total and the ma!}ufacture quota 'for that count.~:y for that 
year.. . . . .. .. . . . . . .. \ . . . 

H
. '.' h3; ~No export or r~-e'xport o~ any narcotic d~ug. shall tak~ plac~ from the territories of.the 

. tg .. Contractmg Parttes except m accordance Wlth the prdvtstons of the present Convention. . . ' . ' . . . . . - . . . . - . ' 

- ·., . z. - . . 
ArtiGle 18 . . . .• . t ~ I. '1o ' 

. The. text of the ;lnnex to this Conventi~n' shall.be· deemed to b~·iln integral part of the 
Convention. · · · · · • · · · .. 

The _regulati?ns. contained in tJ:l_e a~ex to this :convention shal~ be app!i~d by the High 
Contractmg P~tes tn.order to facilitate the.executton of the foregotng provtstons. 

·. The prOVISlons .of the annex may be revised :in the following manner ·: · . ' ' . .. . . .- .. .. . . . . .. . . '. .. . . .. . . .. .. . . 
',·' 

ArtiGle 19. . . ~ . . . . \ 

- . . . . . . . . .;, . . . . . . . 

. . ~-High Co~~r~ting _P~rties. which ate .n?t Parties to the .G!lneva Convention undertake 
to ippty the prov1Stons con tamed 1n the followmg Chapters of that Convention": Chapter III 
;;~n_.tert n~~I<?mPtrol of Manufactured Drugs ; ~hapter V ~ntrol ·of International Trade·• 
---y er .... - ermanent Central Board:· .. · · · : · · ·. · · · · · · . . . • · .. . . · .. . .. . ' 
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A:rtir;l~ 2a. 
[Control of piices.]" . 

·. (Thi!il artide is res~rved: for ~orisideration by. the ~ay. Cpnf~n!n~e. ;.~see .. r~Port., of the 
A.dvisory. Committee .. t.o the Council, sixth paragraph.). 

Artir;le 2I. 

If any drugs confiscated by a }Iigh Contracting Party are appropriated by the 
Government for use as such for me4ical or scientific purposes or for conversion,. a deduction to 
an equivalent aJP.ount shall be made from. the amo~ts to b~ manufactured in. or. ~mpor.ted i.J\to 
that country,· 

•· • . ... :- . . . . . • ArtiGll. ·22\ 
, ," • r _ ' ': ~ ' ' '• ' i • } ' ~ 

The High Contracting Patties linderlake to apply the following provision~ of the Geneva. 
Convention to all derivatives of morphin~? whjch are not controlled in pursuance of that 
Convention : . · · · '' · · · 

• . ·I. The provisions· o.f Article. 6,,,in.so .far· as· they.,re.Iate, to, the. Utan.uf~cture, 
importation,. exportation and wholesale, sale of drugs; . . . : . . : . . , . . , . . .. 

2 ... The provisions of Articles l2,,I3.~P.d IS,; •. · . .·.. ... : . 
. · ' · · (a) Except as regards· ptepamtions- containing the substances; and, . . . 

·· ' ·· ·· ·· (b)' Except ·that the requirement as·, to the production of an import 
certificate shall only· apply i'n-the' case of peronine or any other substance in 
respect of which the Health Committee of the League of Nations reports to the 
Council that it is capable commercially of being converted into a drug to which 

. . the Geneva , Convention applies ; , . . 
• • • • > • ' , ' j o , ' • • ; I '' ' ~ . ) 

· · J. ··The provisions of paragraph·I (b), (r;) an4 (e) and. p\1-ragraph 2 9f Article 22, 
except as regards preparations containing the drugs and except .that the. statistics of 
imports. and exports p1ay be sent annually instead of. quru;terly. ... .. , 

' ' 
. ArtiGll 2J. . . j. • • 

. In. the ev~m{ ~{ a'dispufe arising bet~ee~ any two or more Higl\ Contra~ting 'Parti~s 
concerning the interpretation or application of the provisions _of this Convention except in the 
cases referred to in paragraphs I and 6 of Article IO,.suc,h disputes shall, unless settled directly 
between the parties or by the employment, of 'other. means of reaching 'an agreement, 'be 
submitted to a tribunal to be agreed upon betweeJl the parties within . .. . . . of the receipt 
by any. High. Contracting Party of a request from another High Contracting Party .for the 
submission of the dispute. In event of failure to agree. upon 1,1. tribunal within that period the 
dispute shall, at the request of one party, be referred to the Permanent Court of International 

• Justice at The Hague. , 
• 

· Ar.tir;le . 24. 

. ·. · Any High Contracting Party may, af the· time of signature, ratification, "Or accession~ 
Q.eclare that, in accepting the present Convention, He does 'not assume any obligations tit 
respect of all or any of His colonies, protectorates, ·oversea territories or territories under 
suzerainty or mandate : and the present Convention shall not" apply to any territories named in 
such declaration. 

Any High Contracting Party may give notice to the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations at any time subsequently that He desires that the Convention shall apply to all or any 
of His territories which have been made ~he subject of a declaration .under the preceding 
paragraph, and the Convention shall apply to all the territories named in such notice in 'the 
same ·manner as in the case of a country ratifying or· acceding to the Convention .. 

Any High Contracting Party may, at any time after the expiration of the five yean' 
period mentioned in Article 29, declare that He desires that the present Conyention shaU cease 
to apply to all or any of. His colonies, protector11-tes, oversea territories or territories· under 
suzerainty or mandate, and the ·convention shall cease to apply to the territories named in such 
declaration as if it were a denundation under the provisions bf Article 29. · .. · '· · · 

The Secretary-General of the League of Nations shall communicate to all the Members of 
the League and non-member States mentioned in Article 25, all declarations and notices 
received in virtue of this Article. .. •.. 

• ~~ ·J • ··n~ ··' , J \,:."{. 

Artir;le 25. 
'i.) . 

• The present Convention, of which the French and English texts shall both have equal 
force, shall bear this day's date, and shall, un,til.the . . . be open for signature on behalf 
of any Member of the League of Nations, or of any non-member State which was represented 
at: ·the Conference of Geneva, or to which the Council. of the. League _of. Nations shaJl have 
communicated a copy of the Convention for ~his p_tupo~. . , .. i, . ~ :· , .. : .· ~- :~ 
: .. , Th:e, pres_t!nt :Convention .shall be . ratified. The ip.s!ruineJ;J.ts of rahfi~ation, . shall .be 
tra,nsm1tted to th~ Secretary-.Geileral' of the Leag~e o('.N ahons, who shall'nohfy the1r rece.tpt 
to-~ liembersc o~ th~ League and to the .no!'l~J;Ilember State~ referred t_q ;n the prec~ding 
paragraph. · · · · · · · · · .. · .. '· · · · " · · · ' · · · · . · .. ; ... "' 
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ArtiGl1 26. 

As from the • • • the present Convention may be acceded to on behalf of any 
Member of the League of Nations or any non-member State mentioned in Article 25. 

The instruments of accession shall be transmitted to the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations, who shall notify their receipt to all the Members of the League and to the non- · 
member States mentioned m Article 25. 

. . 
The present Convention shall enter into force, as regards the provisions of Articles 3 to S 

immediately upon the receipt by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations of ratifications 
or accessions on behalf of not less than • • • Members of the League of Nations or non
member States, including all the exporting countries, and, as regards the remaining provisions, 
it shall come into force on the first day of January in the first year in respect of which estimates 
are furnished under the provisions of the articles .above specified. · . . 

Artide dB. · 
Ratifications or accessions received after the date on which Articles 3 to 5 of this Convention 

have come into force shall take effect as from the , • . day following the date of their 
receipt by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, but shall not entail any obligation 
on the Member of the League of Nations or non•member State making the ratification or 
accession to furnish estimates for the year succeeding that in which the ratification or accession 
is made unless such ratification or accession is made prior to the first day of • 

Annex to tbe Convention. 

REGULATIONS. 

CHAPTER I. 

The r~ations _in this chapter shall apply in regard to the estimates to be furnished in 
accordance With Arhcles 3 to s of this Convention. · 

l. . Every such. estimate, whether relating to requirements for domestic co~sumption or 
converSion, shall be m the form from time to time prescribed by the Permanent Central Board 
sept up under the Geneva Convention and communicated by the Board to the High Contracting 

artm. 

• 



z. Every estimate relating to the requirements for domestic consumption or conversion 
of the countries on behalf of which it is made shall, however, show separately for each year in 
respect of which it is made : 

1 ' ' 
I11 the 'ase of all the High ComractitJg Parties : . 

· · (a) The requirements of that country in the matter of each narcotic drug for use 
as such whether in the form of (i) alkal01ds or salts, (ii) preparations of alkaloids or 
salts, or (iii) preparations made direct from raw opium or the coca leaf. The 
amounts required under each of the above categories shall be shown separately : 

(b) The amount of the reserve stocks of each narcotic drug intended for use as 
such for domestic consumption (i) which it is desired to maintain, (ii) which it is 
estimated will exist in that country at the beginning of the year in respect of which 
the estimate is made.: . . . . 

' r ; 

I 11 the 'as' of• converting country : 

The amounts of each narcotic drug which it is desired (i) to manufacture (ii) to 
import for purposes of conversion distinguishing the amount required in respect of 
each substance into which the drug is to be converted ; . 

The amount of the reserve stocks of any narcotic drug (i) which it is desired to 
maintain (ii) which it is estimated will exist in that country at the beginning of the 
year in respect of which the estimate is made and intended to be utilised for the 
purpose of conversion ; 

In th1 case of a country whiGh is • mat~ufaGturing, but 110t a11 exporting, Gountry: · 
' 

The proportion of the consumption total for that country in the matter of each 
narcotic drug which it is proposed to manufacture internally. . 

3· Every estimate shall be accompanied by a statement explaining the method by which 
the several amounts shown in it have been calculated. If these amounts are calculated so as 
to include a margin allowing for possible fluctuations in demand the estimates should indicate 
the extent of the margin so included. ' -

4· Every estimate shall reach the Permanent Central Board not later than August ISt in 
the year preceding that in respect of which the estimat~ is made; · · 

S· Supplementary estimates shall be sent to the Permanent Central Board immediately 
on their completion. 

. 6. Every estimate shall be examined by a competent authority constituted in the 
following manner : · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

The competent authority may require any further details or explanations except as 
regards requirements for government purposes, which it may consider necessary in respect of 
any country on behalf of which an estimate has been furnished in order to make the estimate 
complete or to explain any statement made therein, and may, with the consent of the 
Government concerned, amend any estimate in accordance with any explanations so given. 
. 1· The competent authority shall also discharge the functions specified in Article 3. 
paragraphs 2: and 3, and Article 4. paragraphz, of this Convention. 

8. After examination by the competent authority as provided in paragraph 6 of this 
chapter of the estimates furmshed by the Governments, and after the determination by that 
authority as provided in paragraph 1 of this chapter of the estimates for countries which have 
not furnished them, the Permanent Central Board shall forward through the Secretary
General of the League of Nations, (a) to each High Contracting Party and (b) to the Central 
Narcotics Office to be set up under the provisions of this annex, one or more statements as 
may be necessary showing : . · 

• 

· (i) The amounts of the conversion and consumption totals for each country 
in respect of each narcotic drug with details as to how these totals are made up ; 

(ii) The home total for each country for each narcotic drug; 
(iii) The world total for each narcotic drug; 
(iv) The export total for each narcotic drug; 

· (v) The amounts of each narcotic drug to be manufactured for export in 
each exporting country being that country's proportion of the export total for that 
year. 

· The statement or statements shall reach the High Contracting Parties and the Central 
Narcotics Office not later than • • . in the year previous to that year. 

9· Every supplementary estimate sent to the Permanent Central Board in the course of 
the year shall be dealt with by the competent authority and by the BoMtl in a manner similar 
to that specified in _paragraphs 6 to 8 of this chapter, and, in particular, the Board will 
communicate to the Higb. Contracting Parties in respect especially of each exporting country 
any revision of the figure of the export total and of the amounts to be manufactured for export 
in each exporting country which may be necessitated by such supplementary estimates. 
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.. 
· In the event of a new agreement con~ernil:~g the proportions in which th~ _export tot~l is to.' 
be manufactured in the exporting countnes bemg concluded und~r the prov1s10ns. ?f Ar~1cle 10-. 
of this Convention and taking effect in the course of the· year, or m any other case 1rt wh1ch the' 
Permanent Central Board may deem it necessary, the Board will communicate to the High 
Contracting Parties the revised amounts of the export tot~l for that year to be manufactured 
by ·each exporting country. . 

. . CHAPTER III. 

r .. ·A Central Narcotics Offices shall be established at .. • ~r~ani~~4·;~s follows 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

2. The expenses of th~ Central Narcotics Office shall be defrayed by . -~ ...... 

CHAPTER. IV. 
, • I I 

. The following procedu~e .shall apply in regard to the E:Xport including re.~exports of any 
narcotic drug : ·. · • · · . . · · .. . . 
1 ._ • • • . • • . • . .• • .... 

· .'. . :~;. The manufacturer or t_rader who is.in receipt of an order for the export of 
'any narcotic drug shall notify the Central Narcotics Office of the receipt of such order. 

2. The Central Narcotics Office will ascertain by inspecting its records whether 
the execution of the c;>rde.r would, cause the importation into the c_q.unt~y concerned 
during the current year of an excess of the drug ordered over the aggregate of the · 
amounts shown in the estimates for that country for that year, as· constituting the " 
home total for that drug, after deduction of any amount which,. according to those 

. estimates, will be. man:ufactured in that. country in that year. . , . 
. · · J, . !he Centr~ Narcoticg; Office will thereupon, as. soon as possible'and,-. if 
necessary. by telegram, issue a. certificate to the manufacturer or trader. to whom. the 
order has been given stating according to the information contained in its·-records 
either ~ • , 

(i) That the order may be executed, or, •. 
(ii) That a proportion of the order may be executed stating what 

proportion:,· or; : : · · · · · · ' 
(iii) That the order may not be executed. 

· · In ~ases (ii) and (iii) the certificate shall give i:ea:sons for the statements ~ade 
therein. · · · · ·· 

In all cases a copy of the certificate issued shall be sent to the. Governi)lent of 
· the country from which the export is to be made. . · · · · · · · . .. 

In the case of an import, for the purpose of re-export, the issue of a certificate 
s~all be subjec~. to the pro:visions of article 14 of the Convent_ion,· . . .. .. ~ · 

4- Except as provided in paragraph. 8 of this, Chapter, no narcotic drug shall 
be. exported. or re-exported by any trader or manufacturer except. upon receipt of 

··an~ in accordance with, the terms of a. certificate supplied under na~:agraph -:~ of 
this Chapter. · · · ' · · ·"' ·· · · ~ · 

. . s. . Applicatio~s ftom any manufa.Cturer or trader for a certific~te ~all be dealt. · 
w.1thby the Centr~_Narcotics Office in strict order of_priority of. receipt .. , : , ·· . 
. 6. The Central Narcotics Office shall be informed immediately the export takes' 
place both by the exporter and the Government of the country from which it is made 
and the Central Narcotics Office shall also be informed immediately the .order reaches 
its destination both by the consignee and the Government of the country of import, 

. .. 1· In the _eyent of a'!-yorder in respec.t of which a certificate has been issued 
. _1,1n~r the provlSlons of. this Chapter not bemg executed, either in whole or in part, 

onn th~ event of the return to the export~r.of th~ whol~ or pait of the narcotic drugs 
the subJect of an executed order, the cert1f1cate 1ssued m respect of ·such order shall 

. be returned to the Central Narcotics Office as soon as possible for cancellation or 
am~ndment as the case may be. An amended certificate will, where applicable, 
be 1ssued" by the Central Narcotics Office. · · · · 

~a.se:; The foregoing provisi?~s of this Chapter shall not ~pply i~ the:'following 

{i)' Where the exporting country and the importing cou~iry ai:e .so distant 
fro~ t~e place where t!t~ Central ~arcotics Office is established that the 
apphcahon of.:these pro~s10ns would mvolve excessive ,delay in the fulfilment. 
of the orders , . . . . . •· . . ., -; . 

_(fi) _Where the supplies are made by the exporting·country·td ~me·of 't · 
colomes,d protectorates, overseas territories or territories under suzerain

1
t'Ys. 

or man ~te_i · . . . . . . . _, 
. ·' ~' ' . . . 
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Provided that : 

(i) The quantities so exported during the year do not exceed • . . 
(ii) The .exports are reported immediately to the Central Narcotics 

Office.l 

CHAPTER V. 
.. 

' I 

'!'-

I. Records shall be kept. by the Central Office in a form to be approved by 

(i) Of the conversion and ·consumption totals for each country for each year 
in respect of each narcotic drug showing how these are made up · · 

(ii) Of the world total and export total for each year, and' the actual amounts 
to be ~~nufactured for export in each exporting country in each year ; 

. (m) Of all orders for the export or re-export of narcotic drugs in respect of 
which it has i~sued certificates, such orders to be classified according to whether the 
certificates permitted the execution of the order in whole, or in part or refused 
permission to execute the order. · 

2. T~e records of the Central <?ffice shall be open to inspection at any time by any officer 
duly appomted for that purpose etther by the . . . of the League of Nations of by 
the Government of any High Contracting Party. 
· 3· The Central Office will furnish to the Secretary-General of the League such returns, 

statements or information the Council may require. · 

ANNEX 7(a) •. 

C.II5.I9JI.Xl. 
(O.C.I357(I).) 

REPORT TO THE COUNCIL ON THE PLAN DRAWN UP BY THE ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ON TRAFFIC IN OPIUM AND OTHER DANGEROUS 
DRUGS WITH A VIEW TO THE LIMITATION OF THE MA~UFACTURE 
OF NARCOTIC DRUGS . 

• 
The Advisory Committee on Traffic in Opium and Other Dangerous Drugs has the honour 

to submit to the Council of the League of Nations the following report and draft Convention 
(Annex 7) embodying a plan for the limitation of the manufacture of narcotic drugs which 

. it examined during it9 meetings from January gth to 2Ist, I9JI. · 
At its session of September I929, the Assembly of the League of Nations had unanimously 

adopted a resolution in favour of the establishment of a system for the limitation of the 
manufacture of dangerous drugs and it requested the Advisory Committee on Traffic in Opium 
and other Dangerous Drugs to prepare, with a view to this limitation, plans which would be 
submitted for examination to the manufacturing and· consuming countries. In accordance 
with the Assembly's decision, the Advisory Committee at its session of January I930 prepared 
the plan annexed to its report to the Council (document C.IJ8.M.SI.I9JO.XI [O.C.II7I(I)]) 
and this plan was accepted by the Council at its session of May I930 " as a practical basis for 
the work of the Conference". The plan was submitted by the Council to States Members and 

. non-members of the League for their observations and these observations were taken into 
consideration by the Advisory Committee in preparing its draft Convention. (For the texts 
~of these observations see documents C.SI8.M.2IJ.I9JO.XI (Series).) The fundamental points 
"nf this plan were as follows : .. ,.. . 
, , : I. The world manufacture of narcotic drugs to be limited each year to a specific 
... · quantity on the basis of estimates to be supplied by all countries of the quantities 

of narcotic drugs they would need in the year in question for medical and scientific 
purposes. 

. ., 

. --- ~· 

2. The fraction of this total quantity to be manufactured by each of the 
., manufacturing countries to be fixed m advance by means of agreements concluded 

between them according to a system of quotas. 
3· The necessary arrangements would be made to provide each country with 

supplies of narcotic drugs up to the amounts indicated in its estimates from whatever 
countries it might prefer. 

• • In addition, the Advisory Committee thought that it was important for the success of th\, 
Conference that " the Governments of the manufacturing countries or the manufacturers 
themselves should consider in advance the allocation of the quotas (of the· manufacturing 
countri~s) and the arrangements for ensuring a proper distribution of the drugs produced among 

' A eug;;stion has been m~de for cousideratio~ of the Conference that ~t .might be d~irable to ~~plify the 
procedure still further by allowing a similar exception for the export of med1c!nal p~paratio~ ~ontain•ng.only a 
small proportion of the drugs subject to the condition that the export shall be 1mmed1ately notified to the Central 
Narcotica Office. · 

19 
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the consuming countries". On ~he Committee's proposal, the Co~ncil~ at its May se.ssion, 
invited the manufacturing countnes to confer together on these pomts, ~n order to arn':e ~t 
an agreement before the meeting of the Conference. The repres~ntatn:e ~f Great Bntam 
having stated that his Government would be ~ai?PY to arra~ge for this P:~hmmary conf~rl:l}lce, 
the Council accepted this proposal an~ a prelimu~ary meetmg of the offtctal representatl~,ves of 
the manufacturing countnes was held m London m October and November 1930. The repor.t. 
of this conference containing as an appendix a draft scheme, was communicated to the Council 
and States invit:d to the Limitation Conference and also to the Advi~ory Committee (see 
document C.669.M.278.193o.XI).. . . . . . 

In these circumstances, and m conformity With the proposals made by the Rapporteur to 
the Council on the questi~n of the Lir_nitati?n Conf~~ence at the .council sessio~ of September 
1930 the Advisory Comrruttee found Itself m a posttlon to examme all the available data and 
to su'bmit the present report on the question. In accordance with the proposal made by the 
Council, the Advisory Commit.tee h~ pre~ared a draft Convention for submission to the 
Limitation Conference as a basts for discusSion. • 

In preparing_ its draft Con~~ntion, the C~m~ttee decided ~o ~ase its work on a draft 
Convention submitted by the Bntlsh delegate atmmg at the carrytng mto effect of the plan for 
the limitation of the manufacture of narcotic drugs prepared by the Advisory Committee and 
elaborated in greater detail by the Conference of manufacturing countries in London in 
November 1930. Nevertheless, it considered that the discussion of this draft should not 
preclude the simultaneous examination of other plans if t~ey were likely to constitute an 
improvement, such as the plan of Mr. C. K. Crane transmitted by the Government.of the 
United States of America, as of possible interest to the parties to the Hague Convention. · 

I. QUOTA SYSTEM ; OBJECTIONS RAISED AND AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED. 

The essential principles of the draft submitted to the Committee were those indicated in 
the second paragraph of this report. 

Certain objections were raised for different reasons by the representatives of Japan, 
Turkey, Yugoslavia and certain consuming countries, these objections taking the form of 
declarations and various proposals for amendments which are analysed below. 

Statement by the Japanese· Representative. 

Japanese Amendment.-The Japanese delegate communicated· a statement setting forth 
certain apprehensions he felt in connection with the plan drawn up in Lonc}on which seemed to 
him to be likely to restrict the allocation of quotas to countries engaging in an export trade of 
appreciable proportions. Furthermore, while no restriction was imposed on the export trade of 
the countries to which quotas were granted, owing to the system of transferring orders for 
narcotic drugs from one manufacturing country to another, any possibility of any share in the 
export trade on the part of manufacturing countries to which no quota had been assigned is 
excluded, this being contrary to the principle of the freedom of trade. The Japanese delegate 
maintained the principle that whatever the plan of limitation adopted, the forthcoming 
Convention should recognise an equal possibility of trade to all manufacturing countries within 
the limits agreed upon. . · 

In consequence, the Japanese delegate submitted an amendment the aim of which was to 
permit all countries, including those only manufacturing for their own requirements, to share 
in the export trade in narcotics in the event of their receiving licit orders from abroad. The 
Japanese Government is of opinion that no distinction should be made between manufacture 
aimed at meeting domestic requirements and manufacture intended for exportation. Each 
manufacturing country must be authorised to export within the limits of the world quota · 
if th~ resu!t is t~at it ha~ insufficient stocks for it~ domestic. consumption .the country i~ 
qu~t!on will recetve supphes from other manufactunng countnes on the basts of an import 
certificate. Eyentually the Japanese delegate, after consulting the British delegate, accepted 
as a .com~rorru~ t~e folloWing text for Article 8 concerning quotas, which he regarded )LS 
meehng his obJections : · · . 

" Th~ world total of narcotic drugs less (1) that part of it destined for home 
cons?mptton manufactured in countries which only manufacture for their own 
~eq.wrements and (2) that part retained for conversion in the countries in which 
It IS manufactured shall be manufactured by the following countries (which shall be 
known as exporting countries) in the proportions indicated . . . . ." . . 

Fu.rtherm?re, as regards exports, the countries which manufacture narcotic drugs only for 
dome~t~c requirements may export drugs on the request of a consuming country. The 
quanh!tes th?S exp'.l~ted .are made _up by the importation of the drugs from manufacturing 

•countnes (th1s quest1on IS dealt wtth below under Section 2(r;), "Control of Re-exports", 
page 238): · ·. 

Der;laration made by the Turkish Representative. 

. The Turkish representative, in a preliminary statement, explained his count~y's position 
With. regard t'? the drug problem and als? his Government's point of view concerning the 
posstble accessiOn of Turkey to the Conventions governing the traffic in opium and other drugs. 
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Turkey heads the opium-producing countries of Europe and alone practically supplies the 
European markets. The consumption of opium within the country is very limited and the 

·greater par~ of the Turkish output is therefore exported, its destination being the big foreign 
.mjlnufactunng centres. Turkey's annual exports of raw opium amount to 400 tons, representing 
a t~ttal value of £T6,ooo,ooo. · 

;, . .further, owing to the high morphine content of Turkish opium-close on 14 per cent-and 
the care taken in its preparation, it is highly appreciated in the pharmaceutical industry. 
Turkey accordingly decided that she was justified in founding within the country an industry 
intended to produce drugs for medical and scientific purposes. As Turkey possesses the raw 
materials, she considers herself as fully entitled to manufacture drugs from opium as any other 
manufacturing country. Three drug factories are now operating at Istambul. Their output 
during the first six months of the past year was 2,300 kilogrammes of morphine and 4,300 
kilogrammes of heroin. ·The establishments in question can together deal with as much as 
400 kilogrammes of opium a day. The Turkish Government has determined, however, to 
grant no further licences for the establishment of factories of this kind. The Turkish delegate 
would consider as arbitrary any attempt to exclude Turkey from the allocation of 
manufacturing quotas on the plea .that certain factories established in its territory may have 

· engaged in illicit transactions. As a producing country, Turkey thinks she has the nght to 
demand the allocation of a quota on the same footing as other countries. 

Turkish laws have set up control over sale, imports and exports. Every proprietor of a 
drug factory is required to report to the Ministry of Public Health and Social Welfare the 
quantity and nature of drugs exported by him and to specify the destination. This information 
is immediately forwarded to the Consulate of the country in which the place of destination is 
situated, In these·circumstances, the Turkish Government is prepared to co-operate in the 
work of the League of Nations for the limitation of the manufacture of dangerous drugs. 
It is prepared to accede to the Geneva Convention and to limit the manufacture of narcotic 
drugs, provided that it is given a fair quota. If this were done, the Turkish Government would 
consider producing drugs on a monopoly basis on its own account or by granting a concession 
to a third party. This declaration has not yet been discussed by the Committee and, as is 
indicated below, no proposal regarding a quota for Turkey has yet been put forward. 1 

Point of View of the Yugoslav Delegation . . 

The Yugoslav delegation was anxious, from the opening of the session, to define its position 
by setting forth the conditions it thought essential for the limitation of manufacture, and it also 
raised certain important objections to ·any quota system that was over-exclusive. 

The first condition is the extension of the Geneva Convention to all civilised countries. If 
this condition is not fulfilled, it is to be feared that a considerable quantity of drugs will find its 
way into the iiiicit traffic. The second condition is that all manufacturing and producing 
countries should accept the limitation scheme, otherwise producing countries will become 
manufacturers. Further, the Yugoslav Government desires to protect the economic and social 
interests of Yugoslav poppy-growers and also those of consumers in general and considers these 
interests as legitimate as those of a small number of manufacturers. Finally, in view of the 
special position occupied by Turkey and Yugoslavia, who supply the greater part of opium for 
manufacturing purposes, the Yugoslav Government considers that, if Turkey is authorised 
to manufacture, an equitable quota should be allocated to Yugoslavia also. Yugoslavia is 
determined to continue to co-operate with the League of Nations in its struggle against drugs, 
but could not do this unless she received satisfaction on these different points. This policy 
of co-operation has, in point of fact, not been pursued without sacrifices on her part. The sale 
price of the raw material has fallen considerably and opium sales have never been so uncertain . 
. The Yugoslav delegation fears that the cartel now in existence may become a monopoly and 
it pointed out the influence that the cartel might have over prices. At the beginning of 1930, 

·.raw opium was worth 850 dinars or about 77 Swiss francs per kilogramme on the Belgrade 
Exchange; at present, it is worth 350 dinars or about 33 Swiss francs. However, the prices 
of the manufactured drugs had not diminished. 

Position of Certain Non-manufru;turing Countries. 

Similar objections were raised against any system of world monopoly in the interests of the 
present manufacturing countries. Certain representatives, such as the Spanish and Polish, 
expressed their preference for a system which would not involve the constitution of anything 
resembling a monopoly and would not bring about ll\1 increase in the prices of narcotics intended 
for medical and scientific purposes, and they requested that their views should be clearly stated 
in the report to the Council so that the conference to be held in May may have a clear idea of 
the opinions put forward in the Committee. · 
· It was pointed out, in reply to these criticisms, that the system of quotas proposed by the 
Advisory Committee in its scheme of last year does not involve the creation of a monopoly. 
The scheme has to recognise the fact that only certain countries are engaged in the manufacture 

• For the dlacuuioD of the Turldah altuatloD ID the1ee0od part of the Adviaory Committee'ueoaioo,- Mioutee of 
the thlrty-fint and thirty-fourth meetlogs aodreport totheCouocil( documeot C.x68( e).M.62( e).1931.Xl [ O.C.138o{1) )1. 
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f th d t the present time and that, in consequence, under a scheme for the limitation of 
~h e Wgsm~ufacture to a definite amount, that amount has to be allocated among the 
co:n~~~ which are at present manufacturi_ng. No ex~lusive right of manufacture, however, 
is ·ven b the scheme to those countnes. The nght of ~~;ny country not at J?r.ese~t 
m!ufactuXng to begin the manufacture if it desires to do so, 1s preserved, and pro~s!on IS 
made in Article 10 for the al_location of a quota to such a country, as well as for the rev1s10n of. 
the quotas from time to time. . . . 

Th Committee considered it necessary to lay down a two-fold prmc1ple: A State should, as 
' i:ed in the scheme of the Advisory Committee as drawn up at its thirteenth session, have 
:~t!::d complete liberty to purchase drugs for its medicll;l requirements from ":hatever. co~mtry 
it refers and in such form as it considers expedient! but ~t shou.ld 3:lso b~ pernntted ~o md1C11;te, 
in ~dvance if it so desires, the names of the countnes frolt!- wh1ch 1t ~es1res to obt~~;m SUJ?J?hes, 
since certain States are in a position _to do so, and par~1~ulars of f1rm <_>rders Wlll fac11itate 
the task of the Central Office responsible for the supervlSlon of t~ansa~t10ns. Moreoyer the 
non-manufacturing countries in question requested that, on the bas1s of fum-orders rece1ved by 
countries which have not already been allotted a quota, it should be possible for these quota~ to 
be revised They also recognised that it was necessary that the quota system should be fa1rly 
stable so that manufacturers might feel certain that their purchases of raw materials would not 
prove'useless, and that the period of validity of quotas.was fi~ed at tw:o years. . . 

In connection with Article IO of the draft Convention, wh1ch proVIdes for the reVISions of 
the quotas, M. Casares proposed the following amendment : 

" If, as the result of declarations on the part of countries indicating in advance 
the country or countries from which they propose to obtain their supplies, it is found 
that the orders placed in a certain country exceed either the quantity normally 
manufactured in the country or the quota assigned to it, then the Central Office 
provided for in heading III of the annex shall ex olficio proceed to a readjustment of 
the distribution in accordance with the procedure indicated in item . . • of the 
annex." 

After discussion, a new text was agreed between M. Casares and Sir Malcolm Delevingne, 
which was accepted by the Committee and will be found in the revised draft Convention 
following this report. 

In connection also with Article IO, which provides for the assigning of a quota to a country 
intending to become a manufacturing country, the Yugoslav delegate proposed an 
amendment. 

This amendment raised a question of principle. It provided that, should the intention of a 
country to ask for a quota be due to firm orders having been placed during the previous year by 
other countries or to the statement made by certain countries when estimating their needs to the 
effect that they proposed to obtain their supplies from various countries, the Secretary

. General of the League would communicate the notice received to the central authority, which 
·would proceed ipso f~Uto, without the necessity for negotiations with other Governments to 
~~~~~ . 

As the Italian delegate pointed out, the divergent opinions expressed in the Committee 
with regard to the Yugoslav amendment concerned the question whether a country desiring to 
manufacture for export and in a position to prove that it had received a considerable number 
of orders from other countries, was obliged to apply to the central organ of the League for 
authorisation-a step which might involve either the convening of a conference or the reference 
of the question to an international tribunal-or whether it had the real right to a revision of the 
quotas on the strength of orders received. 

The Yugoslav delegate took the view that the draft Convention submitted to the 
Committee converted the present de f~Uto situation of a small number of manufacturing 
countries into a de jure situation. In his opinion, every State had the right to manufacture 
within the limits of its international obligations i~ it had firm orders, and he did not see why 
it should have to enter into negotiations before this right was recognised. The Yugoslav 
delegate also pointed out that the present de facto situation might be profoundly modified by 
the time the proposed Convention came into force. . 

· The Yusgoslav amendment was supported in particular by the Italian delegate and also 
by the Polish and Mexican delegates. · 

The Italian delegate in a declaration on the scheme as a whole asked for the insertion in the 
report to the Council of conditions which, in his opinion, are essential for the success of a 
scheJ?e of li~itation. He considered it necessary : (I) to respect the right of every country to 
obtam supplies from whatever country it chooses; (2) to require every country to specify in 
a~v~ce the qua!lt.ities it will require over a definite period ; (3) to restrict to an absolute 
mm1mum the pn~ege~ posit.ion of manufact.u~ing countries by avoiding as far as possible 
any m~ures wh1ch_ ~1gh_t gtve them an offlc1al de facto monopoly ; (4) to provide in the 
Conv~nbon !or the hm~tatlon of the manufacture of all derivatives of opium and coca leaves 
and, m particular, of codeine and its derivatives ; (5) to encourage the Government monopoly 
system, not only as reg~rds the trade in, but also as regards the manufacture of substances 
covered by the Conven~1on. to be drawn up: (6) to provide for the application of sanctions by 
eve_ry Government which. Is a party to the Convention of May 1931, vis-a-vis any country 
which re~uses to accede to 1t, and to put into operation the measures provided for by the Opium 
Conve'?t~ons of 19~2 . and 1925 _; (7) to ensure the limitation of manufacture and the 
superv151?n of the ~IJ?lt~d quant!ty manufactured, through the Permanent Central 0 ium 
Board, wtth the add1hon m an adVIsory capacity of representatives of the Advisory Commhtee 
the Health Committee, the Econom~c COmm~ttee or any other organ of the League. ' 
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On the ~ther hand, it was pointed out that the right claimed in the Yugoslav amendment 

would constitute a privilege not enjoyed by manufacturing countries which do not possess the 
right to execute all the orders which they may receive, and there was a risk that this system 
might create a state of instability unfavourable to the economic conditions of the market. 

· The Belgian delegate, although he was in favour of the principle of the limitation without 
quotas, accepted, as a basis of discussion, the draft submitted to the Advisory Committee, in 
view of the elasticity introduced into the system by the amendments incorporated as a result 
of the Spanish proposal, and until such time as a more concrete form can be given to a plan not 
involving quotas but based on the sum total of needs declared in advance by consuming States. 

M. Fotitch's amendment was rejected by eight votes to four, with five abstentions. 
In order to give satisfaction as far as possible to the point of view of the Yugoslav 

representative, a new paragraph 5 was added to Article 10 which provided that, in negotiation 
or arbitration concerning the allocation of a quota to a country which had not been assigned one, 
due account would be taken of any certified contract or agreement for the supply of drugs by 

, that country in accordance with the provisions of the Geneva Convention. · 
' Although the quota system was thus adopted with the modifications introduced by the 

various amendments mentioned above, the Committee was not in a position to indicate the 
list of COUI)tries to which a quota would be assigned or to fix figures. The British delegate 
reminded the Committee that an agreement had been reached between manufacturing countries 
with the exception of Japan and Turkey. The Turkish proposal with regard to the amount 
of Turkey's quota had been considered excessive and rejected, and the Turkish delegate on 
the Advisory Committee is not at present in a position to make a further firm offer. The 

· Turkish delegate stated, however, that he would be happy to get into touch with manufacturing 
countries. . 

The Japanese Governmentis also prepared to continue the negotiations and the Committee 
decided that, in these circumstances, further discussions, in which the Yugoslav delegate asked 
to participate as an observer, should be entered into between the Governments, and that it 
should be left to the Conference to be held in May to decide the matter. 

The Committee did not discuss further the question of the basis on which quotas should 
be decided. 

2. MEASURES OF CONTROL LIKELY TO ENSURE THE EFFECTIVE APPLICATION OF THE PLAN. 

(a) Yugoslav Amendment regarding the Prohibition of Imports 'oming from Countries not applying 
the System of Control provided for in the Geneva Convention (document O.C.1332(h)). 

· M. Fotich, delegate of Yugoslavia, submitted the following amendment, which gave rise 
to a thorough discussion in the Committee ; . 

"The following categories of imports and exports are forbidden : 

'' (1) Imports for the purpose of internal consumption, conversion or re
export of drugs manufactured in a country Which does not exercise control over 
the traffic in narcotic drugs in accordance with the Geneva Convention of 
February 19th, 1925. 

" (2) Imports .for the purpose of manufacture, preparation and re-export of 
raw materials (raw or conditioned opium, coca leaves, Indian hemp), originating 
or coming from countries which do not exercise control over the traffic in 
narcotic drugs in accordance with the Geneva Convention of February 19th, 
1925/' 

The Yugoslav delegate gave the following explanation of the purpose of this amendment. 
He drew attention to the fact that all the producing and manufacturing countries must be 
brought under the system of control laid down by the League of Nations. No effective 
practical result could, he added, be obtained, as long as some countries remained outsid~ the 
Conventions of 1912 and 1925, for the result of such a state of affairs must be to place States 
not adhering to. the Convention in a more favourable position. The Yugoslav amendment 
was in harmony with the proposal put forward by the Permanent Central Board in its report 
to the Council and which the Council at its meeting of January 19th, 1931, had recommended 
to the attention of the Advisory Committee. 

This proposal was as follows : 

" The Board is concerned with the inadequacy of Articles 24 and 26 of Chapter VI 
of the Geneva Convention in the case of a country which produces raw material in 
large quantities and not only exports but also manufactures. If the Convention is 
to be amended, the Board would suggest that it be given the power to recommend, 
against an offending country, not only an embargo on exports to such country of the 
substances covered by the Convention, but also on imports of such substances from 
that country." 

The great majority of the Commission received with a good deal of sympathy the principles 
of the amendment in question. Nevertheless, the Netherlands delegate stated that he was sure 
that his Government could not accept a system instituting a sort of boycotti~ which would 

• 
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· "d St t · to two hostile ~amps and thereby create conditions favourable to the growth 
d1vt e a es m . · N h 1 d G t' . · I f 

d t . nee of the illicit traffiC. In the et er an s overnmen s op1mon, no p an o 
an con mua · G c t" I t · II I" d 
I . •t t" ld be put into force until the eneva onven 10n was a mos umversa y app 1e . 
1m1 a IOn cou · · h f · t ff" · J"t From the beginning of international co-operat1on m ~ e matter o opmm. r.a 1~ umversa 1 y 

had been aimed at and, unless tmiv~rsality were attamed as regards any l~mitaho!l proposals, 
these limitation proposals would ~rul. The other members of the Co!Dm1ttee cons1dere~, on 
the contrary, that the idea on which the amendment was b~sed was JUSt~ and regarded 1t. as 
an effective means of inducing States to acce?~ to the Convention. In p~rt1cular, the A~stnan 
and Belgian delegates emphasised the legitimacy of. moral pressure 1.n ~avour of umversal 
control While the Committee as a whole pronounced m favour of the pnnc1ple of the Yugoslav 
amend~ent, it was struck by certain practical_difficult~es for which a .sol'!-tion will have to be 
found before giving effect t.o the.ame~dment m question .. These obJections are as fo.llows : 
Out of six principal producmg countnes of the raw matenal, four are at present outs1de the 
regime of the Geneva Co!lvention-na~ely .Turkey, Persia, Ru~sia and China. ~he only t':"o 
procuding countries subJect. to the obhg<~;t10ns of the .Convention are Yugos.lavla and India. 
The world's requirements m raw matenals for medical needs are, exclusive of the large 
quantities used by the opium monopolies in the Far East, approximately 350 tons. Yugoslavia 
only produces 100 tons and India's output is chiefly utilised by Great Britain and her colonies. 
The world's requirements would therefore be insufficiently covered by the countries signatories 
to the Convention. Account must also be taken of the fact that the opium crop is variable, 
and that the countries parties to the Convention might be tempted to increase their production 
of raw material in order to make good deficiencies which would increase a world output that 
is already too large. ~urthermore, it might be difficult to make such an import prohibition 
effective, since importation does not always take place through direct channels. Moreover, 
the application of this system might bring about, at the same time as a shortage of raw material, 
a rise in prices. Lastly, in some cases, the application of measures of this kind might be 
incompatible with the treaties of commerce entered into by certain countries. 

In reply to these objections, the Yugoslav and Belgian· delegates pointed out that these 
difficulties were far from insoluble, and, in particular, as regards the most .serious possible 
sl10rtage of raw material or of manufactured drugs, they emphasised the fact that, once the 
general rule of prohibition had been established, certain exceptions to this rule might be 
permitted with the authorisation of the Permanent Central Board in cases in which such a 
shortage was duly established. As regards incompatibility with commercial treaties, it is 
difficult, in the Yugoslav delegate's opinion, to imagine that a commercial treaty could hinder 
the application of an article of the international Convention which was about to be drawn 
up. As regards the apprehensions raised by the idea of boycotting and of the exercising of 
pressure, which had been voiced by the Netherlands and Swiss delegates, they could not, in the 
Uruguayan delegate's opinion, be justified, since it was the Advisory Committee's duty to 
denounce illicit traffic. . . · 

After this careful examination of the various aspects of the problem, the Committee 
adopted the conclusions put forward by the British delegate and seconded by the Spanish 
delegate. While asserting its sympathy for the principle of the Yugoslav amendment, it 
decided to leave the question open for settlement by the May Conference, since this Conference 
would have a better opportunity of knowing the views of the States whose accession to the 
Convention was desired, and since certain of these States which were not" participating in the 
Advisory Committee's debates would be represented at the Conference. · 

(b) Additional Article of the Yugoslav Amendment concerning the Ratification of the Convention. 

The Yugoslav delegate submitted the following amendment : 

" RatifiCation of the present Convention by those High Contracting Parties 
who hav~ not.~et ~atified th~ Geneva Convention of February 19th, 1925, involves 
automatic rabficahon on theu part of the latter Convention . 

. " -r:he putting i~to force of ~he stip~lations ?f the Geneva Convention in the 
terntones of those H1gh Contractmg Parties to which the present article refers shall 
take place at the same time as the putting into force of the present Convention.'" . 

This ame~dm~nt is based on the same principle as the foregoing. It is intended to show 
that the orgamsahon of the control provided for by the League of Nations constitutes a single 
system and that the new Convention could have no practical effects unless the system of control 
~~ !IP by ~he Geneva Convention is first applied. Any such gap leaves the way open for the 
!!licit traffic. Several delegates, including the British and French, although recognising the 
lm~rtan~e of the Yu~oslav ame~dment, d~ew attention to the disadvantages of a proposition 
which ~ght result m preve~tmg ce~tam Governments non-signatories to the Geneva 
~nvenhon of 1925 from bec:ommg parties t? the new Convention, They concluded that the 
a1m of the Yugoslav delegation must be achieved by a more elastic procedure Accordingly 
they pr~posed to ascertain what articles of the Geneva Convention are assu~ed b the ne~ 
f'>~vhenhon teo be in _operation, and to insert in the Convention an article requiring tbe parties 
o e new onvenhon, who are not signatories to th 19 5 G c · 

tpoh~ stysttembof con!fr?ldprovided for in the latter Conven~ion ln re~~~~ato ~n;eer~~i~n~~~~~!'~ 
n s . o e spec1 1e . · 

This proposal was unanimously adopted. 

• 
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(c) Control of R~exports . 

. T~e Committee carefully considered the question of the control of re-exports, with a view 
to obviating the risk of an accumulating of stocks in re-exportiag countries. Some delegates 
were of opinion that such accumulations might facilitate the illicit traffic. Further, the 
Japanese delegation insisted on the necessity for treating on a footing of equality both re
exports from countries which manufacture only for their own needs and exports from big 
manufacturing countries. Certain delegates-for instance, the Netherlands delegate-· 
emphasised thll fact that the re-export trade included only very small quantities and that 
drug preparations copstituted only a very small part of that trade. The system for the control 
of re-export devised by the Committee is set forth in Article 14 of the draft Convention. This 
system is intended to ensure that _re-export really occurs after import. A special import 
certificate with a view to re-export is required in accordance with the Netherlands proposal 
and, at the same time, the system is based on the principle enunciated in London by 
Dr. Carriere, according to which re-exports shall be authorised only up to the extent of home 
needs ; nevertheless, if the countries in question desire to re-export quantities greater than 
those corresponding to their home needs, they may be authorised to import and re-export the 
additional quantities on presentation of orders certified to be legitimate and supported by an 
import certificate. Further, it is understood that countries which manufacture only for their 
own needs shall be entitled to export up to the extent of those needs without being obliged to 
import previously. · 

(d) Organ entrusted with the Control of Estimates .. 

The Committee considered what organ should be entrusted with the examination of the 
estimates forwarded to the Central Board, this organ being also required to discharge the duties 
referred to in Articles 3 {2), {3), and 4 (2) of the Convention-that is to say, in particular, to 
draw up estimates for countries not supplying them. 

For this purpose, the draft submitted to the Committee provides for a joint committee 
consisting of representatives chosen from each of the following organs: the Permanent Central 
Board, the Health Committee of the League of Nations, and the Opium Advisory Committee of 
the League. Other proposals were put forward ; certain delegates thought that the controlling 
organ should be the Permanent Central Board, which is already referred to in one international 
Convention and which might, for certain duties, co-opt members of the Health Committee, the 
Advisory Committee or the Economic Committee. 

The French, British and Polish delegates stressed the fact that public opinion throughout 
the world would not understand the position if a large representation· in this organ was not 
ensured particularly for the medical faculty, since the statistics it would have to prepare are 
statistics which are essentially medical in character. Accordingly they expressed themselves 
as being in favour of the joint committee provided for in the original draft. 

The Committee decided to leave a definite decision on this point to the May Conference. 
·It also agreed, in reply to a request from the President of the Central Board, to communicate 

- to the Central Board the draft Convention, so that the Board may consider whether it is in a 
l• position to assume any duties which might fall upon the Central Board on any particular point. 

{e) Disposal of Seized Drugs. 

The Committee went into this question, being anxious lest, if the enormous quantities of 
drugs seized should find their way back to the market, the equilibrium secured with difficulty 
by any system of limitation should be endangered. · 

The Spanish delegate proposed that seized drugs should in all cases be destroyed, and the 
Chinese delegate that they should be burnt, as is done in China. 

· The Chinese delegate called the Committee's special attention to the considerable 
importance for a country like China of the question of the disposal of the iminense quantities 
seized in the illicit tr;l.ffic {according to the statement of the Chinese delegate, the Chinese Customs 
in 1929 seized 500 oz. of cocaine, 10,000 of morphine, 3,000 of heroin, 6,ooo of opium, and 
10,000 hypodermic needles. In a single seizure in 1930 on board a Lloyd Triestino boat, 
188 lb. of heroin were confiscated, and, in another seizure at Shanghai, 623 lb. of morphine 
and 661 lb. of heroin-a quantity representing at least 50 million injections). The Chinese 
delegate therefore thought it necessary that these vast quantities should be completely 
destroyed. Certain delegates pointed out, however, that it was not essential to destroy goods 
which had an economic value, and that certain Governments might be unwilling to a1:cept that 
solution. It would suffice for the authorities to take measures to ensure that the quantity 
seized and subsequently returned to the market should be deducted froni the quantity 
manufactured in acc01:dance with the provisions made in the draft Convention. . . 

The majority of the Committee agreed with this view but emphasised the necessity of.an 
effective control of seizures, and instructed the Secretariat to write to the Governments, askmg 
them to describe in detail their methods of disposing of seized drugs and the manner in which 
such seizures are shown in the· national statistics. . As may be seen, from a passage in 
document Conf. L.F.S.3 (Analysis of the International Trade 11_1 Morphine, Diacetylmorp~ine 
and Cocaine for the Years 1925 to 1929, Part II), these deta1ls are not generally supplied, 
although they are absolutely essential if any scheme of limitation is to be established on sound 
foundations. 
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(f) Price Control. 
. . ,. 

I t" f th tenth Assembly requested the Advisory Committee to consider means 

f 
The rt~o u 10.n ° asee 1·n the prices of narcotic drugs. The Advisory Committee examined 

0 preven wg an were f · 1 b th B 1 · th" h" hi intricate question in its various aspects, and had be ore It a proposa Y e . e g1an 
d ~S If r th ffect that the priceS of the variOUS products should not be allowed ~0 nse to a 
Ie~:f'~~'re 0th.! e25 per cent above the average prices for the last thr~e year~ pre_vwus to .the 
introduction of the quota system. If manufacturers .should consider. shU higher pnces 
necessary, reasons must be given acceptable to an authonty to be determmed. 

The discussion, which dealt with two fundamental points-namely, to. ~hat ~ody the 
t ol was to be entrusted and what method was to be adopted for superv1smg pnces-led 

~~~~definite conclusion in view of the extreme intricacy of the question, and the Committee 
decided to continue its investigations. · 

The principal questions which the Com~ittee attempted ~o answ~r w~re thes~ : Should 
there be a body responsible for controlling pnces, or should P.nces be f1xed mternat.w.nally on 
the basis of United States prices, as suggested by Dr. Anselmmo.? Or, should a ~hdmg sc~le 
system be introduced, whereby the price of the m~nufactu~ed article would v.ary With the pnce 
of the raw material? Or, should a list of maximum pnces be agreed which should not be 
exceeded, except after reference to and with the approval of an organ of the League or of an 
arbitrator or arbitrators appointed by the League ? . 

These are the points which the May Conference will have to consider. 

(g) Drugs to be covered by the Convention on the Limitation of Manufacture. 

The Committee referred this matter to a Sub-Committee. 
The two main questions considered by the Sub-Committee were : 

(z) What drugs can be broughf under the scheme for limitation of manufacture? 

(2) To make that scheme effective, is it necessary to extend the system of control 
provided in the Geneva Convention to new drugs ? 

The Sub-Committee felt that the solution of the second question would help it to solve the 
first and gave special consideration to the question of codeine in view of the fear that had often 
been expressed in the Advisory Committee, that a country might import large quantities of 
codeine which escaped control and might forthwith manufacture drugs which are covered by 
the Convention. The opinion was expressed that the medical faculty would not consent to 
any limitation of the manufacture of substances like codeine, which is harmless in itself. On . 
the other hand, it is necessary to control its manufacture, import and export and the wholesale .. · 
trade. Certain supervisory arrangements for that purpose are provided for in the draft · 
Convention. A co1111try which converts morphine into codeine must furnish an estimate of 
the quantity converted and the Government must satisfy itself that that quantity actually 
is converted. Difference of opinion arose as to whether the system of simple import and export 
permits was adequate to ensure such control or whether it was desirable to insist upon the . 
application of the import certificate system proper, under which no codeine could be exported 
unless the exporting Government were in possession of an import certificate from the importing 
Government. The German delegate stated that his Government would accept a system of 
export and import authorisations, but would not favour the adoption of the import certificate 
system in relation to codeine. This being so, the Committee took the view that the import 
certificate could be optional in the case of codeine, but was unanimously of opinion that it 
should be compulsory in the case of another substance, benzylmorphine (peronine), which, 
the~e are grounds for believing,. can be converted into heroin. The Secretariat thought it 
desirable, however, to call attention to the fact that the Health Committee had stated that 
codeine could be converted into dicodide, and that, in those circumstances, codeine ought 
perhaps to be treated like peronine from the point of view of control. 

The Chairman of th~ Central B~ard also expre~sed his regret that an import certificate 
proper should not be required for codeme, and the Italian delegate asked once more that codeine 
should be brought under the Convention on the Limitation of Manufacture. 

The :t:letherlands delegate proposed that preparations containing not more than 0.2 per cent 
of morp!llne or o.I per cent of cocaine should be brought under the control of the Geneva 
Convention a~d that the exemptions now made under Article 8 of the Geneva Convention 
should~~ abolished: As the Sub-Committee mentioned before did not see any relation between 
the efficient working of the limitation scheme and the bringing under control of these 
substances, the Netherlands delegate reserved his right to re-open the question later. 

With regard to qu~tion (z), the Sub-Committee was of opinion that limitation should 
apply to the drugs me~twned m the Assembly resolution-i.e., those covered by paragra hs 
(b) • .fr;) and ( g! of Arhcle 4 of the Geneva Convention-namely, morphine, diacetylmorphfne 
COCA ~m1 e and the1r salts, and any narcotics to which the Geneva Convention may apply unde~ 

rhc e Io. 
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On the proposal of the German delegate, the Committee considered whether it was desirable 

to limit the mamPa.cture of preparations containing morphine which are manufactured direct 
from raw opium, such as pantopon and pharmacopreia ·preparations, extracts and tinctures. 
The Committee decided that preparations containing not less than 20 per cent of morphine
such as pantopon, which contains 50 per cent-should be included in the limitation, while 
preparations with a lower content--i.e., pharniacopreia preparations-should be excluded. 

I:astly, the Committee considered the question of crude morphine, crude cocaine and 
ecgorune. It concluded that when crude morphine and crude cocaine are themselves used as 
drugs they should be covered by the Convention on Limitation ; but, if they are converted into 
pure morphine and pure cocaine, they should be treated as intermediate substances in 
accordance with the provisions of the draft Convention. Ecgonine also is an intermediate 
substance, the manufacture of which is already under control in accordance with the Geneva 
Convention. 

Finally, the Committee was greatly struck by the importance of making the procedure 
provided for in Article IO for bringing a new narcotic under the Geneva Convention more 
elastic and quicker. The slowness of this procedure is attributable to the fact that the 
question has to be referred both to the Health Committee and to the Office international 
d'l{ygiene publique at Paris. 

The Committee requested that the Health Committee should be asked to seek a means of 
accelerating the procedure provided in Article IO and of reducing its duration if possible to a 
period of six months. The Chairman of the Permanent Central Opium Board, as assessor to 
the Committee, and the delegates of Spain, the United States of America, China and Uruguay 
expressed regret that the Committee was unable to recommend that a change be made in 
Article Io of the Geneva Convention, by which all new drugs that are produced would be 
considered as dangerous until the Health Committee of the League of Nations after having 
submitted the question for advice and report to the Permanent Committee of the Office 
international d'Hygiene publique at Paris had declared them to be innocent . 

• • • • 
These are the various points connected with the scheme for the limitation of the 

manufacture of narcotics to which the Advisory Committee devoted special attention. In the 
light of the observations exchanged and on the basis of the decisions reached, the Advisory 
Committee has prepared the draft Convention (Annex 7) which it has the honour to lay 
before the Council for submission to the Conference to be held in May . 

• • • 
On the adoption of. the report to the Council, the following statement was made by the 

Belgian representative on behalf of himself and the representatives of China, Mexico, Poland, 
Spain and Uruguay : 

" Several members of this Committee, representing more especially consuming countries, 
desire at the moment of uniting with their colleagues for the purpose of presenting to the 
Council of the League of Nations a proposal for the limitation of manufacture of narcotic 
drugs, to make a statement, in the first instance, in order to express their entire satisfaction 
at seeing all the nations invited to take a decisive step towards the acceptance of the principle 

· of restriction regarding the manufacture of narcotic drugs. Already with the Geneva 
Convention, the regulation of the trade in narcotic drugs has been almost universally accepted, 
but this is not enough to stop abuse as long as unlimited manufacture means an irresistible 
inducement to illicit traffic. 

"We pay our tribute to the·negotiators who, through long and difficult discussions, have 
endeavoured to conciliate various interests and, taking into account human realities, have, for 
the purpose of giving effect to the unanimous resolution of the tenth Assembly, undertaken 
to establish a system of restriction whicli, even if open to certain criticisms, constitutes a· 
considerable step forward and proves the possibilities of conceiving in a practical form the 
limitation which has so far been considered Utopian. Homage should be paid to those men 
who, with heart and vision, as pioneers of the idea, have encouraged the great nations to go 
ahead. . 

. "However, while hoping that the Governments may see their way to carrying out this 
limitation, we cannot refrain from expressing the hope of seeing the May Conference perfect 
our work and give to the problem a more complete and satisfactory solution than the one in 
which we have all collaborated to facilitate progress without abandoning our own ideas. · 

"We take the liberty of drawing the attention of the future Conference to the various 
suggestions and proposals made by the representatives of consuming countries and we consider 
it desirable to summarise them in the following words : 

, ., 
. ' 

" I. A system of limitation to be decided upon by the Convention to safeguard 
the rights of each nation to procure, for its legitimate needs, drugs from the source 
and the country it chooses. · 

" 2. Each country should make known in advance the quantity of narcotic 
drugs falling under the provisions of the Convention of which it will be in need for a 
fixed period as well as the name of the country or countries where it intends to procure 
its supplies. 

" J. The system of Government monopoly for the trade and, where necessary, 
for the manufacture of narcotic drugs falling under the provisions of the Convention 
is recommended. 



. ' . 
" . Sanctions applicable by each Government party to the C~nvention of 

Ma 1~31 should be frovide~ for, and should apply to every. countty ~h1ch does not 
exeicise a control o narcohc drugs equivalent to t_l~at laid down m the Geneva 
Convention. · · ' 

" 5. Both the limitation of manufacture and the control of the quant~ties 
manufactured should be guaranteed by the action of the Permanent Central Opium 
Board, assisted, where necessary, by technical authorities." 

* * * 
It was pointed out by the British representative on behalf of the majority of the 

Committee, in the discussion on the ab~ve statem.ent, that, .on th~ one h~nd, as regards t~e 
first two points, the right of the consummg countnes to obtam their supplies where they w1ll 
(if not to the extent, as proposed by the minority, that the drugs supplied should be the 
products of the country to which the orders are given) and the systel? of annual ~stimates are 
cardinal principles of the scheme proposed last year by the Advisory Committee a!ld are 
included in the draft Convention-and, on the other hand, that the proposal to requ~re the 
Governments to state before the end of the year where they intend to purchase their drugs 
during the ensuing year was considere~ by the Advisory Committee in 1928 and regarde~ ~s 
impracticable. A proposal that the nght of a Government to make such a statement, 1~ 1t 
wished, should be recognised and embodied in the Convention was made and accept~d dunng 
the present discussion. The question of making the manufacture, sale, etc., of narcotic drugs a 
Government monopoly though incidentally referred to in the course of the discussion, was not 
considered by the Committee, as it raises large issues of general policy and no definite proposal 
on the subject was submitted to the Committee. 

ANNEX 7(b). 

REPORT TO THE COUNCIL OF THE REPRESENTATIVE OF YUGOSLAVIA 
ON THE REPORT OF THE ADVISORY COMMISSION ON TRAFFIC IN 
OPIUM AND OTHER DANGEROUS DRUGS AND ON THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION ON THE LIMITATION OF THE MANUFACTURE OF 

. NARCOTIC DRUGS AND RELATIVE MINUTES. 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE SIXTY-SECOND SESSION OF THE 
COUNCIL, NINTH MEETING, HELD ON SATURDAY, JANUARY 24TH, 1931.· 

Preliminary Report of the Advisory Committee on Traffic in Opium and Other 
Dangerous Drugs on the Work of its Fourteenth Session. 

M. de Vasconcellos, Chairman of the Advisory Committee on Traffic in Opium and other 
Dangerous Drugs, came to the Council table. · 

. . 
1\1. FoTITCH presented the following report (document C.137·1931.XI) : 

·:The Council at its session in September 1930 requested the Advisory Committee to 
examme the replies of Governments on the plan for the limitation of manufacture drawn up 
by ~he Commi~tee at its thirtee~th session and circulated by the Council to governments for 
their observations. The Committee was also asked to take into account the results of the 
Preliminary Conference of Manufacturing Countries which was held in London in October and 
Nove~ber 1930 (document C.669.M.278.1930.XI). The Council also suggested ·that the 
Comnuttee should draw up a draft Convention which would be the outcome of its studies of the 
problem. The Council now has before it the report (document C.II5.1931.XI [O.C.1357(1)]) 
made by the Committee during the first part of its fourteenth session on the material referred 
to and a draft Convention (document O.C.1332(1)) drawn up by it after long discussions, which 
are summed up in the report and the Minutes. 

· ~ I do not think I am called upon to present any observations on these documents, but 
I am sure that the Council would wish me to express its appreciation of the energy and hard 
work shown by the Committee in producing this result. . . · · · 

· "There are, I think, only two points arising out of the report of the Committee to which 
I need direct the attention <Jf the Council. T-he first is the decision of the Advisory Committee 
as a result of the request made by the President of the Permanent Central Board that the 
draft Convention prepared by the Committee should be communicated to the Board in order 
that the latter may consider whether it is in a position to assume any duties which might fall 
upon it as a result of the adoption of the draft Convention. I propose that .the Secretary
General should be asked to communicate the draft Convention as proposed to the Board. 
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' The second point to which I wish to refer is the request of the Advisory Committee that 
the Healt~ Committee should be asked to seek a means of accelerating the procedure provided 
for in Article 10 of the Geneva, Opium Convention with a flew to reducing the period involved 
bY: the procedure as much as ·yjossible. I suggest that the Secretary-General should forward 
th1s proposal to the Health Committee for its examination. • 

" I propose that the Secretary-General should be instructed to communicate the 
Committee's report and the draft Convention to the Governments invited to the Limitation 
~onference. I think it is desirable that the Secretariat should prepare as soon as possible and 
circulate to the Governments the Minutes containing the discussions of the Committee on this 
aspect of its agenda. It is obviously important that the more distant Governments should be 
afforded the earliest possible opportunity of acquainting themselves with the discussions in 
the Committee upon which the draft Convention is based. 

" In communicating the Committee's report and the draft Convention to Governments, 
I suggest that the Secretary-General should indicate in his circular letter that the provisions 
of the draft Convention are somewhat wider than the resolution of the tenth Assembly, which 
provided for the limitation of the manufacture of narcotic drugs covered by Article 4 {b), (G) 
and (g) of the Genev;J. Opium Convention. The draft Convention proposes to extend certain 
of the provisions of the Geneva Convention to other drugs which the Geneva Convention does 
not cover. 

" As the time available to the Committee was extremely short for the carrying through of 
a task of this magnitude, it is possible that it may wish to forward to the Governments certain 
additional documentary material on points which it was not able in the time available to 
examine thoroughly. I suggest that the Secretary-General might be empowered in such a case 
to forward such material to the Governments as part of the documentation for the Limitation 
Conference. 

" The Council has before it a letter from the President of the Permanent Central Board, 
dated January 9th, 1931, document C.u0.1931.IX, in which attention is drawn to a discrepancy 
between the English and French texts of Article 24 of the Geneva Convention and a suggestion . 
is made that the States parties to the Geneva Convention should take the opportunity afforded 
to them by the Conference on the Limitation of the Manufacture of Narcotic Drugs to be held 
next May to amend or to interpret the Convention in the sense of the English text. The 
Secretary-General in his covering note to this letter points out that this proposal involves a 
formal amendment or at least an interpretation of the Geneva Convention. In the 
circumstances, the Council may wish to instruct the Secretary-General to add a passage to the 
circular letter, in which he will communicate the text of the Advisory Committee's report and 
of the draft Convention to Governments so that their delegates should be in a position to deal 
with this question at the next Conference. · . 

" It is necessary for me to draw the attention of the Council to several points in connection 
with the arrangements for the Limitation Conference which will meet on May 27th, 1931. It is, 
I think, desirable that in this, as in other similar cases, the Council should nominate the 
President of the Conference in order that he may have adequate time to study the very 
intricate and difficult problems which will face the Conference. I am not in a position at 
present to suggest names to the Council. In the circumstances, I venture to propose that the 
Council should request its President, in consultation with the Rapporteur, to submit to the 
members of the Council proposals as to the appointment of the President of the Conference, 
and in order to enable him, in agreement with the President of the Advisory Committee and 
the President of the Health Committe~, to appoint the experts alluded to in the resolution of 
the Assembly. · · 
. " I should also draw the attention of the Council to the letter from the President of the 
Permanent Central Board dated January 14th, 1931, in which the President, on behalf of the 
Board, expresses the opinion that it is desirable that the Board should be represented at the 
Limitation Conference and requests the Secretary-General to bring to the attention of the 
Council the fact that the Board considers, for the reasons given in this letter, that it would 
be appropriate for the Board to be represented at the Conference by its President and at least 
two other members of the Board Who have special knowledge of the subjects to be discussed at 
the Conference. I think the Council will agree that, in the circumstances, it is desirable that 
the President of the Board should be present at ·the Conference in a consultative capacity, 
assisted by such of his colleagues as he may wish to designate. The Council will, no doubt, 
also feel it desirable that the President of the. Opium Advisory Committee should be present 
at the Conference in a consultative capacity." 

M. QuiNONES DE. LE6N ·asked.that, at the end of the paragraph begi.nning: •• 'The Council 
has before it a letter ·. ·~ . ",after the words" Jiext Conference", there should be inserted 
the words : " . . . and to discuss the limitation of all derivatives of opium and the coca 
leaf, as well as the control of the quantity limited by the future .Convention ". · . . . . . 

M. ZUMETA seconded this proposal. '· · 

IIJ, f'.OTI~C.H .(Rapporteur) accepted the amendment proposed by M. Quinones de Le6n. 

. .M. Hussein ALA expressed his appreciation of the preparatory work which.hiid been done 
and his ho_Pes for the complete success of the _Conference ?n the :t;imita!ion of ~e ~~nufactu.re 
of Narcotic Drugs. Persia had always desued that this traff1c, which was mhrutely more 
dangerous to man than the habit of opium-smoking, should be strictly regulate~. · · 

. Persia possessed no factories for the manufacture of dangerous drugs and did not therefore 
appear. at first sight to be directly.con<:erned ill the draft Convention now before the Cour,tcil. . . . . . . . . . . 
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As the representative, however! of a country that produced raw opiu~, M. Hussein AlA 
wished to make a few observations. , . . 

The draft Convention laid down the principle of quotas for.the ma~ufacturu:g count~Ies. 
That was fair, and no one would dispute the need for protectm_gd thet_mt~rhests •;.ques~If~· 
It would, however, he thought, be only just also to ta~e mto cons1 era IOn. e pos1 IOn .o e 
countries which produced the raw mate_rial, more particularly those to which, hke Persia, the 
legitimate market in Europe and America were not yet open. 

The growers of opium, who were mostly poor peasants, ":ere far ~ore. numerous and f~r 
poorer than the manufacturers of drugs. The hard-w~n p;o~Its of t~e1r t01l represented their 
daily bread and the supplies necessary to ensure their difficult existence must be assured. 
For this purpose, could not they to~ be ass!gned quotas in the supply of ?Pium for the lawful 
manufacture of drugs, especially as mc~easmgly seve:e measures were. bemg taken to cl?s~ to 
them the markets they had possessed hitherto ? ·If It were really desire~ that the p_roYISI?ns 
of the Hague and Geneva Conventions, and those of the future Convention on the limitation 
of manufacture should be fully carried out in the various countries, it seemed essential to 
ensure that all the interests at stake were given a fair measure of consideration. 

With this principle as a starting-point, and since also it was desirable, as far as possible, to 
face the facts, the Persian representative suggested that the Council should recommend to the 
Conference which was to meet in May that it should extend the principle of the allocation of 
quotas, so that not only the manufacturing countries, but the opium-growing countries as well, 
might enjoy the benefits of the quota system. 

Finally, he wished to say a few words of the amendment submitted to the Advisory 
Committee the object of which was to prohibit imports of opium from countries which did not 
apply the system of control over the traffic in narcotic drugs as laid down in the 1925 Geneva 
Convention. Although that suggestion did not appear in the draft Convention adopted by the 
Committee, it could give rise to no anxiety in Persia. As he had informed the Council at an 
earlier meeting, the opium export monopoly imposed a formal obligation on the licence
holder to produce for each package exported a certificate issued by the importing country. 
Persia, therefore, would not be affected by the amendment in the event of it being considered 
by the Conference. 

Care, however, must be taken to see that this amendment, which was certainly the outcome 
of a sincere desire to further the ends of the League, did not, when it came to be applied, result 
in unfair discrimination between the opium-producing countries and the monopolisation of the 
market by one country to the detriment of others. 

M. DE VASCONCELLOS, Chairman of the Opium Advisory Committee, thanked the 
Rapporteur for his flattering remarks regarding the work of the Advisory Committee. The 
latter had spared no effort to complete its very difficult task of preparing the draft Convention 
which was now submitted to the Council. 

As regards the Persian representative's observations, he pointed out that the draft 
Convention provided that Governments which desired to become manufacturers could do so, 
under certain conditions indicated in the draft. 

The draft Convention represented merely a basis of work for the Limitation Conference. 
The latter would be entirely free in its judgment of the text and could make any amendments 
it considered necessary. Certain points in the draft had even been left blank, and this had 
been done because certain countries concerned, which had not been represented on the 
Committee, would send delegates to the Conference who would be able to propose any 
amendments they thought necessary . 

. M. FoTITCH agreed wit)l the observations made py the Chairman of the Advisory 
Committee. Since the Conference would be entirely free to form a judgment of the draft and 
to take decisions, M. Fotitch proposed that the Persian representative's statement should be 
recorded in the Minutes of the meeting and communicated by the Secretary-General to all 
Governments. 

This proposal was adopted, together with the GOnGlusions of the report. 

O.C.I347· 
Appendix. 

MEMORANDUM CONCERNING A CHANGE IN THE PROCEDURE PRESCRIBED 
IN ARTICLE ro OF THE GENEVA CONVENTION. 

LETTER FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE PERMANENT CENTRAL OPIUM BOARD• 
TO THE SECRETARY-GENERAL OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 

Geneva, January gth, 1931. 

. At the session of the P~rmanent Central Opium Board that has just been concluded, one of 
1ts. mem~ers-Jir!r. May-laid before th~ Board a memorandum concerning a change which he 
thinks ~1ght With advantage be made m the procedure prescribed in Article 10 of the Geneva 
Convention. 

. The subject of t~ m~m.ora!ldum is connected with some of the questions that will be 
discussed at the commg limitation Conference, and these questions will also be discussed 
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at the present session of the Advisory Committee. The Board, therefore, believing that the 
views of Mr. May may be of special interest to the Advisory Committee, desires me to forward 
to you, enclosed herewith, a copy of his memorandum for the information of the Committee. 

PROPOSAL BY MR. MAY. 

· (Signed) L. A. LYALL, 

President of the Permanent 
Central Opi.um Board. 

·. The purpose underlying the creation of the Permanent Central Board was evidently that 
1t should, by frequent examination of the statistics of the international traffic in the substances 
mentioned in the Second Geneva Convention, be enabled, at least indirectly, to bring about a 
reduction in the use of the products of the poppy, the coca leaf and of Indian hemp for non
Pledical and non-scientific purposes, But a study of the dates when benzoylmorphine and 
other esters (not including diacetylmorphine) came upon the market, when their uselessness for 
anything but the illicit traffic was recognised, when action was taken by the Health Committee 
upon the advice and report of the Permanent Committee of the Office international d'Hygiene 
publique in Paris and later by the Council of the League, and when control of these substances 
was undertaken by all manufacturing countries (a period measured by years) ought to prove 
conclusively that Article IO of the Convention is madequate to provide prompt machinery for 
the limitation of the products of the poppy and the coca leaf to medical and scientific purposes. 
History may repeat itself, and again tons of some new derivative may take firm hold before 
the machinery of Article xo cail be brought into action. 

Accordingly, it is earnestly suggested that, at an early day in its January 1931 session, 
the Opium Advisory Committee, while making their proposals for a draft limitation agreement, 
consider the desirability of inserting a recommendation somewhat along the following lines, 
which would in effect reverse the procedure provided by Article xo of the Second Geneva 
Convention : 

" Notwithstanding anything contained in Article xo of the Second Geneva 
Convention, the provisions of that Convention shall apply to all alkaloids of O_Pium 
and coca leaves and their derivatives, and all derivatives of all substances mentioned 
in Article 4 of the said Convention, unless and until the Health Committee of the 
League of Nations, after having submitted the question for advice and report to 
the Permanent Committee of the Office international d'Hygiene publique in Paris, 
finds that any such alkaloid or derivative cannot give rise to the drug habit, and 
unless and until the Health Committee communicates this finding to the Council 
of the League of Nations, and unless and until the Council communicates the 
finding to the Parties to this Agreement." 

Conf.L.F.S.26(b). 

Geneva, June gth, 1931. 
ANNEX 8. 

EXPLANATORY NOTE OF THE SCHEME OF DRAFT CONVENTION 
PROPOSED BY THE JAPANESE DELEGATION. 

The Japanese delegation has presented to the Conference certain propositions in the 
form of amendments to the draft Convention (see document Conf.L.F.S.26( a)). The essential 
part of these proposals is to replace the quota system by another method which, in the opinion 
of the Japanese delegation, is better suited for the realisation of the purpose of limitation. 
The plan of limitation embodied in these proposals may be outlined as follows : 

I. ANNUAL ESTIMATES OF EACH COUNTRY. 

According to our plan, each country sends its annual estimates of the requirements of 
narcotic drugs for domestic consumption and for conversion to the Permanent Central Opium 
Board constituted under Chapter VI of the Geneva Convention, by the date (August Ist) 
agreed upon by this Conference (see Articles 3 to 6 and Regulations). When a country fails 
to furnish its estimates, it will be furnished by the competent authority. The Central Board 
will forward to each country various statistical data of the estimates. 

• 

2. WoRLD REQUIREMENT oxr NARCOTIC DRuGs. 

From the aggregate of the estimates furnished by the countries concerned and also by the 
competent authority, the world total of narcotic drugs is established. . 
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3· LIMIT OF IMPORTATION. 

AI h h h country has the right to buy its supply of drugs from any country it 

h 
t -~ug ~acallowed to import drugs up to and within the limit of the home total of that 

c ooses, 11 IS otnh Yamount manufactured for internal consumption and for conversion. As the 
country ess e · f t · k t th th T estimat~ of the internal consumption and of conv~rSI~m o a co~~ ry _Is . n_owili o. t e aut fn hes 
of that country, they are under ~ont~actual.obllghatlton, astwe aFs 1tth1s m e 1tnh eres to tt. at 

t t to permit any excess1ve 1m port mto t a coun ry. ur ermore, e con rae mg 
couf. ry;:eo by the statistical data forwarded by the Central Board, aware of the maximum 
par lest of ~arcptic drugs to be imported into a country, If an order comes to a country, the 
~mou~ certificate which accompanies the order will indicate the total amount of the drugs which 
hr;:p~ralready been permitted to be imported and exported, and the balance of import for the 
ho~e total of that country for that year. The country in w~ic~ the or~e: has been ~laced 
will know immediately from these da~a that the order ~as W1th1~ the hm1t of. the estimate 
of the importing country; ~he. executmg of the order Will accordingly be perm1tt~d and t~e 
necessary export authorisation 1ssued. It should be noted here that all the contractmg parties 
to the Geneva Convention, in executing the order coming from any country, must require the 
presentation of an import certificate for the order, in accordance with the provision of Clause 2, 
Chapter 13, of the Geneva Convention. · In other words, without this import certificate, no 
country is allowed to export any drugs. 

·4. LIMITATION OF THE MANUFACTURE OF DRUGS WITHIN THE WORLD REQUIREMENT. 

According to our plan, as long as a country manufactures the narcotic drugs required for 
internal consumption and for conversion within its annual estimate, it has the right to do so. 
But no country is allowed to manufacture for export unless it receives an actual and concrete 
order from abroad for the importation of narcotic drugs ; such order must of course be 
accompanied by the import certificate issued by the authorities of the importing country as 
described under paragraph J. The result will be that at the end of the year, the quantities of 
all the import orders received by the countries in which the orders are placed will not exceed 
the quantity estimated for the world requirement. As the quantity of the drugs manufactured 
by all the countries for export purposes does not exceed the amount specified in all the import 
orders placed by all the importing countries, the total quantity of the drugs manufactured by 
all the countries for export purposes cannot exceed the world requirement of drugs for any 
given year. 

5· PRACTICAL WORKING OF THE PLAN. 

Since any country is allowed to manufacture the quantity of drugs required for internal 
consumption, any order of drugs for import may be executed at once from the stocks on hand · 
for internal need, and any amount thus exported will be manufactured to fiii up the shortage 
for its internal consumption. 

Furthermore it is provided that, in order to give further facilities for trade, any country 
which had during the previous year any amount of export of drugs, may for export manufacture 
a certain percentage (for example, 50 per cent) of the export of that previous year before 
receiving the actual orders, in anticipation of the trade during the year. If, however, the 
trade in that country did not reach this amount, then the quantity remaining on hand will be 
brought forward to the succeeding year and the corresponding reduction wiii be made from the 
amount to. be manufactured during that year. 

• 

6. RESULT OF THE ADOPTION OF THE PLAN. 

In drawing up the plan, the Japanese delegation has envisaged the following objectives : 
(z) To limit the manufacture not only to the world estimate but to the actual 

consumption as near as possible. 
· (2) The consuming country will be in a position to obtain the supply of drugs 
from any country it chooses and at any time it requires, within the limit set by the 
Convention . 

(3) The plan does not designate a group of the countries monopolising the 
!llanufacture and· t:xport of drugs but gives all the countries freedom of commerce 
m the manufacture and export of narcotic drugs. At the same time due . 
con;;ideration is given to the present exporting countries in the form of the perc~ntage · 
bas1s of manufacture for export without any actual order. . 

.(4) T~e plan is based upon a simple principle which is clear and definite. In 
puttu~g this plan into practice, it will minimise the complications and difficulties 
red~cu~g t~e onerou.s task of various League organs in executing the delicate schem~ 
of limitation machinery. 

1· CoNTROL OF RE-EXPORT. 

As long as re-exp<?rt trade .is _ca_rried on for legitimate traffic, it is within the right of any 
country to ~ndertake It. But I! 1.t !S not ~ontrolled, there may be an excessive accumulation 
of drugs which may be used for Illicit traff1c, and there will be over-production in excess of the 
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world requirements. For this reason, Article I4 of the draft Convention, with certain 
modifications, will be adopted, which provides that a special import certificate is required for 
re-export and that re-export is not permitted in excess of the quantity for the home total 
of that coup.try, without previous importation of the drugs, etc. . 

8. THE CENTRAL NARCOTICS OFFICE. 

Under the quota system, this organ functions as an important part in the distribution of 
, the drugs to the consuming countries. Under our plan, such organ is not a necessary part of 

the scheme since the plan rests upon the import certificate system which is based upon the 
provisions of the International Convention. All the contracting parties are under 
international obligation to adopt this system. As it has been explained that. the import 
certificate may be utilised to keep the record of the necessary data for the importing as well 
as the exporting countries, it will dispense with all the functions of the international organ such 
as Central Narcotics Office as provided for in the draft Convention. In fact, for the distant 
countries, there is a real practical inconvenience in having a Central Office which will be 

• established in Europe. Furthermore, ~hen there is a great number of orders applied for 
verification to the Central Office at any given moment, there may be difficulties in applying 
a strict priority in the execution. From these considerations, our plan rejects the provisions 
Jor establishing such an organ for controlling the distribution of drugs . 

• • • 
SCHEME. OF THE. DRAFT ·CONVENTION FOR LIMITING. AND REGULATING 

THE DISTRIBUTION OF NARCOTIC DRUGS, PROPOSED BY THE JAPANESE 
,,i DELEGATION. 

• • I' • • • 0 • • • • • 0 • • • • • 0 • 0 • • 0 • 0 • • • 

[List of High Contracting Parties.] 

Desiring to supplement the provisions of the International Opium Conventions, signed at 
The Hague on January 23rd, I9I2, and at Geneva on February I9th, I925, by facilitating the 
limitation of the manufacture of narcotic drugs to the world's legitimate requirements for 
·medical and scientific purposes and regulating their distribution, 

Have resolved to conclude a Convention to that effect and have appointed as their 
plenipotentiaries; 

• • 0 • • 0 • • 0 • • • .. • 0 • • 0 0 0 • 0 • • • 

[List of Plenipotentiaries.) 

Who-, having communicated to one another their full powers found in good and due form, 
l).a ve agreed as follows : 

. Arlicle I. 

Except where otherwise expressly indicated, the following definitions shall apply 
throughout this Convention and the annex thereto : 

From I to 9. as they are in the draft Convention ; 
IO to I4 should be omitted ; 
Consequently, I5 should be Io. 

Article 2. 

The High Contracting Parties will take all such legislative, executive, or other measures 
as may be necessary to give due effect within Their territories to the provisions of this. 
Convention. . 

Article 3· 
• • 

· ; I. Each High Contracting Party shall furnish annually to the Permanent Central Opium 
"-', . .Board, constituted under Chapter VI of the Geneva Convention, in respect of His territories, 
' estimates of the requirements of those territories in the matter of narcotic drugs for use as 

' !mch for domestic consumption and for conversion. 
,, . It is understood that full liberty. is reserved to each country to purchase its supplies of 

narcotic drugs in any country it wishes and it may, when giving its estimates, mention the 
country or the countries from which it intends to purchase its supplies. • 

2. In the event of any High Contracting Party failing to furnish by the date specified in 
the annex to this Convention an estimate in respect of any of His territories, an estimate will be 
furnished in respect of that territory by the competent authority to be constituted in 
accordance with the provisiqns of Chapter I, paragraph 6, of the said annex. 
. 3· This competent authority will similarly furnish an estimate in respect of any country 
which is not a party to this Convention and which does not furnish an estimate. 

• 

.. 

• 
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Article 4· 

Hi h Contracting Party may, if necessary, in any year furnisl_l in respect of any 
~· Af!Y · g 1 mentary estimate of the reGuirements of the terntory for that year 

of His terntones a supp e . . · h ·1 t t" t with an explanation of the circumstances which JUSb y sue supp emen ary es 1ma e. 

:2. The comp;tent aut~ority will s!~ilarly, ~f necessary, furnish a supplementaJ;y estimate 
in a case where it has furnished an ongtnal eshmate. · 

Article s. 

Estimates furnished under the provisions of the two preceding articl~s shall ~e in the fo_rm, 
and shall be furnished in the manner, provided in Chapter I of the annex to th1s Convention . 

Article 6 .. • 

Every estimate furnished ·n accordance wit~ th~ preceding articles s~ far ~s it relates 
to narcotic drugs required for domestic consumption m the country or terntory m respect of 
which it is made shall be based solely on the medical and scientific requirements of that 
country or territory. . . . . . · 

It'"is understood that any High Contractmg Party may mclude m Hts eshmates such 
quantities as He considers necessary for the establishment or maintenance of reserve s~ocks 
under Government control for Government use or for general use to meet exceptional 
circumstances. 

Article 1· 

The total amount of any narcotic drug to be "manufactured in any one year shall not 
exceed the amount of the world total for that drug for that year. 

Artfcle 8. 

Any High Contracting Party may manufacture, within the limit of His home total, the 
quantity of narcotic drugs necessary for medical, scientific and conversion purposes. 
(Note.-For the sake of clearness, the original draft has been amended as above.) 

The High Contracting Parties shall not manufacture narcotic drugs for export unless They 
receive actual orders for import accompanied by an import certificate issued in accordance 
with the procedure provided by Chapter V of the Geneva Convention. 

Subject to the article above, any High Contracting Party may manufacture the' quantity 
of narcotic drugs necessary to meet the actual order or the quantity necessary to fill the shortage 
of the domestic requirements caused by the export. 

Any High Contracting Party having manufactured narcotic drugs for export. may 
manufacture 50 per cent of the quantity of the previous year's export (excluding re-export) 
before receiving an actual order, provided that, if the said quantity exceeds that of the actual 
export (excluding re-export), the excess shall be carried forward to the stock and reduction is 
accordingly made from the quantity to be manufactured in the ensuing year . 

• Arti&le 9· 

.' The following provisions shall apply to the import of any narcotic drug for the purpose of 
• re-export and to the re-export of any such drug so imported : . 

: (i) The import certificate issued in respect of any such import shall state that 
the drug is intended for re-export ; 

(i9 The quantities imported for re-export,· domestic consumption and 
converston sh~ not exceed the home total for that country, less the amount, if any, 
mfanhufacture~ m the country, provided that it shall be permissible to import in excess. 
o t e quantity above mentioned : . · .. 

•• 

• 

(a) Up to the amount which has already been re-e~ported in that year, o~·. 
(b) For the purpose of fulfilling export orders actually received for the 

supi?Ir of t~e dru~ for medical or scientific needs, duly supported by an import-' 
cert1f1cate ISsued m pursuance of the Geneva Convention . 

Arti&le xo. 

.. nar~ic ~poh:I:r~~ any
1
source into t.he territories of the High Contracting Parties of any 

Convention. • 5 e P ace except m accordance with the provisions of the present 
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2. The following classes of imports are prohibited : 

{a) The import of any narcotic drug for any purpose other than : 

. . (i) The satisfaction of the medical and scientific needs of the importing 
country; . 

(ii) Conversion; • · 
(iii) Re-export ; 

( ~) The import in any one year, save for the purpose of re-export, of any narcotic 
drug m excess of the home total for that drug as shown in the estimates for the 
country concerned for that year ; 

{c) The import into any country in any one year, for the purpose of conversion 
of any narcot!c drug ~ excess of the conversion total for that country for that year ; 

(d) The 1m port many one year of any narcotic drug for use as such for domestic 
~onsumption in excess of the consumption total of that drug for the country concerned 
m that year; 
. {e) The import in any one year, save for the purpose of conversion or re-export, 
mto any country which manufactures the whole of its consumption total for that 
year of any narcotic drug, of any quantity of that drug whatever ; 
. (f) The import in any one year, save for the purpose of re-export or conversion, 
mto any country which manufactures part only of its consumption total for that year 
of any narcotic drug, of any quantity of that drug in excess of the difference between 
that total and the manufacture .quota for that country for that year. ·• • 

• 
3·. In spite of the provisions of the paragraphs from (b) to (f) of the above clause, 

any H1gh Contracting Party may import up to the quantity necessary to fill the shortage 
caused by export or re-export. 

4· · Ji o export or re-export of any narcotic drug shall take place from the territories of the 
High Contracting Parties except in accordance with the provisions of the present Convention. 

Article II. 

The text of the annex to this Convention shall be deemed to be an integral part of the 
Convention. . 

The regulations contained in the annex to this Coitvention shall be applied by the High 
Contracting Parties in order to facilitate the execution of. the foregoing provisions. 

The provisions of the annex may be revised in the following manner : · 

• • • 0 • • • • • 0 0 0 • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • 0 • • • • • • .. 0 

Article I2. 

The High Contracting Parties which are not Parties to the Geneva Convention undertake 
to apply the provisions contained in the following Chapters of that Convention : Chapter III
Internal Control of Manufactured Drugs ; Chapter V-Control of International Trade ; 
Chapter VI-Permanent Central Board. 

.. ·Article IJ . 
[Control of prices.] 

Article I+· 

. . 
• 

If any drugs confiscated by a High 'Contracting Part yare appropriated by the Govern~ent 
for use as such for medical or scientific purposes or for conversion, a deduction to an equivalent 
amount shall be made from the amounts to be manufactured in or imported intothat country . 

• 

Article IS· 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to apply the following provisions of the Geneva. 
Convention to all derivatives of morphine which are not controlled in pursuance of that 

' Convention : • 

(I) The provisions of Article 6, in so far as they relate to the manufa:.cture, · 
importation, exportation and wholesale sale of drugs ; · . • 

(2) The provisions of Article I2, I3 and IS: (a) ex~ept as regards preparatu_>ns , 
containing the substances, and, (b) exc~pt that the reqwre_ment as to the productiOn 
of an import certificate shall only appl~ m the case of peromne or li:DY other substance,. 
in respect of which the Health C01;nm1ttee o~ the League o.f N atlons reports. to the 
Council that it is capable commerc1ally of bemg converted mto a drug to which the 
Geneva Convention applies ; . 

. (3) The provisions of paragraph I(b), (c) and (e) and paragraph 2 of Arhcl.e ~2. 
except as regards preparations containing the drugs and except that the stabshcs 
of imports and exports may be sent annually instead of quarterly. '" 

• 
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Artide x6. " ~-. 

The im rt certificate issued by the competent authorities of an .importin~ c~untry in 
d ~th the provisions of Article 13 of the Geneva Convention shall mdicate the 

accor ance Wl • t th •th th t•t· hi h quantity of narcotic drugs previously authorised to 1mport, oge er W1 e quan 1 1es w c 
have been exporte?. 

Article 17. 

In an export authorisation or in the annual report a.s regards the export and impC?r~ of 
· leaves and crude cocaine which shall be furmshed m pursuance of the proVlstons 

opmm coca · ' · · shall · di t th t f hi of the' Geneva Convention, the Htgh_ Contractmg _Parttes . m ca e e ra e o morp ne 
content in case of opium and of cocame and ecgomne content m case of coca leaves and crude 
cocaine. 

Article 18. 

In the event of a dispute arisi~g ~etween any t'Y~ or mor«; High Co':ltracting ~arties 
concerning the interpretation or apphcatlon of the proVlstons of thts Convention such dtsputes 
shall unless settled directly between the Parties or by the employment of other means of 
reachlng an agreement, be submitted to a tribunal to be agreed upon between the parties 
within . . . of the receipt by any High Contracting Party of a request from another 
High Contracting Party for the submission of the dispute. In event of failure to agree upon 
a tribunal within that period, the dispute shall, at the request of one Party, be referred to the 
Permanent Court of International Justice at The Hague. 

Article 19. 

Any High Contracting Party may, at the time of signature, ratification, or accession, 
declare that, in accepting the present Convention, He does not .assume any obligations in 
respect of all or any of His colonies, protector.ates, oversea territories or t~rri~ories und~r 
suzerainty or mandate, and the present Convention shall not apply to any terrttones named m 
such declaration. 

Any High Contracting Party may give notice to the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations at any time subsequently that He desires. that the Convention shall apply to all 
or any of His territories which have been made the subject of a declaration under the preceding 
paragraph, and the Convention shall apply to all the territories named in such notice in the 
same manner as in the case of a country ratifying or acceding to the Convention. 

Any High Contracting Party may, at any time after the expiration of the five years' 
period mentioned in Article 24. declare that He desires that the present Convention shall 
cease to apply to all or any of His colonies, protectorates, oversea territories or territories 
under suzerainty or mandate, and the Convention shall cease to apply to the territories named 
in such declaration as if it were a denunciation under the provisions of Article 24. 

The Secretary-General of the League of Nations shall communicate to all the Members of 
the- League and non-member States mentioned in Article 20 all declarations and notices 
received in virtue of this article. 

Article 20. 

The present Convention, of which the French and English texts shall both have equal 
force, shall bear this day's date, and shall, until the . . . be open for signature on behalf,. 
of any Member of the League of Nations, or of any non-member State which was represented 
at the Conference of Geneva, or to which the Council of the League of Nations shall have 
communicated a copy of the Convention for this purpose. 

The present Convention shall be ratified. The instruments of ratification shall be 
. transmitted to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, who shall notify their receipt 
to all Members of the League and to the non-member States referred to in the preceding 
paragraph. 

Artide 21. 

As from the . . . the present Convention may be acceded to on behalf of any Member 
of the ~e of Nations or any non-member State mentioned in Article 20 • 

~e instruments of accession shall be transmitted to the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations, who shall notify their receipt to all the Members of the League and to the non-. 
member States mentioned in Article 20. 

Article 22. 

The High Contr~ing Parties agree that the Convention, in order to be brought into force 
mnst have secured. ettber ratification or accession of • . . countries. ' 

• Ea.c;h of the Htg~ Contracting Parties shall have the right to inform the Secretary-General 
of th~ League. of N ahons at the moment of the deposit of His ratification or of the notification 
of Hts accesston. t_hat He makes the entry into force of the Convention in so far as He is 
conceho rned, c:ondiho~al on ratification or accession on behalf of certain' countries, without, 

wever, bemg entitled to specify countries other than those named below • 

eN: ames of th~se countries such as prominent exporting countries, manufacturing 
co~tr~es, consummg countries and countries where raw material is produced should 
be mdicated here.] 

• 
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,- Article 23. 

. •' Ratifications or accessions received after the date on which Articles 3 to 5 of this 
Convention have come into force shall take effect as from the . . . day following the 
date of their receipt by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, but shall not entail 
any obligation on the Member of the League of Nations or non-member State making the 
ratification or accession to furnish estimates for the year succeeding that in which the 
ratification or accession is made unless such ratification or accession is made prior to the first 
day of . 

Article 24-

After the expiration of five years from the date orl which Articles 3 to 5 of this Convention 
have come into force, it may be denounced by an instrument in writing, deposited with the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations. The denunciation, if received by the Secretary
General of the League of Nations on or before the first day of July in any year shall take effect 
on the first day of January in the succeeding year, and if received after the first day of July 
shall take effect as if it had been received on or before the first day of July in the succeeding 
year, and shall operate only as regards the Member of the League or non-member State on 
whose behalf it has been deposited. 

The Secretary-General shall notify all the Members of the League and the non-member 
States mentioned in Article 20 of any denunciations received. · 

If, as a result of simultaneous or successive denunciations, the number of Members of the 
League and non-member States bound by the present Convention is reduced to less than 
. . . the Convention shall cease to be in force as from the date on which the last of such 
denunciations shall take effect in accordance with the provisions of this article. 

Article 25. 

A request for the revision of the present Convention may be made at any time by means 
of a notice addressed to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. Such notice shall be 
communicated by the Secretary-General to the other Parties to the Convention, and if endorsed 
by not less than . . . of them, a conference will be convened by the Council of the League 
for the purpose of revising the Convention. . 

Article 26. 

The present Convention shall be registered by the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations on the day of the entry into force of Articles 3 to 5 of this Convention. 

·IN FAITH WHEREOF the .above-mentioned Plenipotentiaries have signed the _present 
Convention .. 

DoNE at Geneva . . . in a single copy, which shall remain deposited in the archives 
of the Secretariat of the League of Nations, and certified true copies of which shall be delivered 
to all the Members of the League and to the non-member States referred to in Article 20. 

ANNEX TO THE CONVENTION ; REGULATIONS. 

. The regulations in this annex shall apply in regard to the estimates to be furnished in 
accordance with Articles 3 to 5 of this Convention. 

:r. Every such estimate, whether relating to requirements for domestic consumption 
or conversion, shall be in the form from time to time prescribed by the Permanent Central 
Board set up under the Geneva Convention and communicated by the Board to the High 
Contracting Parties. ~ 

2. Every estimate relating to the requirements for domestic consumption or conversion 
of the countries on behalf of which it is made shall, however, show separately for each year in 
respect of which it is made : 

· (a) The requirements of that country in the matter of each narcotic drug for 
use as such, whether in the form : ( i) alkaloids or salts, ( ii) preparations made direct 
from raw opium or the ~oca leaf. The amounts required under each of the above 
categories shall be shown separately. 

(b) The amount of the reserve stocks of each narcotic drug intended for use as 
such for domestic consumption : (i) which it is desired to maintain, (ii) which it 
is estimated will exist in that country at the beginning of the year in respect of which 
the estimate is made. 

.. (c) The amounts of each narcotic d~ug w¥c!J. it ~s ~esired: "(i) to manuf!'-ctur~, · 
(ss) to import for purposes of conversiOn, distmgwshing the amount reqwred 1n 
respect of each substance int,o which U~e dr~ is .to. be c~mverted; ~he !'-mo~~t of ~he 
reserve stocks of any narcotic drug : (s) whtch 1t ts ~es.•red to mamtan~. (n) which 
it is estimated will exist in that country at the begmmng of the year m respect of 
which the estimate is made and intended to be utilised for the purpose of conversion ; 

(d) The proportion of the consumption total for that country in the matter of 
each narcotic drug which it is proposed to manufacture internally. 

' 
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· h 11 be accompanied by a statement explaining the method by which 

3· Every estimates nain it have been calculated. If these amounts are calculated so ~g 
th~ several amou':ltsalshl 0 ":ng for possible fluctuations in demand, the estimates should indicate 
to mclude a margm OWl • 
the extent of the margin so mcluded. 

E · te shall reach the Permanent Central Board not later than August 1st 
4- very eshma . · · d · h d'ng that in respect of whtch the estimate IS rna e. m t e year prece 1 . 

I · t ry estimates sh~ll be sent to the Permanent Central Board immediately 5. Supp emen a 
on their completion. 

Th tent authority to be constituted in a manner set by the following pro~sions 
shall6·disch:r~~mlhe function_s specified in Article 3, paragraphs 2 and 3, and Article 4. 
paragraph 2 , of this Convention. · 

After examination by the competent authority o~ the estimat~s furnished by t~e 
· Gov!r"nments, and after the determination by that authonty of the estimates for countnes 

which have not furnished them, the Permanent Centr~l Board sha~l forward through the 
Secretary-General of the League of Na~ions to each High Contractmg Party one or more 
statements as may be necessary shoWing : · . 

(i) The amounts ?f the con.version _and consumption totals for e;;~.ch coun:ry 
in respect of each narcotic drug With detatls as to how the~e totals are made up • 

(ii) The home total for each country for each narcotic drug ; 
(iii) The world total for each narcotic drug. · .. 

The statement or statements shall reach the High Contracting Parties not later than 
. . in the year previous· to that year. · · 

8. Every .supplementary estimate sent to the Permanent Central Board in the course 
of the year shall be dealt with by the competent authority and by the Board in a manner 
similar to that specified in paragraphs 6 and 7 of this annex. 

Conf.L.F.S.67. 

Geneva, June 13th, 1931. 

ANNEX 9. 

STOCK REPLACEMENT OR ROTATING STOCK PLAN FOR THE DIRECT • 
LIMITATION OF THE MANUFACTURE OF NARCOTIC DRUGS PROPOSED 

BY THE DELEGATION OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA . 

. ' 

EXPLANATORY NOTE. 

. The delegation of the United States of America presents this plan for the direct limitation 
of the manufacture of all dangerous or potentially dangerous narcotic drugs derived from : 
opium or the coca leaf, and of the raw materials to be made available for the manufacture of, 
these drugs. 

There are two distinctive fundamental principles contained' in this plan. First, amounts 
of raw materials which manufacturers may have in their possession are to be limited to the ... 
quantities necessary for the production of amounts of narcotic drugs appearing in the estimates 
of needs of all countries for strictly medical and scientific purposes. Second, such limitation 
is to extend to all derivatives of opium and coca leaves, although alkaloids admittedly 
harmless, such as narcotine or papaverin, will not be subject to control. · · 

The principal features of the plan are as follows : 

. · I. Each country is to submit to the Permanent Central Board, in advance, estimates of 
1ts needs _for domestic consumption for the following year. 

It ~ill be noted that these estimates need not specify separately every drug obtainable 
from o~1um or ~oc~ leaves, but may group or classify together certain drugs having similar 
pro~rhes.. This Will ~e much less burdensome to Governments than if they were required to 
furrush estimates of. their needs of each narcotic drug separately. If a new drug is discovered
an ether of !fl.orphme ~or instance--countries will be able to import that drug, although it 
~as not sp~Iflcally designated in their estimates of needs, within the limits of morphine to be 
Imported m the form of ethers. · 

• 2. Eac~ manufacturi~g country is to submit annually to the Permanent Central Board 
estimates of 1ts needs of. opmm, coc~ leave~, or drugs obtained f~om them for the purpose of 
m~nufacture or conversion. Countnes which propose to use opmm for preparing medicinal 
opiUm, .or ma!lufactured dru~s for compounding preparations are to submit similar estimates. 
Countnes which propose to Import for re-export are to submit estimates of their needs for 
such purpose. 
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. 3· No country may import quantities of opium, coca leaves, or narcotic drugs in excess 
. ·ofl:he quantities appearing in its estimates or export to any countries in excess of the latter's 

estimates. 
Although this plan does not include provision for the establishment of a central narcotics 

office, the alternative suggested, already in part embodied in the Japanese amendments, 
would seem to serve the same purpose and to have the advantage of greater simplicity. Each. 
import certificate would show the country's estimated annual needs of each drug and the 
amounts previously imported that year, thus indicating to exporting countries the amounts 
which it would be permissible to export under the Convention. Copies of all import and 
export certificates are to be sent by the issuing Governments to the Permanent Central Board. 

' ' .. 
· · 4· This plan permits any country to manufacture as much of the drugs required for 

domestic consumption as it wishes. In addition, its manufacturers will be allowed a reasonable 
working stock, the amount to be determined by the Government and to be reported to the 
Permanent Central Board, which will have the right to question amounts of stocks which appear 
dangerously large. · · · 

· · ·· Manufacturers may have stocks of drugs for export e1ual to 50 per cent of their exports 
during the preceding year. No additional opium, coca eaves, or narcotic drugs shall be 
allowed to these manufacturers for 'manufacture or conversion until orders for export are 
shipped from the country. 

5. r Cquntries ilot manufacturing. for export or not manufacturing at all when the 
Convention become effective· may fill legitimate orders for export out of their stocks for 
domestic consumption and may then manufacture an equal quantity. The following year they 
may allow their manufacturers stocks for manufacture for export on the same basis as countries 
having an export trade when the Convention first comes into force. In this way the right of 
any country to participate in the export trade is automatically safeguarded. 

. 6.. The import and export certificate system is extended to cover opium, coca leaves and 
narcotic drugs. ev:e.n when contained in preparations exempt under the Geneva Convention, 

Since stocks of drugs available for export are to be replenished only after export certificates 
are issued, there can be no preparations exempt from the export certificate system, because if 
there were exemptions, countries would not be able to obtain the statistics necessary for the 
proper working of the plan. The import certificate also is necessary to prevent diversion and 
to enable importing countries to obtain statistics for use in their estimates of needs for the 
following year. ' 

• • • 
'6 • o ·~ o • • 4" '• -, ;o • -.•- • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • 

[List of High Contracting Parties.] 

. Desiring to supplement the provisions of the International Opium Conventions, signed at 
The. Hague on J~nuary 23rd, 1912, and at Geneva on February 19th, 1925, by facilitating the 
limitation of the manufacture of narcotic drugs to the world's legitimate requirements for 
medical and scientific purposes and regulating their distribution, 

¥ Have ~esolved to conclude a Convention to that effect and have appointed as their 
"plenipotentiaries : 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • •• 

[List of Plenipotentiaries.) 

Who, having communicated to one another their full powers found in good and due form, 
have agreed as follows : 

I •; 

Artide I. 

~xcept when;~ Qtherwise expressly indicated. the fQllowing definitions shall apply 
thTQ\lghout this ~onv~ntion : 

.. ·' 

x. The term " Geneva Convention " denotes the International Opium Convention 
signed at Geneva on Febru~_ry 19th, 1925. 

2. The term " manufacture " means the application of any process which results 
in the concentration or separation of the physiologically active nitrogenous 
constituents of opium or of. coca leaf ; the term shall be held to include the 
separa,tion or pur~ficatiqn of the opium alkaloids of ecgonine, cocaine, or any 
qt}l!Jr al!caloid, ~rom coca leaf, and of al~ ~ubstances directly or indirectly prepared 
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or preparable from any C!f them, b1;1t shall not apply to the preparation of 
medicinal opium as heremafter defmed. 

3. The term " conversion " mean~ the chemical t_ransformation of any substance 
obtained or obtainable from opmm or coca leaf mto any product whatsoever. 
The term " narcotic drug " means the phenanthrene alkaloids of opium, or any 
preparation or compound involving opium or its constituent phenanthrene 
alkaloids as the source material ; cocaine, ecgonine or any substance prepared 
from it, and all other alkaloids manufactured from. coca leaf ; and any of the 
foregoing substances, even though prepared synthetically. . 

5. The term "raw opium " means the spontaneously coagulated juice obtained 
from the capsules of the Papaver somniferum L., which has only been submitted 
to the necessary manipulations for packing and transport, whatever its content 
of morphine. 

6. The term " coca leaf " means the leaf of the Erythroxylon GoGa Lamarck and the 
Erythroxyl011 novogranatense (Morris), Hieronymus and the_ir variet.ies belonging 
to the family of ErythroxylaGeaJ, and the leaf of other spectes of thts genus from 
which it may be found possible to extract cocaine or ecgonine, either directly or 
by chemical transformation. 

1· The term "crude morphine" means any product manufactured from opium, 
which contains more than 20 per cent of morphine or its salts, but which does 
not satisfy the requirements of the national pharmacopreia for morphine. 

8. The term " crude cocaine " means any extract of the coca leaf which can be used 
directly or indirectly for the manufacture of cocaine. 

9· The term " medicinal opium " means raw opium which has undergone only the 
processes necessary to adapt it for medicinal use in accordance with the 
requirements of the national pharmacopreia, whether in powder form or 
granulated or otherwise, or mixed with neutral materials. 

10. The term " morphine " means the principal alkaloid of opium having the chemical 
formula C.,H .. O.N, or any substance identical with it, from whatever source 
obtained. · 

n. The term" derivative " means any product obtained by chemical transformation 
of an alkaloid, in which the fundamental carbon and nitrogen ring system remains 
essentially intact. . · . 

12. The term " ester " means any compound in which the hydrogen atom(s) of a/ 
the hydroxyl group(s) present in the parent substance is/are replaced by any acid 
radical(s) regardless of the method by which such compound is prepared. • 

13. The term " ether " means any compound in which the hydrogen atom(s) of a/ 
the hydroxyl group(s) present in the parent substance is/are replaced by alkyl, 
aryl, or aryl-alkyl group(s) or combinations of these groups, regardless of the 
method by which such compound is prepared. 

14. The term" diacetylmorphine" means the diacetyl ester of morphine, having the 
chemical formula c .. H,,O,N. 

15. The term " thebaine " means the phenanthrene alkaloid from opium having the 
chemical formula C .. H .. O,N, or any substance identical with it, from whatever 
source obtained. 

16. The term "cocaine " means methyl-benzoyllrevo-ecgonine having the chemical 
formula C.,H,.O.N, or any substance identical with it, from whatever source' 
obtained. 

17. The term "ecgonine " means lrevo-ecgonine, having the chemical formula 
C,H .. O.N, or any substance identical with it, from whatever source obtained. 

The articles of this Convention apply to all narcotic drugs as herein defined. 

Article II. 

The High Contracting Parties will take all· such legislative, executive, or other measures 
as may .be necessary to give due effect within their territories to the provisions of this 
Convention. 

The terms of this Convention shall not prevent any High Contracting Party from exercising 
a grt;a.ter degree o! control over narcotic drugs than is provided for under this Convention or 
prevtous Conventions. 

·Article Ill. 

S~1. 

~h High Contracting Party shall furnish annually to the Permanent Central Board 
constituted under Chapter 6 of the Geneva Convention estimates of the requirements of its 

• • 
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territory of each narcotic drug covered by this Convention for domestic consumption, whether 
in preparations containing these drugs in whatever proportion, or in the form of alkaloids or 
salts. 

These estimates shall specify separately, on forms prepared and furnished by the 
Permanent Central Board, the aggregate net amounts needed of narcotic drugs classified as 
follows : · ' ' 

( 4) Morphine-whether in the form of alkaloids, salts, or other derivatives, · 
exclusive of diacetylmorphine, morphine ethers and preparations containing more 
than 0.2 per cent of morphine, its salts or its other derivatives ; 

(b) Diacetylmorphine; · 
(c) Morphine ethers ; 
(d) Preparations made directly from raw opium and containing any 

diacetylmorphine whatsoever, or more than 20 per cent of morphine, or of drugs 
derivable directly or indirectly therefrom : 

(e) Medicinal opium, exclusive of preparations containing not more than 
0.45 per cent of opium ; 

(/) Derivatives of thebaine ; 
(g) Cocaine-whether in the form of alkaloids, salts, or other derivatives, 

exclusive of preparations containing not more than o.I per cent of cocaine ; 
(h) Ecgonine in the form of its derivatives other than cocaine; 
(i) Preparations containing not more than 0.2 per cent of morphine, 0.45 per 

cent of opium, or o.I per cent of cocaine. . 

. Drugs which can be derived directly or indirectly from morphine, cocaine or ecgonine · 
but which are, in fact, manufactured or derived directly from raw opium or coca leaves, or 
prepared by synthesis, shall be included in the estimates as though they were in fact derived. 
from morphine, cocaine or ecgonine. 

Seetion 2. 

Each High Contracting Party shall submit estimates· of : 

(4) The amounts of raw opium, crude morphine, coca leaves, crude cocaine 
and ecgonine which its dealers or manufacturers will be permitted to use for the 
manufacture or preparations of narcotic drugs for : 

(i) Domestic consumption; 
(ii) Stocks for export as provided for in Article VIII; 

(b) The amounts of each narcotic drug, except ecgonine, to be imported for 
conversion within its territory; specifying the amount required for conversion into 
each of the classes of narcotic drugs described in section I of this article. 

(~;) The amounts of each narcotic drug, as classified in section I of this article, 
to be imported into its territory for compounding into preparations not falling under 
(l) below. 

(l) The amounts of each narcotic drug, as classified in section I of this article, 
to be imported into its territory, for compounding into preparations containing not 
more than 0.2 per cent of morphine, o.I per cent of cocaine, or 0.45 per cent of opium. 

(e) The amounts of each narcotic drug, as classified in section I of this article, 
to be imported into its territory for re-export. · 

Seetion 3· 

. Each High Contracting Party shall submit to the Permanent Central Board not later than 
April Ist of each year a report of the amounts of raw opium, coca leaves, ecgonine, medicinal 
opium and each class of manufactured narcotic drugs as defined in section I of this article 
in stock within its territory on January Ist of that year. 

Seetion 4-

(4) Each High Contracting Party shall submit its estimates of needs for internal 
consumption to the Permanent Central Board not later than August Ist of the year preceding 
that in respect of which the estimate is made and shall submit therewith a statement 
explaining the method used to determine the several amounts shown in the estimate. 

(b) The Permanent Central Board shall furnish estimates of needs of narcotic drugs for 
domestic consumption for any country, whether or not party to this Convention, which fails 
to furnish an estimate by the date specified in the preceding paragraph. 

Se&tion ,5. 

Each High Contracting Party shall submit annually to the Permanent Central Board 
by October Ist .• statements of the amounts of each narcotic drug, as classified under section I 
of this article, exported during the last twelve months' period ending June 30th. , • 
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• 
SediOfl 6.. . • · · · 

Ea~ H' h Contracting Party shall submit to the Permanen! Cent.ral Board by October Ist 
the estimat~ provided for in section 2, paragraph (a), of this arhcle. ·~ 

Arlicle IV. 
siCii- I .. 

· A y High Contracting Party may furnish supplementary estimates of its requireme!lts 
for ·th~t year which shall be acco~panied by an explanation of the circumstances which 
necessitate such supplementary estimate. 

Sec#Ofl 2. 

The Permanent Central Board shall, if nec~ssary, furnish supplementary estimates in a 
case ~here it_ h~ furnished an original estimate. 

Arlicle V. 

Every estimate shall be examined by the Permanent Central Board, which may require 8:ny 
further details or explanations,.except as regards requirements for Government purposes, which 
it may consider necessary in order to make such estimate complete or to explain any statement 
made therein, and may, with the consent of the Government concerned, amend any estimate 
in accordance with explanations so given. 

Arlicle VI. 
Se.cti- I. 

Every estimate furnished in accordance with the preceding articles, so far as i~ relates 
to narcotic drugs required for domestic consumption, shall be based solely on medical and 
scientific requirements. · 

SectiOfl 2. 

Each High Contracting Party shall inc!ude separately in its. estimates such quantities of 
opium, coca leaves or narcotic drugs as it considers necessary for the establishment or 
maintenance of reserve stocks under Government control for Government use, or under 
Government control for general use to meet exceptional circumstances. 

Se.ctio11 J. 
. . 

_ Each High Contracting Party shall submit annually to the Permanent Central Board on 
August Ist statements showing the proportion of its needs for domestic consumption of each 
narcotic drug, as classified under section I of Article III, to be supplied through domestic 
manufacture, conversion, or preparation. , 

Arlicle VII. 

The Permanent Central Board shall forward annually by November Ist to every 
Government a statement showing : 

' . . 
(a) The estimated needs of each Government for domestic consumption in 

te~s of each class ?f drugs, as defined in section I of Article III. This report shall 
speedy. the proportion of the needs of each country which are to be supplied by 
domestic manufacture, conversion or preparation'. · 

(b) The_amount of opium, c;ude m~rphine, cocal~aves, ecgonine, crude cocaine 
or other manufactured drugs as classified under section I of Article III which each 
country may permit it~ ~alers an~ manufacturers to have in stock for purposes of 
export, under the prov1s1ons of. Article VIII, during the year to which the estimates refer. · 

Se.cti- I. 
Arlicle VIIf. 

~h High Contra.c:t~ng Party .shall limit the -amounts of raw opium, coca leav~s. and =IC ~ugs (asf classified under section I of Article III) made· available annually to its 
~ an manu ~urers for the purpose of manufactunng, converting, compounding or 

re~1ng !~quantities_ of each narcotic drug appearing in the estimates of needs of such. P~rty 
or mes lC ~~umpbon to the quantities necessary for such purposes. 
avai~t~termmmg. the amounts of raw opium, coca leaves, and narcotic drugs to be made 
the High Co~~~~ agn~ m~nuf~'ifers for the purposes mentioned in the -preceding. paragraph 

n ar ea s take account of the stocks· of raw materials and narcoti~ 
~ . . . . 
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drugs on hand at the beginning of each year, and shall not permit dealers and manufacturers 
to ~ave cr,uantities of such stocks greater than are reasonably necessary for the conduct of 
theu busmess. 

S 
.• 

ectJon 2. 

Each ~igh Contracting ~arty shall limit the amounts of stocks of raw opium, coca leaves ' 
-and narcotic d~ugs made ayailable annua~ly to its dealers and manufacturers for the purpose 
of ma~?factur~n.g, convertmg, compoundmg, or preparing narcotic drugs, for export, to the 
qua~bbes suff1c1e!lt to produce 50 per cent of the narcotic drugs exported from its territory 
durmg the prev10us year, on export certificates as defined by Article XV of this 
Convention ; 

. Provide~ that additional stocks of opium, coca leaves and narcotic drugs may be made 
available ~~ 1ts dealers !lnd manufacturers only in such amounts as are necessary to replace 
the quantities of narcohc drugs exported from its territory under export certificates. · 

• • # • • • 

Section 3· 

Any_ quantities of r_aw opium or coca leaves which may be made;available by any High 
Contractmg Party to 1ts dealers and manufacturers in addition to those necessary for 
manufacturing or preparing substances referr~d to in the two preceding sections shall be kept 
under strict Government control and supervision until the narcotic content thereof has been 
·destroyed.· · · · · · · · 

Section 4· 

T~e provisions of this arti~le shall C<?me into force on the first of January of the year 
followmg the date the Convenhon comes mto force. · 

ArtiGle IX. 

· The amounts of stocks of narcotic drugs made available to dealers and' manufacturers 
under the provisions of Article VIII shall be adjusted annually on the basis set forth in that 
article. 

Article X . 
. ~ect_ion I. 

· Each· High .Contracting Party in whose territory narcotic drugs are manufactured, 
converted, compounded or prepared for domestic consumption only, may permit its !lealers 
and manufacturers to fill orders for export from their stocks for domestic consumption and 
then:, if necessary, may permit them to manufacture, convert, compound, prepare or import 
equal quantities of the drugs exported. The export business done during such year will 
furnish the basis for allowances of stock for the export trade for the following year as provided 
for in Article VIII. . 

Section 2. 

. Each l:ligh Contracting Party in whose territory narcotic drugs are not manufactured, 
converted, compounded or prepared may permit its !fealers to fill legitimate orders for export 
from stocks imported for domestic consumption . and then, if necessary, to import .or 
manufacture equal quantities of the drugs exported. 

The export business done during the year will furnish the basis for allowances of stocks' 
to be manufactured, converted, compounded or prepared for export during the following year 
as provided for in Article VIII. • · · 

Article XI. 
Section I. 

Each High Contracting Party in whose territory narcotic drugs are manufactured, 
converted, prepa,red or compounded, shall submit to the Permanent Central Board on April xst 
the name and quantity of· e~ch narcotf~ drug manufactured,. converted, prep~re~ or 
compounded, in the country dunng the prev10us calendar year. Th1s statement shall md1cate 
the morphine, thebaine, cocaine or ecgonine equivalent of the narcotic drugs manufactured, 
converted, prepared or compounded. 

·Section 2. 

If any High Contracting Party which was not p~.anufacturing, converting, preparing or 
compounding any given narcotic drug, as classified u~de~ section ~ of Article III, _when t_he 
Convention cqmes into force, proposes to do so, such H1gh Contractmg Party shallg1ve nohce 
of its decision to do so to the Permanent Central Board. 

Section 3· 
. . .Each.High Contracting Patty shall submit to the Permanent Cent tal Board. ~thi~ ninety 
day11after the Convention comes into force, a. list of the naJlleS and addresses. of al~ 1t~.licensed • 

. or registered importers and e¥porter!l, .and shall currently report' .changes m this hs\. . ' 
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Arlicle XII . 
• 

No High Contracting Party shall allow de~ers or manufactu~ers within its territory to use 
the nfii.JI.ttli#es of opium, coca leaves and narcotic drugsdi~ade ava1Iabt!e tdo thefm

1
f
1
?r the pdurpose 

f :r- · facturing converting or compoun ng, a narco 1c rug a mg un er any 
0 P'1~nf, n:t;:'tions speclfied in section I of Article III for the purposes of manufacturing, 
oqe 0 r+;ne,c a5Sl ._'"""" or compounding any narcotic drug falling under any other of those 
ronve.~~.prer--~ • 
classifications. . 

Arlicle XIII. 
SecliOtt I. ' 

No High Contracting Party shall ~mport any narcotic drug f~ling in ~y of the 
classifications specified in section I of Arttcle III for purposes of domestic consumption, or for 
Government stocks for these purposes, in quantities exceeding those appearing in its estimates 
of needs for such purposes, less those quantities provided for by domestic manufacture, 
ronversion, preparation or compounding. 

Sedioff :z. 
No High Contracting P~y shall import opium, coca leaves or any !larcotic drug,. as 

classified under section I of Article III, for purposes of manufacture, convers10n, compounding 
or preparing, or for reserve stocks for these purposes, in quantities exceeding those necessary 
for these processes, for domestic consumption and for export under the provisions of 
Article VIII. 

Sedi01t J. 

No High Contracting Party shall export or re-export any narcotic drugs to any other High 
Contracting Party in quantities exceeding those appearing in the latter's estimates of needs 
for purposes defined in sections I and 2 above, and in its estimates of needs for re-export. 

Arlicle XIV. 
SecliOJJ i. 

The provisions of this article shall apply to the import of raw opium, coca leaves or any 
narcotic drug for the purpose of re-export, e1ther in the form imported or in a different form 
having the same chemical formula, and to the re-export of any such drug : 

(i) The import certificate issued in respect of any such import of narcotic drugs 
shall state that the drugs are intended for re-export. 

(ii) Each High Contracting Party agrees that the total quantities of each 
narcotic drug imported for re-export shall not exceed quantities equal to its needs for 
domestic consumption of such drug, provided that it shall be permissible to import 
for re-export in excess of the quantity above mentioned : 

SeetiOJJ :z. 

(tt) For the purpose of fulfilling export orders actually received for the 
supply of the drug for medical or scientific needs duly supported by an import 
certificate issued in pursuance with this Convention by the Government of the 
country for which the re-export is intended ; 

(b) And provided that it shall be permissible for a High Contracting Party 
to export narcotic drugs for the purpose of fulfilling orders duly supported by an 
import certificate without previous importation and then to import to replace 
the quantities exported ; . 

(c) For the purpose of storage in Government warehouses until export 
certificates have been issued for shipment to the country, or countries, for which 
re-export is intended, or until released under Government authorisation for the 
purpose of manufacturing, converting, preparing or compounding, within the 
country, under the provisions of Article VIII. 

Each High Contracting Party undertakes that raw opium or coca leaves imported for the . 
pur~ of re-ex~><?rt shall be stored in Government warehouses until export certificates have 
been lSSued for shipment to the country or countries for which re-export is intended, or until 
released under Government authorisation for purposes of manufacturing or preparing within the 
country, under the provisions ot Article VIII. 

Arlicle XV. 
SediOJJ 1. 

Every import certificatt; issued for the import of r.aw opium, coca leaves or any narcotic 
drug_~~ be n~mbered se~ially in respect of raw op1um, coca leaves or narcotic drugs as 
classifted Ill sect1on I of Art1e~ III, and shall show the estimated needs of each of these groups , . 
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of substances for all purposes for the year to which the certificate applies. The import 
certificate must also show the quantity of each of these groups of substances for which import 
certificates have been issued previously for that year. 

SectioiJ 2. 

A copy of each import and each export certificate issued under the provisions of this 
Convention shall be immediately transmitted by the country of issue to the Permanent Central 
Board. 

Section 3· 
If any High Contracting .Pa.i:ty receives an import certificate which does not indicate the 

information required under section I of this article, or receives an order from a country which 
does not issue import certificates, such High Contracting Party shall not issue an export 
certificate for the opium, coca leaves, or narcotic drugs for which the import certificate was 
issued, until it has been notified by the Permanent Central Board that the order can be filled, 
in part or in full, consistently with the terms of this Convention. , 

Article XVI. 
Sectio1£ I. 

No High Contracting Party shall import raw opium or coca leaves or narcotic drugs from 
any country which has not ratified this Convention within two years after it has come into 
force, until such country has ratified the Convention· ; · 

· Provided that, in case it is impossible to obtain raw opium or coca leaves or their 
derivatives from any country party to the agreement, the High Contracting Parties may obtain 
such supplies of these drugs from countries which have not ratified as are necessary for 
legitimate purposes and further provided that in such case the importing countries will furnish 
the Central Board with written statements of the reasons for such importations. 

Section 2. 

If, in the opinion of the Permanent Central Board, any country is accumulating excessive 
stocks of opium, coca leaves or narcotic drugs or is becoming a centre of illicit traffic, the Board 
shall recommend that all High Contracting Parties cease to import raw materials or narcotic 
drugs from or export them to such country. Such recommendation shall not be made until 
the country in question has been given an opportunity to explain the apparently excessive 
stocks or the situation which leads the Central Board to feel that such country is in danger of 
becoming a centre of the illicit traffic. · · 

Articles XVII antl following. 

[These articles will be submitted at a later date and will include provisions similar to 
those in Articles I9 to 30, inclusive, of the plan of the Opium Advisory Committee.] 

ANNEX 10. 
Conf.L.F.S.73-

PRELIMINARY DRAFT CONVENTION FOR LIMITING THE MANUFACTURE· 
AND REGULATING THE DISTRIDUTION OF NARCOTIC DRUGS, 
DRAWN UP BY THE DELEGATIONS OF FRANCE, GERMANY, JAPAN, 
AND SPAIN, ASSISTED IN PART BY TH~ PELEGATION OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. 

[Provisional Translation.] 

. .; . . . 

. , ; 

[List of High Contracting Parties.] 

Desiring to supplement the provisions of the International Opium Conventions, signed 
at The Hague on January 23rd, I9I2, and at Geneva on February Igth, I925, by facilitating 
the limitation of the manufacture of narcotic drugs to the world's legitimate requirements for 
medical and scientific purposes and regulating their distribution, 

·Have· resolved to conclude a Convention to that effect and have appointed as their 
plenipotentiaries : · · 

•. . . . . 

[List. of Plenipotentiaries.] . 

· -Who, having communicated to one another their full powers found in good and due form, 
have agreed as follows .: · , · · · 
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Article I. 

Except where othe!wise expressly indicated •. the following definitions shall apply 
throughout this Convention and the annex thereto . 

I. The term " Geneva Convention " denotes the International Opium Convention 
signed at Geneva on February Igth, I925. 

2 & 3. See decisions of Technical Committee (document Conf.L.F.S.fC.Tec~.~). 

4. The term " manufacture " of any drug includes a_lso any proces.s of ref1mng. 
The term " conversion " shall denote the tr.ansformahon by a chemical process of a 

narcotic drug into another non-narcotic _substance. . . . . . 
The term " import certificate " denotes an _Import certificate as provided for m 

Article . . . of the present Convenho~. . . . ·· 
5· The term " estimates " shall denote the estimates furmshed m accordance With 

Articles 3 to 5 of this Convention and in accordance with the annex thereto. 

(Paragraphs 6 to IS of old Article I have been eliminated.] 

Article 2. 

The High Contracting Parties will take all such legislative, executive, or other measures 
as may be necessary to give due effec~ within their territories to the provisions of this 
Convention. 

(This article was adopted by the Conference !1-t its first reading.] 

Article 3· 

I. Each High Contracting Party shall furnish annually to the Permanent Central Opium 
Board, constituted under Chapter 6 of the Geneva Convention, in respect of His territories, 
estimates of the requirements of those territories in the matter of narcotic drugs for use as 
such for domestic consumption and for conversion. 

It is understood that full liberty is reserved to each country to purchase its supplies of 
narcotic drugs in any country it wishes and it may, when giving its estimates, mention the 
country or the countries from which it intends to purchase its supplies. · · 

2. In the event of any High Contracting Party failing· to furnish by the date specified 
in the annex to this Convention an estimate in respect of any of His territories, an estimate will 
be furnished in respect of that territory by the competent authority to be constituted in 
accordance with the provisions of Chapter I, paragraph 6, of the said annex. . · 

3· The competent authority shall invite countries to which this Convention does not 
apply to furnish estimates in accordance with the first paragraph .of this article, being guided 
by the provisions of Article 6 of the Convention. In the event of no estimate being furnished 
on behalf of any such country, the competent authority shall itself make the estimate. 

[This article was adopted by the Conference at its first reading.) 

Article 4· 

I. Any High Contracting Party may, if necessary, in any year, furnish in respect of 
any of _His territories a supplementary estimate of the requirements of the territory for that 
year With an explanation of the circumstances which justify such supplementary estimate. 

2. __ The competent authority ~II similarly, if necessary, invite any country to which this .. 
Co';lvenhon does not apply to furmsh a supplementary estimate and, in the event of no such 
estimate. bein~ furnished, the competent authority shall itself make the estimate. 

[This article was adopted by the Conference at its first reading.] 

Article 5· 

Estimates fu~ish':d under the provisions of the two preceding articles shall be in the form 
and shal_l be f~IShed In the manner provided in Chapter I of the annex to this Convention. 

[This article was adopted by the Conference at its first reading.) 

Article 6. 

Eyery estimate _furnished in accordance with the preceding articles so far as it relates to 
na~cot~ _drugs reqwred for domestic consumption iii the country or territory in respect of 
which I~ Is made shall be based solely on the medical and scientific requirements of that i:ountry 
or terntory. 

I~ ~ understood _that any High Contracting Party may include in His estimates such 
quantities as He considers necessary for the establishment or maintenance of reserve stocks 
u_nder Government control for Government use or for general use to meet exceptional 
circumstances. 

[This article was adopted by the Conference at its first reading.] 



- 3I7-

Article 7· 

Every High Contracting Party desiring to manufacture or convert narcotic drugs shall 
notify the Secretary-General of the League of Nations thereof as well as the Central Authority, 
indicating if He intends to manufacture for His domestic needs only or also for export, and the 
period at which He will begin this manufacture or conversion, specifying the substances to be 
manufactured oc converted. -

In case any High Contracting Party desires that one of His territories ceases to 
manufacture or convert narcotic drugs, He shall notify the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations, as well as the Central Authority, of this intention. 

[Old Article 7 has been eliminated.] • 

Article 8. 

No country may during any one year manufacture a quantity superior to the total of the 
following quantities : · _ _ . . 

._ l~ • 

(I) The quantity of narcotic drugs necessary for its medical and scientific needs 
within the limits of its estimates for that year.· 
· (z) The quantity necessary to maintain in the factories a reserve intended to 
meet the needs in case of supplementary estimates made for that year. The 
quantity thus manufactured during the year may not exceed 25 per cent of the 
quantity mentioned in the preceding paragraph. No part of this reserve may leave 
the factory before the Central Authority has been advised. 

(3) The quantity intended for conversion either : (a) for domestic consumption, 
or (b) for export. · 

(4) The quantity necessary for the exports (after deduction for re-export) of 
that country including : · . 

(a) The exports of that country executed during the year against import 
certificates furnished in conformity with the procedure provided for in 
Article . . . of this Convention and under the control of the Central 
Authority provided for in Article . . . of this Convention ; • 

(b) The maintenance of a special stock which shall remain in the factories. 
and be placed under the direct control of the Government and which may be 
replaced as exports are effected, but which at no time may exceed one-half of 
the total exports during the period of twelve months which ended on June 30th 
of the year preceding the current year. · 

' ' 
Article 9· 

All quantities of narcotic drugs which exceed the totals indicated in "the preceding article 
during the year, whatever their origin may be-imports not intended fo_r re-export, seizures 
which have not been destroyed, cancelled orders, under-deliveries or returned deliveries, etc.
shall be deducted from the ·quantity to be manufactured either during the current year or 
during the following year. 

. Article Io. 
. .. ' . . 

All quantities of narcotic drugs existing in a manufacturing country, at the time of the 
entry into force of the present Convention, in excess of the total of the quantities defined in 
paragraphs I, 2, 3(a) and 4(b) of Article 8 plus normal supplies existing in the country shall 
be subjected to a special Government control and the Government shall take the necessary 
steps to ensure the disappearance of such excess quantities within one year either by a 
reduction of the manufacture or by conversion into a non-narcotic substance or by destruction 
or by any other suitable means. · 

Article II. 

Any High Contracting Party may notify the Secretary-General of the League of Nations 
of the existence on the market of any product which should be included in group III of 
Article . I, paragraph 2. The .Secretary-General will communicate the information thus 
received to the Health Committee of the League of Nations, which Committee, after having 
submitted the question to the Comit~ permanent de l'Office international d'Hygiene publique 
de Paris, shall decide whether the product in question should come under the scope of the 
present Convention. · 

This decision shall be communicated to the High Contracting Parties and, if it is in the 
affirmative, the said Parties undertake to apply the stipulations of the present Convention to 
such. product. 

Article I2. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to exercise a strict supervision over : 

(a) The amounts of raw material and manufactured drugs available to each 
manufacturer for the purpose of manufacture or conversion of narcotic drugs or 
otherwise ; · · 

(b) The quantities of drugs or preparations produced in those factories; and 
' · (c) The disposal of the drugs and preparations so produced, and more especially 
the distribution of narcotic drugs to the trade at the time of delivery from the 
factories. 
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The Hi h Contractin; Parties agree not to ~low the accumulat!on in the factor~es of 
tities of raw materials in excess of those requtred for the economtc. conduct of busmess, 

~:~ regard to the prevailing market conditions. Stocks of raw mat~rtals thus created shall 
not :ceed the needs for six months' manufacture unless the respective Go';'ernments! !1-fter 

d 
· t' t' 51'der that exceptional conditions warrant the accumulation of addtbonal 

ue mves Iga ton, con . . . b · 1 ted · th f t · amounts, and in no case shall the total quant1t1es whtch may e accumu a m e ac ortes 
exceed one year's supply. · 

Arlicle IJ . 

The following p~ovisions shall apply to the impo~t of any narcotic drug for the purpose 
of re-export and to the re-export of any such drug so 1m ported : · . 

(i) The import certificate issued in respect of any such import shall state that 
the drug is intended for re-expor~ ; · . . 

(ii) In the case of a country whtch manufactures only for 1ts own needs and m the 
case of a country which is not a manufacturing country, the quantities imported for 
re-export, domestic consumption and conversion shall_ not exceed the esti~ates 
for the domestic needs of that country, less the amount, sf any, manufactured m the 
country, provided that it shall be permissible to import in excess of the quantity 
above mentioned : . · · 

(a) Up to the amount which has already been re-exported in that year, or, 
(b) For the purpose of fulfilling export orders actually received for the 

supply of the drug for medical or scientific needs, duly supported by an import 
certificate issued in pursuance of Article . . of the present Convention. 

(This Article corresponds to the old Article I4, revised, with paragraph (i.i.i) eliminated. 

A.rlicle I4. 

• I. No import from any source into the territories of the High Contracting Parties of any 
narcotic drug shall take place except in accordance with the provisions of the present 
Convention, 

2. The following classes of imports are prohibited : 

(a) The import of any narcotic drug for any purpose other than : 
(i) The satisfaction of the medical and scientific needs of the importing 

country; 
(ii.) Conversion; 

(iii) Re-export; 
(b) The import in any one year, save for the purpose of re-export, of any 

narcotic drug in excess of its domestic needs for that drug as shown in the estimates 
for the country concerned for that year ; 

(c) The import in any one year, for the purpose of conversion of any narcotic 
drug in excess of the conversion total for that country for that year ; · 

(d) The import in any one year of any narcotic drug for use as such· for domestic 
consumption in excess of the consumption total of that drug for the country concerned 
in that year. 

3· In spite of the provisions of the paragraphs from (b) to (d) of the above clause, any 
High Contracting Party may import up to the quantity necessary to fill the shortage caused by 
export or re-export. 

4- No export or re-export of any narcotic drug shall take place from the territories of the 
High Contracting Parties except in accordance with the provisions of the present Convention. 

(This article corresponds to the old Article 17, revised, with paragraphs (e) and (f) elimi
nated, and a new paragraph 3 added which incorporates the Japanese amendment to 
the old Article 17.] 

. ' 

Arlicle 15. 

The non-manufacturing countries undertake that the stocks held by the wholesale dealers 
shall not exceed a reasonable limit as compared with their medical and scientific needs. The 
amount of these stocks shall be communicated each year to the central authority. 

A.rlicle 16. 

The. text of the annex to this Convention shall be deemed to be an integral part of the 
ConventiOn. 

The _regulati?ns. contained in ~~e annex to this. Convention. shall be applied by the High 
Contract~ng Parties m order to facilitate the execution of the foregoing provisions. 

[ArtiCles 8 to 13, 15 and I6 have been eliminated.] · 

1 
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. '· 
A.rlicle 17. 

~eserved for. the regulations reg~~ording the constitution and functions of the Central 
Authority.] 

[See old Article 19.] 

[See old Article 21.] 

A. rlicle 18. 

Arlicle 19. 

A. rlicle 20 . 

. [See decisions of the Technical Committee regarding the old Article 22.] 
[Old Article 20 has been eliminated.] 

Arlicle 20(a). 

The High Contracting Parties shall communicate to one another, through the Secretary
General of the League of Nations, the laws and regulations promulgated in order to give effect 
to the present Convention, and shall forward to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations 
an annual report on the working of the Convention in Their territories in accordance with a 
form drawn up by the Advisory Committee on Traffic in Opium and Other Dangerous Drugs 
of the League of Nations and approved by the Council of the League of Nations. 

Arlicle 21. 

.. 

In the event of a dispute arising betwe~n any two or more High Contracting Parties 
.· concerning the interpretation or application of the provisions of this Convention, such disputes 

· t shall, unless settled directly between the Parties or by the employment of other means of .t 

reaching an agreement, be submitted to a tribunal to be agreed upon between the Parties 
within . . . of the receipt by any High Contracting Party of a request from another High 
Contracting Party for the submission of the dispute. In the event of failure to agree upon a 
tribunal within that period, the dispute shall, at the request of one Party, be referred to the 
Permanent Court of International Justice at The Hague. 

.. . .... ' 

·, 

. ' 

[This article corresponds to old Article 23.] · . ' ' •.. 
[See old Article 24.] 

[See old Article 25.) 

[See old Article 26.] 
• 

Article 22. 

Article 23. 

Arlicle 24-

Arlicle 25. 

[See old Article 27 (subject to the Japanese amendment to this article).) 

Arlicle 26. 
[See old Article 28.] 

Arlicle 27. 
[See old Article 29.] 

Article 28. 
(See old Article 30.) 

A. rlicle 29. 
[See old Article 31.] ' 

• • • 
The annex to the Convention has not been revised by the above-mentioned delegations. 

ANNEX 11. 
Conf.L.F.S.28(c). 

' 
NEW ARTICLES RELATING TO THE DISTRIBUTION AND CONTROL OF , t 
NARCOTIC SUBSTANCES, SUBMITTED BY THE ARGENTINE DELEGATE . .. 
[Translt¥ion.] 

Article . . • 

~ The High Contracting Parties undertake to establish in· their national capitals, in the 
capitals oUheir federated States or provinces, in the chief towns of the departments or cantons 
of their respective countries, wherever necessary and wherever the administrative organisation 
make such a procedure possible, Central Narcotics Offices to organise and centralise the 
campaign against drug addiction by applying the provisions of the Conventions of The Hague 
(1912) and Geneva (1925), and of the present Convention. 

There shall be a National Central Office to centralise the activities of the regional offices. 
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• 
I · · hi h the organisation of the campaign against drug addiction and control n countnes m w c . f 1 d · · t t" 

h aff. · ot1"c drugs comes withm the competence o severa a m1ms ra 1ve 
over t e tr IC m narc 1· · b t h · · hall be taken to establish the necessary 1a1son e ween sue serY1ces serVIces, measures s 

A.rlicle 

Th N t · onal Central Narcotics Offices shall be administered by a ~irector-General, assisted 
b a s~ ~:isory Committee, of which, where possible, t_he followmg sh:-'-ll be me~bers : 
t?e Minirerof Social Walfare or the Director-General of So~1al Welfare Se_rv1ces, the ~~rector
General of Public Welfare, the Director-General of the Pubhc Health SerVIces, the Ch1e~ of the 
Ge e al Police Services the Director-General of Customs, the professors of mental d1seases, 
hy~erne, therapeutics a~d pharmacology and of criminal law in the Faculties of Medicine and 

Law The Supervisory Committee shall appoint its own officers and establish its own rul'es. 

A.rlicle . 

The Central Narcotics Office or the competent authority shall supervise all those who 
manufacture, handle in any way, import, sell, buy, in any manner distribute or export the 
narcotic substances specified in this Convention, as well as the buildings in which these products 
are manufactured or in any way traded in and the commercial vessels which convey them. 

To this end, the Office or the authority acting in lieu thereof shall : 
(a) Limit, solely to duly authorised establishments and premises, the 

manufacture of the substances referred to in Article I ; 
(b) Require that all those who grow, manufacture, import, export, distribute, 

buy or sell in any way the said substances or work. as employees in the said 
establishments and premises should be provided with an authorisation to engage in 
these operations ; . 

(c) Require persons who engage in commercial transactions to enter in their 
books the quantities of the said substances manufactured, imported, exported, sold, 
bought, _exchanged or distributed in any manner . 

. • To obtain a manufacturing permit, the factory must undertake not to manufacture, 
exp:>rt or buy the raw material which it requires abroad without authorisation from'.Jhe 
Geneva N a reo tics B 11reau, and not to buy or sell in the territory in which it resides except after 
authorisation issued by the National Office. 

All persons who buy, sell, exchange or distribute narcotic substances or engage in any 
com:n!rcial transaction regarding such substances must undertake to perform such 
trans1.ctions only after having been auth:>rised by the office or the competent authority. 

This clause sh"lll not apply to retail pharmaceutical purchases and sales on presentation of 
a medical pres~ription, or to purchases and sales effected on presentation of a certificate 
delivered by the Rector of the University and countersigned by the Director of the Central 
Office. 

A.rlicle . 

No pers:>n may engage in the cultivation of the plants specified in Article I without 
obtaining an authJrisation delivered by the Central Office or the competent authority. 

The Office may limit the cultivation of these plants to the needs estimated by the 
Permanent Board on the basis of requirements arising out of the exclusively therapeutic or 
scientific use of the narcotic substances specified in Article I of this Convention. 

A.rlicle . · 

The Office or the competent authority shall take steps to prohibit in internal trade the 
cession of the substances covered by the present Convention to unauthorised persons and 
the possession of these substances by such persons. . 

The Office may authorise chemists to deliver on their own initiative and as dnigs for 
immediate use in urgent cases the following medicinal opium preparations: tincture of opium, 
Sydenham laudanum, D:>ver's powder, pills of thebaic extract; nevertheless, the maximum 
dose which may be delivered in these cases must not contain more than 0.2 gramme of 
medicinal opium, and the chemist must enter the quantities supplied in his books in accordance 
with Article . 

· A.rlicle . 

The Central Office shall draw up administrative regulations governing "the exercise of the 
tr~de in nar_cotic substances specified in the present Convention, applying also the provisions 
la1d d?wn m. Annex . . . which together constitute the administrative code for the 
campaign against drug addiction and the illicit traffic in narcotic substances. 

A.rlicle . • 
Every year, at a date to be fixed by the Permanent Board, all the national offices shall 

communicate to this B:>ard estimates of their annual requirements confined to therapeutic and 
scientific needs. 

The national offices undertake not to consume quantities in excess of these estimates 
without i!lforming the Permanent Board and without stating their reasons· for the over
consumption. 
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Article : • 

Each national office of a consuming country shall send the orders which it receives to the 
national office of the producing or manufacturing country through the Permanent Board at 
Geneva, which undertakes to transmit these orders immediately if it has no observations to 
make. · 

In agreement with the national offices, the Permanent Board shall regulate these 
commercial transactions in such a way as to facilitate deliveries and to obviate illicit operations 

' in international trade. · · 

Article . . 

Ea.C~ national office shall communicate to the Permanent Board the surnames, Christian 
names and particulars as to civil status, of all persons, whether nationals or foreigners, who 
engage in the illicit traffic in narcotics and of all prostitutes who are drug addicts. 

The Permanent Board shall communicate these particulars to the national offices. 
The High Contracting Parties undertake to assist each other in their efforts towards the 

suppression of contraband by means of exchanges of information and views between the 
Directors of the different national offices, arranged by the Permanent Board. 

Article 

. Any commercial transaction relating to the narcotic sub:;tances specified in Article z of 
:this Convention and effected without the authorisation of the competent central national 
~' office is declared to be illicit. 

Article . 

• 
The High Contracting Parties undertake to create in the Customs and Police 

administrations of their respective ~ountries services specially aimed at combating the illicit • . 
' tradejp drugs and the spread of the drug habit, in full agreement with the national Narcotics 
·Office-and through it with the Permanent Board at Geneva. . 

ANNEX ll. 
Conf.L.F.S.73(c). 

DRAFT CONVENTION FOR LIMITING THE MANUFACTURE AND 
REGULATING THE DISTRffiUTION OF NARCOTIC DRUGS. 

(Prepared for the Second reading.) 

.. . .. . . . . . • • • • • • • • • 0 •. ' 0 • • • • • 0 • • • • • • 

[List of High Contracting Parties.]' 

. Desiring to supplement the pr~visions of the International Opium Convention, signed 
at The Hague on January 23rd, zgu, and at Geneva on February zgth, 1925, by facilitating 
the limitjl.tion of the manufacture of narcotic drugs to the world's legitimate requirements 
for medical and scientific purposes and by regulating their distribution, 

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

. . . . . . . . • • • • 0 • 0 0 • • • • • • • • • 0 0 • • • • • 0 • 0 .. • • • • 

[List of Plenipotentiaries.] 

• 
Who, having communicated to one another their full powers, found in good and due form, 

have agreed as follows : 

CHAPTER I.-DEFINITIONS . 

.. 
Article x. 

Except where otherwise expressly indicated, the following definitions shall apply 
throughout this Convention : 

I. The term " Geneva Convention " shall denote the International Opium · 
Convention signed at Geneva on February Igth, 1925. 
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2
. The term " the drugs " shall _denote the following drugs whether partly 

manufactured or completely refmed. • ' • • 

Group I: 
Sub-group (a) · · . - . 

(') Morphine and its salts, including preparations made d~rectly from raw 1 
opium and containing more than 20 per cent ?f morphm~ ; 

(ii) Diacetylmor{'hine and the other esters of morphine _and thetr salts; 
(jji) Cocaine and 1ts salts including preparations· made d1~ect from the coca leaf 

and containing more than o.I per cent of cocame; all the ~sters of . 
ecgonine and their salts ; · • · · 

(iv) Dihydrohydrooxycodeinone (of which the substance registered under the 
name of" eucodal "is a salt) ; dihydrocodeinone (of which the substance 
registered under the name o~" dicodide." is a salt) ; di~,Yd_romo.rph!~?ne 
(of which the substance ~eg1stered. under the name o~ d1laud1d~ IS a 
salt); acetyldihydrocodemone or acetyldemethylod1hydrothebame (of 
which the substance registered 'under the name of " acedicone " is a 
salt) ; morphine-N-oxide (registered trade name " genomorphine "), 
and dihydromorphine (of which the substance registered under the name 
of" paramorfan" is a salt), their esters and salts; also the morphine~ 
N-oxide derivatives, their salts, and the other pentavalent nitrogen 
morphine derivatives. 

Sub-group (b) : . . . .... 
· .·Ecgonine; thebaine,' and thefr. salts ; . benzylmorp~ne and ~he other ethers. ot ~ 

morphine, and their salts, except methylmorphme (codeme), ethylmorphine 
and their salts. 

Group II: 
Methylmorphine (codeine), ethylmorphine and the.ir. salts, 

Group III: 
< 

Every other product obtained from opium or the coca leaf which, in accordance 
with the procedure provided in Article II, is determined to be a product 
capable of producing addiction or convertible into such a product. 

·The substances mentioned in this paragraph shall be considered as drugs even if 
produced by a synthetic process. · 

The terms " Group I " and " Group II " shall respectively denote Groups I and II Y. 

. of this para~aph. . . . ___ _ . . • . . . , . . 
3; " Raw opium "·means the spontaneously coagulated juice obtairuid from the. 

:: · c:apsules of the Papaver somniferum L.; which has only been _supJnitted to the ~ 
necessary manipulations for packing and transport, whatever its content of 
m:>rphine. · . · · , 

"M)rphine" means the principal alkaloid of opium having the chemical formula 
C.,H .. NO •. 

" Crude morphine " means an intermediate product obtained from opium consisting 
principally of morphine or its salts and containing various impurities (such as 
resins or colouring matter) and sometimes other alkaloids. 

"Diacetylmorphine " means_- diacetylmorphine (diamorphine, heroin) having the 
formula C .. H.NO,. 

" Coca leaf " means the leaf of the Erythroxylon coca Lamarck and the Erythroxylon 
novo-granatense (Morris), Hieronymus and their varieties, belonging to the family 

_ of ErythroxylaGtB and 'the leaf of other species of this genus from which it may be 
found possible to extract cocaine either directly or by chemical transformation: 

" Cocaine '.' ~eans methyl-benzoyl-laevo-ecgonine (f•J D 200 = - I6o4) in 20 · per 
cent solution of chloroform, of which the formula is C.,H;,NO,. ' 

"Cr1;1de. cocaine" means any extract of the coca leaf which can be used.directly oT 
mdirectly for the manufacture of cocaine. 

" Ecgonine " means laevo-ecgonine (f•J D 200 = - 4506 in 5 per cent solution of 
water), of which the formula is C,H .. NO,H,O, and all the derivatives of laevo
ecgonine which might serve industrially for its recovery. 

_The following drugs are defined by their chemical formulre as set out below : • 
. Dihydrohydrooxycodeinone . . C .. H,.O,N· · . . 

Dihydrocodeinone . . • . . . C .. H.,O,N 
Dihydromorphinone . .. . . . .. . C.,H .. O,N 
Acetyldibydrocodeinone or j 
Acetyldemethylodihydrothebaine • · · c .. H,.O,N 
Morphine-N-oxide • . . . · :·. C.,H,.O,N 
Dihydromorphine, . .C.,H,.O,N 
Thebaine . . . . ·.. . . . . . . '· C,,H.,O,N .. ·. 
Codeine (methylether of morphine), . . . C,.H,.O,N 
Ethylether of morphine · . . • . . ; . .. C .. H .. O,N 
Benzylether of morphine . . • . •. C .. H.O,N .. 

·.· 
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. 4· ·The term " manufacture " shall include any process of refining. 
•• The term " conversion " shall denote the transformaion of a drug by a chemical 

process, with the exception of the transformation of alkaloids into their salts. 
The term " estimates " shall denote estimates furnished in accordance with Articles :z 

to 5 of this Convention and, unless the context otherwise requires, shall include 
supplementary estimates. 

The term " reserve stocks " in relation to any of the drugs shall denote the stocks of 
that drug required (i) for the normal domestic consumption of the country in 
which they are maintained, (ii) for conversion in that country and (iii) for 

; export. . . 
1he term " Government stocks ,. in relation to any drug shall denote stocks of that 

·~ · <;!rug kept under Government control for the use of the Government and to meet 
exceptional circumstances. 

Except where the context otherwise requires, the term " export " shall be deemed to 
include re-export. 

CHAPTER 11.-ESTIMATES. 

Arlicle :z. 

I. Each High Contracting Part{ shall furnish annually to the Permanent Central Opium 
Board, constituted under Chapter V of the Geneva Convention, in respect of His territories, 

· estimates of the requirements of those territories in the matter of each of the drugs for use 
· as such for domestic consumption,· for conversion and for reserve stocks. . 

.. :z. In the event of any High Contracting Party failing to furnish, by the date specified 
in paragraph . . . of Article . . . of this Convention, an estimate in respect of any 
of His territories, an estimate will, so far as possible, be furnished by the Supervisory Body, 
specified in paragraph .. . . of Article .. 

J. The Permanent Central Board shall ask for estimates from countries to which this 
Convention does not apply to .be made in accordance with the provisions of this Convention. 
In the event of no estimate being furnished on behalf of any such country, the Supervisory 
Body shall itself so far as possible make the estimates. . 

· Arlicle J. 

Any High Contracting Party may, if necessary, in any year furnish in respect of any of 
His territories supplementary estimates of the r:equirements of that territory for that year 
with an explanation of the circumstances which necessitate such supplementary estimates. 

Arlicl~ 4· 

I. Every estimate furnished in accordance with the preceding articles, so far as it relates 
to any of the drugs required for domestic consumption in the country or territory in respect 

· of which it is made, shall be based solely on the medical and scientific requirements of that 
country or territory. 

:z. It is understood that, in addition to reserve stocks, any High Contracting Party may 
create and maintain Government stocks. . · 

Arlicle 5· 

I. Each estimate provided for in Articles :z to 4 of this Convention shall be in the form 
from time to time prescribed by the Permanent Central Board and communicated by the Board 
to the High Contracting Parties. 

:z. Every estimate shall show separately for each year in respect of which it is made: . 
. {a) The estimated requirements of thec,ountry in respect of which it is made 

in the matter of each of the druF"S for use as such whether in the form of {I) alkaloids 
or salts, (:z) preparations ~ontaining alkaloids or salts, (3) preparations made direct 
from raw opium and containing more than :zo per cent of morphine or (4) preparations 
made direct from the coca leaf and containing more than 0.1 per cent of cocaine. 
The amounts required under each of the above categories shall be shown separately. 

{b) The estimated amounts of each of the drugs required for the purpose of 
conversion. 

{c) The estimated amount of the reserve stock of each of the drugs {I) which 
it is desired to maintain, (2) which will exist in the country at the beginning of the 
year in respect of which the estimate is made. 

(d) The quantity required for the establishment and maintenance of any 
Government stocks in accordance with Article 4· 

{e) The quantity which it is proposed to manufacture in the country for domestic • 
consumption, for conversion and for maintaining the reserve and Government stocks 
at the desired level. . . 

(/) The quantity which it is proposed to manufacture for the making, whether 
for domestic consumption or for export, of preparations for the export of which 
export authorisations are not required. 
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In the event of the reserve stocks of any drug at the _beginning of any yea_r. exceeding the 
1 vel hich it is desired to maintain in respect of that drug m that year, a deduction equal to the 
~ces:' shall be made from the total of the estimates of the requirements of that drug. 

3 Every estimate shall be accompanied by a statement explaining the method by which 
the se~ral amounts shown in it hav': been calcul_ated: If these amoun~s are calculat~d ~o as 
to include a margin allowing for possible fluctuations m dema~d the estimates should md1cate 
the extent of the margin so in.cluded. It is u~derstood _that m the case of any of. the drugs 
which are or may be included m Group II, a Wider margm may be necessary than m the case 
of the other drugs. 

+ Every estimate shall reach the P~rmanent C~ntral ~oard not later than August Ist in 
the year preceding that in respect of wh1ch the estimate 1s made. . ~ 

s. Supplementary estimates shall be sent to the Permanent Central Board immediately 
on their completion. · 

6. The estimates will be examined by a supervisory body. The Opium ... Advisory 
Committee of the League of Nations, the Permanent Central Board, _the Office international 
d'Hygiene publique and the Health Committee of the League of Nations shall each have the 
right to appoint one member to this body. . · · 

The supervisory body may require any further details or explanations, except as regards 
requirements for Government purposes, which it may consider necessary in respect of any 
country on behalf of which an estimate has been furnished in order to make the estimate. 
complete or to explain any statement made therein, and may, with the consent of the. 
Government concerned, amend any estimate in accorQ.ance with any explanations so given. . ·. · 

It is understood that in the case of any of the drugs which are or may be included ia· 
Group II, a summary statement shall be deemed to be sufficient. : . 

1· After examination by the supervisory body as provided in paragraph 6 of the' 
estimates furnished, and after the determination by that body as provided in Article 3 of the ' 
estimates for countries on behalf of which no estimates have been furnished, the supenisory 
body shall forward to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations for transmission to all the 
Members of the League of Nations and non-member States, a statement containing the 
estimates for each country, together with an account of any explanations given or required in 
accordance with paragraph 6, and any observations which the supervisory body may desire 
to make in respect of any such estimate or explanation, or request for an explanation. 

The statement shall be forwarded to the Secretary-General not later than November Ist 
in each year. 

8. Every supplementary estimate sent to the Permanent Central Board in the course 
of the year shall be dealt with by the supervisory body in a manner similar to that specified in 
paragraphs 6 and 7 above. 

CHAPTER III.-LIMITATION OF MANUFACTURE. 

Article 6. 

I. There shall not be manufactured in any country in any one year a quantity of any 
of the drugs superior to the total of the following quantities : , 

(i) The quantities specified in the estimates or required for the manufacture 
of preparations for the export of which export authorisations are not required, 
whether such preparations are intende4 for domestic consumption or for export · , 

(ii) The !luantit:y specified _in ~h~ estimates fo.r that. country for ~hat year' as 
necessary for 1ts medical and sc1enhflc needs, not mcluding the quantities coming 
under paragraph I ; 

. (iii) ~he quantity sp~cified i~ the estimates for that country for that year as 
bemg !eqmred for co!l~ers1on, whether for domestic consumption or for export ; 

(sv) Such quanbties as may be required for the execution during the year of 
or~rs for export in accordance with the provisions of the Geneva Convention and of 
this Convention, no~ _incl~ding the q';lantities coming under paragraph I ; 

(v) The quantities, 1f any, reqwred for the purpose of maintaining the reserve 
stocks ~t the level sp~ifie~ in the estim~tes for that year ; 

(vs) The quantities, 1f any, reqmred for the purpose of maintaining the 
Government stocks at the level specified in the estimates for that year. 

. 2 •• No_ High Contracting Party shall be deemed to have violated His obligations under 
this art1cle 1f the to~~ amount of any drug manufactured in any year should exceed the total 
of the amounts Specified above by a margin not exceeding 5 per cent of that total. Any such 
excess shall be deducted from the total of the estimates for the following year. 

Article 1· 

. I. There shall be deducted from the total quantity of each drug permitted under 
ArtiCle 6 to be manufactured in any country during any one year : 

(i) Any amounts of that drug imported into that country less. quantities re
exported; 

(ii) Any returned deliveries of the drug. 
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2. If it should be impossible to make any of the above deductions during the course of 
the current year, any amounts remaining in excess at the end of the year shall be deducted from 
the estimates for the following year. 

~ Article 8. 

. I. The full amount of any of the drugs imported into or manufactured in any country 
for the purpose of conversion in accordance with the estimates for that country shall be 
utilised for that purpose within the period for which the estimate applies. 

2. In the event, howeve~. of it being impossible to utilise the full amount for that purpose 
within the period in question, the portion remaining unused at the end of the year shall be 
deduc.ted from the estimates for that country for the following year. 

Article g. 

If at the moment when the Convention as a whole shall have come into force or at the 
beginning of any subsequent year the then existing stock of any of the drugs in any country 
exceeds the amount of the reserve stock of that drug, which, according to the estimates for 
that country, it is desired to maintain, such excess shall : • ' 

.· . 

(a) In the case of a country which manufactures that drug, be deducted from 
the total quantity of that drug permitted under Article 6 to be manufactured during 
the current year ; 

(b) In the case of a country which does not manufacture that drug, be deducted 
from the amount of that drug permitted under the provisions of this Convention 
to be imported into that country during the current year. 

· ,\ Alternatively, the excess stocks existing at the moment when the Convention as a whole 
:-shall }lave come into force shall be taken possession of by the Government, and released from 

· time to time in such quantities only as may be in conformity with the present Convention. 
Any quantities so released during any year shall be deducted from the total amount permitted 
to be manufactured or imported as the case may be during that year. 

CHAPTER IV.-PROHIBITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS. 

Article IO. 

I. The High Contracting Parties shall prohibit the export from Their territories of 
diacetylmorphine, its salts, and preparations containing diacetylmorphine or its salts. .' 

2. Nevertheless, on the receipt of a request from the Government of any country in which. 
diacetylmorphine is not manufactured; any High Contracting Party may authorise the export · 
to that country of such quantities of diacetylmorphine, its salts, and preparations containing 
diacetylmorphine or its salts, as are necessary for the medical and scientific needs of that 
country, provided that the request is accompanied by an import certificate and is consigned 
to the Government Department indicated in the certificate. · 

3· Any quantities so imported shall be taken charge of by the Government of the 
importing country which shall regulate their distribution. 

Article II. 

· I. No trade in or manufacture for trade of any product obtained from any of the 
phenanthrene alkaloids of opium or from the alkaloids of the coca leaf not in use on this day's 
date for medical or scientific purposes shall take place in any country unless and until it has 
been ascertained to the satisfaction of the Government of that country that the product in 
question is of medical or scientific value. 

2. Any High Contracting Party permitting trade in or manufacture for trade of any such 
product to be commenced shall immediately send a notification to that effect to the other High 
Contracting Parties and to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, who shall 
communicate to the Health Committee of the League. 

3· The Health Committee will thereupon, after consulting the Permanent Committee 
of the Office international d'Hygiene publique in Paris, decide whether or not the product in 
question is capable of producing addiction (and is, in consequence, assimilable to the 
substances mentioned in Group I( a) of paragraph 2 of Article I) or whether or not it is 
convertible into such a product (and is, in consequence, assimilable to the substances mentioned 
in Group I(b) or Group II). 

4· In the event of the Health Committee of the League deciding that the product is not 
itself a product capable of producing addiction, but is convertible into such a product, the 
question whether the product in question -shall fall under Group I(b) or Group II shall be 
referred for decision to a body of three experts competent to deal with the scientific and 
technical aspects of the matter, of whom one member shall be selected by the Government 
concerned, one by the Opium Advisory Committee of the League, and one by agreement 
between the two members so selected. 

s. Any decisions arrived at in accordance with the two preceding paragrarhs shall be 
ommunicated to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations who will communicate it 
o all the Members of the League and non-member States mentioned in Article 27. 
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6. If the decisions are to the effect that the product in question is c"apable of producing 
addiction or is convertible into such a product, ·the High Contracting Parties will upon receipt 
of the communication from the Secretary-General apply to the product the appropriate regime 
laid down in the present Convention according as to whether the product falls under Group I 
or under Group II. • 

7· Any such decisions may be revised, in accordance with the foregoing l?rocedure, in the 
light of further experience of an application addressed by any High Contractmg Party to the 
Secretary-General. 

Arlicle 12. 

' I. No import of any of the drugs into the terri~ories of any Hi~h Contracti.n~ Party or 
export from those territories shall take place except m accordance With the provts1ons of the 
present Convention. 

~- The imp~rts ·in any one year into any country of any of the drugs shall not exceed 
the total of the amount specified in the estimates for that country for that year and. of the 
amount exported from that country during the year, less the _amount manufactured m that 
country in that year. 

. CHAPTER V.-.:.coNTROL. 

Arlicle 13. ': .~ 

' 
I. (a) The High Contracting Parties shall apply to all the drugs which are or may be'·' 

included in Group I the provisions of the Geneva Convention (or provisions in conformity · 
therewith) which are applicable to the substances mentioned in Article 4 of that Convention 
except in so far as these provisions are modified by the provisions of the present Convention. 

(b) The High Contracting Parties shall treat solutions or dilutions of morphine or coca!ne 
or their salts in an inert,liquid or solid substance which contain 0.2 per cent or less of morphine 
or 0.1 per cent or less of cocaine in the same way as preparations containing more than these· 
percentages. 

2. The High Contracting Parties shall apply to the drugs which are or may be included 
in Group II the following provisions of the Geneva Convention, or provisions in conformity 
therewith : · 

• 

(i) The provisions of Articles 6 and 7, in sq far as they relate to the manufacture, 
import, export and wholesale trade in those drugs ; 

(ii) The provisions of Chapter V, except as regards compounds containing ' 
any of these drugs other than compounds which are not adapted to a normal 
therapeutic use; · · · 

(iii) The provisions of paragraphs x(b), (c) and. (e) and paragraph 2 of 
Article 22, provided : · 

(x) That the statistics of imports and exports may be sent annually instead 
of quarterly, and, · · · 

(2) That paragraph x(b) and paragraph 2 of Article 22 shall not apply to 
preparations containing any of these·drugs. 

Arlicle 14 . 

I. The High Contracting Parties agree, in regard to the export of any of the drugs 
which are or may be included in Group I to any country to which neither this Convention nor 
the Geneva Convention applies, that the Government issuing an authorisation for any such 
expo~ shall immediately notify the Permanent Central Board of the issue of the authorisation ; 
proytded that~ if the export amounts to 25 kilogrammes or more, the authorisation shall not 
be ISSUed unhl the Government has ascertained from the Permanent Central Board that 
the expot:t will not cause the estimates for the importing country to be exceeded. If the 
Permanent Central Board sends a notification that . such an excess would be caused the 

. Government will not authorise the export. of ~y amount which would.have that effect. · ·. 

2;. If it' appears f!~m ~he impOrt iuid export: retu~~s m~d~ .t~ the Pet:manent 'Centr~l 
Board, or froll! !he nobf1cahons made. to the Board in purs'uanc;e of. the preceding paragraph, 

. that the quanbhes ex~rted or authonsed to be exported t~ any co1,1ntry exceed the aggregate 
of the ~mounts sho:ovn 1n the estimates for-tha.t c~untry fof that year as being· required for 

· dom~hc _consump!!On for-conversion and for· maintaining the ~eserve· stock ·at the level 
. ~tied 1n the _est1ma~e, after deductio!' of any amount which, according to those. e5tirriiltes, 
will be manufact~red m· that-.country .m· that ye:'-r; the Board shall immediately notify the 
fact t.o all-the -~1gb Contractmg Parties; who will not during the ~urrency"' ·of· tpe ·year'in 
qu~tlon au!honse ~~:ny new exports to that. country except· (t) in the event" of a supplementary 
estimate ~1_ng furmshe~ _for that. country'-~ r~spect bo~h of the quantfiies over-imported and 
of ~~e additional quanhhes reqwred, or (~•).m exceptional cases where the export is, in the 
opm1on of the Government of the exportmg country, essential in the interests of humanity 
or for the treatment of the sick. · · · · , · 
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3· 'The Permanent Centrai Board shall each-year prepare a state1pent showing in ~espect 
of each country for the· preceding year ,: 

(a) The e~timates in 'respect of each drug; 
(b) The amount of each drug consume~; 
(c) The amount of each drug manufactured; 
(d) The··amount· of each drug converted; 

··(e) The amount· of each drug imported; 
(/) The amount of each drug exported. 4 •• 

If such statement indicates that any High Contracting Party has or may have failed 
to carry out His obligations .under this Convention the· Board shall have the right to ask for 
explanations from that High Contracting Party and the procedure specified in paragraphs 2 
to 7 of'Article 24 of the Geneva Convention shall apply in any such case.1 

· The Board shall, as soon as possible thereafter, publish the statement above mentioned, 
_together with· an· account· of any explanations given: or required in accordance with the 
preceding paragraph and any observations which the Board may desire to make in respect 91 
any: such explanation "Or request. for an ~xpl~ation. · . , - · . · · ·., 

. . 
Article ·.~s. 

I. Each High Contrac.ting Party-shall exercise a strict supervision over: 
· · · (a) The am~unts of 'raw material and manufactured drugs in the possession 

of each manufacturer for the purpose of the manufactu~e or conversion of any of the 
drugs or otherwise; · · · ··._ :> · 

(b) The quantities of the drugs or preparations containing the drugs produced; 
( r;) The disposal of the drugs alid preparations so produced with especial 

. reJerence to deliveries from the factorie~.-- , , _ . _ .. -

- 2. No High ·Contracting Party shall allow the accumulation in the possession of any 
manufacturer of quantities of raw materials in excess of those required for the economic condu.ct 
of business, having· regard to the prevailing market conditions.· Th~ amounts of raw material 
in the possession ofany manufacturer at any orie-time shall not exceed the amounts required by 
that manufacturer for manufacture during the ensuing six months unless the Government, 
after due investigation, considers that exceptiona:l conditions warrant the accumulation of 
additional amounts, but in no case shall the total quantities which may be accuypulated exceed 
·~ne :rear's supply. _ · - -· · - · . _ . ' · · · · · · . -_ .· · . · · . · .. __ 

. . . 

~· ._ . . 
CHAPTER vr ........ ADMINISTRATlvE PRovrsroNs. 

- . . 
. ., ·-· . : '-. . .· 

Article 16. 

The .High Contracting Parties shall takEtali 'necessary legislative or other measures in 
order . to give effect within .Their territories to . ~he provisions of this· Con_vention., . 
. . . · 'T,he Jiigh :con~racting Pat:ties jmdertake te create, -if They have not already· done so, a 
· &peciaf.ad.minis~ration· ~ar ~the purpose. of.'; . , , . . · 
·: ·- (zrApplying the· provisions of the present Convention;· ·. · · ·· . · · · . · .. 

(2) Regulating, supervising and controlling the trade in the drugs; ·' . ''' 
(3) Organising the campaign against drug addiction, taking all suitable measures 

to combat the illicit traf~ic. · 

. · ... A rlide 17 • 
. ~ . . . . . ' . . . 

.. • i'. ., Each High Contracting ~arty shall requil;~ ea(fh manufact:urer with in -.I~isterritories to 
•·,:' .ait quarterly reports statmg : - . , . ·_ . . - . . . . . _ . . · , : · · 

{I) The amount of raw material~ ~ild ~f each of the drugs received into the 
factory by such manufacturer and the quan~ities of that drug, or any' other products 
whatever; produced from each of these substances: In reporting the amounts of raw 
materials so ·received; the manufacturer shaU state the proportion of morrhine, 

· cocaine or ·ecgonine- contained in or producible therefrom as determined by a method 
prescribed by the Government. · 

(2) The quantities. of eith~: the raw material or the products manufactured 
•. t~e.~efro~ ~hie~. w~~e. tlisp~s~4 ·«?(,during_ th~_:q1,1ar~e~- . • ... _. .,: , . :, .. , .. ,., .· .···; 
· · · · (3) The quantlttes remammg m stock at the .e.~d of J_h..e ,q,uax:ter. . .. . , ·, . , 

ArtiCle- iS .. 

l":· '·:t·: ~:. nie·~mgh_ :contracting' 'Partie(uridertake·.·io. ·desfr~y'.~I n~ri:~tii:s -~i~d. i~· .Their" 
respective> territories·:· : · :.:. c - · :·• : :. ' · · '_. · · · · · . · . · · : · · 

_:;'.:. ·: z; ''St~i:ks -~~·na~cotic. drugs_ derl~ed fr_om ~ei~ures and st_o~ed u,rtde~ .Go~emment c~ntr.ol 
··at _th,e time of ,si~~~ure of {.he present Cqnv;enti.on shall also be. <lest.-oyed.within three.mortt hs 
·!~om. th'e' commg l!lt~:force o~ the Conven~1op m r~spect ol th'e country cpncerned •. or at jhe . .. .·. . : . . . . .. ' ' . . -~ . . ' . . . . . . . 

·. . ,. . . . ., ·~. . .. · . . . . . : 
..... , • ~ J : '- • . .' • • • : • J . • • • • 

· ·'· A'liopted eubjeet to a re.ervation reg&l'ding'the place of the Secnitary-General in this procedure.· 
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· 1 · hi thr nths after the drugs seized have ceased to be placed under the control 
atest wtt n ee mo "f · h t"t" f t" dr of the judicial authorities. A liOmmut~ique, spect ymg t e quan t tes , o narco tc ugs 

destroyed, shall be sent to the Permanent Central Board. 

• A. rlicle I g. 

The High Contracting Parties will require that the labels under which any of the drugs, 
or preparations containing those drugs •. arealof1f~esld f?r sale, shall show the percentage and name. 

~of l}le drug as provided for in the nation egt atton. 

CHAPTER VII.--GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

A. rlicle 20. 

I. Every High Contracting Party in any of w~ose. territories any o~ the drug is bei~g 
manufactured or converted at the time of the commg mto force of Arttcles 2 to .S of this 
Convention or in which He proposes to authorise such manufacture or conversion, shall 
notify the Secretary-General of the League of Nations to that effect, indicating whe~her the 
manufacture or conversion is for domestic needs only or also for export, the date on wh1ch such 
manufacture or conversion will begin, and the drugs to be manufactured or converted. . 

· 2. In the event of any High Contracting Party desiring that the manufacture or 
conversion of any of the drugs in any of His territories shall cease, He shall notify the Secretary
General to that effect, indicating the date on which such manufacture or conversion will cease, 
and specifying the territory and the drugs affected. 

A.rliele 21. 

The High Contracting Parties shall communicate to one another through the Se,.cretary
General of the League of Nations the laws and regulations promulgated in order to give effect 
to the present Convention, and shall forward to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations 
an annual report on the working of the Convention in Their territories in accordance with a 
form drawn up by the Advisory Committee on Traffic in Opium and other Dangerous Drugs. 

A. rlicle 22. 

The High Contracting Parties shall include in the annual statistics furnished by Them 
to the Permanent Central Board the amounts of any of the drugs used by manufacturers and 
wholesalers for the making of preparations, whether for domestic consumption or for export 
for the export of which export authorisations are not required. 

They shall also include a summary of the returns made by the manufacturers in pursuance 
of Article I 7· 

Article 23. 

. I. !he High Contracting Parties will communicate to each other, through the 
mtermediary of the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, as soon as possible, particulars 
of each case of illicit .t~af~c discovered in Their territ~ries which may be of importance either 
because of the quantities mvolved or because of the bght thrown on the working of the system 
of control 

2. The particulars given shall indicate as far as possible : 
(«) The kind and quantity of drugs involved; 
(b) The origin of the drugs, their marks and labels · 
(li) Points at which the drugs were diverted into the illicit traffic· 
(d)_ Place from which ~he drugs were despatched, and the names of ;hippins or 

forwarding agents or con.o;1gnors ; ,: ~ 
(e) Name and address of consignees or other destination; 
(f) Metp.ods and routes nsed by sm~gglers and names of ships, if any; 
(g) Action taken by the Government m regard to persons involved particularly 

those possessing authorisatio~ or licenses, .PeJ?-alties imposed ; ' 
(It) Any other matter which would ass1st m the suppression of illicit traffic. 

A. rlicle 24. 1 

he 
The _present Convention .shall supplement the Geneva Convention in the relations between 

t Part1es to both Conventions. 

A. rticle 25. • • 
If ~here shoul.d arise bet"!'ee~ the High Contracting Parties a dispute ef any kind relati-ng 

to ~~ mt~rpretahon or appliCation of the present Convention and if such dispute cannot be 
aat!S actorilf settled by diplomacy, it shall be settled in accordance with any a licable 
agrjments lh!ort;e between the partie~ providing for- the settlement of international ~fsputes. 
to b-~as; t re ~~ ~ ~u1ch agreement m force between the parties, the dispute shall be referred 

. ar I ra 1on .or JU c1a settlement. In the absence of agreement on the· choice of another 
~~~ }~ disp~te 5fJll, a~ th~ request of anf one of the Parties, be referred to the Permanent 

0 n ema tona ushce, d all the Parties to the dispute are Parties to the Convention 
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of December 16th, 1920, relating to the Statute of that Court, and if any of the Parties to the 
dispu~e is ~ot a Party to ~e Protocol of December 16th, 1920, to an arbitral tribunal 
constituted m accordance With the Hague Convention of October 18th 1907, for the Pacific 
Settlement of International Conflicts. ' 

Article 2'"6. 
Any Hig~ Contrac~ing Party may, at the time of signature, ratification, or accession, 

declare that, m acceptm~ the p_resent Convention, He does not assume any obligations in 
respect of all or any of H1s colomes, protectorates and oversea territories or territorief under 

·suzerainty or ~andate : and the present Convention shall not apply to any territories named in 
such declaration . 

. . Any High ~ntracting Party may give n_otice to the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nah~ns at ;_my _time s!lbsequently that He des1res t~at the Convention shall apply to all or any 
of H1s terntones wh1ch have been made the subJect of a declaration under the preceding 
paragraph, and the Convention shall apply to all the territories named in such notice in the 
same manner as in the cl!'se of a country ratifying or acceding to the Convention . 

. Any Hi~h Co~tracb~g Party may, at any time _after the expiration of the five years' 
penod mentiOned m Art1cle 32, declare that He desJres that the present Convention shall 
cease to apply to all or any of His colonies, protectorates and oversea territories or territories 
under suzerainty or mandate, and the Convention shall cease to apply to the territories named 
in such declaration as if it were a denunciation under the provisions of Article 32. . · 

The Secretary-General shall communicate to all the Members of the League and to the 
non-member States mentioned in Article 27, all declarations and notices received in virtue 
of this article. ' 

Article 27. 

The present Convention, of which the French and English texts shaJl both have equal 
force, shall bear this day's date, and shall, until January 1st, 1932, be open for signature on 
behalf of any Member of the League of Nations, or of any non-member State which was 
represented at the Conference wh1ch drew up this Convention, or to which the Council of the 
League of Nations shall have communicated a copy of the Convention for this purpose. 

Article 28. 

J'he present Convention shall be ratified. The instruments of ratification shall be 
transmitted to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, who shall notify their receipt 
to all Members of the League and to the non-member States referred to in the preceding 
article. · 

Article 29. 

As from January 1st, 1932, the present Convention may be acceded to on behalf of any 
Member of the League of Nations or any non-member State mentioned in Article 27. · 

The instruments of accession shall be transmitted to the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations, 'Yho shall notify their receipt to all the Members of the League and to the non
member States mentioned in that · Article. 

Article 30. 

The present Convention shall come into force·, as regards the stipulations of Articles .2 
to 5, three calendar months after the Secretary-General of the League of Nations has received 
the ratifications or accessions of twenty-five Members of the League of Nations or non-member 
States, including any five of the following States : France, Germany, the United Kingdom of 
Great Bri~ain and Northern Ireland, Japan, the Netherlands, Switzerland, Turkey and the 

·~ United States of America. · : 
r;r . As regards its remaining provisions, the Convention shall come into force on the first day 

of January in the first year m respect of which estimates are furnished in conformity with 
Articles 2 to 5. 

Article 31. 

Ratifications or accessions received after the date on which Articles .2 to 5 of this 
Convention have come into force shall take effect as from the expiration of the period of from 
three calendar months. t · 

Article 32. 

" ' After the expiration of five years from th~ date on which Articles 2. to 5 of t~s 
Convention shall have eome into force, the Convention may be denounced by an mstrument m 

. writing, deposited with the Secretary-General of the ~ague of Nation~. The denunciation, 
if received by the Secretary-General on o:r.before the f1rst day of July 1D any year •. shall take 
effect on the f1rst day of January in the succeeding year, and if received after the f1rst ~ay of 
Jllly shall take ·effect as if it' had been received on or before the first day of July m the 
succeeding year. Each denunciation sh:ill operate only ~ regards the Member of the League 
or non-member State on whose behalf 1t has been depoSited.· 
· The Secretary-General shall notify all the Mem~ers of the League and non-member States 
mentioned in Article 27 of any denunciations rece1ved. : . . 
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. If. as a ·result of simultaneous or successive denunciations, th~ nu!llber of Members of the 
·I.e e and non-member States bound by the ·present Convention IS re~uced to less than 
twe~ five, the Convention shall cease to be in force as from t~~ date on ~h1ch ~he last of such 
denun~ations shall take effect in accordance with the proVISIOns of th1s article . 

... 
Article 33· 

A request for the revision of the present Convention may at any time be made by any High 
Contracting Party by means of a notice addressed to the Secretary-General of the League. of 
Nations. Such notice shall be communicated by the Sec~etary-General to !he other H!gh 
Contracting Parties, and if endorsed by not 1~~ than one-third. of them, the H1gh Contractmg 
Parties agree to meet for the purpose of reVISing the Convention. · · · 

Article 34· . . 
The present Convention shall be registered by the Secretary-General c;>f the League of 

Nations on the day of the entry into force of Articles 2 to 5 of this Convention. . . 

IN FAITH WHER.EOF the · abov~menticined Plenipotentiaries have: signed the. present 
Convention. 

DoNE at Geneva . . ·. in a single copy; which shall remain deposit~d in the archives 
of the Secretariat of the League of Nations, and certified true copies of which shall be delivered 
to all the Members of the League and to the non-member States referred to in Article 27. 

Conf.L.F.S.73(e) . 
. · .. t'-NNEX 13. 

NEW TEXTS OF. ARTICLES I, 5, 6, :i:z AND 14, DRAWN· UP BY THE 
DRAFTING COMMITTEE. 

·NOTE. BY THE PRESIDENT. · 
. . 

. In accordance with the decision of the Conference, the Drafting Ccmmittee met tO:.day, 
July 10th, at 9.30 a.m. for the purpose of modifying the text of certain articles of the draft 
'Convention. 

·. The Committee was composed of members of the following delegati<'ns : France, Germany, 
Great Britain, Greece, Jap~ Portugal, Spain, Switzerland, -United States. of Amer:ca, and 
it agreed to insert the following modifications in the text of Articles I, 5, 6, 12 and 14. 

The new texts of these articles are herewith communicated to the delegations.· 

Article ·I. 

4- The term " manufacture'' shall include any process of refinement. 
. The term "_conversion " shall denote the transformation of the drug by a chemical process, 

ynth the exception of the transformation of alkaloids into .their salts. . When a drug .is converted 
mto ~other drug, this conversion shall be -considered as a conversion· as regards. the first

. mentioned drug and as a man:ufacture as regards the other. 
· . The term " estimates " shall denote, etc. 

' 

• 
Article 5· • 

· I. Each estimate provided for in Articles 2 to 4 of this Convention.shall be in the form 
from time to time prescribed by the Permanent Central Board and communicated by the Board 
to all the Members of the League of Nations and the States non-members mentioned in 
Article 27. . . 

2 .. For each drug and for each year the estimates shall show: · 
. ·r~J Thi q~titf nece~~ry for rise ·a.5 such i~~: ~dical. and .. sci~ntifi~- needs 
mclud!ng the quantity r~qui_red for the manuf~cture of preparations for the export 
?f which export a~thonsahons_ are not required, whether such preparations are 
mtended for domestic consumption or for export ; 

(b) The_quant,ities necessary for the purpose of conversion, whether for domestic. 
consum_ption or for txporf · ' · · .. · · · . · · · · : ·. ' ' ' ., ·.: ·. ·, .-. 
. (c) The amount of the' reserve ·stock which it is desired' to m~intain .· ·. . . . :. 

. :. ' (d) The quantity. re~uired f?r· the;' e~tablishment arid 'maintena~<;e;·oj :a·ny 
Government stock as proVIded ior 1n Arucle 4· ·. · · · · · . . . · 

.· .. ·. The.totat of the estimatei fo~-eac~ ~ou~try ~h~Il consi~t. o_f the sum of ~he ~m~~nts specified 
·under paragral?h 2 (a) and (b) of this article With the add1tton of any amounts which may. be 
~to bnng the r~serve and Government stocks up to the desired level, or after deduction 
of any amounts by· wh1ch those •tocks may. exceed that level. · .. 

(Paragraphs 3 to 8 remain ·unchanged.) · · · · -· · 
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Article 6. 

I. There ~hall not be manufactured in any country in any one year a quantity of any of 
the drugs supenor to the total of the following quantities : -. · · · . · · · 

. (a) The· quantity specified in the estimates for that year as necessary for use 
as such for medical an~ scientific needs, including the quantity required for the 
man~facture of preparations for _the exp~rt of which export authorisations are not 
reqmred, whether such preparations are mtended for domestic consumption ()r for 
export; · · · 

(b) The _quantity specified in the estimates for that country for that year 
as bemg reqmred fo~ ~onversion, whether for domestic consumption: or for export ; 

(c) Such qu~nhhes as may be required for the execution during the year of 
orders for export m accordance with the provisions of this Convention · 

(d) The quantities, if any, required for the purpose of maintaini~g the reserve 
stocks at the level specified in the estimates for that year ; . . · 
· (e) The quantities, if any, required for the purpose of maintaining the 
Government stocks at the level specified in the estimates f<1r that year. 

:z. No High C~ntracting Party shall be deemed to have violated,· etc. 

Article IZ. 

I. No import of any of the drugs into the territories of any High Contracting Party or 
export from those territories shall take place except in accordance with the provisions of the 
present Convention. · · 

:z. The imports in any one year into any ~;ountry of any of the drugs shall not exceed the 
total of the estimates as defined in Article 5 and of the amount exported from that country 
during the year, less the amount manufactured in that country in that year. 

Article I4· 

I. The High Contracting Parties agree, in regard to the export of any of the drugs 
which are or may be included in Group I to any country to which neither this Convention nor 
the Geneya Convention applies that the Government issuing an authorisation for any such 
export shall immediately notify the Permanent Central Board of the issue of the authorisation ; 
provided that, if the export amounts to 25. kilogrammes or more, the authorisation shall 
not be issued until the Government has ascertained from the Permanent Central Board that 
the export will not cause the estimates for the importing country to. be exceeded. If the 
Permanent Central Board sends a notification that such an excess would be caused, the 
Government will not authorise the export ·of any amount which. would have that effect. 

:z. If it appears from the import and export returns made to the Permanent Central 
Board or from the notifications made to the Board in pursuance of the preceding paragraph 
that the quantities exported or authorised to be eJ!:ported to any country exceed the total 
of the estimates as defined in Article 5 for that country for that year inereased.with the exports 
proved to have been ·made, the ·Board shall immediately notify the fact to all the Hfgh 
Contracting Parties who will not, during the currency of the year in question, authorise any 
new exports to that country except (i) in the event of a supplementary estimate being 
furnished for that country in respect both of the quantities over-imported and of the. additional · 
quantities required, or (ii) in exceptional cases where the export in the opimon of the 
Government of the exporting country is essential in the interests of humanity or for the 
treatment of the sick . 

. , 3·. The Permanent Central Board shall each year prepare a statement showing in respect 
of each country for the preceding year :, . .. . . . 

(a) The estimates in respect of each drug ; 
(b) The amo~nt ~feach drug consumed ; 
(c) The amount of each drug manufactured ; -
(d) The ~;mount of each drug converted ; . . 
(e) The amount of each drug imported·; · ' · 
(/) The amount of each drug exported; 
(g) The amount of each drug used for the compoundinJt of preparations, exports 

of which do not require export authorisation. 
. . ' 

If such statement ·indi~ate~. etc: (th~ .. rest -~f th~ ·t~~ i'~Ilowing ~~~~graplis remains 
unchanged). .' · · · · · . · . ·. · ~ . ·.. . . ·. · .. · ' ' 

o" ~ • ' • • • - ' • I 
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Conf.L.F.S.sx. 
ANNEX 14. 

sUMMARY OF DECISIONS TAKEN BY THE. BUSINESS COMMITTEE AT 

ITS MEETING AT IO A.K. ON MONDAY, JUNE 8TH, 1931. . 

The following decisions were taken :. 
I. To call a meeting of the full Conference on Wednesday, June Ioth, at I0.30 a.m., 

to hear a statement from the Secretariat in reply to a request by the American delegation for 
certain statistical information. 

2. On the proposal of the Italian delegation, the Legal and Drafting Committee was 
asked to give its opinion whether the annex to the draft Convention contained questions of a 
principal character or only questions of application of the principles found in the draft 
Convention itseU. This· matter needed to be settled before the Committee .could discuss 
the filling in of the blank left in Article I8 of the draft Convention. . 

3. Dr. Barandon was asked to give an opinion on the question whether a stipulation 
could be inserted in the draft Convention providing for a right of appeal on the part of the 
contracting parties against a decision taken by any organ created for the revision of the annex 
to the Convention. · 

4- Article 22 of the draft Convention (question of prices on manufactured drugs) was 
referred to the Committee for Limitation. . 

s. · The Committee decided that the Secretariat should daily circulate to the delegations 
an agenda for the following day, indicating meetings to be held and the principal questions 
to be dealt with. 

6. The Committee further decided to ask the Secretariat to circulate, before the 
distribution of the Minutes of Committees, a short summary of the decisions taken in 
Committees. 

. ANNEX 15. 
Conf.L.F.S.5I( t~) . 

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS TAKEN BY THE BUSINESS COMMITTEE AT 

ITS. MEETING AT 10 A.M. ON TUESDAY, JUNE 16m, 1931. 

With regard to the Note by the Legal Adviser concerning certain questions raised in 
connection with Article IS of the draft Convention (Annex 2, Vol. II), it was decided, on the 
proposal of the President, to recommend to the Plenary Conference that Article I8 should be 
cancelled. In case any delegation wishes to retain this article, proposals regarding the text 
should be submitted to the President not later than Monday, June 2:znd. 

ANNEX 16. 
Conf.L.F.S.SI{b). 

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS TAKEN BY THE BUSINESS COMMITTEE AT 

ITS MEETING ON MONDAY, JUNE 22ND, 1931. 

I. The Committee asked the Secretariat to prepare a document showing: 

(11) Articles, the texts of which have already been adopted· · 
(b) The blanks still remaining in the Convention·· ' 
(e) The final text of the plan for limitation adopted by the Conference. 

Com!; The ~mmittee decided that the final text of the plan for limitation adopted by the 
enceJ um~nt Conf.L.F.S.fC.LI(eJ,· see page 124) should not be on the Co f 

~~ nnt forty-e~ht hours after its circulation in order to give delegations time tonserben~et 
......,uuments to the f10al text. u m1 
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~· _. The Committee di~ not adopt the proposal of the American delegation for the 
appomtment of a sub-comm1ttee to make a final draft of the plan for limitation adopted by 
the Conference. The authors of the plan will continue to elaborate a final text in collaboration 
with other delegates who have already assisted them for this purpose. 

4· With refere~ce to its d~cision ta~en on June I6th (document Conf.L.F.S.sx(a}) 
(Annex. I~), the Busmess Comrmttee unammously decided that, as no proposals regarding 
the retammg of the second para~raph of Article I8 had been received to-day, it would recommend 
to the Conference the suppress10n of paragraph 2 of Article I8 of the draft Convention. 

ANNEX 17. 
Conf.L.F.S.5I(11). 

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS TAKEN BY THE BUSINESS COMMITTEE AT 
ITS MEETING ON THURSDAY, JULY 2ND, 1931. 

I. DISCREPANCY BETWEEN THE FRENCH AND ENGLISH TEXTS OF ARTICLE 24 
OF THE GENEVA CONVENTION (Document Conf.L.F.S.59)._ 

At the suggestion of the President, the B11siness Committee decided to inform the 
Conference of the resolutiol\ on this point adopted by the Legal and Drafting Committee. 
The Conference should further be informed that the Business Committee was of opinion that 
all the Business Committee could do in this case was to inform the Conference and the parties 
to the Geneva Convention present at the Conference of the position but that neither the 
Conference nor its President could take any initiative. However, the services of the President 
and of the Secretariat would be at the disposal of the parties to the Geneva Convention if 
they desired to avail themselves thereof for the purpose of discussing the question of Article 24 
of the Geneva Convention. · · 

:z. PROTOCOL SUGGESTED BY THE YUGOSLAV DELEGATION (Document Conf.L.F.S.7I) 
(see Annex 23). 

At the request of the Yugoslav delegation, which informed the Committee that they 
expected instructions from the Yugoslav Government on certain points raised with the 
delegation by the President of the Conference, the Committee decided to put this question 
on the agenda for the Plenary Conference on Saturday next for general discussion. After 
the general discussion, the matter will again be taken up in the Business Committee in public 
session. 

3· THE QUESTION OF STATE MONOPOLY FOR NARCOTIC DRUGS : SOVIET AMENDMENT 
(Document Conf.L.F.S.3o( a)) AND PoLISH AMENDMENT (Document Conf.L.F.S.31). 

The suggestion that there should be a State Monopoly on narcotic drugs was accepted 
by the Committee by ten votes to seven. The Committee therefore decided to suggest to the 
Conference that a recommendation should be made to that effect. 

The Committee also discussed the question raised in the second paragraph of the Polish 
amendment (document Conf.L.F.S.3I), but rejected by eight votes to three the suggestion 
that the Convention should make a recommendation to the effect that the Governments 
should require wholesale dealers holding licences to trade in narcotic drugs to furnish cash 
securities. 

4• ARTICLE 20 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION (Document Conf.L.F.S.13) "' CONTROL OF PRICES. 

The Committee noted that there had been no text submitted for this article and decided 
that it ·should be suppressed, in view of the suppression of the quota system contained in the 
draft Convention. . 



• 

-- 334 -- • ' 

ANNEX 18. ' 
Conf.L.F.S.fC.Tech.S. 

REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ON THE WORDING OF 
ARTICLE I, PARAGRAPHS 2 AND J . 

• 

EXPLANATORY NOTE . 

The Technical Committee was asked to frame a final draft of paragraphs 2 and 3 of 
Article I, and in particular, if possible, to de!ine the expression" habit-forming narcotic dr~g" 
in its fullest and widest sense, to draw up a hst of all the substances covered by the Convention, 
and to develop and define more specifically the tenor of the Spanish amendment (document 
Conf.LF.S.38) voted at the meeting of the Technical Committee on June roth on the basis 
of the experts' report (document. Conf.L.F.S.fC.Tecl~.I,(~), Annex 3. Vol. ~1). , . . 

. Finding it impossible to arnve at a perfect deftrutiOn of the .expresston ' habtt-formmg 
narcotic drug " either on the basis of physiological properties or on that of chemical 
constitution, the Technical Committee decided to limit the definition to " the purposes of the 
Convention " ; it has, in fact, omitted any definition, and merely enumerated the drugs to 
which it proposes that the special measures aimed at by this Convention should be applied. 

The substances enumerated have been divided into three groups, one of which-the second 
-has been subdivided into two sub-groups. . 

Group I comprises compounds described as " narcotic dr1,1gs ". · . 
As regards diacetylmorphine, which comes into this group, any decision on the subject 

must be deferred until the Technical Committee has come to a decision on the Austrian 
delegation's amendment (document Conf.L.F.S.35). · 

Group II comprises substances convertible into narcotic drugs. These are subdivided, for 
convenience as regards the rules to be applied to them later, into two sub-groups (a) and (b). 

Group III covers compounds as yet unknown which may fall into either of the two previous 
groups. 

Paragraph 3 of Article I has been accordingly adapted to the more complete list given in 
paragraph 2 of the present draft. · . 

This draft did not, however, cover the entire substance of the Spanish amendment ; it 
was necessary to produce a text embodying the decision regarding limitation which was voted 
at an earlier meeting. This is the object of the three paragraphs entitled " Paragraphs 
concerning Limitation ", each of which applies to a certain class of substances enumerated 
in paragraph 2. These three paragraphs may be inserted after paragraph 3 of the draft 
Convention, or anywhere else in the draft Convention, when the final wording is decided upon, 
or they may be omitted if, at a later stage, they are not thought necessary. It was, however. 
essential that they should appear in this report in order to f!'ive a complete idea of the Spanish 
amendment as accepted by the Technical Committee. 

TEXT PROPOSED FOR PARAGRAPHS 2 AND 3 OF ARTICLE I. 

Article I. 
PMagrapll 2 (A) : 

Group I.-For the purposes of this Convention the expression " narcotic drugs " shall 
denote the following drugs in a manufactured state : · · 

. (i) Crude mo~phine, morp¥~e and its salt~, including preparations. made 
directlr. fro~ raw opt urn ~nd contarrung more than 20 per cent of morphine ; 

(~.') Dtacetylmo~phine a~d the other esters of morphine and their salts; 
(m) Crude cocarne, cocame and its salts, all the esters of ecgonine and their 

salts; 
(iv) Dihy~ohydroo.~yc~deinone (t~e hydrochloride of w':llch bears the registered 

trade name of "e~cod~ !: di~ydrocodemo~e (the salt of which bears the registered 
trade ~me of dicodide ), dihydromorphinone (the hydrochloride .of which bears 
the regt~ered trade . name of "dilaudide "), acetyldihydrocodeinone or acetylde
methyl~ydrothebame (the hydrochloride of which bears the registered trade name 
of "~edicone "),. morphine-N-oxide. (registe~ed trade name "genqmorphine "), 
~d dihydromorphin~ (the hydrochlonde of which bears the registered trade name of 

paramorfan j, thetr esters and salts; also the morphine-N-oxide derivatives, their 
salts, and the other pentavalent nitrogen morphine derivatives. . 

. G_roup 11.-Subst~ces conv~rtible into narcotic drugs : Sub-group (a) : Ecgonine, 
the~, benzylmorp~ne and thetr salts, all the ethers of morphine and their salts exce t 
codein~ (methylmorphine), ~thylmorphine and their salts; Sub-group (b) : Codeine {meth0~ 
~~h!ne)janddethy~morphine (the hydrochloride of which bears the registered trade name 

rune an the1r salts. 

Grilit !11.-Every other manufactured product capable of producing addiction or 
convert! mto such a product, and obtained from opium or the coca leaf. 
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Paragraph 2 (B) : 

· Any of the foregoing .drugs produced by a synthetic process shall be treated for the 
purposes of this convention in the same way as if produced from opium or the coca leaf. 

Explanatory Note.-The paragraphs which follow refer to the limitation of the 
substances covered by the three Groups I, II and III. They may be inserted 
after paragraph 3, or anywhere else in the draft, when the final wording is 
decided upon. 

Parag!'aphs tJontJerning limitation : 

· (i) The substances covered by Group I and sub-group (a) of Group II shall be subject 
to limitation as provided in Article . . . (strict limitation). · · · 

, (ii) The substances covered by sub-group (b) of Group II shalJ be subject to limitation 
as provided in Article . . . (more elastic limitation). 

(iii) The substances covered by Group III shall be subject to the procedure referred 
to in Article . • . (May proposal, Spanish· amendment, Sir Malcolm Delevingne's 
suggestion). · 

Paragrap,h 3· 

· · · The definitions of morphine, diacetylmorphine, cocaine, crude cocaine and ecgonine 
contained in. Article :t of the Geneva Convention shall apply for the purposes of the present 
Convention. ··· . 

For the' other drugs belonging to the three groups specified in paragraph ::i above, the 
following definitions shall apply for the purposes of the present Convention : 

Crude morphine is an intermediate product obtained from opium ·consisting 
principally of morphine or its salts and containing various impurities (such as resins, 
colouring matter, etc.) and sometimes other alkaloids. · 

Esters of morphine or of another of the above-mentioned products : the word · 
" ester " is used in accordance with chemical nomenclature. 

Ethers of morphine : the word " ether " is emp1oyed in accordance with 
. . . . _chemical nomenclature. 

Dihydrohydrooxycodeinone 
Dihydrocodeinone . . . . 

· Dih.ydromorphinone . . ; · . • . . , 
Acetyldihydrocodeinone or acetyldemethyl-

odihydrothebaine 
Morphine-N-oxide 
Dihydromorphine 
Thebaine . • . .•. 
Codeine (methylether of morphine) .. 
Ethylether of morphine . . . . . • . . 
Benzylether of morphine 

ANNEX 19. 

C,.H .. O,N 
C,.H .. O,N 
C.,H .. O.N 

C .. H .. O,N 
C.,H .. O,N 
C.,H .. O,N 
C,.H .. O.N 
C .. H .. O,N 
C,.H .. O,N 
c •• H.O.N 

Conf.L.F.S.fC.Tech.Io. 

REPORT ON THE WORK OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE . 
• 

The Technical Committee has held nine meetings, during which it has taken decisions on 
all amendments which have· been submitted to it by the Conference and of which some have 
been rejected, some referred to the Legal and Drafting Committee or to the Committee for 
Limitation, and o.f which the following have been adopted : . 
. ' ' . . . . 

Amendme~t by the Spanish delegation to Article I, paragraph 2 (document 
Conf.L.F.S.38) ; 

Addition to this amendment proposed by the delegation of the Irish Free State 
(document Conf.L.F.S.36(a)); · · 

Amendment by the Belgian delegation to Article I (document Conf.L.F.S.33) ; 
• A!Jlendment by the delegation for Panama to Article I (document Conf.L.F.S. 34) . 

... The-.T~chnical Committee has'considered all the above-mentioned amendments in the 
report regarding the wording of Article I, paragraphs 2 and 3, which report it adopted at its 
meeting on J~ne I7t:b., I93I (document Conf.L.F.S./C.Tech.8) (Annex I8). According to a 
decision by the. Technical Committee, this report was transrmtted to the President of the 
Committee for ·Limitation. 

. 
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t. made to this report · one by the American delegation concerning 
Two reserva 10ns were · ( hi d 't It ) d · f p graph 2(A) Group II sub-group (c) apomorp ne an 1 s sa s , an the suppreSSion o ara • • . · d h h di the other by the delegates of Great Britain and Austna m regar to t e paragrap s regar ng 

limitation, inserted after Paragraph 2(B) of the report. . . . 
It h ld f th r be mentioned that the amendment by the Austnan delegation regarding 

the ro~i~~ion ~f t~e manufacture of diacetylmorphine (document Conf.L.F.S.35) mentioned 
in tEe explanatory note to document Conf.L.F.S.fC.Tech.8 (Annex 18) was not adopted by 

the Committee. · h · d'f' · 
At its meeting on June 19th, 1931, the Committe~ adopted, :w1t certam mo I tcatlons, 

the ro sal regarding Article 2 submitted by the Pohsh delegaho':l (docum~t Conf.L.F.S. 

31(1}) J:::d the sub-amendment to this Polish proposal by the Austnan delegatiOn (document 
Conf.L.F.S.JS(II}(I)), which reads as follows: 

I 

"To insert as Article 2(a) : 

" The High Contracti~g Part~es undertake to prohibit. the export from th_eir 
territories of diacetylmorphine and Its salts andofthe preparations of diacetylmorphme 
and of its salts. 

" Nevertheless, at the definite request of a non-manufacturing country; based 
on import certificates, as provided for in this Convention, a manufa~turing country 
may export to the competent department of the Government designated by the 
non-manufacturing country in question. in the above-menti~ned im~ort certificat_es, 
such quantities of diacetylmorphine and Its salts _and preparl!-ho':l~ of diacetylmorphi~e 
and of its salts as are necessary for the medical and scientific needs of the satd 
country .. 

" Any stocks which may thus accumulate shall be kept at the disposal of the 
Government and under strict Government control." . 

Conf.L.F.S.81. 
ANNEX 20. . .· 

> ' ; 

REPORT OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE ON QUESTIONS REFERRING TO 
CONTROL. ~ • 

.• •• 
The Sub-Committee on Questions referring to Control, appointed by the Committee for 

Limitation, presents, in accordance with the decision by the Conference on June 29th, directly 
to the Plenary Conference, the following report, referring to Chapters III and IV of th,e annex 
to the draft Convention (document Conf.L.F.S.13, Annex 7). 

The Sub-Committee decided to examine, in the first instance, the question which functions 
the Central Organ should have and to take as a basis for its discussions the principle contained 
in the German-Japanese amendment (document Conf.L.F.S.45(a)). 

The discussions dealt principally with the question as to whether notifications would have 
to be made prior to the order or not. At the request of the Sub-Committee, the German
Japanese amendment was revised by a group of delegates. Amendments to the thus-modified 
text were submitted by the Argentine and British delegations. 

The Sub-Committee, having decided that notification to the Central Organ prior to the 
execu_tion of orders was not essential to the effective operation of the Convention, discussed the 
question as t.:> whether the Central Organ should be notified immediately after the execution 
of the order or each month or quarter. The President of the Permanent Central Board, who 
was consulted by the Committee on the practical aspects of the question, stated that, whilst 
the. Board was prepared to accept any duty in this connection which the Conference might 
decide upon, immediate notification seemed hardly necessary and would involve a large increase 
of staff. At present, the Board met only quarterly to examine the quarterly statistics and its 
wor~ ~d shown that there were now few leakages into the illicit traffic of drugs sent under the 
certificate system. . . 

The Sub-Comlnittee decided in favour of immediate notifications for countries without the 
certificate system and of quarterly returns in the case of other countries. 

~e Sub-~mmittee defined the functions of the Central Organ with regard to the suspension 
of the mternabonal trade and decided that these functions should be exercised by the Permanent 
Central Board. • 

The following is the text as finally adopted subject to the necessary drafting alterations : 

" Paragraph I. 

" J?le provisions of paragraph 2 of Article 22 of the Geneva Convention shall 
be apphed to all !he su~stances covered by the present Convention coming within 
Groups . . 1n Article . 
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" Paragraph 2. 

" The High Contracting Parties agree, in regard to the export of any of the drugs 
mentioned in Groups . . . of Article . . . of this Convention to countries 
to which neither this Convention nor the Geneva Convention applies, that the 
Government issuing <tO authorisation for any such export shall immediately notify 
the Permanent Central Board of the issue of the authorisation. 

" Paragraph 3. 

" If it appears from the returns made to the Permanent Central Board in 
pursuance of paragraph I, or from the notifications made to the Board in pursuance 
of paragraph 2, that the quantities exported or authorised to be exported to any 
country exceed the aggregate of the amounts shown in the estimates for that country 

~. 'for that year as being required for domestic consumption for conversion and for 
maintaining the reserve stock at. the level specified in the estimate, after deduction 
of any amount which according to those estimates will be manufactured in that 
country in that year, the Board shall immediately notify the fact to all the High 
Contracting Parties who will not, during the currency of the year in question, 
authorise any new exports to that country except (i) in the event of a supplementary 
estimate being furnished for that country and being communicated to the High 
Contracting Parties, or (ii) in exceptional cases where the export is in the opinion 
of the Government of the exporting country essential in the interests of humanity 
or for the treatment of the sick. 

" Paragraph 4· • 
· "The Permanent Central Board shall, upon the close of each year, prepare a 

statement showing in respect of each country for that year: 

" (a) The estimates in respect of each drug ; 
" (b) The amount of each drug consumed ; 
" (c) The amount of each drug manufactured ; 
" (d) The amount of each drug converted ; 
" (e) The amount of each drug imported ; 
" (f) The amount of each drug exported. 

" If such statement indicates that any High Contracting Party has or may have 
... failed to carry out its obligations under this Convention, the Board shall have the 

right to ask for explanations from that High Contracting Party and the procedure 
,i_specified in paragraphs 2 to 7 of Article 24 of the Geneva Convention shall apply 

in any such case. ' . 
,. "The Board shall, as soon as possible thereafter, publish the statement above 

• mentioned, together with an account of any explanations given or required in 
accordance with the preceding paragraph and any observations which the Board 
may desire to make in respect of any such explanation or request for an explanation." 

Conf.L.F.S.61. 
ANNEX 21. 

·,STATEMENT BY THE SECRETARIAT SUMMARISiNG THE RESULTS OF 
~ ITS ANALYSIS OF THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN MORPHINE, 

DIACETYLMORPHINE AND COCAINE FOR THE YEARS I925 TO 1930.• 

.. 
I. · The world needs as regards narcotic drugs. 

II. The amounts of the drugs in the international legitimate trade. 
lii. The amounts of the drugs diverted into the illicit traffic. 

; . 
' Adopted subject to a reservation regarding the place of the Secretary-General in this procedure. 
1 This analysis was the outcome of a request made by the Opium Advisory Committee at its thirteenth session 

in January 1930, that the Secretariat should make an exhtustive study of the annual exports of the manufacturing 
countries with a view to ascertaining the amounts of the drugs which have passed into the illicit traffic. 

The figures contained in the present statement are based on the following documents and are subject to th~ 
explanations and qualifications given in these documents : 

Conf.L.F.S.!I, I'l!.rt I : Analysis of the International Trade in Morphine, Diacetylmorphine and Cocaine for 
the Years 1925 to 1929; 

Conf.L.F.S.J, Part II : General Analysis : Morphine and Diacetylmorphine, 1925 to 1930 ; 
Conf.L.F.S.J, Part III : General Analysis : Cocaine, 1925 to 1930; · 
Conf.L.F.S.S : Imports and Exports ot Morphine, Diacetylmorphine and Cocaine for the Years 1929 and 

1930; : 
Conf.L.F.S.16: Codeine Statistics 1925 to 1930; 
Conf.L.F.S.6o : Raw Opium Statistics 1925 to 1930. .. 
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1.-MAXI.NU.N \VORLD NEEDS 01' li!ORPHlNE, DIACETYLMORPHINE AND COCAINE 

(BASED ON A STUDY OF AVAILABLE STATISTICS OF MANUFACTURE, EXPORTS, 

IMPORTS, CONSUMPTION AND OF THE ILLICIT TRAFFIC). 

Table I.-Maximum World Needs of Morphine per Year. 

I Morphine as such 
annual world needs 

I 1928 11929 I 1930 

Average amount of morphine 
needed per year for conversion 

into other drugs 
(diacetylmorphine, codeine, etc.) 

Approximate total world 
needs of morphine 

(maximum per year) 
for all purposes 

Kg. Kg. Kg. 
Consumption by No exact figures can be 31! to 32! tons 
manuf~cturing given but · a maximum made up as fol-
countnes . . . . 6,955 6,830 7,146 figure would appear to lows : 

Exports by manu- be approximately 23 tons Mor. as such 
facturing to non- made up as follo_ws : Mor. fo~ conver-
manufacturing I6l tons for c<;>de~ne ; s10.n mto co-
countries (less re- 4l tons for d10nme, etc.; deme . . • . 
export and illicit 2 to;ts for diacetylmor- Mo~. fo~ conv~r-
traffic).. . • 2,5I0 2,649 1,453 phme. s10n mto d!O-

nine, etc. . . 
Mor. for conver

sion into dia

Tons 

8!/91 

I61 

41 

2 

Morphine as such : 
cetylmorphine 

Maximum world 
total.. .. .. World total : 

Maximum .. 
In tons.. . . 

The known world 
manufacture of 
morphine as such 
was (excluding 
Turkey) . . .. 

Tons Tons Tons 

131 14 91 

1928 I 1929 I 1930 

The known world manufac- Tons Tons Tons 

ture of morphine for all 
purposes was (excluding 
Turkey) . . . . .. . . 451 59l 381 

·' 
Table 2.-Diaeetylmorphine (Heroin) . Maximum World Needs per Year. . 

I. 

2. 

I. 
2. 

1928 1929 19JO. 

Consumption by . the manufacturing 
Kg. Kg. Kg, 

countries 
(including I,384 kg. for Japan) • . . . I,696 I,646 I,695 
Exports by manufactunng to non-manufactunng 
countries (less known illicit traffic and re-export) .. 487 48I 27I 

Total 2,I83 2,127 1,966 

Note.-Taking the year 1930 as a normal year with a minimum illicit traffic element 
maxim~m world needs per year (excluding Japan) would be about half a to~ 
(582 kilogrammes) (if the I,384 kilogrammes for Japan are included, total 
maximum world needs per year would be less than two tons). 

The total kno_wn world manufacture of diacetylmorphine (excluding Turkey) was as 
follows (m tons) : 

1929 1930 

31 4 

Seizures are not included in these figures. 

Table 3.--Cocaine : Maximum World Needs per Year . 

• 1929 1930 
Kg. Kg. 

Consumption by the manufacturing countries .• 3.873 3-778 
Exports to non-manufacturing countriesl •. I,836 1,444 

Total --- --
5,709 5,222 

1 ~portio practically nil. The illicit traffic element in thil figure ia probably not considerable. 
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:\"ole.-Taking the year I930 as a normal year maximum world needs would not, on 
the above calculation, exceed 5.z tons per year. When more accurate 
consumption data are available for some of the manufacturing countries, this 
figure may be reduced to less than 5 tons. The total known manufacture of 
cocaine in tons was : 

1929 1930 

6.4 6 

!I.--THE AAIOUNTS OF MORPHINE (AS SUCH), DIACETYLMORPHINE AND CoCAINE IN THE 
. INTERNATIONAL LEGITIMATE TRADE. 

I. 

z. 

3· 

• 
I. 

2. 

3· 

I, 

2. 

3· 

" Note.-Export and import data for codeine, dionine, etc., are incomplete and the 
amounts of these drugs in the international trade cannot be ascertained with 
any degree of accuracy. 

Table 4.-Morphine. 
1928 1929 1930 

Home market of Japan, the United States of Kg. Kg. Kg. 

America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 4,z8o 4,II3 4.595 
Home market of other manufacturing countries .. 2,675 2,717 2,551 
Export of manufacturing to non-manufacturing 
countries . . • .. 2,510 2,649 1,453 

--- --- ---
World total 9·465 9·479 8.599 

Table 5.-Diacetylmorphine . 
1928 1929 1930 

Home market of Japan and the Union of Soviet Kg. Kg. Kg. 

Socialist Republics .. 1,460 1,432 1,5I8 
Home market of other manufacturing countries .. 236 ZI4 177 
Export of manufacturing to non-manufacturing 
countries 487 481 271 

---
World total.. Z,I83 2,127 1,966 

Table 6.-Cocaine (in Round Figures). 
1929 1930 

Home market of Japan, the United States of America and the Kg. Kg. 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics .. z,8oo z,8oo 
Home market of other manufacturing countries .. I,IOO I,OOO 
Export of manufacturing to non-manufacturing countries I,8oo • I,400 

--- ---
World total .. 5.700 5.ZOO 

[H.-ESTIMATED MINIMUM AMOUNTS OF MORPHINE, DIACETYLMORPHINE AND COCAINE 
PASSING INTO THE ILLICIT TRAFFIC IN THE YEARS I925-I930. 

Note.-The figures indicated here are given subject to all the explanations and 
qualifications given in documents Conf.L.F.S.J, Parts I, II and III. 

I. Morphine from all known sources and in all forms 
including diacetylmorphine and other esters and 
ethers of morphine Not less than 100 tons 

2. Cocaine . • Not less than 6 tons 

Note.-The figures of consumption arrived at by the Health Section in document 
O.C.IIIZ on the basis of a generalisation from the limited consumption data 
available were as follows : 

Medicinal opium 
Morphine • . . . 
Diacetylmorphine 
Codeine 
Cocaine 

Toos 
56.00 
10.43 
o.87 

10.43 
6.80 

Or alternatively with 
a different method 

of estimating 
for the Indian States 

Toos 
(49-6) 
(9-74) 
(0.79) 
(9·74) 
(6.o5) 



• 
It should be noted that these estimates were arrived at on the basis of a generalisation 

from consumption data, whereas the figures indicated in this statement are based upon known 
consumption figures plus known export figures. 

I. 

Conf.L.F.S.xz and xz{a). 
ANNEX 22. 

STUDY OF THE METHODS USED IN VARIOUS COUNTRIES IN 
ASCERTAINING AND ACCOUNTING FOR THE MORPHINE 

.CONTENT OF OPIUM. 

REPLIES FROM MEMBERS OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPRESENTING 
THE COUNTRIES MANUFACTURING OPIUM ALKALOIDS 

(Document Conf.L.F.S.xz). 

In a letter of April znd, 1931, the League ?ecret3:riat asked ~he Members of the Adviso;y 
Committee representing countries manufacturmg opmm alkaloids _(France, Germany, ln~ha, 
Italy, Japan, Netherlands, S~tze~land, United Kingd~m, Umted State~ of Amenca, 
Yugoslavia) to reply to a questionnaire, the purpose of w~1ch was to ascertam. the methods 
adopted in those countries to ensure that the whole morphme content of raw '?P'.Um _had been 
accounted for. This information seemed essential for the Conference on the LimitatiOn of the 
Manufacture of Narcotic Drugs. . . . 

Up to May 25th, 1931,1 replies had been ;ece1ve~ from the followmg St~tes . France 
(May 21st, 1931), Germany (May 8t~. 1931), ~ndia (Apn~ 7th, 1931), Japan (Apnl8th, I93I
acknowledgment of receipt only; no mformahon yet received); Netherl:;mds (May 13th, 193.1), 
Switzerland (April 7th, 1931), United Kingdom (May 21st, 1931), Umted States of Amenca 
(May 23rd, 1931). 

A detailed summary of the above Governments' replies to the various points of the 
questionnaire is attached hereto. 

POINTS I AND 2.-METHODS OF ANALYSIS AND POINTS AT WHICH THEY ARE APPLIED. 

I. What method of ascertaining the morphine content of raw opium imported for 
manufacturing purposes is adopted by your Government ; 

2. At what points are these methods employed : by the Ct4Stoms as the opium enters 
the country or when it enters the factory ; 

·Except in the case of the United States of America, most of the replies show that 
there is usually no official administrative control. The imported raw opium is analysed to 
ascertain its morphine content by the manufacturers, who usually follow the rules for analysis 
of Messrs. Harrison & Self, London ; the analyses of the manufacturers are used by the 
Governments as a basis. 

I. United States of America : 

All raw opium imported into the United States is analysed in accordance with the United 
States Pharmacopreia method by Government officials before the opium is cleared through the 
Customs. Raw opium is of course analysed also by the manufacturers, who report to the 
Government the results of their analyses. The results of the two analyses (by the Government 
and by _the ~anufactur~rs) ":re compared and checked against the alkaloid output of· the 
!actory •.n which the opmm 1s worked up. According to the United States Government's 
mformahon, th~ analyses of the manufacturers show a slightly higher morphine content 
than those earned out by the Government chemists. 

2. Other Countries : 

Uni~_K!ngdom.-All raw opium used for the manufacture of morphine and heroin in 
Great Bntam Is purchased on the basis of an independent analysis made by the well-known firm 
of a~alysts, Messrs. ~arrison & Self, of London. The results of the analysis are available, if 
requ1red, for companson with the annual returns which are made by the manufacturers to the 
Government of the amount of raw opium used in the manufacture of the drugs, and the amount 
of the drugs produced. • 

France.-French manufacturers of alkaloids also use the analyses of Messrs. Harrison 
& Self, London, as control ~nalyses (these are the analyses usually recognised as between 
purchasers and v_endo:s of optum). On the other hand, the French Pharmacopreia gives a 
method of analys1s wh1ch does not very closely resemble that used by alkaloid manufacturers. 

1 
See, under II, the repliet received from Italy and Japan after thia date. 
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The French Government suggests that an analysis should be made when the opium enters 
the factory. A copy of Messrs. Harrison & Self's analysis might be sent by the purchaser to 
the French Narcotics Office giving the number of kilogrammes analysed. 

Germany.-Germany has no administrative regulations for ascertaining the morphine 
content of imported raw opium. The German opium trade, too, ordinarily uses 
Messrs. Harrison & Self's rules for analysis, which, according to the information possessed 
by the German Government, are likewise employed in Gilbert's Analytical Laboratory at 
Hamburg. Some factories may also, for control purposes, adopt methods of their own for 
ascertaining the morphine content of raw opium. Apart from the analysis made in their own 
establishments, the factories have a separate analysis made by a public analyst, either by 
sending some unopened cases to a commercial laboratory sucll as Gilbert's at Hamburg, or by 
taking from a consignment, with the agreement of the seller or his representative, a sample 
which is forwarded to the commercial laboratory. The purpose of such analysis is to ensure 
that the opium really has the morphine content stated by the vendor. 

Netherlands.-The percentage on which the price has been based is taken as the morphine 
content of imported raw opium. This percentage, as a rule, is the result of an analysis mad!'! 
by a laboratory such as Harrison & Self, Gilbert, etc. No analysis is made by the Customs. 

Switzerland.-Switzerland adopts, not the average content of 10 per cent laid down in the 
Geneva Convention, but the 11 per cent content given by Swiss manufacturers, and the actual 
yield of manufactured opium is also checked on the spot by means of the factories' books. 
In the Swiss Government's opinion, absolutely accurate results can be obtained only by 
analysing a sample of all imported opium and discovering a standard method of analysis. 

· · · lndia.-According to the Indian representative on the Advisory Committee; the question 
does not arise in the case of that country, as drugs there are manufactured by the Government, 
in a Government factory, from Government materials. The drugs made are controlled 
absolutely by the Government and there is a Government chemist in charge of the operations. 

POINTS 3 AND 4.-PREPARATION AND CONTROL OF STATISTICS FOR THE MANUFACTURE 

OF MORPHINE AND ITS DERIVATIVES. 

3' Are your statistics for the manufacture of morphine and its derivatives based upon 
a method of analysis which indicates with a fair degree of accuracy the morphine 
content of the raw opium entering the factory, or upon a calculation of the average 
morphine cpntent made without analysis in the country itself, or merely on the basis 
of an analysis whiGh may have been made in the country producing the raw opium; 

4. If statistics are established on the basis of analyses made by the manufacturing 
firms themselves, are suGh analyses elfectively controlled by Government inspectors 
both as regards methods used and results ; 

The present methods of preparing statistics. for the manufacture of morphine and its 
derivatives may be classified as follows; they are, generally speaking, based on the information 
supplied by manufacturers and, in some countries, no official control is applied. 

India, United Kingdom.-According to the replies of these Governments, the question 
does not arise for their countries in view of the system explained under 1 and 2. 

In the United States of America, all statistics of manufacture of morphine and its 
derivatives are based upon actual returns made to the Treasury Department by the 
manufacturers and the output of manufactured drugs is checked against the analysis as closely 
as possible, allowance being made for the. fact that morphine manufacture is usually a 
continuing process, no break in manufacture occurring between the lots of raw material. 

In Germany, the statistics furnished to Geneva of imports of raw opium, manufacture and 
transformation of morphine, are.also based· on the statements of manufacturers, who must 
indicate the amount of morphine actually produced in their factories. The morphine content 
of imported raw opium is not reported to Geneva. The exact morphine content is not 
immediately notified to the Reich Public Health Office, eitll.er on the importation of the raw 
opium or when it is received by the manufacturers ; only when making the quarterly returns 
must the manufacturers state the morphine' content of imported raw opium (as ascertained by 
the Htrris:>n & Self or Gilbert method). If imported raw opium is re-exported, the morphine 
content is n:>t rep:>rted to the Public Health Office. . 

· 1 Dealings in raw opium are never effected on the basis of an average estimated morphine 
content, but s:>lely on the content as ascertained by analysis. . . . . 

. . Control of manufacture is based on the m:>rphine content of raw opium as given by 
manufacturers, but no official. analysis is made to check the accuracy of such data . 

• 
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• h . " t" ~ of the Opium Law however invests the Reich Public Health Office 
Paragrap :z, .,ec 1011 ~. '. '· t t" f t d t and with ver wide powers of control, enabling !t to examt~e a any tme ac ory ocumen s 

h 
· yt f st ks and manufacture whtch the vanous works have to keep. It can thus 

t e regts ers o oc . · h h t t th h" ascertain the morphine content of raw opium as gtven tn t e p~~;rc ase con ra~ , e mo~p me 
content as ascertained by the public analyst and the actual yteld of morphme accordmg to 
the firm's books. 

In the German Government's opi;uon, permanent and detailed supervision _bY. special 
ins tors would be costly: in its view, sufficient guarantees. are affo~<!ed by permtttmg only 

elpecbl f"rms to manufacture narcotic drugs and by excludmg susptctous concerns. · So far 
r ta e 1 · I k" f l d cl t" d" th h been no case of a manufacturer dehberate y rna mg a se e ara tons regar mg 
th=r~a:~facture of morphine or, for instance, producing narcotics without the knowledge of 
the authorities and supplying them to traffickers. 

In Fraru;e, the Narcotics Office has hitherto, as a rule, based its return on the average 
morphine content without a special analysis in each case. 

The French Government believes it would be advisable for an inspector to make sure 
that the manufacturer's analysis actuaUy applies to the particular lot in question. .· 

In Switzerland as mentioned above, statistics are based on the average content of II per 
cent given by man~facturers, and the actual yield of manufactured opium is ascertained on the 
spot by means of the factory's books. 

Netherlatuls.-The statistics are based on the same percentage as mentioned under I. 

POINT 5.-INCREASING BY ARTIFICIAL MEANS THE MORPHINE CONTENT OF RAW OPIUM. 

Can the morphine content of raw opium be increased by artificial means without alfecting 
the normalllppearance of the opium, so that unless subjected to a chemi~al analysis 
it might pass lln ordinary inspection at the port of entry as raw opium wdh a normal 
morphine content 1 If the morphine content can be so increased, by what methods, 
atul do these methods present any special dilficulties 1 

The replies received from France, Germany, India, the Netherlands, and the United 
Kingdom show that, theoretically, the morphine content of raw opium can be increase<! by 
artificial means without any effect on its normal appearance ; the French Government thmks 
it a positive certainty. 

. The UtJited States and Swiss Governments are unable to give a reply on this point, but 
the Swiss delegate on the Advisory Committee thinks it improbable that the morphine content 
of raw opium can be increased. 

In the GermatJ Government's opinion, however, it is questionable whether such an 
operation can be carried out in practice ; manipulations of the kind have never been known in 
Germany. The use of such a process would mean that the exporting country possessed 
m?rphine which would have to be specially manufactured for the purpose. Opium extract 
!IDght also be used for the same object. There is little likelihood of anyone attempting to 
mse!1 morphine in raw opium in order to recover it by an expensive process and re-export it. 
S~l~, the French Government believes it would not pay to reintroduce morphine into 
optum, smce the recovery of such morphine and of the other alkaloids is a costly and delicate 
oper!ltion. ~n the other hand, the Netherlamls expert, Dr. Coeberg, although he had no 
spectal expenence of the matter, thinks that the morphine content could be increased" without 
difficulty " by working morphine into the opium . 

. ~tly, t~e representative of /tulia on the Advisory Committee gives it as his personal 
optmon on this pomt that the operation could be carried out as follows : · 

. ·· I understand that the morphine content of raw ·opium can be increased by a 
vanety of measures, such as the selection of high morphine content strains, the 
adop~ton of measures to prevent diminution of the morphine content due to a slow 
chemteal action, to exposure to strong sunlight, etc., and .by limiting the cutting of 
the capsules to one operation. The last method-the method ordinarily used in 
Turkey, for exampleo--is doubtless the most important practical method. I 
understa.nd that a. raw. opiu.m, containing something like I6 per cent of morphia, 
~an rea_dtly be obtamed m this manner. But I have no doubt that this method, while 
mcreasn~g the morphine content, will lower the total quantity of raw opium obtained. 
The Indta~ method-where four or five incisions are resorted to-produces a low
conten_t optum, w~ich has a char~t~r.istic ~lavo~r:· I haye never heard of any met~d 
by_ which _raw optum can be ' arttftctally forttfted, as tt were. But it would seem, 
pnma /aCJe, tha~ _dried raw opi!Jm could be made to absorb, say 30 per cent of a high 
percentage solutton. of morphta salts. That, of course, would be mere trickery : 
apart from fraud, tt would not be a commercial transaction." 

• • 
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1L FURTHER REPLIES RECEIVED FROM THE ITALIAN AND JAPANESE 
GOVERNMENTS 

I. Italy. 
(Document Conf.L.F.S.r:z( a)). 

(I) J?le method adopted for determining the percentage of morphine contained in opium 
is that laid down in the official pharmacopreia of Italy (fifth edition), which is explained 
hereunder.· 

(2) In accordance with Article 13 of the regulations of April IIth, I929 (No. xo86), the 
Customs take three samples of 40 grammes each when the opium is imported, one of which is 
sent to the recipient and the other two are forwarded to the Public Health Department of 
the Ministry of the Interior for examination if considered necessary. 

· (3) and (4) The quantity of morphine and other opium derivatives extracted in Italy 
being very small, the particulars supplied in this respect by the manufacturing firms, which are 
verified at irregular intervals by the laboratories of the Public Health Department, have 
been found to be sufficiently accurate. 

(5) It is not known whether, in the countries exporting raw opium; methods are used for 
artificially increasing the morphine content, as a result of which a partial extraction can be 
made without modifying the normal appearance of the raw opium. 

Methoil employed for the Determination of Morphine Content.-Seven grammes of opium 
dried at 6o° C. is crushed and mixed with 7 grammes of water. The paste is placed in a small 
retort and the mixture brought up to 63 grammes by the addition of water, being shaken from 
time to time. At the end of one hour, it is filtered through a dry folded filter of a diameter 
of IO em. Forty-two grammes of the filtrate is taken (corresponding to 4.88 grammes of 
opium) and to this quantity is added 2 c.c. dilute ammonia solution (ammonia solution D = 
0.925 gramme 8.5 water grammes 91.5). This is mixed by shaking slightly and passed 
through another filter like the first. To 36 grammes of the filtrate (corresponding to 4 grammes 
of opium), is added Io c.c. neutral acetic ether and 5 c.c. of the same ammonia solution, The 
retort is then stopped and shaken hard for ten minutes, another 20 c.c. acetic ether is added and 
the mixture is left for a quarter of an hour, being shaken slightly from time to time. As far 
as possible, the whole of the acetic ether is poured on to a smooth filter of a diameter of 8 em. 
Another IO c.c. of acetic ether is added to the aqueous liquid, which is shaken slightly for a few 
moments, this ether too being poured on to the filter. When the ether has been entirely 
filtered, the aqueous liquid is poured in without detaching the morphine crystals adhering to 
the sides of the retort, and both the latter and the filter are washed three times with 5 c.c. of 
water saturated with ether. When the liquid has completely run through the filter, the latter 
is dried at I00° C., and so is the retort. The morphine adhering to the retort and that collected 
from the filter are then dissolved in 25 c.c. of I : IO hydrochloric acid. The retort, stopper 
and filter are washed with water and the liquid is diluted to a volume of Ioo c.c. ; of this, 
50 c.c. is taken (corresponding to 2 grammes of opium), poured into a flask of about 200 c.c. 
capacity and diluted with an equal volume of water. Enough ethylic ether is then added to 
form a layer about I em. thick. Ten drops of alcoholic solution of iodesine (I : soo) are then 
added, and also enough I : IO solution of potassium hydroxide, the flask being shaken hard, 
to give a pink colour to the aqueous layer ; 5.5 c.c. of potassium hydroxide should be used, 
7 c.c. of I : IO hydrochloric acid being then neutralised by the morphine, which corresponds 
to a morphine content of IO per cent (I c.c. of I : IO hydrochloric acid corresponds to 
0.02852 gramme of morphine). 

2. Japan. 
All the raw opium produced in Japan and also imported from abroad is in the hands of 

the Government under the Government monopoly system. The content of morphine is 
examined by the authorities in accordance with the Japanese pharmacopreia before it is sold 
to the drug-manufacturing companies authorised to manufacture drugs. In consequence, the 
whole of the morphine content is ascertained by the authorities before the manufacturers can 
use it as raw material for manufacturing narcotic drugs. 

III. REPLIES FROM THE COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS 
FOR THE STANDARDISATION OF METHODS FOR ASCERTAINING THE 

MORPHINE CONTENT OF OPIUM 
(Document Conf.L.F.S.12( a)). 

As decided by the Advisory Committee, the Opium Traffic and Social Questions Section 
asked the Committee of Experts for the Standardisation of Methods of ascertaining the 
Morphine Content of Opium which met at Geneva on April 9th and Ioth, I93I, to reply to the 
following questionnaire, which, with certain alterations, is a copy of that sent to the members 
of the Advisory Committee representing the countries manufacturing opium alkaloids with 
the addition of two new questions, 4 and 6. 

I. Can the morphine content of raw opium be increased bJt artificial means 
without affecting the normal appearance of the opium so that, unh0ss.subjected to a 
chemical analysis, it might pass an ordinary inspection as raw opium with a normal 
morphine content. If the morphine content. call: ~e s~ increase~, what methods 
might be adopted 1 Do they present any special difficulties ? · (Pomt 5 p~ th~t above 
questionnaire.) c , , • • • 
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What methods of ascertaining the morphine content of raw opium which 
enter~ the manufacturing countries ar~ ad~pted by the Governments of these 
countries ? (Point I of the above questionnaire.) 

3. At what points are these methods employed-. by t~e Customs, as the opium 
enters the country, or when it en~ers the factory, or IS delivered to the wholesaler ? 
(Point 2 of the above questionnmre.) 

4. Does any simple method of analysis e.x!st which is capable of being applied 
easily and effectively by the Customs authonues at the port of entry, or do such 
methods require a well-equipped laboratory an<l. an expert anal}'st ? 

5. Are Government statistics of the manufacture of morphine and its derivatives 
based upon a method of analysis which indicates with some degree of accuracy the 
morphine content of the raw opium en~ering the fac~ories, o~ upon a calculation 
of average morphine content made Without analysis ? (Pomt 3 of the above 
questionnaire.) 

6. Is a strict control of the manufactured drugs produced in the factory 
possible unless an analysis of each consignment of raw opium entering the factory is 
made by a Government authority or controlled by the Government ? 

7· If analysis is made only by the manufacturing firms, is this analysis 
effectively controlled by Government inspectors both as regards methods used and 
results ? (Point 4 of the above questionnaire.) 

In reply to these questions the Commission makes the following statements : 

Question I.-It seems possible to prepare opium with a morphine content 
greater than normal without the appearance of such opium differing greatly from that 
of normal opium. An abnormal morphine content can only be revealed by chemical 
analysis ; if a suitable method is employed, this analysis presents no special 
difficulty. 

Questions 2, 3 and 5.-As far as the Members of the Commission are aware, no 
chemical examination is carried out by Governments in the case of raw opium 
entering the manufacturing countries. 

Question 4.-These methods of analysis require well-equipped laboratories and 
an expert analyst. 

Question 6.-No strict control is possible in these conditions. 

Question 7.-As far as the Members of the Commission are aware, the analyses 
made by the manufacturers are not effectively checked by Government inspectors. 

The above replies with regard to the possibility of a strict control of the morphine content 
of raw opium also apply, mutatis mutandis, to crude morphine and to the verifications of the 
alkaloid content of coca leaves, crude cocaine, ecgonine and its derivatives. 

. Whilst the question of the methods of analysis of these latter substances is not strictly 
Within the competence of the Commission, the latter is of opinion that it is desirable to extend 
its competence to include these substances. · 

It regrets, however, that, owing to the complexity of the subject and the necessity of 
conducting laboratory tests, it will not be in a position to frame a standard process for 
d~te~mi~ing the morphine content of the various types of opium before the Conference on the 
Lnrutahon of the Manufacture of Narcotic Drugs. 

ANNEX 23. 
Conf.L.F.S.7I. 

SPECIAL PROTOCOL RELATING TO THE IMPORTATION OF RAW OPIUM, 
PROPOSED BY THE YUGOSLAV DELEGATION. 

. . T~e undersign~d representatives of the States signatories of the Convention r~lating to the 
!mutation of the manufacture of narcotic drugs signed this day, being duly authorised for that 
purpose; 

Recognisi~g t~at the application of the said Convention would considerably restrict the 
market for o~1um !~tended for the manufacture of narcotics and would thereby place certain 
of the ~untn~s which ~r?duce such opium in an extremely difficult position ; 

B~mg anx1ous to facli~tate the a~justment of the production of those countries to the state 
of aff_a1rs created by the sa1d Convention by providing them during the period of transition with 
certam giJara~~ees for the disposal of their opium ; 

And_reahsmg th<~;t those guarantees, though exceptional and temporary, could be furnished 
only subject to certam reservations safeguarding the interests of the States which purchase 
raw opiUm ~ . 

• I • • • 
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Hereby agree upon the following provisions : 

ArtiGle x: . 
The High Contracting Parties undertake, subject to the reservations set out in Article 3 

and during the period specified in Article 4 of the present Protocol, to import annually for 
their requirements of raw opium for the manufacture of opiates and the preparation of 
medicinal opium not less than . . per cent of their total requirements of opium from 
Turkey and not less than . per cent from Yugoslavia. I 

ArtiGle 2. 

The High Contracting Parties shall bear in mind the undertaking given in Article I of the 
present Protocol when issuing import certificates for raw opium. Out of the total of import 
certificates applied for in respect of raw opium, they shall reserve . . . , per cent for 
imports from Turkey and . per cent for imports from Yugoslavia. 

ArtiGle 3· " 
. ~· . :• 

The provisions of Articles I and 2 of the present Protocol shall not be binding on the \ 
High Contracting Parties if the price of raw opium exceeds . . Swiss francs per unit of 
morphine to the kilogramme of standard Turkish opium or . . . Swiss francs per unit 
of morphine to the kilogramme of standard Yugoslav opium. These prices shall be calculated 
according to the method of analysis generally accepted in the raw opium trade (the Harrison 

. method), carriage paid to the frontier of the importing country. 

ArtiGle 4· 

The present Protocol shall come into force on the same day as the Convention relating to 
. the limitation of the manufacture of narcotic drugs. It shall lapse on the expiry of . . . 

years from this day's date. · 
DoNE at Geneva, June . • 1931. 

ANNEX 24. 
Conf.L.F.S.28(g). 

RECOMMENDATION TO BE INCLUDED IN THE FINAL ACT OF THE 
CONFERENCE, PROPOSED BY THE ARGENTINE DELEGATION. 

The Conference recommends that, in order to facilitate the campaign against drug 
addiction and illicit traffic, the contracting parties in future treaties and commercial 
agreements exclude from the advantages of the most-favoured-nation clause those opium and 
coca-leaf derivatives covered by this Convention. 

-----~---

Conf.L.F.S.30( x). 
ANNEX 25. 

RESOLUTION TO BE INSERTED IN THE FINAL ACT, PROPOSED BY THE 
DELEGATION OF THE SOVIET UNION . . . 

Paragraph I (to be inserted before paragraph I of the draft Final Act) (document Conf. 
L.F.S.73(d)). 

The Conference, 

In view of the impossibility of achieving a genuine limitation of the manufacture of 
dangerous drugs in the absence of limitation of the production of raw materials : 

Recommends the summoning, at the earliest possible date and, in any case, during the 
. current year, of a conference for the limitation of the production of all raw materials used in 

the manufacture of dangerous drugs, without exception, · 
• • 

• 
• 

• The percentage will be determined on the basis of the exports of those countries for the ma'luJatt~Ue of opiat"" 
and the preparation of medicinal opium during the period 1925 to 1930 (document C.O.F.6o). " ' . . . ,. 
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Conf.L.F.S.3S(d). 
ANNEX 26. 

RECOMMENDATION FOR INSERTION IN THE FINAL ACT OF THE 
CONFERENCE, PROPOSED BY THE AUSTRIAN DELEGATION. 

Considering the moral and social dangers presented by diacetylmorphine : 
The Conference recommends that, with a view to arriving as soon as possible at the 

total suppression of this drug, all Governments should : · 
(x) Adopt the principle of reducing the manufacture of diacetylmorphine and its 

salts, and preparations of diacetylmorphine or its salts, within their territories, to 
the barest minimum ; 

. (2) Ask their respective medical professions to make a further thorough study 
of the question of replacing diacetylmorphine by other less dangerous drugs . 

Conf.L.F.S.35(e). 
ANNEX 27. 

RECOMMENDATION FOR INSERTION IN THE FINAL ACT OF THE 
CONFERENCE, PROPOSED BY THE AUSTRIAN DELEGATION. 

The Conference recommends the Governments to bring under the provisions of the 
Geneva Convention all preparations containing drugs included in Group I, whatever their 
alkaloid content, unless the preparations in question are excepted under Article 8 of the 
said Convention. 

ANNEX 28. 
Conf.L.F.S.48(x). 

PROPOSAL OF THE BRITISH DELEGATION FOR INSERTION 
IN THE FINAL ACT. 

In view of the effect which the scheme of limitation of the drugs provided for in the 
Convention signed on this day's date will have upon the economic situation in the countries 
producing the major portion of the raw material required for the manufacture of these drugs 
which are required in all countries for the treatment of the sick, the Conference considers that 
(a) arrangements for stabilising the market in the \'aw materials and securing a fair price for 
the producers of the raw materials and (b) the adoption of measures for facilitating the 
replacement of the cultivation of the raw materials, as far as may be necessary, by other crops, 
would help to ensure the effective operation of the scheme of limitation, and accordingly 
recommends that these questions should be given careful examination by the Governments 
and parties interested. 

Conf.L.F.S.22. 
ANNEX 29. 

DRAFT REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE STATE NARCOTICS 
MONOPOLY IN ROUMANIA. 

LETTER. FR.OJI THE ROUMANIAN DELEGATE DATED MAY 26TH, 1931. 

Geneva, May 26th, 1931. 

I h:ave the honour to ~orward to y~~ he~ewith a French copy of the " Regulations 
con~nung the State ~arcohcs Monopoly , which the Roumanian Government proposes to 
put mto for~ shortly 1n accordance with Article 4 of the Health Law already promulgated. 

• (Signed) Professor Dr. N. I. DELEANU, 

Roumanian Delegate to the ConferenGe. 
fl 
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REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE STATE NARCOTICS MONOPOLY. 

Article 1. 

Article 4 of the Health Law of the Kingdom of Roumania creates a State monopoly on 
narcotics. It aims at supervising their manufacture, importation, deposit, control, sale and 
distribution within the limits fixed by these regulations. 

Article 2. 

The" Law concerning the Campaign against the Abuse of Narcotics "voted on March 26th, 
1928, and the Regulations with regard to this Law promulgated by Royal Decree No. 40,both 
publisheq. on December 28th, 1929, in the 01/icial Gazette, give a definition of narcotics and a 
list thereof, provide penalties for offences, fix the normal profits for handling and sale, 
determine the use of narcotics, stipulate the keeping of a control register for these products 
and lay down the means of control. · . 

In all operations relating to the manufacture and sale of the products described as ,. 
narcotics, the provisions of the Law and Regulations mentioned in this article shall be strictly··· 
observed. · 

Article 3· 

· Throughout Roumanian territory the importation, deposit and sale of all products 
classed as narcotics and of pharmaceutical specialities containing narcotics, as well as their 
manufacture and make-up in any pharmaceutical form and the possession of these products, 
shall constitute an exclusive right of the State. 

As the State monopoly applies to the purchase, deposit, control and manufacture of the 
different narcotics or specialities containing narcotics (with the exception of those not 
exceeding the proportion allowed for free sale) and as the institution of this monopoly demands 
a special organisation and measures to ensure a strict control, the State may, through the 
Ministry of Labour, Health, and Social Welfare, give a concession on contract for purchase, 
deposit and sale to Roumanian firms (drug depots) offering sufficient moral and material 
guarantees. 

Similarly, should the Galenic Laboratory of the Chemico-Pharmaceutical Institute be 
unable to satisfy all demands, the State may conclude contracts with the private laboratories 
of the country for the manufacture and make-up of narcotics, provided that these laboratories 
offer sufficient material, scientific, technical and moral guarantees. 

Article 4· 

The State Narcotics Monopoly Service will hold a current register containing daily entries 
relating to narcotics, with particulars of the quantities coming in, of the nature of the packing, 
and of the purchase price per unit (price of the raw material plus the different costs : transport, 
packing, etc.). In respect of outgoing narcotics, the name of the product, the quantity, the 
nature of the packing and the sale price shall be entered. 

Article 5· 

As the State cannot sell on credit and possesses no commercial organisation for purchase 
and delivery, and as such an organisation cannot be set up for want of the necessary funds, 
the State may, at the outset and for a short period (at least five years), give a concession to. 
not more than two big Roumanian firms for the deposit and sale of all narcotics in whatever 
form. . 

To be qualified to receive the concession referred to above,. a commercial undertaking 
(drug depot) must deposit a guarantee of 6,ooo,ooo lei in cash or Government securities at 
the Savings Bank. Bank guarantees shall not be accepted. · 

The firms holding concessions shall operate according to the rules established by the 
Chemica-Pharmaceutical Commission of the Ministry. · 

In order to avoid the various risks and to facilitate strict control, the creation of all 
depots is prohibited. 

Article 6. 

Supplies shall be obtained exclusively by the concessionaire on his own responsibility 
and at his own commercial risk. · · · 

Whatever the destination of the goods, the State has the right of judgment on prices, 
which shall be fixed according to the rates established by the big factories abroad ; those of 
the firms of Merck pf Darmstad,t, Smith of London, B6hringer of Mannheim, and Poulenc Bros. 
of Paris shall be taken as a basis of comparison. 

A delegate of the Ministry (the Director or Deputy-Director of the Chemico
Phat:maceutical Institute) shall be present at the receipt of the goods in the warehouses of the 
concessionaires, shall verify the quantities and shall take duplicate samples in the quantities 
necessary for identification and analysis. · ' 

•, 



Article 7· 

The chemists of the public dispensaries and laborat_ori~s and the chemists of the State 
Health Institutions shall alone be auth?rised to usc narcotics m the raw state (drugs, salts, etc.) 
for the preparation of officinal or magtstral drugs. 

Artide 8. 

Narcotics and pharmaceutical SP_ecialities contai~!ng narcotics shall be kept in the 
packings required by their nat?re and m !lo:mal quantities .. 

The Chemico-Pharmaceutical Commtsston shall deterrmne for each product the extent 
and nature of the packing. 

Artide g. 

Each chemist must compulsorily supply himself with narcotics and products containing 
narcotics for a minimum of three months. 

He shall submit his request at the beginning of each quarter: in December for the January
:llarch quarter, in l\Iarch for the April-June quarter, in June for the July-September quarter, 
and in September for the October-December quarter. 

Article 10. 

Goods coming from abroad shall undergo Customs inspection at the general Customs 
warehouse and at the postal Customs office at Bucharest. 

Article II. 

Firms holding concessions shall be obliged to deliver goods at least within 72 hours from 
receiving the order. 

Article 12. 

Products containing narcotics in any pharmaceutical form may only be prepared in 
chemico-pharmaceuticallaboratories which are directed by specialised chemists with at least 
five years" practice, which have equipment of a minimum value of 2 million lei and which have 
deposited a guarantee of at least a million lei in Government securities at the Savings Bank. 

Supplies of narcotics shall be obtained solely through the depots holding concessions. 
lllade-up goods shall be delivered to the depots holding concessions. 

Article 13. 

The concession and authorisation shall be withdrawn from the depots and laboratories 
holding concessions in the event of false declarations as to quantity, proportion or identity 
of products or of failure to observe the formalities imposed by the Law and the Regulations 
on narcotics. The same measure shall be taken against those who do not observe the special 
prescriptions regarding the contracts concluded and those who do not observe the prices laid 
down, which shall be fixed and compulsory. 

Compensation shall be deducted from the caution money deposited. 

Article 14. 

The prices of narcotics subject to monopoly shall be fixed as follows : 

I. Raw materials (drugs, alkaloids) shall be calculated : 

(a) By adding to the cost price of the goods arriving at the depot (factory 
price plus packing, transport, Customs and insurance) a supplement of 20 per 
cent (share accruing to the State) which shall constitute a special fund for 
purposes to be decided by the Cabinet. 

This 20 per cent shall be charged on the goods sold. 
Payment shall be made into this fund on a schedule at the end of each month. 

The schedule shall be verified by the Director of the Chemico-Pharmaceutical 
Institute. The sum shall be deposited at the National Bank in the account 
indicated by the Cabinet. · 

(b~ To _the p~ice thus cal~ulated shall be added the profit of the 
c<;mcesslOnnatre, which shall be ftxed _at 20 per cent, with the obligation for 
him to despatch the goods free of carnage and packing to the buyer's address. 

(c) The price. resll:lting from the stipulations. in,dicated under (a) and (b) 
constitutes the baste pnce of the goods at the chemtst s shop ; to this price should • 
be added the pharmaceutical tax. · 

2. Th~ prices . of .. made-up pharmaceutical preparations (home or foreign 
pharmaceutical spectahhes) shall be calculated according to points 1{a) and (b) 
mdicated abo':'e, to wh!ch sh?uld be added, for the purpose of sale to the public, the 
amounts provtded for m Arttcle 366 of the Health Law. 
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3· The prices of the products manufactured m the laboratories holding 
concessions shall be calculated as follows : 

To the price resulting from the calculation of the value of the raw material 
(manufacture, packing, State tax, regie) shall be added 25 per cent (net, for the 
concessionnaire), subject to the obligation to despatch the goods to the depot 
free of carriage and packing. 

The depots and laboratories holding concessions may on no pretext announce 
or grant rebates on the fixed prices . 

Article 15. 

Narcotics and drugs shall be packed according to their nature and quantity; they shall 
carry a label with the following printed inscription : , . 

(f KINGDOM OF ROUMANIA. 

" Ministry of Labour, Health and Social Welfare." 

· The name of the. product must be printed in black. The quantity contained and the 
price must be printed in red. 

The inscription must be in clear and distinct characters. 
. ~OJ_Ces, phials and other containers shall be provided with a label bearing the following 
mscnpbon : · 

" KINGDOM OF RouMANIA. 

" Ministry of Labour, Health and Social Welfare. 

" ro flasks of s grammes. 
"Pure Morphinum Muriaticum." 

The name of the product shall be printed in red. Packets containing 10 phials, boxes, 
etc., shall be packed in cases of 10 packets--i.e., 100 phials, boxes, etc.-and shall bear the 
following inscription : · 

" KINGDOM OF ROUMANIA. 

"Ministry of Labour, Health and Social Welfare. 

" roo phials (boxes) of s grammes. 

"Pure Morphinum Muriaticum." 

The name of the product shall be printed in red. 
It is understood that, in the case of phials of the same product made up in other quantities, 

the packages shall be labelled according to the contents. 
In the case of pharmaceutical specialities which contain narcotics, for example, pills, 

capsules, cachets, tablets, ampoules, etc., with a light make-up and of small size, the packing 
shall be made in the same way as for the products indicated in the previous paragraphs. 

When drugs or pharmaceutical products or specialities are presented in heavy or 
voluminous packings (300 to 1,ooo grammes gross) they shall be packed in parcels of flasks, 
boxes, packets, etc. As regards labelling, the rules given above shall be observed. The 
guarantee bands shall be printed at the expense of the concessionnaire and shall be inspected 
and stamped by the Chemico-Pharmaceutical Institute and then delivered to the firms holding 
concessions. 

As the prices of the different narcotics or specialities are subject to market fluctuations, 
they shall be printed on a band which shall also serve as a guarantee band. 

Article 16. 

Supplies of ether shall be obtained from factories in the country which can prove that they 
possess a sufficient equipment and that their product answers to the requirements of the 
Roumanian Pharmacopreia. 

The net profits must not exceed 25 per cent. 
Orders shall be distributed among all the firms capable of supplying the goods in proportion 

to their manufacturing capacity. · 
Prices shall be calculated free at the concessionary depot. 
The packing shall be in conformity with the standard models fixed by the Chemico

Pharmaceutical Commission. 
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Conf.L.F.S.62. 
ANNEX 30. 

R£Silll:£ OF THE DRUG MONOPOLY IN FORCE IN GREECE. 

LETTER FROM THE GREEK GOVERNMENT DATED MAY 27TH, 1931. 

• 
MINISTRY OF FoREIGN AFFAIRS, 

No. 7337· Athens, May 27th, 1931. 
01 

I have the honour to communicate certain particulars with regard to the operation 
of the Greek Government Monopoly of narcotic drugs, which may be of use to countries desiring 
to adopt our system with a view to co~bating more effectively the scourge of noxious drugs. 

I. The Narcotic Drug Monopoly was established in Greece in 1926 by a law which is at 
present in process of being revised. The tr~sition _from the system of unrest~icted tr~ffic 
in narcotics to the monopoly system was relatively s1mple. The Law of 1926 f1xed a time
limit within which the pharmacists were to hand over the narcotics in their possession to the 
Monopoly officials against payment. After the expiry of this period, anyone in possession 
of narcotics not derived from the Monopoly was proceeded against and punished. The stocks 
of narcotics handed over were partly used by the Monopoly and partly destroyed. 

II. The Monopoly procures the stocks of drugs which it requires by open public 
competition-for which reason it is impossible to specify the exporting country in advance. 
Notice of the competition is published in the principal newspapers. of the capital. The 
specification contains the conditions which the drugs to be supplied have to fulfil and the 
period within which they have to be delivered. The conditions vary according to the 
requirements. All genuine manufacturers are entitled to take part in the competition. 
Orders are placed for periods of one year, or two years at most. 

III. Retail sales are exlusively in the hands of the pharmacists or, in villages more 
than five kilometres distant from places where there is a pharmacy, dispensary doctors. 
The Monopoly is not allowed to deliver narcotics to the drug establishments for retailing. 
The annual amount delivered to the pharmacists is fixed under the present system after 
consultation of the Supreme Health Council at the Ministry of Health. Under the system 
proposed in the Bill for the Revision of the Legislation with regard to the Monopoly, the 
functions of the Supreme Health Council in this connection are transferred to a Permanent 
Narcotics Committee at the Ministry of Health. In determining the above amount, the 
Health Council takes into account the requirements of each pharmacy on the basis of the 
medical prescriptions made up during the past year, which have to be kept separate. They 
are subject at any moment to supervision by the inspectors. 

IV. The retail prices of the pharmacists are fixed by a Permanent Drug Tariff Committee 
on the basis of the rules of price-fixing generally followed in countries which have this system. 
The tariff for 1930 will be found annexed.1 

V. The inspection of pharmacies is directed by a special Inspector of Pharmacies, who 
works hand in hand with the departmental doctors, the Pan-Hellenic Association of Pharmacists 
~d the local Associations of Pharmacists. A recent law provides for the appointment of 
f1ve local inspectors, to be under the orders of the Inspector-General at the Ministry of Health. 

Pharmacies, clinics and hospitals are compelled to keep a record of the daily consumption 
of narcotics, which is checked together with the prescriptions. The new Bill has an additional 
regulation compelling pharmacists and directors of hospitals or clinics to send in a quarterly 
statement of the consumption of narcotics. 

VI. The monopolisation ofnarcotics has been of great value to the country by facilitating 
the s~ppression of the illicit traffic in drugs. D?rin~; the five years in which the system has 
been m force there has only been one case of conf1scat1on of drugs derived from the Monopoly. 
In all other cases of confiscation, the drugs had been imported through contraband channels. 

It may therefore be said, on the basis of the experience acquired, that the only effective 
met~od of combating t_his scourg~ is the system of m<?nopolisatio~ .on as general a scale as 
poss1ble. W~ere that IS not. ~ss1ble! the system of direct supen;s10n by an official in the 
factory, sharmg the respons1bil1ty With the manufacturer, may give relatively satisfactory 
results. . 

1 hope later to send you some particulars of the suppression of the trade in and illicit use 
of drugs. . 

1 Pr_,..ecl ia the fils of the Secretariat. 

For the Minister : 

(Signed) N. MAVROUDIS, 

Minister Plenipotentiary, 
Director- General. 
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Conf.L.F.S.24. 
ANNEX 31. 

CONVENTION AND SUPPLEMENTARY CONVENTION BETWEEN CANADA 
AND THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA FOR THE SUPPRESSION 

OF THE ILLICIT TRAFFIC. 
(Communicated by the Canadian Delegation.) 

I. 

• 

CONVENTION BETWEEN CANADA AND THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO 
. AID IN SUPPRESSING SMUGGLING OPERATIONS ALONG THE BORDER 
~BETWEEN THE DOMINION OF CANADA AND THE UNITED STATES AND IN 
THE ARREST AND PROSECUTION OF PERSONS VIOLATING THE NARCOTIC 
LAWS OF EITHER GOVERNMENT. 1 ' 

HIS MAJESTY THE KING OF THE UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN 
IRELAND AND OF THE BRITISH DOMINIONS BEYOND THE SEAS, EMPEROR OF INDIA, in 
respect of the Dominion of Canada, and THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Being desirous of suppressing smuggling operations along the boundary between the 
Dominion of Canada and the United States of _America, and of assisting in the arrest and 
prosecution of persons violating the narcotic laws of either Government, and of providing as 
to the omission of penalties and forfeitures in respect to the carriage of alcoholic liquors through 
Alaska into the Yukon Territory : 

Have agreed to conclude a Convention to give effect to these purposes and have named as 
their Plenipotentiaries : •. 

His Britannic Majesty, in respect of the Dominion of Canada : 
The Honourable Ernest LAPOINTE, K.C.,. a member of His Majesty's Privy 

Council for Canada and Minister of Justice in the Government of that Dominion; and 

The President of the United States of AmeriGa : 
Charles Evans HUGHES, Secretary of State of the United States ; 

Who, having communicated to each other their respective full powers, which were found 
to be in due and proper form, have agreed upon the following articles : 

Article 1. 
• The High Contracting Parties agree thai) the appropriate officers of the Governments of 
Canada and of the United States of America respectively shall be required to furnish upon 
request to duly authorised officers of the other Government, information concerning clearances 
of vessels or the transportation of cargoes, shipments or loads of articles across the 
international boundary when the importation of the cargo carried or of articles transported 
by land is subject to the payment of duties ; also to furnish information respecting clearances 
of vessels to any ports when there is ground to suspect that the owners or persons in possession 
of the cargo intend to smuggle it into the territory of Canada or of the United States. 

Article II. 
The High Contracting Parties agree that clearance from Canada or from the United 

States shall be denied to any vessel carrying cargo consisting of articles the importation of which 
into the territory of Canada or of the United States, as the case may be, is prohibited, when it 
'is evident from the tonnage, size and general character of the vessel, or the length of the 
voyage and the perils or conditions of navigation attendant upon it, that the vessel will be 
unable to carry 1ts cargo to the destination proposed in the application for clearance . 

• 
Article Ill. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees with the other that property of all kinds 
in its possession which, having been stolen and brought into the territory of Canada or of the 
United States, is seized by its Customs authorities shall, when the owners are nationals of the 
other &ountry, be returned to such owners, subject to satisfactory proof of such ownership and 
the absence of any collusion, and subject moreover to payment of the expenses of the seizure 
and detention and to the abandonment of any claims by the owners against the Customs, 
or the Customs officers, warehousemen or agents, for compensation or damages for the seizure, 
detention, warehousing or keeping of the property. · 

• This Convention was signed at Washington, June 6th, 1924. RatificatiODB exchanged at Washington, July 17th. 
192~. • 
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Article IV. 

The High Contracting Parties reci;rocally agree to exchange inform~tion. con~erning the 
names and activities of all persons k~own or suspected.to be engaged m Vtolahons of the 
narcotic laws of Canada or of the Umted States respectively. 

Article V. 

It is agreed that the Customs and other administrative officials of the respective 
Governments of Canada and of the United States shal.l, upon req~est, be .directed to attend as 
witnesses and to produce such available records and f1les or certlf1ed COpieS thereof as mar be 
considered essential to the trial of civil or criminal cases, and as may be produced compahl?ly"' 
with the public interest. . . . . . . . 

The cost of transcripts of records, depos1bons, cerhhcates and letters rogatory m c1vil or 
criminal cases, and the cost of first-class transportatio~ both ways, maint~nance and ot~er 
proper expenses involved in the a.ttendance. of. such Witnesses shall be pa1d by the nahon 
requesting their attendance at the bme of t~e~r discharge by the court !rom furth~r attendance 
at such trial ·Letters rogatory and comrmsswns shall be executed With all poss1ble despatch . 
and copies of official records or documents shall be certified promptly by the appropriate 
officials in accordance with the provisions of the laws of the respective countries. 

Article VI. 

The following offences are added to the list of offences numbered I to 3 in Article I of the 
Treaty concluded between Great Britain and the United States on May 18th, 1908, with 
reference to reciprocal rights for Canada and the United States in the matters of conveyance 
of prisoners and wrecking and salvage-that is to say : 

4· Offences against the narcotic laws of the respective Governments. 

Article VII. 

No penalty or forfeiture under the laws of the United States shall be applicable or attached 
to alcoholic liquors or to vessels, vehicles or persons by reason of the carriage of such liquors 
when they are in transit under guard by Canadian authorities through the territorial waters 
of the United States to Skagway, Alaska, and thence by the shortest route, via the White 
Pass and Yukon Railway, upwards of twenty miles to Canadian territory, and such transit 
shall be as now provided by law with respect to the transit of alcoholic liquors through the 
Panama Canal or on the Panama Railroad, provided that such liquors shall be kept under seal 
continuously while the vessel or vehicle on which they are carried remains within the United 
States, its territories or possessions, and that no part of such liquors shall at any time or place 
be unladen within the United States, its territories or possessions. 

Article VIII. 

This Convention shall be ratified, and the ratifications shall be exchanged at Washington 
as soon as possible. The Convention shall come into effect at the expiration of ten days from 
the date of the exchange of ratifications, and it shall remain in force for one year. If, upon the. 
expiration of one year after the Convention shall have been in force, no notice is given by either • 
Party of a desire to terminate the same, it shall continue in force until thirty days after either 
Party shall have given notice to the other of a desire to terminate the Convention. · 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the respective Plenipotentiarie~ have signed the present Convention 
in duplicate and have thereunto affixed the~r seals. ' 

DoN.E at the City of Washington, this 6th day of June, 1924. 

(L.S.) Ernest' LAPOINTE. 
(L.S.) Charles Evans HUGHES. 

II. 

SUPPLEMENTARY CONVENTION BETWEEN CANADA AND THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO PROVIDE FOR EXTIUDITION ON ACCOUNT OF CRIMES 
OR OFFENCES COMMITTED AGAINST THE LAWS FOR THE SUPPRESSION OF 
THE TRAFFIC IN NARCOTICS. 1 

HIS MAJESTY THE KING OF THE UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN 
hELAND AND OF THE BRITISH DOMINIONS BEYOND THE SEAS, EMPEROR OF INDI.. in 
respect of the Dominion of Canada, and THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF .AME~icA • • 

Being. desirous of enlarging the list of crimes on account of which extradition may be" 
granted With regard to certain offences committed in the United States or in the Dominion 

1 Thioa Coaventioll waa oigned at Wuhington, January 8th, 1925. RatificatiOIUI exchanged at Washington, 
Jaly 17th, 1925. • 
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of Canada under the Conventions concluded between the United States and Great Britain on 
July xzth, 1889, and December 13th, 1900, and April xzth, 1905, and May xsth, 1922, with a 
view to the better administration of justice and the prevention of crime : 

~ave resolved to conclude a Supplementary Convention for this purpose, and have · 
appomted as their Plenipotentiaries, to wit : 

His Britannic Maiesty: 

The Honourable Ernest LAPOINTE, Minister of Justice to the Dominion of Canada ; 
and , ....... 

The President of the United States of America : 

Charles Evans HUGHES, Secretary of State of the United States of America ; 

\V!lo, after having communicated to each other their respective full powers, which were 
'fgund_to be in due and proper form, have agreed to and concluded the following articles: 
• 

• ,, 
.... Article I. 

The following crimes are, subject to the provisions contained in Article II hereof, added to 
the list of crimes numbered I to 10 in the first article of the said Convention of July 12th, 1889, 
and to the list of crimes numbered II to 13 in Article I of the Supplementary Convention 
concluded between the United States' and Great Britain on December 13th, 1900, and to the 
list of crimes numbered I4 and IS in Article I of the Supplementary Convention concluded 
between the United States and Great Britain on April 12th, 1905, and to the list of crimes 
numbered 16 in Article I of the Supplementary Convention concluded between the United 
States and Great Britain on May xsth, 1922-that is to say : 

17. Crimes and offences against the laws for the suppression of the traffic in 
narcotics. 

Article II .. 

The operation of the present Convention is confined to cases in which, the offences 
mentioned in the preceding article having been committed in the United States or in the 
Dominion of Canada, the person charged with the offence is found in the Dominion of Canada 
or in the United States respectively. · . 

Article III • . ' 
The present Convention shall be considered as an integral part of the said extradition 

Conventions of July 12th, 1889, and December 13th, 1900, and April 12th, xgos. and May x~th, 
1922, and the first article of the said Convention of July 12th, 1889, shall be read as Jf the lists 
of crimes therein contained had originally comprised the additional crimes specified and 
numbered 17 in the first article of the present Convention, subject to the provision contained 

" in Article II. 
The present Convention shall be ratified, and the ratifications shall be exchanged either at 

.···washington or Ottawa as soon as possible . 
. , It shall come into force ten days after its publication, in conformity with the laws of the 
, \ High Contfacting Parties, and it shall continue and terminate in the same manner as the 

said Convention of July xzth, 1889. 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, the respective plenipotentiaries have signed the present 
Supplementary Convention and have affixed their seals thereto. 

·. \. ·DoNE in duplicate at the City of ~ashington this eighth day of January, in the year one 
· lhousand nine hundred and twenty-five. 
• . . . . . · . (L.S.) Ernest LAPOINTE. 

(L.S.) Charles Evans HuGHES . 

• 
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Conf.L.F.s,ss. 
ANNEX 3l. 

ORGANISATION AND CONTROL OF THE .PRODUCTION, MANUFACTURE 
AND DISTRIBUTION OF NARCOTIC DRUGS IN THE UNION OF 

SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS. 

{Communicated by the Soviet. Union Delegation.) 

... 
CONTENTS. 

1 . Decree of the Council of the People's Commissars of the R.S.F.S.R. of Novemp~r 6th, 
1924, regarding the Regulations of Tra.de in Narcotic Drugs.. · · . , :r. ~ ~ · 

2. Extracts from the Criminal Code of the R.S.F.S.R. • 

3· Decree of the All-Russian Executive Committee and the Council of People's Commissars 
of January 21st, 1925. · 

4· Decree of the Central Executive Committee and the Council of the People's Commissars 
of the U.S.S.R. of August 27th, 1926, concerning the State Monopoly of Opium. 

5· Amendment to the Decree of the Central Executive Committee and the Council of the 
People's Commissars of the U.S.S.R. of August 27th, 1926, concerning the. St.ate 
Monopoly of Opium. · · 

6. Decree of the Council of the People's .Commissars of the U.S.S.R. of March 28th, 1927, 
concerning the Regulations for the .Sowing of Opium Poppy and. Registration of 
Opium Crops. 

7· Amendment concerning Article 3 of the Decree of the Council of People's Commissars of 
the U.S.S.R. of March 28th, 1927, relating to the Regulations for the Sowing of 
Opium Poppy and Registration of Opium Crops. 

· 8. ·Statutes of April Jrd, 1930, of " LEKTEKHSIRYE ", an All-Union Combine for the 
Production, Preparation,. the Supply of .the Home Market and the Export Trade 
with Medicinal Raw Materials, Technical Plants and Raw Tobacco. 

9· 1 Instructions concerning Storage and Despatch of Opium. 

10. 1 Instructions concerning Packing and Despatch of Opium from the District Warehouses. 

IL 1 Instruction concerning Registration of Opium Plantations. . . 

12. 1 Copy of a Typical Agreement concluded between·. the " Acospo "; Ltd.; and Individual 
Growers of Opium. • 

Document No. I. 

DECREE OF THE COUNCIL ·OF THE PEOPLE'S COMMISSARS OF THE R.S:F.S.R. OF 
NOVEMBEil 6TH, 1g24, 'llEGARDING THE REGULATION OF TRADE IN NARCOTIC'DRUGS, 

The Council of People's Commissars of the R.S.F.S.R. has decreed : 

. " 
' . . 
. . 
• 

L Unrestricted trade in the territory of the R.S.F.S.R •. in all narcotic <h-ugs producing · 
or ~pable of producing various kinds of intoxication, having a destructive effect on the 
national heal~h. (cocaine and its salts, opium .~d its products, such as morphine, :he~oin, etc.)' 
shall be prohib1ted. · · , · · · · . • · . . . . 

z.. A ~st of drugs covered by Article I shall be issued and supplemented by the People's 
Comm,ssanat for Health. ·. 

3· ~e People's Commissariat for Health of the R.S.F.S.R. shall determine each year· 
the quantity of narcotic drugs enumerated in Article I required for medical purposes within If 
the country. .,/''·. 

S 
+ The pr~uction of narcotic drugs shall be carried out by the organisations of the . 

. upreme Econom1c Council, in conjunction with the People's Commissariat for Health and 
1mport. and export_ operations by the organisations of the Commissariat for Foreign Trade 
according to the ~t of co~sumers and nomenclatures of narcotic drugs compiled by th:; 
~pre~e ~nom1c ~uncil of the R.S.F.S.R. and the representative of the People's 
R.S.Fs~nat for Fore1g11 Trade attached to the Council of People's Commissars of the 

. 
• _n..e docllmeuta are kept lD the Arc:fliv• of the Secretariat, where they are available for co.,.ultatiou. 
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. 5·. All the enterprises permitted to manufacture and trade in narcotic drugs, indicated 
m Art.tcle I, shall supply information to the People's Commissariat for Health regarding the 
quantity ?f the ab?ve-mentioned drugs at their disposal and prepared by them, and shall not 
be authonsed to distribute them without express permission from the People's Commissariat 

• of Health or organisation representing it. 

6. Products acquired 'by the ~nterprlse mentioned in Article 5 from foreign countries 
. a~d also from factories within the country for the requirements of the R.S.F.S.R. shall be 
dtrec~ed to the sole address of the People's Commissariat for Health, with the necessary permits 
and licences of the People's Commissariat for Health of the R.S.F.S.R. concerning the release 
of these products,. · · · · · · · 
.~ . 

4

' 7· The infringement of the regulations of the presellt degree sha]l be punishable under 
Articles 136-I4I of the Criminal Code of the R.S.F.S.R. 

. ' 

8. The People's Commissariat for Health of the R.S.F.S.R. shall be charged with the 
, f~rtn}ght~y issue of instJ;~ctions concerning the order of acceptance, storage, accounts and 
. dtstrJ,button of the narcotic <;lrugs enumerated, and with the control of trade in the said drugs. 

pocument No, 2. 

'' ExTRACT~ $RoM THE (:RIMINAL coDE oF THE R.s.F.~.R. 
. . 

Infringement ·of Regulations concerning National Hetdth, Public Safety' and Ortler.-
119· . T;he .l?repar~tion, keeping and selling of narcotic drugs by persons not having special 
perrmssron 1s puntshable by compulsory labour for a term not exceeding six months or by a 
fine not exceeding I,ooo roubles.. . 

• 
104. The preparation and keeping for the purpose of sale and the actual sale of cocaine, 

opium, morphin~. ether and other narcotic drugs without proper permission is punishable 
by imprisonment or compulsory labour for a term of one year with confiscation of a part of the 
off~nder's property or without the said confiscation. . , . . · 

The same offence, indulged in as a profession, also the keeping of dens in which are sold 
or consumed the drugs enumerated in the present article, is punishable by imprisonment with 
strict solitary confinement for a term not exceeding three years, with the confiscation of the 
offender's entire property. . . . . . . 

·-
' 

l . ·• . 
Document .No. 3 .. 

DECREE OF THE ALL-RUSSIAN EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AND THE COUNCIL OF 
PEOPLE'S COMMISSARS OF JANUARY 21ST,. 1925, 

·: . 33. Criminal Cotle.supplem~nt~d ~'Y Article. 14o(d).-· The all-Russian. Central Execut~ve 
Committee and the Council of People s Comrmssars of the R.S.F.S.R., m accordance wtth 

· Article 2 of 'the regulation passed by the Second Meeting of the all-Russian Central Executive 
~ Committee of .the tenth convocation concerning the order of amendments of the legal codes 

(Code and Regulations 1923, No. 54, page 530), has decreed: 

To supplement the Criminal Code by Article I4o(rl), which shall read as follows: 

"The manufacture and keeping for the purpose of sale or the actual sale of 
cocaine, opium, morphine, ether and other narcotic drugs without proper permi~on 
shall be punishable by imprisonment f?r a term not. ~xceeding tJu:ee yea!s W!th 
confiscation of a portion of the offenders property or .wtthout. the satd confiscation 
and With deprivation of right of residence in Moscow, Leningrad, the frontier areas 
and port towns-a: list of which shall be compiled by the People's Commissariat for 
Home Affairs, in conjunction with the People's Commissariat for Justice-for a 
term not exceeding three years: . · . . · · . 

" The same offence, indulged m as a professton, also the keepmg of dens m 
which are sold or consumed cocaine, opium, morphine and other narcotic dru~, 
shall be punishable by imprisonmen~ for a term of no ,less than three ~ear~ wtth 
strict solitary confinement, confiscation of the offend~r s .l?roperty, ~epnvatton .of 
civic rights and of right of residence, after the term of 1mpnsonment, m the frontier 
areas and the towns mentioned above for a period not exceeding three years." 

.. : [Signatures.] 
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Document No . .f. 

DECREE OF THE CENTRAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AND THE CouNCIL OF THE 
COMMISSARS OF THE U.S.S.R. OF AUGUST 27TH, 1926, CONCERNING 

THE STATE MONOPOLY OF OPIUM. 

• 
PEOPLE'! 

In order to combat the extensive use ?f opium f~r other .than medicinal purposes, thE 
Central Executive Committee and the Council of Peoples Conurussars have decreed: 

1. To establish an all-Union State monopoly for the purchase, manufacturE 

ISI. 

and sale of opium. · ·· 
2. The general direction in regard t? the realisa~ion of the monopoly shall bE 

under the charge of the Permanent Advisory Council to the Supreme Council oJ 
National Economy of the U.S.S.R., w~r~h regulates m~tters concerning production, 
collection of supplies and sale of medicmal raw matenals. 

3· The whole of the collected supplies of raw opium in the territory of the 
· U.S$.R. shall be handed over by the opium growers to the Acospo limited company 
and to no other body. 

4- The order of registration of raw opium, produced in the territory of the 
U.S.S.R., and also the order of supplying raw opium to factories for manufacture 
shall be determined by the instruction of the Supreme Council of National Economy 
of the U.S.S.R. made in conjunction with the People's Commissariats for Health 
of the Union Republics. 

[Signatures.] 
Moscow-Kremlin. 

Document No. 5· 

.AllENDMENT TO THE DECREE OF THE CENTRAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AND THE 
COUNCIL OF THE PEOPLE'S COMMISSARS OF THE U.S.S.R. OF AUGUST 27TH, 1926, 

CONCERNING THE STATE MoNOPOLY OF OPIUM. 

The Central Executive Committee and the Council of People's Commissars of the U.S.S.R. 
have decreed ; 

Articles 2 and 4 of the decree of the Central Executive Committee and the Council of 
People's Commissars of the U.S.S.R. concerning the State monopoly of opium (Legal Code 
of the U.S.S.R. Ig26, No. sB. page 424) shall read as follows: 

" Arlide 2.-The general direction of the realisation of the monopoly shall be 
the charge of the People's Commissariat for Home and Foreign Trade of the · 
U.S.S.R. · • 

"Article 4· The order of registration of raw opium produced on the territory 
of the U.S.S.R., also the supply of raw opium to the factories for manufacture shall 
be determined by the Instruction issued by the People's Commissariat for Home and . 
Foreign Trade of the U.S.S.R. in conjunction with the Supreme Council of National 
Economy of the U.S.S.R. and the respective representatives of the Union Republics , 
to the Government of the U.S.S.R." · 

[Signatures.] ' 

Document No. 6. 

DECREE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE PEOPLE'S COMMISSARS OF THE U.S.S.R. OF MARCH 28TH, 1927, · 
CONCERNING THE REGULATIONS FOR THE SOWING OF 0Plt1M POPPY 

AND REGISTRATION OF OPIUM CROPS. 

203. The Council of People's Commissars of the U.S.S.R. has decreed : 

I. No later. than :Augu;;t xst.h of each yea~ the. Supreme Council of National Economy-: 
of the U.S.S.R. m conJunChf!n With the Cf!mmrssana~ for Home and Foreign Trade of the"· 
Ushal1.S.Sdet.R. an~ the representatives of the Umon Repubhcs to the Government of the U.S.S.R. t 

ermme: 

(a) The quantity of m_edicinal opium, in kilo-percentages, required for home 
consumption and for export m the forthcoming year ; • 

(b) The extent of the area to be sown with opium poppy on the territory of the 
U.S.S.R. In the next year. 

2. <!rowers. of opi~m poppy shall each year make a declaration concerning the 
forthcommg sowm~ of opmm poppy to the Acospo Company charged with the collection and 
manufacture of op1um, and keepmg of accounts of opium crops. 
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3· The order of division of the sown area of opium poppy among the different Union 
Republics and the making of declarations concerning the sowing of opium, also the order in 
which the Acospo Company shall register the said crops shall be laid down in the instruction 
issued by the Supreme Council of National Economy of the U.S.S.R. in conjunction with the 
People's Commissariat for Home and Foreign Trade of the U.S.S.R. and the representatives 
of the Union Republics to the Government of the U.S.S.R. 

4· The prices to be paid for raw opium shall be fixed by the People's Commissariat' for 
Home and Foreign Trade of the U.S.S.R., in conjunction with the Supreme Council of 
National Economy of the U.S.S.R. for each year, not later than a month before the 
commencement of the sowing season. 

(Signed) A. ZURUPA. 
N. GoRBOUNov. 

Moscow-Kremlin. 

Document No. 7· 
-

I22. AMENDMENT CONCERNING ARTICLE 3 OF THE DECREE OF THE COUNCIL OF PEOPLE'S 
COMMISSARS OF THE U.S.S.R. OF MARCH 28TH, I927, RELATING TO THE REGULATIONS 

FOR THE SOWING OF OPIUM PoPPY AND REGISTRATION OF OPIUM CROPS. , 

The Council of People's Commissars of the U.S.S.R. has decreed : 

Article 3 of the decree of the Council of People's Commissars of the U.S.S.R. of March 28th, 
I927, concerning the sowing and registration of opium poppy crops (Legal Code of the 
U.S.S.R. I927, No. I8, Article 203) to read as follows: , 

" The order for 'dividing the area under opium poppy among the different Union 
Republics, of making· declarations for the sowing of opium poppy, and also the 
registration of crops by the Acospo Company, Limited, shall be laid down in an 
Instruction issued by the Council of People's Commissars for Home and Foreign 
Trade of the U.S.S.R., in conjunction with the respective representatives of the 
Union Republics to the Government of the U.S.S.R." 

(Signed) A. I. RYKov. 
N. GORBOUNOV. 

Moscow-Kremlin. 

Document No. 8. 
. . 
STATUTES OF APRIL 3RD, I930, OF" LEKTEKHSIRYE ",AN ALL-UNION COMBINE FOR THE 

\PRODUCTION, PREPARATION, THE SUPPLY OF THE HOME MARKET AND THE EXPORT TRADE 
)VITH MEDICINAL RAw MATERIALS, PLANTS USED FOR INDUSTRIAL PURPOSES AND RAW TOBACCO. 

I. 

I. For the purpose of conducting operations on a monopoly basis for the export from 
the U.S.S.R. of medicinal raw products, technical plants, tobacco, essential oils, aromatic and 
kindred kinds of raw materials, plants and preparations, and for the purpose of the production, 
preparation, initial manufacture and supply of the raw materials enumerated to the home 
market of the U.S.S.R., in farticular to the chemical and pharmaceutical industries, and the 
perfumery and essential oi industries, as well as for the direct conduct of the operations 
enumerated, in accordance with the planning objectives of the People's Commissariat for 
Trade of the U.S.S.R., there shall be formed an all-Union combine under the name of 
"Lektekhsirye ", the all-Union combine for the production, preparation, the supply of the 
home market and the export trade with medicinal raw materials, plants used for industrial 
purposes and raw tobacco. 

2. The all-Union combine " Lektekhsirye " shall form part of the People's Commissariat 
for Trade of the U.S.S.R., as an organ acting on business principles and enjoying the rights of an 
independent juridical person. . 

4 3· Liability for the operations of the combine shall be limited to the capital amount for 
·which it can be sued under the existing law. The State Treasury shall not be liable for the 
operations of the combine, and the combine shall likewise not be held liable for claims on the 
State Treasury, or other combines and State organisations. · 

II. Functions of thtJ Combi111. 

4· In regard to the conduct of operations, referred to in· § I of the present Statutes, the 
functions of the combine shall be the following : • . · · 

. (a). The preparation of estimates and elaboration of schemes for prospective. 
plans of operation in regard to the objectives enumerated in. § I of t~e pr~~nt. • 
Statutes ; · ' · · · · ' · 
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(b) The examination of the foreign-trade plans of the in~titutions •• ~rgani~ations 
and enterprises, which, through t.he medium of the combme, _partictpateqn the 
conduct of operations enumerated m § I of the present Statutes , . • . 

(c) The direct conduct of operations, in accordance with the planning objectives 
of the People's Commissariat for Trade of the U.S.S.R., referred to m § I of the present 
Statutes; 

(d) The direction of .those business ac~ivities of all the institut!on~ and 
enterprises which have relatiOn to the preparation and export of the goods mdtcated 
in § I of the present Statutes, and the control and supervision of the said activities. 

(e) The elaboration and application of measures for the organisation and 
development of the production of the raw materials indicated in § I of the present 
Statutes, and also the increase and improvement of the quality of the. respective 
export resources ; · · 

(/) The working out and introduction in due order of standardised types and 
standardised technical conditions in regard to the raw materials and goods 
enumerated in § I of the present Statutes ; 

(g) The working out and introduction- of measures for the preparation and 
formation of staffs for the respective branches of agriculture, preparatory, 
manufacturing and industrial enterprises, and for export organisations ; 

(h) The study of foreign markets and the technical ~chievements of foreign 
industry and trade in regard to the raw materials and goods mentioned in § I of the 
present Statutes, and the introduction of measures for the application of the technical 
achievements of foreign markets to the development and rationalisation of the 
respective supplies of raw material in the U.S.S.R. 

(i) The elaboration of plans and schemes of capital construction connected 
with the development of supplies of raw materials for the goods indicated in § I of 
the present Statutes and the carrying out of the said plans and schemes in due order ; 

(i) The granting, within the limitation of the general licences accorded to the 
combine, of permits for the export and sale abroad of the goods indicated in § I 
of the present Statutes. · 

5· In regard to business activities, the functions of the combine are the following : 

(a)' The realisation of the duly confirmed plans in regard to the different kinds 
of goods, enumerated in § I of the present Statutes, in accordance with the planning 
objectives of the People's Commissariat for Trade of the U.S.S.R. 

(b) The conduct of operations, on a monopoly basis, for the export and sale 
abroad of the goods and raw materials enumerated in § I of the present· Statutes, 
on the combine's own account, and on account of other organisations and 

. enterprises ; . 

(~J The participation in all kinds of associations, companies, societies and. 
orgarusations which pursue similar aims to those of the combine, and the . 
establishment in due order of new undertakings, including enterprises auxiliary 
to the objectives of the combine ; 

(d) The production of crops, either through its own organisations, or through 
other appropriate organisations, of medicinal and technical plants, essential oils, 
aromatic plants and tobacco both for experimental purposes and agricultural 
education and propaganda, as well as for industrial purposes ; 

(e) ~e organisation of experimental and scientific research work in regard to 
the supp~es of the raw materials mentioned in § I of the present Statutes, both 
thro~ !ts own organisations or through other appropriate institutions and 
orgarusahons ; . 

' {/)- The sale on the home market of 'the U.S.S.R. of the raw materials and 
goods enumerated in §.I of the present Statutes; · · 

(~) The participation in foreign exhibitions and fairs and· the organisation of 
same m conjunction with the People'_s Commissariat for Trade of the U.S.S.R.; 

· . (hJ .The publication of periodical bulletins and other printed m~tter· giving 
mformabon concerning the raw materials and goods enumerated in § I of the present 
Statutes~ · · · 

i 

de 6. In carryfn~ out its .functions in regard to controi, the combine is authori~d to.·issue · 
or rs 31-nd regulations whtch must be carried out by all the institutions organisations 
en
5 

terpnses and persons participat!ng in the operations referred to in § x 'of the present 
tatutes. · . · 

ak 1·all1fa cacfsrying out its productive and business functions, t'!le combine 'is auth~rised to 
~ t~ n .of agreel!lents and conclude deals and other juridical acts, including those 
S~~ to 1~tst~n~. btlls, nece~sary for the operations enumerated in § I of the present 
U S S R Wid • lfns 1. u tons, o~garusatiOns, enterprises and private persons, residing in the 

· · · an m oretgn countnes, as well as to sue and defend at law. 
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m. Form of. Administration. 
I 41 • . 

•.: 8. The combine "shall be administered by a Board which is to have its offices in the town 
of Moscow and shall be appointed by the People's Commissariat for Trade of the U.S.S.R. 
The Board shall consist ·of a President, Vice-President and of members, the number of which 
shall be fixed by the People's Commissariat for Trade of the U.S.S.R. · · 

9· The Board, in accordance with the planning objectives of the People's Commissariat 
for Trade of the U.S.S.R., shall have immediate control of all the activities of the combine and 
shall carry out, in the name of the combine, all the business and economic functions entrusted 
to the combine.. . 

to. The following must be-presented to• the People's. Commissariat for Trade of the 
U.S.S.R. for ratification : 

(a) The estimates, also projected plans of work concerning the raw materials 
and goods mentioned in § I of the present Statutes ; 

(b) The trade and financial plans of the combine; 
(c) Estimates, accounts and balance~sheets of the combine; 
(tl) The opening of offices, departments and agencies by the combine; 
(e) Forms and methods of work of the combine;· . 

• 

(/) The expenditure of special monies by the co~bine ; 
(g) Composition of the combine and the staff of its central administration ;. 
(h) Projects for production, sale, fixation of prices, cost of production and 

overhead charges in regard to the goods in which the combine has to deal. 

II. The division of functions among members of the Board shall be decided by the 
President. · . 

In the business of the combine, the Board shall deal directly with all the institutions and 
organisations, other than higher State organisations of the U.S.S.R., and carry out, in the name 
of the combine, all operations and juridical acts necessary for the fulfilment of the combine's 
functions. · · · ,. 

12. The decisions of the Board shall be arrived at by a majority vote. In the event of 
the President disagreeing with the majority decision, he is authorised to carry out his own 
decision, on his own responsibility, immediately taking steps to inform the People's 
Commissariat for Trade of the U.S.S.R. about the matter in dispute and the decision he has 
come to about it. · · · · · · ' . . .. 

13. All business done in thll name of the Board may be carried out by the President, 
the Vice-President or by any one of the members, in accordance with the division of functions 
referred to in § II. 

However, the issue of bills and the contracting of money obligations and the conclusion 
of agreements and deals, including such obligations and powers entitling to enter into such 
obligations, shall be signed by no less than two members of the Board, or by one member and 
another person, specially authorised by the Board to do so. 

Monetary documents must be confirmed by the head accountant of the Board. 
14. The Board shall summon periodic general meetings of the combine. At these 

meetings there shall be present the Board and the representatives of organisations included in 
the combine. The meetings shall examine. general questions concerning the combine's . 
activities. · · · . 

The dates of the meetings and their agendas shall be settled by the People's Commissariat · 
for Trade of the U.S.S.R. 

IV. Resou7'aes of the Combine. 

~ 15. The initial capital of the combine shall be composed of the value of the property. 
'\ ahd the sums invested in ~he combine by t)le ~eo!?le's Commis~ariat for Trad~ of.the ~.S.S.R. 
. and also the amounts so mvested by the mstltuhons, enterpnses and orgarusat10ns mcluded 
"" in. the combine, and shall be limited to a sum of 6,ooo,ooo roubles. - . . . 

Note.-To the all-Union combine" Lektekhsirye" shall be transferred the live assets and 
• liabilities of the State all-Union Limited Company for the preparation, production, export 

and supply of the home market with medicinal raw materials and technical plants, entitled 
"Lektekhsirye ",the art~cles of which were. confirmed by the People's Commissariat for. Trade 
ofthe U:S.S.R. on ·september 27th; 1929 (Legal Code 1930,- Section II, No. 5, page 53) ·aJld. 
which shall be considered as defunct from the time of ratification of the present St~tutes. · · ·:. 

. r6. The. combine shall form special funds for special purposes, in accordance With the 
rules laid. down in.th~ appropriate laws. . . . :. : .. . :.. _ .. -. . . 

~. · ·. 17~- ·: Th~ c~nfir.ming of. .~ccQunts/bii.I~c~-sheets and t~e distri~ution ·of the p~ofits :of the:. 
combine:shall be carried out 1n accordance Wlth.the rules latd· down· m the appropnate laws. 

r8. The financial year of the combine shall date from January rst to December 3:isf; 
inclusive. , , . ,. 

--
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ANNEX 33. 

LAW ON THE IMPORTATION AND DISTRIDUTION OF 
NARCOTIC DRUGS AT PRESENT IN FORCE IN COSTA RICA. 

(Communicated by the Costa Rican Delegate.) 

·Legislative Authority : No. J. 

' . ' • 

The Constitutional Congress of the Republic of Costa Rica decrees as follows : 

Article 1. 

The importation, exportation, transit through the territory of the Republic, purchase, 
sale, transfer by gift or use in any form whatsoever o~ the prepare~ opium ~e~erred to in 
Article 1 of Decree No. 3 of March 15th, 1927, shall contmue to be stnctly prohibited. 

The definition of prepared opium shall be that of the International Opium Convention
namely, 

"By prepared opium is understood the product of raw opium obtained by a 
series of special operations, especially by dissolving, boiling, roasting and fermentation, 
designed to transform it into an extract suitable for consumption. Prepared opium 
includes dross and all other residues remaining whim opium has been smoked." 

Any quantity of prepared opium found in the possession of any person or commercial 
establishment shall be deemed to be contraband, and the owner shall be liable to the confiscation 
of the drug and to the penalty laid down in Article 19 of this Law. 

Article z. 

The importation, exportation, transit through the territory of the Republic, purchase, 
sale, transfer by gift, possession, warehousing or use in any form whatsoever of raw opium shall 
also be prohibited for the future. The definition of raw opium shall be that of the International 
Opium Convention-namely : 

" By raw opium is understood the spontaneously coagulated juice obtained from 
the capsules of the papaver somnijerum which has only been submitted to the 
necessary manipulations for packing and transport." 

Any violation of the foregoing prohibitions shall be punished in the manner laid down in 
Article 19 of the present Law. 

Provisional Clause.-All authorised pharmaceutical establishments which, having obtained 
permits under Decree No. 3 of March 15th, 1927, have imported and possess any quantity of.: 
raw opium shall send to the Dangerous Drugs Board within thirty days of the publication of 
this Law an exact return of the quantities they have in stock, together with a reference to the 
licence used for import or particulars of the manner, being lawful, in which the goods were 
obtained, and also the original invoice. If the said Board thinks fit, it shall be empowered 
to require the establishment in question to sell the whole of its stock to the Board at the price 
indicated on the invoice. If the Board is unable to accept the price asked, the stock shall be 
valued by two experts nominated by itself and by the owner of the drug respectively. In the 
event of the two experts failing to agree, they shall co-opt a third. If the Board is unable to 
accept _the owner's statements in respect of the degree of purity and the condition of the drug, 
t~e _pomt shall be submitted to the adjudication of chemists and pharmacists nominated in a 
Similar manner. · 

Article J. 

The imP?rtation, exportation, transit through the territory of the Republic, purchase, sale, 
transfer by gift, possession, warehousing or use in whatsoever form of heroin-diacetylmorphine 
-and of any preparations containing them as mentioned in Decree No. 4 of October 24th, 1928, 
shall continue to be strictly prohibited. · · 

Any quantity of heroin or preparations containing it, found in the possession of any 
persons or commercial establishments, shall be deemed to be contraband and the owner shall 
be liable to confiscation of the drug, together with the penalty laid do~ in Article 19 of this 
Law. 

Article 4· 

The importatic;m, exporta;tion, transit through the territory of the Republic, purchase, 
aale, tra~~r ~y gi!t, posse~Ion, warehousing or use in whatsoever form of Indian Hemp 
(Ct~nnabis •ndwa), 10 any of Its forms as referred to in Decree No. 5 of October 24th 1928 • ~ 
shall continue to be prohibited. ' ' 



- Jt}I-
• 

Sii_Jlilarly, the cultivation of the aforementioned plant shall continue "to be prohibited ; 
the police and public health authorities shall, after summary investigation, confiscate the hemp 
and destroy the seeds. 

Any violation of the foregoing provision shall be punished in accordance with Article 19 
of the present Law. 

. Any person found working as a labourer in an Indian hemp plantation shall be liable to 
a fme of from 50 to soo colons or to imprisonment for not less than one and not exceeding two 
months. 

Article 5· 

· Medicinal opium, its extracts, alkaloids. and their salts, cocaine and its salts, as well as 
products derived from all these drugs, shall be imported exclusively by the Government, which 
shall also be alone authorised to sell them in the manner regulated by the present Law. 

Provisional Clause.-Authorised pharmaceutical establishments which, through permits 
obtained under Decree No. 3 of March 15th, 1927, have imported and possess any quantity 
of the drugs mentioned in this article shall send to the Dangerous Drugs Board within thirty 
days of the publication of this Law a detailed return of the exact quantity of stock they 
hold, together with a reference to the licence used for import or particulars of the manner, 
being lawful, in which the goods were obtained, and also the original invoice. The Board shall 
pay the owner for such stocks, and in the event of disagreement as to the price, the degree of 
purity or the condition of the drug, the procedure described in the provisional clause of 
Article 2 shall be followed. 

Article 6. 

On expiry of the period of thirty days mentioned in the preceding article and Article 2, 
any quantity of the drugs mentioned therein which has not been declared and which is 
found in the possession of any establishment whatsoever shall be deemed to be contraband, 
and the owner shall be liable to confiscation of the goods and to the penalty laid down in 
Article 19 of the present Law. · 

Article 7· 

The executive authorities shall take such steps as may be necessary for the opening of a 
department to deal in narcotic drugs the importation of whioh is not prohibited. This 
department shall sell only to private and hospital pharmacies and to doctors' dispensaries the 
authorised narcotic drugs of .which they wish to obtain a supply. 

The said department shall be placed under the control of an Administrative Board whose 
duty it shall be to supervise and verify the importation, stocks and sales of dangerous drugs. 
This Board shall comprise one representative each of the Department of Health, the Faculty 
of Medicine and the Faculty of Pharmacy respectively. The Board shall be responsible for 
supplying the department with such drugs as shall be necessary for the maintenance of the 
requisite assortment. If the drugs bought in the country under Article 5 of this Law do not 
suffice, or if certain of those necessary for making up the assortment are lacking, the Board 
shall order the necessary quantities.~ . . 

The executive power shall be authorised to spend such sums as may be necessary for 
acquiring drugs in the country or for such new purchases as may be required, and the necessary 

.credits shall be included in the present and future budgets. 
' The Administrative Board shall obtain the exclusive services of a qualified pharmacist 

who shall be responsible for the despatch of authorised dangerous drugs and to whom the Board 
shall assign a suitable salary. The said Board may be composed of persons who are not 
practitioners, and all members shall give their services free of charge. 

Article 8. 

The members of the Board delegated by the Faculties of Medicine and Pharmacy shall be 
selected at the general assemblies of the respective faculties. The pharmacist responsible for 
the Department ot Dangerous Drugs shall be appointed by the Health Department from a list 
of three persons subrrutted by the Administrative Board. The members of the Board shall 
remain in office two years and shall be eligible for re-election. 

Article 9· 

Liability to serve as member of the Administrative Board for Dangerous Drugs shall be 
compulsory for all citizens. Exemption may, however, be granted to those who : 

(a) Can furnish legal proof of chronic ill-healt~! . . . 
(b) Have occupied the same or some other mumctpal offtce durmg the prevtous 

two years; · · · h" h · 1 all (c) Have been appoint~d to a public post the holdmg of w tc ts eg y 
incompatible with membership of the Board ; 

(d) Are 6o years of age; . . . 
(~) Have eight or more legtttmate or legally recogmsed children; . 
(f) Are obliged to move their residence to a place other than that at which the 

Boar4's headqua.rters are situated. · 't 
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A rlif;k IO. 

No person shall be able to make purchases fro~ the Dep~tm~nt ~d the latter shall 8111: 
be able to sell authorised drugs Without a spectal authonsabon Issued by the Healt'li 
Department in the name of the esta~li~ment making t~e. application. The . Health 
Department shall only issue an authonsabon after ascertammg the use to which the 
purchaser's previous stock has been put, and in accorda.nce wi~h prescriptions of doctors or 
other practitioners en~itl~d to issue them. The quantity delivered shall not exceed that 
indicated in the prescnpbon presented. 

The purchaser shall take the authorisation. of the H~alth D~partment. to the Central 
Revenue Office and deposit the value of. the arbcle or articles. whtch h~ destres to b~y : l_le 
shall then hand the receipt for his depostt to the Department of Narcotic Drugs, wh1ch Will 
issue the goods. 

Article II. 
~ 

The Department of Narcotic Drugs shall keep a. record of transactions and submit to the. 
Board a daily statement of sales effected, accompamed by the necessary vouchers. 

As need arises the pharmacist shall inform the Board of such drugs as should be ordered 
in order to keep th~ stock at an adequate level ; the Board shall communicate such information 
to the Treasury Department, which shall place the orders and deliver the drugs to the Board, 
a list of the goods being provided and an acknowledgment of receipt being given. 

Such drugs shall be sold at cost price, plus 25 centimos of a colon per gramme, together. 
with a surcharge of five centimos on each flask containing authorised dangerous drugs. The 
profits shall be utilised for the payment of salaries and for defraying the costs of the 
Department. 

Article 12. 

The Administrative Board for Dangerous Drugs shall each month make a detailed 
inventory of the Department's stocks. As an exceptional measure, inventories shall also be 
made at such times as the Health Department may require. 

Article 13. 

The Board shall publish in the Official journal a monthly statement of sales effected by 
the Department, particulars being given of the names and addresses of purchasers, date, 
purchases, and the descriptio"n and quantity of articles purchased. 

Article 14. 

The administration of narcotic drugs in therapeutic doses shall be prescribed only by 
qualified doctors, surgeons, dentists and veterinary surgeons. 

Article I5. 

Pharmacies and dispensaries shall deliver narcotic drugs only on receipt of a prescription 
written in ink or indelible pencil and signed with the full name of the qualified practitioner 
who prescribes them in therapeutic doses. 

Doctors shall sign three copies of any prescription for narcotic drugs or their derivatives• 
one copy being given to the patient to be presented at the pharmacy or dispensary, a SeCOJW! · 

being retained and filed by the doctor and the third being sent by the doctor in a sealed · 
envelope to the Department of Health. 

Pharmacies and dispensaries shall retain the said prescriptions and shall, whenever required, 
produce them to the competent authorities or to the Health Department in pursuance of 
Article 9· 

Prescriptions shall be written in indelible pencil in interleaved notebooks, two carbon 
copies being taken : the latter should be as legible as possible. 

Article I6. 
' 

Th~ Department of Na~cotic Drugs sh~ll prepar~ an~ sell to pharmacies and dispensaries 
parepnc and laudanum, wtthout the spectal authorisation of the Health Department being 
requtred. 

The alcoh,?l required for sue~ preparation~ ,shall be supplied by the National Distillery, 
full records bemg kept of transactions. The mtxture shall be prepared under the supervision 
of the Board or of the official appointed by it. . · · : · . · . 

A rlicle I 7. 

. . The. same cli;P:utinent ~hall prepare and sell to pharmacies and diSpensaries any 
preparation contammg narcotic drugs, provided that the formula is considered efficacious and 
15 approved by the College of Pharmacists and the Faculty' of ~ediCine. . 

A rlicle IS . 

. Any person proved, after an investigation in which he shall be examined to have.... 
habttqUy and Without medical prescription used opium, its extracts or alkaloicb of their.,.. 
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salts, cocaine or its salts or Indian hemp, shall be liable to a penalty of from thirty to ninety 
da,ys' imprisonment without the option of a fine, and shall be confined until cured in a suitable 
inftitution. . 

Article 19. 

A~y person proved to have sold narcotic drugs, the importation of which is carried on 
exclus!ve.ly by the Government or its accredited representative, without a doctor's 
prescnpbon : any doctor illicitly prescribing such drugs in doses which in the opinion of the 
Faculty. of Medicine are not justified by therapeutical requirements, and any persons 
attempting to induce others illicitly to use opium, its extracts, alkaloids and their salts, or 
salts of cocaine and heroin, or illegally trafficking in such drugs, shall be liable to imprisonment 
for not less than one and not exceeding two years without the option of a fine ; in the event of 
the persons thus convicted being proprietors of pharmaceutical establishments or medical 

~ractitioners, they shall, in addition to the penalties described above, be absolutely and 
t perma~ently prohibited from trading in drugs of any class whatever, or from exercising their 

professton. 

r. 

Any person suspected of offences punishable under the present law shall not be admitted 
to bail, the presumption of guilt remaining established against them juris tantum. All cases 
of violation of the law enumerated in this article shall be judged in accordance with. the 
previsions of the Code of Criminal Procedure, the jurisdiction being determined by the 
provisions of the Organic Law on Judicial Tribunals. 

Article 20. 

The Board of Health, acting through the sanitary and police authorities, may, whenever 
there are reasonable grounds for doing so, order the registration of all suspected houses and 
houses in which it is believed that the smoking of opium and Indian hemp is practised, in 
pursuance of the rules and provisions of domiciliary registration laid down in Article 227 and 
those following of the Code of Criminal Procedure. 

Article 21. 

The judicial proceedings in respect of offences mentioned in the present law shall b. 
governed by the tenth chapter of the law for the protection of Public Health, March 12th, 1923e 

Article 22. 

Executive decrees No. 3, of March 15th, 1927, and Nos. 4 and 5, of October znd, 1928, 
together with all laws containing provisions contrary to the present law, shall be abrogated. 

To be communicated to the Executive Authorities. 

DONE in the Sal6n des Sesiones del Congreso, Palacio Nacional, San Jose, the twenty
sixth day of September, 1930. 

(Signerl) 0. F. RoHRMOSER, 
Presirlent. 

(Signea) Asdrnbal VILLALOBOS, 
First Secretary. 

(Signerl) A. BALTODANO B., 
Seconrl Secretary. 

San Jose, .the twenty-ninth day of September, 1930. 
To be put into effect. 

(Signerl) Cleto Gonzalez VIQUEZ. Secretary of State in the Public Health Office: 
(Signerl} Sol6n NuREz. 

Conf.L.F.S.91. 
ANNEX 34. 

CHILEAN LEGISLATION AT PRESENT IN FORCE WITH 
REGARD TO NARCOTIC DRUGS. 

(Communicated by the Chilean Delegation.) 

Chile has· always endeavoured to prevent the immoderate use of narcoti~ drugs in her 
territory and is one of the countries in which th~ir sale ~d use ~as ?een most st.r1ctlyr~ated. 

The immoderate use of these produc.ts (opium ~d 1ts denvatlves, morphme, herom •. etc., 
cocaine) is considered harmful by th~ V,!lriOl;IS count~es, and the ~~>Vern~ents have ~ccordingly 
recognised the necessity of establishing mtemabonal superVISion, Without which all the 
independent measures taken by any ~ne of them would have no effec~. . 

" Chile was one of the first countnes to accept and apply all the mternattonal measures 
designed to regulate the traffic in opium. 
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The (ollowin~ provisions are contained in AttiClE$ 3I3 and 3I4 of the Penal Cod~: 
" Article 3I3.-Any person who, without a proper authorisation, prepares 

substances or products harmful to health or engages in commerce therein-this 
being prohibited-shall be punished by penal internment of the middle degree 
(penal servitude varying from 541 days to three years). 

" Article 3I4.-Any person not duly authorised to manufacture or deal in the 
substances or products mentioned in the previous article, who manufactures or sells 
them without complying with the formalities laid down in the respectiv~ regulatio.ns, 
shall be sentenced to penal internment of the lowest degree (penal serVItude var}'lng 
from 6r to 540 days) and to a fine varying from Ioo to 300 pesos." 

TIJe regulations governing the importation an~ sale of opiut" and it~ ~erivatives and of coca, 
cocai~~e and t/Je like, of January 8th, 1925, contam the followmg provtstons : 

"Article I.-No opium, either in paste or powder, or its derivatives, and no 
coca, cocaine and its substitutes may be imported into the country except for 
medicinal and pharmaceutical purposes and with the authorisation of the Director
General of Health 

" Article 2.-All pharmacists, druggists or laboratories making pharmaceutical 
preparations shall be required to keep an up-to-date register in which must be recorded 
the substances referred to in Article I entering or leaving the establishment, with 
particulars of the dates and quantities, the surnames, Christian names and addresses 
of the sellers and purchasers and, in the latter case, those of the medical practitioner 
who prescribed the said substances. 

" 
" Article 4.-No notice shall be taken of any application for a permit to import 

into the country any of the substances in question unless it is accompanied by a copy 
of the narcotics register referred to in the previous article and satisfactory proof of 
the bona fide nature of the latter is furnished to the Director-General of Health, 
except in the case of a first application. 

"Article 5.-Should a pharmacist wish to purchase one of the substances in 
question from a druggist he must produce the record of the previous purchase, 

~except in the case of a first request, and must prove that this previous purchase has 
been used for legitimate purposes. The pharmacist and his dispenser must then si,zn 
the alkaloids register kept by the druggist." 

Articles 6 and 7 deal with the destructiOn or confiscation of substances seized on account 
of illicit importation or sale. 

ArtLles 39. 41 and 42 of the Regulations concerning Pharmacir.s, of October 26th, 1926, 
contain the following provisions : 

" Article 39.-No prescription containing a dangerous medicament, whatever 
the dose, shall be made up unless the manner in which it is to be used and the purpose 
for which it is intended are clearly explained therein. · 

" Neither shall any prescription containing a simple medicament or pharma
ceutical preparation against which there is an asterisk in the National Pharma
copreia or ' Petitorio ' be made up if the dose prescribed exceeds the ~aximum laid 
down in the said Pharmacopreia or ' Petitorio '. unless the dose is written out in 
words and a clear and unequivocal statement ordering this dose ts made at the foot 
of the prescription and signed by the practitioner. 

" Article 4I.-Prescriptions containing one or more medicaments qualified as 
dangerous in the National Pharmacopreia or ' Petitorio • shall not be made up a 
second or further time except when an order to this effect is given and signed by the 
practitioner. In this case a stamp shall be placed crosswise on the prescription to 
show that it is to be repeated. 

" Article 42.-No opium or coca and its derivatives may be sold by druggists 
except to the owners of pharmacies legally established in the country. 

" All drugpsts must keep up to date two registers in which must be entered the 
p~chases and sales respectively of the substances indicated by the General 
Dtrectorate of Health, with particulars of the quantities, surnames and Christian 
names of the sellers and purchasers ; each register must be sublnitted to the health 
or judicial authorities at their request." 

As regards the illicit traffic, the Chamber of Deputies has approved the following Draft 
1.4.: 

" Article I.-The importation, retail sale and consumption of opium in powder 
or paste and its derivatives (with the exception of codeine and its combinations) ; 
coca and cocaine and other substances producing like effects shall be subject to the 
provisions of the present law . . . 

" A previous authorisation must be obtained from the Health Directorate for the 
transit of these products. 

. . . " Article :a.-. Any person clandestinely importing, selling retail or facilitating the 
illictt consumption of the substances referred to in the previous article shall be 
liable to the penalties laid down in Article 3.i3 of the Penal Code. · · 

4 
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.. If th: offe~ce is compijtt41d b; afcivil or commercial- compan"y or by a 
corpora~ion or foundation wifh legal personality, the manager or director of the said 
company or the chairman of the said corporation or foundation sh:Ul be held 
responsible in the absence of proof to the contrary. The products forming the 
corpus delicti shall be confiscated. . 

'1 " Article 3.-The retail sale of the products referred to in Article I in quantities 
which might be harmful shall only be authorised by medical prescription. The doctor 
prescribing them shall state on each prescription after what interval and in what 
manner it may be repeated. 

" Article 4.-_ Any establishment selling retail or employing the products referred • 
to in this law shall keep up to date a special register which shall be ir;spected by the 
General Directorate of Health and in which the products entering and leaving the 
establishment shall be recorded . 

" Article 5.-The establishment or businesses found to be using these products for 
illicit purposes shall be closed without prejudice to the penalties applicable to their 
owners or managers in accordance with Article 2. 

" Article 6.-The General Directorate of Health and the General Directorate of 
Carbineers of the Republic shall supervise the application of this Law." 

In accordance with Article 13 of the Geneva Convention signed on February 19th, 1925, 
certain conditions are laid down for the importation of narcotic drugs (our country does 
not . export those substances). 

Supennsion over narcotics is exercised by the General Directorate of Health. This very 
·strict supervision, which is carried out by the Foodstuffs and Drugs Section, begins with the 

... granting of an import licence to the druggist and ends with ascertaining that the substances 
II tlave been used for legitimate purposes. 

Only legally established druggists' shops or pharmacies are allowed to deal in heroic 
ii drugs. The owner or his representative desirous of importing one of these products is required 
p fjrst of all to submit a request to the General Directorate of Health, which grants or refuses the 

import licence. 

' 

As soon as the drug purchased abroad reaches the country-consigned to a first-class 
Customs office (Arica, Iquique, Antofagasta, Valparaiso, Talcahuano, Valdivia, Magallanes), 
a further application must be made for permission to clear it. l 

The General Directorate of Health then issues the necessary authorisation. 
The new Health Code promulgated on May 29th, 1931, contains the following provisions 

which relate directly or indirectly to this problem : 

"BooK II.-PROPHYLAXIS. 

" Chapter I.-Preventive Centres. 

" Article 36.-The National Health Service shall establish centres to protect the 
population from factors harmful to health. These establishments shall for 
preference be attached to the hospital services 

" BooK IV.-HEALTH REGULATIONS. 

"Chapter I.-Medicinal or Pharmaceutical Products and Foodstuffs. 

" Article 171.-A medicinal product shall be regarded as falsified : 

" (a) If the exact formula of its composition is not mentioned on the 
container or if there is a statement or design thereon relating to the ingredient 
or ingredients composing it which is in any way false or misleading. 

-" • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • 
0 • • • • • 0 

" (d) If the l~bel on.the cont:Uner or. packet does not sp~cify the quantity 
of alcohol, opium, morphine, herom, ~oca~ne, chloroform, Indian hemp, ch:,loral 
hydrate or any other substitute or denvahve of those or other substances hkely 
to produce addiction contained in the product. 

" Article 178.-No pharm~ceutical spe~iality" mar:~ b~ imported into or 
manufactured in the country w1thout a prevwus authonsahon from the General 
Directorate of Health ; it must also be registered by the said Directorate before it can 
be sold or distributed in any way. 

" Nevertheless the General Directorate may provisionally authorise the 
importation, distribution ~l!d sale of ~ot more th~n 20 u~its o_f a pharmaceutical 
speciality for urgent medicmal use, Without preVIous reg~strahon. 

• "Samples of no value intende~ for. medical propaganda and submitted. ynth a 
view to obtaining a licence and r_eg~straho!l shall be exempted from the prOVISions of 
this article in the quantities la1d down m the Regulations. 

' 

.-
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q}, .. A,.U xllq.-The Gen~al Di~~t\te of· H~t~ ·:1; J(Jr alithori~ 
t manufacture, iJnportation._preparation, pacldng or sale of, and shall refuse to regi •... 

a pharmaceutiCal speciality in the following cases : · · . · · · • 
" (x) If any of the provisions concerning contaminated, adulterat~<ij'1>r 

falsified medicinal products have been infrin~ed ;; · • .. 
" (2) If the formula is inaccurate or contains an exces~ve numbef' of 

components, or if these components• are chemically 9r ,therapeli!tic~ 
incompatible ; · · . .,-. 

" (3) If, as a result of analysis, it is found that the formula specified by·tq'-
manufacturer, agent or seller does not correspond to the 4i;Outents; . 

" (4) If, in the opinion of the General Directorate of Health, this remedy 
is harmful to health. •. · 

• 
"Arhcle 191.-The importation, manufacture, sale, consumption. or possessiotJ 

of opium, either in powder or paste, and its derivatives, of coca and its preparations.t ' 
cocaine and its substitutes, and, in general, of any narcotic product or drug and o~her 
substances producing like effects, shall be subject to the proVIsions oi the special 
~egulations to be promulgated by the President of the Republic. 

" Arlicle 192.-The transit through Chilian territory of the substances menHWiirif\ 
in the previous article, intended for foreign countries, shall be governed by..-tlf~ 
provisions of the. respective regulations, without prejudice to the obligation!~... 
contracted by the Government in its international conventions and treaties. .. · ., 

" A.rlicle 193.-The possession of these substances, when this has not been 
legally authorised by the Gen~ral Directorate of Health or by a medical presctiptio\\ 
shall be regarded as an infringement of one of the above-mentioned articles. ··•· . 

• 

" C1HIIIIr Yl.·-Pettalities for Infringement of the Health Regulations.· 
.,, -~ 

.. Article 2.of4.-Without prejudice to the provisions of Articles 188 and 189. any,J 
infrillgement relating to the manufacture, importation and sale of narcotic druR& 1 
and substances likely to produce addiction, and any infringement concerning ih,e 

, ~"adulteration, falsification or contamination of any other product mentioned in th4 . 
law shall further be punished by the seizure and confiscation of those substances 
or products, and, where this is considered expedient, by the closing of the premises in 
which they were prepared or sold, until such time as their reopening is authorised by 
the General Director of Health." 

••• 
This survey shows that the Chilian Government is doing its utmost to carry out the 

obligations undertaken by it in ratifying the Hague Opium Convention of 1912. 
The strict application of these legal provisions as a whole has largely contributed to the 

reduction of addiction and of the illicit traffic in drugs. , 
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CONVE~I~N ~OUR LIMIT:R LA F~BRl(JATION .-J.r ·~GL~~!!Tf~f 
• LA DISTRIBUTibN DES STUPiWlA~T~. , . •• ·;.."f ... '· 

.- ~ . . . .. • • • • • • • • 0 • • • 
• • • ~ • •• • 0 

D~t compMter Ies dispositions des Co~ventions iilternationales ?:'l'opiu~··si,nees ! • 
LaHaye le 23 jam>ier 1912 eta Gen~ve ~e 19 fevner 1925, en rendan~ effec~1Y'e par vo1e <\a€cord 
international Ia limitation de Ia fabncatlon des stupef1ants au~ besoms leg•.bmes dU moQ(Iie 'po~ 
les U$llge5 mMicaux et scientifiques, et en reglementant leur distribution, • .:. •• • 

Ont j~ide de conclure une Convention a cet effet, et ont designe pour ~ut~ plenipot~n,fijite\: 

......................... ·. " .......... ·. ~ 
Lesquels, apres's•~tre communique leurs pleins pouvoirs, trouves en bonne et .e foqpe* 

sont convenus des dispositions suivantes : 

CHAPITRE I. - DtFINITIONS. 

Article premier. 

Sauf indication expresse contraire, les definitions ci-apres s'appliquent a todtes l;!!..J 
dispositions de Ia presente Convention : · ... "'J 

I. Par 1 Convention de Geneve •. on entend Ia Convention internationale de l'opililj 
signee a Geneve le 19 fevrier 1925. ~ 

.. lr. Par« Drogues •. on entend les drogues suivantes, qu'elles soient partiellement fabriquees · 
ou entierement raffinees : 

Grot~pe I. 

SOtiS-groupe (a) : 

i) La morphine et ses sels, y compris les preparations faites en partant ·· 
directement de l'opium brut ou medicinal et contenant plus de 20% de morphine ; 

ii) La diacetylmorphine et les autres esters (ethers-sels) de Ia morphine et leurs 
sels; 

iii) La cocaine et ses sels, y compris les preparations faites en partant 
directement de la feuille de coca et con tenant plus de o,I% de cocaine, tousles esters 
de I' ecgonine et leurs sels ; 

iv) La dihydrooxycodeinone (dont l'eucodal, nom depose, est un sel), Ia 
dihydrocodeinone (dont le dicodide.l nom depose, est un sel), Ia dihydromorphinone 
(dont le dilaudide, nom depose-; est un sel), l'acetylodihydrocodeinone ou 
l'acetylodemethylodihydrothebaine (dont l'acedicone, nom depose, est un sel), Ia 
dihydromorphine (dont le paramorfan, nom depose, est un sel), leurs esters et les sels 
de l'une quelconque de ces substances et leurs esters,la N-oxymorphine (genomorphine, 
nom depose), les composes N-oxymorphimques, ainsi que -les autres composes • 
morphiniques a azote pentavalent. 

• • .. 
SOtiS-groupe (b) : .. 

. ' 

• L'ecgonine, Ia thebaine et leurs sels, les ethers-oxydes de Ia morphine, tels que la 
benzylmorphine, et leurs sels, a !'exception de Ia methylmorphine (codeine), de 
!'ethylmorphine et de leurs sels. 

• 
wot~pe II. :'1 

La methylmorphine (codeine), l'ethylnlorphine et leurs sels, . ' 
Les substances mentionnees dans le present paragraphe seront considerees comm& ' 

1 drogues •, m~me lorsqu'elles llel'ont produites par v01e synthetique. · . . 
Les tennes 1 Groupe I • et c Groupe II • designent respectivement les groupes I et II du 

pr&ent paragraphe. • 
3· Par .~ optum brut •, on entend le sue coagule spontanement, obtenu des c~ps'Ules du 

pavot somrufere (Paptl:l1er rt>mniferum L.) et n'ayant subi que les manipulations lli!c,ssaires a 
son empaque~age et a.e;on transport, quel,le 9ue soi~ sa te~eur en morp~ine. · · 

Par 1 ~urn ~ed1cmal • •. on en~nd I op1um qm a sub1 le~ preparations nec.i!-irE;s pour
son ~~aptabon 11 usage mediCal, so1t en poudre ou granule, solt en forme de m6la118' avec del 
mat_.es neutres, selo~ les exigenees ~e Ia pharmacopee. . · · 
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CONVENTION FOR LIMITING THE MANUFACTURE AND REGULATING 
THE DISTRIBUTION OF NARCOTIC DRUGS. 

. . . . . ·-. . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
... Desiring to supplement the provisions of the International Opium Conventions, signed at The 

. ~agu~ ~n January 23rd, I9I2,_ ~d ll:t Geneva on February r9th, 1925, by rendering effective by 
mt~x:nat10nal ~eement the fumtation of the manufacture of narcotic drugs to the world's 
leg~tunate requirements for medical and scientific purposes and by regulating their distribution, 
· !'fave r:es«?lved to conclude a Convention for that purpose and have appointed as their 
Plempotenbanes: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

~0, having communicated to one another their full powers, found in good and due fonn, 
have agreed as follows: 

CHAPTER I. - DEFINITIONS. 

A1'ticle I. 

. Except_where otherwise expressly indicated, the following definitions shall apply throughout 
this Convention: 

r. The tenn " Geneva Convention" shall denote the International Opium Convention signed 
at Geneva on February 19th, 1925 . 

. 2. The tenn " the drugs " shall denote the following drugs whether partly manufactured or 
completely refined: 

&oup 1. 

Sub-g,oup (a): 

(i) Morphine and its salts, including preparations made directly from raw or medicinal 
opium and containing more than 20 per cent of morphine; 

(ii) Diacetylmorphine and the other esters of morphine and their salts; · 
(iii) Cocaine and its salts, including preparations made direct from the coca leaf 

and containing more than o.r per cent of. cocaine, all the esters of ecgonine and their 
salts; . 

(iv) Dihydrohydrooxycodeinone (of which the substance registered under the name 
of eucodal is a salt); dihydrocodeinone (of which the substance registered under the name 
of dicodide is a salt), dihydromorphinone (of which the substance registered under the 
name of dilaudide is a salt), acetyldihydrocodeinone or acetyldemethylodihydrothebaine 
(of which the substance registered under the name of acedicone is a salt) ; dihydromorphine 
(of which the substance registered under the name of patamorfan is a salt), their esters 
and the salts of any of these substances and of their esters, morphine-N-oxide (registered 
trade name genomorphine), also the morphine-N..oxide derivatives, and the other 
pentavalent nitrogen morphine derivatives. 

Sub-g,-oup (b): 

Ecgonirie, thebaine and their salts, benzylmorphine and the other ethers of morphine, 
and their salts, except methylmorphine (codeine), ethylmorphine and their salts. 

&oupii. 

Methylmorphine (codeine), ethylmorphine and their salts. 

The substances mentioned in this paragraph shall be considered as drugs even if produced by 
a synthetic process. 

The tenns " Group I " and " Group II " shall respectively denote Groups I and II of this 
paragraph. . . . . 

3· " Raw opium " means the spontaneously coagula!ed JUice obtamed from th~ caps~es 
of the Papave,- somnifei'Um L., whi~ has only been sub!Il1tted to the necessary. marupulations 
for packing and transport, whatever 1ts content of morphine. 

" Medicinal opium " means raw ~pium whi~ hilS undergone the. processes necessary to adapt 
it for medicinal use in accordance With the reqmrements of the nabonal pharmaco~a, whether 
in powdet fonn or granulated or otherwise or mixed with neutral materials. 
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"Morphine" means the principal alkaloid of opium having the chemical formula C11H180 3N. 
"Diacetylmorphine" means diacetylmorphine (diamorphine, heroin) having the formula 

C21H 230 5N (C17H17(C2H30).03N). 
"Coca leaf" means the leaf of the Erythroxylon Coca Lamarck and the Erythroxylon novo

granatense (Morris) Hieronymus and their varieties, belonging to the family of Erythroxylacere 
a~d the _leaf of other species of this genus from which it may be found possible to extract cocaine, 
e1ther directly or by chemical transformation. 

:·Cocaine" means methyl-benzoyl laevo-ecgonine ([~] D 20° = -16°4) in 20 per cent 
solution of chloroform of which the formula is C17H210 4N. 

".Ecgonine " means laevo-ecgonine ([~] D 20° = - 45°6 in 5 per cent solution of water), 
of whtch the formula is C9Hu03N.H.,O, and all the derivatives of laevo-ecgonine which might serve 
industrially for its recovery. • 

The following drugs are defined by their chemical formulre as set out below: 

Dihydrohydrooxycodeinone . 
Dihydrocodeinone . . . . . 
Dihydromorphinone 
Acetyldihydrocodeinone or } 
Acetyldemethylodihydrothebaine 
Dihydromorphine . . . . . . 
Morphine-N-Oxide 
Thebaine ...... . 
Methylmorphine (codeine) 
Ethylmorphine . 
Benzylmorphine . . . . 

4· The term " manufacture " shall include any process of refining. 
The term " conversion " shall denote the transformation of a drug by a chemical process, 

with the exception of the transformation of alkaloids into their salts. . 
When one of the drugs is converted into another of the drugs this operation shall be 

considered as conversion in relation to the first-mentioned drug and as manufacture in relation 
to the other. 

The term " estimates " shall denote estimates furnished in accordance with Articles 2 to 5 
of this Convention and, unless the context otherwise requires, shall include supplementary 
estimates. 

The term "reserve stocks " in relation to any of the drugs shall denote the stocks required 

(i) For the normal domestic consumption of the country or territory in which they are 
maintained, 

(ii) For conversion in that country or territory, and 
(iii) For export. 

The term " Government stocks " in relation to any of the drugs shall denote stocks kept 
under Government control for the use of the Government and to meet exceptional circumstances. 

Except where the context otherwise requires, the term " export " shall be deemed to include 
re-export. 

CHAPTER II. - ESTIMATES. 

Article z. 

I. Each High Contracting Party shall furnish annually, for each of the drugs in respect 
of each of his territories to which this Convention applies, to the Permanent Central Board, 
constituted under Chapter VI of the Geneva Convention, estimates in accordance with the 
provisions of Article 5 of this Convention. 

2. In the event of any High Contracting Party failing to furnish, by the date specified 
in paragraph 4 of Article 5, an estimate ~ respect of a~y of his territories to. which this Con-o:enti~n 
applies, an estimate will, so far as posstble, be furnished by the Supervtsory Body specified m 
paragraph 6 of Article 5· 

3· The Permanent Central Board shall request estimates for countries or territories to which 
this Convention does not apply to be made in accordance with the provisions of this Convention. 
If for any such country estimates are not furnished, the Supervisory Body shall itself, as far 
as possible, make the estimate. 

Article J. 

Any High Contracting Party may, if necessa.ry, in any year furni~ in respect of ~y of his 
territories supplementary estimates for that terntory fo~ that year w1th an explanahon of the 
circumstances which necessitate such supplementary eshmates. 
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"Morphine" means the principal alkaloid of opium having the chemical formula C11H110aN. 
. "Diacetyhnorphine" means diacetyhnorphine (dianiorphine, heroin) having the formula 
CuH230 6N (C17H17(C2H30)~0aN). 

· " Coca leaf " means the leaf of the Erytlwoxylon Coca Lamarck and the Erythroxylon novo
granatense (Morris) Hieronymus and their ~eties, belonging to the family of Erythroxylacez 
~d the leaf of other ~cies of this genus from which it may be found possible to extract cocaine, 
either directly or by chemical transformation. 

:·Cocaine" means methyl-benzoyl laevo-ecgonine ((«) D 20" = -r6"4) in 20 per cent 
solution of chloroform of which the formula is C17H110,N. · 

".Ecgonine " means laevo-ecgonine ([«] D 20" = - 45"6 in 5 per cent solution of water), 
of which the formula is C9H110aN.H20, and all tlie derivatives of laevo-ecgonine which might serve 
industrially for its recovery. 

The following drugs are defined by their chemical formulre as set out below: 

Dihydrohydrooxycodeinone . 
Dihydrooodeinone • . . . . 
Dihydromorphinone . . 
Acetyldihydrocodeinone or } 
Acetyldemethylodihydrothebaine 
Dihydromorphine 
Morphine-N -Oxide 
Thebaine .... 
Methyhnorphine (codeine) 
Ethyhnorphine . . . . . 
Benzyhnorphine . . . . 

4· The term " manufacture " shall include any process of refining. 
The term " conversion " shall denote the transformation of a drug by a chemical proce.c;s, 

with the exception of the transformation of alkaloids into their salts. 
When one of the drugs is converted into another of the drugs this operation shall be 

considered as conversion in relation to the first-mentioned drug and as manufacture in relation 
to the other. 

The term " estimates " shall denote estimates furnished in accordance with Articles 2 to 5 
of this Convention and, unless the context otherwise requires, shall include supplementary 
estimates. 

The term " reserve stocks " in relation to any of the drugs shall denote the stocks required 

(i) For the normal domestic consumption of the country or territory in which they are 
maintained, 

(ii) For conversion in that country or territory, and 
(iii) For export. 

The term " Government stocks " in relation to any of the drugs shall denote stocks kept 
under Government control for the use of the Government and to meet exceptional circumstances. 

Except where the context otherwise requires, the term " export " shall be deemed to include 
re-export. 

CHAPTER II. -EsTIMATES. 

Article 3 • . 
I. Each High Contracting Party shall furnish annually, for each of the drugs in respect 

of each of his territories to which this Convention applies, to the Permanent Central Board, 
constituted under Chapter VI of the Geneva Convention, estimates in accordance with the 
provisions of Article 5 of this Convention. 

2. In the event of any High Contracting Party failing to furnish, by the date specified 
in paragraph 4 of Article 5, an estimate in respect of any of his territories to which this Convention 
applies, an estimate will, so far as possible, be furnished by the Supervisory Body specified in 
paragraph 6 of Article 5· 

3· The Permanent Central Board shall_request estimat':5 for countr!e.s or territ_ories to w~ch 
this Convention does not apply to be made m accordance WJth the proVISlons of this Convention. 
If for any such country estimates are not furnished, the Supervisory Body shall itself, as far 
as possible, make the estimate. 

Article J. 

Any High Contracting Party may, if necessary, in any year fum~ in respect of ~y of his 
territories supplementary estimates for that territory fo~ that year WJth an. explanation of the 
circumstances which necessitate such supplementary estimates. 
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Article 4-

1. Toute ~valuation foumie conform~ment aux ~icl~ pr6_<:Ments se rapportant a ~'u!le 
quelconque des 1 drogues • requises pour Ia consommabon mt6ne!ll'e du pays ou du. tet;1t01.re 

lequel elle est ~tablie, sera fond6e uniquement sur les besoms mMicaux et sc1entifi.ques 
~ pays ou de ce territoire. . 

a. 1..es Hautes Parties contractantes pourront, en dehors des stocks de r~rve, constltuer 
et maintenir des stocks d'Etat. 

A.rlicle 5· 
I. Les ~valuations prevues aux articles 2 a 4 de Ia pres~nte Convention devront ~tre ~ta~lies 

selon 1e modMe qui sera prescrit de temps a autre par le Com1t~ central permanent et commuruque 
par 1es soins de ce Comit~ a tous les Membres de Ia Soci6te des Nations et aux Etats non membres 
mentionn65 a !'article 27· 

2. Pour chacune des «drogues», soit sous Ia forme d'alcaloides ou sels 01,1 de preparations 
d'alcaloides ou sels, pour chaque ann6e et pour chaque pays ou territoire, les evaluations devront 
indiquer: 

4) La quantit~ nkessaire pour etre utilis6e comme telle pour les besoins mMicaux et 
scientifi.ques, y compris Ia quantite requise pour Ia fabrication des pr6parations pour I' expor
tation desquelles les autorisations d'exportation ne sont pas requises, que ces preparations 
soient destinees a Ia consommation inteneure ou a !'exportation; 

b) La quantit~ nkessaire aux fins de transformation, tant pour Ia consommation 
interieure que pour !'exportation; 

c) Les stocks de ~rve que l'on d6sire maintenir; 
d) La quantite·requise pour retablissement et le maintien des stocks d'Etat, ainsi qu'il 

est prevu a rarticle 4· 

Par total deS ~valuations pour chaque pays ou territoire, on entend Ia somme des quantites 
sp6cifiees sous les alineas 4) et b) du present paragraphe augmentee des quantites qui peuvent 
Mre n&essaires pour porter les stocks des r~rves et les stocks d'Etat au niveau d6sire, ou deduc
tion faite de toute quantite dont ces stocks pourraient depasser ce niveau. II ne sera tenu compte, 
toutefois, de ces augmentations ou de ces diminutions que pour autant que les Hautes Parties 
contractantes interessees auront fait parvenir en temps utile au Comit~ central permanent les 
evaluations necessaires. 

3· Chaque evaluation sera accompagn6e d'un expose de Ia methode employee pour calculer 
les differentes quantit65 qui y seront inscrites. Si les quantit6s calculees comportent une marge 
tenant compte des fluctuations possibles de Ia demande, !'evaluation devra preciser le montant 
de 1a marge ainsi prevue. II est entendu que, dans le cas de l'un~ quelconque des «drogues» qui 
sont ou peuvent etre comprises dans le groupe II, il peut etre necessaire de laisser une marge plus 
large que pour les aut.res c drogues ». 

4· Toutes les evaluations devront parvenir au Comit~ central permanent au plus tard le 
xer aoilt de l'ann6e qui precedera celle pour laquelle revaluation aura ete etablie. 

s. Les evaluations supplementaires devront etre adressees au Comite central permanent des 
leur etablissement. 

6. Les evaluations seront examinees par un Organe de contrl>le. La Commission consultative 
du trafic de ropium et aut.res drogues nuisibles de 1a Societe des Nations, le Comite central 
permanent, le Comite d'hygiene de 1a Soci~te des Nations et romce international d'Hygi~me 
publique auront le droit de d6signer chacun un membre de cet Organe. Le Secretariat de l'Organe 
de cont.rl>le sera assure par le Secretaire general de 1a Societe des Nations en s'assurant 1a collabo
ration et.roi.te du Comite central. 

Pour tout pays ou territoire pour Iequel une evaluation aura ete foumie, rorgane de contrl>le 
powra demander, sauf en ce qui conceme les besoins de rEtat, toute indication ou pr~cision 
supp~taire qu'il jugera necessaire, soit pour completer revaluation, soit pour expliquer les 
indicatlODS qui y figurent; a Ia suite des renseignements ainsi recueillis, il pourra modifier les 
evaluations avec le consentement de l'Etat interesse. Dans 1e cas de l'une quelconque des« drogues » 
qui sont ou peuvent ~re comprises dans le groupe II, une declaration sommaire sera suffi.sante. 

. 7· Apds avoir examin~. conformement au paragraphe 6 ci-dessus, les ~valuations foumies et 
apres avOlr fixe, conformement a l'article 2, les evaluations pour les pays ou territoires pour lesquels 
il n'en aura pas~ fourni, l'Organe de contrl>le adressera, par rentremise du Secretaire general et 
au plus tard 1e zer novembre de chaque ann6e, a tousles Membres de la Societe des Nations et aux 
Etats ~-membres mentionn65 a l'article 27 un etat contenant les evaluations pour chaque pays 
~ territoire; cet etat. ~ a.ccom~, pour autant que rorgane de contrale le jugera necessaire, 
d un expoae des explicatlODS fournies ou demandees, conformement au paragraphe 6 ci-dessus, et 
de toutes observatlODS que l'Organe de contrale tiendrait a presenter relativement a toute 
evaluation, explication ou demande d' explication. 

8. Toute evaluation supplanentaire communiqu6e au Comit6 central permanent au cours 
de 1'~ doit ~re ~raiUe sans ~lai par l'Organe de contrale suivant Ia procedure specifiee aux 
puapapbee 6 et 7 ci-dalus. 
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Article 4· 

I. Ev{'ry estimate furnished in accordance with the preceding Articles, so far as it relates 
to any of the drugs required for domestic consumption in the country or territory in respect 
of which it is made, shall be based solely on the medical and scientific requirements of that 
country or territory. 

2. The High Contracting Parties may, in addition to reserve stocks, create and maintain 
Government stocks. 

Article 5· 

I. Each estimate provided for in Articles 2 to 4 of this Convention shall be in the form from 
time to time prescribed by the Permanent Central Board and communicated by the Board to 
all the Members of the League of Nations and to the non-member States mentioned in Article 27. 

2. Every estimate shall show for each country or territory for each year in respect of each 
of the drugs whether in the form of the alkaloid or salts or of preparations of the alkaloids or salts; 

(a) The quantity necessary for use as such for medical and scientific needs, including 
the quantity required for the manufacture of preparations for the export of which export 
authorisations are not required, whether such preparations are intended for domestic consump
tion or for export ; 

(b) The quantity necessary for the purpose of conversion, whether for domestic 
consumption or for export; 

(c) The amount of the reserve stocks which it is desired to maintain; 
(d) The quantity required for the establishment and maintenance of any Government 

~tocks as provided for in Article 4· 

The total of the estimates for each country or territory shall consist of the sum of the amounts 
specified under (a) and (b) of this paragraph with the addition of any amounts which may be 
necessary to bring the reserve stocks and the Government stocks up to the desired level, or after 
deduction of any amounts by which those stocks may exceed that level. These additions or 
deductions shall, however, not be taken into account except in so far as the High Contracting 
Parties concerned shall have forwarded in due course the necessary estimates to the Permanent 
Central Board. 

3· Every estimate shall be accompanied by a statement explaining the method by which the 
several amounts shown in it have been calculated. If these amounts are calculated so as to 
include a margin allowing for possible fluctuations in demand, the estimates must indicate the 
extent of the margin so included. It is understood that in the case of any of the drugs which are 
or may be included in Group II, a wider margin may be necessary than in the case of the other 
drugs. 

4· Every estimate shall reach the Permanent Central Board not later than August 1st in 
the year preceding that in respect of which the estimate is made. 

5. Supplementary estimates shall be sent to the Permanent Central Board immediately 
on their completion. 

6. The estimates will be examined by a Supervisory Body. The Advisory Committee on the 
Traffic in Opium and other Dangerous Drugs of the League of Nations, the Permanent Central 
Board, the Health Committee of the League of Nations and the Office international d'Hygiene 
publique shall each have the right to appoint one member of this Body. The Secretariat of the 
Supervisory Body shall be provided by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations; who will 
ensure close collaboration with the Permanent Central Board. 

The Supervisory Body may require any further information or details, except as regards 
requirements for Government purposes, which it may consider necessary, in respect of any country 
or territory on behalf of which an estimate has been furnished in order to make the estimate 
complete or to explain any statement made therein, and may, with the consent of the Government 
concerned, amend any estimate in accordance with any information or details so obtained. It is 
understood that in the case of any of the drugs which are or may be included in Group II a summary 
statement shall be sufficient. 

7· After examination by the Supervisory Body as provided in paragraph 6 above of the esti
mates furnished, and after the determination by that Body as provided in Article 2 of the estimates 
for each country or territory on behalf of which no estimates have been furnished, the Supervisory 
Body shall forward, not later than November Ist in each year, through the intermediary of the 
Secretary-General, to all the Members of the League of Nations and non-member States referred 
to in Article 27, a statement containing the estimates for each country or territory, and, so far 
as the Supervisory Body may consider necessary, an account of any explanations given or required 
in accordance with paragraph 6 above, and any observations which the Supervisory Body may 
desire to make in respect of any such estimate or explanation, or request for an explanation. 

8. Every supplementary estimate sent to the P_ermanent C_entral Board in _the course of the 
year shall be dealt with without delay by the Supervisory Body m accordance w1th the procedure 
specified in paragraphs 6 and 7 above. 
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CBAPITRE III.- LIMITATION DE LA FABRfCATION. 

Amcle6. 

I. nne sera fabriqu~ dans aucun paY:! ou territoire, au cou~ d'un': ann~e quelconque, de 
quantiM d'une c drogue • quelconque su~rteure au total des quantit~s smvantes: 

a) La quantit~ requise, dans les limites des ~valuations J?<>Ur ce pays ou ce. te~toire, 
m cette a.nnre, pour etre u~ comme telle pour ses besoms mMtcaux et sctentifiques, r compmla quantit~ requise pour Ia fabrication ~es preparations pour 1: export:'-tion des9uelles 

1es autorisations d'exportation ne sont pas requtseS, que ces preparations sment destm~ a 
.]a ccwsommation intmeure ou a l'exp_ortation; . . . 

b) La quantit~ requise dans les limites des ~valuations pour ce pays ou ce temtmre, pour 
cette ann~. aux fins de transformation, tant pour Ia consommation int~rieure que pour 
!'exportation; 

c) La quantit~ qui pourra etre requise par ce pays ou ce territoire, pour l'ex~cution, au 
cours de l'ann~. des commandes destin~ a l'exportation et effectu~ conform~ment aux 
dispositions de Ia presente Convention; 

d) La quantit~ ~ventuellement requise par ce pays ou territoire pour maintenir les stocks 
de reserve au niveau ¢ifi~ dans les ~valuations de I' ann~e envisag~e; 

e) La quantiM ~ventuellement requise pour maintenir les stocks d'Etat au niveau 
~~ dans les ~valuations de l'ann~ envisag~e. 

2. D est entendu que si, a Ia fin d'une ann~. une Haute Partie contractante constate que Ia 
quantit~ fabriqu~ d~passe le total des quantit~ s~cifi~ ci-dessus, compte tenu des dMuctions 
prevues a I' article 7· premier alin~. cet exc~dent sera d~duit de la quantit~ qui doit etre fabriqu~e 
au cours de l'annee suivante. En transmettant leurs statistiques annuelles au Comit~ central 
permanent, les Hautes Parties contractantes donneront les raisons de ce d~passement. 

Arlicle 7· 
Pour chaque • drogue •, il sera dMuit de Ia quantit~ dont Ia fabrication est autorisee, confor

mement a l'article 6, au cours d'une annee quelconque, dans un pays ou territoire quelconque: 

i) Toute quantit~ de Ia • drogue • importee, y compris ce qui aurait ~t~ retourn~ et 
deduction faite de ce qui aurait et~ reexport~; 

ii) Toute quantit~ de ladite «drogue • saisie et ut~e comme telle pour Ia consommation 
int~ure ou Ia transformation. 

S'il est impossible d'effectuer pendant l'exercice en cours l'une des dMuction5 susmention
n~. toute quantite demeurant en excMent a Ia fin de l'exercice sera dMuite des ~valuations 
de l'annee suivante. 

Article 8. 
La quantit~ d'une • drogue • quelconque, import~ ou fabriqu~e dans un pays ou territoire aux 

fins de transformation, conformement aux ~valuations de ce pays ou de ce territoire, devra etre 
utilisee, si possible, en totaliM a cet effet pendant Ia ~riode visee par l'~valuation. 

Toutefois, s'il est impossible d'utiliser ainsi Ia quantiM totale dans Ia ~riode en question, 
Ia fraction demenrant inutilisee a Ia fin de I'annee sera dMuite des ~valuations de l'ann~e suivante 
pour ce pays ou ce territoire. 

Arlicle g. 

Si, au moment ou toutes les dispositions de Ia pr~ente Convention deviendront applicables, 
les stocks d'nne • drogue • existant a ce moment dans un pays ou territoire depassent le montant 
des stocks de reserve de cette c drogue • que ce pays ou territoire d~ire maintenir, conform~ment 
a se;; ~aluations, cet excMent sera dMuit de Ia quantit~ qui, normalement, pourrait etre fabriqu~e 
ou tmJ10!1~. selon le cas, au cours de l'annee, conform~ment aux di~positions de Ia pr~ente 
Convent1ou. . 

Si cette_ procMure n'est pas appliqu~. le gouvernement prendra en charge Ies stocks en 
~t existant au moment ou toutes les dispositions de Ia pr~ente Convention deviendront 
applica~les. Le gouvernement n'en d~livrera, a certains intervalles, que les quantit~s qui peuvent 
eire dBivr~. conformement a Ia Convention. Toutes les quantit~ ainsi d~livr~ au cours de 
l'ann~ seront deduites de Ia quantit~ totale destinee a etre fabriquee ou import~e. selon le cas, 
an cours de cette meme ann~. 

CHAPJTKE IV. - INTERDICTIONS ET RESTRICTIONS. 

Article zo. 

I. Lc;s Hautes Parties cont.r~antes interdiront I' exportation de leurs territoires de Ia diac~
tylmorphme et de ses sels, atnsJ que des pr~ations contenant de la diac~tylmorphine ou 
~a sels. 
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CHAPTER Ill. - LIMITATION OF MANUFACTURE. 

Arlicle 6. 

I. There shall not be manufactured in any country or territory in any one year a quantity 
of any of the drugs greater than the total of the following quantities: 

(a) The quantity required within the limits of the estimates for that country or territory 
for that year for use as such for its medical and scientific needs including the quantity required 

. for ~e manufacture of preparations for the export of which export authorisations are not 
reqwred, whether such preparations are intended for domestic consumption or for ex~rt; 

(b) The quantity required within the limits of the estimates for that country or temtory 
for that year for conversion, whether for domestic consumption or for export; 

. (c) Such quantity as may be required by that country or territory for the execution 
dunng the year of orders for export in accordance with the provisions of this Convention; 

(d) The quantity, if any, required by that country or territory for the purpose of main
taining the reserve stocks at the level specified in the estimates for that year; 

(e) The quantity, if any, required for the purpose of maintaining the Government stocks 
at the level specified in the estimates for that year. 

2. It is understood that, if at the end of any year, any High Contracting Party finds that the 
amount manufactured exceeds the total of the amounts specified above, less any deductions made 
under Article 7, paragraph I, such excess shall be deducted from the amount to be manufactured 
during the following year. In forwarding their annual statistics to the Permanent Central Board, 
the High Contracting Parties shall give the reasons for any such excess. 

Article 7-

There shall be deducted from the total quantity of each drug permitted under Article 6 to be 
manufactured in any country or territory during any one year: 

(i) Any amounts of that drug imported including any returned deliveries of the 
drug, less quantities re-exported. · 

(ii) Any amounts of the drug seized and utilised as such for domestic consumption 
or for conversion. 

If it should be impossible to make any of the above deductions during the course of the current 
year, any amounts remaining in excess at the end of the year shall be deducted from the estimates 
for the following year. 

Article 8. 

The full amount of any of the drugs imported into or manufactured in any country or territory 
. for the purpose of conversion in accordance with the estimates for that country or territory shall, 

if possible, be utilised for that purpose within the period for which the estimate applies. 
In the event, however, of it being impossible to utilise the full amount for that purpose within 

the period in question, the portion remaining unused at the end of the year shall be deducted 
from the estimates for that country or territory for the following year. 

Article 9· 

If at the moment when all the provisions of the Convention shall have come into force, the then 
existing stocks of any of the drugs in any country or territory exceeds the amount of the reservjl 
stocks of that drug, which, according to the estimates for that country or territory, it is desired to 
maintain, such excess shall be deducted from the quantity which, during the year, could ordinarily 
be imported or manufactured as the case may be under the provisions of this Convention. 

Alternatively, the excess stocks existing at the moment when all the provisions of the 
Convention shall have come into force shall be taken possession of by the Government and released 
from time to time in such quantities only as may be in conformity with the present Convention. 
Any quantities so released during any year shall be deducted from the total amount to be manu
factured or imported as the case may be during that year. 

CHAPTER IV. - PROHIBITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS. 

Arlicle IO. 

I. The High Contracting Parties shall prohibit the export from their territories of diacetyl
morphine, its salts, and preparations containing diacetylmorphine, or its salts. 
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2 Toutefois, sur demande ~manant du gouvemement d'un. pay~ ou la ~iacetylm~rph!ne 
n'est · fabriqu~. toute Haute Partie contractante pourra autonser 1 exp~rtahon a destmahon 
de ce ';:ys des quantites de diac~tylmorphine, de ses sels et d~s prepa;ahons co~ten~nt de la 
diacetylmorphine ou ses sels, qui sont n~essaires pour les be~oms m~dicau~.et scien~ifiques ~e 

pays a la condition que cette demande soit accompagnee d un certificat d Importation et s01t 
~~ a !'administration officielle indiqu~ dans Je certificat. 

3. Toutes les quant,ites ainsi -~portees seront distribuees par le gouvernement du pays 
importateur et sous sa -responsabilite. 

Article II. 

I. I.e commerce et la fabrication commerciale de tout produit derive de l'un des alcaloides 
phenanthrenes de !'opium ou des ~caloidc;s ecgoniniques. de la feuille de coca, qui ne ser~ pas utilise 
ala date de ce jour pour des besom_s medicaux ou_sCientifiq~es, ~e pourront Hre _per~ms dans un 
pays ou territoire quelconque que sila valeur medicale ou SCientifique de ce prodmt a ete constatee 
d'une maniere jug~ probante par le gouvernement interesse. 

Dans ce cas, a moins que le gouvemement ne decide que le produit en question n'est pas suscep
tible d'engendrer la toxicomanie ou d'~tre converti en un produit susceptible d'engendrer la 
toxicomanie, les quantites dont la fabrication est autorisee ne devront pas, dans l'attente des 
d~ons mentionnees ci-apres, depasser le total des besoins interieurs du pays ou du territoire 
pour des fins medicales et scientifiques et la quantite necessaire pour satisfaire aux commandes 
d'exportation, et les dispositions de la presente Convention seront appliquees audit produit. 

2. La Haute Partie contractante qui autorisera le commerce ou la fabrication commerciale 
d'un de ces produits en avisera immediatement le Secretaire general de la Societe des Nations, 
qui communiquera cette notification aux autres Hautes Parties contractantes et au Comite d'hygi(me 
de la Soci~te. . 

3· I.e Comite d'hygiene, apres avoir soumis la question au Comite permanent de l'Office 
international d'hygiene publique, d~idera si le produit dont il s'agit peut engendrer la toxicomanie 
(et doit ~tre assimile de ce fait aux « drognes » mentionnees dans le sous-groupe a) du groupe I), 
ou s'il peut etre transforme en une de ces m~mes drogues (et ~tre, de ce fait, assimile aux «drogues» 
mentionnees dans le sous-groupe b) du groupe I ou dans le groupe II). 

4· Si le Comite d'hygiene d~cide que, sans ~tre une «drogue» susceptible d'engendrer la 
toxicomanie, le produit dont il s'agit peut ~tre transforme en une telle « drogue », Ia question de 
savoir si ladite "drogue,. rentre dans le sous-groupe b) du groupe I ou dans le groupe II sera soumise 
pour d~ision a un Comite de trois experts qualifies pour en examiner les aspects scientifiques et 
techniques. Deux de ces experts seront designes respectivement par le gouvemement interesse 
et par la Commission consultative de I' opium; le troisieme sera designe par les deux precites. 

5· Toute d~ision prise conformement aux deux paragraphes precedents sera portee a la 
connaissance du Secretaire general de la Societe des Nations, qui la communiquera a tous les 
Membres de la Societe et aux Etats non membres mentionnes a !'article 27. 

6. S'il resulte de ces d~isions que le produit en question peut engendrer la toxicomanie ou 
peut etre transforme en une «drogue,. susceptible de l'engendrer, les Hautes Parties contractantes, 
des la reception de la communication du Secretaire general, soumettront ladite « drogue ,. au 
regime prevu par la presente Convention, suivant qu'elle sera comprise dans le groupe I ou dans 
le groupe II. 

7· Sur la demande de toute Haute Partie contractante adressee au Secretaire general, toute 
decision de cette nature pourra etre revisee ala lumiere de !'experience acquise et conformement 
a la procedure indiquee ci-dessus. 

Article rz. 

I. L'importation ou !'exportation d'une «drogue » que\conque, en provenance ou a destination 
du territoire d'une Haute Partie contractante, ne pourront etre effectuees que conformement 
aux dispositions de la presente Convention. · 

2. Les importations d'une • drogue • quelconque, ·dans un pays ou territoire quelconque et 
pour un~ annee quelconque, ne pourront exceder le total des evaluations definies a I' article 5 et de 
la q~tlte exportee de ce pays ou territoire pendant Ia meme annee, deduction faite de Ia quantite 
fabriquee dans le pays ou territoire pendant la meme annee. . 

CHAPITRE V. - CoNTR<lLE. 

Article IJ. 

. I .. ~) Les Hautes Pa~ies contractantes appliqueront a toutes les «drogues, du groupe I les 
d1Sp0Sitlo~s de la Convent_10n d_e _Geneve, _dont celle-ci prevoit !'application aux substances specifiees 
a~ artiC!e 4 ~~u des diSposition~ equivalentes). 1:es Hautes Parties contractantes appliqueront 
aussi ces d~positlons aux preparations de Ia morphme et cocaine visees a cet article 4 eta toutes 
les preparatiOns des aut~es • drogues • du groupe I, sauf les preparations qui peuvent etre soustraites 
au regime de la Convenb<?n de Geneve, conformement a I' article 8 de cette Convention. 

b) Les Hautes Parties contractantes appliqueront aux solutions ou dilutions de morphine 
ou ~cocaine, ou. de leurs ~Is, dans u!le substance inerte, liquide ou solide, et contenant 0,2% ou 
moms de morphme ou o,I Yo ou moms de cocaine, le meme traitement qu'aux preparations 
contenant un pourcentage plus ~Ieve. 
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. 2. Never:theless, on the receipt of a request from the Government of any country in which 
diacetylmorphme is not manufactured, any High Contracting Party may authorise the export to 
0at country _of su~ quantities of diacetylmorphine, its salts, and preparations containing 
diac~tylmorphme or Its salts, as are necessary for the medical and scientific needs of that country, 
proVIded that the request is accompanied by an import certificate and is consigned to the 
Government Department indicated in the certificate. 

3· Any quantities so imported shall be distributed by and on the responsibility of the 
Government of the importing country. 

Article II. 

. I. No trade in or manufacture for trade of any product obtained from any of the phen
anthrene alkaloids of opium or from the ecgonine alkaloids of the coca leaf, not in use on this-
day's date for medical or scientific purposes shall take place in any country or territory unless 
and until it has been ascertained to the satisfaction of the Government concerned that the 
product in question is of medical or scientific value . 

. I~ this case (unless the Government determines that such product is not capable of producing 
addiction or of conversion into a product capable of producing addiction) the quantities permitted 
to be manufactured, pending the decision hereinafter referred to, shall not exceed the total of 
the domestic requirements of the country or territory for medical and scientific needs, and the 
quantity required for export orders and the provisions of this Convention shall apply. 

2. Any High Contracting Party permitt'ng trade in or manufacture for trade of any such 
product to be commenced shall immediately send a notification to that effect to the Secretary
General of the League of Nations, who shall advise the other High Contracting Parties and the 
Health Committee of the League. 

3· Th~ Health Committee will thereupon, after consulting the Permanent Committee of 
the Office international d'Hygiene publique, decide whether the product in question is capable 
of producing addiction (and is in consequence assimilable to the drugs mentioned in Sub-group (a) 
of Group I), or whether it is convertible into such a drug (and is in consequence assimilable to 
the drugs mentioned in Sub-group (b) of Group I or in Group II). 

4· In the event of the Health Committee deciding that the product is not itself a drug 
capable of producing addiction, but is convertible into such a drug, the question whether the 
drug in question shall fall under sub-group (b) of Group I or under Group II shall be referred 
for decision to a body of three experts competent to deal with the scientific and technical aspects 
of the matter, of whom one member shall be selected by the Government concerned, one by 
the Opium Advisory Committee of the League, and the third by the two members so selected. 

5. Any decisions arrived at in accordance with the two preceding paragraphs shall be 
notified to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, who will communicate it to all the 
Members of the League and to the non-member States m~ntioned in Article 27. 

6. If the decisions are to the effect that the product in question is capable of producing 
addiction or is convertible into a drug capable of producing addiction, the High Contracting 
Parties will, upon receipt of the communication from the Secretary-General, apply to the drug 
the appropriate regime laid down in the present Convention according as to whether it falls 
under Group I or under Group II. 

7· Any such decisions may be revised, in accordance with the foregoing procedure, in the 
light of further experience, on an application addressed by any High Contracting Party to the 
Secretary-General. 

Article IZ. 

I. No import of any of the drugs into. the territories of any High Contracting Party or 
export from those territories shall take place except in accordance with the provisions of this 
Convention. 

2. The imports in any one year into any country 'or territory of any of the drugs shall 
not exceed the total of the estimates as defined in Article 5 and of the amount exported from 
that country or territory during the year, less the amount manufactured in that country or 
territory in that year. 

CHAPTER V. - CoNTROL. 

Article IJ. 

I. (a) The High Contra~ting Parties shall apply to all the drugs~ Gn~u~ I the provisi~ms 
of the Geneva Convention which are thereby apphed to substances specified m Its fourth Article 
(or provisions in conformity therewith). The. High Cont~cting Parties shall also. apply these 
provisions to preparations made from morp~me and cocame and covered b~ Article 4 of the 
Geneva Convention and to all other preparations made from the other drugs m Group I except 
such preparations as may be exempted from the provisions of the Geneva Convention under 
its eighth Article. 

(b) The High Contracting Parties shall treat solutions or dilutions of morphine or cocaine 
or their salts in an inert substance, liquid or solid, which contain 0.2 per cent or less of morphine 
or o.I per cent or less of cocaine in the same way as preparations containing more than these 
percentages. 
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Les Hautes Parties contractantes appliqueront a~ « drogues • qu~ sont ou qui peuvent 
Mre ~pri!Jes dans le groupe II les dispositions suivantes de la Convention de Geneve ou des 
dispositions 6quivalentes: . 

•) Les dispositions des articles 6 et 7· en tant qu'elles s'appliquent a la fabrication, a 
!'importation, a l'exportation et au commerce de ~ de ces « drogues »;. . . . 

b) Les dispositions du chapitre V, sauf en ce qUl conceme les co~ positions qUl conbennent 
rune de ces • drogues • et qui se p~tent a une application therapeubque normale; 

c) Les dispositions des alin~as zb), c) et e) et de l'alin~a 2 de l'article 22, ~tant entendu: 
i) Que Ies statistiques des importations et des exportations pourront ~tre envoym 

annuellentent et non trimestriellement, et 
ii) Que l'alin~ zb) et l'alin~ 2 de l'article 22 ne seront pas applicables aux prepa

rations qui contiennent ces « drogues ». 

Arlicle I4. 
I. Les gouvemements qui auront d~livre une autorisation d'exportation, a destination de pays 

ou de territoires auxquels ne s'appliquent ni la presente Convention ni la Convention de Geneve, 
pour une • drogue • qui est ou pourra ~tre comprise dans le groupe I en aviseront immediatement 
le Comit~ central permanent. nest entendu que si les demandes d'exportation s'~levent a 5 kilo
grammes ou davantage, I'autorisation ne sera pas d~livr~e avant que le gouvemement soit 
assure aupres du Comit~ central permanent que !'exportation ne provoquera pas un d~passement 
des ~valuations pour le pays ou territoire importateur. Si le Comit~ central permanent fait savoir 
qu'il y aura un d~passement, le gouvemement n'autorisera pas l'exportation de Ia quantit~ qui 
provoquerait ce d~passement. 

2. S'il ressort des relev~ des importations et des exportations adress~s au Comit~ central 
permanent ou des notifications faites a ce Comit~. oonform~ment au paragraphe pr~cedent, 
que Ia quantit~ export~ ou dont I' exportation a et~ autoris~ a destination d'un pays ou territoire 
quelconque d~passe le total des evaluations definies a !'article 5 pour ce pays ou ce territoire, 
pour cette ann~. augment~ de ses exportations constatm, le Comit~ en avisera immediatement 
toutes les Hautes Parties contractantes. Celles-ci ne pourront plus autoriser, pendant l'ann~e en 
question, aucune nouvelle exportation a destination dudit pays ou territoire, sauf 

i) Dans le cas oil une ~valuation suppl~mentaire sera fournie, en ce qui conceme a Ia fois 
toute quantite import~ en excedent et la quantit~ suppl~mentaire requise, ou 

ii) Dans les cas exceptionnels oil I' exportation est, de l'avis du gouvemement du pays 
exportateur, essentielle aux int~r~ts de l'humanit~ ou au traitement des malades. 

3· Le Comit~ central permanent preparera chaque ann~e un ~tat indiquant pour chaque 
pays on territoire et pour l'ann~ preredente: 

a) Les ~uations de chaque « drogue »; 
b) La quantit~ de chaque c drogue » consomm~; 
c) La quantit~ de chaque « drogue » fabriqu~e; 
tl) La quantit~ de chaque « drogue • transform~; 
e) La quantit~ de chaque « drogue • import~; • 
I) La quantit~ de chaque c drogue • export~e; 
g) La quantit~ de chaque « drogue • employ~ a Ia confection des preparations pour 

!'exportation desquelles les autorisations d'exP.Ortation ne sont pas requises. 

S'il resulte dudit ~tat que l'une des Hautes Parties contractantes a ou peut a voir manqu~ aux 
obligations prevues par Ia pr~te Convention, le Comit~ sera en droit de lui demander des 
explications par I'entremise du Secn~taire g~n~ral de Ia Soci~t~ des Nations, et Ia procedure pr~vue 
par les paragraphes 2 a 7 de I' article 24 de Ia Convention de Geneve sera applicable. 

Le_Comite publiera, le plu;; t~t possible, l'~tat ~ ci-dessus, et, a moins qu'il ne le juge pas 
~· un resum~ des explications donnm ou demand~es conform~ment a l'alin~a pr~cedent, 
aJDSI que toutes observations qu'il tiendrait a faire concernant ces explications ou demandes 
d' explications. 
. En _pn~liant les statistiques et autres informations qu'il r~oit en vertu de Ia pr~nte Conven

tion,le Comit~ central permanent aura soin de ne faire figurer dans ces publications aucune indication 
~~ de favoriser les o¢rations des s¢culateurs ou de porter pr~judice au commerce 
legitime d une quelconque des Hautes Parties contractantes. 

CHAPITRE VI. - DISPOSITIONS ADMINISTRATIVES. 

Arlicle rs. 
l.es Hautes Parties contractantes prendront toutes les mesures l~gislatives ou autres n~essaires 

pour donner effet dans leurs territoires aux dispositions de Ia pr~sente Convention. 
l.es Hautes Parties contractantes ~tabliront, si elles ne I'ont d~ja fait, une administration 

llpbiale ayant pour mission: 

a) D'appliquer les prescriptions de Ia presente Convention; 
b) De reglementer, surveiller et contr6ler le commerce des u drogues » • 
c) D'organifler Ia lutte contre Ia toxicomanie, en prenant toutes les 'mesures utiles pour 

en empkber le ~eloppement et pour combattre le trafic illicite. 
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. 2. The High Contracting Parties shall apply to the drugs which are or may be included 
m Group II the following provisions of the Geneva Convention (or provisions in conformity 
therewith) : 

. (a) The provisions of Articles 6 and 7 in so far as they relate to the manufacture, 
unport, export and wholesale trade in those drugs; · 

(b) The provisions of Chapter V, except as regards compounds containing any of these 
drugs ·which are adapted to a normal therapeutic use; 

(c) The provisions of paragraphs I (b), (c) and (e) and paragraph 2 of Article 22' 
provided: 

(i) That the statistics of import and export may be sent annually instead of 
quarterly, and 

(ii) That paragraph I (b) and paragraph 2 of Article 22 shall not apply to 
preparations containing any of these drugs. 

Arlicle I4. 
I. Any Government which has issued an authorisation for the export of any of the drugs which 

are or may be included in Group I to any country or territory to which neither this Convention 
nor the Geneva Convention applies shall immediately notify the Permanent Central Board of the 
issue of the authorisation; provided that, if the request for export amounts to 5 kilogrammes 
or more, the authorisation shall not be issued until the Government has ascertained from the 
Permanent Central Board that the export will not cause the estimates for the importing country or 
territory to be exceeded. If the Permanent Central Board sends a notification that such an excess 
would be caused, the Government will not authorise the export of any amount which would have 
that effect. 

2. If it appears from the import and export returns made to the Permanent Central Board 
or from the notifications made to the Board in pursuance of the preceding paragraph that the 
quantity exported or authorised to be exported to any country or territory exceeds thr;, total of the 
estimates for that country or territory as defined in Article 5, with the addition of the amounts 
shown to have been exported, the Board shall immediately notify the fact to all the High Contracting 
Parties, who will not, during the currency of the year in question, authorise any new exports to 
that country except: 

(i) In the event of a supplementary estimate being furnished for that country in respect 
both of any quantity over-imported and of the additional quantity required; or 

(ii) In exceptional cases where the export in 1.he opinion of the Government of the 
exporting country is essential in the interests of humanity or for the treatment of the sick. ,. 
3. The Permanent Central Board shall each year prepare a statement showing, in respect of 

each country or territory for the preceding year: 
(a) The estimates in respect of each drug; 
(b) The amount of each drug consumed; 
(c) The amount of each drug manufactured; 
(d) The amount of each drug converted; 
(e) The amount of each drug imported; 
U) The amount of each drug exported; 
(g) The amount of each drug used for the compounding of preparations, exports of 

which dQ not require export authorisations. 
If such statement indicates that any High Contracting Party has or may have failed to carry 

out his obligations under this Convention, the Board shall have the right to ask for explanations, 
through the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, from that High Contracting Party, ~d the 
procedure specified in paragraphs 2 to 7 of Article 24 ofthe Geneva Convention shall apply m any 
such case. 

The Board shall, as soon as possible thereafter, publish the statement above mentioned 
together with an account, unless it thinks it unnecessary, of an:y explanations given or required in 
accordance with the preceding paragraph and any observations which the Board may desire to 
make in respect of any such explanation or request for an explanation. 

The Permanent Central Board shall take all necessary measures to ensure that the statistics 
and other information which it receives under this Convention shall not be made public in such a 
manner as to facilitate the operations of speculators or to injure the legitimate commerce of any 
High Contracting Party. 

CHAPTER VI. - ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS. 

Arlicle IS. 
The High Contracting Parties shall take all necessary legislative or other measures in order 

to give effect within their territories to the provisions of this Convention. . 
The High Contracting Parties shall, if they have not already done so, create a Special 

administration for the purpose of: 
(a) Applying the provisions of the present Convention; 
(b) Regulating, supervising and controlling the trade in the drugs; 
(c) Organising the campaign against drug addiction, by taking all useful steps to prevent 

its development and to suppress the illicit traffic. 
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A.rlidl I6. 

I. Chacune des Hautes Parties contractantes exercera nne surveillance rigoureuse sur: 

•) Les quantit~ de matieres premieres et de « diogues » manufacturees 9.ui se trouvent 
en 1a possession de chaque fabricant aux fi'!'s de fabrication ou de transformation de chacune 
de ces • drogues • on a toutes autres fins utiles; . 

6) Les quantit~ de« drogues • (ou de preparations contenan~ ces d;o~es) pr?du1tes; 
c) La uianiere. dont il est dis~ des « ~es » et preparations ams1 produ1tes, notam

ment leur distribution au commerce, a Ia sortie de Ia fabnque. 

2 . Les Hautes Parties contractantes ~e permet~ront pas I' accumulation ~ntre les _mains d'un 
fabricant quelconque de quantites de ma~1eres prem1eres depassant les qu~tltes reqmses pour le 
fonctionnement economique de l'entrepnse, en tenant compte des conditions du marche. Les 
quanti~ de matieres premieres en Ja_possession de tou_t fabricant, a_un _moment quelconque, ne 
d~t pas les quantit~ necessarres pour Jes beso';Ds ~e Ia fabncatlon. ~endant le ~emestre 
suivant, a moins que Je gouvemement, apres enqu~te, n eshme que des conditions ~xceptlonnell~ 
justifient l'accumulation de quantites additionnelles, mais, en aucun cas, les quantltes totales qu1 
pourront ~tre accumulees ainsi ne devront depasser l'approvisionnement d'une annee. 

Article I7. 

Chacune des Hautes Parties contractantes astreindra chaque fabricant etabli sur ses territoires 
a fournir des rapports trimestriels indiquant: 

a) Les quantitesde matieres premieres et de chaque «drogue» qu'il a re4tues dans sa fabrique, 
ainsi que Jes quantit~ de «drogues» ou de tout autre produit, quel qu'il soit, fabrique avec 
chacune de ces substances. En signalant les quantites de matieres premieres ainsi re4tues par 
lui, le fabricant indiquera Ia proportion de morphine, de cocaine ou d'ecgonine contenue da._ns 
celles-ci ou qui peut en ~tre retiree -proportion qui sera determinee par une methode prescnte 
par le gouvemement et dans des conditions que le gouvemement considere comme satisfaisantes; 

b) Les quantites, soit de matieres premieres, soit de produits manufactures a l'aide de 
ces matieres, qui ont ete utilisees au cours du trimestre; 

c) Les quantites restant en stock a la fin du trimestre. 

Chacune des Hautes Parties contractantes astreindra chaque negociant en gros etabli sur 
ses territoires a fournir, a Ia fin de chaque annee, un rapport specifiant pour chaque « drogue » 
Ia quantite de cette • drogue • contenue dans Jes preparations exportees ou importees au cours de 
l'annee et pour !'exportation ou l'importation desquelles il n'est pas requis d'autorisation. 

Article r8. 

Chacune des Hautes Parties contractantes s'engage ace que toutes les «drogues» du groupe! 
qu'elle saisira dans le trafic illicite soient detruites ou transformees en substances non stupe
fiantes ou reservees a l'usage medical ou scientifique, soit par le gouvemement, soit sous son 
controle, une fois que ces «drogues » ne sont plus necessaires pour la procedure judiciaire ou 
toute autre action de Ia part des autorites de l'Etat. Dans tous les cas, la diacetylmorphine devra 
~tre detruite ou transformee. 

Artider9. 

Les Hautes Parties contractantes exigeront que les etiquettes sous lesquelles est mise en vente 
one • drogue • quelconque ou une preparation contenant cette « drogue• indiquent Je pourcentage 
de celle-ci. Elles devront aussi en indiquer le nom de Ia maniere prevue par la legislation nationale. 

(HAPITRE VII. - DISPOSITIONS GENERALES. 

Article zo. 

I. Toute Haute Partie contractante dans l'un quelconque des territoires de laquelle une 
• drogue • quelconque sera fabriquee ou transformee au moJDent de I' entree en vigueur de la 
~~ Conventio'!' Oil; qui, a ce moment ou ulterieurement, se proposera d'autoriser sur son 
territorre cette fabrication ou transformation, enverra une notification au Secretaire general de 
Ia Societe des Nations-en indiquant si Ia fabrication ou la transformation est destinee aux besoins 
intttieurs ~ement ou ~alement a !'exportation, et a quelle epoque cette fabrication ou 
transformation ~encera; elle s~ifiera egalement les «drogues. qui doivent ~tre fabriquees 
ou transformees, am51 que Je nom et 1 adresse des personnes ou des maisons autorisees. 

2. Au C:U _ou Ia fabrication '!u Ia transformation de l'une quelconque des « drogues » cesserait 
sur son territorre, Ia Haute Partre contractante envc;rrra une notification a cet effet au Secretaire 
general en indiquant la date et Je lieu oh cette fabrication ou transformation a cesse ou cessera et 
en spkifiant 1es cdrogues•visees,lespersonnes ou maisons visees, ainsi que leur nom et leur adresse. 

3- La renseignements foumis conform6ment aux paraaphes I et 2 seront communiques 
par Je Sec:r&ire gen&al aux Hautes Parties contractantes. 
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Arlicle I6. 

I. Each High Contracting Party shall exercise a strict supervision over: 

(a) The amounts of raw material and manufactured drugs in the possession of each 
manuf~turer for the purpose of the manufacture or conversion of any of the drugs or 
Otherwise· • 

(b) The q?antities of the drugs or preparations containing the drugs produced; 
(c) The disposal of the drugs and preparations so produced with especial reference to 

deliveries from the factories. 

2. No High Contracting Party shall allow the accumulation in the· possession of any 
manufacturer of quantities of raw materials in excess of those required for the economic conduct 
of business, having regard to the prevailing market conditions. The amounts of raw material in 
the possession of any manufacturer at any one time shall not exceed the amounts required by that 
manufacturer for manufacture during the ensuing six months, unless the Government, after due 
investigation, considers that exceptional conditions warrant the accumulation of additional amounts, 
but in no case shall the total quantities which may be accumulated exceed one year's supply. 

Arlicle I7. 

Each High Contracting Party shall require each manufacturer within his territories to submit 
quarterly reports stating: 

(a) The amount of raw materials and of each of the drugs received into the factory 
by such manufacturer and the quantities of the drugs, or any other products whatever, 
produced from each of these substances. In reporting the amounts of raw materials so 
received, the manufacturer· shall state the proportion of morphine, cocaine or ecgonine 
contained in or producible therefrom as determined by a method prescribed by the Government 
and under conditions considered satisfactory by the Government; 

(b) The quantities of either the raw material or the products manufactured therefrom 
which were disposed of during the quarter; 

(c) The quantities remaining in stock at the end of the quarter. 

Each High Contracting Party shall require each wholesaler within his territories to make 
at the close of each year a report stating, in respect of each of the drugs, the amount of that drug 
contained in preparations, exported or imported during the year, for the export or import of which 
authorisations are not required. 

Arlicle z8. 

Each High Contracting Party undertakes that any of the drugs in Group I which a.re 
seized by him in the illicit traffic shall be destroyed or converted into non-narcotic substances 
or appropriated for medical or scientific use, either by the Government or under its control, 
when these are no longer required for judicial proceedings or other action on the part of the 
authorities of the State. In all cases diacetylmorphine shall either be destroyed or converted. 

Arlicle I9. 

The High Contracting Parties will require that the labels under which any of the drugs, 
or preparations containing those drugs, are offered for sale, shall show the percentage of the 
drugs. These labels shall also indicate the name of the drugs as provided for in the national 
legislation. 

CHAPTER VII. - GENERAL PRO':ISIONS. 

Arlicle ao. 

I. Every High Contracting Party in any of whose territories any of the drugs is being 
manufactured or converted at the time when this Convention comes into force, or in which 
he proposes either at that time or subsequently to au~ho~ ~u~ manufacture or conversion, 
shall notify the Secretary-General of the League of Natlons mdicatmg whe~er the manufacture 
or conversion is for domestic needs only or also for export, the date on wh1ch such manufacture 
or conversion will begin, and the drugs to be manufactured or converted, as well as the names 
and addresses of persons or firms authorised. 

2. In the event of the manufacture or conversion of any of the drugs ceasing in th~ t~t<?ry 
of any High Contracting Party, he shall notify the S~retary-General to _that effect, mdic:at~g 
the place and date at which such manufacture or convers1on has ceased or will cease and specifymg 
the drugs affected, as well as the names and addresses of persons or firms concerned. 

3· The information furnished under this Article shall be communicated by the Secretary
General to the High Contracting Parties. 



Article u. 
· Les Hautes Parties contractantes se communiqueront par I'entremise du Secretaire g6n6ral 

d 1 Soci~t~ d Nations les lois et reglements promulgu~s pour donner effet a Ia pr~nte 
c:n!ntion, et 1: transmettront un rapport annu~ relatif. au fonctionne~e~t de Ia Conv~ntion 

le territoires conform~ment a un formularre ~tabh par Ia CommiSSIOn consultative du 
sur urs • . "bl trafic de l'opium et autres cdrogues» nulSl es. 

A rlicle 22. 

Les Hautes Parties contractantes feront figurer dans les statistiques annuelles fournies Pll;r 
eJJes au Comit~ central permanent les quantit~ de_chacune ~es «drogues» emplo~es par 1~ fabn
cants et grossistes pour Ia confection de pr~paratlons,. des.tm~es a Ia consornml!-t10n mt~neure ou 
a !'exportation, pour !'exportation desquelles les autonsatlons ne sont pas requ~. 

Les Hautes Parties contractantes feront ~galement figurer dans leurs statL~tlques un resum~ 
des releris ~tablis par les fabricants, conform~ment a !'article I/. 

Arlicle 23. 

Les Hautes Parties contractantes se cornmuniqueront par I'entremise du Secr~taire g~n~ral 
de 1a Soci~t~ des Nations, dans un delai aussi bref que possible, des renseignements sur tout cas 
de trafic illicite ~ecouvert par elles et qui pourra pr~enter de !'importance, soit en raison des 
quantit~ de c drogues • en cause, soit en raison des indications que ce cas pourra fournir sur les 
sources qui alimentent en «drogues • le trafic illicite ou les methodes employees par les trafiquants 
illicites. 

Ces renseignements indiqueront, dans toute Ia mesure possible: 

11) La nature et Ia quantit~ des • drogues • en cause; . 
b) L'origine des «drogues», les marques et ~tiquettes; 
c) Les points de passage ou les «drogues" ont ete detournees dans le trafic illicite; 
d) Le lieu d'ou les udrogues" out ete expMiees et les noms des expMiteurs, agents 

d'expetition ou commissionnaires, les methodes de consignation et les noms et adresses des 
destinataires s'ils sont connus. 

e) Les m~thodes employees et routes suivies par les contrebandiers et ~ventuellement 
les noms des navires qui out servi au transport; 

f) Les mesures prises par les gouvemements en ce qui concerne les personnes impliqu~es 
(et, en particulier, celles qui possederaient des autorisations ou des licences), ainsi que les 
sanctions appliquees; 

g) Tons autres renseignements qui pourraient aider a Ia suppression du trafic illicite. 

Arlicle 24. 
La presente Convention compl~tera les Conventions de La Haye de 1912 et de Geneve de 

1925 dans les rapports entre les iiautes Parties contractantes Iiees par l'une au moins de ces 
demieres Conventions. · 

Arlicle 25. 
S'il s'eleve entre les Hautes Parties contractantes un differend quelconque relatif a !'inter

pretation ou a !'application de Ia presente Convention, et si ce diff~rend n'a pu ~tre ~olu de 
~ satisfaisante par voie diplomatique, il sera r~le conformement aux dispositions en vigueur 
entre les Parties concernant le reglement des differends intemationaux. 

Au cas oh de telles dispositions n'existeraient pas entre les Parties au diff~rend, elles le 
soumettront a une procMure arbitrale ou judiciaire. A d~faut d'un accord sur le choix d'un autre 
tribunal, elles soumettront le diff~rend, a Ia requete de l'une d'elles, a Ia Cour permanente de 
Justke intemationale, si elles sont toutes parties au Protocole du r6 d~embre 1920, relatif au 
Stat_ut de ladite Cour, et, si elles n'y sont pas toutes parties, a un tribunal d'arbitrage, constitue 
conformement a Ia Convention de LaHaye du r8 octobre 1907. pour le reglement pacifique des 
conftits intemationaux. 

Article :z6. 
Toute Haute Partie contractante pourra d~larer, au moment de Ia signature, de Ia ratification 

oa de !'adhesion, qu'en acceptant Ia presente Convention, elle n'assume aucune obligation pour 
l'eD!Ielllble ou nne partie de ses colonies, protectorats, territoires d'outre-mer ou territoires places 
IOUS sa sou~ ou sous sou mandat, et Ia pr~nte Convention ne s'appliquera pas aux 
tenitoires mentionnes dans cette d~tion. 

Toute Haute Partie contractante pourra ulterieurement donner, a tout moment, avis au 
Secrflaire g~ de Ia Soci~ des Nations qu'elle desire que Ia presente Convention 
s'applique ll'ensemble ou a nne partie de ses territoires qui auront fait !'objet d'une d~claration 
au termes de l'alin&. pr6c6dent, et Ia presente Convention s'appliquera a tous les territoires 
~ dans cet aVJS, comme dans le cas d'un pays ratifiant Ia Convention ou y adh~rant. 

Cbacune des Ha.utes Parties contractantes pourra declarer a tout moment, apres !'expiration 
de Ia p&iode de ciuq a.os pnvue ll'article 32, qu'elle d~ire que Ia presente Convention cesse 
de s'appliquer ll'ensemble ou l une partie de ses colonies, protectorats, territoires d'outre-mer 



Article 2I. 

The High Contracting Parties shall communicate to one another through the Secretary
General of the League of Nations the laws and regulations promulgated in order to give effect 
to the present Convention, and shall forward to the Secretary-General an annual report on the 
working of the Convention in their territories, in accordance with a form drawn up by the Advisory 
Committee on Traffic in Opium and other Dangerous Drugs. 

Article 22. 

The High Contracting Parties shall include in the annual statistics furnished by them to 
the Permanent Central Board the amounts of any of the drugs used by manufacturers and 
wholesalers for the compounding of preparations whether for domestic consumption or for export 
for the export of which export authorisations are not required. 

The High Contracting Parties shall also include a summary of the returns made by the 
manufacturers in pursuance of Article 17. 

Article 23. 

The High Contracting Parties will communicate to each other, through the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations, as soon as possible, particulars of each case of illicit traffic discovered by 
them which may be of importance either because of the quantities involved or because of the light 
thrown on the sourceS from which drugs are obtained for the illicit traffic or the methods employed 
by illicit traffickers. 

The particulars given shall indicate as far as possible: 

(a) The kind and quantity of drugs involved ; 
(b) The origin of the drugs, their marks and labels; 
(c) The points at which the drugs were diverted into the illicit traffic; 
(d) The place from which the drugs were despatched, and the names of shipping or 

forwarding agents or consignors; the methods of consignment and the name and address 
of consignees, if known ; 

(e) The methods and routes used by smugglers and names of ships, if any, in which the 
drugs have been shipped; 

(f) The action taken by the Government in regard to the persons involved, particularly 
those possessing authorisations or licences and the penalties imposed. 

(g) Any other information which would assist in the suppression of illicit traffic. 

Article 24. 

The present Convention shall supplement the Hague Convention of 1912 and the Geneva 
Convention of 1925 in the relations between the High Contracting Parties bound by at least one 
of these latter Conventions. 

Article 25. 

If there should arise between the High Contracting Parties a dispute of any kind relating to 
the interpretation or application of the present Convention and if such dispute cannot be 
satisfactorily settled by diplomacy, it shall be settled in accordance with any applicable agreements 
in force between the Parties providing for the settlement of international disputes. 

In case there is no such agreement in force between the Parties, the dispute shall be referred 
to arbitration or judicial settlement. In the absence of agreement on the choice of another 
tribunal, the dispute shall, at the request of any one of the Parties, be referred to the Permanent 
Court of International Justice, if all the Parties to the dispute are Parties to the Protocol of 
December x6th, 1920, relating to the Statute of that Court, and, if any of the parties to the dispute 
is not a party to the Protocol of December x6th, 1920, to an arbitral tribunal constituted in 
accordance with the Hague Convention of October 18th, 1907, for the Pacific Settlement of 
International Disputes. 

Article 26. 

Any High Contracting Party may, at the time of signature, ratification, or accession, declare 
that, in accepting the present Convention, be does not assume any obligation in respect of all or 
any of his colonies, protectorate~ and overseas territories or. tel!itories ~der suzerainty_ or 
mandate, and the present Convention shall not apply to any temtones named m·such declaration. 

Any High Contracting Party may give notice to the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations at any time subsequently that he desires that the Co~vention shall apply to all or any of 
his territories which have been made the subject of a declaration under the preceding ~ph. 
and the Convention shall apply to all the territories named in such notice in the same manner as 
in the case of a country ratifying or acceding to the Convention. . 

Any High Contracting Party may, at any time after the expiration of the five-years period 
mentioned in Article 32, declare that he desires that the present Convention shall cease to apply 
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• • ..J .. Hc. sous sa souverainet~ ou sous son mandat, et Ia Convention cessera de s'appliquer 

outea~~ti'onn~ dans cette d~tion comme s'il s'agissait d'une d6nonciation faite 
aux • .,. ......... ~men . . . • 'cl • 
oonform6ment au:x: dispositions de I arti e 32. . . . , 

I.e Secretaire ~mal communiquera a tous les Membres de Ia Soc1~M. ams1 qu au:x: Etats 
DOD membres mentionn~ a !'article 27, toutes les d~clarations et tous les avis r~us aux termes 
du present article. · 

Article 27. 
La p~te Convention, dont les textes fran~ et anglais fero!lt ~galement foi, portera 

1a date de ce jour et sera, jusqu'au 31 d~bre 1931, ouverte a Ia. s~at~ au nom de tout 
Membre de 1a Soci~t~ des Nations ou de tout Etat non membre qm s est fa~t representer a Ia 
Confmnce qui a &~re 1a presente Conventio~, ou auquelle Conseil de Ia SocieM des Nations 
aura communiqu6 cop1e de Ia presente Convention a cet effet. 

A.rlicle 28. 
La presente Convention sera ratifi~. Les instruments de ratification seront transmis au 

Sec:reWre ~6ral de la Societe des Nations, qui en notifiera le depat a tous les Membres de la 
~ ainsi qu'aux Etats non membres vises a !'article precedent. 

A.rlicle 29. 
A dater du xer janvier 1932, tout Membre de la Soci~te des Nations et tout Etat non membre 

vise a !'article 27 pourra adherer a Ia presente Convention. · 
Les instruments d'adhesion seront transmis au Secretaire ~eral de la Soci~te des Nations, 

qui en notifiera le dep(>t a tous les Membres de Ia Societ~ ainsi qu'au:x: Etats non membres vises 
audit article. 

A.rlicle 30· 
La presente Convention entrera en vigueur quatre-vingt-dix jours apres que le Secretaire 

~mal de Ia Societe des Nations aura ~u les ratifications ou les adh~sions de vingt-cinq Membres 
de Ia Soci6te des Nations ou Etats non membres, y compris quatre Etats parmi les suivants: 

Allemagne, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, France, Royaume-Uni de Grande-Bretagne et 
d'Irlande du Nord, Japon, Pays-Bas, Suisse, Turquie. 

Les dispositions autres que les articles 2 a 5 ne deviendront toutefois applicables que le 
zer janvier de Ia premiere annee pour laquelle les evaluations seront fournies, conformement 
aux articles 2 a 5· 

A.rl_icle 3I. 
Les ratifications ou adh~ons de~ apres Ia date de l'entr~ en vigueur de Ia presente 

Convention prendront effet a !'expiration d'un delai de quatre-vingt-dix jours a partir du jour 
de leur reception par le Secretaire gen6ral de Ia Societe des Nations. 

A.rlicle 32. 
A I' expiration d'un delai de cinq ansa partir de l'entr~ en vigueur de Ia presente Convention, 

ceJ1e-ci pourra ~tre denon* par un instrument ecnt d~pose aupres du Secr~taire general de Ia 
Soci~ des Nations. Cette denonciation, si elle est re~ue par le Secretaire g~neral le zer juillet 
d'une ~ quelconque ou anterieurement a cette date, prendra effet le zer janvier de l'ann~e 
suivante, et, si elle est r~e apres le xer juliet, elle prendra effet comme si elle avait ~te ~ue 
1e zer juillet de l'ann~ suivante ou anteneurement a cette date. Chaque denonciation ne sera 
op&ante que pour le .Membre de Ia Societe des Nations ou I'Etat non membre au nom duquel elle 
aura ~ deposee. 

I.e Secretaire ~era! notifiera a tous les Membres de Ia Societe et au:x: Etats non membres 
mentionnes al'article 27les denonciations ainsi ~ues. 

Si, par suite de denonciations simultanees ou successives, le nombre des Membres de Ia 
~ des Nations et des Etats non membres qui sont lies par Ia presente Convention se trouve 
ramene 1 moins de vingt-cinq, Ia Convention cessera d'Mre en vigueur 1 partir de Ia date 1 
=~ 1a derniUe de ces denonciations prendra effet, conformement aux dispositions du present 

A.rlicle 33·. 
Une demande de revision de Ia presente Convention pourra ~tre formulee en tout temps par 

tou! M~bre de Ia Soc~ des N~tions ou Etat non m~mbre lie par Ia Convention, par voie de 
uotificatwn adr~ au Secreta1re general de Ia Soc1ete des Nations. Cette notification sera 
communiq~ pat' 1e Secretaire general 1 tous les autres Membres de Ia Societe des Nations et 
Etats non membres ainsi lies, et, si elle est appuy~ par un tiers au moins d'entre elles les 
Hauta Parties contractantes s'engagent 1 se reunir en Jllle conference aux fins de revision 
de Ia Convention. 

A. rlicle 34· 
. La ~te Conv~tion sera enregistree par le Secretaire general de 1a Societe des Nations 

Je JODI' de 1' entde en VJiUeur de Ia Convention. 



to all or any of his colonies, protectorates and overseas territories or territories under suzeraintv 
or l;lllJ:ndate, and the Convention shall cease to apply to the territories named in such declaration 
as if 1t were a denunciation under the provisions of Article 32. · 

The Secretary-General shall communicate to all the Members of the League and to the non
me~ber States mentioned in Article 27, all declarations and notices received in virtue of this 
Arttcle. 

Article 27. 
The present Convention, of which the French and English texts shall both be authoritative, 

shall bear this day's date, and shall, until December JISt, I9JI, be open for signature on behalf of 
any Member of the League of Nations, or of any non-member State which was represented at the 
Confe~nce wh!-ch drew up this Convention, or to which the Council of the League of Nations shall 
have commurucated a copy of the Convention for this purpose. 

Article 28. 
· The present Convention shall be ratified. The instruments of ratification shall be transmitted 
to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, who shall notify their receipt to all Members of 
the League and to the non-member States referred to in the preceding Article. 

Article 29. 
As from January rst, 1932, the present Convention may be acceded to on behalf of any 

Member of the League of Nations or any non-member State mentioned in Article 27. 
The instruments of accession shall be transmitted to the Secretary-General of the League 

of Nations, who shall notify their receipt to all the Members of the League and to the non-member 
States mentioned in that Article. 

Article 30. 
The present Convention shall come into force ninety days after the Secretary-General of 

the· League of Nations has received the ratifications or accessions of twenty-five Members of 
the League of Nations or non-member States, including any four of the following: 

France, Germany, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Japan, 
Netherlands, Switzerland, Turkey, and the United States of America. 

Provided always that the provisions of the Convention other than Articles 2 to 5 shall only 
be applicable from the first of January in the first year in respect of which estimates are furnished 
in conformity with Articles 2 to 5. 

Article 3I. 
Ratifications or accessions received after the date of the coming into force of this Convention 

shall take effect as from the expiration of the period of ninety days from the date of their receipt 
by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. 

Article 32. 
After the expiration of five years from the date of the coming into force of this Convention, 

the Convention may be denounced by an instrument in writing, deposited with the Secretary
General of the League of Nations. The denunciation, if received by the Secretary-G~neral 
on or before the first day of July in any year, shall take effect on the first day of January m the 
succeeding year, and, if received after the first day of July, shall take effect as if it had been 
received on or before the first day of July in the succeeding year. Each denunciation shall operate 
only as regards the Member of the League or non-member State on whose behalf it has been 
deposited. · 

The Secretary-General shall notify all the Members of the League and the non-member States 
mentioned in Article 27 of any denunciations received. 

If as a result of simultaneous or successive denunciations, the number of Members of the 
Leagu~ and non-member States bound by the present Convention is reduced to less than 
twenty-five, the Convention sh~ cease to be ~force as fro~ the date. on w~ich the last of such 
denunciations shall take effect m accordance Wlth the proVlStons of th1s Arttcle. 

Article 33· 
A request for the revision of the present Convention may at an~ time be ~ade by any 

Member of the League of Nations or non-member State bound by th1s Convention by means 
of a notice addressed to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. Such notice s~all 
be communicated by the Secretary-General t~ the othe~ Members of the League of Nati<?ns 
or non-member States bound by this Convention, and, 1f endorsed by n~t. less than one-t~1rd 
of them, the High Contracting Parties agree to meet for the purpose of reVIsmg the Convention. 

A f'ticle 34· 
The present Convention shall be registered by the Secretary-General of th«: League of Nations 

on the day of its entry into force. 



EN FOl DE QUOI les plwpotentiaires ~us
mentionn~ ont sign~ Ia presente Convention. 

IN FAITH WHEREOF the above-mentioned 
Plenipotentiaries have signed the present Con
vention. 

FAIT a Geneve, le treize juillet ~il neu~ cent 
trente et un. en un seul exemplarre,. qw sera 
d~~ dans les archives du Secre~anat ~e Ia 
Soci~t~ des Nations, et dont les coptes certdi~ 
conformes seront rentises a tous les Membres 
de Ia Societ~ des Nations et aux Etats non 
membres mentionn~ a l'article 27. 

DoNE at Geneva the thirteenth day of July, 
one thousand nine hundred and thirty-one, in 
a single copy, which shall remain deposited 
in the archives of the Secretariat of the League 
of Nations, and certified true copies of which 
shall be delivered to all the Members of the 
League and to the non-member States referred 
to in Article 27. 

ALLEMAGNE 

ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE 

GERMANY 
Freiherr VON RHEINBABEN 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
John K. CALDWELL 

Harry J. ANSLINGER 
Walter Lewis TREADWAY 

Sanborn YouNG 

(1) The Government of the United States of America reserves the right to impose, for purpose of internal control 
and control of import into and export from territory under its jurisdiction, of opinm, coca leaves, all of their derivatives 
and similar substances produced by synthetic process, measures stricter than the provisions of the Convention. 

(z) The Government of the United States of America reserves the right to impose, for purposes of controlling 
transit through its territories of raw opium, coca leaves, all of their derivatives and similar substances produced by 
synthetic process. measures by which the production of an import permit issued by the country of destination may be 
made a condition precedent to the granting of permission for transit through its territory. 

(3) The Government of the United States of America finds it impracticable to undertake to send statistics of 
import and export to the Permanent Central Opium Board short of sixty days after the close of the three-months period 
to which such statistics refer. -

(4) The Government of the United States of America finds it impracticable to undertake to state separately 
amounts of drugs purchased or imported for Government purposes . 

. (S) Plenipotentiaries of the United States of America formally declare that the signing of the Convention for 
T.imiting the Manufactuie and Regulating the Distribution of Narcotic Drugs by them on the part of the United States 
of America on this date is not to be construed to mean that the Government of the United States of America recognise~ 
a regime or entity which signs or accedes to the Convention as the Government of a country when that regime or entity 
is not recognised by the Government of the United States of America as the Government of that country. 

(6) The plenipotentiaries of the United States of America further declare that the participation of the United 
States of America in the Convention for limiting the Manufacture of and regulating the Distribution of Narcotics Drugs, 
sigDed on this date, does iiot involve any contractual obligation on the part of the United States of America to a country 
1epreented by a regime or entity which the Government of the United States of America does not recognise as the 
Government of that country until such country has a Government recognised by the Government of the United States of 
America.' 

REPUBLIQUE ARGENTINE 

]. K 0. 
H. J. A. 
W. L.T. 

S. Y. 

Ad referendum 
Fernando PEREZ 

1 Trllllwtioft f'M 1e SuriiMW tl6 liJ Socilll tl6s Nati<ms. 

ARGENTINE REPUBLIC 

(1) Le Goavememeot dea Etat.-Unil 4' AIDUi'l,ue ee reterve 1e droit d.'appllquer, eo vue de l'uercice d"un con~le intUJ.eur et d'un coo.tz6le del 
1 ••- et doo ~ d'oplam, de feaiU.. de coca et de touoleunclairil, et de procluill oyntbftlqueo analoJIUOI eJ!ec:t'* par leo temtolreo 

pllo6l .,. • N ·:· !' !• ds .-. pial ~- que ._ diJpolitloDI de Ia Coovendoa. ' 
(2) Le Coow ~ - t del Etata-UDil d"AIDidque • r&a:ve le droit d'appUquer, en we de l'aerctce d'un oootr6le sur ie transit o. travers 1e1 

l<,.nrritli'oii• .0- de 1:op1Daa brut~ .S. feaiUel de ooca, de tool ieun cWriv& et del pmdtqtl tyntWtiquea analogue~, del meiUl'el eo vertu cleiQueU•l'octroi 
4'- - do -1 ~ tnven ""' temtolre poumollre mborclonU l Ia production d'un permit d'lmporlallon d4Uvr6 par le payo dodelllnaUou 

,ul Le Goa•• I doo Etata-UDll d'~ ue volt pa1 Ia ~bWIAI de , • ..,.,... l eovoya- au Comi!AI -tral pennaneul de l'oplum ~ 
..,.,., 1 • ._ bDpala'..,... et .S. a.podatioal avant an dBa1 de IOiuDte joun l dater de Ia 6D de 1a ~.....~ ... de troll moil llaaaquelleuelle 11 n.....,...-t cos .,.,..hprr. ~- . .,,...,._ 

14l Le Gouoa I doo Etata-UDll d' ~ ao volt pal Ia ~bill !AI de 1'- l IDdlquer ~mont leo qwmUIAII de otu-••11 
-ea~-lol-dei'Etal, r-

.- !IJ :... pJofalpoteatloi doo Etata-UDll d'~ dklonut Jcnnd1ftN!Dt que le fail qu'llll OBt liP ce jour, pour le oompta d• Etat .. UDII 
4' ~ Ia """""'tlcm - Ia Umltatlcm de )a fabdcatlcm et Ia ricJemelltatloo de Ia cllltrlbullon deutu~ll, 110 doll pal lire IDtorpHtA CODUDO 
1ipiU1t- Je Gouua t doo Etata-Ualo dAm*lque .........:t liD rfclme ou uoeeoU!Aqulllgue Ia Con ... llon 011 y accadeOOIIIIDOCOUUiumt 
II ...... t 4'• pl11, laaqae Cit l'fCI:me CJU cette •UU a'.C: ,_ recoauue par le Gouvememeat del Etate--Uoil d' Amlrtque cpmme CODIUtuant It 
po:u a t de ee pa)'l. 

Jo -~~ .Ji~l= :- Etata-UDll d'Am&tquo dklonut, ., outre, quo Ia portldpoliDII del Eta:.Uola d'Am«<quo l Ia Con-lion pour 
Ia port doo ,_u1111 4'~• ~::"' de ~- doo ,;::-•11, •IJD'o co jour, n'Jmpllque aucune obUpUoo coutractuelle de 

,_- :cutttaut 1e aw• mts:' ..,rz 11D ~ uoe eoU*' que 1e Gouvemement del Etati-Unll d'Am*lque ae 
l ... f~~ a Cll plf'l, qDI OlpeJI D& pu UD IOIJV..umK~t JIJCOIUlU puliGouvwoematdeiBtata-UDJI 



AUTRICHE 

BELGIQUE 

BOLIVIE 

GRANDE-BRETAGNE 
ET IRLANDE DU NORD 

E. PR.OGL 
~ Bruno SCHULTZ 

Dr F. DE MYTTENAERB 

M. CUELLAR 

AUSTRIA 

.BELGIUM 

BOLIVIA 

GREAT BRITAIN 
AND NORTHERN IRELAND 

ainsi que toutes parties de l'Em · britanni- and all parts of the British Empire which are 
que noll Membres sq>ares de la Socl~l! des not separate Members of the League of Nations. 
Nations. 

CANADA 

INDE 

CHILI 

• 

COSTA-RICA 

CUBA 

' 

D.ANEMARK 

R!PliBLIQUE DOMINICAINE 

ltGYPTE 

Malcolm DELEVINGNE 

C. H. L. SJwuuN w. A. RmDELL 

R. P. PARANJPYE 

Enrique J. GAJ.ABDO V • 

Viriato F!GUE~ Lou. 

G. DE BLANCK 
. ~ B. PlthiELLES 

Gustav RAsMUSSEN 

Ch. ACDRJIANN 

T. W. RUSSELL 

·CANADA 

INDIA 

CHILE 

COSTA RICA 

DENKARX 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

• 
EGYPT 



' ESPAGNE 

!'IBIOPIE 

FRANCE 

GUATEMALA 

Julio CASARES 

(;te l..A.GARDB due d'ENTOTTO 

I.e Gouvernement fran~ fait toutes ses 
:reserves en ce qui conceme les colonies, 
protectorats et pays sous mandat depen
dant de son autorlte, sur la possibilite de 
produite rigulimment dans le delai stricte
ment imparti les statistiques trlmestrielles 

vis6es par l'article 13 1. 

G. BoURGOIS 

Luis MARTINEZ MoNT. 

SPAIN. 

ABYSSINIA 

FRANCE 

. . 

GUATE)JALA 

HEDJAZ, NEDJED ET DEPENDANCES . HEJAZ, NEJD AND DEPENDENCIES 

ITALIE 

JAPON 

LIBERIA 

LUXEIIBOURG 

JIEXIQUE 

IlONA CO 

,. 

CAVAZZONI Stefano 

S. SAWADA 
s. 0JmACIJI 

Dr A. SoTTILE 
Sous reserve de ratification du seua.t de 

Ia Ripublique de Liberia 1. 

Ch. G. VEJUWRE 

S. MAJmlmz DE ALVA 

C.- HENTSCB. · 

ITALY 

JAPAN 

·LIBERIA 

LUXEMBURG 

MEXICO 

MONACO 



PANAMA 

PARAGUAY 

' 

PAYS-BAS 

PORTUGAL 

SAINT-MARIN 

SIAM 

SUISSE 

TCHECOSLOVAQUIE 

URUGUAY. 

VENEZUELA 

' 
..::·3119·~ 

IV Emesto HOJ'FJUNN, 

R. v. CABALI.EllO DE BEDoYA 

v. WETI'UM 

Augusto DE VAscONCELLOS 
A.M. FEDAZ DE ANDRADB 

FERRI Charles. Emile 

DAMlWI 
As our Harmful Habit-forming Drugs Law 

. goes beyond the provisions of. the Geneva 
Convention and the present Coavention on 
certain points, my Government reserves 
the right to l(pply our e:xistinc Jaw. 1 

Paul DINICBBJtT 
Dr. H: CAiuui:RE 

Zd. FlEBLINGER 

Alfredo DE CAsnto 

Atl refer,., 
L. G. CBACIN ITIUAGO 

PANAMA 

• 

PARAGUAY 

THE NETHERLANDS 

PORTUGAL 
• 

• 

SAN MARINO 

SIAM 

SWITZERLAND 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

URUGUAY 

VENEZUELA 



PROTOCOLE. DE SIGNATURE 

L En signant Ia Convention pour limiter Ia fabrication et reglementer Ia distribution des 
• 

stupEfiants en date de ce jour, les Plenipotentiaires soussign&, diiment autoris& a cet etlet, et 

au nom de leuiS gouvemements respectifs, d~t ~ convenus de ce qui suit: 

Si, a Ia date du 13 juillet 1933,ladite cOnvention n'est pas entree en vigueurconform6ment aux 

dispositions de l'article 30, le Secretaire gen&al de Ia Societe des Nations soumettrala situation 

au Conseii de 1a Societe des Nations, qui pourra, soit convoquer une nouvelle conference de tous les 

Membtes·de Ia Societe ~Nations et Etats non membres au nom desquels Ia Convention aura ete 

sigDk ou des ratifications on des adhesions auront ete deposees, en vue d'examiner Ia situation, 

soit prendre les mesures qu'il considererait c:omme nkessaires. Le gouvernement de chaque Membre 

de Ia Societe des Nations ou Etat non membre signataire ou adherent s'engage a se faire representer 
a toute cxmference ainsi con~uee. 

II. Le Gouvernement du Japon a fait Ia reserve exprimee ci-dessous, qui estacceptee par 1es 
antns Hautes Parties contractantes: 

La morphine brute produite au cours de Ia fabrication de I' opium a fumer dans 1a fabrique 

du GvuvelDement genml de Formose et tenue en stock par ce gouvemement, ne sera pas 

MJIDIIise aux mesures de limitation prevue& a·Ia presente Convention. 

n ue sera retire de temps a autr~ de ces stocks de morphine brute que les quantites qui 

poammt ~tre requises pour Ia fabrication de Ia morphine ratlinee dans les fabriques munies 

d'uue licence par le Gouvernement japonais conform6ment aux dispositions de Ia presente 

Convention. 



PB.OTOCOL OF SIGNATURE. 

I. When signiDg the Convention for limiting the manufacture and regulating the distribution 

of narcotic drugs dated this day, the undersigned Plenipotentiaries, duly authorised to that effect . 

and in the name of their respective Governments, declare to have agreed as follows: 

If, on July 13th, I93'3, the said Convention is not in force in acs:ordance with the provisions 

of Article 30, the Secretary-General of the League of Nations shall bring the situation to the atten

tion of the Council of the Leape of Nations, which ma:r either convene a new Conference of all . 

the :Members of the league and non-member States on whose behalf the Convention has been signed 
-

or ratffications or accessions deposited, to consider the situation, or talce such measures as it 

considers necessary. 1'be Government of every signatOry or acceding Member of the League of 

Nations or non-member State undertakes to be present at any Conference so convened • 

• 

II. . The Japanese Government made the 'following reservation, which is accepted by the other 

High Contracting Parties: 

Crude morphine resulting from the manufacture of prepared opium in the factory qf the 

Government-General of Formosa and held in stock by that Government shall not be subjected 

to the limitation measures provided for in this Convention. 

Such stocks of crude morphine will only be released from time to time in such quantities 

as may be required fot the manufacture of refined morphine in factories licensed by the 
Japanese Government in accordance with the provisions of the present Convention. 



EN 101 DE oliOr 1es soussip& ont appos6 IN PAITH WHEREOF the undersigned have 
lear sigDatare au bas du ~t. protocole. affixed their siKnatures to tbis Protocol. , 

FAIT l Gerreve, Ie ti-eize julllet mil neuf cent 
treate et un, en simple expMition qui sera 
~pcs!e dans les archives du Secretariat de la 
Soc:iEt~ des Nations; copie confonne en sera 

DONE at Geneva, the thirteenth day of July, 
one thousand nine hundred and thirty-one, in a 
single copy, which will remain deposited in 
the archives of the Secretariat of the League 
of Nations; certified true copies will be 
transmitted to all Members of the League of 
Nations and to all non-member States 

· traosmise a tous les Membres de la Soci~~ 
. des Nations et l tous les Etats non membres 

represent& ala <:onUrence. 
represented at the Conference. · 

AI I.EJIAGNE 

ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE 

, 

REPUBLIQUE ARGENTINE 

AUTRICHE 

BELGIQUE 

BOLIVIE 

GRANDE-BRETAGNE 
ET IRLANDE DU NORD 

Freiherr voN RliEINBABEN 
Dr. KA.Jn.ER 

'· 

GERMANY 

UNITED_STATES OF AMERICA 
John K. CALDWELL 
Harry J. ANSLJNGER 

Walter Lewis TREADWAY. 
Sanborn YouNG. 

Ad referendum 
Fernando PEREz. 

E. PFLOGL 
Bruno ScliULTZ 

Dr. F. DE MYTTENAERE 

M. CUELLAR 

ARGENTINE REPUBLIC 

AUSTRIA 

BELGIUM 

BOLIVIA 

GREAT BRITAIN 
AND NORTHERN IRELAND 

~ que toutes parties de l'Empire 
britannique 11011 membres separes de 1a 

~des Nations. 
and all parts of the British 

Empire which are not separate 
Members of the League of Nations. 

Malcolm D.JtLEVJlfGNE ' 



CANADA 

INDE 

CHILI 

COSTA-RICA 

• 
CUBA 

DANEMARK 

REPUBLIQUE DOMINICAINE 

:ltGYPTE 

ESPAGNE 

:ltTHIOPIE 

FRANCE 

C. H. L. S!wowr. 
W.A. RnmBLL 

R. P. PARAN]PYE 

Enrique J. GAJARDO V. 

Viriato FIGUEREDO LoRA • 

G. DE BLANcK 
Dr. B. PluMELLES. 

Gustav RAsMUSSEN. 

Ch. ACKERMANN. 

T. W. RUSSltLL 

Julio CASARES 

C&e LAGARDE due .d'Elmm'o 

, G. Bo'OilGOJS 

CANADA 

INDIA 

CHILE 

COSTA RICA 

CUBA 

DENMARK 

DOMINICAN REPuBLIC 

EGYPT 

SPAIN 

ABYSSINIA 

FRANCE 



GUA'QtMALA 

:IJEDJAZ. NEDJED ET DltPENDANCES HEJAZ, NEJD AND DEPENDENCIES 

' 

·ITALIE · 

J~N 

LlJXEMBOURG 

. JIEXIQUE 

MOJIACO 

PA)JAMA 

• 

PAR6GtJAY 

S. SAwADA 
S.OlmAcm: 

Ch. G. VERMAJIJE 

s. Jlummz DE ALVA 

Dr. Emeato HOFnWoi • 

ITALY 

JAPAN 

LITHUANIA 

LUXEM:BURG 

MEXICO 

MONACO 

PANAMA 

PARAGUAY 



PAYS..BAS 

PORTUGAL 
• 

SAINT-MARIN 

SIAM 

SUISSE 

URUGUAY 

VENEZUELA 

THE NETHERLANDS 
My signature is subject to the reserve made by me 
on § a of Article 22 in ·the morning meeting of 
July lath, 19311. 

v. WEttUM 

Augusto DE V ASCONCltLLOS 
A. M. FE:RRAZ DE ANDRADE 

FERIU Charles Emile 

DAMRAS 

Paul DINICHERT 
Dr. H. CARRIEim 

Alfredo DE CAsTRo 

AI re/tn~~dtmt 
· L G. CHAcfN ITRIAGO 

• 

PORTUGAL 

SAN MARINO 

SIAM 

SWITZERLAND 

URUGUAY 

VENEZUELA 

1 r,.,.,., .. ~ r. s~,.,. stNJUN,.. N.,_.: _ · , 

lila lllpatun est nboldCII!de t. I& r6leml falte pu' mal ~· mem a. .,......... • de l'arttcle n, t. I& 

a6mce 411 -tin 4u ra julllet 1931• -



· ACTE FINAL 

Les Gouvtmements de l'Al.BANm, de l'ATIEMAGNE, des ~ATS-UNIS D'.AJdRrotiJ:, de Ia · 

RboltUQUE.AllGmmNE, de l'AtmUCBE, de 1a ;BELGIQUE, de la BoLmE, du ROYAtnm-UNX .DE. 

GUMDB-BDTAGNE ET D'hu.AlmE DU NoRD, du CANADA, du emu, de I& C:&INE, de CosTA-RicA, 

• CuBA. du DAREIIARK, de Ia VILLE LlBRft DE DANTZIG, de Ia RbuBUQUE DoMINICAINE, de 

. l"BGYPm, de l'EsPAGilE, de l'EnuOPJE, de 1a Ji'nQ.Almlt, ae Ia F'lwrcE, de Ia GRiCJt, du GUATtlui.A, 

. du imnjAZ, NED JED ET DiPENDANCES, de Ia HoNGBIE, de l'INDE, de l'ETAT UBRE D'IRLANDE, 

de l'ITALJE, du }APON, de Ia LE'rrolnJt, du 'Lmt!UA, de Ia LmroANIE, du l.oxmmoURG, du 

Jb:ngUE, de MoNAcO, de Ia NoRVEGE, de PANAJIA, du PARAGUAY,, des PAYs-BAS, du Pb.ou, 

de Ja PosE, de Ia Pot.oGNE, du PoimJGAL, de Ia ROtJ'IWtiE, de SADtt-1iARnf, du SIAlf, 

· de l"UmoN . n:ss R&Pum.Igu:ss suvmnsxu SOCIALISTBS, de 1a svmm, de 1a SUISSE. de Ia 

TcaicosLovAQum, de Ia TUROU1Jt, de l'UaUGOAY, du VENEZUELA et de Ia YouGOSLAv:m, 

Disir.mt compl6ter 1es dispc&tions des Conventions intemationales de 1' • , sigMes l 
La Haye le 23 janvier 1912 et a Genbe le 19 Uvrier 1925. en· reudant eftective ~ d'accord 
intemational Ja limitation de Ia. fabrication des stu~ts aux besoins 16gitimes du monde pout 
Jes usages m&ticaux et scientmques, et en ~tant leur di$t.ribution; 

· Ayaut ~ I' invitation qui leur a ~ adressee par le Conseil de Ia ~ des. Nations en 
emmtion des resolutious adopt6es par 1' Aslsembl& deJa Socift6 des Nations, les ·2.4 septembre 1929 
et :~•octobre 1930, afind'etudier un projet de convention pourfaclliter Ja Jimifatioo de Ia fabrication 

· des stupHiauts aux lJesoiDs ~il imes du IDOI1de pout les usap medicaux et scien..:4:.ftues et ...&..t-. 

leur distribution, . . . - ·-

Dllliw: ALBANIE 

Soa ExreJtence II. Lee KUKTI, :MiDistre J'6sident, Delfgu~ permanent aupris de Ia Soci6t6 
des Natious. · 

Dlllpb: 
• ALLEKAGNE 

· II. Wemer Fftibea VOB RJmlNBmN, c Staatssekretir •• z. D. 
Le ~Waldemar Kamu, ConseiDer miuist&iel au Mini.sthe dt l'lnt6rieur d Reich . u . 

tl'ATS-UNIS D'ADRIQUE 

)(. it:, K. CALDWnL, Coasul< gfnml, Prisident de Ia D~tion 
)(. J. MILINGU, ~ des atuplfiants, . 
II. Walter Lewis TUADWAY, M.D., F.A.C.P., Chiraraien fnml ad'oin · 

cle I'H~ publique des Etats-Unis, diviaion d'e 1.~ ·a J t, Chef du Service 
II. s.allani"l'OVJrG, Keinbre du SG!at de l'Etat de~. mentale. 
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FINAL ACT. 

The Governments of ALBANIA, GERMANY, the UNITED STATES OF AIIEIUCA, the ARGENTINE 

REPUBLIC, AUSTIUA, BELGIUM, BOLIVIA, the UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BIUTAIN AND NORTHERN 

IRELAND, CANADA, CHILE, CHINA, COSTA RICA, CUBA, DENMARK, the FREE CITY OF DANZIG, 

the DoMINICAN REPUBLIC, EGYPT, SPAIN, ABYSSINIA, FINLAND, FRANCE, GREECE, GUATEMALA,. 

HEJAZ, NEJD AND DEPENDENCIES, HUNGARY, INDIA, the IIUSH FREE STATE, ITALY, jAPAN, 

LATVIA, LIBERIA, LITHUANIA, LUXEMBURG, MEXICO, MONACO, NORWAY, PANAMA, PARAGUAY, 

the NETHERLANDS, PERU, PERSIA, POLAND, PORTUGAL, ROUMANIA, SAN MARINO, SIAM, the 

UNION OF SoVIET SociALIST REPUBLICS, SWEDEN, SWITZERLAND, CzEcHOSLOVAKIA, TURKEY, 

URUGUAY, VENEZUELA and YUGOSLAVIA, 

Desiring to supplement the provisions of the International Opium Conventions, signed 
at The Hague on January 23J"d, 1912, and at Geneva on February 19th, 1925, by rendering effective 
by international agreement the limitation of the manufacture of narcotic drugs to the world's 
legitimate requirements for medical and scientific purposes, and by regulating their distribution, 

Having received the invitation extended to them by the Council of the League of Nations 
in accordance with the resolutions adopted by the Assembly of the League of Nations on 
September 24th, 1929, and October 1st, 1930, in order to study a Draft Convention for 
facilitating the limitation of the manufacture of narcotic drugs to the world's legitimate requirements 
for medical and scientific purposes, and for regulating their distribution: 

Have, in consequence, appointed the following Delegates: 

ALBANIA 
Delegate: 

His Excellency M. Lee KuRn, Resident Minister, Permanent Delegate accredited to the 
League of Nations. 

GERMANY 
J:?elegates: 

M. Werner Freiherr voN RHEINBABEN, "Staatssekretii.r" z. D. 
Dr. Waldemar KAHLER, Ministerial Counsellor at the Ministry of Interior of the Reich. 

' 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
Delegates: 

Mr. John K. CALDWELL, Consul-General, President of the Delegation. 
Mr. Harry J. ANSLINGER, Commissioner of Narcotics: . 
Mr. Walter Lewis TREADWAY, M.D., F.A.C.P., Assistant Surgeon-General, Uruted States 

Public Health Service Chief, Division of Mental Hygiene. 
Mr. Sanborn YouNG, Member of the Senate of the State of California. 



a. .............. : ,. 
. It l.aWlellCe B. DtnQWI. 

K. Jolm D. FAltNlWI. 
· I.e-~ Lyndon F .. SMm .' · 

Sin ftan: 
11. .Wmthrop s. Gttmnm, Sec:r6taire de Ia Uptioll .• Etats-Urd$ d'.A~Miique ~ Berne . 

.Aum:ICHE 
. l)lllplls: 

K. Emerlc:h •. Pmrol., Ell'VOYE. ~. • • · et Kinistre pWnipotentiaire, Repdsentant 
pe~n .. Qiil!l.t'~ de Ia SOci~ des Nations. . . 

Le :or BJ:uoo Sarot.:rz, DiMteur de Police et Conseiller aulique, ¥embre de 1a Commission 
c:tWJSQ)tatift cki. tndic de l'opi11Dl et autres drogues nllisl.bles. 

·DIIofpl: 
BELGIQUE 

I.e :or DE llYTmfA.DE, Inspecteut principal des pharmacies. 

BOUVIE 
Dlllflll: 

· Le :or JL Cum.ua, M~ de 1a Commission consultative du trafi.c de l'opium et autres 
chqptea puip'•les. · 

GR.ANDE-BRETAGNE ET IRLANDE DU NORD 
aiDIIi que toutes parties de l'Empile britannique 
lidO llembres .. de 1a Soci4t6 des Nations. 

Sir Vablm DJuvufGIIJ!, K.C.B., Adjoint permanent au Secntaire d'Etat, Minist6re de 
l'IJrt!ri m. . 

Corn .... tcnl•ir w: 
11. 11. D. PB••rw. Cia Minist6re ctel'IDUrieur, . -
JI.G.G.lfrnluUKICI!.,daMinisfkecleaA«aires~,Co.DaeiDerjuridfquedeladel6ption. 

D81plil: 
CANADA. 

I.e toloael C. a L S.ABM••, C.JLG., C.B.E., Chef de 1a Divialon des atupHI•ots, D6parte-
meat des PIL1Daioo8 et de fllvdae pu~ue. ·.. • 

I.e :or Walter A. Jb:DD.au., M.A., -i'h.D. • Ad'PJIIQr)' Ofl1t.er • du Domiaion eta. CaNida auprita 
de Ia Sod6tf da Hatiou ' . · · 

S.illlill: 

II. E. D'Alrcr" McGu.a. .........,_. Sect«aiN A. ]a Uptiou du Canada l Pari& 

. DIU-: 

II. ....... GAJADO, Kemble de Ia D6llpt:ioD l*"*Oeote •'11.pde de Ja SocJ1t6 del Nations. 



Technical Advisers: 

Mr. Lawrence B. DuNHAM: 
Mr. J ob,n D. FAllNBAM, ' 
Dr. Lyndon F. SMALL . 

. Se<;retary: 
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Mr. Winthrop S. GREENE, Secretary of the Legation of the United States of America at 
Berne. 

ARGENTINE REPUBLIC 
Delegate: 

His Excellency Dr. Fernando PEREZ, Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to 
His Majesty the King of Italy. 

AUSTRIA 
Delegates: 

M. Emerich PFLOGL, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary, Permanent Repre
sentative accredited to the League of Nations. 

Dr. Bruno ScHULTZ, Police Director and " Conseiller aulique ", Member of the Advisory 
Committee on Traffic in Opium and Other Dangerous Drugs. _ 

BELGIUM 
Delegate: 

Dr. DE MYTTENAERE, Principal Inspector of Chemistry. 

BOLIVIA 
Delegate: 

Dr. M. CUELLAR, Member of the Advisory Committee on Traffic in Opium and Other Dangerous 
Drugs. 

Delegate: 

GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND 
and all parts of the British Empire which are not 

separate Members of the League of Nations 

Sir Malcolm DELEVINGNE, K.C.B., Permanent Deputy Under-Secretary in the Home Office. 

T echniciU Advisers : 
Mr. M. D. PEiuuNs, of the Home Office; 
Mr. G. G. FlTZMAUIUCE, of the Foreign Office, Legal Adviser of the Delegation. 

CANADA 

Delegates: 
Colonel C. H. L. SBAIUIAN, C.M.G., C.B.E., Chief, Narcotic Division, Department of Pensions 

and National Health; 
Dr. Walter A. RIDDELL, M.A., Ph.D., Dominion of Canada Advisory Officer accredited to 
· the League of Nations. 

Secretary: 
Mr. E. D'ARCY McGRBER, Second Secretary to the Canadian Legation at Paris. 

CHILE 
Delegate: 

M. Enrique GAJARDO, Member of the Permanent Delegation accredited to the League of 
Nations. · 



.. CHINE 

DMiu,.: - .. 
--I.e pr wu LIBN-TBII Diiec:teur et fonctionnaire m~ principal du Se'rvice antiseptique 
' ; manctchourieD l icharmne. -~.du ~ Dati~al de q~taine A. Chang-Hal, 

Expert teclmique en chef de l'Adrmmstration de l'hygtene publique. · 
Son EwJlenc:e-1e~WO() K•JSlPIO, Ministre pl~~ Directetlr du Bureau permanent 

de Ja l)Qfp.tiOD chinoise aupris de la Soci6te des Natio~. 

c .... .,. t:cillifll': . 
. I.e pd elJT Westel Woodbury WILLOUGHBY. 

DB:fpi'Wjoirtl., Corueilllr ~: 

Jl. CHuG TDJG, Piemier Secretaire de Legation. 

Scrlrin: 
II. Roland H._ OUANG, Attache 1 la Legation de Chine 1 Berne. 

COSTA-RICA 
D81pl: 

I.e l)r V'uiato FIGUEREDO LoRA, Consul a Geneve. 

CUBA 
Dlllpts: 

Son ~ II. Guillermo DE BLANcK, Envoye extraordinaire et Millistre plenipotentiair:~. 
DeUgue permanent aupris de Ia Societe des Nations. _ 

I.e J>r Benjamin Pmmu ES. · · 

DANEMARK 
D8lpl: 

II. Gustav RAslroSSEN, Charge d'aifaires a Berne. 

. . 
VILLE LffiRE DE DANTZIG · 

Dlllpls: 

Son ExreDem:e le l)r Witold CBontKo, Ancien Ministre, Chef de la Delegation. 
I.e Dr- Guillaume RozENB.uni, Conseiller medical, Chef du. Service d'hygiene. 

DIUpl: . 
REPUBLIQUE :OOMINICAINE 

J1. Charles AcuiUIANN, Consul gen6ral a Gen~ve. 

D/Jipl: 
EGYPTE 

T. W. Ruasiu. pact.a. Commandant de Ja police du Caire et Directeur du Bureau central 
des iafo.rmatioDs Jelatives aux na.rcotiques. 

Dlllpl: 
ESPAGNE 

Jl. Jldio CAsAus, Chef de aCtion au Minist6re dee .A1faires ~. 

D/JipJ 114jtMII: 

Jl.. p...ligo SvADZ, COIIIei11er de l'Hypu. 
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CHINA 
Delegates: 

Dr. Wu LIEN~TEH, Director and Chief Medical Officer, Manchurian Plague Prevention~. 
Harbin; Director, National Quarantine Service, Shanghai; Chief Technical Expert, 
National Health Administration. 

His Excellency Dr. Woo ~SENG, Minister Plenipotentiary, Director of the Permanent 
Office of the Chinese Delegation to the League of Nations. · 

Technical Ad'llisw: 

Professor Westel Woodbury WILLOUGHBY. 

Substitute a1Ul Technical Ad'llisw: 

M. CHENG TING, First Secretary of Legation . 
• 

Secretary: · 

M. Roland H. OUANG, Attach~ to the Chinese Legation at :Qerne. 

COSTA RICA 
Delegate: 

Dr. Viriato FIGUEREDO LoRA, Consul at Geneva. 

CUBA 
Delegates: 

His Excellency M. Guillermo DE BLANCK, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary, 
Permanent Delegate accredited to the League of Nations. 

Dr. Benjamin PlwmLLES. 

DENMARK 
Delegate: 

M. Gustav RAsMUSSEN, c~ d'affaires at Berne. 

FREE CITY OF DANZIG 
Delegates: 

His Excellency Dr. Witold CRoi>txo, Fonner Minister, Head.of the Del~tion. 
Dr. Guillaume ROZENBAUM, Medical Adviser, Head of the Health Service . 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 
Delegate: 

M. Charles AcKERMANN, Consul~eral at Geneva. 

EGYPT 
Delegate: 

T .. W. RusSELL PASHA, Chief of Police of Cairo and Director ol the Central Bureau for 
Infonnation with regard to Narcotics. 

SPAIN 

Delegate: 
M. Julio CASARES, Head of Section at the Ministry for Foreign Aftairs •. 

Su~titute: 

.M. Paulino SuAREZ, Health Adviser. 
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ETHIOPIE 

DMf"/: 
Son Excelleace 1e comte L\GAIU>E, due d'ENTotto, Ministre pl~ipotentiaife, Representant 

aupris de la Soci~~ des Nations. 

FINLANDE 
DMpl: .. 

M. Evald GYLLENBOGEL, Charge d'affaires p.i. a Berne, DB~~ permanent p.i. aupres de 
1a Soci~t~ des Nations. 

DMflll afoi"': 
M. P. K. TARJANNE, Secretaire de bureau au Ministere des Affaires ~trangeres. 

FRANCE 
D/Upl: 

:M. Gaston BouRGOIS, Consul de France, Chef de la DB~tion. 

COJISeilWs lec1miqtles: 

:M. BoUGAULT, Professeur de chimie analytique ala Fal;ult~ de pharmacie de Paris. 
:M. RAzET, Inspecteur principal du Service de la repression des fraudes, Chef du Bureau des 

stu¢fui.nts au Ministere de 1' Agriculture. 

Dlllpl: 

:M. R. RAPBAEL, DB~6 permanent aupres de la Soci~ des Nations. 
. ' 

Dlllpl llllfoirtl: 

. :M. Alexandre CoNTOUKAS, Premier Secreta.ire de la DB~tion permanente aupres de la 
~~ des Nations. 

GUATEMALA 
Dlllpl: 

:M. Luis MA1mNEz MoNT, Professeur de psychologie exp&imentale aux Ecoles secondaires 
de l'Etat. 

HEDJAZ, NEDJED ET DEPENDANCES 
Dlllpl: 

Son Excellence Cheik HAFiz W ABBA, En~y~ extraordinaire et Ministre pl~ipotentiaire 
pres Sa MajesU Britannique. 

Seeri/Mre: 

ABD EL ILuuD ELBABA. 

HONGRIE 
DlllpJ: 

H. Jean PELtNYI, Ministre resident, Chef de la ~legation aupres de la Soci~~ des Nations. 

Dlllpb lllljoints: 

K. Zoltan BAJWfYAI, Conseiller a la D~l~gation aupres de la Socret~ des Nations. 
M. Alexandre MozsoNYI, Conseiller de section au Ministere de la Pr~voyance sociale et du 

Travail. 

CDffUillers teelmiques: 

Le ~ Andre UNGAil, ~ g~n&al adjoint de la fabrique. « Chinoin » de Ujpest: 
II. NiooJas WaNDLEJt, Directeur de la Fabrique • .Alcaloida », de Bfidszentzihaly. 

• 
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Delegtlle: 
ABYSSiNIA 

His Excellency Count LAGARDE, Due d'EMTOiro, Minister Plenipotentiary, Representative 
accredited to the League of Nations. 

Delegtlle: 
FINLAND 

M. Evald GYLLENBOGEL, Charg6 d'Affaires p. i. at Berne, Permanent Delegate p. i. accredited 
to the League of Nations. 

Substitute: 

M. P. K. TARJANNE, "Secretaire de Bureau" in the 14injstry for Foreign Affairs, 

FRANCE 
Delegtlle: 

M. Gaston BouRGOIS, Consul of France, Head of the Delegation. 

Teclmical Advisers: 

M. BouGAULT, Professor of Analytical Chemistry at the Pharmaceutical Faculty of Paris. 
M. RAzET, Chief Inspector of the Service for the RepteSSion of Frauds, Head of the Bureau 

for Narcotics to the Ministry of Agriculture. 

GREECE 
Delegtlle: 

M. R. RAPHAEL, Permanent Delegate accredited to the League of Nations. 

Substitute : 

M. Alexandre CoNTOUMAS, First Secretary of the Permanent Delegation accredited to the 
League of Nations. · 

GUATEMALA 
Delegtlle: 

M. Luis MARTINEZ MoNT, Professor of Experimental Psychology in Secondary Schools of 
State. 

HEJAZ, NEJD AND DEPENDENCIES 
Delegate: 

His Excellency Cheik HAFIZ W ABBA, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary 
to His Britannic Majesty. 

HUNGARY 
Delegtlle: 

M. Jean PEUNYI, Resident Minister, Head of the Delegation accredited to the League of 
Nations. 

Su'bsHtflles: 

M. Zoltan BAitANYAI, Counsellor at the Delegation accredited to the League of Nations. 
M. Alexandre MozsoNYI, Counsellor of Section at the Ministry of Social Welfare and Labour. 

T~ Advisers: 

Dr. Andre UNGAR, Assistant Director-General of the " Chinoin " Factory at Ujpest. 
M. Nicolas WENDLER, Director of the " Alcaloida " Factory at Bftd ent&ih4ly. 



INDE 

JM,.,: 
lA ])r R. P. PABANJPYB, .Membre du Conseil de l'Inde. 

' ' 

, ,c.w1hr: 
' Jl. G. GL\JWI DIXON, de 1' 1t India Office ». 
~,_ 

', ... 

ltTAT LIBRE D'IRLANDE 

Dlllpl: ' 
11. Seaa LEsTER, D6legu6 permanent aupres de Ia Soci6t6 des Nations. 

DUtfll alj~Mf .t CO'IISeiller tdtsiqw: . 
11. J. J. ANDERSON, Pharmacien-expert, Departement de Ia Justice, Section des drogues 

ntdsibles. . 

ITALIE 
DMpls: 

Son Ext:ellence 11.. ·le 56n;tteur CAvAZZONI, ancien .Ministre du Travail. 
Jl. Giuseppe 1'EDALDI, du Ministere de l'Intmeur, DQegu6 sanitaire 1 1'6tranger. 
I.e professeur C. E. FuRl, Avocat. 

Dtllpls: 
JAPON 

Son Excellence .M. Setsuzo SAWADA, )finistre plenipotentiaire, Direeteur du Bureau du Japon 
aupres de Ia Soci6te des Nations. ·. 

~- Shigeo OlmACHI, Secretaire au ICmisUre de l'Interieur, Chef dela Section administrative. 

Ct~~~m11en tet:1mtpes: 

.M. Jin MATSuo, Expert au .Ministere de l'Intmeur. 
Jl .. Sbiko KUSAII'A, Secr6taire du Bureau _du Japon aupres de Ia Soci6t6 des Nations. 

s-,.,,,: 
II. Wazaburo Y•v•uwA, Secretaire du Bureau des monopoles du Gouvemement g6n6ral . 

. de Ia Ccne. 
·11. Sbinichi SHIBUSAWA, Secretaire d'Ambassade, Secr6taire du Bureau du Japon aupres . 

de Ia Soci6t6 des Nations. · 
II. Sabroh OJrrA, Attache 1J'Ambassade du Japon 1 Loudres. 
II. Takeji Kus.&Noau. 

LETTONIE 
D/Upl: 

Jl. Ju1es FELDMANs, Ministre plenipotentiaire, ~""""' "'"""""'""'t au~ de Ia Soci6U des N~ ~-r----- . ~- . 
DIII,W ·llll;DHII: 

K. Wilhelm K.wmr, Secr6taire de Ia D~tion ~ente.aupresdelaSoci6t6desNations. 

DIII,W: 
LIBltRIA 

SOD Excellenc:e le Dr Antoine Sonlx.:a, £nvoy6 extraordinaire et Ministre plenipotentiaire, 
D6Jicai. pe.rmaneat aupra de Ia Soci6U des N~tions . 

DIU,W: 
. LITHUANIE 

If. Jao.ra. 1+*41 +t1DM, Chef de eectfon au Minlatke des Aftairea 6trangeres. 



-405-

Delegflle: 
INDIA 

Dr. R P. PARANJPYit, Member of the Council of India. 

Advisw: 

Mr. G. GIWIAM DIXON, of the India Office. 

Delegate: 
I~SH FREE STATE 

Mr. Sean LESTER, Permanent Delegate accredited to the League of Nations. 

Substitute Delegflle and T eclmical Advisw: 

Mr. J. J. ANDERSON, Pharmacist, Department of Justice, Dangerous Drugs Section. 

ITALY 
Delegates: 

His Excellency Senator CAVAZZONI, former Minister of Labour. 
M. Giuseppe TEDALDI, of the Ministry of Interior, Health Delegate abroad. 
Professor C. E. FERRI. Advocate. 

Delegates: 
JAPAN 

His Excellency M. Setsuzo SAWADA, Minister Plenipotentiary, Director of the Japanese 
Bureau accredited to the League of Nations. 

M. Shigeo 0HDACHI, Secretary at the Ministry for Home Affairs, Head of the Administrative 
Section. 

Teclmical Advisws: 

M. Jan MATSUO, Expert to the Ministry for Home Afiairs. . 
M. Shiko KusAMA, Secretary to the Japanese Bureau accredited to the League of Nations. 

Secretaries : 

M. Wazaburo YAKAZAWA, Secretary of the Monopolies Office of the Govetmnent-General 
of Chosen. 

M. Shinichi SHIBUSAWA, Secretary of Embassy, Secretary to the Japanese Bureau accredited 
to the League of Nations. -

M. Sabroh OHTA, Attach~ to the Japanese Embassy in London. 
M. Takeji KusANoBu. 

LATVIA 
Delegate: 

M. Jules FEwMANs, Minister Plenipotentiary, Permanent Delegate accredited to the League 
of NationS. 

Subslilwle: 

M. Wilhelm KALNIN, Secretary to the Permanent Delegation accredited to the League of 
Nations. 

LIBERIA 
Delegflle: 

His Excellency Dr. Antoine SO'mLE, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary, 
Permanent Delegate accredited to the League of Nations. 

LITHUANIA 
Delegflle: 

M. Juozas SAXALAUSKAS, Head of Section at the Ministry for Foreip Afiairs. 



- :•.·:':.• 
-:..r~ _..,. 

. 
' -_, 

-· '1.. . 'LUXEMBOURG 
D'~: • 

X. Qades VUV*IB, Coasal a Geneve. 

MEXIQUE 

·IJMrtll: 
'' · Jl. Sa1wclor 'II.&Jri'DmZ DE ALVA, Observateur permanent aupres de Ia Soci~te des Nations. 

MONACO 

l)Mpl: ' 
ll.: ·~ E. IIENTscB, Consul gm&al a Gen~ve .. 

NORttGE 
~: 
·, Jl. 1b. G. TuoRSBN, Secr6taire gm&al du Ministere de. Ia Prevoyance sociale. 

PANAMA 
DIII(W: 

I.e l)r Emesto HoFFKANN, Consul.generai a Gen~ve . 

. 
PARAGUAY 

DIUpl: 

Son E:n:e1Jence le l)r Ramon V. CABALLERO DE BEDOYA, Envoye eXtraordinaire et Minilstre 
pl6nipotentiaire pres Ie President de Ia Republique fran~. D~~~ permanent aupres 
de Ia SQcieU des Nations. · 

PAY&BAS 
DIU(W: 

Jl. W. G. VAN WE'lTUJI, Conseiller du Gouvernement pour les Afta.ires internationali!S de 
1'. • ' 
~· ' 

See~ 'Mire: 

Le nr A. H. Plm.IPsE. Attache de Ugation. 

PEROU 
Dlllpl: 

Son £uelleuce Jrl. F. GARCIA CALDERON, Envoye e~dinaire etMinistre plenipotentiaire 
pra le President de Ia Republique ~aise" · 

D8lpJ Mjoitft: 

II. ]0116-Jrlaria BAJtUTO, ~ permanent aupru de Ia Societe des Nations. 

PERSE 
DIUpl: 

Son ~ K. A. ~BPABBOJ.?I, Envoye extraordinaire et Ministre plenipotentiaire pr9 
1e Cmtei1 ~ IWIIe, ~permanent aupru de Ia Societe des Nat1ons. 

D8lpt lllljtlifll: 

Jl. :N. EJITt:wi..Wtmrv, Premier Jecr6taite de Ugation, 



LUXEMBURG 
Dllegllte: 

M. Charles VERJIAIRE, Consul at Geneva. 

MEXICO 
Dllegllte: 

M. Salvador MAtmNEz DE ALvA, Permanent Observer accredited to the League of Nations. 

MONACO 
Dllegllte: 

M. Conrad E. RENTSCH, Consul-General at Geneva. 

NORWAY 

Dllegllte: 

M. Th. G. THORSEN, Secretary-General of the Norwegian Ministry of Social Welfare. 

PANAMA 
Dllegate: 

Dr. Ernesto HOI'PMANN, Consul-General .at Geneva. 

PARAGUAY 
Dllegate: 

His Excellency Dr. Ramon V. CABALLERO DE BEDOYA, Envoy ExtraordinaryandMinister 
Plenipotentiary to the Presi4ent of the French Republic, Permanent Delegate accredited 
to the League of Nations. 

THE NETHERLANDS 
Delegate: 

M. W. G. VAN WETTUM, Government Adviser for International Opium Questions. 

Seeretary: 

Dr. A. H. PB:U.IPSE, Attach6 of Legation. 

PERU 
Dllegate: 

· His Excellency M. F. GARciA CALDERON, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary 
to the President of the French Republic. -

Submmte: 
M. J0$6-Maria BARRETO, Permanent Delegate accredited to the League of Nations. 

PERSIA 
Delegate: 

His Excellency M. A. SEPABBODI, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary to 
the Swiss Federal Council, Permanent Delegate accredited to the League of Nations. 

SullsUtute: 
M. N. ENTtZAK-WtziRv, First Secretary of Legation. 
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POLOGNE 

M~: . 
, Son Excellence le Dr Witold CHon:tKo, Ancien Ministre, Ch~f ~e la 006gatl?n . 

.11. jan TAYLOR, Chef adjoint de la ~tion des Trait~ au MinJStm des Afiall'es etrangeres. 

DMplllljoi'tll: 
.11. Henri Srnv su, Rapporteur au Ministm des Aftaires etrangeres. 

PORTUGAL 
N 1pls:. 

Son Excellence Ie l)r Augusto DE VASCONCELLOS, Ministre plenipotentiaire, Directeur general 
du Secretariat portugais de Ia Societe des Nations. 

I.e l)r Alexandro FERRAz DE ANDRADE, Premier Secretaire de Legation, Chef de 1a Chancellerie 
portugaise aupres de 1a Societe des Nations. 

ROUMANIE 
Dlllpb: 

Son Excellence M. Constantin ANroNIADE, Envoye extraordinaire et Ministre plenipotentiaire 
' anpre5 de Ia Societe des Nations. 

I.e l)r Nicolas DELEANU, Professeur a l'Universite de Bucarest. 

SAINT-MARIN 
Dlllpl: 

I.e professeur C. E. FEIUU, avocat. 

SIAM 
Dlllpl: 

Son Altesse ~e le Prince DAKRAS, Envoye extraordinaire et Ministre plenipotentiaire 
pres Sa Majeste Britannique, Representant permanent aupres de Ia Societe des Nations 

Scrlltlire: 

.II. S. V AllASIJU, Attache de Legation a Londres. 

Dlllpb: 
UNION DES REPUBLIQUES SOVlETISTES SOCIALISTES 

II. Dimitri BoGoKOLOPF, Conseiller de l'Ambassade de !'Union des R"-'ubliques sovietistes 
· . socialistes a Londres. ~.1' 

IL GeoJges LACBKEVITCB, Conseiller juridique de 1' Ambassade de !'Union des Republiques 
sovretistes socialistes a Paris. 

IL Haim WEINBERG, Secretaire de 1' Aml>assade de l'Union des R.&..ubliques sovietistes . 
!IOCiaUstes a Rome. ~.1' 

Dlllpl: 
SuEDE 

I.e IJir Erik Rudolf SJ6sn.um, COnseiller pour les Affaires sociales. 

CMreiller ~: 

Jl. Emit JIATEU, Chef de section a Ia Direction generale des Services m6dicaux. 

Dlllpb: 
SUISSE 

Jl. Paul ~==:~tiaire, Chef de 1a Division des Affaires etrangeres d~ 
I.e ~ CAUitu, Directeur du Service fMeral de !'Hygiene publique. 

CMuilllll' fwitlifw: 

Jl. Umille GoBGt, Premier Chef de section au Departement politique f~eral. 
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DelegflU&: 
POLAND 

His Excellency 1)r Witold CHontxo, Former Minister, Head of the Delegatio. n. . 
M.. Jan TAYLOR, Assistant Head of the Treaty Section at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 

Sv'bslilute : 

M. Henri STEBELSKI, " Rapporteur " tq the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 

Delegate&: 
PORTUGAL 

His Excellency Dr. Augusto DE VASCONCELLOS, Minister Plenipotentiary, General Director 
of the Portuguese Secretariat of the League of Nations. · 

Dr. Alexandro ~RRAZ DE ANDRADE, First ~ary of Legation, Chief of the Portuguese 
· Oflice accredited to the League of Natlons. · -

DelegflU&: 
ROUMANIA 

His Excellency M. Constantin ANToNIADE, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister· Pleni
potentiary accredited to the League of Nations. 

Dr. Nicolas D:EI.EANV, Professor at the University of Bucharest. 

SAN MARINO 
Delegflte: 

Professor C. E. FERRI, Advocate. 

SIAM 
Ditegflte: 

His Serene Hig]mess Prince DAMRAS, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Pleni~tentiary 
to His Britannic Majesty, Permanent Representative accredited to the League of Nations. 

Sec7ei/Jry : 

M. S. V AltASDU, Attach6 of Legation in London. ... 

UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS 
DelegflU&: 

M. DimitriBoGoMOLOFF, Counsellor to the Embassy of the Union of Soviet Sociafist Republics 
at London. 

M.. Georges 4CBQVITCB, Legal Adviser to the Embassy of the Union of SoViet Socialist 
Republics at Paris. · 

M. Haim WEINBll::RG, Secretary of the Embassy of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
at Rome. 

SWEDEN 
Delegflte: 

Dr. Erik Rudolf SJ68TRAND, Adviser on Social Questions. 

Teclmical Allvisw: • 

M. Ernst MATERN, Head of Section in the General Direction of Medical Services • 
• 

SWITZERLAND 
Delegf.IUB: • , 

M'. Paul DINJCHERT, Minister Plenipotentiary, Chief of the Division for Foreign Affairs of 
the Federal PolitiCal Department. , • 

Dr. Henri CARRii:RE, Director of the Federal Service of Public Health. 

Legal Allvisw: 

M. camille GoRG:t, First Chief of Section to .the Federal Political :Department. 



TCHECOSLOVAQUIE 

Dllliew: 
SoD Excellence M. Zdenik F'IElwNG:U, Envoy~ extraordinaire et ~istre plarl.P?tentiaire 

pres le Couseil fM6ral suisse, OOqu~ permanent aupres de Ia So~te des Nations, Chef 
de ]a dB.tion. . 

DMplMfoitrl: . 
I.e nr Jaroslav HRDUCKA, Conseiller ministeriel au Ministere de l'Hy"giene publique. 

COftSIIiiMn ldllipes: 
Jl. Ph. .M. Jaroslav BouUTbtsrt, Conseiller superieur en pharmacie au Ministere de !'Hygiene 

publique. . 
11. Robert Flwnl:, Directeur de Ia Manufacture chimique de Christ. 

SICf'l r 'n: 

ll. Karol TRPAx. Secretai:re de la Legation tchecoslovaque a Berne. 

TURQUIE 

D'Upls: 

BOSRO H,ss,N bey, Vice-President de la Grande Assemblee Nationale de Turquie. 
SUBET ZIYA bey, Conseiller politique au Ministere des Afiaires etrangeres. 
Assul ISJ~AP. bey, Directeur general de !'Hygiene. publique au Ministere de !'Hygiene et 

de 1' Assistance sociale. · 

Ct~~tsMller ~: 

JIEIDIET Au TAYYAR bey, Consiei11eJ.: technique pour !'agriculture au Ministere de l'Economie 

URUGUAY 

Dlllpl: 

SoD Exrellenre le Dr Alfredo DE CAsTRo, Envoye extraordinaire et Ministre plenipotentiaire 
pris le Conseil £ed&al suisse. 

St~t:TIItlire: 

11. Juan Carlos Risso SIElOlA, Secr6taire de la Legation d'Uruguay en Suisse. 

VENEZUELA 
DIUpl: 

I.e Dr L. G. CBACbr~ITJUAGO, Charge d'aftaires a Berne, .Membre de 1' Academie de medecine 
de Caracas. ' 

• 
YOUGOSLAVIE 

Dlllpl: 

Son E:v..Jienre M. I. CB01JJIEKJWVITCB, .Ministre plenipotentiaire D.&t"'-·"' permanent au-A. 
de Ja Sociae des N · ' "'"'6,... .,. .... atioDs. . 

Dlllp. llllftlhttl : 
II. S. OnADoviTCB, Chef de aection au .Ministere du Commerce et de l'fudustrie. 
Jl. D. JIILJTCBEVITCB, Seeretaire de Ia Chambre de l'lndustrie a Belgrade. 

C.r rilklr~: 

Jl. V. DJOV&DJEVITCB, Secrfiaire de Ia Chambre de commerce de Skoplje. 



CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
DelegfiU: 

His Excellency M • .zd,en& FmRLIMGD, Eavoy EUraontiDary and Minister Plcmi~tiary 
to the Swiss Federal Council, Permanent Delegate accrecUted to the League of Natious, 
Head of the Delegation. . · 

Su~: 

Dr. JarosJav HlmLICKA, Ministerial ConnseJlor in the Ministry of Public Health. 

Teelmic«l All'Diun: 

·:u:. Ph. M. JarosJav BmrorlNs&"f, Senior Adviser in Chemistry in the Ministry of Public 
Health. 

:M. Robert FRANK, Director of the Cbernicsll Factory of Christ. 

Seet'dary: 

M. Ka:rel TRI'AK, SeaeWy of the c:Mchoslovak Legation in Berne. 

TURKEY 
DelegfiUs: 

H'OsNtJ NA.ssAN Bey, Vice-President of.the Great National Assembly of Turkey. 
SUBET ZIYA Bey, Political Adviser to the Minist!y for Foreip Affairs. 
AsslM: IsJWL Bey, Director--General of Public Health in the Ministry of Health ana Social 
w~. . 

Technic.z_ Atlmer: 
MEIDIET ALI TAYYAR Bey, Technical Adviser for Agriculture in the Ministry of Economy 

URUGUAY· 

.DelegllU: 

His Excellency Dr. Alfredo DE CAsTRo, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary 
to the Swiss Federal Council. 

Seet'dary: 

:M. Juan Carlos Risso SIENRA, Secretary of the Legation of Uruguay in Switzerland. 

DelegfiU: • 
Dr. L. G. CHAclN-ITIUAGO, Charge d'affaires at Berne, Member of the Medical Academy of 

Caracas. ' 

YUGOSLAVIA 

Delegflle: 
His Excellency M. I. CHoUMENKOVJTCR, Minister Plenipotentiary, Permanent Delegate 

· accredited to the League of Nations. . 

St~f!sMiutes: 

X. S. OBRADOVJTCR, Head of Section in the J1inimY of Commerce and ltldustry. 
M.D. Mn.ITCBBVJTCB, Secretary of the Chamber of Industry at Belgrade. 

TIC!miclll Ad'IMer: . 
H. y. D]OURDJEVITCH, Secretary of the Cbember of Commerce of Skopl~e. 
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AFGHANISTAN 

Son Excellence ABDUL HUSSEIN Azlz, Envoy~ extraordinaire et Ministre plenipotentiaire 
pris Sa )(ajest~ le Roi d'Italie. 

ETATS-UNIS DU BRESIL 

J(, Carlos DE CARVALHO SoUZA, Consul genmu a Geneve. 

ESTONIE 

Son Excellence M.A. Scmmrr, Envo~ extraordinaire et Ministre plenipotentiaire, D~l~gu~ 
permanent aupres de la Soci~t~ des Nations. 

Plll'licipats li Ia Ctmflret~Ce d titre tl' experts en verlu tl' une tllcisitm tlu Conseil: 

M. W. E. DIXON, Docteur en mMecine, Professeur a l'Universit~ de Cambridge, Expert en 
questions pharmacologiques. 

M. Erich VON KNAFFL-LENZ, Docteur en mMecine et philosophie (chimie), Professeur a 
l'Univeisit~ de Vienne, Expert en questions pha.nriacologiques et phannaceutiques. 

M. )(, TIFFENEAU, Docteur en mMecine, Professeur ala Facult~ de mMecine de Paris, Expert 
• en questions pharmacologiques et chimiques . 

.H. P. WoLFF, Docteur en mMecine et.philosophie (chimie), Privat-docent a l'Universit~ de 
Berlin, Expert en questions mMicales. 

Panit;iptznt d Ia Ctmflrence d titre consultatif en vmu tl' une decision tlu Conseil: 

Son Excellence -le Dr Augusto DE VASCONCELLOS, Pr~ident de la Commission consultative 
du trafic de l'opium et autres drogues nuisibles. · 

COMITE CENTRAL PERMANENT DE L'OPIUM 

II. L. A. LYALL, President du Comit~. p~nt ala Conf~rence a titre consultatif en vertu 
d'une dkision du Conseil. 

A.uisll le: 

l)r Otto ANSELMDrO, Membre du ComiU . 
. M. Heabert L. MAY, Membre du Comit~. 

qui, en c:ouRquence, se sont r~is a Geneve. 

Le Couseil de Ia Soc:ieU des Nations a appele aux fonctions de president de la Conf~rence: 

.H. 1e Shlatear Louis DB BmuCJd:u. 

Les travaux du ~t ~t confres par le Secr~aire gen~al de la Soc~t~ des Nations a: 

· M. E. E. E~D, Directeur des Sections du trafic de l'opiwn et des.questions sociales 
SemWre ga.&al de Ia ConUrence, ' 

: aux ~ sui~ts cte Ia Section du trafic de I' opium et de Ia Section juridique du Secr~tariat 
~ SocJ(ift~PdesB Nations: K. H. PulfcAJI HALL, sec:retaire; M. Bertil A. RENBORG secr~taire 

r--; . . AIWIDON, ·COIIIeiller juridique de Ia Conf~ence. ' 



PM~iei;illmg M 0. Cottftrence 8$ ObsiWIIII'S: 
~ 

AFGHAN~TAN 

His Excellency ..t\BDUL HuSSEIN Am:, Envoy Extraordinary IUld Minister Plcmipotentiary to 
His Majesty the King of Italy. . · • 

UNITED ST~TES: OF BRAZIL 

M. Carios DB CARVALHO SouL\, Cousul-Qeneral at ~ 

ESTONIA 

His Excellency M.A. Scm.m>T, Envoy Extrao~ lllld Miuister Plenipotentiary, Permllllent 
· Delegate accredited to the League of NatiODS. . . 

Partisipflling at the Conference as Experts in vi'rlue ofer decision. of the Cotmeil: 

Mr. W. E. DttoN, Doctor of Medicine, Professor at the University of Cambridge, Expert on 
Pharmacological Questions. 

M. Erich. VON KliiAFFL-LENZ, Doctor o. f Medicine.lllld Philosophy (Chemistry), Professor .at the 
University of Vienna, Expert in Pharmacological lllld PharmaceutiCal Questions. 

M. M. TIFl"ENEAU, Doctor of Medicine, Professor at the Medical Faculty of Paris, Expert iD 
Pharmacological and .Chemical Questions. , 

M.P. WoLFF, Doctor of Medicine lllld Philosophy (Chemistry), ~ri:vat-docent at the University 
· of Berlin, Expert in Medical QuestiODS. · · 

Parlicipaling at the Conf-rence in an advisory C4'/Jacit'y in virlsu of a tleOision of lite CotffiCil: 

His Excellency Dr. Augusto DE VASCONCELLOS, President of the Advisory Committee on 
Tra.ffi.c in Opium IUld Other Dangerous Drugs. ' 

PERMANENT CENTRAL OPIUM BOARD 

Mr. L.' A. LYALL, President of the Board, attending the Conference in an advisory capacity, 
in virtue of a decision of the Council. · 

Assisted by: · 

Dr. Otto .ANSELMINo, Member of the Board. 
Mr. Herbert L. MAY, Member of the Board, 

who accordingly assembled at Geneva. 

The Council of the League of NatiODS appointed as President of the ~ce: 

M. le ~eur Louis I>E BKoucld:u. 

The Secretarial work of the Conference was entrusted by the Secretary-General of the League 
. of Nations to: 

M. E. E. EKSTRAND, Director·of the SectiODS tor Opium Traftic and for SocfaJ_ Questious, 
Secretazy-General of the Conference. 

and to the following members of. the Section for Opium T!atlic; and of the Lepl 5ectioa of the 
· Secretariat of the League of Nations: Mr. H. DmrCAR H•n •. Secretazy: K. Bertil A. RBNBOB.G, 
Assistant Secretary; and M.P. B.\lwmoN, Lepl Adviser to the Cou1erence. · 
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A Ja suite des ·reunions tenues du 27 mai au 13 juillet 1931, les Actes ci-apres ~num~res ont 
~t~ amt&: 

I. Convention pour limiter Ia fabrication et reglementer Ia distribution des stu~fiants. J 

II. Protocole de signature de Ia Convention. 

La Conf«ence a ~ement adopt~ les recommandations ci-apres: 

I. 
La Conf«ence, 
Rappelant Ia proposition faite par Ia Commission consultative du trafic de I'opium et autres 

drogues nuisibles dans Ie Code modele destin~ au controle administratif du trafic des stup~fiants 1 

C\ui a ~t~ ~tabli Io~ de sa onzieme session, proposition ten~ant ace que dans les pays dont I' organisa
tion administrative permet nne telle proc~dure, Ia surveillance du commerce des stu¢fiants, dans 
son ensemble, soit aux mains d'ime autorit~ unique, en vue de }'unification ~e toutes les mesu~es 
de contrOle applicables ace commerce, et ace que dans les pays ou cette surveillance est aux mams 
de plusieurs autorit~. des mesures soient prises pour ~tablir nne coordination entre ces autorit~: 

Recommande que les Membres de Ia Soci~t~ des Nations et les Etats non membres qui ne 
possedent pas actuellement nne autorit~ unique, envisagent aussitot l'int~rH qu'il y aurait a en 
~tablir nne, ayant pour mission de r~Iementer, de surveiller et de controler le trafi.c de I'opium 
et autres drogues nuisibles, ainsi que d'em~cher et de combattre la toxicomanie et le trafic 
illicite, et que Iesdits Membres de la Soci~te des Nations et Etats non membres £assent rapport 
au Secretaire g~&al de Ia Soci~te des Nations, dans nn d~lai d'nne ann~e a partir de la pr~sente 
date, sur les ~tats de leur examen de cette question. 

II. 
La Conf~ce. 
Reconnaissant que le Code modele susmentionne a ete d'nne valeur consid~rable pour nn 

certain nombre de gouvemements auxquels il a servi de guide pour l'~tablissement d'nne legislation 
et de mesures administratives tendant a !'application de la Convention de Geneve sur leurs 
territoires, 

Recommande qu'nn code semblable soit etabli avant I'entree en vigueur de la Convention 
sign~ a la date de ce jour et soit communique aux gouvemements, en les priant de s'inspirer 
autant que possible de ce code pour ~tablir les mesures Iegislatives et administratives necessaires 
en vue de !'application dans leurs territoires de ladite Convention, 

Prie le Conseil de la Societe des Nations de demander a la Commission consultative du trafi.c 
de l'opium et autres drogues nuisibles d'etablir ce code. 

III. 
LaCon£~. 

Ayant decid~, conform~ment a !'avis des experts attach~ ala Conference, de comprendre 
parmi les • drogues • qui doivent ~tre soumises pleinement aux dispositions de Ia presente Convention 
et de la Convention de Geneve (Groupe I) certaines drogues qui ne tombent pas actuellement sous 
le coup de 1a Convention de Geneve et de Ia Convention de La Haye de 1912, 

Recommande: 
I. Que le Conseil de 1a Soci~t~ des Nations demande au Comit~ d'hygiene de Ia Soci~t~ 

d'envisager imm~tement l'int~rH qu'il y aurait a faire tomber ces «drogues» sous le coup 
de la Convention de Geneve, conform~ment a Ia procedure de I' article IO de cette Convention, 

2. Que le Conseil attire I'attention des gouvemements des pays auxquels la Convention 
de La -~ye s'applique, mais auxquels Ia Con:vention de Geneve ne s'applique pas sur Ia 
proposttion formul~ dans la pr~nte Convention et sur le rapport des experts, relativement 
aux dispositions de I' article 14 tl) de Ia Convention de La Haye. 

La Conf&ence, 
IV. 

~que les gouvemements envisagent Ia question de sa voir s'il est d~irable d'~tablir 
nn monopole d_Eta~ sur le commerce et, si c'est nCcessaire, sur Ia fabrication des« drogues» vis~es 
par la Convention mgn~ a la date de ce jour. 

[La delqation allemande a decla.re qu'elle ne pouvait pas accepter cette recommandation.] 

LaCon£~. 
v. 

~t ~!': vue de combattre, d'nne maniere plus efficace, Ia contrebande et l'abus des 
vis6es la Convention en date de ce jour, il est n~re de completer, par un accord 

' Doca- C.2<fi.I928.XI, Aauae VIII. 
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~ the COUISe of a series of meetings between May 27th and July 13th, 1931, the instruments 
heremafter enumerated were drawn up: 

I. Convention limiting the Manufacture and ~ting the Distn"bution of Narcotic Drugs; 
IL Protocol of Signature of the Convention. 

1he Conference also adopted the following recommendations: 

I. 
The Conference: 
RecaJ!ing the proposal made by the Advisory Committee on Traffic in Opium and Other 

Dangerous Drugs in the Model Code for the Administrative Control of the Drug Traffic, 1 which 
was drawn up at its eleventh session to the effect that, in countries the administrative organisation 
of which allows of such a procedure, the supervision of the trade in narcotics as a whole should 
be in the hands of a single authority, so that all supervisory measures over this trade may be 
unified; and that, in countries where this supervision is in the hands of several authorities, steps 
should be taken to establish co-ordination among them: · · 

Recommends that such Members of the League of Nations and non-member States as do not 
at present possess such a single authority should forthwith consider the desirability of establishing 
one, with the duty of regulating, supervising and controlling the traffic in opium and other 
dangerous drugs and of preventing and combating drug addiction and the illicit traffic; and 
that they shQuld report to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations within a period of one 
year from the present date on the results of their e.umination of this .question. 

II. 
The Conference: 
Recognising that the Model Code above referred to has been of considerable value to a number 

. of Governments as a guide in the framing of legislation and administrative measures for the 
application of the Geneva Convention in their territories: 

Recommends that a similar Code should be drawn up before the entry into force of the Con
vention signed this day, and should be circulated to Governments with a request that they 
should be guided as far as posst"ble by the Code in framing the necessary legislative and adminis
trative measures for the application in their territories of the said Convention; 

Requests the Council of the League of Nations to ask the Advisory Committee on Traffic in 
Opium and Other Dangerous Drugs to prepare such a Code. 

III. 
Th~ Conference: 

. Having decided, in accordance with the advice o~ the Experts attached to the Conference, 
to include among the drugs which should be subject. to the full provisions of this Convention and 
of the Geneva Convention (Group I) certain drugs not at present brought under the Geneva 

· Convention and the Hague Convention of 1912: . 

Reoommends : 
(x) That the Council of the League of Nations should request the Health Committee 

of the League to Consider forthwith the desirability of bringing these drugs under the Geneva 
Convention, in accordance with the procedure of Article 10 of that Convention; . 

(2) That the Council should ciill the attention of Governments of countries to which 
the Hague Convention applies, but to which the Geneva Convention does not apply, to the 
proposal in this Convention and to the report of the Experts, with reference to the provisions 
of Article 14 (rl) of the Hague Convention. 

IV. 
The Conference: . 
Recommends that Governments should consider the desirability of establishing a State 

monopoly over the trade in, and, if necessary, over the manufacture of, the drugs covered by the 
Convention signed on this day's date. 

[The German delegation stated that it ~uld not accept this recommendation.] 

v. 
The Conference: 
Considering that in order to combat more efficiently the smuggling and abuse of the substances 

covered by the Conv~tion of this day's date, it is necessary by means of an international agreement 
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international, Ies sanctions penales prevues a I' article 20 de la Convention de La Haye de 1912 et 
a I' article 2g de la Convention de Geneve; , . . "bl 

c~nsidernnt que la Commission consultative du tr~fic de. 1 ?PlUm e~ autres. drogues nmst . es 
ete saisie Ia Commission internationale de pohce cnm.u~elle, ~- un _pro]et de convention 

fnternational~ur Ia repression ?u trafic illicite des drogues nmst~les s msptrant dans ses grandes 
!ignes de la Convention du 20 avril 1929 contre le faux monnayage. . . . 

Emet le vreu que sur la base des travaux entrepris pa! la Comm1_s~10n co~sultat~ve, une 

ti. "t clue dans le plus bref delai pour la poursmte et la pumbon des mfrachons a la conven on sot con • • , · d · "bl 
reglementation de la fabrication, du commerce et de Ia detention des ro~es nmst es; , 

Et rie le Conseil d'attirer !'attention des go~vef!lements sur 1 rmport~ce dune t~lle 
conventi~n. afin de hlter la reunion de la Conference qut d01t conclure nne conventton sur ce sujet. 

VI. 
La Conference, 
Reconnaissant le caractere tres dangereux de Ia diacetylmorphine comme drogue engendrant 

1a toxicomanie et la possibilite dans Ia plupart des cas, sinon dans tous, de la remplacer par d'autres. 
drogues moins dangereuses, . . . . , . 

Recommande que chaque gouvernement examine avec le corps medtcalla p~sstbthte d abolir 
ou de restreindre son usage et communique les resultats de cet examen au Secretatre general de la 
Societe des Nations. 

VII. 
La Conference, 
Recommande que les gouvernements etudient Ia possibilite d'appliquer le systeme de controle 

international prevu dans la Convention de Geneve a to~te preparation con tenant l'une quelcon9ue 
des • drogues • comprise dans le groupe I, quelle que s01t Ia teneur en drogue de cette preparation. 

La Conference recommande en outre que le Conseil de la Societe des Nations invite la Commis
sion consultative du trafic de I' opium et autres drogues nuisibles a examiner Ia question. 

[La delegation allemande a declare qu'elle ne pourrait pas accepter ces recommandations.] 

VIII. 
La Conference, 
Recommande qu'en vue de faciliter I' application desmesures tendant a empecher Ia toxicomanie 

et le trafic illicite, les gouvemements envisagent la possibilite d'exclure du benefice de Ia clause de 
la nation la plus favorisee, dans les traites et accords commerciaux conclus a l'avenir, les substances 
auxquelles la Convention de Geneve et la presente Convention s'appliquent. 

[Les delegations de l'Allemagne, du Danemark, des Pays-Bas, de Ia Suisse, de Ia Suede et du 
Siam ont declare qu'elles ne pouvaient pas accepter cette recommandation.] 

IX. 
La Conference, 
Considernnt que, sous reserve des fluctuations possibles dans les besoins mondiaux pour des 

fins medicales et scientifiques, les quantites de morphine, de diacetylmorphine, et de cocaine 
fabriquees pour etre utilisees comme telles pendant Ia periode anterieure a !'entree en vigueur de Ia 
Convention signee ala date de ce jour, ne doivent pas depasser le total moyen des besoins mondiaux, 
bases sur la moyenne des besoins medicaux et scientifiques des divers pays, et que les etudes 
efiectuees par le Secretariat de Ia Societe des Nations dans les documents de la Conference 
(document L.F.S.3(1) - Parties I, II, et III, 8, 61 et 65), pour les annees 1928, 1929 et 1930, 
evaluent approximativement comme suit le total actuel des besoins mondiaux de ces drogues pour 
leur usage comme telles: 

Morphine 
Diacetylmorphine 
Cocaine . . . . 

Tonnes 

9 
2 

5~ 

Prie le Conseil de 1a Societe des Nations de charger le Secretaire general d'attirer !'attention 
des Membres de la Societe des Nations et des Etats non membres sur ces documents et sur la presente 
resolution; et 
. Recommande_qu'en attendant ladite entree en vigueur de Ia Convention signee ala date de ce 
)Our, les pays fabnquant_ces drogues limitent autant que possible leur fabrication pour leur usage 
comme telles aux quanhtes requises pour Ia consommation interieure et !'exportation pour les 
fins mklicales et scientifiques. 

X. 
La Conference, 

Emet le vreu que la Societe des Nations soit m_ise en mesure d'attribuer des prix comme recom
~ pour les r~ultats des recherches cntrepnses dans le but de trouver des medicaments 
<\UI, tout en prodmsant les memes effets therapeutiques que les drogues, ne donnent pas lieu a 
I acc.outumance. 
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· to ~pplement the penalties provided for in A,'rticle 20 of the Hague Convention of 1912 and in 
Art1cle 28 of the Geneva Convention· · · 

Considering that the Advisory Committee on Traffic in Opium and Other Dangerous Drugs · 
has been presented by the International Criminal Police Commission with a draft international 
convention for the suppression of the illicit traffic in narcotic drugs the main features of which are 
based on the Conven~ion of April 2oth, I?Z9· against, Counterfeit Currency: 

Expn:sses the wish that, on the basi$ of the work undertaken by the Advisory Committee, 
a Convention may be concluded with the least possible delay for the prosecution and punishment 
of breaches of the law relating to the manufacture of, trade in, and possession of, narcotic drugs; 

And requests the Council to draw the attention of Governments to the importance of such a 
Convention, in order to hasten the meeting of a Conference to conclude a convention on this 
question. . 

The Conference: 
VI. 

. 
Rec<>gnisi:ng the highly dangerous character of diacetylmorphine as a drug of addiction and 

the possibility in most, if not all, cases of replacing it by other drugs of a less dangerous Character: 
Recommends that each Government should examine in conjunction with the medical profession 

the possibility of abolishing or restricting its use, and should communicate the results of such · 
examination to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. · 

The Conference: 
VII. 

Recommends that the Governments should study the possibility of applying the system of 
international control provided in the Geneva Convention to every preparation containing any of the 
drugs included in Group I, whatever the dnig content of the preparation. 

The Conference further recommends that the Council of the League of Nations should invite 
the Advisory Committee on Traffic in Opium and Other Dangerous Drugs to examine the question. 

[The German delegation stated that it could not accept these recommendations.] 

The Conference: 
VIII. 

' 
Recommends that, in order lo facilitate the application of the measlll"M !firected against· 

drug addiction and the illicit traffic, Governments Should consider the possibility of excluding 
from the benefits of most-favoured-nation clauses in future commercial treaties and agreements 
the substances to which the Geneva Convention and this Convention apply. 

[.The delegations of Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, Siam, Sweden and Switzerland 
stated that they could not accept this recommendation.] 

IX. 
The Conference: 

· Considering that, subject to possible fiuctuations in world requirements for medical and 
scientific purposes, the amounts of morphine, diacetylmorphine and cocaine manufactured for 
use as such during the period prior to the coming into force of the Convention signed to-day 
should not exceed the average amount of the total world needs, based on the average medi~ 
and scientific requirements of the individual countries and that the studies made by the Secretanat 
of the League of Nations in documents of the CQnference (documents L.F.S.3(I)-Parts I, II and 
III, 8, 6I and 65) for the years zgz8, 1929 and 1930 have resulted in an estimate of the total 
present world requirements of th~ drugs for use as such which is approximately as follows: 

.Morphine .••. 
Diacetylmorphine • 
Cocaine •.••• 

Tcm 
9 
2 

S% 

Requests the Council of the League of Nations to instruct the Secretary-General to draw the 
attention of the .Members of the League and the States non-members to these documents and 
to the present resolution; and . . . • · 

Recommends that, pending the entry mto force of the Convention signed to-day, the countries 
manufacturing these drugs shall limit the manufacture of th~ drugs for use as such ~ nearly 
as possible to the quantities required for domestic consumpt1on, and export for medical and 
scientific purposes. 

X. 
The Conference: . . 
Recommends that the league of Nations be enabled to give prizes as a reward for res~ts 

obtained by· research work for the purpose of ~~ medicines w~~· although producmg 
the same therapeutic efiects as the drugs, do not give rue to drug addiction. 
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' ' . . - ' . . . . 
iaiehlatij:d, 1es anc:tiQDS ~''" Jdw• A I' article zo de la Convention de La Haye de :wtz et 
u-artic:ia.S-delaConventimideGenAve; · · · . _ , 
~t que ]a Commission consultative du traftc de l'optum et autres drogues nuisi~les 

-a· 6t6 saisie par la Q>mmission internati.onale de police criminelle, d'un projet de convention 
mtemationale pour la repression du b:afic illicite des drogues nuisibles s'inspirant dans ses grandes 
lipe!l deJa Convention du zo.avril I929 contre le faux monnayage: • 

Emet 1e WlU que sor la base des travaux entrepris par Ia Commi•lon consultative, une 
. ·NWQ-YeD..,tiOJi soit c:onclue, dans le plus bJef d6Jai, pour Ja poursuite et Ja~'tion d~ infractions a Ja 

· ~tation de la fabrication, du commerce et de la d6tention des . es nuisibles; 
..~ prie te Qonseil d'attirer !'attention des go'!~ents sor 'im~ d'une t~e 

ccm:vention, a1in de hlter Ia reunion de Ia Conf6rence qut doit conclUJe une wnventton sur ce SUJet. 

VI. 
La Conf6ren(:e, 
Rec:olmaissant le caractae tres dangereux de la~tylmOrphine commedrogue ~dtant 

Ia toxioomiuie et Ia posllibili~ dans Ja plupart des cas, smon dans tous, deJa remplacer pard autres . 

. chops moins ~. • le . .., .. ,_,)a ~mm:'hilj' ;_ d'abo. .,_ 
· Recnmm!Uide que chaque gouvemement examme avec corps Iii.""""'" ~ t., _, ... 
. oa de restreindre son usage et communique les risultats de eet examen au Secretaire gena-a! de Ja 
Soci6t6. des Nations. 

. VII. 
la ConMl'ence, 
Rf'JXIJI!mande que les gouv'elnements ~t Ja possi'bili~ d'appliquer le systAme de contr6le 

international prevu dans )a Convention de Geneve a toute preparation contenant l'une quelconque 
des • drogues • comprise dans le groupe I, queUe que soit Ja teneur en drogue de cette preparation. 

la Conf6rence xecommande en outre que le Conseil de Ia Soci~t~ des Nations invite Ja Conunis-
sicm consultative du trafi.c de I' opium et autres drogues nuisi'bles a examiner Ja•question. ' 

. (.La del~tion allemande a d6c:la.re qu'elle ne pourrait pas accepter c:es recommandations.] 

VIII. 
la Conf6rence, 
Recommande qu'en vue de fac:iliter I' application desmesures tencfant a emp&:her Ja toxicomanie 

et le trafi.c: illicite, les gouvemements envisageut Ja possi'bilit~ d'ex,clure du Mne1ic:e de Ja clause de 
la nation la plus favorl*. dans les txaita et ~ c:ommerc:iaux c:onclus a l'avenir, les substances 
auxquelles Ja Convention de_ Gene-.il et Ja presente Convention s'appliquent: · 

[Les dB~tions de I'Allemagne, du Danemaxk, des Pays-Bas, de Ja Suisse, de la SuMe et du 
Siam out declare qu'eUes.ne pouvaient pas accepter cette recommandation.] 

La Conf&ence, 
. IX. 

Consid&ant que, sous r&ef ve des ftuctuations Posst'bles d4ms les besoms mondiaux pour des 
fins ru&lica)es et sc:ientifiques, les quantit& de morphine, de diac~lmorphine et de cocaine 
fabriq~ JX?1ll" ~tre utilis&s ~ teDes rmdant )a ~riode antmeure a I' entree~ vigueur de Ia 
Convention SJgD~ ala date de ce Jour. ne do1vent pas d6passer le total moyen des besoins mondiaux 
basEs sor Ja.:.moyenne de& besoins m&Ucanx et sc:ientffiques des divers pays, et que les ~~ 
eflel:lUes par le Secretariat de Ja Soc:i6te des Nations dans les doc:urilents de Ja ConfUenee 
(doo ""'"'".t L.}l'.~·3(I) - Parties I, II, et nt, 8, 6I et 65), pour les anMes IC)28, I9Z9 et I930, 
nalneDt approxunativement comme suit le total actuel des besoins mondiaux de c:es drogues pour 
lear usage comme telles: · 

Moxphine • • , • • 
Diadtylmorphine , 
C«alne . . • . ... 

' ' • 

TODDeB 
9 
:z 
5% 

Prie le Coaeeil de_ Ja Soc:i4te ~Nations de chaxger 1e Secr6taire gm~ral d'attirer I' attention 
=~deJa Soc:i.6U des ~ations et des Etats non membres sur c:es documents et sur Ja p~sente 

. ~!!:~attendant ~t~ entree en vigueur d~ JaConvention sign~ ala datedece · 
JOIII', pays -·-.-t.ces ~ limitent autant que poss1ble leur fabrication pour leur usage ;.'::.::, ';' J:uti:;:.r_eqwses pour Ja consonunat1on int6rieure et !'exportation pour les 

la Ccmf6:ence, 
X. 

,_. ~ =~~'::U ~ ~ soit m_ise en mesure d'attribuer des prix comme recom
qai, tout ea pmdni•nt les mbnel effeta =-rep~ dans 1e but de tro_uver des m~dicaments riCCIJUiiiiiWICe. peuttques que les drogues, ne donnent pas lieu a 

• 
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to supplement the penalties provided for in Article 20 of the Hague Convention of 1912 and in 
Article 28 of the Geneva Convention ; 

Considering that the Advisory Committee on Traffic in Opium and Other Dangerous Drugs 
has been presented by the International Criminal Police Commission with a draft international 
convention for the suppression of the illicit traffic in narcotic drugs the main features of which are 
based on the Convention of April 2oth, 1929, against Counterfeit Currency: 

Expresses the wish that, on the basis of the work undertaken by the Advisory Committee, 
a Convention may be concluded with the least possible delay for the prosecution and punishment 
of breaches of the law relating to the manufacture of, trade in, and possession of, narcotic drugs; 

And requests the Council to draw the attention of Governments to the importance of such a 
Convention, in order to hasten the meeting of a Conference to conclude a convention on this 
question. 

VI. 
The Conference: 
Recognising the highly dangerous character of diacetylmorphine as a drug of addiction and 

the possibility in most, if not all, cases of replacing it by other drugs of a less dangerous character; 
Recommends that each Government should examine in conjunction with the medical profession 

the possibility of abolishing or restricting its use, and should communicate the results of such · 
examination to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. 

VII. 
The Conference: 
Recommends that the Governments should study the possibility of applying the system of 

international control provided in the Geneva Convention to every preparation containing any of the 
drugs included in Group I, whatever the drug content of the preparation. 

The Conference further recommends that the Council of the League of Nations should invite 
the Advisory Committee on Traffic in Opium and Other Dangerous Drugs to examine the question. 

[fhe German delegation stated that it could not accept these recommendations.] 

VIII. 
The Conference: 
Recommends that, in order to facilitate the application of the measures directed against 

drug addiction and the illicit traffic, Governments should consider the possibility of excluding 
from the benefits of most-favoured-nation clauses in future commercial treaties and agreements 
the substances to which the Geneva Convention and this Convention apply. 

[The delegations of Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, Siam, Sweden and Switzerland 
stated that they could not accept this recommendation.] 

IX. 
The Conference: 
Considering that, subject to possible fluctuations in world requirements for medical and 

scientific purposes, the amounts of morphine, diacetylmorphine and cocaine manufactured for 
use as such during the period prior to the coming into force of the Convention signed to-day 
should not exceed the average amount of the total world needs, based on the average medical 
and scientific requirements of the individual countries and that the studies made by the Secretariat 
of the League of Nations in documents of the Conference (documents L.F.S.3(1}-Parts I, II and 
III, 8, 61 and 65} for the years 1928, 1929 and 1930 have resulted in an estimate of the total 
present world requirements of these drugs for use as such which is approximately as follows: 

Morphine .... 
Diacetylmorphine . 
Cocaine . . . . . 

TOllS 
9 
2 

sYa 
Requests the Council of the League of Nations to instruct the Secretary-General to draw the 

attention of the Members of the League and the States non-members to these documents and 
to the present resolution; and . 

Recommends that, pending the entry into force of the Convention signed to-day, the countries 
manufacturing these drugs shall limit the manufacture of these drugs for use as such a;; nearly 
as possible to the quantities required for domestic consumption, and export for medical and 
scientific purposes. 

X. 
The Conference: 
Recommends that the League of Nations be enabled to give prizes as a reward for res~ts 

obtained by research work for the purpose of disc~ve~g medicines w¥~· although producmg 
the same therapeutic effects as the drugs, do not g1ve nse to drug addJction. 
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BUSINESS COMMITTEE. 

FIRST MEETING. 

Tuesday,June 2nd, 1931, at 10 a.m. 

Chairman: M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium). 

I.-PUBLICITY OF MEETINGS. 
This question was reserved until the Business 

Committee had agreed on its procedure. 

2.-BASIS OF THE DISCUSSIONS OF 
THE CONFERENCE. 

The Chairman said that the Secretariat 
had prepared a list of the proposals and 
suggestions made during the general 
discussion. There were two methods of 
examining these proposals : 

(I) Each might be considered in turn, 
and an endeavour made to deduce certain 
guiding ideas. That system would be very 
complicated and would necessitate the re
examination of the same subject several 
times over. Further, it would almost entirely 
rule out the possibility of compromise. 

(2) The other system was to follow normal 
parliamentary practice and take one draft 
as a basis of discussion. This, of course, 
would not in any way affect the final decision 
as to the draft so chosen. The other 
proposals would be regarded as amendments 
to that draft. The Advisory Committee's 
draft Convention was presented in such a 
manner that the various proposals that had 
been put forward could be regarded as 
amendments to it, and hence it might be 
adopted as a basis of discussion, on the 
understanding that a decision to this effect 
would not be taken as a decision in favour 
of the Committee's draft. In this way·, 
the discussion in plenary session could begin 
immediately. Objections, whether of 
substance or of form, would be referred as 
they arose to the various committees, as to 
which a proposal would be made later. 

1\f. Perez (Argentine) agreed to the 
Chairman's suggestions. He thought, 
however, that the first step would be to 
determine the general structure of the 
Convention, of which the Advisory Committee 
had given only an incomplete draft. In 
M. Perez' view, the draft Convention should 
be subdivided as follows : 

I. Definitions. 
2. The setting up of bodies for the 

prevention of drug addiction. 
3· Limitation. 
4· Penalties. 
5· General provisions. 

Moreover, there were in the draft submitted 
to the Conference certain points on which 
delegates disagreed. No Convention .could 
be really effective unless it secured the 
acceptance of all nations. , 

The Chairman, in reply to a further 
suggestion by M. Perez concerning proposed 
additions to Articles 3 and 8, pointed out 
that these proposals could be more 
appropriately discussed in conjunction 
with the articles in question. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) approved the 
Chairman's proposals. The plenary Con
ference was the appropriate place for 
the discussion of points of substance and of 
each article in turn. Draft amendments, etc., 
could be referred to the various competent 
committees. 

M. Perez (Argentine) had understood 
that part of the Business Committee's 
function was to examine any proposals 
concerning which there was a divergency of 
opinion and to submit proposals for a 
compromise to the plenary Conference. 

The Chairman, in reply, read Article 3 
of the Rules of Procedure1 defining the 
Business Committee's powers. The function 
of the Committee would be far from negligible. 
The Conference would be faced with many 
difficulties, which would make it necessary 
for the Business Committee to meet, and it 
would be for the latter to solve them by 
laying before the Conference suggestions 
primarily as to procedure. Further, the 
Committee would have to co-ordinate the 
work of the various other Committees. 

M. Perez (Argentine) asked whether he 
could submit to the plenary Conference 
suggestions concerning the general structure 
of the Convention. 

The Chairman replied in the affirmative 
and urged that the discussions should deal 
with written texts and not with abstract ideas, 
since otherwise they would stray from the 
point and lead to no conclusion. 

He noted that, in the Committee's opinion, 
the Advisory Committee's draft Convention 
should be accepted as the basis for the 
discussions in the Conference. 

3.-CONSTITUTION OF COMMIT
TEES. 

The Chairman announced that the Bureau 
had worked out a scheme for various 
Committees as follows : 

(1) The Credentials Committee, already 
appointed. 

• See Vol. I. Aonex 1, page •73· 
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(a) The Business Committee, already 
appointed. 

(3) A Legal Committee, whiQh it had 
already been decided to set up 
and which would be known as the 
Legal and Drafting Committee. 
This Committee would deal with 
questions raising legal issues ; 
matters involving issues of 
substance would be referred to 
the other competent Committees. 

(4) A Technical Committee. 
(S) A Committee on the Allocation of 

Manufacture, to study the question 
of quotas, or any other system. 

(6) A Distribution Committee. 
(7) A Prices Committee. 
(8) A Raw Materials Committee. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) felt that there would 
be too many Committees, and that so~e of 
the points enumerated by the Cha1rman 
might be grouped together, so as to have fewer 
Committees. The questions of distribution, 
prices and raw materials might, for instance, 
be combined. This would avoid the 
possibility of the same question being sub
divided and examined by a number of 
Committees. 

M. Sawada (Japan) agreed that there 
would be too many Committees. The central 
question before the Conference • .was the 
method of limitation, and that should 
acco~;dingly be solved before the discussion 
proceeded further. The results of the work 
done by the Committee studying this point 
would make it possible to decide as to the 
other Committees to be set up. 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) !agreed with 
M. Sawada. The whole problem submitted 
to the Conference turned upon the question 
of the method of limitation. Once that had 
been settled, it would be easier to examine 
the other issues and to determine what 
Committees should be set up. 

M. Perez (Argentine) asked whether there 
would be a Committee on Control. 

The Chairman replied that control would 
be one of the points referred to the Committee 
on the Distribution of Drug Manufactures. 

In answer to the Japanese delegate's 
suggestion, he observed that the Bureau's 
first idea had been to begin with a discussion 
of Article 8, which would afford an oe<:asion 
for a debate on limitation, and then to go on 
to Article I. Article 7, however, raised a 
question of principle, which it would be very 
desirable to settle before taking up Article 8. 
The same remark applied to Articles 3 to s. 
Article I, again, raised the question of 
definitions, which must be determined at 
the outset. Lastly, the wording of the 
Preamble might have"an effect on the final 
wording of Article 8. -

It followed from the foregoing observations 
that, although the Conference's fundamental 
task was to settle finally the question in 
Article 8, certain preliminary work would 
have to be performed, and this would require 
the advice of the Technical Committee, of 
the Committee on Distribution and of that 
on Allocation. The Conference might 
perhaps limit itself provisionally to setting 
up these three Committees, thus !meeting 

.M. Cavazzoni's wishes ; it could always set 
up the other two Committees-those on 
prices and raw materials-later. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) observed 
that three points had been left blank in the 
Advisory Committee's draft-those dealing 
with quotas, the organ of control, and prices. 
These were difficult issues, and the work of 
the Conference would be shortened if they 
were taken first. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) pointed out that, of 
these questions, two were not urgent. T4e 
chief points to be examined at the moment 
were Article I and Article 8. To take into 
account M. Sawada's observations, it would 
be possible for the moment to set up merely 
the Leg'al and Drafting Committee, the 
Technical Committee and the Limitation 
Committee, and the latter perhaps might 
be somewhat enlarged 'and consider 
distribution as well, which· sheuld not be 
taken separately from the quostion of quotas. 

M. Bour~ois (France) agreed with the 
Japanese delegate that the question of 
quotas dominated the entire work of the 
Conference. The latter could proceed in a 
far clearer atmosphere if it took up this 
question at once. 

Mr. Riddell (Canada) said that his 
delegation had come to Geneva with very 
definite instructions to take an active part 
in the Conference. It would, in particular, 
like to be associated with the Technical 
Committee and the Distribution Committee. 
It did not seem necessary to set up all the 
Committees simultaneously, and their con
stitution could be decided as and when the 
various questions to be examined by the 
Conference arose. 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) supported 
M. Cavazzoni's proposals. The ~lution of 
certain fundamental questions was a necessary 
condition for the settlement of nearly all the 
other problems, and among the fundamental 
questions he might single out the system of 
limitation and the list of drugs the 
manufacture of which ought to be limited. 
M. Obradovitch might mention the question 
of prices as an instance of the interdependence 
of the various questions. This question 
would arise if the Advisor{ Commit,1ee's 
scheme were adopted ; but i another· !tore 
elastic system of limitation ensuring free 
competition in manufacture and trade, within 
the limit of legitimate requirements, were 
adopted, the question of prices would not 
arise, and the need for setting up a special 
committee would disappear. He ;J.'roposed 
that there should first of all be a discussion 
of these fundamental questions ; the result 
would be submitted to the plenary Conference 
and, according to the decisions reached by 
the latter, it would be possible to form a 
judgment on the other problems. 

Dr. Paranjpye (India) agreed with 
Mr. Riddell's views. He thought, moreover, 
~hat, with a ':iew to keeping all the delegations 
In touch) w1th the work of the various 
Committees, it would be advisable for the 
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Chairman to request the secretariat of each 
Committee to circulate its Minutes to all 
the delegations, so that, if they had any 
suggestions to make, they could either send 
them to the competent Committee or put 
them directly before the plenary Conference. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) concurred 
in the Italian delegate's proposals. A Legal 
Committee and a Business Committee had 
already been set up, and the Technical 
Committee could not begin work until the 
experts arrived. The three Committees 
referred to by M. Cavazzoni would suffice 
to begin with. 

The Chairman said that the Canadian 
delegation's suggestion as to its participation 
in the work of certain Committees would not 
be overlooked. However, if the number of 
Committees were reduced, certain delegations 
would be unable to take an active part in the 
work of the Conference outside the plenary 
meetings. How far should the number of 
Committees be reduced ? The Japanese 
delegate had proposed that to begin with 
there should be only a Committee on 
Limitation. The Italian delegate advocated 
setting up immediately a Technical 
Committee and a Committee on Limitation. 
The solution really depended on whether 
Article 8 or Article I was to be considered 
first, and, in this connection, the Chairman 
would repeat that, in any case, it would 
be necessary to return to Article I, thus 
entailing the immediate establishment of a 
Technical Committee. The Bureau would 
take steps to effect a slight increase in the 
membership of the two Committees in 
question so as to satisfy those delegations 
which desired to take a more active part in 
the work of the Conference. 

The Chairman noted that it was agreed 
that the title of " Committee on the 
Distribution of Manufacture " should be 
replaced by " Limitation Committee ", and 
that this Committee should be appointed 
at once ; also that the Technical Committee 
should be set up at once. The Bureau 
would work out proposals on these lines. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) suggested that 
the title " Limitation Committee " should be 
replaced by " Committee on Methods of 
Limitation ", so as to make it quite clear that 
the principle of limitation had been definitely 
accepted and that only the methods for 
puthng it into effect were to be discussed. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
thought that, from the point of view of the 
progress of the Conference's work, it would be 
better to set up only a limited number of 
Committees for the moment. The object of 
appointing a Limitation Committee before 
the substance of the question had been 
considered in plenary session was not clear 
to him. 

JI&The Chairman said that if the partisans 
of the different systems succeeded in agreeing 
in the Committee, the Conference would 
certainly prefer to consider their compromise 
in place of the draft. If, on the other hand, 
there was no agreement before the discussion 
of Article 8 began, it would always be possible 

"' 

to consider the question at a plenary meeting; 
but the position would be clearer if the 
Conference had a majority and a minority 
report before it. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) pointed out that the 
procedure suggested by the Chairman did 
not prevent the discussions on limitation 
being reserved for the plenary meetings. 

M. Bo!aomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics), referring to the Swiss delegate's 
proposal, thought it preferable to maintain 
the title of " Limitation Committee ". He 
feared that, if the Committee was stated to 
be dealing with " methods of limitation ", 
the scope of its work would be restricted. 
Moreover, a discussion on limitation would 
always imply a discussion on the methods of 
limitation. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) explained once 
again that the object of his proposal was to 
avoid the impression that the principle of 
limitation might still be a matter for 
discussion. The question to be considered 
was simply to find the best method and one 
that would be acceptable to all. 

The Chairman suggested as a compromise 
the title " Committee for Limitation ". 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) shared the view 
of the Soviet delegate, and accepted the 
Chairman's proposal. 

M. Boaaomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) also accepted the Chairman's 
proposal. 

The Chairman's proposal was adopted. 
The Business Committee further decided to 

give the Legal Committee the title of " Legal 
and Drafting Committee ". 

4.-PUBLICITY OF MEETINGS. 

The Chairman said that the Business 
Committee would be concerned mainly with 
questions of procedure, which were indeed 
very important for the progress of the 
Conference. In these circumstances, it 
seemed that the Business Committee's 
meetings ought in principle to be considered 
private, though the Committee would have 
the right to hold public meetings, if necessary; 
for instance, if the Conference should refer 
a very important question .to it. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) had no objection to this proposal, 
on condition that the procedure would be the 
same as that referred to by M. Cavazzoni. 

M. Casares (Spain) thought that the 
Business Committee was in reality a kind of 
enlarged Bureau, questions of substance 
being left to the special Committees. It 
might therefore be well to change its title. 

The Chairman pointed out that the 
Business Committee's task, as defined at the 
morning's discussion, was exactly as laid 
down in Article 3 of the Rules of Procedure. 
Moreover, the essential work would be 
carried out, not by the various Committees, 
but by the Conference itself. Experience 
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aad reflection had shown that the problem 
for which the Conference had been convened 
could be solved only if examined by a very 
large body of representatives. The Business 
Committee would, however, still have a 

important function to perform. It 
~d guide the work of ~he C~nference 
and provide it with suggestions ; It wo1;1ld 
have to foresee difficulties and devise effective 
methods of procedure for solving them ; 
lastly it would have to co-ordinate the work 
of th~ other Committees. The responsibility 
of deciding on rules of procedure would have 
been too heaVy for a general committee of 

three- members ; it require~ a body like the 
Business Committee, which was really 
representative of the who~e Co~ference. 
Although the Business Committee might not 
be discussing questions of substance, he was 
sure that its work wotfld soon be seen to 
be none the less important and perhaps even 
decisive. 

The Chairman in reply to M. Sawada 
(Japan), stated tha! the vario1;1s Committees 
could not begin their work until the ple~ary 
Conference had referred to them the questions 
they would have to consider. 

SECOND MEETING. 

Monday, June 8th, 1931, at 10 a.m. 

Chairman: M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium). 

5.--QUESTIONS REFERRED TO THE 
BUSINESS COMMITTEE. 

The Chairman asked the Committee to 
make a preHminary examination of certain 
important questions which had been or 
would be referred to it by the Conference. 

ArlicJ. 24 of lite Wfleflfl Convention. 

The Chairman, in anticipation of the 
report of the Legal and Drafting Committee, 
drew attention to the position of this question. 
There were obvious differences between the 
French and English texts of Article 24 of the 
Geneva Convention. The Permanent Central 
Board had felt that the English text was 
better and had asked the Council to have the 
French text brought into conformity with it. 
There were various methods by which this 
object might be attained : 

{I) The Conference could interpret the 
article in the sense indicated by the 
Permanent Board. This procedure could 
not be followed, however, because it appeared, 
on investigation, that the French text was 
authentic and the English only a translation. 

(2) An amenc\ment to Article 24 of the 
Gene-va Convention could be adopted in some 
form or other. In the absence, however, of 
a specific clause providing for the amendment 
of a Convention, this procedure might lead to 
great confusion. Some States would ratify 
the new text only, while the old text would 
Jose its authority owing to doubts having been 
raised as to its authenticity. 

(3) A provision adding a supplementary 
ruie to the Geneva Convention could be 
embodied in the present Convention. Such 
a procedure would have to be introduced by 
one or more delegations ; it would be very 
difficult for the BusinesslComrnittee to do 
10 itlelf. 

The Chairman proposed to invite the Legal 
Adviser of the 5ecretariat of the League of 
NatiODI and the President of the Permanent 

Board to attend the Business Committee 
during the discussion of this question. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) asked 
whether it was correct that the Permane~t 
Board requested, in its letter to the Council, 
that the English text should be declared 
authentic. 

The Chairman replied that, in any case, 
that was clear from M. Fotitch's report to 
the Council. Even if the Permanent Board 
contemplated some other solution, however, 
the difficulties to which the Chairman had 
drawn attention would still remain. · 

Sir Malcolm DelevinQne (Great Britain) 
explained that there wa~ an important 
principle involved. According to the French 
text of the Geneva Convention, the duty of 
the' Permanent Board was confined to 
considering whether there was a dang~r. ~f 
a country becoming a centr~ of the lll~cit 
traffic owing to the accum!llatl?n of exc~ss1ve 
quantities of drugs m Its terntory. 
According to the English text, the Permanent 
Board could declare that a country was in 
danger of becoming a centre of the illicit 
traffic for reasons other than those provided 
for in the French text. That, however, 
covered questions which had always bee~ and 
should remain, within the competence cW the 
Advisory Committee. Every year, the 
Advisory Committee addressed to the Council 
reports on questions of this kind and proposals 
as to the measures to be taken (representations 
to, or steps to be taken in connection with, 
Governments, and so . on). It was very 
undesirable that there should be any over
lapping, or any dispute as to their respective 
competence, between the two bodies. 
Perhaps the best solution would be to call a 
meeting of representatives of the Permanent 
Committee who were attending the 
Conference, and representatives of the 
Advisory Committee, with a view to 
delimiting, if possible, the respective fields 
of action. In view of the relations between 
the two organisations, agreement could 
probably be reached easily. · 
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The Chairman said that, when the results 
of the discussion to which Sir Malcolm 
had referred were available, the Business 
Committee could meet again in order to 
consider them with the President of the 
Permanent Board. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
wondered why, in these circumstances, the 
Legal and Drafting Committee should 
intervene. 

• 
The Chairman replied that it was under

stood that the procedure suggested by Sir 
Malcolm would be applied only after the 
Legal and Drafting Committee had made its 
report. The report would be very simple, 
since the Committee would merely state that 
the French text was authentic. 

M. Casares (Spain) did not understand 
what would be the result of the discussions 
proposed by Sir Malcolm. Either the 
Permanent Board and the Advisory 
Committee would agree to accept the French 
text, and then the problem would arise in 
its present form, or they would accept the 
English text, or an intermediate solution 
would be adopted, and there would then be 
three texts. In any case, it would apparently 
be necessary to insert some article or provision 
in the present Convention. 

The Chairman agreed that the Conference 
was dealing with a question which had been 
referred to it somewhat hurriedly. He felt, 
with M. Casares, that the final solution should 
be to insert an article in the new Convention ; 
but a more satisfactory text could be drawn 
up after the conversations suggested by Sir 
Malcolm, which would put the Conference in 
possession of the most authoritative views. 
Briefly the procedure would be : (I) To await 
the report of the Legal and Drafting 
Committee ; (2) To call a meeting of 
representatives of the Permanent Board and 
the Advisory Committee ; (3) When the 
results of that meeting were available, to 
hold a meeting of the Business Committee 
to examine the substance of the question and 
the conclusions to be submitted to the 
Conference. As all the members of the 
Board and the Committee were not in Geneva, 
their President and Chairman might be 
consulted and would give an informal opinion 

The Chairman's proposal was adopted. 

AYticle IB of the Draft Convention. 1 

The Chairman pointed out that the 
Committee had been asked to fill in the 
blank in Article I8 relating to the annex to 
the Convention. He would ask the Chairman 
of the Advisory Committee whether that 
Committee contemplated a procedure under 
which it would be possible to revise any 
provision in the annex. If so, it was hardly 
likely that a contracting party would agree 
to give an outside authority the right to 
revise the annex without further consultation. 
The States examined texts with the greatest 
care before ratifying them, and very few 

• See Vol. I, Annex 7, page 284. 
,/ 

States would be willing to give a mandate 
in blank. In other Conventions in which 
they had agreed to this procedure, the 
question related only to the renewal of 
provisions of secondary importance-for 
example, in air, postal or railway matters. 
It would be most unusual to delegate power 
to modify an annex containing such important 
provisions as the composition of the Central 
Narcotics Office or the appointment of its 
expenses, and the Committee could only 
recommend such a course to the Conference 
after careful reflection. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) replied 
that the Advisory Committee had intended 
the legal question to be discussed by the 
Conference, as it was within its sphere. He 
thought that precedent should first be 
consulted. The Legal Adviser and the Legal 
Section of the Secretariat could provide the 
Conference with the necessary information 
for consideration. 

The Chairman noted that the Committee 
approved this suggestion. 

M. Ferri (Italy) suggested that the Legal 
Adviser and the Legal Section should also be 
asked to give an opinion as to whether the 
annex only contained provisions relating to 
the form in which the principles laid down in 
the Convention should be applied or whether, 
as often happened in legal rules, this annex 
contained other factors. In the first 
hypothesis, it would be possible to give a 
certain body power to modify the method of 
application without attacking the sovereignty 
of States. In the second hypothesis, difficult 
questions relating to the sovereignty of States 
and the powers of ratification would be 
affected, and possibly a rule involving the 
alienation of the sovereignty of States might 
be regarded as null and void. 

The Chairman noted that the Committee 
agreed that this new question should be 
submitted to the Legal Adviser and the 
Legal Section. He pointed out that the 
annex contained provisions which did not 
relate simply to the application of the 
Convention. Chapter IIP, for example, dealt 
with the organisation of the Central Narcotics 
Office and the expenses of that office. 

Further, the Legal Adviser and the Legal 
Section could be asked to consider which 
articles were sufficiently technical to be 
entrusted to a central authority for revision 
if need be, and whether it would perhaps be 
possible, in the present state of international 
law, to contemplate a kind of limited right 
whereby States could appeal against the 
decisions of the Central Office to the 
Permanent Court off International Justice, 
for example. 

The Business Committee had been asked to 
fill in, not only the blank in Article I8, but 
also the blank in Chapter III of the annex. 
That question was raised by an amendment 

1 See Vol. I, Annex 7, page 288. 
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of the delegation of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics. The Committee could 
therefore take it that this second question 
was also referred to it. When the Legal 
Adviser had prepared his opinion, the 
Business Committee would examine the 
question fully. 

A.mch :ao.• 

The Chairman pointed out that this 
article was reserved for consideration by the 
Conference, which had been asked to refer to 
paragraph 6 of the Advisory Committee's 
report.• He wondered what procedure should 
be followed. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) pointed 
out tha.t the Conference had decided not to 
appoint a committee on prices, as had been 
suggested. It would, however, be one of 
the most necessary committees. The 
question of prices was very difficult and 
required great technical knowledge. It could 
not be studied until a preparatory. exami
nation had been made by a special body. 
He therefore urged the Conference to refer 
it to a special body;~whicb should be"~"'as 
small as possible. • -~ 

M. Casares (Spain) pointed out that this 
also was a question the solution of which 
depended upon the solution of other questions. 
!he problem of prices would be of ·great 
Importance under the quota system, in view 

. of the danger of an increase in prices as the 
outcome of the setting up of a cartel. If 
the Conference adopted a solution which did 
not involve the setting up of a cartel 
however, prices would simply be regulated 
by the law of supply and demand. M. 
Casares wondered, therefore, whether the 
question of the appointment of a special 
committee shoulli not be postponed. 

M. Ferri (Italy) agreed with these 
observations. . 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) also agreed with the Spanish 
delegate's observations. He was of opinion 
that discussion of the question of prices 
should be adjonrned until the Conference 
had decided the fundamental problem 
whether it supported the Advisory 
Co~ttee's draft or accepted another 
prmaple. 

:See VoL I, ADaes 7, page 28s. 
See Vol. I, ADaes 7(4 ), page zg6. 

M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal) did not 
press for the immediate appointment of a 
special body to col)sider the question of priCes, 
but pointed out that, even if~ the quota 
system were not adopted, any•system of 
direct limitation would prevent the law 
of supply and demand from operating. 
Consequently, at a suitable moment, the 
question should be settled either by the 
appointment of a special committee or by 
some other procedure. • 

Sir Malcolm DelevinQne (Great Britain) 
said that, if the Conference waited until the 
fundamental problem of direct or indirect 
limitation had been settled before examining 
the secondary question of prices, it might 
have to sit for an indefinite period. The 
question should be considered by a committee 
in wh~ discussions the representatives of 
the manufacturers should take part. More
over, reference to the report of the Advisory 
Committee showed that three different 
methods were contemplated and that the 
study of the problem was fairly well advanced. 
Loss of time would be avoided if the question 
were examined either by a special committee 
or by some other procedure. Finally, the 
question had been specifically referred to the 
Conference by the Council and the Assembly. 

The Chairman considered that, whatever 
divergence of opinion might exist, the 
Committee agreed that the method of 
limitation eventually to be adopted would 
influence the method to be followed in 
settling prices. Perhaps the most simple 
method would be to submit the question 
to the Committee for Limitation. That 
Committee would be more competent to 
decide whether to refer the problem to a 
special committee. 

M.Ferri(ltaly) agreed with this suggestion. 

. M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) did ·not 
wish, for the moment, to enter into a 
discussion of this very complicated problem 
but agreed with M. de Vasconcellos that th~ 
question of prices would arise in any system 
of direct limitation, though it would assume 
a much more serious aspect under a quota 
system than under other systems of limitatiQn. 
The Yligoslav delegate supported the Chair-
man's proposal. · 

M. Bo.,moloff (Union of Soviet Soclalist 
Rep1;1blic~) .said that other arguments could 
be g~ve~ tn support o~ the Spanish delegate's 
sug~estlon, but he luid no objection to the 
Churman's proposal. 

The Chairman's proposal UIIIS uoptld. 



- I3-

THIRD MEETING. 

Tuesday, June 16th, 1931, at 10 a.m. 

Chairman : M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium). 

6.-PROPOSAL BY THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE CONFERENCE WITH 
REGARD TO THE PROCEDURE 
TO BE FOLLOWED FOR THE CO
ORDINATION OF THE DISCUS
SIONS OF THE VARIOUS COM
MITTEES, AND CONSEQUENT 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE 
COMMITTEES. 

The Chairman remarked that the 
Conference had been sitting for three weeks 
and had so far arrived at only rather meagre 
results. He considered it essential to cut 
down the work and in particular to reduce 
the number of proposals. It was, he thought, 
to be feared that the delegations would tire 
of the discussions, and if, as a result, it were 
agreed to adjourn the decisions, the 
Conference would be regarded by the public 
as a complete failure. 1he Norwegian 
delegate had already stated that he was 
obliged, on account of his duties in his own 
country, to leave the Conference. 

Reviewing the work accomplished by the 
various Committees, the Chairman stated that 
the Legal and Drafting Committee, whose 
task was the least onerous, had arrived at 
decisions. The Technical Committee had 
made progress, but had not yet finished its 
work with regard to the definitions to be 
inserted in paragraphs 2 and 3 of Article I. 
Moreover, the redrafting of Articles 8 to I7 
would necessitate other definitions. The 
discussions of the Committee for Limitation 
had revealed a remarkable conciliation of 
views, but, unfortunately, this conciliation 
was not shown in the texts. 

The Committee for Limitation still had 
before it a large number of texts and 
amendments, which could be divided into 
three main series : Sir Malcolm Delevingne's 
proposal, the Franco-Japanese proposal and 
the United States delegation's proposaP. 
The divergencies between these texts must 
be eliminated as soon as possible. 

The United States delegation had raised 
a difficulty with regard to the form of its 
proposal by presenting to the Committee for 
Limitation a new text for Articles I to I6. 
This method of presentation, however, was 
not compatible with the decisions on 
procedure and the previous votes taken by 
the Conference. Certain articles (Article I, 
paragraphs 2 and 3, and paragraph 2a) had 
been referred to the Technical Committee ; 
others (Articles 8 to I7} had been referred 
to the Committee for Limitation, while some 
of the remaining articles had been accepted 
by the Conference in plenary session. If the 
United States delegation were to maintain 
its proposal, the Conference would have to 
annul the decisions it had already taken. 

;,see Vol. I, Annex 9, pages 308-315. 

The Chairman therefore suggested that the 
United States delegation should_consider its 
text as setting out its views on the draft 
Convention as a whole. It would tnen be 
easy to detach that part of it which related 
to Articles 8 to I7 and submit it to the 
Committee for Limitation, which would 
decide whether the United States proposal 
should be submitted to the plenary Conference. 
In the affirmative, certain amendments 
would require to be made in the text of the 
articles already adopted at first reading. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
realised that the United States proposal 
raised difficulties in regard to procedure. 
Articles I to 8, which the Conference had 
adopted at first reading, had of necessity 
been adopted only provisionally, since they 
were dependent on the adoption of the 
articles following. The United States plan 
was an amplification of the principles 
contained in the Franco-Japanese proposal, 
and merely added to the latter certain 
provisions, particularly those relating to the 
limitation of raw materials. The delegation 
of the United States of America was prepared 
to accept the Chairman's suggestion. 

The Chairman noted that the Committee 
agreed to refer that part of the American 
proposal relating to Articles 8 to I7 to the 
Committee for Limitation. It was under
stood that the text of Articles I to 7 adopted 
at first reading might have to be modified at 
the second reading. 

7.-EXCHANGE OF VIEWS WITH THE 
BUREAU OF THE COMMITTEE 
FOR LIMITATION IN REGARD TO 
THAT COMMITTEE'S WORK. 

The Chairman understood that the 
Committee for Limitation had concluded the 
general discussion of the texts referred to it. 
It was essential that a text acceptable to 
the majority of the delegations should be 
submitted in the near future. He had 
heard, however, that the Committee was 
contemplating referring the various proposals 
to sub-committees. He suggested that, as 
that would tend to lengthen the proceedings, 
sub-committees should be appealed to as 
little as possible. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) regretted 
that he disagreed with the Chairman as 
regards sub-committees. In his view, 
reference to a sub-committee was the only 
way of advancing the study of a question 
when serious divergencies of opinion arose. 
The Committee for Limitation had before 
it three main texts : the Franco-Japanese 
proposal, Sir Malcolm Delevingne's proposal 
and the United States proposal. It had also 
to settle a question of principle-namely, 
should the Conference consider the limitation 
of raw materials or not ? That question was 
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connected with the questions of prices. and 
the limitation of the import of raw: matenals ; 
it was also connected with the SoVlet propo~al 
to limit the cultivation of plants which 
formed the basis of the manufacture of 
narcotic drugs. 

Another question of fr~nciple to be settled 
was the organisation o central co~trol fr?m 
Geneva, the explanations to be g~~en Wlth 
regard to the estimates to be furmshed by 
countries the method of .examining these 
estimates' the method of fixing the amount 
to be all~wed to countries which had not 
furnished estimates. A decision had also to 
be taken with regard to internal control. 
Should the Conference deal with control 
within States ? In this connection, it would 
have to examine the· Argentine proposal. 
M. von Rheinbaben felt sure that ouly by 
referring these various que~tions to su~
committees would it be posSible to subm1t 
texts acceptable to the majority of the 
delegations without going into lengthy 
discussions. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) fully agreed with the 
Chairman. All the subjects submitted to 
the Conference had been discussed thoroughly. 
The delegations were fanilliar with all the 
arguments for and against the various 
plans. The Conference had before it two 
very distinct points of view : (x) that of the 
British proposal, and (2) that of the Franco
Japanese proposal, completed by the United 
States proposal. One or two meetings of the 
Committee for Limitation should suffice for 
agreement to be reached on one or other of 
these schemes, and final texts could then be 
submitted to the Conference. 

M de Vasc:onceHos (Portugal) agreed 
with· the Chairman that the decision rested 
with the Committee for Limitat~on. In his 
view discussion in plenary sess1on was too 
slow' a procedure for drawing up final texts. 
He therefore suggested that t~e aut~ors ·of 
the proposals should arrange, 1f poss1ble. by •· 
means of private conversations, to subm1t a 
compromise text. 

8.-NOTE BY THE LEGAL ADVISER 
TO THE CONFERENCE (Vol. II, 
Annex 2). 

The ·chairman asked the Committee to 
discuss the Legal Adviser's note on Article x8. 
Should Article 18, which permitted the 
annexes to be revised without the necessity 
for holding a new conference, be 3:dded to 
the Convention ? The Legal AdVtser had 
submitted a statement which showed that 
the question was perhaps much more difficult 
than had been thought at the outset. Indeed, 
it would be extremely difficult to find a 
procedure by which th~ . anne:x:es to a 
convention could be modif1ed Wlthout the 
co-operation of the parties. 

The Chairman suggested that, without 
embarking on a long discussion on 
international law, the Conference should 
admit· that it would be difficult to modify 
the annexes to a convention without new 
ratifications and should abandon Article x8. 

If by Jun~ 22nd no proposal accompan~ed • 
by a text for Article x8 had reached him, 
he would consider this proposal accepted. 

The Chairman's proposal was adopted. 

FOURTH MEETING. 

Monday, June 22nd, 1931, at 11.45 a.1b. 

Chairman: M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium). 

9.-PROCEDURE TO BE FOLLOWED 
IN STUDYING THE PLAN 
ADOPTED BY THE CONFERENCE 
ON JUNE 20TH AS A BASIS FOR 
ARTICLES 8 TO 17 OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION. 

The Chairman pointed out that the 
Committee had before it two proposals : one 
by Mr. Caldwell, suggesting the appointment 
of a sub-committee to draw up a text for 
Articles 8 to 17 ; the other by several 
delegations, suggesting that the private 
conversations already started should be 
continued until they had led to the 
preparation of a draft text for Articles 8 to 17. 

M. de Vaac:oncelloa (Portugal) emphasised 
the advantage of .Private conversations 
between the delegabons concerned. That 
method of procedure would enable a 
provisional text, which could be submitted to 
the technical organs of the League to be 
drawn up rapiclly. ' 

M. Bouraois (France) pointed out that 
the conversations between the French and 
japanese and various other delegations for 
the purpose of drawing up a draft Convention, 
account being taken of the different points 
of view expressed in the Conference, had 
resulted in absolute agreement. The only 
difficulties still to be settled were those, so • 
to speak, of a material nature (the complexity 
of the machinery to be set up). It should, 
he thought, be possible to submit a draft 
very shortly. 

The Chairman welcomed M. Bourgois' 
statement, and pointed out the disadvantages 
entailed by the appointment of a new 
committee. The Conference had accepted 
the basic principle, which now had to be put 
into concrete form in a series of articles to 
replace the articles relating to quotas in the 
Advisory Committee's draft. A drafting 
committee, if it were to be representative of 
the Conference, would necessarily be very 
large. It was therefore preferable that the 
private discussions should continue. "~y 

• 
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other procedure would be lengthy, and 
there would be a danger that the completion 
of the work would have to be adjourned to 
another sessiop. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
admitted that it was essential that the 
discussions in plenary session should not be 
continued until the Conference had a definite 
text before it. He would have preferred that 
text to be drawn up by a drafting committee 
with official authority, provided that 
committee was very small, but, if that was 
impossible, he agreed to the alternative 
proposal. 

The text submitted to the Conference 
should, however, be complete-that was to 
say, should contain Articles I to I7 and not 
only Articles S to I7-and he asked that an 
effort be made to prepare a text containing 
the articles already adapted. 

The Chairman pointed out that the 
Conference had already adopted some of the 
articles between Articles 2 and 7, and that, 
unless it decided that its previous work 
was null and void, it could not go back on 
the votes already given at first reading. 

15-

In reply to an observation by M. Bogomoloff 
(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), be 
explained that the new draft Convention 
would include those of Articles I to 7 which 
the Conference had already adopted at first 
reading, Articles S to I7 of the Advisory 
Committee's draft (so far as they did not 
relate to the quota system), and the new 
Articles S to I7 redrafted in accordance with 
the Conference's adoption of the Franco
Japanese plan. The amendments to the 
articles relating to quotas were now pointless, 
while the amendments to the articles not 
relating to quotas were maintained and would 
be discussed simultaneously with the articles 
to which they related. 

Io.-MAINTENANCE OF ARTICLE 18 

The Chairman pointed out that, as he had 
received no proposal regarding Article IS, 
he concluded that the Business Committee 
did not wish to maintain the text proposed 
for Article IS, paragraph 2. 

FIFTH MEETING. 

-t· 
Thursday, July 2nd, 1931, at 12 noon. 

Chairman : M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium). 

H.-DISCREPANCY BETWEEN THE 
FRENCH AND ENGLISH TEXTS 
OF ARTICLE 24 OF THE GENEVA 
CONVENTION OF 1925. 

The Chairman remillded the Committee 
that the Conference had referred to the 
Legal and Drafting Committee the question 
of the discrepancy between the English 
and French texts of Article 24 of the Geneva 
Convention, in which a considerable difference 
of meaning was involved by the use of the 
French word " et " and the English " or ". 
The Legal and Drafting Committee's report 
(document Conf.L.F.S.59) embodied the 
following two resolutions : 

" I. An examination of the documents 
of the Second International Opium 
Conference of I924-25 has shown that 
it is the French text of Article 24, 
paragraph I, of the I925 Convention which 
answers to the negotiators' intentions, this 
being corroborated by the logical meaning 
of the text. 

" Furthermore the competence conferred 
by this clause on the Permanent Central 
Board according to the French text is in 
any case included in the competence 
provided for in the English text. 

" II. As to the question of procedure, 
the Committee considers that this Con
ference should, when discussing the 
respective articles of the new Convention, 
exclude from the text of that Convention •: 

any doubt as to the scope of the Permanent 
Central Board's powers resulting from 
Article 24 of the Geneva Convention." 

He would propose that the legal opinion 
expressed in the first resolution should be 
merely noted by the Conference without any 
vote being taken ; the Conference had in fact 
no authority to give a legal interpretation of 
a provision of the Geneva Convention. 

The second resolution, which was concerned 
with the question of procedure, should, he 
considered, be communicated to the 
Conference, but should not affect its freedom 
to confer upon the Permanent Central 
Board, under the terms of the new 
Convention, any powers which it might 
consider suitable. 

It remained to be decided what attitude 
should be taken with regard to the Council's 
suggestion that the States parties to the 
Geneva Convention should take the oppor
tunity afforded to them by the present 
Conference to amend or interpret that 
Convention in the sense of the English text. 
After carefully considering the matter and 
consulting a number of jurists, he had come 
to the conclusion that it was impossible for 
the Conference or its President to take any 
action whatever in the matter. If any 
further agreement was to be concluded with 
regard to the Geneva Convention, the 
signatory States would have to hold a 
conference which would be of a diplomatic 
nature and could be convened only by a 
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sovereip State or by the League. The 
oaly coarse he could propose was to info!m 
the States pariies to the Geneva Convention 
that if they wished to hold a conference, the 
~tariat would arrange for accommodation 
ud give any necessary assistance, and that 
he would personally be at their disposal if 
his services were desired. 

Slr Malcolm Delevia.Qa.e (Great 
Britain) pointed out that the situation had 
c:lwJ8ed since the Sub-Committee on 
Control had proposed new duties for the 
Permanent Central Board. He thought 
that paragraph 4 in the Sub-Committee's 
report (Vol. I, Annex 20) met the wishes 
which the President of the Board had 
expressed in the Legal and Drafting 
Committee. If that was so, the question 
became .one of purely academic interest. 

The Chairman agreed with that point of 
view, but had thought it his duty to put 
the matter before the Committee. 

Mr. Lyall (President of the Permanent 
Central Board) agreed with Sir :Malcolm 
Delevingne that the question would become 
less important after the new Convention 
had come into force, and expressed the 
Central Board's thanks to the Conference 
for the trouble which . had been taken in 
endeavouring to settle a difficult point. 

12.-SPECIAL PROTOCOL RELATING 
TO THE IMPORTATION OF RAW 
OPIUM PROPOSED BY THE 
YUGOSLAV DELEGATION (Vol. I, 
A••ex 23). 

Tile Chairman stated that the juridical 
position with regard to the Yugoslav 
delegation's proposal for a protocol relating 
to the importation of raw opium was 
somewhat Jimilar to that which had been 
considered in connection with the last 
item. Objections had been raised to the 
proposal on the ground that it concerned 
only certain parties to the new Convention 
aad not all the signatories. 

. M: Obradcmtch (Yugoslavia) said that, 
m VIew of these objections, of which the 
Chairman had informed him, he had 
communicated with his Government and 
was awaiting its reply. He would therefore 
prOJ!OSt; that the question, to which his 
delegat1011 ~ttached great importance, 
should be adjourned nntil that reply was 
received. He would ask that it should be 
dileulled in public. 

Tile Chairman emphasiled that the 
Business Committee would not deal with the 
su~aace of the pro_I)O.-I, but would only 
consider whether 1t was within the 
competence of the Conference. In 
a«.ordance with K. Obradovitch'a desire 
bowever, the question would be conaidered 
C!,.!.itf::.lie meeting by the Buaineaa 

13.-AMENDMENI"& TO ARTICLE :Z 
OF THE ADVIs'bRY COMMITTEE'S 
DRAFT CONVENTIONioJ'ROPOSED 
BY THE SOVIET DILEGATION 
AND THE POLISH DELEGATION. 

• 
The Chairman read the following 

draft amendments to Article 2 of the 
Advisor.y Committee's Draft Convention 

Soviet Amendment : • 

" Add a second paragraph to Article 2, ' 
worded as follows : 

" • For this purpose, the High 
Contracting Parties will introduce 
State monopoly for manufacture and 
distribution, as \fell as for exports and 
imports of all narcotic drugs to which 
this Convention will apply.' " 

Polish Amendment: 

" Add at the end of Article 2 of the 
Draft: 

" • It is recommended that a State 
monopoly be established over the 
traffic in narcotic drugs or even, if 
necessary, a State monopoly over the 
manufacture of the narcotic drugs 
coming undet the present Convention. 

" ' If the State monopoly over · 
traffic in narcotic drugs is found, ll 
for constitutional or other reasons, 
not to be practicable, traders wlio 
may have received from a Government 
a licence to trade in the narcotic drugs 
covered by the present Convention 
should be required to furnish adequate 
security in kind tg serve as a really 
effective parantee which would 
prevent them frem engaging in any 
illicit transactiOih in .narcotic drugs. • " 

The Chairman reminded the Committee 
that, while neither of these amendments 
had been accepted for inclusion in the 
Convention, the question whether a 
recommendation in favour of State 
monopolies could be introduced in a protocol 
had been referred to the Business Committee. 
He would first ask the Committee to vote 
for or against the inclusion of such a 
recommendation. 

The CommiUee voted, by eleven votes, to 
seven, in favour of the inclusion of such a 
recommendlltion. 

The Chairman, with regard to the form 
of the recommendation, proposed that a 
text based on the first paragraph of the 
Polish amendment, with any necessary 
drafting changes, should be incorporated 
in a protocol. " 

This proposal was adopted. 

M. Cavazzoa.l (Italy) thought a second 
recommendation should be added on the 
linea of the second paragraph of the Polish 
amendment. 

He. would, however, advocate atrengthe;f 
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the proposal by omiJ'tj,pg the first conditional 
clause and begi~ning-11: the word" traders". 

Sir M1llcolm Delevinane (Great 
Britain, caned attention to the fact that a 
proposal to that effect had been included in 
the Final Act of the Geneva Convention 
Section IV of which read as follows : ' 

" The Conference draws attention to the 
advisability in certain cases of requiring 
dealers who are licensed by the 
Government to trade in the substances 
covered by the Convention to deposit or 
give sureties for a sum of money sufficient 
to serve as an effective guarantee against 
their engaging in the illicit traffic. " 
It would be interesting to know whether 

a single country had ever carried out that 
recommendation. 

The Chairman hesitated to express his. 
personal views, but urged the Committee to 
take into consideration the unfavourable 
effect produced on public opinion when 
parties to a Convention made recom
mendations which they subsequently failed 
to put into practice. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) thought that, if 
the 1925 Conference advocated a system of 
requiring dealers to give sureties, it was a 
desirable measure, and the only course was 
to persevere in pressing for its adoption. He 
would therefore propose that the second 
paragraph of the Polish . amendment 

'l (with the omission of the introductory words) 
should be added to the Convention in the 
form of a recommendation. 

Sir Malcolm Delevinine (Great 
Britain) asked whether the word " traders " 
used in the English text was intended to 
include retail traders. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) replied that the 
term should certainly be changed to 
" dealers ". • 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) pointed 
out that the text proposed by M. Cavazzoni 
went further than Section IV of the Final 
Act of the Geneva Convention ; he considered 
the latter text preferable. 

Sir · Malcolm Delevingne (Great 
Britain) said he would not object to 
reproducing that text in a protocol to 
the new Convention, but thought it would 
be more effective if it were introduced 
by a preamble explaining that the 
recommendation contained in the Final 
Act of the Geneva Convention was being 
repeated on account of the small extent to 
which it had so far been put into practice 
and giving the number and, if possible, the 
names of the countries which had carried it 
into effect. 

M. Sawada (Japan) thought it would be 
detrimental to the prestige of the Conference 
to make a recommendation which it was 
foreseen would be ineffective. 

After some discussion, the Committee 
decided, by a majority vote, not to include in 
the Convention any recommendation with regard 
to the question of the demand of deposits or 
sureties from dealers. 

14.-ARTICLE lO OF THE ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE'S DRAFT CONVEN
TION (Vol. I, Annex 7): QUESTION 
OF PRICES. 

The Chairman stated that, as no 
proposal had been put forward with regard 
to prices, the Business Committee could 
only confirm the statement made in the new 
draft Convention (Vol. I, Annex ro) that the 
original Article 20 was suppressed. 

15.-PROPOSAL MADE BY THE 
GREEK DELEGATION FOR 
INSERTION IN THE FINAL ACT. 

The Chairman informed the Committee 
that a proposal made by the Greek delegation 
for the insertion of a recommendation m the 
Final Act had been on the Committee's 
agenda but had been withdrawn by the 
Greek delegation. 

SIXTH MEETING. 

Saturday, July 4th, 1931, at 1 p.m. 

Chaim1an : M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium). 

r6.-SPECIAL PROTOCOL RELATING 
TO THE IMPORTATION OF RAW 
OPIUM PROPOSED BY THE 
YUGOSLAV DELJIGATION (Vol. I, 
Annex 23). 

The Chairman stated that the proposed 
protocol was in fact a Convention to be 
concluded between a certain number of 
countries which produced opium and a 
~;ain number of manufacturing co~tries. 

As it would be concluded, not between all 
the countries represented at the Conference, 
but only between some of them, a special 
conference would have to be held to draw up 
the Convention. According to the usual 
practice, the general Conference could allude 
in the Final Act or in a protocol to the 
resolutions adopted by the special conference. 

The Chairman had already informed the 
Yugoslav representatives that he could not 
convene such a conference, as he was not in 
a position to invite States to hold a diplomatic 
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coafereoce. That step, he considered, coul~ 
be taken only by a sovereign State; but, d 
such a conference were convened, t_he 

remises and the services of the Secretar1at 
p ld be available for it, and he would be ;i:d to offer his own services as far as. t_hey 
might be useful. Moreover, any deciSions 
taken by the special conference could be 
communicated to the general Conference. 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) said that 
the Yugoslav proposal chd not concern only 
a certain number of the States represented 
at the Conference and contained no suggestion 
of a special convention to be conclu~ed 
between producing and manufactunng 
countries. None of the terms of the proposal 
could imply such a thing.. Manufacturing 
countries were not the only Importers of raw 
opium. Their imports were obviously greater 
than those of non-manufacturing countries, 
but the latter imported raw opium for the 
preparation of medicinal opiuD?-. The 
question was therefore one of general mterest 
and might be included in the work of the 
Conference. 

The Chairman pointed out that the title 
of the document presented by the Yugoslav 
delegation contained the adjective" special". 
The Yugoslav delegate had stated that it 
was special in respect of its purpose b~t not 
special to c':rtain States. The Chau~a.n 
considered this argument strange, but, If 1t 
were proved that he was mistaken, he would 
be prepared to change his view. He would, 
however, draw the Committee's attention to 
another somewhat serious difficulty. The 
Conference had been convened to discuss a 
draft Convention for limiting the manufacture 
and regulating the distribution of narcotic 
drugs. The special protocol proposed by the 
Yugoslav delegation could not come under 
the first part of this programme, since it 
was not concerned with the direct or indirect 
limitation of manufacture. Could it be 
considered in connection with the second part 
-i.e., the regulation of the distribution 
of narcotic drugs ? This seemed to him 
impossible, for the proposal referred only to 
imports made by certain countries. There
fore, even assuming that the work of the 
Conference covered raw opium (a point 
which some delegates had disputed), the 
Chairman thought the Yugoslav delegation's 
proposal was beyond the scope of the 
Conference. 

He could not ask the Conference to discuss 
the question unless the delegates unanimously 
agreed to such procedure. If the Yugoslav 
delegation wished, he would, at the opening 
of the next plenary meeting, ask whether 
there was unanimous agreement that the 
work of the Conference should cover the 
Yugoslav proposal, but it must be understood 
that the question would only be raised and a 
debate would not be opened. 

M. Obradovftcb (Yugoslavia) replied that 
the Conference had already adopted a number 
of provisions which were not directly 
connected with its actual title. The question 

of raw mate~i~l itse~a: been dealt with in 
certain prov1s1ons, had been· adopted. 
Moreover, the Yugoslav dele~ation had. raised 
the question of guarantees ~or .the pnc~s of 
raw material before the Adv1sory Comm1ttee 
in January and, at the very beginning of the 
present Conference, they had stated that 
they attached the greatest importance to 
this question. The Yugoslav delegate there
fore thought there was no obJection to a 
general discussion on the subject in the 
plenary Conference. 

.., 
The Chairman regretted that he was 

unable to accept M. Obradovitch's arguments. 
It was a general and definite rule that the 
extent of the powers of a conference was 
determined by what were called the " terms 
of reference ", detined in the present case by 
the actual title given to the Conference by 
the body that convened it. This rule had 
been accepted on several occasions during the 
present session. 

Whenever a doubt had axisen as to whether 
a question was within the scope of the 
Conference, the Chairman had been asked to 
give a ruling. He found nothing in the 
Yugoslav delegate's speech to suggest how 
he could state that a Convention for regulating 
the importation of raw opiu_m coul~ ~o~e 
within the scope of a Convention for lirmtmg 
the manufacture and regulating the 
distribution of narcotic drugs. M. Obrado- . 
vitch had said that other proposals already 'it· 
adopted came within the ~ame. categor~. 
The Chairman would recogn1se h1s error If 
that fact could be proved to him. When 
prices were mentioned in the former Article 20, 
there was a direct relation between that 
question and the rest of the Convention, 
since the quota system was then contemplated. 
But the problem of prices was one question 
and the problem of the. import of opium was 
another. The Chairman did not see how 
the scope of the title could be gradually 
extended to include the object of the special 
protocol proposed by the Yugoslav delegation. 

He could therefore only recommend the 
Yugoslav delegate to follow, if he so wished, 
the procedure which he had suggested, 
according to which a conference convened 
by a sovereign State could sit at the same 
time as the general Conference, on the 
understanding that the latter would be 
prepared to embody in its final protocol any 
decision taken by the sister conference. 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) drew 
attention to Article 12, f.aragraph 2, which 
related to raw materia . He added that 
undue importance must not be attached to 
the title of " special protocol " given to the 
Yugoslav proposaP. It dealt· with certain 
guarantees for the disposal of opium which 
the Yugoslav delegation considered 
indispensable, but there was no question 
of a separate Convention. The Yugoslav 
proposal could, for instance, be included in 
a protocol annexed to the Convention on 
the lines of those adopted at the same time 
as·"~he Geneva Convention. The Yugo~Jv 

i·'~A .. 
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delegation did not ·t.W.nd, however, what 
precise final form w~ven to its proposal ; 
the essential point was the question of 
principle. . 

M. Obradovitch asked that the question 
should be deferred till the next meeting of 
the Business Committee or of the plenary 
Conference. 

The Chairman replied that his duty as 
President forbade him to put the question 
to the plenary Conference for discussion, 
since it lay outside the terms of reference of 

~- tile Conference. He was prepared to examine 
the proposal if it were put forward in another 
form, and agreed that the decision should b~ 
deferred till the next meeting of the Business 
Committee. 

Sir Malcolm Delevinane (Great Britain) 
and M. Paranjpye (India) were opposed to 

the question being deferred till another 
meeting. 

The Cltairman requested Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne to withdraw his objection in 
view of the great importance which the 
Yugoslav delegation attached to the question. 

Sir Malcolm Delevinane (Great Britain) 
replied that the great majority of the 
Committee certainly agreed with the Chairman 
that the question was beyond the scope of 
the Conference, and there would be serious 
objections to such a proposal. 

The Chairman replied that, if there w~ 
any possibility of arriving at a solution, 1t 
would be found by private discussion.~ 

• The statement of the Yugoslav delegate coneerning 
thia question is to be found in Vol. I. pages 246-248. 
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OODIITTEE FOB LIMITATION. 

FIRST MEETING. 

Monday, June 8th, 1931, at 11 a.m. 

Chairman : M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal). 

I.-PUBLICITY OF MEETINGS. 

Tlte COMmittee decided tluU its meetings 
sMitrl.cl be fJMblic, always provided tluU it 
COflll MUt i• pnvcte to discuss certain subfects. 

2-STATEMENT BY THE GERMAN 
DELEGATION. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) read the 
following declaration : 

"Now that we are beginning the detailed 
discussion on Article 8 in the draft Convention, 
the German delegation wishes to make the 
following declaration. 

" We have come to this Conference with 
the conviction that the Conference would 
have been superfluous had all countries 
ratified the Geneva Convention and honestly 
complied with it. In preparing for the 
present Conference, we, as representatives 
of one of the largest manufacturing and 
exporting countries, accepted the quota 
system because we sincerely believed that 
no other system would permit of an equally 
direct and effective limitation of manufacture 
under State control, while placing it under 
the guarantee of international law. 

" During the general discussion on Article 
8, however, we were forced to observe that 
our desire for compromise and co-operation 
had been miaunderstood in various quarters. 
It has even been said, both openly and 
covertly, that we attempted, in concert with 
other exporting countries, to create a 
monopoly for the purposes of earning profits 
for which there could be no justification, 
of debarring foreign competition andlimiting, 
instead of manufacture, the freedom of trade. 

"Furthermore, we have likewise noticed 
that the draft Convention based on the 
qnota system has had one consequence which 
was hardly anticipated when it was drawn 
up---namely, the determination of certain 
countrieS to set up new factories in order to 
obtain a quota _of the total world exports. 
Thus the present Conference almost ineVItably 
creates the impression among the public 
that, under cover of the fine-BOunding title 
of ' limitation ', the first step will be a 
considerable increase in the world's output 
capacity. 

" In view of this 10mewhat singular 
position, the German delegation prefers to 
leave the field open to the advocates of 
systems other than the quota system, 10 
that we may decide as promptly as possible 

whether one of these systems is in accord 
with the objects of the Conference. We 
reserve our right, however, to submit any 
observations that may be necessary during 
the discussion, and likewise to revert to the 
quota system, if we think it desirable. 

" We venture to draw the Committee's 
attention to the fact that twelve days have 
already elapsed since the opening of the 
Conference, but as regards the crucial 
problem---i.e., the best method of limitation
we can see no prospect, however distant, of 
an agreement between a sufficient number 
of States. It would then, in our view, be to 
the common advantage to concentrate, 
first and foremost, on a decision as to the 
method of limitation, so as to avoid loss of 
time and to prevent the public acquiring 
the impression that the discussions of this 
Conference, convened by the League of 

. Nations to deal with an extremely important 
problem, are bringing us no nearer the object 
assigned to it." 

3.-ARTICLE 8 OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION. 1 

The Chairman thought there was no need 
to reopen the general discussion on Article 8, 
as that had already been held in plenary 
session. Numerous amendments had been 
submitted, which could be divided into 
two categories : those which dealt with the 
actual structure of the draft Convention 
and those which made no change in the 
essential elements of the draft. The 
Japanese amendment, which presented an 
alternative solution, fell accordingly within 
the first category. In accordance with 
parliamentary procedure, the Chairman ruled 
that the Committee would first examine 
the Japanese amendment, which was the 
furthest from the draft. 

Agreed. 

Amendment by the japanese delegation: 

The Chairman read the Japanese 
amendment, which was worded as follows: 

" Any High Contracting Party may 
manufacture, within the limit of the annual 
estimate ~f its domestic requirements, 
the quanhty of narcotic drugs necessary 
for medical, scientific and conversion 
purposes. ' 

1 See Vol. I, Annex 7• pagea zBr and zBz. 
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" The High Contr,acting Parties shall 
not manufacture narcotic drugs for export, 
unless they receive an actual order for 
import accompanied by an import certificate 
issued in accordance with the procedure 
provided by Chapter V of the Geneva 
Convention. 

" Subject to the article above, any High 
Contracting Party may manufacture the 
quantity of narcotic drugs necessary to 
meet the actual order or the quantity 
necessary to fill the. shortage of the 
domestic requirements caused by the 

·export. 
" Any High Contracting Party having 

manufactured narcotic drugs for export 
may manufacture 50 per cent of the 
quantity of the previous year's export 
before receiving an actual order, provided 
that, if the said quantity exceeds that of 
the actual export (excluding re-export), 
the excess shall be carried forward to the 
stock and reduction accordingly made 
from the quantity to be manufactured 
in the ensuing year." 

M. Sawada (Japan) said he had nothing 
to add to the explanations he had already 
given to the Conference. 

The Chairman ruled that the Japanese 
amendment would be discussed paragraph 
by paragraph. 

First Paragraph. 

Mr. Anslinger (United States of America) 
proposed the addition of the following text : 

" For the purpose of confining the 
manufacture of narcotic drugs within the 
limits specified in this article, no High 
Contracting Party shall purchase or 
import or permit manufacturers within ·its 
territories to purchase or import any raw 
opium or coca leaves or other raw material 
beyond what is necessary to manufacture 
narcotic drugs for domestic requirements, 
as provided for in this article." 

The Chairman requested the United States 
delegate to submit his amendment in writing. 

He believed he was right in saying that 
the first paragraph in the Japanese 
amendment closely resembled the Italian 
proposal already submitted by M. Cavazzoni, 
with the sole difference that the Italian 
proposal did not explicitly mention conversion. 

M. Ferri (Italy) replied that the Italian 
proposal also referred to conversion. 
Further, the provision under discussion had 
already been embodied in Article II of the 
draft. The Japanese and Italian proposals 
involved a general principle which was 
almost unanimously accepted, and the 
adoption of the new text would have to be 
made to confo.rm with Article II of the draft. 

Sir Malcolm Delevintane (Great Britain) 
agreed with M. Ferri. Paragraph I of the 
Japanese amendment was embodied in 
Article II, paragraph I, of the draft 
Convention. 

M. BoQomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) suggested that the Committee 
• 

should postpone further discussion of 
paragraph I until it had the United States 
amendment before it in writing. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
understood that the paragraph proposed 
by the representative of the United States 
of America was a supplementary provision 
for giving effect to the provision contained 
in paragraph 1 of the Japanese amendment 
and Article II of the draft Convention. If 
that was so, he saw no reason for postponing 
the discussion. 

Mr. Anslinger (United States of America) 
thought that the appropriate place for 
provisions giving effect to the paragraph 
in question was in the paragraph itself. 

' 

The Chairman pointed out that, under 
the rules of procedure, an amendment could 
not be discussed until it had been circulated. 

M. Ferri (Italy) said that, although his 
delegation was opposed to extending the 
Conference's work to cover raw materials, 
it was in favour of examining the limitation 
of imports to the quantities required for 
legitimate manufacture. That, however, 
was a very complicated problem, and could 
not be settled at the beginning of Article 8. 
It would have to be dealt with in another 
article, drafted so as to embrace all aspects 
of the matter. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) felt that the proposal of the 
United States delegation was of the greatest 
importance to the Japanese amendment. 
The only possible course, therefore, was to 
postpone discussion of both amendments 
until the United States proposal had been 
circulated. 

The Chairman observed that there were 
two proposals before the Committee : 

(I) To postpone the discussion until 
the United States amendment had been 
circulated ; 

(2) To continue the discussion, on the 
understanding that the United States 
proposal would form a separate article. 

M. Bourgois (France) agreed with the 
Italian delegate. He interpreted the United 
States amendment as a proposal for the 
limitation of supplies. The problem of 
limitation taken alone was sufficiently 
important and complicated to be considered 
separately. The question raised by the 
United States delegation would come later. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) could not 
reach a decision on the question put by the 
Chairman until he had the United States 
delegation's proposal before him. 

The Chairman thought that the United 
States amendment amounted to a new 
provision dealing with a totally different 
question from that contained in the Japanese 
amendment. It could not be discussed until 
the text had been circulated. 

Mr. AnslinQer (United States of America) 
agreed to accept the postponement of the 
discussion of the first paragraph. 
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M. CaiU'U (Spain) though* that no cl~r 

or satisfactory result could be reached lf, 
in the discussion of the second paragraph, 
there was a feeling that the United States 
proposal might be introduced into the first 
paragraph. He would therefore s_uggest that 
the question raised by the Umted States 
delegation should be discussed separately. 
1be Committee would examine later the 
paint whether it should be inserted or not 
in Article 8. · 

M. Ferri (Italy) pressed his px:oposal, 
which was seconded by the Spanish delegate, 
to the effect that Article 8 should refer to the 
limitation of manufacture and that the 
question of supplies should be embodied 
in another article. 

M. Kahler (Germany) supported the 
Italian propOSal. The problem raised by 
the United States delegation could not be 
usefully discussed until the substances 
covered by Article :r were determined.: 

Tile Co•fiHIIee tlecitld, by tr~~elve votes to 
1/wee, to COfllit~flt! tile discussion of tile Japanese 
•fiUflllaent, tile U11ited States aaendment 
1Hi•g take~~ as • separate qt~estion. 

The Chairman understood that there was 
no objection to the first paragraph in the 
Japanese amendment. 

M. Contoumas (Greece), with reference 
to the statement that the first paragraph 
of the Japanese amendment was contained 
in Article :n of the d:raft,1 ask-ed whether the 
adoption of that paragraph would imply the 
omission of the qualifying clauses contained 
in the second paragraph of Article u. 

The Chairman thought that this was a 
question of d:rafting. It would be examined 
in conjunction with Article u, and would 
finally be sent to the Drafting Committee. 

M. Contoumas (Greece) poin~ out that 
the second paragraph of Article u was not 
purely formal, but contained a prohibition, 
which was a matter of substance. · 

The Chairman replied that that question 
would have to be examined when Article n 
was under consideration. 

M. Sawada (Japan) reminded the 
Committee that the Japanese delegation 
proposed further to omit Articles 9 to :rJ. 

The Chairman replied that the other 
Japanese amendments would be considered 
later. The Committee was for the moment 
examining the first paragraph in the Japanese 
amendmept to Article 8. Its effects: on the 
other articles would be determined later. 

Sir Malcolm Deleviaine {Great Britain) 
pointed out that the Committee had not 
decided to insert paragraph :r of the Japanese 
amendment in the draft Convention. It 
had simply agreed that the principle was 
already embodied in that Convention, and 
that there was no objection to it In principle. 

M. Bouraofs (France) agreed. He 
ac:cepted the first paragraph in the Japanese 
amendment in principle only. Besides, that 
principle was embodied in the Advisory 
Committee's d:raft in very precise terms, . 

' Sec Vol. I, AJlllex 7. page 283. 

,which had been ~t carefully studied in 
conjunction with the"·convention as a whole, 
and there would be every advantage in 
adopting the Advisory Committee's text. 
The -Convention, on the other hand, might 
become obscure if new formulas, which might 
conflict with the wording of other articles, 
were adopted. 

The _Chairman noted that it was generally 
agreed that the principle contained in the 
first paragraph of the Japanese amendment 
was already embo'died in Article u; hence, 
only the principle could be adopted at the 

1 moment. The final wording would of course 
have to be considered by the Drafting 
Committee, which would have to take into 
account the discussion as a whole and the 
various resolutions taken. 

M. Sawada (Japan) had no objection to 
this suggestion. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that, as no one objected to 
the Japanese amendment in principle, and as 
it was shorter, clearer and therefore better 
than the text of the draft Convention, he 
hoped the Committee would accept it. 

The Chairman said that this point would 
be considered by the Drafting Committee. 

M. Sawada (Japan) said that, his delegation 
did not wish the amendment to be embodied 
in Article u, but proposed that Article n 
should be struck out. He would have no 
objection, however, to small modifications 
in the text of his amendment. · 

The Chairman observed that the Japanese 
delegation had submitted a new proposal 
-namely, that its amendment should be 
substituted for Article n in the draft. 

M. Ferri (Italy) pointed out that, if the 
second paragraph in Article u were compared 
with Article 8(b), which dealt with the 
quantity intended for conversion, it would be 
seen that the system in the draft allowed a 
certrin margin for the manufacture of drugs 
intended for conversion. He wondered 
whether the Japanese amendment would 
mean extending limitation to cover the 
conversion of drugs. That principle had 
often been put forward, and, in this sense, 
the Italian delegation supported a proposal 
the object of which was to substitute for 
Article II a more comprehensive measure 
whereby manufacture for purposes of 
conversion could also be limited. 

Sir Malcolm Delevinine (Great Britain) 
understood M. Ferri's point to be that Article 
u of the draft Convention allowed a country 
to manufacture or import drugs for the purpose 
of conversion into a drug which was outside 
the scope of the Convention, and that that 
conversion might be for its own domestic 
requirements or for export. The Japanese 
amendment, on the other hand, only entitled 
a contracting party to convert drugs for its 
own domestic requirements. 

Sir Malcolm wondered whether there was 
any reasonable ground on which a co~y 
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should be prevented from producing an 
innocuous drug by a process of conversioh 
'both for export and for its own domestic 
requirements. 

M. Ferri (Italy) was glad that he had 
touched on the sensitive point in the problem. 
The Italian delegation had always urged that 
limitation should apply to conversion as well 
as to manufacture, and that both conversion 
and manufacturing. operations should be 
limited to legitimate needs. For instance, 
codeine should be limited strictly in quantity 
to medical needs as regards both exports 
and internal consumption, since otherwise 
there would be a gap in the Convention. 

M. Bourgois (France) thought that there 
was at present merely a certain obscurity 
in the wording and that the Japanese 
delegation had never intended to limit 
the right of conversion for export purposes. 

M. Sawada (Japan) thought the Japanese 
text was clear. It referred to manufacture, 
within the limits of domestic requirements, 
for conversion purposes. 

The Chairman asked whether the Com
mittee desired to come to a decision on 
the Japanese amendment, not only with 
regard to the principle, but with regard to 
the text as well, the relevant part of which 
would be substituted for Article rr. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that the Committee had to 
decide whether the right of a country which 
was not a manufacturer of drugs to import 
morphine-for example, for the purpose of 
conversion into an innocuous drug-should 
be limited to its own domestic requirements, 
or, alternatively, to its own domestic 
requirements and export. 

The Chairman noted that the adoption 
of the Japanese amendment with the 

interpretation placed on it by Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne would mean a prohibition to 
manufacture except for domestic requirements. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) thought that 
the question applied to all countries in exactly 
the same way. The point was whether any 
country must limit to its domestic require
ments the conversion of a narcotic drug into 
a substance not declared harmful under 
the Convention, or whether such conversion 
could, if need be, include the quantities 
intended for export. That question arose 
equally for all countries, whether manu
facturers or not. Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
had mentioned certain substances, but for 
the moment it was not known what drugs 
the Technical Committee would include in 
the categories of narcotics and non-narcotics. 
The Committee would accordingly have 
some difficulty in accepting the limitation 
proposed in the Japanese amendment. 

M. Bourtois (France) said that, if 
he understood the Japanese amendment 
correctly, no pharmaceutical preparations, 
even those containing innocuous narcotics, 
could be exported in future. 

The Chairman considered the question 
too serious for the Committee to take an 
immediate vote, as the vote would cover 
harmless pharmaceutical preparations. He 
proposed to adjourn the discussion so as to 
give the delegations time to reflect and, if 
need be, confer. 

M. Sawada (Japan) explained that the 
" domestic requirements " referred to in his 
amendment were the domestic requirements 
of drugs for the purpose of conversion, and 
not the domestic requirements of the products 
after conversion. 

SECOND MEETING. 

Tuesday, June 9th, 1931, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman : M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal). 

4.-ARTICLE 8 OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION (continuation). 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
suggested that the discussion of details 
and amendments should be postponed until 
the Committee had decided which scheme 
of limitation it proposed to recommend to 
the Conference. 

It had before it the draft Convention, 
the Japanese proposal, and the amendment 
of the United States delegation to the 
Japanese proposal. The latter required 
intensive study, and as the Committee 
would presumably not be prepared to discuss 
it immediately, it should first decide whether 
• 

it preferred the Japanese proposal1 or the 
scheme of the draft Convention. • 

Sir Malcolm had discussed the Japanese 
amendment with M. Sawada and understood 
his scheme for limitation was as follows : 

(1) Every country retains the right to 
manufacture during any year any of the 
drugs to which the scheme of limitation 
applies for use as such for the satisfaction 
of its own domestic medical and scientific 
needs within the limits of the estimates 
furnished by it in pursuance of Article 3 
for that year ; 

1 See Vol. I, Annex 8, pages 301-3o8. 
• See Vol. I, Annex 7, pars 279-289 . 
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(a) Every country retains .the right to 

.IIWlufacture during any year any of the~ 
to wJUch the scheme of limitation applies 
for the purpose of conversion into substances 
not covered by the Conv~tion. whether 
sadl substances are intended for consumption 
in the country itself or for export, within the 
limits of the conversion ~timates furnished 
by it in pursuance of Article 3 for that year ; 

(3) Every country retains the right to 
manufacture during any year any of the 
druRs to which the scheme of limitation 
applies for the purpose· of export up to the 
quantity for which orders are recetved, on 
production of an import certificate as provided 
lor in the Geneva Convention, provided 
that : 

(a) The export to any particular country 
is within the limits of the estimates 
furnished by t,lr.at country or determined 
for that country in accordance with 
Article 3; 

(b) It shall be permissible to manu
facture in adv~ce of the receipt of such 
orders an amount sufficient to maintain 
a reserve stock from which orders can be 
executed without delay when received, 
such stock not to exceed . . . per 
cent of the orders received by it during 
the prece~ year. 

M. Sawada Uapan) supported Sir .Malcolm 
Delevingne's proposal as to procedure. 

M. Perri (Italy) suggested that, if the 
Committee discussed the amendments 
paragraph by paragraph, it would soon find 
itseH in a blind alley. A better method 
would be to endeavour to extract and reach 
agreement on the principles underlying 
each amendment. There were three main 
principles before it : 

(1) A strict quota system (draft Con
vention and the Turkish and Argentine 
proposals); 

(2) Direct limitation combined with 
freedom of trade (Italian amendment) ; 

(3) No quota sy,st~.:; but tl\e ~ict 
limitation of exports to orderS accompatiied 
by certificates (Japanese amendment based 
on Chapter V, Article 5, of the Geneva 
Convention). 

M. Casares (Spain) thought the procedure 
~ul~ be. simplifieif. by a process ofsuccessive 
ehmmatwn. He was under the impression 
that the quota system was dead and could 
immediately be bpried. ~ choice rested, 
therefore, between the Itahan and Japanese 
proposals. The United States amendment 
though it covered a wider field, was cloaely 
c:ODilected with the Japanese amendment. 
II. Casares therefore suggested that a sub
committee should endeavour to combine 
what was common to both and that the points 
of difference should be discussed later. 

Sir Malcolm Delmatne (Great Britain) 
aaured II. Casares that the quota system 
was by ao meant dead. Sir HaJcolm agreed 

• with M:. Ferri's propoq.l, sa.ve that he W!>uld 
}trefer to discuss one scheme -at . a time, 
beginning with the Japanese proposal. 

M. Boac»moloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) supported· M. Casares' proposal, 
but Suggested that it would be more logical 
to start by discussing the draft Convention. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America). 
thought basic principles should be discussed 
before details. There was no conflict of 
principle between the Japanese proposal and 
the United States amendment. The latter 
was merely an amplification of the Japanese 
scheme. · · · 

With regard to the quota system, he was 
of opinion that, before it was discussed, the 
blanks in Article 8 of the draft should be 
filled in. • 

M. voa Rbelabllbea (Germany) pointed 
out that five countries had already reached 
agreement in regard ·to the figures for a 
quota system. The . particulars would be 
found in various official documents. · 

The United States proposal raised questions 
of principle which M. von Rheinbaben 
suggested should be referred to a special 
committee after the Committee for Limitation 
had adopted a method for the limitation of 
the manufacture of narcotic drugs. 

M. Obraclcwltch (Yugoslavia), who was 
supported by Haaaaa Bey (Turkey), felt 
that the Committee could only work out the 
details after the Conference had accepted 
the fundamental principles of a limitation 
scheme. As it would· be very difficult, 
if not impossible, to di$cuss the quota system 
without figures, the blanks in Article 8 of the 
draft Convention should first be filled in. 

M. Bourac»ia (France) had originally been 
in favour of the quota system. 

There were obviously difficulties . in the 
"!"ay of its acceptance, ;however, at the present 
bme. It would be· impossible to fill in the 
blanks in Article 8 with figures and theJ 
·names of countries. Though everyone agreed, ·· 
therefore, that the quota system was ideal 
it had not yet come to earth. ' 

After further discussiO?J, the Committel'ft, 
iecsua, lJy ten flotes to se'oen, to ct>ntinue lise 
discussion of l1u ] apanese ametltlment. • 

M. Bour&ola · (France)• pointed out that 
at the last session of the Advisory Cammittee' 
the French representative had called attentio~ 
to a method capable of ensuring the direct 
an~ . strict limitatio!l of manufacture to 
legitimate world reqwrements, without resort 
to the quota system. That method was 
based on the same principle as the Japanese 
amendment with the addition of a very 
powerful. means of control. Suppose, in 
order to Illustrate the principle that manu
facture were limited to one fadtory in each 
manufacturing country. That factory would . \ 
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be authorised (x) to have at any time a stock 
in hand, the maximum of which would be 
fixed in accordance with the possibilities 
of the ~arket and which would be subject 
to special control, both national and inter
national; (2) to manufacture during the 
year a quantity of narcotic drugs equal to 
the total orders received and executed during 
the year. Delivery of those orders would be 
subject to previous authorisation by the 
ce~tral organisation at Geneva. Deliveries 
could be made immediately from the existing 
stock and the factory could replace its stock 

i~t its disc:etion, bearing in mind the state 
~f the opmm market, the orders received 

or in prospect, and the very special conditions 
under which manufacturing operations had 
to be carried out. 
~..-This solution would really provide for the 
direct and strict limitation of manufacture 
to world medical requirements. Each year 
the world manufacture of narcotic drugs 
would correspond strictly to legitimate 
requirements, with the addition, at the most, 
of the quantities necessary for maintaining 
stocks. There would be a permanent 
maximum stock, but that would also be 
necessary under the Advisory Committee's 
draft. 

The only difference was that, in theory, 
under the Advisory Committee's draft, the 
reserve would have decreased to nil by the 
end of the year. A close study of the special 
conditions of the market for opium and 
narcotic drugs and of the practical conduct 
of manufacture would, however, easily prove 
that it would be impossible, in practice, to 
reduce the stock in that way. It was therefore 
essential to allow for a margin or reserve. 

The French system, under which there 
would be no quotas, would be as strict a 
solution to the problem of limitation as the 
Advisory Committee's plan, and would, 
moreover, make allowance for various other 
conditions. Goods would be manufactured 
only to order, but immediate delivery could 
be made from stock. The maximum stock 
would be fixed at Geneva, and all movements 
of stock would be followed from Geneva. 
The stock necessary under the Advisory 
Committee's plan would thus be constantly 
subject to control. 
•·M. Bourgois added that he intended to 
submit an amendment to the Committee 
in this sense. 

~r. Caldwell (United States of America), 
b{ reply to M. Ferri, stated that the repre
se~tative of the United States of America 
would be satisfied if his amendment were 
regarded as falling within the category 
of the. Japanese plan. There was therefore 
no objection to its being considered as an 
amplification of that plan. The question 
of the limitation of raw material available 

to manufacturers would, however, have to 
be discussed subsequently, whatever system 
were adopted, for the limitation of raw material 
was the necessary complement to any plan 
for the limitation of the manufacture of 
narcotic drugs. 

M. Casares (Spain) favoured the French 
representative's proposal. M. Bourgois had 
already put his plan before the Advisory 
Committee as a possible means of extricating 
the latter from the impasse in which it had 
found itself in endeavouring to put the quota 
system into a practical form. M. Bourgois' 
proposal was a useful complement to the 
Japanese plan, and, in view of its special 
Importance, M. Casares asked that its 
discussion should be postponed until the 
Committee was in possession of a precise 
text. 

M. Ferri (Italy) supported M. Casares, 
and pointed out that the Italian delegation 
particularly favoured control by a central 
office with adequate powers, and would 
support any proposal which would bring 
about that result. If the Japanese plan, 
as amended, met this desire, the Italian 
delegation could even support it, but if not, 
he was sure that his delegation would be 
obliged to oppose it. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) pointed out 
that the Swiss delegation preferred the 
Advisory Committee's plan, and recognised 
both its advantages and its disadvantages. 
The Swiss delegation would have remained 
faithful to the quota system had it been 
under discussion, but apparently the majority 
considered this system was in a very bad 
way and should be eliminated. At the same 
time, he was not sure that it would not have 
been possible to meet the objection that had 
been raised by filling in the blanks of the 
Advisory Committee's draft with information 
as to percentages and countries to which 
they applied. At the present moment, the 
Swiss delegation was prepared to examine the 
Japanese plan as amended by M. Bourgois, 
but reserved its liberty to revert to any 
other system, including the quota system, 
if the amended Japanese plan did not give 
satisfaction. 

The Chairman stated, in order to avoid 
any misunderstanding, that Article 8 of the 
draft Convention was under discussion, but 
that, in accordance with the usual procedure, 
the amendments would first be discussed. . 

The Committee decided to appoint a Sub
Committee composed of the representatives 
of France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, 
japan, Spain, Switzerland and the United 
States of America to examine the japa,.ese 
pta" aftd the French amtJndment aftd to 
combine them if possible ;., a siftgle text. 
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THIRD MEETING. 

Friday, June 12th, 1931, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal). 

5.-REPORT BY THE SUB-
COMMITTEE APPOINTED TO 
COMBINE INTO ONE TEXT THE 
JAPANESE AMENDMENT AND 
THE FRENCH PROPOSALS 
REGARDING ARTICLE 8 ~ND 
FOLLOWING ARTICLES OF THE 
DRAFT CONVENTION (Vol. II, 
Annex 12). 

The Chairman announced that, at the 
close of the discussiorl, a vote would be 
taken on the principle underlying the Sub
Committee's proposal. 

M. Bourgola (France) explained that the 
new text provided for the strict limitation 
of the manufacture of narcotic drugs to 
world legitimate requirements. A country 
would manufacture an aJllount equivalent 
to the orders received during the year. To 
enable orders to be executed immediately, 
a stock, the maximum of which would be 

. fixed in the Convention and which would be 
subject to national and international control, 
would be constituted in each manufacturing 
country. 

The Sub-Committee had asked the authors 
of the text, for certain explanations. In the 
first place, they desired to know the meaning 
of the words " based on firm orders received 
by the country for execution against import 
certificates delivered in accordance with 
the procedure provided for in Chapter V 
of the Geneva Convention and in the present 
Convention." 

It was a fundamental part of the scheme 
that there should be very strict international 
control, but no precise details had been 
given, owing to a difference of opinion 
between the French and Japanese delegations. 
II. Bourgois considered that there should be 
a central organisation by which all orders 
should be authorised. 

Certain practical objections had been raised. 
It had been said, in the first place, that 
considerable statistical work would be 
required of the central organisation, and also 
that considerable time would be lost if 
Japan, for example, had to await permission 
from a central office situated in Geneva 
to export a few grammes of narcotic drugs to 
Tientsin. This difficulty could be removed. 
It would be sufficient to fix a minimum 
quantity below which previous authorisation 
would not be required. 

Even if no central organisation were set 
up,. however, very strict control could be 
achieved by means of the import certificate 
syltem, which would be obligatory. There 

were therefore two possibilities : to set up 
a central organisation, or to make the 
import certificate system embodied in the 
1925 Convention compulsory in all cases.

11 
The special Sub-Committee had also been€ 

asked whether the " special stock " referred 
to in paragraph 4 was the stock in the factories, 
or the stock of the factories and wholesalers 
(general stock in the country). It was the 
working stock from which a factory would 
supply orders. Though the special Sub
Committee had for the moment set aside 
the question ofth&general stock in the country, 
it recognised that strict control of substances 
leaving the factories for home consumption 
would also be required, and, to meet this 
point, had added the paragrap~re!lding: "No 
narcotic drugs may be permitted to leave a 
factory without authorisation of the competent 
national authorities, which will control and 
limit the supplies kept by wholesale dealers". 

The problem of the limitation of manu
facture was perhaps less difficult to solve 
than the problem of distribution, and severe. 
measures would have to be ta.lcen to ensure 
equitable distribution as between the various 
countries, and to prevent . cornering. The 
same problem would arise within each country, 
and the Governments would have to take 
the necessary measures to prevent drugs 
intended for internal consumption from being 
cornered by wholesalers for purposes of 
speculation. 

The problem of distribution within each 
country would arise under any system of ' 
limitation, but the special Sub-Committee 
did not consider it necessary to do more than 
draw attention to its existence. " 

M. Bourgois wished to emphasise that the 
Sub-Committee had raised no objection to 
the special Sub-Committee's proposals, bat 
had only asked for explanations. He wouTd 
be very glad to give any further explanations, 
but suggested that the Committee should 
first discuss objections of principle-that 
was to say, whether it was a ;,ion posstble. 
to secure the direct limitation of manufacture 
by the system proposed-and then 'the 
objections as to the application of that 
principle. 

M •. Sawada (Japan), referringtoparagraph 
J, sa1d that the Japanese Government was 
unable to accept the proposal to set up a 
central narcobcs office, as contemplated 
in the draft Convention. Such an office 
might have been required under the quota 
system, but it would be unnecessary under 
the new scheme. 

The Japanese delegation was convinced 
that the Sub-Committee's text provided .. 
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the best possible ~olution of the problem, 
and M. Sawada Wished to make a special 
appeal to the Committee to consider it 
seriously, with a view to reaching agreement 
on the principles involved at the earliest 
possible moment. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
regretted that he was obliged to disagree 
fundamentally with his French and Japanese 
colleagues. M. Bourgois had said that there 
had been no objection to the Franco-Japanese 
proposal. It was not the Sub-Committee's 
business, however, to discuss the substance 
of the proposal : it had only to ask for 
explanations, with a view to ascertaining 
the meaning and effect of the text. 

M. Bourgois had referred to the scheme 
as one of direct limitation. But was it ? 
Sir Malcolm was very doubtful. M. Bourgois 
had said that it was based on minute and 
rigorous control. Sir Malcolm found it in 
part very far from rigorous and in part so 
rigorous that it would break down in practice. 

First, reliance was placed on the import 
certificate system as the basic guarantee 
for the prevention of excess manufacture. 
If it could be assumed that every country 
in the world would apply that system, 
together with the other measures of control 
provided under the Geneva Convention, 
strictly and faithfully, certainly reliance 
could be placed on the system, but, in that 
case, the Geneva Convention would do all 
that was needed. It was because that was 
not the case that the Conference had met. 

In this connection, it should be noted that 
all countries were not parties to the Geneva 
Convention and did not apply the import 
certificate system, or the system of import 
and export licences. M. Bourgois had said 
that the exporting countries parties to the 
new Convention would not export drugs 
to countries which did not apply the import 
certificate system. In that case, either such 
a country would send an import certificate 
in order to obtain the drugs, without 
undertaking any other obligations in regard 
to control-and the Committee could imagine 
what might become of the drugs so imported 
-or it would have to do without any imported 
drugs. Could a situation of that sort be 
contemplated with equanimity ? How about 
China where, owing to the great difficulties 
of distance and so on, the import certificate 
system was not in force generally ? Were 
the hospitals and doctors in China to do 
without their medicalsuppliesor, alternatively, 
was China to be compelled to set up drug 
factories all over the country ? 

There were certain difficulties of secondary 
importance which were worth mentioning. 
The Japanese delegation recommended that 
no central narcotics office should be set up, 
but that each import certificate should be 
marked with the amount of the drug for 
which certificates had already been issued 
during the current year. That arrangement 
was, however, not always practicable, because, 
• 

in certain countries, several authorities were 
authorised to issue import certificates. 

Again, how was it proposed to deal with 
preparations containing less than 0.2 per 
cent of morphine or o.I per cent of cocaine, or 
with preparations exempted under Article 8 
of the Geneva Convention ? No export 
or import certificate or licence was required 
for such preparations. 

The framers of the draft Convention 
regarded the creation of a central narcotics 
office as one of. the fundamental points of 
the scheme, and the British delegation was 
not prepared to abandon it. Frankly, 
Sir Malcolm did not understand the Japa
nese delegation's objections. Chapter IV, 
paragraph 8, of the annex to the draft 
Convention 1 stated that the provisions 
regarding previous communication with the 
central narcotics office did not apply in 
certain cases, one being the case where 
the exporting and importing countries were 
so distant from the place where the central 
narcotics office was established that the 
application of those provisions would involve 
excessive delay in the fulfilment of orders. 
Only two conditions were attached : (1) that 
the exports should be reported immediately 
to the central narcotics office ; and (2) that 
the quantities so exported during the year 
should not exceed an amount which remained 
to be fixed. That would seem to remove 
the Japanese delegation's difficulties. 

It had been objected that a large amount 
of statistical work would be required of the 
central narcotics office. But that work 
would be purely clerical, and could not be 
compared with the colossal amount of work 
which would be placed on the Governments 
if no narcotic drugs could leave a factory 
without the authorisation of the competent 
national authorities. 

The second point of major importance
the cardinal feature of the new proposal
was the creation of a special stock to be 
maintained in the hands of the manufacturers. 

According to Section I, no country might 
manufacture during one year a quantity 
superior to the total of the quantities 
necessary : ('I) for its medical and scientific 
needs ; (2) for conversion ; (3) for export, 
and (4) for the special stock. 

Surely there was some error here. Suppose 
a manufacturing country required soo 
kil<igrammes of morphine for each of the first 
three purposes. It would be entitled to 
maintain so per cent of its domestic needs 
plus so per cent of the exports, a total special 
stock of soo kilogrammes. If an export 
order were received for so kilogrammes, 
it would be entitled to manufacture so 
kilogrammes under number (3) but, if it 
took the so kilogrammes out of its special 
stock, it would also be entitled to manufacture 
so kilogrammes to bring the special stock 
up to the limit. 

The size of the special stock should be 
noted : it would be equivalent to six 
months' requirements. According to Table 4 

• See Vol. I. Annex 7. pages •88·189 . 
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(morphine) in the Secretariat's analysis of 
the international trade in certaitl narcotics,1 

the domestic requirements of the manu
facturing countries other than Japan. the 
United States of America and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics amounted in 
1930 to 2,551 kilogrammes, and expo.rts 
from manufacturing to non-manufactunng 
countries were 1,453 kilogrammes, a· total 
of about 4,000 kilogrammes. Thus, the 
special stock of morphine which might be 
maintained in addition to the ordinary stock 
would amount to two tons. Why were 
such large reserves required ? Simply as a 
consequence of the Franco-Japanese method 
of limitation. They would not be necessary 
under the scheme of the draft Convention, 
because a manufacturer would begin the 
year with his ordinary normal stock, and, 
knowing how much he would be allowed 
to manufacture during the year (because it · 
is a definite figure), would go on steadily 
throughout the year with his manufacturing 
process. Under the Franco-Japanese scheme, 
on the other hand, he would not know 
beforehand. 

A third point of substance arose in 
regard to control within the country. Under 
the Franco-Japanese proposal, a special 
Government authorisation would be required 
every time any quantity"of drugs, however 
smaii, left a factory. In addition, the 
central Government was required to " control 
and limit the supplies kept by wholesale 
dealers ". The British· Government could 
never accept such a proposal. It would 
place an enormous task on the central 
Government, involve the employment of 
many officials and interfere with ordinary 
trade. The medical profession would strongly 
object to any scheme which caused a delay 
in obtaining supplies from wholesale houses. 
Moreover, the central Government could 
not exercise effective control under such a 
system. It would be absolutely impossible 
for its officials to be in constant day-to-day 
touch with every transaction of every business 
house. 

M:. Bourgois had referred to the danger of 
cornering, and had rightly added that that 
concerned only the individual Governments. 
At the same time, the Franco-Japanese 
text put forward a definite proposal as to 
how they should deal with the matter, and 
did not leave them free to take what steps 
they thought fit. . 

In Sir Malcolm's view, the Franco-Japanese 
scheme was not a scheme of direct limitation 
in conformity with the Conference's terms 
of reference, and the British Govemmetlt 
would not be prepared to accept it in its 
present form. 

What was the alternative ? The onlv 
alternative was the Advisory Committee's 
scheme, and the British del~.a.tion was 
prepared to stand by it. The British 
delegation had· circulated to the Conference 
new clauses drawn up with a view to meeting 
as fully and ":::luately as pouible the case 
of cow;ttries w · desired to start exporting 
narcotic drugs : Turkey, Yugoslavia and 
Japan. He believed that these clauses had 

1 tee Vol. I, Aallell: :11, pqe 339. 

. . . 
been favourably received-at any rate, by 
two out of the three delegations-and were 
considered to contain a reasonable, fair and 
just offer. The British delegation recognised 
the fairness of the claim that countries 
which were not at present exporting countries 
should be allowed to manufacture for export 
up to the limit .of the orders received, and 
that system should continue for two or three 
years. At the end of that period, a quota 
would be assigned to new manufacturing 
countries on the basis of the market they had 
been able to secure. One of the delegations 
concerned had approached Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne with a suggestion for the further 
modification of that scheme. It had suggested 
that Article 8 should be omitted, and that 
all countries should start in the same way 
at the same point. When the Convention 
came into force (probably in two or three 
years' time), quotas should be allocated to 
the present manufacturing countries, and 
to the new exporting countries-Turkey, 
Yugoslavia, and, if it so desired, Japan
on the basis of their actual legitimate export 
trade during the previous two or three years. 
That seemed to contain at any rate the 
possibilities of a solution, which Sir Malcolm 
would be prepared to consider. The con
versations were still continuing, and he 
hoped that they might have a fruitful result. 
Should that be so and agreement be reached 
between the majority of the manufacturing 
countries for the settlement of the quota 
question on those lines, a great difficulty 
would be removed. 

The British Government considered that 
the system of direct limitation based on the 
allocation of world manufacture between 
the manufacturing countries in certain 
definite proportions was the only scheme 
which would give satisfactory results. 

Sir Malcolm ventured to remind his French 
and Japanese colleagues that the Assembly 
resolution of 1929 was adopted with the full · 
concurrence of the representatives of France 
and Japan, both in the Fifth Committee and 
in the Assembly. The scheme drawn up 
by the Opium Advisory Committee in 1930 
as a basis for the work of the present 
Conference was also accepted by the French 
and Japanese representatives on the Council, 
and no objections were raised to its main 
outlines either in the 1930 Assembly or 
when it was referred to the Council in the 
form of a draft convention in January 1931. 

He was very disappointed that his French 
and Japanese colleagues had separated 
themselves from their colleagues of the 
other manufacturing countries, and had 
abandoned. the straight and direct path 
for the devious byways of indirect limitation. 

M. Bourpia (France) explained that he 
had abandoned the quota system not on 
grounds of principle, but merely by reason 
of the facts. Ever since October attempts 
had been made to find some method for the 
allocation of quotas, but no scheme had been 
devised, and a new difficult' had arisen in 
consequence of the action o new countries 
which claimed quotas. 

• 
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• Sir Malcolm Delevingne was wrong in 
saying that the scheme would not secure 
strict limitation of production. It most 
certainly would do so, since production was 
determined by the estimates sent in by 
countries. Production would accordingly be 
limited to world needs. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne had also said that, 
under the scheme, limitation could be effective 
only if some central body were set up. 
M. Bourgois believed that even if there 
were no such body, the Franco-Japanese 
system would be capable of ensuring the 
limitation of production. The plan did not 
regard such a body as absolutely indispensable, 
but merely contemplated it as a possibility. 
He recognised that if the central authority 
was not created the import certificate would 
have to be made compulsory for all countries. 
Narcotic drugs could only be released on 
the production of a certificate issued by the 
importing country, or even, for large quanti
ties, by the Central Board already existing 
at Geneva. The import certificate would state 
the quantities already imported, which must 
not exceed the estimates accepted at Geneva. 

Some members thought that it was not 
absolutely essential to have a central body 
and that the same effect might be attained 
by entering the quantities issued on the 
certificates. Personally, M. Bourgois thought 
that the central body would be of vt-ry great use. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne considered that 
the stocks authorised under the Franco
] apanese plan were too high. M. Bourgois 
shared that view. The proposed percentage 
for stocks could be reduced. Moreover, if 
regard were had to the figure indicated in the 
document issued by the Secretariat 1 as the 
total exports from manufacturing to non
manufacturing countries (which were the 
only exports that would remain), it would 
be seen that the actual figure for the reserve 
stocks for exports would only amount to 
about 700 kilogrammes. He would agree that 
the stock of 50 per cent proposed for home 
consumption was practically unnecessary, 
as producing countries would know their 
national requirements, which would not vary 
appreciably. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne had asked how 
countries would in practice exercise control 
over the stocks in the hands of wholesalers 
without incurring heavy additional expenses. 
M. Bourgois admitted that this was a 
difficulty, but it was one that would arise 
even under the quota system, since in 
all cases stocks in the hands of whole
salers would have to be controlled. Every 
Government would be required to exercise 
on its own territory the control exercised 
by the central authority throughout the 
world from the international standpoint. 

M. Bourgois had not fully understood 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne's argument concerning 
preparations. In any case, he could not see 
that control would be more difficult under 
the Franco-Japanese system than under the 
quota system. 

In conclusion, M. Bourgois thought that 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne could perfectly 
well accept the Franco-Japanese system of 
limitation, provided the central organ of 

1 See Vol. I, Annex 21, page 339 . 
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control were set up. It, should, however, 
be observed thatthesystemwasnot necessarily 
bound up with the creation of such an organ 
and that even without it manufacture could 
be limited to the orders received by the 
countries concerned-that was to say, to 
world needs-since these orders would be 
limited to the estimates approved at Geneva. 

M. Perez (Argentine) accepted the Franco
Japanese plan in its entirety. He warmly 
approved it, because it respected the 
commercial liberty of both purchasers and 
sellers; it was a complete scheme because it 
directly ensured the limitation of manufacture 
and sales. No drugs would be manufactured 
in excess of quantities which had been 
definitely ascertained and which were deter
mined by medical needs, plus the amount 
prescribed for conversion purposes. The 
only unknown element was that of 
consignments, but that element was itself 
determined by the amount of the stock, the 
amount of which must compulsorily be 
from 40 to 50 per cent of the total orders 
received for export in the previous year. 
This stock was a necessity, owing to the 
rejection of the quota system. It was 
unquestionable that the quota system must 
be dropped because it would be uncon
stitutional in many countries, as being 
incompatible with commercial liberty, and 
would be ruled out by the supreme court 
in those countries. 

A central administrative organ, to be set 
up at Geneva, either as an autonomous 
organisation or dependent on the Permanent 
Board, appeared absolutely indispensable. 
There were already in existence national 
organs for the control of the national trade 
in narcotic drugs. To control the international 
trade an international organ was needed, 
one that would follow the movements of 
drugs in all countries. 

Sir Malcolm Delevinane (Great Britain) 
was anxious first to remove a misunder
standing. According to M. Bourgois he 
had admitted that the Franco-Japanese 
system would accomplish the direct limitation 
of manufacture, provided it was accompanied 
by the creation of a central organ. All Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne had said was that 
the Franco-Japanese system would effect 
limitation in regard to the stocks, and he had 
pointed out that the figure fixed for stocks 
was too high. 

Secondly, the certificate system alone 
would not suffice for a rigorous control of 
production. It was not enough to require 
that the certificate should state the quantities 
already exported, since there were cases in 
which this could not or would not be done. 
Lastly, the system of internal control 
suggested in the Franco-Japanese plan would 
not be required, if the scheme recommended 
by the Advisory Committee were applied. 

M. Sawada (Japan) had little to add to 
M. Bourgois' reply to Sir Malcolm Delevingne's 
criticisms. He would, however, state that, 
contrary to what Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
had apparently said, no Japanese delegate 
to the League Assembly as referred to by 
him had ever been committed to any 
particular plan of limitation. After careful 
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c:oa§dentioa, U. Japanese delegation . to 
this CoDference ball come to the conclumon 
tbat the plan it had proposed, as amended 
by the French delegation, afforded a fresh. 
meaDS of limiting the manufacture of narcotic 
dr1Jcs throughout the world. 

The plan provided a direct method of 
limitation because it fixed the maximum 
quantities' to be manufactured. Sir Malcolm 
Delevmgne said that the import certificate 
did not afford sufficient security. As 
pointed out the other day, M. Sawada 
was convinced that it would provide sufficient 
safeguard. Even under the system of 
limitation proposed in the draft convention, 
it was based on the issue of import certificates. 
The Japanese delegation was opposed to 
the Narcotics Bureau as contemplated in 
the draft Convention,1 but there appeared, 
as yet, no precise notion among the members 
of the Conference as to the constitution and 
functions of the Bureau ; this latter point 
would have to be discussed and defined by a 
special Sub-Committee. · 

M. Sawada shared Sir Malcolm Delevingne's 
opmion concerning stocks. There was reason 

' 

to fear an accumulation of lar~clandestine 
stockS in countries, but, like M. Bourgois, 
he was prepared to accept a substantial 
reduction in stocks. There was nothing, 
however, in the scheme dealing with individual 
stocks in the hands of wholesalers ; they came 
under the Geneva Convention. M. Sawada 
was ignorant of the position in England, 
but he could assure Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
that the Japanese administration was in a 
position to exercise the strictest control over 
stocks in the hands of wholesalers. 

M. Bourgois (France) thought that after 
the observations of M. Perez all members 
had come to the conclusion that the Franco
Japanese plan would make it possible to 
limit manufacture to world needs-i.e., to a 
known quantity fixed by Geneva. The 
stock to be held in advance of manufacture 
to meet orders received would hardly exceed 
700 kilogrammes. He did not think that 
the existence of such a stock could possibly 
constitute the rock on which the Conference 
would come to grief. 

FOURTH MEETING. 

Saturday, June 13th, 1931, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman : M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal). 

6.-RBPORT BY THE SUB-
COMMITTEE . APPOINTED TO 
COMBINE INTO ONE TEXT THE 
JAPANESE AMENDMENT AND 
THE FRENCH PROPOSALS 
REGARDING ARTICLE 8 AND THE 
FOLLOWING ARTICLES OF THE 
DRAFT CONVENTION (Vol. II, 
Annex xz) (continuation). 

M. vaa Wettam (Netherlands) stated that 
his Government was fully prepared sincerely 
~ ~perate in creating a system of direct 
limitation of the manufacture of narcotic 
drugs. He was of opinion that the quota 
system was the most effective if not the only 
really fully effective way of reaching that 
aim. The discussioas had shown, however, 
that it was impossible to arrive at a solution 
of the problem by means of the quota system. 
In these circumstances, the Committee must 
try to ~ablish a scheme that procured all 
~ical results that could possibly be. 

With regard to the Franco-Japanese plan 
one of its principles was to allow export only 
oa the strength of an import certificate. 
It must not, however, be overlooked that 

• ... Vol. I, Aaux 7, pqe de. 

import certificates from countries not parties 
to the Convention were of little value, because , 
the criterion as to what was legitimate or 
what was not legitimate in a country not a 
party was quite different from that in a 
country party to the Convention. It seemed 
to M. van Wettum obvious, for other reasons 
also, that a similar system could not give 
satisfactory results without the creation of 
;;orne sort of international organ whose duty 
1t was to control the exports to those countries. 
That .control could precede exportation or
as wght be preferable-could be exercised 
after exportation had taken place. In this 
connection he reminded the Committee that 
his Government, in accepting the invitation 
to the Co!lfer~nce, P?inted out that universality 
or quas1-umversality was a sine qua non 
of a system of limitation. The number of 
countries which had not adhered to the 
Convention must be as limited as possible. 

With Tegard to the discussion on the control 
?f t~e wh?l~sale trade, he emphasised that • 
10 ~1s OJ?l~on . th~ en~orcing tof a system 
of direct lim!tatlon.ImP.he~ ve~strict control 
?ver the national distnbutlon m all its details, 
m order to prevent cornering by wholesalers 
and to.ensure that every chemist obtained the 
narcotics he wanted. This very strict control 
meant the rationing of the sellers both in 
manufacturing and in consuming ~ountries, 
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and it was &It in the Netherlands to be one 
of the great disadvantages of limitation, 
because more personnel and more expenditure 
would be required. 

To sum up, if the quota system were 
dropped and the draft Convention prepared 
by the Advisory Committee re-shaped, mutual 
co-operation would, in M. van Wettum's 
view, be required to build up a convention 
acceptable to the countries of the world, 
a!l~· at the same time, containing stipulations 
grvmg effect to the resolution of the tenth 
Assembly. 

M. Chodzko (Poland) suggested that, in 
order to make paragraphs 2 to 4 clearer, 
the text of the first paragraph of the Franco
Japanese proposal should read : 

" Within the limits of the total world 
requirements of narcotic drugs for medical 
and scientific needs, no country " 

M. Chodzko agreed with Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne that stocks would tend to be too 
high under the Franco-Japanese scheme. 
The authors had offered to amend it in 
this respect, however, and it should not be 
difficult to reach agreement on a text. 

Further explanations were necessary with 
regard to internal control of the distribution 
of narcotic drugs. It would be exceedingly 
difficult to organise. Here the question of 
monopoly arose. Distribution could only 
be rationed if the trade in narcotic drugs 
were to some extent centralised. 

M. Chodzko was not in favour of the 
proposed central narcotics office. If there 
were too many authorities, it would be more 
difficult to reach prompt decisions and to 
follow the movements of drugs. Why should 

· • not \1\e competence of the Permanent Central 
Board be extended and if necessary its 
composition altered ? Perhaps its President 
could be consulted as to whether the Board 
could undertake the duties of a central 
narcotics office. 

The Chairman said the Polish amendment 
would be distributed and discussed later. 

The representatives of the Central Board 
would certainly be consulted when the 
Committee discussed the desirability of 
setting up a central office. 

M. Paranjpye (India) suggested that, as 
several delegations had objected to the quota 
system, the Committee should endeavour 
to put the Franco-Japanese scheme into an 
acceptable form. A central body for collecting 

• statistics and bringing world public opinion 
to bear on any relaxation of the measures for 
combating ttl! narcotic drug evil would be 
essential. The question should therefore 
be discussed at the same time as the scheme. 

The Chairman said the Committee was 
at liberty to discuss the broad principles, 

• 

but he hoped members ·wo~d not enter ill to 
details. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) thought the 
Franco-Japanese scheme contained, in effect, 
satisfactory provisions as regards the principle 
of direct limitation, a principle which was 
already contained in the 1912 and 1925 
Conventions. In his view, however, any 
limitation of manufacture based on the 
actual estimates of requirements would 
not constitute a sufficiently strict limitation. 
Governments would tend to over-estimate 
their requirements in their natural anxiety 
to provide for unforeseen circumstances, 
and the most carefully compiled estimates 
would be apt to be high in comparison 
with actual consumption. Why should not 
limitation be based, not on estimates, but on 
the ascertained figure of annual consumption? 
The stock which would be essential under 
any system, owing to the special conditions 
of manufacture and distribution of narcotics, 
would then be fixed at so per cent of the 
consumption figure. 

In any event, the calculation of stocks 
should be based on one criterion and one 
alone. In the Franco-Japanese proposal 
there were two annual estimates for the 
manufacturing countries and the amount 
consumed by the importing countries. 
M. Dinichert reserved the right to submit at a 
later stage in the discussion an amendment 
embodying his proposal. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
stated that it was obviously not possible, 
in discussing the method of limitation 
envisaged by the outline agreed upon by 
the Japanese and French delegates, to,exclude 
all reference to the quota plan. 

Consequently, he wished to say that the 
quota plan in the form which it was evidently 
intended to take would not be acceptable 
to his Government. He had refrained from 
making this statement earlier because the 
plan was incomplete and it seemed possible 
that the manner in which the blanks in 
Article 8 were filled in and any amendments 
which might be offered to Articles 8 and 10 
would remove at least the more important 
grounds for objection. 

However, the United States delegation 
had come to the opinion that, if the quota 
plan were to be amended sufficiently to be 
acceptable, it would cease to be a real 
quota plan, and that the principle contained 
in the Japanese amendment was a preferable 
basis for·a limitation convention. 

The United States delegation hoped that 
the Conference would agree to include, in any 
plan that might be adopted, the limitation 
of the amounts of raw materials which 
factories were allowed to use and, consequently, 
of the amounts of all narcotic drugs that might 
be manufactured. There were some matters 
of secondary importance which should, in 
the opinion of the United States delegation, 
be covered by the Convention. However, 
that delegation was in agreement with the 
basis indicated in the outline prepared 
by the Franco-Japanese delegates, and 
believed that the additional matters which 
it wished to have covered by the Convention 
would not be in conflict with the principles 
of that outline. 
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• order to' m¥-e ¢lear the points which it 

believed shoul~ be covered by the limitation 
pliUl, the United St~te,s delegation had drafted 
substitutes fot Articles I to 16 of the draft 
Convention, and thae should be. ready for 
distribution shortly.1 Those arhcles were 
based on the principle indicated in the 
Franco-Japanese plan and that part of the 
plan prepared by the Advisory Committee, 
which seemed necessary to a non-quota 
scheme. 

In regard to the question of a central 
bureau, referred to by Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
on the previous day, it would seem that it 
ought to be possible to reach a compromise 
by which the central bureau should perform 
certain functions, Without going so far as 
was intended in the Advisory Committee's 
plan. 

He believed that a number of matters 
referred to by Sir Malcolm Delevingne as 
objections to the Franco-Japanese plan would 
be found to be, if not insuperable obstacles, 
at least difficulties in the way of the successful 
operation of any plan. 

He regretted that he must differ in regard 
to this matter from Sir Malcolm Delevingne ; 
he felt bound to say that the quota plan, 
as originally drafted, would be unacceptable 
to his Government for a number of reasons, 
the most important of which was that the 
quota plan would place the manufacturers 
of his country in a relatively unfavourable 
position should they ever desire to export 
on a scale which would necessitate their 
application for a quota. There was no reason 
to anticipate participation by manufacturers 
of the United States of America in the export 
trade on a large scale in the near future, but 
it would be manifestly inequitable to include 
in a Convention provisions which would make 
it impossible or at least difficult for them 
ever to do so. 

He believed that a Convention based on 
the principles contained in the Franco
Japanese agreement would prove not only a 
more acceptable, but a more practical, 
method of limitation. 

Although the amendments proposed by the 
United States delegation were to be discussed 
after the Franco-Japanese proposal, he would 
5uggest that if the Committee could not reach 
an agreement on that day the additional 
articles should be considered before a decision 
was reached, in the hope of facilitating 
agreement, which all would, of course, recognise 
as of fundamental importance. 

M. von ~heinbaben (Germany) reminded 
the Comrmttee that the final decision of 
certain delegations would probably depend 
on the method to be adopted for control. 
He had .personally .sub~itted a proposal on 
the subJect, but 1ts discussion had been 
adjourned, as the Sub-Committee had not 
yet reported on the system of limitation. 
Ht; thought t~at all discusaion ought to be 
adJourned until the Committee had had an 

's.,, V"l. I, Annex 'J, pageo )08-JIS. 

opportunity of examining the ~roposals for 
control and the suggestions made by the 
United States delegation. 

M. Bourgois (France) considered 
M. Dinichert's proposal a very interesting 
one. The Committee had recognised the 
necessity of the existence of a stock, whatever 
system might be adopted, in order to execute 
outside orders, but not domestic orders. 
The determination of this stock was easy, 
since it was based on the amount of exports 
from manufacturing countries to non
manufacturing countries. According to the 
figures given by the Secretariat, these 
consignments in the case of morphine alone 
would be 1,453 kilogrammes.1 Moreover, 
everyone recognised that this stock might 
be strictly controlled. The Franco-Japanese 
scheme embodied a method of control, but 
it must be clearly understood that this 
method admitted of an unlimited number of 
variations, some of which would probably 
make it possible to get to closer grips with the 
problem. 

M. Ferri (Italy) said that, as the Italian 
delegation had presented an amendment 
to Article 8, it wished to be perfectly free 
with regard to ·its position in the general 
discussion, but it would naturally take part 
in the discussion of all the amendments 
put forward. With regard to the setting 
up of a central narcotics office, he would 
point out that the Italian delegation had 
always maintained a consistent attitude and 
expressed the opinion that the creation of an 
organ of this kind within the League of 
Nations would provide the best guarantee 
for the various States, especially as all States 
Members of the League would not be 
represented on the central authority, whereas 
they participated in the work of the Assembly 
and of the Council, where they could express 
their opinion. 

M. Dinichert had drawn attentio" very 
opportunely to certain essential matters. 
There were various points in the Franco
Japanese scheme which were not sufficiently 
clear-namely, those concerning reference 
to certain stipulations of the draft Convention 
and the mention of the creation of a central 
narcotics office. It was necessary to take up 
a definite standpoint and decide whether this 
office should be created and what its functions 
would be. It would seem desirable to ask a 
Sub-Committee to prepare draft proposals 
in the matter. 

M. Obradovitcb (Yugoslavia) remarked 
that the Committee had a choice between a 
considerable number of schemes for limitation. 
The Yugoslav delegation had from the outset 
declared its readiness to support any system 
of limitation which would satisfy the following 
two conditions : (1). every country must be 
free to take part m the world trade in 
man uf~ctured narcotic dru~s; (2) the producing 
countnes must have certam guarantees with' 
regard to the price of raw ~rial. 

On examining the two 1bain schemes 
(Sir Malcolm Delevingne's amendment to 
Articles 9 and 10 and the Franco-Japanese 
scheme), he noted that progress had been 
made, as compared with the text of the 

1 Sec Vol. I, Annex 21, page 330. 
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draft Co~vention. The quota system; which 
resulted m a world monopoly for the trade 
in narcotic drug3 in favour of certain nations, 
had been completely abandoned. 

Sir Malcolm's proposal eliminated the 
idea of the monopoly of manufacture, since, 
under it, any country could, without giving 
notice, export narcotic drugs on the production 
of a legitimate order. M. Obradovitch then 
proceeded to analyse the two proposals 
from certain aspects which interested the 
Conference. 

The most important point to be considered 
in examining any system was its effectiveness. 
The Conference had met to prepare an effective 
system for the limitation of the manufacture 
of narcotic drugs. Experience of the Geneva 
Convention had taught, however, that the 
effectiveness of agreements relating to 
narcotic drugs depended not so much up
on the strictness of their prescriptions as 
upon universality of application. It was 
already commonly held that if the Geneva 
Convention were applied universally, it would 
solve the problem of narcotic drugs and render 
the Limitation Conference superfluous. It 
could therefore be concluded that, whatever 
system were adopted, the Convention relating 
to the limitation of manufacture would be 
effective only if all the States represented at 
the Conference supported it. Effectiveness 
depended not on the system of limitation, 
but on the number of countries which acceded. 

Subject to that reservation, M. Obradovitch 
examined the advantages of the two systems 
which had been proposed. He drew attention 
to the clearness of the plan explained in 
Sir Malcolm's amendment to Articles 9 and 10. 
According to that amendment,,quotas were 
reduced to a question of book-keeping. 
The disadvantages of the system resided 
in the method of allocating quotas (Article 8) 
and in the absence of provisions relating 
to tje reserve stocks which every factory 

• • 
required. The Franco-ja,aanese plan con 
tained provisions relating to stocks, but the 
method of determining the amount of stocks 
would be very much~ the disadvantage of 
the small manufacturing countries. M. 
Obradovitch also drew attention to certain 
passages in the draft which were somewhat 
ambiguous, and stated that the text of the 
Franco-Japanese draft should be made clear 
and complete, in order that its practical 
bearing might be asertainable. 

The principal objection to the draft 
Convention was that it hampered freedom 
of trade. 11:1. Obradovitch desired to explain 
this objection. The Convention could and 
should safeguard the possibilities of free 
competition, but such possibilities were 
somewhat theoretical. As production would 
be limited compulsorily, the manufacturers 
would sooner or later come to an agreement, 
whatever the system of limitation. Their 
agreement would be more or less burdensome 
for the consumers, according to whether 
the restrictions placed on freedom of trade 
were more or less numerous. From this 
aspect, both schemes were relatively satis
factory. Both provided for the possibility 
of competition in production and in trade 
in manufactured drugs. 

Finally, there was the question of price, 
which would arise in any case : agreements 
between manufacturers would present 
dangers for the consumers of manufactured 
products on the one hand, and for the 
producers of raw material on the other. 
The Yugoslav Government attached the 
greatest importance to that question. 
Neither of the schemes, however, provided 
any guarantee with regard to prices. That 
question would be discussed subsequently, 
and M. Obradovitch reserved the right to 
intervene in the discussion at a suitable 
moment. 

FIFTH MEETING. 

Monday, June 15th, 1931, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal). 

7.-REPORT BY THE SUB-
COMMITTEE APPOINTED TO 
COMBINE INTO ONE TEXT THE 
JAPANESE AMENDMENT AND 
THE FRENCH PROPOSALS 
REGARDING ARTICLE 8 AND THE 
FOLLOWING ARTICLES OF THE 
DRAFT CONVENTION (Vol. II, 
Annex I2~~continuation). 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) asked which document contained 
the French amendment to Article 8. 

He then explained that he agreed with 
only one point in the Franco-Japanese 
proposal-namely, that it would be useful to 
inqoduce into the Convention the obligation 

on all States only to export narcotic drugs on 
receipt of an import certificate issued by the 
Government of the importing country. This 
was a most important measure of control. 

The basic proposal-to limit the stocks 
of narcotic drugs in manufacturing and 
exporting countries-was insufficient. One 
very important defect in the Franco-Japanese 
proposal was that it did not contain measures 
for decreasing a country's manufacture of 
narcotic drugs when seizures in the illicit 
drug traffic were very large and were greater 
than the quantities which the country 
was authorised to manufacture during the 
following year. 

M. Bogomoloff had had this point in mind 
,in asking the Secretariat to establish the 

' 
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figures for seizures for ~ach of the narcohc 
dr11oas separately. Suppose a c<?untry had 
to replace in its stocks:sa~. 500 k1logrammes 
of narcotic drugs, an.durmg the year 2,ooo 
kilogrammes were seized, what would become 
of the excess I,SOO kilogrammes ? J ap~n 
had apparently a very large stock of narcotic 
dru,as-about 71 tons 1 , but M. Bogomoloff 
had been unable to find the figures for other 
countries. He did not want to overburden 
the Secretariat, but hoped that a document 
giving more or Jess reliable statistics for 
stocks would be distributed. He did not see 
how the Committee could come to any decision 
with regard to the Franco-Japanese proposal 
until it knew what stocks were to be found 
in the manufacturing countries. If their 
total stocks were, say, ten times bigger than 
the w.:>rld's requirements, did that mean 
that the contracting parties bound themselves 
not to produce any drugs for ten years ? 
In order to be logical, the Franco-Japanese 
proposal should be supplemented by a 
statement showing the amount of stocks 
which each country was allowed to hold 
for medical and scientific requirements and 
for export. 

According to the available statistics, 
France had at present enough heroin to 
supply the world for years. Other countries 
were no doubt in the same position. In 
I929, about fifteen tons of heroin had been 
manufactured, whereas it had been said that 
the legitimate world requirements amounted 
to one ton. 

Whatever attitude the Committee adopted 
towards the Franco-japanese proposal, it 
must be made clear to what kind of narcotic 
drugs paragraphs I and 2 referred. For 
this purpose, the Soviet delegation had already 
introduced the following amendment : 

" For the purpose of this Convention, 
• conversion ' shall be understood to include 
refining and, more particularly, shall be 
so considered in the case of crude morphine, 
crude cocaine and ecgonine ". 

The British proposal, contrary to Article 8 
of the draft Convention (which had in view 
direct limitation by means of the quota 
system), provided for unlimited export by 
any country which desired to export. The 
quota system could not, however, be discussed 
until the blanks in Article 8 were filled in. 

The result of the British proposal would be : 
(I) the distribution of the world market 
among the chief manufacturing countries ; 
(2) a terrible increase in manufacturing 
in other countries which desired to export. 

What would happen to Article 8 and to 
the whole question of so-called limitation 
if, for example, the new Yugoslav factory 
of which the Committee had heard, should 
manufacture sufficient narcotic drugs to 
cover the world's requirements ? The 
responsib!lity would, of course, rest on 
Yugoslavia, but that would be no consolation 

'So.e document C.ss7.M.22il.19]o.XI. Table v. 

for those who were fighting for the limitation 
of the manufacture of narcotic drugs. 

Before the British proposal could be 
discussed in detail, it was absolutely essential 
that the Committee should be in possession 
of the exact figures of the quotas allocated 
to the chief manufacturing countries, as 
agreed between them before the Conference. 
The German delegate had said he could 
provide information in this connection. 

The United States delegation had submitted 
a most interesting plan. JU<;lging by their 
previous declarations, and knowing that they 
intended to raise the question of the 
limitation of the production of raw material, 
without which the Soviet delegation believed 
no limitation of manufacture was possible, 
M. Bogomoloff had been prepared to support 
certain points in the United States proposal. 
He now regretted his inability to do so. 
His objections were as follows : 

In the first place, the United States 
proposal contained no suggestions for the 
articles following Articles I to I6. If it 
was intended as a plan and not as an 
amendment, it would have to be completed 
by other articles-in particular, one in regard 
to a central office. The Soviet delegation 
was in favour of creating a central authority, 
but considered it should be absolutely 
independent of the League of Nations. 
The work of the latter had been very 
unsatisfactory, as was indicated by the figures 
showing that the illicit traffic had increased. 

The second great defect of the United 
States plan was the absence of provisions 
for the limitation of the manufacture of 
three very important dangerous drugs : 
crude morphine, crude cocaine and ecgonine. 
M. Bogomoloff had understood that the 
United States delegation was in favour of 
limiting all the derivatives of morphine, 
opium and the coca leaf. 

Article 8 of the United States plan did 
not show at what stage any country producing 
raw material would be violating the provisions 
of that article if it manufactured unlimited 
quantities of crude morphine, a substance 
which the Conference's committee of experts 
had recognised to be a habit-forming 
derivative of opium, which could be used 
for the purposes of addiction. This might also 
apply to Peru, in the case of crude cocaine, 
and presumably to java in the case of 
ecgonine. 

Several delegations had raised, in one form 
or another, the question of raw materials. 
The Yugoslav delegation had raised the 
question of the price of raw materials and 
the United States delegation had referr~d to 
the limitation of imports of raw material 
for legal manufacture. If these proposals 
were to be discussed in detaJl the whole 
question of ~he limitation of th~ production 
of raw matenals would have to be considered 
and the Soviet delegation considered that 
the agenda should be extended to cover 
this question. 

The Commit~ee co':'ld not discuss the price 
of raw matenal wtthout considering t)le 
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' quantities of raw material on the world 
market, and the demand. Those two questions 
were closely connected. In discussing the 
limitation of imports of raw materials, account 
should be taken of the existing over
production of raw material, the inevitable 
increase in the illicit imports of raw material 
and the consequent risk of increased illicit 
manufacture. 

M. Bogomoloff had the strongest objections 
to the German proposal to call a meeting 
of the Sub-Committee and, if necessary, 
to extend its membership. The inevitable 
result would be that the Limitation Com
mittee's work would be done in private, 
which would not be good for the cause and 
would be contrary to the Conference's 
decisions. 

The Chairman reminded the Committee 
that the discussion should be confined to 
the Franco-Japanese proposal. 

He informed the Soviet delegate that there 
was no French memorandum, but that 
M. Bourgois had made a statement on June 
gth, which would be found in the Minutes. 
After his statement, the Committee had 
decided to set up a Sub-Committee, the report 
of which was now under consideration. 

With regard to stocks, the Secretariat 
would prepare the necessary information. 

With regard to the procedure, it would be 
somewhat premature to discuss it at the 
present time. 

Mr. Duncan Hall said that the figures 
for the I929 stocks would be found in the 
" Analysis of the International Trade in 
Morphine, etc., for I925 to I929 ", issued by 
the Secretariat (document C.587.M.228.I930. 
XI). The figures were not due until five 
months after the year to which they 
related, and were only just reaching the 
Permanent Central Board. They could be 
calculated, however, from the I930 figures 
in the last two pages of the introduction 
to Part II of the above-mentioned analysis. 
The Secretariat could easily prepare a 
document giving the relationship between 
stocks, and consumption and export, and 
showing how the Franco-Japanese proposal 
would work in practice1 . 

M. Bourgois (France) thanked the 
delegates of Yugoslavia and the U~ion of 
Soviet Socialist Republics for thetr very 
judicious observations. Both had asked 
whether the stocks actually existing in certain 
countries should be deducted from the 
quantities to be manufactured during the 
following year. 

M. Bourgois thought the text could be 
so interpreted, th~ug~ tha~ was ~ot the 
special reason for tts mserhon, which was 
a more general one. Special provisions 
would have to be made in any scheme for 
dealing with the unduly large stocks existing 
in certain countries, which represented the 
equivalent of many years' manufacture. 

It had also been asked whether the 
phrase " control and limit the supplies kept 

• See document Conf. L.F.S.74· • 

' 
by wholesale dea~~ ." implied that the 
Governments would have . to take special 
measures to control and· limit the supplies 
of wholesale dealers. .Qbviously some such 
control would be necessary, but that had 
nothing to do with the question under 
discussion-the limitation of manufacture. 

It had been said that the formula for 
the constitution of a stock would benefit 
the countries with a large population and the, 
existing manufacturing countries. That 
might be so, but M. Bourgois was prepared 
to modify the formula by which the stock 
would be constituted. The " advance 
stock " manufactured might be composed of 
two parts : (I) a stock corresponding to 
orders received during the previous year ; 
(2) a stock of a certain amount, which would 
enable new countries desiring to enter the 
export trade to do so. 

Other methods could be suggested. Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne had proposed one. 
There were many others. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America), 
replying to the delegate of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, explained that 
only sixteen articles had been submitted 
because that was considered to be in 
accordance with the Committee's procedure. 
He agreed that some of the other articles 
were of importance. 

His delegation had intended to include 
crude morphine, crude cocaine and ecgonine 
in their proposal, and, in their view, the 
definition of narcotic drugs given in Article I 
did cover them, with the exception of crude 
cocaine made from coca leaves, which had 
unfortunately been omitted in error. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) said that 
information with regard to the distribution 
of narcotics among the chief manufacturing 
countries would be found on page 5 of the 
" Report of the Preliminary Meeting . of 
Official Representatives of the Manufacturmg 
Countries,October-Novemberi930"(document 
C.669.M.278.1930.XI). The paragraph con
cerning morphine had been modified slightly 
during subsequent conversations. It was 
unnecessary, however, to discuss figures, as 
there were none in the Franco-Japanese 
proposal. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
said the Committee had reached a critical 
point, at which it was necessary to choose 
between two schemes. He had given a 
good deal of thought to the Franco-Japanese 
proposal and the speech of the Yugoslav 
delegate, and asked the Committee's 
indulgence if he went somewhat beyond 
the limits of the Franco-Japanese proposal 
in order to make a comparison between it 
and the scheme he had himself put forward, 
which he still maintained. 

The test of any scheme of limitation was 
whether it would work, and to answer that 
question it was necessary to consider how 
it would work. The more he examined the 
Franco-Japanese proposal the less clear he 
became as to its exact meaning and effect. 
If he was interpreting it rightly, the 
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limitation of manufacture depended. _first 
on the application of the import certificate 
s ·stem. secondly, on a ppecial arran_g~ment. as 
t~ stocks ; thirdly, on ngorous admimstrahve 
action to ensure that manufacturers and 
wh.:>les:llers were strictly controlled. 

With regard to the app~icati?I~ . of the 
import certificate system, h1s cnhc1sms of 
the scheme on that head h~d not .b~en 
answered. In his opinion, and m the op1_mon 
of other delegates, the import cerhhc~te 
system by itself, without a central narcotics 
office, would not be sufficient. 

By way of example, he called attention 
to the case of the Ile de France, where drugs 
exp:>rted from. c;me co~ntry to another under 
an import certificate g~ven by the Government 
of the importing country were su~sequently 
found in the illicit traffic in the Uruted States 
of America. Unless the importing country 
guaranteed to apply the whole system of 
control of the Geneva Convention, the.re was 
no really effective guarantee tha_t the 1mport 
certificate system would by 1tself secure 
the limitation of manufactured drugs to 
medical and scientific needs. 

With regard to stocks, it was difficult 
to understand how the scheme would work. 
He assumed that the authors of the proposal 
did not intend that the amounts manufactured 
for (I) home consumption, (2) conversion 
and (3) export, should be kept . distinct. 
If the amounts manufactured in every factory 
went into a common pool for those three 
purposes, was the so per cent of the previous 
year's exports (he understood that the 
so per cent of the home total had been 
abandoned) additional to other stocks in 
the hands of the manufacturers ? If it 
was not additional and was their only stock 
for meeting home, conversion and export 
requirements, what was the position of a 
country like the United States of America 
or Japan, which hadalargehome consumption 
and hardly any exports ? Were they only 
to be allowed to manufacture in advance up 
to so per cent of the previous year's exports ? 
That could hardly be the intention of the 
authors of the scheme. On the other hand, 
if that was not their intention, to what did 
the so per cent apply, and what was intended 
with regard to manufacture for home 
consumption ? Was the manufacturing 
country to be free to manufacture its annual 
total for home consumption as and when it 
pleased, possibly in the first month of the 
year ? If so, there might easily be large 
stocks in hand at one time, and, if all 
manufactures for ali three purposes went 
into a common stock, what became of the 
SO per cent limit ? If, on the other hand, 
it was not intended that a country should 
be free to manufacture its home total as 
and when it pleased, what restriction was 
proposed? 

In this connection, Sir Malcolm r~ferred 
to the statement which M. Bourg01s had 
rightly made that manufac~urer~ must be 
allowed to buy their raw optum m the. raw 
opium market at the most favourable times. 

He did not desire to take up a merely 
critical attitude towards the Franco-J apane~e 
proposal, but had tried to see whether 1t 
could not be put into a m~re accel?table 
form-he did not say one whtch he htmself 
favoured, but one which presented fewer 
difficulties. It might be made to embody 
the following general principles : 

(I) Annual estimates from all countries, 
to be examined by a competent cel!tral 
authority (as in the draft Convention). 
In reply to those spea~ers who h~d said 
that his own scheme dtd not provtde foi' 
stocks, Sir Malcolm pointed out that ~he 
definitions of" conversion" and" consum~t~on 
total " in Article I made ample provtston 
for stocks. 

(2) Reference of all export or.ders bef~re 
execution to a central international office 
to ensure that no country obtained more than 
its estimates. 

That raised the Japanese difficulty about 
the proposed central office. Personally he 
saw no possibility of giving way on that 
point. A new text had been pr~pared 
which harmonised the Japanese pomt of 
view with that of other delegations. He 
had examined this new text, but did not find 
in it any provision equivalent to the provisions 
of the draft Convention. It added little to 
the provisions of the. ~eneva _Convent~on 
with regard to the statistics and mformahon 
to be furnished to the Permanent Central 
Board. 

(3) Orders from countries not parties to 
the Convention and not applying the import 
certificate system should not be refused. 

It would be impossible to refuse supplies 
of drugs for medical purposes to countries 
not parties to the Convention. The world 
would regard such a procedure as inhuman. 
Orders received from such countries would, 
however, only be executed if, on reference 
to the central office, they were found to 
be within the estimates determined for 
those countries. Possibly some additional 
precaution might also be worked out. 

(4) The Government of every manufacturing 
country would, subject to a provision to be 
mentioned presently, undertake to see that 
its manufacturers did not manufacture more 
than the total of : 

(a) Home requirements less imports 
(imports were not mentioned in the present 
Franco-Japanese proposal) ; 

(b) Conversion requirements (the Govern
ment would also undertake that dn,tgs 



intended for conversion would be used for 
that purpose) ; 

(c) Amount of export orders received 
and executed. 

Each Government could be left to take 
what administrative action it considered 
best for the discharge of these obligations. 

The paragraph in the Franco-Japanese 
proposal regarding rigorous control would be 
quite unacceptable to the British Government. 
The effectiveness of the control exercised 
in Great Britain had never been questioned, 
and the British Government saw no grounds 
for changing its system. Sir Malcolm was 
glad that M. Bourgois thought this paragraph 
had nothing to do with the scheme of 
limitation. 

To meet the difficulty that neither the 
Government itself nor the manufacturers 
would know in advance how much would be 
required for home consumption less imports 
(the latter played an important and varying 
part in a country's consumption), for con
version or for export, a margin of excess 
might be allowed, so that a Government 
would not be considered to have failed to 
carry out its undertaking if at the end of the 
year manufacture was found to have exceeded 
the actual requirements by not more than 
that margin. The margin could be settled 
on the basis of the present situation. 

The above programme contained the 
essential features of the Franco-Japanese 
proposal in a more acceptable form ; to it 
might be added Sir Malcolm's own proposal 
in the Technical Committee that the Govern
ments should undertake not to allow the 
manufacture of any new derivatives of 
r1lorphine until they had been examined by 
the Health Committee of the League of 
Nations, in consultation with the Office 
international d' Hygiene publiq ue and reported 
by the Health Committee as useful for medical 
and scientific purposes. 

He did not propose to discuss the application 
of the programme to codeine and other non
narcotic derivatives of opium, as that was 
still being discussed by the Technical 
Committee. 

Sir Malcolm turned now to a proposal 
indicated in the speech of the Yugoslav 
representative, whom he desired to con
gratulate on his lucid and logical statement 
of his views. He was prepared to meet the 
Yugoslav suggestions, and would distribute 
to the Committee a new text for Articles 8, 9 
and xo. He hoped it would be acceptable, 
not only to the Yugoslav delegation, but 
also to the Turkish delegation. 

Turkey and Yugoslavia had for years 
been supplying the manufacturers with the 
major portion of the world's supply of ~aw 
opium for medical purposes. The raw op1um 
statistics compiled by the Secretariat 1 showed 
that, in recent years, Turkey had furnished 
61 per cent of the importsofthe manufacturit?g 

· countries, Yugoslavia 19 per cent, India 

1 See document Coni. L.F.S.6o . 
• 
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9 per cent, and Persia 6 per cent. Owing 
to the general fall in world prices, the selling 
price of raw opium was at present only halJ 
what if had been a year previously, and did 
not provide a living wa~e for the cultivators. 
It was only reasonable that Turkey and 
Yugoslavia should take up the attitude that 
either they must have a remunerative price for 
raw opium or must themselves engage in 
the manufacture of drugs and secure a 
remunerative return in that way if they' 
could. They asked, therefore, that they 
should be put into a position to do this 
~d that th~y should be given a quota. 
S1r Malcolm s new Article 8 met these 
requirements. It also left it open to the 
two countries, in the interval before the new 
Convention came into force, to enter into 
negotiations with the cartel manufacturers 
~egarding the price of raw opium, though 
1t was not possible to insert a specific 
provision in this sense in the Convention. 
It was highly probable that the manufacturers 
would be prepared to guarantee a remunerative 
price based on the current price of 
manufactured drugs, 01\ the understanding 
that Turkey and Yugoslavia abandoned the 
manufacture of drugs, at any rate for the 
export market. He need hardly insist on 
the desirability of such an arrangement. 

The above observations, related to what 
appeared to be the only two possible 
alternative schemes before the Conference. 
The United States scheme had not been 
overlooked. He regretted that the United 
States delegation had thrown over the 
scheme put forward by Mr. Neville on behalf 
of the United States of America in 1924 1 , 

which was based on the same principle as 
the draft Convention. 

He could find nothing in the present 
United States scheme that could be called 
direct limitation. Its provisions were very 
far-reaching and elaborate, and raised 
important scientific, commercial and other 
considerations. They would need very close 
examination. It was doubtful whether the 
Conference would be able to deal with them 
in the time at its disposal. 

The Committee had therefore to decide 
between the Franco-Japanese proposal and 
the modified quota system supported by the 
British delegation. That scheme provided 
as follows: 

(x) Complete freedom of commerce 
would be allowed up to the date when 
quotas were allocated ; 

(2) 'Quotas would be allocated, not as a 
result of negotiation between two parties, 
one powerful and the other perhaps weak, 
but on the basis of the actual trade done 
during a period which gave a fair average ; 

(3) Liberty was reserved for any new 
country, notwithstanding the allocation 
of the quotas, to start manufacture at 
any time; 

(4) The quotas would not be permanent, 
but would be revisable every three years ; 

(5) There would be definite limitation 
in each country to a definite amount of 

1 See Records of the Second Opium Conference
document C.76o.M.26o.1924.XI. page 389. 



-33 ~ 

the quantity to be manufactured. This 
was its greatest advantage. 
Lastly there was a provision for stocks, 

which w~uld do all that was required in that 
connection. 

Sir Malcolm was aware that there was a 
great deal of prejudice ~ainst .the Advisory 
Committee's draft, owmg, m part, to 
suspicion of the manufacturing countries and, 
in part to a misunderstanding of the scheme. 
He apPealed to the Committee to put aside 
that prejudice, and to consider carefully 
whether the Franco-Japanese or the modified 
British scheme would best secure the 
limitation of the manufacture of dangerous 
drugs. 

The Chairman felt that the two proposals 
had been brought very close to one another 
by the various amendments. It should not 

be difficult for the authors of the two schemes 
to draw up a common text. 

The new United States proposal affected 
articles which .the Conference had already 
adopted, and went beyond the competence 
of the Committee. Before discussing it, 
the President of the Conference and the 
Business Committee should be consulted. 

M. de Brouckere (President of the 
Conference) suggested that the Business 
Committee should be asked to decide on the 
procedure to be followed. 

The Committee agreed. 

The Chairman explained to M. von 
Rheinbaben that he had not put his proposal 
forward for discussion, in view of the decision 
to consult the Business Committee. 

SIXTH MEETING. 

Tuesday, June 16th, 1931, at 11 a.m. 

Chairman : M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal). 

8.-PROCEDURE TO BE FOLLOWED. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) did not agree with 
M. von Rheinbaben as to the desirability 
of referring questions still under discussion 
to sub-committees. All the proposals led 
back to two : the British proposal and 
the Franco-Japanese proposal. There were 
certain amendments, however-in particular, 
the Italian amendment. If Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne accepted that amendment, the 
Italian delegation would support the British 
proposal. In the opposite event, they would 
not do so. The Spanish amendment was 
also connected with the British proposal. 
The United States proposal1 could be embodied 
in a single text with the Franco-Japanese 
proposal. There remained the limitation 
of raw material, which could be discussed 
separately, and the creation of a central 
narcotics office, on the principle of which 
the Committee had to take a decision. 
M. Cavazzoni thought it would be somewhat 
premature to discuss the question of national 
control to which M. von Rheinbaben had 
referred. 

The C~airman suggested that the 
representatives of Great Britain, France and 
Ja~ should meet together and endeavour, 
m pnvate conversations, to find a means of 
sub~tting a common text. If that proved 
poss~ble, the new text would be discussed. 
If not, the Conference would be asked to 
vote on the Franco-Japanese proposal. 

M. Sawada (Japan), M. Bouraoia (France) 
an~ . Sir Malcolm Delevlnpe (Great 
Bntam) accepted the Chairman's proposal. 

g.-LIMITATION OF RAW MATERIAL 
TO BE MADE AVAILABLE TO THE 
FACTORIES. 

M. Sawada (Japan) explained that the 
Japanese delegation was only opposed to the 
setting up of a central narcotics office in 
the form contemplated in the draft Convention. 
It appeared, however, that certain delegatiorl!; 
contemplated a central office in another form. 
As the Committee had as yet taken no decision 
with regard to the organisation, competence 
and situation of this office, M. Sawada had 
refrained from speaking. The Japanese 
delegation was prepared, however, to discuss 
any proposal relating to the organisation 
of a central narcotics office. 

M. Perez (Argentine) was surprised that 
the United States amendment had again 
been put under discussion. After the 
discussion on the amendment of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, during which 
M. Perez himself had spoken, the Conference 
decided to recommend that a new con
ference should examine the question. The 
Conference had thus, in plenary session, 
voted on the object of the United States 
amendment. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) observed that in 
plenary session the Conference had taken a 
decision on the question of substance
nal!lely, the limitation of production. The 
Umted States scheme, however, dealt not 
with limitation, but with control ove~ the 
introduction of raw material into manu
fac:tunng countries. It must be admitted that 
th1s was a kind of indirect limitation. 

.M. C~aarea (Spain) agreed with M. 
Cavazzom and suggested that the United 
States delegation should be asked whether 
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that part of their text which dealt with the 
limitation of the importation of raw material 
could be separated from the rest. It should 
be ~scussed apart, and the remainder of the 
Umted States proposal could then be taken 
into consideration in the preparation of a 
common text for Articles 8 to 17 for submission 
to the Conference. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
replied that the United States proposal 
was based on the same principle as the 
Fran~o:Jai?anese proposal. The question of 
the hm1tat10n of the raw materials furnished 
t? the man~facturers could be separated and 
d1scussed Immediately. Such limitation 
offered a practical means of controlling the 
production of the factories. If the United 
States proposal were rejected, the Govern
ments would be left to choose what methods 
they would apply in limiting the production of 
their factories. 

M. Bo~omoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) had already explained the Soviet 
delegation's point of view. It thought it 
both difficult and illogical to discuss the 
control of the importation of raw materials 
without dealing with the limitation of 
production. The Soviet delegation would 
vote for the United States proposal ; though 
it was of little practical importance at the 
moment, it might encourage the convening 
of a new conference on the control and 
limitation of production and the importation 
of raw materials. 

M. Sawada (Japan) agreed that control 
over the use of raw materials would afford 
an excellent means of achieving the end 
sought by the limitation of manufacture. 

M. Casares (Spain) did not consider that 
a question of this importance could be solved 
satisfactorily in the limited time still at 
the Conference's disposal. It presented a 
different aspect according to whether it 
was regarded from the point of view of 
importing countries or countries producing 
raw material, and the views of the producing 
countries should be obtained. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
observed that M. Casares' suggestion had 
already been contemplated in the United 
States memorandum. He agreed that the 
question presented a different aspect 
according to whether a country was or was 
not a producer of raw material. What the 
United States delegation had in mind was 
the limitation of the amount of raw material 
supplied to each factory. 

M. Perez (Argentine) stated that if the 
United States proposal was confined to the 
limitation of the raw material supplied to the 
factories he would vote in favour of it. 

;· M. von Rhelnbaben (Germany) thought 
the question of the limitation of raw material 
was one of principle. The first point to be 
considered was whether it was within the 
competence of the Conference. The producing 

• 

countries had not yet had an opportunity 
of explaining the1r views on the matter. 
Personally, he was of opinion that the 
Conference was not competent to discuss this 
problem : the delegations' instructions were 
in conformity with the terms of the invitation 
to Governments, which had mentioned only 
the limitation of manufacture. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
did not think the question was as difficult 
as M. von Rheinbaben believed. There 
were not an indefinite number of means of 
limiting manufacture, and the method of 
limiting the quantities of raw material 
supplied to factories was particularly effect
ive. He therefore thought the Conference 
was competent to consider it. 

M. Dinichert (Sw1tzerland) was of opinion 
that the Conference was competent to examine 
this question. He agreed that, as it did not 
appear on the agenda, the delegations had 
hardly had time to study it in detail. 
:Without making it a question of principle, 
1t would be advisable to study the limitation 
of the supplies to factories from the practical 
point of view alone. It was an incontro
vertible fact that the manufacturing countries 
were aware of the obligation to control 
manufacture in their own territory. The 
limitation of the raw material to be placed 
at the disposal of manufacturers and traders 
might be an effective means of control, in 
execution of the obligations already assumed 
under existing Conventions. But it would 
hardly help in solving the problem of limiting 
the production of the raw material. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
observed that his proposal relating to the 
limitation of the quantities of raw material 
supplied to the manufacturers applied tu 
producing countries as well as to manufacturing 
countries importing raw materials. 

In reply to a question by M. Bogomoloff 
he explained that naturally the licence to 
import would apply to the raw materials 
imported. 

Hassan Bey (Turkey) stated that, as his 
country had been invited to take part in a 
conference the object of which was to ensure 
the direct limitation of the manufacture of 
narcotic drugs, the instructions and powers 
he had received were strictly confined to the 
examination of that question. He would 
therefore be unable to discuss the limitation 
of supplies of raw material, which was an 
indirect means of limiting manufacture. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy), replying to an 
observation by M. Bogomoloff, stated that, 
in his view, the limitation of importation 
and State control of manufacture were in 
practice one and the same thing. He saw 
no objection to keeping the surplus of 
authorised imports in warehouses under 
State control. 

He did not agree with Hassan Bey as to 
the powers of the delegations attending the 
Conference. He thought limitation of the 
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supplies of raw materials an effective meth~d 
of coatrolling the manufacture of narcotic 
dnp. 

M. Obradovitcb (Yugoslavia) pointe.d out 
that the Conference had refused to discuss 
the Soviet amendment on the limitation 
of the production of raw material, not, be 
thought, on grounds of expediency-for 
sooner or later it would be necessary to 
adopt measures of control in respect of 
cultivation-but rather because the problem 
was very complicated. It had alreadx been 
raised before the Council of the League of 
Nations and had been referred to the 
AdvisorY Committee to tleal with it during 
its next session. It required the most careful 
consideration which the Conference had no 
time to give it, and it exceeded the Conference's 
powers. The delegates' instructions from 
their Governments did not deal with limitation 
of cultivation or the importation of raw 
materials. The United States proposal 
raised, under another aspect, the same 
question as the Soviet proposal. Conse
-quently, it was doubtful whether ·the 
Conference was entitled to discuss it, and 
H. Obradovitch pointed out that the 
Yugoslav delegation did not consider it had 
the ne<:essary powe~ to do. so. If the 
Conference maintained the question on its 
programme, his delegation would be obliged 
to ask its Government for further instructions. 

H. Obradovitch added that the Yugoslav 
delegation had no objection in principle 
to the United States proposal. 

M. .Kahler (Germany) noted that the 
United States proposal relating to control 
of the manufacture of ·narcotic drugs by 
means of the limitation of raw material was 
closely connected with the question of the 
limitation of cultivation. The two questions 
should therefore be discussed together. He 
did not think the Conference could undertake 
this study, and suggested that the matter 
be adjourned. 

~-· 

The raw material used in the mannfacture 
of uarcotic drUgs was a commercial product 
subject to commercial laws. It was not 
purchased only in producing countries but 
on the important markets, the chief of which 
were Hamburg, London, and' Marseilles. 
It would be very difficult to determine the 
quantity of raw material to be introduced 
into coun\ries with a market. On the 
other hand, as the trade was lawful, it was 
watched very closely, and there could be no 

questionofintroducingnew restrictions. The 
Governments concerned exercised energetic 
and very strict_control which seemed to him 
adequate. He emphasised the administrative 
difficulties which would arise if two different 
forms of control existed simultaneously. 

While agreeing that the question was 
important, the German delegation thought 
it should be discussed at another conference. 

Mr. Sharman (Canada) supported the 
United States proposal, which would give an , 
additional guarantee in the control of the 
trade in narcotic drugs. He drew attention 
to the enormous quantity of narcotic drugs 
which passed into the illicit traffic, and stated 
that, in his view, if countries wanted to limit 
production, they should at the same time 
limit the quantities of raw material supplied 
to the factories. 

M. Bourgois (France) pointed out that a 
recent French decree Jrovided that the 
quantity of raw materi to be handled 'by 
each factory should be determined annually. 

With regard to control over importation, 
the certificate system gave Governments 
extensive powers and the means of limiting 
importations strictly to the needs of the 
country. It was the actual aim of the 
certificate system to prevent the entry into 
a country of surplus supplies of narcotic 
drugs. There was already the international 
control of the Permanent Central Board, 
which was competent to submit observations 
to the Governments on whose territory 
stocks appeared to it to be excessive. The 
certificatesystem,thoughitgaveGovernments 
the means and the power to limit the amount 
of importations, did not, however, indicate 
either the figure to which importations 
might rise, or the means of reducing them. 

. M. Bourgois wondered whether it was 
really advisable to go further and to 
impose definite international obligations on 
Governments in this matter. He would 
for the moment refrain from gi~ his 
opinions on this point, in view of the judicioua 

. observations already submitted, and in 
particular those · which brought out the 
close relationShip between the reduction 
of cultivation and the limitation of supplies 
of raw material. Moreover, certain technical 
difficulties should be borne in mind. The 
yield from raw material, particularly coca 
leaves, ~~ v~ry ':ariable and depen~ed on 
the condition 1n which the factory rece1ved it 
after it had been warehoused. ' 
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SEVENTH MEETING. 

Wednesday, June 17th, 1931, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman : M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal). 

•xo.-ARTICLES 8 TO 17 OF THE 
DRAFT CONVENTION (continuation). 

The Chairman reminded the Committee 
that it had before it the proposal of the 
United States delegation regarding stock 
replacement or the rotating stock plan for 
the direct limitation of the manufacture of 
narcotic drugs (Vol. I, Annex g). 

He also read the following proposal by the 
German delegation regarding the question 
of the limitation of raw materials : 

" Considering, 
" (I) That the limitation of imports of 

raw materials is closely related to the 
question of principle-i.e., the question of 
the limitation of production ; 

" (z) That two delegations of countries 
particularly interested in this problem 
have stated that they do not possess full 
powers for the discussion of these two 
questions; 

" (3) That, for the purpose of the 
present Conference for the Limitation of 
the Manufacture of Narcotics, it is sufficient 
to establish an adequate supervision of 
imports of raw materials; 

" The German delegation proposes that 
the amendments relative to the limitation 
of raw materials be not submitted to the 
Conference and that it be left to the 
discretion of the Conference to decide, at 
the end of its discussions, whether it is 
expedient to include in the final protocol 
a recommendation in favour of subm_itting 
the entire problem of raw materials to 
another conference." 

The Chairman said that the German 
proposal would be discussed at the same time 
as the United States proposal. As, however, 
this proposal raised a point of order, he would 
ask for a vote to be taken on it. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) said that 
the point under discussion was whether the 
Governments could agree to the principle of 
restricting the supply of raw material entering 
the factories to the quantities necessary for 
manufacture : that principle was mentioned 
on page I of the rotating stock plan:proposed 
by the United States delegation. 

He had been considering the necessity for 
such a measure. There would shortly be 
limitation of the manufactured products ; 
tJlere was already ~ont~ol of the amounts of 
raw material commg mto the factory, by 
means of the import certificate system, and 
of the manufactured products; going out of 
the factory ; in addition, the licences 'of 
manufacturers who did not comply with the 

• 

conditions under which they were granted 
would be withdrawn. Under the draft 
Convention submittei by the Advisory Com
mittee or the Franco-Japanese proposal 
as amended by the British delegation, 
Governments would bind themselves to 
limit manufacture to the quantities required 
for legitimate needs. Finally, some latitude 
must be allowed to the manufacturer to 
buy his raw material at a time when the 
market was favourable. Consequently, M. van 
Wettum did not see why, in the present 
circumstances, further international measures 
were required as a safeguard against fraud. 

He had had no time to study the United 
States proposal thoroughly. In No. 3 of the 
Explanatory Note 1, however, he found it 
mentioned as a principal feature of the plan 
that no country might import quantities of 
opium or coca leaves in excess of its estimates. 
Presumably that passage referred to Article I3, 
section 2, of the plan. 

Inter alia, no account had been taken of the 
position of Amsterdam as the world market 
for Java coca leaves imported into the 
Netherlands from the Netherlands East 
Indies under the import and export certificate 
system, which were for the most part exported 
to other countries by means of subsequent 
sales. 

Either there must be some misunder
standing or he had mii~interpreted the United 
States proposal, because Mr. Caldwell had 
informed the Committee that the delegation 
of the United States of America did not 
intend to restrict importation. 

Mr. Anslinaer (United States of America) 
pointed out that the United States proposals 
were not intended to limit the importation 
of the raw material markets, such as London, 
Amsterdam and Marseilles. They emphasised 
the necessity for strict accountability of raw 
materials by the strict application of the 
import and export certificate system. 

There was obviously considerable confusion 
in the minds of the delegates. Mr. Anslinger 
would therefore try to make the position 
clear. Arguments had been advanced . that 
the United States proposals were h1ghly 
complicated and involved and would~ very 
difficult to apply, and also that the hme was 
too short to discuss this fundamental basis 
of limitation. The United States rroposals 
were not complex. The question o the raw 

1 See Vol. I, pap 309· 
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materials entering the factories was an 
essential and inseparable part of any plan. 

There was no difficulty in allowing factories 
to have a given amount of raw material for 
manufacturing an amount of drugs tha~ was · 
known in advance. It would be a sample 
arithmetical process to reduce manufactured · 
products to terms of the basic morphine 
and cocaine content, and likewise to terms 
of raw materials. 

The argument had been advanced that the 
morphine content of raw opium and coca 
leaves varied. Assuming that that was so 
in the case of opium, tlie manufacturer could 
obtain more or less raw material. In the case 
of coca leaves, it was known that the cocaine 
yield varied in some years as much as 50 per 
cent, but that offered no insurmountable 
difficulty. A Government assay would 
enable the amount of coca leaves required 
for a given amount of finished products to be 
determined. 

The United States delegation believed that 
any plan should include practical means of 
limiting manufacture, in order that no 
loophole might be left, as far as was humanly 
possible, for narcotic drugs to seep into 
illicit channels. They had been forced to the 
conclusion that limitation of the raw materials 
entering the factories was absolutely essential 
to the success of any plan. 

As a premise, it might be stated that two 
causes contributed to the illicit traffic in 
narcotic drugs : 

(I) The lack of limitation of raw 
materials available to the factories for the 
manufacture of the finished product ; 

(2) The production of a greater supply 
of the manufactured article than legitimate 
world medical and scientific needs. 

It was an elementary principle of law and 
logic that, where causes were independent 
of each other, the nearer (the finished product) 
should be charged with the disaster, but 
where one was the efficient cause (the raw 
mate~) which set the other in operation, 
the first of the two which contributed to 
produce the injury had always been regarded 
as the proximate cause in a natural and 
~tinuous sequence, unbroken by any new 
m~dent cause. Any reasonable person 
might .. have anticipated the passage of 
quanhbes of narcotic drugs into illicit 
channels. 

~e situation might be likened to a lake 
feeding several streams. If it were desired 
to limit the level of water in a particular 
str~ to a given point, who would suggest 
baling out a suf~ent amount to keep the 
stream at the desired level ? Would it not 
be natural and logical to limit the amount 
at "ater flowing into the stream ? 

Tbe ~ dra'!n by. the Italian delegate 
when he sa.icl,'that! If a nver was overflowing 
~ tbreatening disaster, the most intelligent 
~aon to take would be to dam the source, 
mipt abo be applied. So with the 

limitation of the raw material required for 
the manufacture of the finished product. 
There could be no greater supply than the 
amount allowed to the factories. 

Mr. Anslinger asked the Conference to 
suppose, for the purposes of discussion, that 
the two causes cited were concurrent and 
contributed independently to the illicit traffic. 
Was not failure to limit manufacture an 
invitation to manufacture illegally ? When 
a trend of events was put into operation and 
led, in a continuous sequence, to disaster, if 
was the natural and probable result of the 
original act, or omission, though the injury 
was immediately caused by the last link in 
the chain of events. One might just as 
well expect to carry water in a bucket having 
two holes, only one of which had been blocked, 
as expect that there would be no leakage of 
the finished product without limitation of the 
raw materials entering the factories. Would 
not such limitation constitute a double 
safeguard against such leakage ? · 

Not only was the United States delegation 
convinced that no logical reason could be 
advanced against such a precaution, it also 
thought its inclusion within the scope of the 
plan which the Assembly had requested the 
Conference to draw up was essential to the 
success of that plan. The Committee would 
be remiss in its duty if it failed to urge its 
inclusion as a practical and primary means of 
limiting the manufacture of narcotic drugs. 
The principle had been recognised as far 
back as 1924. The records of the Second 
Opium Conference contained a draft cocaine 
convention submitted by Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne, Article 4 of which read : 

" With a view to preventing the illicit 
manufacture of cocaine, each of the States 
mentioned in Article 3 agrees, as far as it 
is concerned : to limit its annual imports of 
the raw material-viz., coca leaves or 
crude cocaine-for the purpose of the 
manufacture of cocaine within its territorial 
limits . " 

In the same records there was a reference 
~o the fact that each country would bind 
Itself by agreement not to import for 
manufacture more of the raw material than 
was necessary to manufacture the finished 
product. 

Mr. Anslinger also referred to the Japanese 
delegate's statement at the recent London 
Confer~nce between the manufacturing 
countnes that there was no provision to 
cover ~he alkaloidal content in raw opium, 
morphme, coca leaves or crude cocaine and 
that, in order effectively to close any loophole 
the raw materials to be used for manufactur~ 
should be properly controlled. 

The delegation of the United States was 
convinced that raw materials entering the 
factories must be properly controlled by 
Government assays to check their alkaloidal 
content. 

BY, a limitation of the raw materials made 
avallable annually to dealers and manu· 

• 
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facturers (Article 8) was meant limitation 
of the amounts that they were permitted to 
have for the manufacture of the narcotic drugs 
covered by the Convention. It was under
stood that with direct limitation of medicinal 
opium, special provision would have to be 
made for extra quantities of opium to be 
held under strict Government control. These 
quantities should be determined by means 
of advance statements as to the needs of 
the manufacturing countries. The United 
States system of direct limitation had been 
developed as a result of strict adherence to the 
obligations imposed by the 1912 Hague 
Convention. 

Mr. Anslinger then gave an outline of the 
system in force in the United States of 
America. He explained that the Federal 
Government started to limit manufacture by 
deciding what raw materials might be 
imported into the United States. The 
importation of raw opium and coca leaves 
in excess of the medical and scientific 
requirements of the country was prohibited. 
The first step, therefore, in the United States 
system of direct limitation-and Mr. 
Anslinger emphasised the word " direct ", 
since it had been used very carelessly during 
the Conference-was to determine those 
requirements on the basis of a complete 
record of legitimate sales during the previous 
year and of the amounts exported under a 
very rigorous system of import and export 
certificates. On the basis of the past year's 
business and of surveys by the Public Health 
Service, the manufacturers were allocated 
the quantities of raw material which they 
might import. The raw material was 
carefully assayed by Government authorities 
at the port of entry, and the manufacturer 
was held responsible for everything derived 
from the raw opium or coca leaves. The 
United States delegation was of opinion 
that such direct limitation was an absolutely 
essential element in limiting the illicit traffic 
and could readily be adopted. 

Suppose that the United States bad no such 
system, so,ooo additional po~nds of ra.w 
opium would have been Imported tn 
connection with two new applications to 
manufacture narcotic drugs, and the burden 
of controlling the distribution of the finished 
products and preventing their entry into 
illicit channels would have been thrown on 
the Government of the United States. The 
applications were refused, and thus over
production was prevented by strict application 
of the principles of limitation laid down in 
the 1912 Hague Convention. 

Briefly, there was no reason why raw 
materials entering the factories should not 
be controlled; the approximate amounts 
could be known in advance. Nor was there 
any reason why there should not be an 
assay of the alkaloidal content, and strict 
accountability for all raw materials, the 
process of manufacture, and the products of 
manufacture and, in addition, strict accoun
tability to an international narcotics office, 
where abuse would be detected and corrected . 
• 

The discussions bad reached a vital point. 
While the United States of America believed 
that limitation could only be accomplished 
by direct limitation of the raw materials 
entering the factories, it would favour any 
other definite method giving the same 
result. The United States delegation 
emphatically disagreed with the objections 
that the United States proposal had been 
introduced into the discussions too late and 
that it was involved, difficult to formulate 
and hard to operate. Mr. Caldwell had 
referred to the United States proposals 
during his opening address and they had 
been introduced during the discussion of the 
Japanese amendment. 

Limitation of raw materials entering the 
factories had been operating successfully in 
the United States of America for eight 
years. The method was simple and had 
never caused any difficulty. The Secretariat 
had stated that the figures for the world 
requirements of the raw opium export 
business would be available shortly and that 
the data for coca leaves had already been 
assembled. In other words, the only real 
difficulty had already been met. 

The one outstanding fact was that, given 
an opportunity, drugs would be manufactured 
greatly in excess of requirements. If the 
amount of raw materials entering the factories 
was directly limited, the world would no 
longer be inundated with the tons of drugs 
in the illicit traffic .. 

M. Casares (Spain) said there had certainly 
been some confusion ; he himself had been a 
victim of it. When objecting to the difference 
that would arise between countries which 
were only manufacturing countries and 
countries which both produced and manu
factured, he had had in view the general 
importation of drugs, and had wondered how 
a country with all the necessary raw material 
could be submitted to the same regime as one 
which must import it. That objection was 
now removed by Mr. Anslinger's explanation 
that the United States proposal related 
only to the raw material entering the 
factories. Mr. Anslinger had shown that 
the system was easy to work and could 
be applied in any country. After his 
explanations, it was clear that the procedure 
contemplated would not in any way hamper 
the operations of the markets, national or 
international. This would allay the fear of 
producing countries that their production 
might be limited. The United States system 
would permit the manufacturers to purchase 
at the most favourable moment, and did not 
moreover go beyond the scope of the 
limitation of manufacture. It was thus 
within the competence of the Committee, 
and the delegates who had had sc~uples as 
to whether their powers were suff1c1ent to 
permit of their dealing with the matter could 
be assured that they were fully entitled to 
accept the new proposals, which simply 
made the system of limitation more perfect. 

Sfr Malcolm Delevinjlne (Great Britain) 
said he had examined the United States 
proposal very carefully and did .n.ot agree 
with M. Casares that the poSihon was 

• 
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dear Jlr Anslinger had, he thought, section z ? By October Ist, the exports =:,asly · ud~rstated the ~ff~t of. his for the year would not be known. 
proposals. To take the two prmclpal pomts : The provision that quantiti~ of raw 
the first was that they would not interfere material made available for one kind of drug 
with the raw opium markets at Hamburg, or preparation should not be used for the 
llarseilles and London, or the coca leaf manufacture of anything else seemed extra
market at Amsterdam. But was that so ? ordinary. The general effect seemed t? be 
Under Artide I4 of th~. Unite~ Stat~s that raw materials were to be kept m a 
proposal,l the import certd1cate~ 1ssued m number of watertight compartments. But 
nspect of any import of raw op1um or coca the wholesale houses did not keep th~ir raw 
leaves had to state that the drugs '!ere materials in separate compartments m that 
intended for re-export. But the raw opiUm way. The amount of interference with the 
and coca leaf markets were not conducted recognised and perfectly proper methods of 
08 such lines, and this pro~sion would be a carrying on business would be great. 
_., serious interference With the methods . , al 
·-~th k t The core of the Umted States propos s 
OD ose mar e S. h ld r 't th A secondary point : the raw opium or coca was that th~ Governme!lts s ou 1m1 e 
leaves were to be stored in Government amountsavallableto the1r dealers and m~u
warehouses. That would involve a big I factur~rs for the pu;pose of manufactur~ng, 
alteration in the present methods. · preparmg, convertmg and compoun~ng. 

How was that to be done ? Was a pernnt to 
be obtained from the central authorities _by 

Secondly, Mr. Anslinger had spoken as each dealer and manufacturer on the occaSion 
though the United States propos3f dealt of each purchase ? 
only with the ~try of raw ma.tenals mto the The United States proposals were not in 
factories. Artide VIII, section I, of that themselves a scheme for the limitation of the 
proposal, however, read : manufacture of drugs at all : the amount of 

raw material to be used in manufacture could 
" Each High Contracting P~ty shall not be limited until the amount of the drugs 

limit the amounts. of raw op1um, ~?ca to be manufactured had been decided upon. 
leaves, and narcotic. drugs (as clas~lf1ed They were simply a method or machi~ery 
under Article m. section I) made available by which limitation of manufacture nnght 
annuallytoitsdealersandm:mufacturer~for be enforced by the Governments parties to 
the purpose of manufact~nng, conver~1~g, the Convention. So far as the scheme of 
compoun~g. ~r preparmg the. qu~tthes limitation of manufacture was concerned, 
of each narcotic drug appearmg m the the United States proposals were the same 
estimat!5 of_ needs. of such Party . ~or in substance as the Franco-Japanese propo~al. 
domestic consumption to ~~e quantities To provide that the parties to the Convention 
necessary for such purposes. should adopt a particular method . or 

machinery would be tantamount to tellmg 
them how they should discharge their duties, 

Article I, section 4. stated : which was a matter for the Governments 
themselves to decide. 

" The term ' narcotic drug ' means the 
phenanthrene alkaloids of opium, or any 
preparation or compound involving opi'!-m 
or its constituent phenanthrene alkaloids 
as the source material." 

That was much wider than the scheme 
c1elcribed by Hr. Anslinger. It meant that 
Governments had to limit the amounts 
available not only to manufacturers but to 
dealers who made preparations from raw 
opium or coca leaves. Mr. Anslinger had 
adopted the simile of a lake, but the 
Governments would have to cope not with a 
lake but with hundreds or thousands of small 
ponds. In European countries, at any rate, 
not only the wholesale druggists but also the 
retail pharmacists made extracts and tinctures 
direct from raw opium in many cases. 

How was it possible to enforce Article III, 
sec:tiODI z and 6, which required Governments 
to submit by October Ilt estimates of the 
raw opium and coca leaves which their 
deaJeri and manufacturers would be permitted 
to ue for manufacture for export, having 
reprd to the provisions of Article VIII, 

• ._Vol. I, A- 9, pap 318. 

From the British point of view, there were 
two very strong objections to the United 
States system : first, that it would impose 
an immense burden of work on the central 
authority; and, secondly, that it would be 
futile, because officials in a Government 
department in the capital of a country could 
not exercise real control over the purchases 
of individual dealers without a system of 
inspection and an organisation for the receipt 
of information as to the day-to-day 
transactions of separate businesses such as it 
would be impossible to contemplate. 

The British system of control was very 
effective and the British authorities saw no 
reason w'hatever for abandoning their system 
in favour of the United States scheme. All 
imports of raw material had to be licensed by 
the central authority. No drug could be 
manufactured without a licence from the 
central authorities, who had power to 
withdraw licences in the event of any 
irregularity. The danger of losing their 
licence was much the most effective method of 
control over manufacturers and dealers. The 
British system also provided for periodical 
reports and inspection. 

The United States of America were in 
quite a different position. They had drawn 
a ring-fence rouncf their country. No imports 

c 
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of manufactured drugs were allowed and 
exports were practically nil. They were 
therefore able to estimate closely their 
requirements year by year, and it was 
perfectly easy to carry out their scheme of 
rationing. Mr. Anslinger had not explained, 
however, how they dealt with wholesale 
chemists and retail pharmacists. 

Was it logical to assume that there was 
only one possible effective method of control ? 

Mr. Anslinger had rejected the criticism 
that his scheme ought to have been placed 
before the Committee at a much earlier date, 
but it was a fair criticism. The Advisory 
Committee had had no opportunity of 
considering the scheme. It had never been 
before the Council or the Assembly. The 
Governments invited to attend the Conference 
had had no opportunity of considering it, 
and it was not even mentioned in the 
invitations. 

M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) reminded 
the Committee that the powers of the 
Yugoslav delegation were limited to the 
question of manufacture. They would have 
to ask for new instructions with regard to the 
limitation of raw material. If necessary, 
they would do so, and it was not impossible 
that they would receive instructions in 
substance favourable to the United States 
proposals. Meanwhile, however, everything 
he said must be subject to the reservations 
he had made on the previous day. 

The United States scheme as a whole was 
a very complete scheme of limitation and 
possessed certain undeniable advantages 
over other systems. An exact idea could 
immediately be formed of the value and 
practical bearing of the scheme. For the 
moment, however, M. Obradovitch would 
confine his observations to one point : the 
limitation of raw material, which seemed to 
him to be the weakest point in the plan. 

He did not agree with M. Casares that the 
distinction drawn by the delegate of the 
United States between limitation of the 
imports of raw material and limitation of the 
supplies entering the factories was satisfactory. 

He read points 2 and 3 of the Explanatory 
Note and pointed out that, according to the 
United States proposal, imports of raw opium 
must not exceed the estimates furnished 
to the Central Board. It was true that 
Article 8 provided that a Government 
might permit reasonable stocks to be 
maintained, but since their amount was 
limited by the estimates, to limit the raw 
material entering the factories would amount 
t6 limiting the importation of raw material. 

Limitation of importation of raw material 
raised certain difficulties in regard to 
which M. Obradovitch would be glad of 
additional explanations. He did not think 
this limitation would be desirable even if 
cultivation were limited. M. Obradovitch 
assumed, for purposes of discussion, that there 
was not only limitation of manufacture, but 
even limitation of the cultivation of opium. 
Turkey and Yugoslavia supplied more than 
8o per cent of the world requirements of raw 
• 

opium for manufacture and conversion. The 
area under cultivation was about , 6o,ooo 
hectares. If that area had to be reduced to 
give an average annual yield not exceeding 
a world requirement of, say, 320,000 kilo
grammes, only about 30,000 hectares would 
be cultivated. But the yield of opium 
fluctuated considerably from year to year. 
One year the average yield per hectare was 
5 kilogrammes. In other years it might be 
15 or 20 kilogrammes. Thus, if cultivation 
were limited to 30,000 hectares, there would 
sometimes be a deficit and sometimes a 
considerable surplus in output. 

If then the importation of raw material 
were limited, the manufacturers would be 
unable to profit by a reduction in the price 
of raw opium as a result of an abundant 
harvest. Moreover, the producing countries 
would have to assume all the risks. They 
would be obliged to keep the surplus stock 
in their own hands, not only because it 
must not go into other countries, but because 
they alone would be responsible for meeting 
the scientific and medical needs of the whole 
world. This solution of the problem would 
be both unfair and undesirable. It should, 
on the contrary, be possible to divide the 
surplus in an abundant year between the 
manufacturing countries, in order that each 
country should contribute its share of the 
world supply of narcotics required for medical 
purposes. 

The limitation of the importation of raw 
material would not be favourable either to 
manufacturing countries or to consuming 
countries. Imports would be limited to the 
annual estimates, and once the prescribed 
quantity had been imported, no more could 
enter the country. There would then be 
no connection between the national and 
international markets, and national prices 
might rise to a very high figure without 
influencing thereby the market prices in the 
producing countries. The importers might 
create a monopoly in raw material and refuse 
to sell their stocks except at prohibitive 
prices. The factories would be unable to 
obtain their materials elsewhere ·and would 
be compelled to buy at excessive prices. 
These monopolies could not be prevented 
by internal regulations-for example, by 
reserving to the manufacturers the right to 
import raw materials. 

The business of a factory was not always 
the same. It might increase while that of 
another decreased ; the factory whose business 
had increased might therefore be obliged to 
purchase from the other factory at an 
excessively high price. Such circumstances 
would ultimately prove beneficial only to 
the monopolists and detrimental to the 
consumers. The above disadvantages called 
for consideration. Account must also be taken 
of countries where the customs were not so 
irreproachable as in the United States of 
America. If raw materials were limited, 
import certificates might even become more 
valuable in those countries than the raw 
material itself, which would be perfectly 
absurd. 

' 



.M. Sawada (Japan) said the main o'!tli.nes 
of the United States proposals were Similar 
to the Japanese amendment. The for'!ler 
aimed at limiting the suJ?ply of raw m~t.enals 
to the quantity reqmred for leg1hmate 
production. This being so, they inv<?lved a 
principle which was i~ a~co~dance With the 
Conference's aim. Limitation would !>e 
better achieved if imports of. ~aw matenal 
could be limited to the quantities necessary 
for legitimate requirements. In this se~se, 
the Japanese delegation supported the Umted 
States proposals in principle. . 
· For the last eight years, Japan had followed 
the policy of strictly limiting the manufacture 
of drugs to home consumption, and during 
those eight years the Government had never 
allowed the factories to buy or import any 
raw materials in excess of the quantity 
required for legitimate manufacture. The 
Yugoslav delegate had pointed out that, at 
the beginning of 1930, Japan had 7,019 
kilogrammes of morphine in stock.1 That 
was so. Of this amount, however, 6,623 
kilogrammes was in the form of crude 
morphine. The refined morphine which was 
held by Japan at the beginning of 1930 
amounted, therefore, only to 396 kilogrammes. 
This crude morphine was a by-product of 
smoking-opium in Formosa and would be 
produced so long as the manufacture . of 
smoking-opium continued. The morphme 
thus produced, however, was held in the 
hands of· the Government. The manu
facturers were only supplied with what was 
essential for medical and scientific purposes. 
The Government had found no difficulty in 
following out this policy of limitation, and 
believed that countries similarly situated 
would not find any great difficulty in doing so. 

The United States proposal appeared to 
be very involved, but the United States 
delegation would no doubt be prepared to 
simplify it, and if agreement could be reached 
by which each contracting party engaged to 
limit the supply of raw materials entering the 
factories to the quantity necessary for 
manufacture, it would facilitate a great 
deal the realisation of high purposes as 
contemplated by the limitation of manu
facture of narcotic drugs. 

Mr. Anslinger (United States of America), 
replying to criticisms, explained that his 
otiservatio!IS applied, not to the United States 
scheme as a whole, but only to the proposal 
to limit supplies to the manufacturers 
whatever scheme might be adopted. His 
delegation was prepared to accept certain 
alterations; and if there was a well-founded 
objection to Article 14, which was not 
intended to limit imports for re-export, it was 
pr~ed to modify, or even withdraw, the 
article. 

It had always been understood-and the 
llinutes would bear him out-that the 

1 See document C.587.1i1.228.J93C-XI. ut Part, 
p&pso6. 

Conference was free to consider any plan· 
that might be presented. Nothing had been 
said about submitting such plans to any 
League of Nations body. 

He must again refer to the o,bjection .that 
the United States amendments were submitted 
too late. Shortly after the beginning of the 
Conference, amendments to Articles 8, 9 and 
xo had been proposed, and the amendments 
to the first sixteen articles had been submitted 
in the early days of the Conference. . 

The United States delegation did rtot 
consider that any plan already in existence 
was entirely satisfactory. It came to the 
Conference, not prepared to advocate a plan 
as a substitute for the Advisory Committee's 
plan, but prepared to co-operate in working 
out a revision of the latter, and, in the 
circumstances, it did not seem appropriate 
to propose an entirely new plan. As soon 
as it became apparent that progress could 
not be made along the lines of the plan 
before the Committee, the United States 
amendments were introduced. 

The United States delegation was prepared 
to allow factories to have additional amounts 
of opium over and above their needs, provided 
the goods were kept in bonded warehouses 
until needed for manufacture. That would 
enable raw materials to be bought at a time 
when prices were favourable. 

The British· delegate had refer~ed to the 
provision that the quantities of raw materials 
allocated for the manufacture of morphine 
ethers, for example, should be used for that 
purpose only and not for the manufacture of, 
for example, heroin. The United States 
proposal related to the quantities. 

With regard to paragraph 3, Article III, 
provision was made for estimates of the 
quantity of coca leaves needed for all purposes. 
Opium and coca leaves had therefore been 
included in the provision in Article XV that 
import certificates should be numbered 
serially and should show the total quantity to 
be imported during the year, as well as the 
.amounts alreadyimported. If it wasimpossible 
to estimate in advance requirements for re
export or for the preparation of medicinal 
opium, the words " opium and coca leaves " 
would have to be deleted or modified in the 
first line of paragraph 3, Article XV. 

Mr. Anslinger drew attention to the 
document entitled " Morphine Content of 
Raw Opium '',1 and pointed out that this 
document showed that some of the methods 
for assaying the content of raw opium and 
coca leaves were very loose. 

The United States proposals were intended 
to deal with a question of substance : the 
inclusion in any convention that might be 
adopted of a provision limiting the raw 
material entering the factories. The delega
tion would, however, be willing to enter 
into details if the Committee wished. 

1 See Vol. J, Annex 22, pagts 340·3H· 
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EIGHTH MEETING. 

Thursday, June 18th, 1931, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman : M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal). 

II.-ARTICLES 8 TO 17 OF THE 
·DRAFT CONVENTION (continuation). 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
suggested, in order to avoid any misunder
standing, that the discussion of the United 
States plan should be adjourned until the 
Committee had received the text resulting 
from the convlrsations between the British, 
French and Japanese delegations. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) agreed 
that the discussion of the German proposal 

relating to the United States plan should 
be adjourned. 

After an exchange of views, during which 
M. Cavazzoni (Italy) pointed out that 
motions of order should be discussed and 
voted upon without delay, the Committee 
decided to adjourn the discussion of the 
German and United States proposals. 

M. Bour~ois (France) said that the 
position reached in the conversations between 
the British, French and Japanese delegations 
would enable them to submit a common 
text very shortly. 

NINTH MEETING. 

Friday, Juile.19th, 1931, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal). 

12.-ARTICLES 8 TO 17 OF THE 
DRAFT CONVENTION (conclusion). 

r The Chairman announced that the 
British, French and Japanese delegates had 
been unable to agree on a text for Articles 8 
to 17 of the draft Convention. He would 
therefore ask them to explain what 'had 
occurred, after which the Committee would 
have to decide whether to adopt the Franco
Japanese proposal or the draft Convention 
as amended by the British delegation. 1 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
said that the three delegates had endeavoured 
to arrive at a text which would reconcile 
the two opposing points of view. One 
suggestion was very seriously considered. 
It was to the effect that the regime to be 
established under the Convention should 
start with the application of the Franco
Japanese system, and that if, after several 
years had elapsed-a shorter or longer period 
as the case might be-it was agreed between 
the countries which manufactured for export 
that the world total should be divided between 
them according to certain proportions or 
quotas, the quota system recommended by 
the Advisory Committee would then be put 
into operation. Had that compromise been 
'a~epted, the main chapter of the draft 
Convention would have embodied the Franco
Japanese proposals, and a second chapter 

• For the amendm~nts of the Briti•h delegation """ 
Appendix to this meeting . 
• 

would have contained the quota system. 
That chapter would have come into operation 
only in the event of the agreement referred 
to being reached. It would have started 
on the following lines : 

" In the event of an agreement being 
reached concerning the proportions in 
which the world total is to be manufactured, 
between the countries in which the drugs 
are manufactured for export, a joint 
notification to that effect should be made 
to the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations by the High Contracting Parties 
concerned. The notification should state 
the proportions or quotas agreed upon 
in respect of each drug, or group of drugs, 
and, upon such notification bc!ing made, 
the provisions of this chapter will come 
into force on a specified date." 

That would have meant, he thought, a 
very large concession on his own part. 
It meant postponing, perhaps indefinitely, 
the application of the quota system, which 
he still believed to be the only satisfactory 
method of direct limitation. He was 
prepared to accept such a compromise, 
however, for the following reasons. In the 
first place, he was anxious that the Conference 
should, if possible, arrive at a unanimous 
decision. Secondly, it secured the recognition. 
in the Convention of the quota system as 
being in itself the most effective and complete 
system. He believed that, whatever scheme 
was adopted, the manufacturing countries 
would in a few years' time find that the 
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quota system was to the advantage of all of this solution, as it gave rise to two principa1' 
parties. In Europe, the manufacturers in objections. 
some of the manufacturing countries had In the first place, certain countries were 
for years been trying to arrive at such a opposed to the quota system, not for a 
cartel as had now come into existence. reason of faCt-that was to say, because it 
They had done so because, in the absence had not been possible to reach agreement 
of such a cartel, they were subject from on the distribution of the quotas-but for 
time to time to all the inconvenience and reasons of principle. 
loss of price-cutting war.s and unrestricted Secondly, the choice between the two 
competition. The same circumstances would systems and the transition from one 
probably arise in the futur~, to the other would be left, not to Jhe 

Unfortunately the JapaneSe representative majority of the contracting parties, or to 
was. unable to accept the compromise, and the consuming countries, but to a~ few 
as no other suggestion was brought forward, manufacturing countries. This would be 
the conversations came to an end. a great inconvenience. 

Sir Malcolm believed the Committee would 
do·him the justice of admttting that he had 
made every effort, in the course of the 
discussions, to meet objections to the quota 
system. Objections had been madf on the 
ground that it would establish a monopoly 
and on the ground that no definite basis 
for the allocation of quotas was embodied 
in the draft Convention. Efforts had been 
made in the British amendments to meet these 
objections. He greatly regretted that the 
last effort to meet the Japanese delegation's 
objections had failed. The Conference must · 
now decide between the two schemes. He 
himself could not do otherwise than adhere 
to the scheme worked out by the Advisory 
Committee after two years' work. 

The results of the conversations between 
. the three delegates were communicated to 

• the German and United States delegates 
when the conversations broke down, and 
they were fully aware of all that had 
tr3.J1Spired. 

M. Bourgois (France) paid a tribute to 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne's great spirit of 
conciliation. 

The three delegates had had a difficult 
problem before them. The great divergence 
of view on the basic principles had made it 
impossible for them to reach a compromise. 

The most serious objection raised by 
II. Bourgois had been that an essential 
point in tl)e Convention-the quota figure
would hafe been left blank. That figure 
would have to be fixed later by a body to 
be a~pointed for the purpose ; the contracting 
parties would have had to accept its decisions. 
Jl Bourgois had feared that many parliaments 
would refuse to approve the ratification 
of such a novelty-namely, a convention 
in which a fundamental point was left blank. 

As certain manufacturing countries had 
not yet been able to agree as to the allocation 
of quotas, H. Bourgois had himself suggested, 
as a provisional organisation, a system 
without quotas, the quota system being 
adjourned until a later date. This seemed 
at first sight a very simple and logical 
10lution. Sir Malcolm had immediately 
accepted it. 

In the COI1flell of conversations, however 
If. Boargois had been led to doubt the valu~ 

In these circumstances, the Committee 
had before it the so-called Franco-Japanese 
scheme, the original text of lVhich had been 
amended on certain imporfilu.t points, on 
the basis of observations made during the 
discussions. 

M. Sawada (Japan) said he was prepared 
to accept his share of, responsibility for 
the failure of the conversations. He fully 
appreciated Sir Malcolm Delevingne's spirit 
of conciliation, but, with all his respect fOr 
the great country Sir Malcolm represented, 
he was unable to agree to the compromise 
suggested, for the following reasons : 

In the first place, the compromise which 
Sir Malcolm had been able to accept was, 
in M. Sawada's view, simply patchwork
a combination of the Franco-Japanese scheme 
and the quota system. The Committee 
was confronted with a most difficult situation, 
and, in order to cope with it, a simple, clear
cut, straightforward method was required. 
Patchwork would not save the situation. 

Secondly, part of the scheme related to 
the unknown future. Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
had said that the quota system might be 
pos*Poned indefinitely. True, but it might 
come into force within a very short period ; 
it was impossible to foresee what would 
hippen. It might quite possibly come into 
force some day. The Conference would, 
in point of fact, be asking the majority of 
the countries, apart from the exporting 
countries, to give a blank cheque. No 
country would dare to do so. If the quota 
system did come into force, Japan might 
not be an exporting country and would then 
have no voice in the matter. 

M. Sawada believed that, in refusing to 
accept the compromise, he was speaking 
on behalf of the majority of the countries 
represented at the Conference. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne had said that no 
other suggestions had been put forward. 
That was perhaps the case, but M. Sawada 
had himself made a small suggestion which 
Sir Malcolm had not accepted. 

The Committee would remember that 
Si~t Malcolm had mentioned five points I 
the introduction of which into the FrancO: • 
Japanese proposal would make it nwe 
perfect and complete. M. Sawada had asTecf 
whether he could not ·accept the Franco- , . 
Japanese plan with such modifications as • 

' See page 37· 



' llr Malcolm might find necessary ; but he 
."was unable to do so. 

The Chairman thanked the three delegates 
for the~r efforts to draw up a common text, 
and sa1d. that the views they had just put 
forward m all faith and sincerity must be 
accepted. . . 

He declared the general discussion closed, 
and stated that the meeting would be 
suspended for a short time, after which a 
vote would be taken on the amended text 
of • the Franco-Japanese proposal, which 
read as follows : 

HI. 

" No country may manufacture during 
one year a quantity greater than the total 
of the quantities mentioned below : 

• 
" (I) Tl& quantity of narcotic drugs 

necessary for its medical and scientific 
needs within the limits of its estimates ; 

· " (2) A reserve equal to one-half the 
preceding quantity, also intended for 
domestic requirements ; 

" (3) The quantity intended for 
conversion either for domestic consump
tion or for export ; 

" (4) The quantity necessary for 
export, based on firm orders received 
by the country for execution against 
import certificates delivered in accord
ance with the procedure provided for in 
Chapter V of the Geneva Convention 
and under the supervision of the central 
authority provided for in Article . . . ; 

" (5) The quantity necessary to 
maintain, in the factories under Govern
ment control, a special stock which may 
be replaced as deliveries are effected 
and which shall be limited in accordance 
with paragraph II. 

" Any quantity in excess, "whatever its 
origin may be-imports, seizures, cancelled 
orders, under-deliveries or retUIJled 
deliveries, etc.-shall be deducted from 
the quantity to be manufactured during 
the following year. 1 • 

" II. 

" The special stocks provided for above 
may not in any country and at any time 
exceed one-half its total exports during 
the period of twelve months from July 1st 
to June 30th inclusive of the year preceding 
the current year. 

"III. 

" The manufacturing countries agree to 
take within their territories the necessary 
steps to supervise the distribution to the 
trade of the quantities of narcotic drugs 
intended for domestic consumption." 

M. Cavazzooi (Italy), when the Committee 
resumed, suggested that the vote shouldtbe 

o taken by roll-call. 

• •• • Special meuures must be provided for in the Con
vention to deal with the aitnation resulting from the 

• e:datence in certain countries of Important quantities 
of narcotic drup of varying origin (particularly seizures). 

He explained that the Italian delegation 
would vote for the Franco-Japanese text. 
They had hoped their amendment to Article 8 
would be acceptable to the British delegation, 
but that delegation had been able to accept 
only certain parts of it ; consequently the 
British proposals were only partly satisfactory 
to the Italian delegation. 

The Italian delegation was in favour 
of the constitution of a permanent c•tral 
narcotics authority, believing it would iie of 
practical help in enforcing the certificate 
system which ~as the basis of the Franco
Japanese proposal. M. Cavazzoni thanked1the 
Japanese delegation, which had 'bee'\ 
somewhat opposed to that suggestion, "for 
having agreed to the principle, subject to 
discussion of the duties to be entrusted 
to the authority and the drawing up of riles 

The Chairman, in reply toM. Bogomoloff 
(Union • of Soviet Socialist Republics), 
explained that, if the Franco-Japanese 
proposal were adopted, the Soviet amendment 
and any new amendments could be submitted 
to the Committee. 

A vote was then taken by roll-call with 
the following result : 0 

' 

In favour of the Franco-j(llj>anese proposal: 
Argentine, Canada, Finland, France, Germany, 
Greece, Italy, Japan, Persia, Poland, Spain, 
Switzerland, Turkey, United States of 
America. 

Against : Great Britain, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics. ·• 

Abstained from voting : Egypt, India, 
Netherlands, Portugal, Siam, Yugoslavia. 

Absent Hedjaz, Latvia, Luxemburg, 
Uruguay. 

The Chairman declared the Franco
Japanese text adopted as a basis for Articles 8 
to 17 by fourteen votes to two, with six 
abstentions, while four delegations were 
absent. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) explained 
why the German delegation had voted in 
favour of the Franco-Japanese proposal. 
When the German delegation camctto Geneva, 
it was in favour of the draft Convention, 
having participated in working it out. It 
regretted that the system in the draft 
Convention could not be accepted, because 
it still felt that that would have been the 
best method of direct limitation. It had 
soon become clear in the Conference, however, 
that there was no great majority in favour of 
it. Moreover, the German delegation saw 
no way to combine the two proposals, nor 
did it feel that that would have been a clear 
and satisfactory solution. On the contrary, 
it was afraid that the acceptance of such a 
solution would cause general unrest. It 
might have led, not to the stabilisation of 
commerce and the limitation of manufacture, 
but to general competition for obtaining a 
quota and an increase in manufacture, and 
that quite apart from the ;;pecial situation 

1 
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ill which the consumiDg countries would 
have been placed. 

The German delegation th!'refore carne to 
the conclusion that, f<Jt~~he time being, the 
Franco-Japanese propd'sal was the only one 
which tJle. Conference could take as a basis 
for future discussion. At the same time, 
the United States proposals and as much as 
~ble of the text of the draft Convention 
~o~ also be taken into consideration. 

Ttie Geiman delegation had participated 
in the ~ndon Conference, and M. von 
~babeh and his colleague very much 
ap~ted Sir Malcolm Delevingne's 

, '-i~Iftion and the lead he had given in 
the prepa.ratory work. They sincerely hoped 
that, even after the vote that had just been 
tU:en, his collaboration would still be 
avalable. 

M. Bogomololf (Union. of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) explained that the• Soviet 
delegation had voted against the Franco
Japanese proposal, in the first place, because 
it could not see in it any measure for the 
limitation of manufacture, but only a 
repetition of old measures of control slightly 
amend~ Secondly, the Soviet delegation 
was qwte sure that there was nothing in 
the pro~ to p~evt;nt the development 
of the illiat traffic m and consumption 
of narcotic drugs. 

.Mr. Caldwell ~United States of America) 
;wd that the Umted States delegation was 
m almost the same position as the German 

• dele_gation. It ~ad come to Geneva, not with 
a fiXed plan m opposition to the quota 
syste~, but realising that the quota system 
was mcomplete and in some respects 
~satisfact~ry. It was prepared to co-operate 
m overcommg the difficulties raised by the 
quota system, but, as time went on, it became 
apparent that there was no possibility of 
domg so. The British amendments 1 would 
have led_ to results not more, and perhaps 
less, satisfactory than the original quota 
system. 

The Japanese amendment then submitted 
was fundamentally the same as the United 
States proposals, and the United States 
delegation decided that the best method 
would be to take it as a basis and to consider 
the United States proposals' and such parts 
of the Adtisory Committee's draft as might 
be utilised. 

He hea;rtily e~dorsed the German delegate's 
observations With regard to Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne's previous work and hoped that 
the latter would co-operate in working out 
a plan on the lines of the Franco-Japanese 
proposal. 

M. Dlalcbert (Switzerland) reminded the 
Co~ttee that the Swiss delegation had at 
one bme preferred the Advisory Committee's 
draft, though they were prepared to examine 

• See Appeadis to thia ll'eetlnc, pap 51• 

• 

an~ other sche';De that could offer ~ 
sausfactory solutlon of the problem raised. 

When it became clear that there was ver:y 
little support for the Advisory Committee's 
draft, it .b.ad decided that, in the interests 
of unity, it would vote for the Franco
Japanese proposal, reserving its right to 
suggest any necessary amenamepts. 

' 
M. Obradovitch (Yugoslavia) stated that 

the Yugoslav delegation was prepared to 
support any system of limitation of the 
!Danufacture. of !larcotic drugs, provi6led 
1t gave satisfaction to two principl~ · 
(x) freedom to manufacture within · th~ 
limits of legitimate requirements ; and (2) 
guarantees concerning prices. So far as 
freedom to manufacture was concerned 
the Franco-Japanese proposal and the British 
delegation's araft gave eqial satisfaction 
and were equally acceptable to Yugoslavia. 
The guarantees regarding prices had not 
yet b~en discussed, and the Yugoslav 
delegation 'Yas not ~h;refore yet in a position 
to ~ake a fmal deciSion regarding the draft 
which should be taken as the basis for 
limitation. It had therefore abstained from 
voting. 

The Chairman pointed out that the 
principles embodied in the Franco-Japanese 
text w~uld now have to be put into the form 
of articles to replace Articles 8 to 17 of 
the draft Convention. Certain amendments 
to the original text would fall automatically 
and the authors of such amendments should 
decide whether to submit amendments to 
the new text. 

M. Perez (Argentine) withdrew his 
amendment to Article 8. 

After consulting M. de Brouckere, President 
of the Conference, the Committee decided 
immediately to ·refer the amended Franco
japanese p~an t~ the plenary Conference in 
ordlr that •t m•ght take a decision on the 
pri"!ciples, and to leave the Conference to 
dec.de on the procedure to be followed in 
drawing up the final text. 

The. Chairman suggested that a Sub
Committee composed of representatives of 
th~ ;\rgentine, France, Germany, Great 
Bn~am, Italy, Jap~. Netherlands, Spain, 
SWitzerland! the United States of America 
and the Umon .of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
should be appomted to consider the question 
of control. If the Committee agreed he 
would himself preside over the Sub-Committee. 

Agreed. 

M. ~~&omoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Repu~lic.s) ~ked whether the Committee 
for Limitation would discuss the United 
States proposals. 

1he ~hairm~n replied that the Confetence 
woUld Itself decide what procedure would be 
followed . 
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Appendix to the Ninth Meetln(l of the Committee for UmJtatlon. 

AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION TO ARTICLES 8, 9 AND IO OF THE DRAFT 

CONVENTION FOR .LIMITING THE MANUFACTURE AND REGULATING THE DISTRIBUTION 

OF NARCOTIC DRUGS DRAWN UP BY THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE (DOCUMENTS CONF. 

L.F.S.48 AND 48(a)). 

E :rplanatory N ole. 

The object of the following amendments is : 

r. To simplify the procedure whereby the quotas of existing exporting countries may oe re"'*"' aJW. a 
quota assigned to other countries which desire to become exporting countries. .: 

2. To provide a definite basis for calculating the revision of quotas and the assigning of new quotas. 
Such a basis is at present absent from the Convention, which leaves the matter to be settled by negotiation 
between the countries concerned. The present proposal removes the necessity for any negotiations and will 
make the revision of quotas or the assigning of new quotas an automatic process. 

3· To meet the objections which have been advanced in certain quarters that the quota system creates a 
monopoly in favour of the exporting countries. The present proposal preserves complete liberty of commerce 
and leaves every country free to start exporting or manufacturing for export at any time it pleases, provided 
always it has received actual orders supported by an import certificate. 

(In this way the proposal meets the principal objections to the quota system advanced by the Japanese 
delegation.) 

The essentials of the proposal are as follows : 

(a) A revision of quotas will be made every three years, and the quotas will be revised on the basis 
of the actual orders received by each exporting country during that period. 

(b) Any country which has not had a quota assigned to it can nevertheless start exporting at any 
time if it receives orders supported by an import certificate. The execution of the orders will of course 
cause the world total for the current year to be exceeded. This excess will be readjusted by deducting 
the amounts so exported from the world total for the ensuing year. 

(c) At the next periodical revision (or in certain cases at the next but one), the country which has 
been exporting without a quota will have a quota assigned to it on the basis o! the actual export trade 
done by it during the period for which it has been exporting. 

If these amendments are adopted by the Conference, certain consequential drafting alterations would be 
necessary in other parts of the draft Convention. 

Article 8. 

I. Subject to the provisions of Articles 9 and 10 of this Convention the world total of narcotic drugs, less 
(a) that part of it destined for domestic consumption in countries which only manufacture for their own 
requirements and (b) that part of it which is retained for conversion in the countries in wqich it is manufactured, 
shall in eacli year be manufactured as follows : 

2. On the coming into force of Articles 3 to 5 of this Convention•. the total referred to in the preceding 
paragraph of this article shall be allocated for manufacture among the countries at that time manufacturing 
for export (which shall be known as exporting countries) in the proportion of the average annual export trade 
done by each such country during the preceding three years. 

3· This allocation shall be made by a competent central authority and the quotas so allocated shall be 
communicated (a) to the exporting countries' (b) to . . . • not later than . . . in the years previous 
to that in which the quotas are to be manufactured. If no objection is made within a period of two months 
from the date on which the quotas are communicated, they shall be considered as having been accepted. 

4· In the event of any exporting country desiring to object to the allocation made, a notice to that effect 
shall be given to the competent central authority, the Secretary-General cf the League of Nations and the other 
exporting countries stating the grounds on which the objection is based. If such objection is not disposed of by 
negotiation between the exporting countries or otherwise within a period of . . . months from the date on 
which it was communicated, the matter shall be referred to a single arbitrator appointed by the Permanent 
Court of International justice whose decision shall be final. 

5· In any calculations which may be made for the purpose of allocating quotas in accordance with the 
provisions of this article, no account shall be taken of supplies of narcotic drugs which have been exported to 
meet exceptional requirements, such as non-recurrent epidemics of unusual gravity. 

Article 9· 

1. The quotas allocated in accordance with Article 8 of this Convention shall remain in force for a period 
of three years from the date of the entry into force of Articles 3 to 5 of the Convention. On the expiration of 
this period, and thereafter at regular intervals of three years, a revision of the existing quotas shall be made on the 
basis of the relation between the average annual figure of the export trade done by each exporting country 
during the preceding three years, and the average annual figure dunng the same period of the total in respect of 
which quotas are assigned under Article 8. This revision shall be made in accordance with the procedure set out 
in Chapter III, Articles I and 2, of the Annex to this Convention. 

2. In any calculations which may be made for the purpose of arriving at any quotas under the preceding 
paragraph of this article, no account shall be taken of supplies which have been exported, or manufactured for 
export, to meet exceptional requirements, such as non-recurrent epidemics of unusual gravity. 

• Or at some later date if preferred. 
• Or " to each High Contracting Party ". 
• '·f·• " the Secretary-General of the League of Nations". 
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COMMITTEE FOR LIMITATION. 

Sub-Committee on Control. 

FIRST MEETING. 

Wednesday, June 24th, 1931, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal). 

r.-DUTIES OF THE CENTRAL 
AUTHORITY FOR THE CONTROL 
OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF 
NARCOTIC DRUGS : PROPOSAL 
BY THE ITALIAN DELEGATION. 

The Chairman pointed out that the Sub
Committee's terms of reference related to 
two distinct points : (1) The institution of a 
central authority for the control of the 
distribution of narcotic drugs ; (2) the duties 
to be entrusted to that central authority. 

After an exchange of views, the Sub
Committee decided, in the first place, to 
consider what should be the duties of the central 
authority, taking as a basis for discussion the 
text of the Italian delegation's proposal, to 
be inserted after Article 10, amending 
Article 8 of the Plan for Limitation adopted 
by the Conference. The Italian proposal 
was worded as follows : 

" The High Contracting Parties under
take to supply the central authority every 
three months with estimates for each three 
succeeding months of their imports and 
exports• of the substances covered by the 
present Convention, based on orders given 
or received. 

" The High Contracting Parties also 
undertake to supply the central authority, 
at least every three months, with a list 
of the import certificates delivered and the 
export permits delivered and received by 
them, together with a statement of the 
imports and exports carried out. 

" At the end of each term (six months or 
one year), the central authority shall 
compare the legitimate needs of each 
country with the world's legitimate needs 
and the quantities, manufactured, imported 
or exported, of the substances covered by 
the present Convention. 

" Should this comparison lead to t~e 
conclusion that any one country IS 
manufacturing, exporting or importing 
quantities of the substances covered by the 
present Convention in excess of its 
legitimate needs or the legitimate needs 
of the countries for which these exports are 
intended, the central authority shall have 
the right to ask for explanations from 
the country in question." 

• In this text the term " export " coveN export, re
expo\t and rscoosignment. 

Sir Malcolm Delevinane (Great Britain) 
thought the Italian proposal should be 
regarded as an amendment, not to Article 8 
of the Plan for Limitation, but to the Annex 
to the draft Convention. 

The Annex to the draft Convention provided 
that all orders for export should, before 
being executed, be notified to the central 
authority, which would issue a certificate 
stating that the order might or might not 
be executed. The central authority would 
have to ascertain whether the execution of 
the order would cause an excess over the 
amounts shown in the estimates for the 
importing country for the year in question. 
The Advisory Committee had attached very 
great importance to this method of control, 
and up to the present the proposals submitted, 
particularly the Franco-Japanese plan, did 
not affect the principle. 

The Italian proposal, on the contrary, 
provided for an entirely different method of 
control. Sir Malcolm did not intend to 
discuss that proposal before the Italian 
delegate had explained it to the Sub
Committee, but thought that, before 
examining the details, the Sub-Committee 
should decide in principle between the 
two methods. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) thanked Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne for raising this preliminary 
question, which he himself thought very 
important. 111 

He was in favour of the method of control 
laid down in Chapter IV of the Annex to 
the draft Convention,1 the provisions of 
which were very strict. The Italian 
delegation was still prepared to accept it. 
The Japanese delegation, however, having 
stated that it was definitely opposed to this 
method, and the French delegation having 
itself proposed that, in certain cases, orders 
should be notified to the central authority 
only after their execution, the Italian 
delegation had endeavoured to find a basis 
for agreement. Abandoning, therefore, t~e 
provisions of Chapter IV of the Annex, tt 
had submitted a compromise proposal. As 
orders could in any case be executed only on 
receipt of an import certificate signed by a 
Government, the Italian delegation thought 

• See Vol. I, Annex 7, pages 288 and 289. 
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the guarantee given by the m~thod of control 
it had suggested would be qu1te ~dequat~. 

At the same time, if the Comm1ttee dec1ded 
to maintain the provisions of .the Annex. to 
the draft Convention, the Italian delega,hon 
would withdraw its amendme!lt. . . 

For the moment, his delegahon mamtamed 
the amendment because it could not support 
the Franco-Japanese proposal unless control 
by a central authority wa.s ensured. It was 
immaterial toM. Cavazzom, however, whether 
his amendment was considered to relate to 
Article 8 of the Plan for Limitation or 
Chapter IV of the Annex to the draft 
Convention. 

The Chairman thought the Sub-Committee 
would not be exceeding its competence in 
discussing the Annex to the draft Convention, 
and asked it to examine the Italian proposal 
as an amendment· to that chapter. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) said he had no 
objection to this procedure. He pointed .out, 
however, that Chapter IV of the Annex to 
the draft Convention related only to exports 
(including re-exports), whereas the Itali3;n 
proposal covered all movements of narcotic 
drugs. 

Dr- Kahler (Germany) pointed out that, 
under the Advisory Committee's draft, the 
central narcotics office would have two 
principal duties-firstly, it would exercise 
control over the quotas; secondly, it would 
ascertain whether the execution of an order 
would cause an excess over the figure shown 
in the estimates. 

The system of quotas having been 
abandoned, however, the question of the 
first of these duties did not arise. There 
remained only the second duty, and on this 
point Dr. Kahler agreed with M. Cavazzoni. 
He thought the Governments should them
selves ascertain very carefully that orders 
did not exceed the aggregate of the amounts 
shown in the estimates. It was unnecessary 
to require, in addition, the authorisation of 
the central authority. Moreover, according 
to the Italian proposal, the central authority 
would receive every three months lists 

.of import certificates and export permits 
delivered and received, and would thus be 
able to ascertain that the estimates had not 
been exceeded. Consequently, Dr. Kahler 
considered that the duties of the central 
authority should be limited to the control 
mentioned in the Italian proposal, and that 
the Sub-Committee should take this proposal 
as a basis for discussion. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) pointed out that the 
Sub-Committee had to consider two methods 
of control : firstly, that provided in the 
Annex to the draft Convention, in accordance 
with which the central authority would 
be asked to authorise orders before their 
execution; secondlr· the Italian proposal 
under which contro would be exercised afte; 
the execution of the order. 

The Sub-Committee should decide which 
method it intended to adopt ; the details 
thould be disc:UIIed afterwards. 

Dr. Carri~re (Switzerland) said that, 
after the explanations they had just heard, 
the Swiss delegation was in favour of ~he ,., 
principle of contr?l proposed. by. the Italian 
delegation. Prevwus authonsahon by the 
central authority would no longer be required, 
and thus the somewhat irritating control 
which that authority would have to exercise 
over certificates issued by Governments 
would be avoided. 

He approved M. Cavazzoni's proposal as 
to procedure and agreed. with h~m that the 
Sub-Committee should f1rst dec1de between 
the two methods of control. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) supported 
the Italian and Swiss delegations. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) agreed with 
Dr. Carriere. The Sub-Committee should 
decide between the principle of previous 
approval and that of control .after the 
execution of the order. He pomted out 
that one or other of these principles was 
applied in the various countries to control 
over the internal trade. In Germany, 
previous approval by the National Bureau 
was necessary, while in Switzerland t~e 
National Bureau controlled orders after the1r 
execution. 

The latter method of procedure should be 
employed in the case of t~e central autho.rity, 
which would then be reheved of the dehcate 
task of deciding as to the validity of import 
certificates issued by Governments. 

M. Sawada (Japan) said the Japanese 
delegation was formally opposed to Chapter 
IV of the Annex to the draft Convention, 
and considered that the best method was 
that of the Italian proposal. 

He thought that the delegates who had 
raised objections in connection with countries 
not parties to the Convention might submit 
amendments, which would be studied at the 
same time as the principal question. 

Sir Malcolm Dele~n~ne (Great Britain) 
regretted that he was unable to consider the 
Italian proposal as a possible substitute for 
Chapter IV of the Annex to the draft 
Convention. It did not add anything of 
value to the provisions of the 1925 Geneva 
Convention. The fundamental provisions of 
the second paragraph of the Italian proposal, 
for example, differed very little from those 
of Article 22, paragraph 2, of the Geneva 
Convention. The only important new 
provision in the Italian text seemed to be 
that relating to the list of " import certificates 
delivered and the export permits delivered 
and received". This proposal was important, 
but added nothing in the way of effective 
control over the distribution of narcotic drugs. 

Sir Malcolm did not know what was the 
intention of the first paragraph of the Italian 
proposal, but understood that the contracting 
parties would simply state the position with 
regard to orders already received, to be 
executed in the next three months. That, 
however, would not include all orders, as 
some might be received during the period 
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of three months in which they had to be 
executed. He did not see the use of 
the provision, as the estimates would be 
ibcomplete. 

The last two paragraphs of the Italian 
proposal concerned the mechanism for control 
and were not new. 

Thus the proposal which the Italian 
delegation had submitted as an attempt at 
conciliation did not in any way strengthen 
the control provided by the Geneva Con
vention. At the same time, if the principle 
were adopted and orders were not to be 
notified to the central authority before 
execution, the Italian proposal could be 
improved by specifying that notification 
should be made, not some time, possibly 
three months, after the execution of an order, 
but on the date on which it was executed. 
The central authority could then keep a kind 
of current account of exports which would 
always be ,up to date. this method would 
be better, for a period of three months would 
make possible important leakages. 

On the other hand, Sir Malcolm pointed 
out to those speakers who thought it could be 
left to the Governments to check orders that 
there was the difficulty that, although each 
country would know what quantities of 
narcotic drugs it had itself sent to any other 
country, it would not know what quantities 
that country had received from other 
countries. A central authority, on the 
contrary, would have all the necessary 
information at its disposal. 

There was no need for him to point out 
that some countries did not issue import 
certificates. 

M. Bour~ois (France) supported Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne's observations. He also 
did not consider that the Italian proposal 
strengthened the provisions of the Geneva 
Convention, and, in any case, if the Sub
Committee decided in favour of the principle 
of notifying orders after their execution, 
notification should be made on the day on 
which they were executed. -

He still supported the principle of previous 
authorisation as set out in Chapter IV of the 
Annex to the draft Convention. His view 
was partly based on M. van Wettum's 
observation, from which, however, he drew 
a conclusion diametrically opposed to the 
conclusion M. van Wettum had drawn. 
Experience had shown that it was sometimes 
very difficult for Governments to take 
decisions in regard to orders referred to 
them, particularly when the orders were 
large. A central authority would be in a far 
better position to settle such questions than 
the Governments, which were not familiar 
with the situation from day to day. 

The system of previous authorisation would 
prevent interminable dis~ussions and wh~t 
might be called the arratgnment of certam 
countries before the Advisory Committee or 
the Permanent Central Board. A compromise 

might, however, be contemplated. At 
present, more than 30,000 import certificates, 
some of which related to very small quantities 
of narcotic drugs, were issued annually. 
Previous authorisation need be required only 
when an order exceeded a certain minimum. 
Quantities lower than the minimum, which 
on the evidence could hardly constitute a 
danger from the standpoint of the illicit 
traffic, need be ~rnotified to the central 
authority only on execution of the order. 

M. Cavazzonl (Italy) reminded the Sub
Committee that the Italian delegation had 
submitted its proposal as an act of conciliation, 
because they believed the Japanese and 
French delegations were opposed to the 
provisions of the Annex to the draft 
Convention. 

In view of M. Bourgois' statement, the 
Italian delegation withdrew its proposal 
in favour of theT method.Jiof previous 
authorisation. 

The Chairman observed that, unless the 
Italian proposal was taken up by another 
delegation, the Committee had only to 
examine Chapter IV of the Annex to the draft 
Convention. 

M.Casares (Spain) saidtheSub-Committee 
was faced with four different formulas : 
(I) the strict formula of Chapter IV of the 
Annex to tlie draft Convention, which made 
it obligatory to obtain the authorisation of 
the central authority before the execution of 
any order for export ; (2) the Italian 
conciliatory formula, which provided for 
notification within three months following 
the execution of the order ; (3) the Italian 
formula as amended by Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne-that was to say, notification 
at the time when the order was executed ; 
(4) the formula proposed by M. Bourgois
that was to say, previous authorisation 
for orders exceeding a certain minimum, and 
immediate notification of orders for smaller 
quantities. • 

M. Casares said that, if the last formula 
was not supported by any other delegation, 
the Spanish delegation would put it forward 
as a formal amendment. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
approved the last formula, which met the 
views of his delegation. It must, however, 
obtain the assent of all the delegations. If 
a compromise were necessary, the American 
delegation would accept the principle of 
control after the execution of the order, 
on condition that the order was notified 
immediately after execution. 

He drew the Sub-Committee's attention 
to Article XV, paragraph 2, of the American 
plan.1 

M. Kahler (Germany) thought that, so 
far as procedure was concerned, the Sub
Committee should first decide between the 
principle of previous notification and the 
principle of notification after the execution 
of the order. 

1 See Vol. I, Aonez g, paaea 314 and 31.5· 
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He himself could not accept the principle 
of previous authorisation for several reasons. 
In the first place, it would impose a heavy 
burden on the central authority, which 
would have to take a decision in the case of 
each order. Further, trade would become 
somewhat complicated, as an application 
would have to be made to the central 
authority, even for the smallest orders. It 
was true, as M. Bourgois had pointed out, 
that the method of previous authorisation 
would prevent certain discussions and 
" arraignments ", but the central authority 
would sometimes have to take very difficult 
decisions. Control exercised by a central 
authority on the basis of statements furnished 
every three months by the exporting and 
importing countries should suffice, in addition 
to inspection by the Governments. 

Dr. Kahler was unable to approve M. 
Bourgois' proposal that a distinction should 
be drawn between large and small orders. 
It would be very difficult to reach agreement 
as to the minimum. He suggested that 
previous authorisation by the central 
authority should be required only when an 
ord~r. was not accompanied by an import 
certificate. 

Dr. Kahler was unable to accept the 
American proposal that a copy of each 
certificate should be forwarded to the central 
authority. That would amount to setting 
up a central office for international trade 
which would overlap with the national office~ 
already in existence. He also thought that 
traders might hesitate to name the destination 
of orders, and suggested that it would be 
sufficient to give the importing country the 
number of the certificate and the amount of 
the order. 

M. Sawada (Japan) supported Dr. Kahler. 
T~e J ap3:nese delegat~on was formally opposed 
to· previous authonsation, and the Sub
~o!fimittee would be making a great mistake 
If It accepted that method. 

Th~ Japanese delegation had intended to 
submit an amendment similar to the Italian 
proposal. As the Italian delegation had 
withdr3:wn its proposal, the Japanese 
delegation would adopt that proposal as its 
own. 

M. Bourgois (France) considered that the 
discussions. ~ad thrown considerable light 
on the posihnn. He had intended to make 
a propos3:l similar t? D.r. Kahler's-namely, 
that prev1nus authonsahnn. should be required 
only when there was no Import certificate. 
When such a certificate was issued, the 
Gove~nme!'lt was responsible for control, 
and It m1ght be thnught superfluous and 
even wrong to ask that it should also be 
end0rsed by ~ central authority. When 
there was nr, lffiJYHt certificate, however, 
the requ<:st was from a private party, and it 
was quite natural that the central authority 

should examine it and give its authorisation. 
That formula might constitute a possible 
basis for agreement. 

M. Casares (Spain) said that there were 
three stages in the solutions proposed
previous authorisation in all cases as provided 
in the Annex to the draft Convention ; 
previous authorisation for orders exceeding 
a certain limit, and immediate notification 
of orders for smaller quantities ; previous 
authorisation only when an order was not 
accompanied by an import certificate. 

Certain delegations had taken up a position 
so definitely against the first solution that it 
would be useless for the Sub-Committee to 
vote on it. It might, however, vote on the 
second solution, and, if a clear majority 
were not obtained, a vote might be taken on 
the third solution. The latter still contained 
a trace of the method of previous authorisa
tion, and the Japanese delegation itself might 
be able to support it. 

If the third solution could not be adopted, 
the Sub-Committee would return to the 
Italian proposal, now the Japanese proposal, 
amended in the sense suggested by Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne-that was to say, 
notification in three months to be replaced 
by immediate notification. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) supported 
Dr. Kahler's arguments against the method 
of previous authorisation. The Swiss 
delegation was anxious that as strict and 
definite control as possible should be 
introduced, but also desired that it should 
be pr3:cticable. He had already explained 
that .. 1t . might be irritating and even 
humihahng for a State if its certificates were 
subject to control by an outside authority. 
In issuing a certificate, a Government 
~umed responsibility, and it was hardly 
hkely that a certificate would be issued for 
illicit purposes. 

I~ . the majority of cases, therefore, the 
certificate system combined with notification 
of the execution of orders to a central 
authority would give the necessary guarantees. 
He saw no objection to notification being 
made on the day on which the order was 
executed. 

T~e Swiss de~eg:~;tion would also agree to 
preVIous authonsahon by a central authority 
of <?r.ders not accompanied by an import 
cerhftcate. 

With regard to M. Bourgois' proposal to 
draw a distinction between large and small 
orders, he agreed with Dr. Kahler that it 
would. be d.ifficul.t to fix a limit. A given 
qua~ht~ mtght, m fact, be negligible if its 
deshna~10n wer~ a large country, but would 
be considerable m the case of a small country. 

Sir. Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
explau~ed that he had suggested that the 
~xecuh.on of an order should be notified 
Immediately only in the event of the Sub
Committee deciding against the system of 
previous authorisation. • 
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He noted that, during the discussion, the 
speakers had all appeared to assume that 
Chapter IV of the Annex to the draft 

. Convention would give the central authority 
power to authorise or prohibit the execution 
of an order, thus conferring on it an authority 
greater than that of the Governments. This 
was a false interpretation of Chapter IV. 
The functions of the central authority under 
that chapter were limited to ascertaining 
from its records whether a given order would 
or would not cause an excess over the 
importing country's estimate, and issuing 
a certificate stating, as a result of such 
ascertainment, that the order may be 
executed, or that a proportion of the order 
may be executed, stating what proportion, or 
that the order may not be executed. The 
central authority's reply would simply depend 
on the information contained in its registers. 
Its duties would consequently be purely 
automatic. 

Sir Malcolm did not agree, therefore, with 
M. Kahler, that the central authority's duty 
would be delicate if the method of previous 
authorisation were adopted. 

He pointed out, in reply to M. Casares, 
that, under Chapter IV, previous authorisation 
would not be compulsory in all cases. 
Provision was made for certain exceptions 
which were enumerated in Chapter IV, 
paragraph 8. 

A suggestion 1 had also been made to the 
Advisory Committee, the principle of which 
was somewhat similar to M. Bourgois' 

• See footnote to page 289, Vol. I. 

proposal. Sir Malcolm was prepared to 
agree to a compromise on this basis. 

He drew attention, in connection with 
M. Bourgois' reference to the difficult situation 
in which Governments were sometimes placed 
to cases that members of the Advisory 
Committee would certainly remember, where 
an order had been executed on presentation 
of a forged import certificate. 

Consequently, he saw no use in restricting 
previous authorisation to cases where an 
order was not accompanied by an import 
certificate, and continued to support the 
method indicated in the Annex to the draft 
Convention. 

M. Bour~ois (France) explained that, in 
principle, he also was firmly convinced of the 
superiority of this method. Facts must, 
however, be taken into account. Certain 
delegations had formally objected to the 
method. As M. Bourgois considered it very 
important that all the delegations should 
agree, he withdrew his amendment, and 
supported M. Kahler's proposal-namely, 
immediate notification of the execution of 
an order accompanied by an import certificate, 
and previous authorisation if no import 
certificate were attached (account being 
taken of the note excepting medical 
preparations containing a small preparation 
of narcotic drugs). 

After an exchange of views, the Sub
Committee decided that the representatives of 
Germany, Great Britain, Italy, japan, the 
Netherlands, Spain, Switzerland and the United 
Slates of America should prepare a text for 
submission to the Sub-Committee. 

SECOND MEETING. 

Wednesday, June 24th, 1931, at 5 p.m. 

Chairman: M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal). 

2.-DUTIES OF THE CENTRAL 
AUTHORITY FOR THE CONTROL 
OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF 
NARCOTIC DRUGS (continuation). 

The Chairman said that, as a result of the 
private conversations which had taken place 
with regard to the duties of the central 
authority, a vote would be taken by roll-call 
on the principJes underlying the Germano
Japanese (formerly the Italian) proposal.1 

M. Weinberg· (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) explained the position of the 
Soviet delegation. It was unable to express 
a definite opinion on the duties of the central 

I See Minutes of the preceding meeting of the Sub
C!ommittee on Control. 

authority, but considered the provisions 
contained in the Germano-Japanese amend
ment considerably weaker than the measures 
of control laid down in Chapter IV of the 
Annex to the draft Convention.1 They 
thought that chapter, apart from paragraph 8, 
which might facilitate the illicit traffic, 
should be accepted as a basis for control. 

Before entrusting such important duties to 
any organisation whatever, there should be 
as clear an idea as possible of the organisation 
itself-its constitution, whether it was an 
independent body, and so on. In one case, 
statistical duties only might be asked of it. 
in another it could be entrusted with more 
important work. The Sub-Committee had, 

I See Vol. I, AllDe:ll: 7• pages 288 and z89. 
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howewr. rejected the Sovi~t. delegatibn's 
roposal first to reach a deciSIOn as to the 

iuthority itself, and in its vi~w that procedure 
was not only the most !ogtcal. but the only 
one which would make 1~ possible to take a 
decision as to the dut1es of the central 
authority. . . 

For these reasons the So~et delegat!on 
would be compelled to abstam from v?tmg 
on the proposal before the Sub-Comrmtte~, 
as it had also been compelled to abstam 
from discussing the matter. 

A vote by roll-call on the principle under
lying the Germano-Japanese proposal was 
then taken, with the following result : 

For: France, Germany, Japan. Switzer
land. 

A gaiJJSt : Great Britain. 
A.bstemitm : Italy, the Netherlands, 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
States of America. 

A.bsmt : Argentine, Spain. 

The Chairman noted that the proposal 
•liS tulopted in principle by four votes to one, 
ll1itA four abstemions, tfllo delegations being 
absmt. He asked the authors of the proposal 
to draft the text. 

Dr. Carri6re (Switzerland) explained that. 
although the Swiss delegation had voted in 
favour of the principles of the proposal, 
they would require further explanations, 
particularly with regard to paragraph I. 

. Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
stated that the Germano-Japanese proposal 
did not satisfy him as it stood, but he was 
prepared to consider it in a modified form. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that the proposal had not been 
accepted by a majority of those present. 

The Chairman considered that the vote 
taken was valid since, under the rules of 
procedure of the Conference, an absolute 
majority was not necessary for the adoption 
of resolutions. Nevertheless, he proposed 
that M. de Brouckere, President of the 
Conference, should be consulted. 

M. de Brouckere (President of the Con
ference) pointed out that the rules of proce
dure of the Conference did not state that a 
quorum was required. According to tradition, 
moreover, delegations abstaining from voting 
were regarded as absent. The proposal must 
therefore be taken as adopted by a majority. 

THIRD MEETING. 

Friday, June 26th, 1931, at 5 p.m. 

Chairman: M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal). 

J.-EXAMINATION OF THE PLAN 
FOR THE CONTROL OF NARCOTIC 
DRUGS. 

The Chairman invited the Sub-Committee 
to examine the following draft prepared by 
a group of members of the Sub-Committee 
setting up a system for the control of narcotic 
drugs in conformity with the Sub-Comlnittee's 
decisions. It was the outcome of a very 
long general discussion which there was no 
necessity to reopen : 

" I. The High Contracting Parties 
undertake not to make any exports of 
narcotic drugs except on presentation 
of an import certificate issued by the 
competent authority of the importing 
country in accordance with the provisions 
of Article . . . of the present 
Convention. 

" Exports shall be notified by the High 
Contracting Parties to the central authority 
every month (every . . . months). 
These notifications shall indicate the 
numbers of the import certificates in virtue 
of which these exports have been made 
the quantities exported corresponding t~ 
each such certificate and the countries of 
destination. 

" Exports of quantities-of less than 
Ioo grammes may be notified by means of 

an aggregate figure, which shall be given 
separately for each importing country and 
shall be accompanied by the numbers of 
the relevant import certificates. 

"2. Notwithstanding the preceding 
provisions, the High Contracting Parties 
may export to countries to which this 
Convention and the Geneva Convention do 
not apply or which have not notified to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations 
their adoption of the system of import and 
export certificates, provided that the 
following procedure shall apply in the case 
of such exports : · 

" The High Contracting Parties shall 
without delay notify the central authority 
of the exports made. If the central 
authority finds that the total of the 
quantities exported exceeds the quantities 
which the country concerned has the right 
to import on the basis of the estimates 
furnished, the central authority shall 
immediately notify this fact to all the 
exporting countries, which shall not there
after authorise any new exports to such 
country except in v1rtue of any supplement
ary estimates which may have been 
furnished and which the central authority 
shall have communicated to the exporting 
countries. 
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" Export certificates authorising the 
exports herein referred to shall expressly 
provide that the quantities imported may 
not be re-exported. 

" Any quantity exported in excess of 
the estimates furnished for the importing 
country shall be deducted by the competent 
authority from the estimates for the 
following year. 

" 3· The importing countries shall every 
month (every months) commu
nicate to the central authority a list of 
their imports and shall indicate the 
numbers of the import certificates in virtue 
of which the imports have been made, the 
quantities imported and the names of the 
exporting countries. 

" Quantities of less than 100 grammes 
may be notified by means of an aggregate 
figure given separately for each exporting 
country accompanied by the numbers of 
the corresponding import certificates. 

" 4· At the end of each year the central 
authority shall draw up a balance-sheet 
for each country as well as a balance-sheet 
for the whole world, indicating the 
estimated legitimate needs of each country 
and the quantities of the substances 
covered by this Convention which have 
been manufactured, imported or exported. 
If these balance-sheets prove that, after 
deduction of its re-exports, any country 
has manufactured or imported in excess 
of its estimates or that the quantities 
exported by it have caused the estimates 
of an importing country to be exceeded, 
the central authority shall have the right 
through the intermediary of the Secretary
General of the League of Nations to ask 
for explanations from the country in 
question. 

" If no explanation is given . withi.n a 
reasonable time or if the explanations g1ven 
are not satisfactory, the central authority 
shall have the right to notify the Secretary
General of the League of Nations of this 
fact, and the Secretary-General sha~l inform 
the Council of the League of N atlons and 
the High Contracting Parties. The High 
Contracting Parties undertake not to 
authorise, after receipt of such a 
communication, any exports to th~ country 
in question until they have been mformed 
by the Secretary-Gene:al of the League of 
Nations on the adv1ce of the central 
authority or after a decision of the Council 
that export may be resumed. . 

" The country in question ~ay bnng 
the question before the Counc1l of the 
League of Nations. . 

" The Government of any exporting 
country which considers itself unable to 
apply the above measure may eq~ally 
bring the questioi?- before the Council of 
the League of Nations. 

" The Central Authority shall have the 
right to publish a report on th~ mat~er 
and communicate it to the Council, wh1ch 
shall thereupon forward it to t.he Gove.rn
ments of all the High Contractmg Parhes. 

" If in any case the d~cision of the .central 
authority is not unammous, the v1ews of 

• the minority shall also be stated. 

" All countries shall, through the 
intermediary of the Secretary-General of 
the League of Nations, be invited to be 
represented at the sessions of the central 
authority when questions directly 
interesting such countries are to be 
examined." 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) asked that an 
additional provision should be included under 
which previous authorisation by the central 
authority before the execution of any export 
order would be compulsory when the am?unt 
exceeded a certain minimum to be f1xed 
(5 or 10 kilogrammes, for example). 

He would not ask that this provision should 
apply to orders accompanied by an import 
certificate, provided he were assured that the 
import certificate would contain all the 
necessary information with regard to i~ports 
from the importing country (total leg1tl~ate 
requirements, total imported up to the hme 
when the certificate was issued, and so on). 

He was anxious, however, that this 
provision should apply to exports to countries 
not parties to the Convention which had not 
adopted the import certificate system. As 
those countries were not very numerous, the 
provision would not be very difficult to 
apply. A telegram would simply be sent to 
the central authority, which would then be 
able to intervene in time in the event of an 
importing country sending orders, each ju.st 
below the maximum amount allowed to 1t, 
to various manufacturing countries on the 
same day. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) was unable to accept paragraph 4 
of the text. It described certain powers and 
duties of the central authority, although no 
decision had yet been re~ched i~ that 
connection. In particular, 1t contamed a 
provision concerning the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations which wo_uld 
prevent the Soviet delegation from votmg. 
Consequently, M. B?gomoloff asked that the 
examination of th1s paragraph should be 
adjourned until a decision had been taken 
with regard to Chapter III of the Annex to 
the draft Convention. Otherwise, M: Bogo
moloff would be obliged also to refram from 
voting on the earlier paragraphs of the text 
under consideration. 

The Chairman replied that, for the 
moment, there was no question of yoting. 
The Sub-Committee was simply studYing the 
text. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) explained. that 
the provision proposed by M. Cavazzom h~d 
been considered by the authors of the. text m 
connection with exports to countnes ~ot 
parties to the Convention. The Secretanat, 
however, had shown that these exports 
were very small and only amounted to abo~t 
20 or 30 kilogrammes a year for each narcotic 
drug. Consequently, the autho:s had felt 
that a special provision would mtroduce a 
superfluous complication. . 

With regard to the form of 1mport 
certificates, Dr. Carriere po!nted ?ut that !he 
present Convention would fix t~e. mformahon 
to be given. A formula g1vmg all the 
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guarantees demanded by M. Cavazzoni could 
easily be found. Dr. Carri~re thought that 
import certificates already contained all the 
necessary information. At any rate, that 
was so in Switzerland. 

M. Cavaaoni (Italy) said Dr. Carri~re's 
explanations satisfied him so far as orders 
accompanied by import certificates were 
concerned. He reserved his right to return 
at a suitable moment to the question of 
exports to countries not parties to the 
Conventions. 

Sir Malmlm Delevinane (Great Britain), 
referring to the following passage in 
paragraph I : 

" These notifications shall indicate the 
numbers of the import certificates in 
virtue of which these exports have been 
made, the quantities corresponding to 
each such certificate and the countries of 
destination, " 

pointed out that, up to the present, there had 
been no question of numbering import 
certificates. 

Further, he saw no necessity for indicating 
the amount of each import certificate. He 
did not see how this measure would constitute 
a safeguard against abuse. On the other 
hand, it would impose considerable extra work 
on the national authorities. It would be 
sufficient to indicate the total quantities 
exported to each country. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne, referring to the 
following passage in paragraph 2 : 

" If the central authority finds that the 
total of the quantities exported exceeds 
the quantities which the country concerned 
has the right to import on the basis of the 
estimates furnished, the central authority 
shall immediately notify this fact to the 
exporting countries, which shall not there
after authorise any new exports to such 
country except in virtue of any supplement
ary estimates which may have been 
furnished and which the central authority 
shall have communicated to the exporting 
countries, " 

pointed out that this provision related only 
to exports to countries which did not issue 
import certificates. Why was a similar 
provisi~m not. laid down for exports to 
countnes parhes to the Convention ? 

Mr. Dun~n Hall (Opium Section), in 
reply. to Str ~lm Delevingne's first 
questton, exp!ained that the stipulation 
concerned, which had been included in the 
text a~ ~he ~reta~t's request, was intended 
to facilitate mvesttgations by the Permanent 
~tral Bo3;rd should the latter note 
differ~ces, 1n the case of a particular 
narcobc dntg, between the total exports to 
a coun~ry an~ the total which that country 
stated tt hati tmported. 

. M .. Perez (Argentine) asked for the 
mcluston of ~ stifulation to the effect that 
w~. a ~bona office issued an import 
cerbfJCate, lt should immediately advise the 

central authority. The latter could then 
intervene in due course, if necessary. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) supported this 
proposal. 

M. Casares (Spain) considered that the 
discussions had suffered from want of method. · 
The obligations of the exporting and importing 
countries would be arranged in the Convention 
in two separate groups. The Sub-Committee, 
however, was at present examining the 
obligations of the exporting countries. M. 
Casares therefore suggested that M. Perez' 
proposal be discussed during the examination 
of the importing countries' obligations. 

M. Perez (Argentine) agreed. 

· M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) said that, 
as he had helped to draw up the text, he 
would endeavour to reply to Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne's questions. 

With regard to the notifications to be 
addressed to the central authority, the 
German delegation was as anxious as Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne that the work falling 
on national offices should be reduced to a 

·minimum. It would be very grateful if the 
British representative would help it to obtain 
this result. 

With regard to the provision relating 
to ?~ders not. acco~panied by an import 
cerhftcate, whtch Str Malcolm Delevingne 
desired should also be adopted for orders 
accompanied by an import certificate, the 
authors of the draft thought it necessary to 
make a difference between the two cases. 
When there was an import certificate, the 
State issuing it made an investigation 
beforehand which, together with the 
subsequent control by the central authority, 
offered an adequate guarantee. The central 
authority should, however, be able to take 
immediate action in the case of an order not 
accompanied by an import certificate. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin!1ne (Great Britain) 
thanked M. von Rheinbaben for his 
explanati<?ns. He had not given a reply, 
.howev:e~, m regard to the obligation to state 
9.uantthes .e~po~ed on each import certificate 
1D the nohftcahons to the central authority. 
Mr. Duncan Hall had said that this measure 
would facilitate the Central Board's work · 
the Sub-Committee, however was concerned 
not with this, but with the measures of 
c:on_trol. in connection with the scheme of 
hmtt.a~10n. He therefore proposed that this 
prov1s1on be deleted. 

. He asked also whether the authors of the 
text intended it as a substitute for Article 22, 
paragraph 2, of the Geneva Convention. 

Returning: to his second question, he asked 
M. von Rhetnbaben what the authors of the 
text.l?roposed s~ould be done when an import 
certificate w~s 1ssued by a country party to 
~he C<?nvenhon for an order in excess of 
tts estimates. , 
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· M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) explained 
that the delegates who had agreed to prepare 
a text had only done so in order to facilitate 
the Sub-Committee's work They would be 
glad to accept any suggestions for improving 
the text. 

With re~ard to the information to be given 
by the national offices in notifications to the 
central authority, he observed that the 

;. Gerll?-li;D d~legation had only accepted the . 
provlSlon tn ~esponse to the request of the . 
oth_er delegations and of the Se.cretariat, 
w,hic~. h~d asked them to show a spirit of 
concthahon so that the most strict control 
possible might be instituted. At the same 
tiine, he pointed out that the periods at which 
notificattons should be sent were left blank. 
He emphasised that the German delegation 
was prepared to approve a Convention la~ 
down as strict control as possible on condition 
that the measures contemplated were 

reasonable and that their application did not 
call for excessive work on the part of the 
departments concerned. · 

With regard to the relatioll of the new 
provisions to the provisions of preceding 
Conventions-in particular, the Geneva 
Convention-M. von Rheinbaben thought the 
Conference's legal advisers would be in a 
position to give information. ThiS-question 
might, for example, be elucidated in the 
Final Act. 

In his opinion, the Sub-Committee would 
do well to hear Mr. Lyall's views as .to 
the practical application of the measures 
contemplated. 

11. Bopmoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) supported this proposal. 

The Chairman said he would inform 
Mr. Lyall. 

FOURTH MEETING. 

Monday, June 29th, 1931, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman : M. 'DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal). 

4.-EXAMINATION OF THE PLAN 
FOR THE CONTROL OF NARCOTIC 
DRUGS(continuation);PARAGRAPHS 
1 AND. 2 : AMENDMENTS 
SUBMITTED BY THE BRITISH 
DELEGATION. 

The Chairman read the following four 
amendments submitted by the British 
delegation to the draft plan for control : 

" Paragraph I. 

" Alterutive A.-If the returns are to be 
made to the Central Board every month, 
the paragraph should read as follows : 

" • The High Contracting Parties agree 
to forward to the Permanent Central 
Board in a manner to be prescribed by 
the Board, as soon as possible after the 
end of each month and in any case not 
later than two weeks after the· end of the 
month, the statistics of their imports from 
and exports to each country of each of 
the substances covered by the present 
Convention and during the month. 
These statistics will, in such cases as 
may be prescribed by the Board, be 
sent by telegram except when the 
quantities fall below a minimum amount 
which shall be .fixed in the ~ase o,f each 
substance by the Board.' - · · 

" (This provision will take the place 
for the States parties to the Geneva 
Convention of paragraph 2 of Atticle 22 
of that Convention.) . . . 

" AUernative B.-If the returns are to 
be made every three months, it will be 
sufficient to extend paragraph 2 of 
Article 22 of the Geneva Convention to 
the substances covered by the present 
Convention and not covered by the Geneva 
Convention, Article xg of the Advisory 
Committee's draft, which is embodied 
in the new text L.F.S.73, extends the 
obligation in paragraph 2 of Article 22 of 
the Geneva Convention to countries not 
parties to that Convention. 

"N.B.-These alternatives, whichever 
is adopted, will cover paragraph 3 of the 
text now before the Sub-Committee on 
Control, as well as paragraph I. 

" This should read : 

"• The High Contracting Parties agree, 
in regard to the export of any of the 
drugs covered by this Convention to 
countries to which neither this Con
vention nor .the Geneva Convention 
applies, that the Government issuing an 
authorisation for any such export shall 
immediately notify the Permanent 
Central Board of .the issue of the 
authorisation.' 
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.. N"" Pu•v•;• 3· 
« , If it appears from the returns 

made to the Permanent Central Board 
in pursuance of paragraph I, or from t~e 
notifications made to the Board m 

ursuance of paragraph 2, . that the 
P uantities exported or authonsed to be 
~ported to any country excee~ the 
aggregate of the amounts shown m the 
estimates for that country for th~t 

ear as being required for domestic 
~onsumption for conversion and for 
maintaining the reserve stock at the leyel 
Sl)ecified in the estimate, after deduct10n 
of any amount which according t? those 
estimates will be manufactured m that 
country in that. year, the Board shall 
immediately nouty th~ fact to ~1 the 
High Contracting Parties, who Wlll no_t, 
during the cur~ency of the year m 
question authonse any new exports to 
that co~try until a supplementary 
estimate shall have been furnished by 
or on behalf of that country and shall 
have been communicated to the High 
Contracting Parties.' 

" Paragraph 4· 
" Omit paragraph 4 and substitute the 

following: 
" ' The Permanent Central Board shall, 

upon the close of each year, prepare a 
statement showing in respect of each 
country for that year : 

" • (a) The estimates in respect of 
each drug; 

" • (b) The amount of each drug 
consumed; 

" • (c) The amount of each drug 
manufactured ; 

" • (d) The amount of each drug 
converted; 

" • (e) The amount of each drug 
imported; 

" • (/) The amount of each drug 
exported. 
" • If such statement indicates that 

any High Contracting Party has, or 
may have, failed to carry out its 
obligations under this Convention, the 
Board shall have the right to ask for 
explanations from that Hlgh Contracting 
Party, and the procedure specified in 
paragraphs 2 to 7 of Article 24 of the 
Geneva Convention shall apply in any 
such case. 

" • The Board shall, as soon as possible 
thereafter, publish the statement above 
mentioned, together with an account of 
any explanations given or required in 
accordance with the preceding paragraph 
and any observations which the Board 
may desire to make in respect of any 
sucn explanation or request for an 
explanation.' " 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
pointed out that the choice between the two 
alternatives which he had proposed for 
paragraph I depended on whether the 
Committee decided that returns should be 
made to the central authority every month or 

every three months. He suggested that 
this point should be settled betore the text 
was discussed. 

M. Perez (Argentine) was opposed _to 
quarterly returns, and thought it essen~ial 
that notification should be made at the time 
when the import certificate was issued. He 
pr,oposed that the plan for control before ~he 
meeting should be amended so as to provide 
that importing countries should undertake.; 
not to make any imports without p~evious 
authorisation, for which purpose an import 
certificate should be forwarded by the dealer 
concerned to the factory which was to 
execute the order. A copy of this certificate 
should be immediately sent by the compete1;1t 
national authority to the central ofilc~ m 
Geneva, which should, as soon as possible, 
inform the exporting country whether the 
quantities of narcot~c drugs ord~red w~re 
within the annual estimates of the importmg 
country. 

M. Perez explained that the main object 
of the proposal was to supply the manu
facturer With a means of checking the 
authenticity of a cer~i~ica~e, thus mini~sing 
risks offorgeryorfalsdicahon. No additio!lal 
work would be involved for the exporting 
countries as the necessary commumcations 
would be' made by the Geneva central office. 

The Chairman informed M. Perez that 
his proposal was ruled out by the Sub
Committee's rejection of the principle. of 
previous notification at its second meetmg. 

M. Perez (Argentine) regretted that he had 
been absent when that decision was taken and 
that a proposal which he considered of great 
importance should be discarded in such 
a summary fashion. He asked that the 
question might be reopened. 

M. Casares (Spain) thought the Com· 
mittee's vote had referred rather to export 
than to import. M. Perez' proposal had 
nothing to do with the obligations of 
exporting countries and might, he considered, 
be discussed regardless of the previous vote. 

The Chairman did not agree with this 
view. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
was under the impression that the vote 
against the principle of previous notification 
also involved the rejection of M. Perez' 
proposal. 

The Chairman said that it would be 
contrary to the usual rules of procedure to 
reopen a question on which a definite adverse 
vote had been taken. He could not feel 
justified in doing so unless he had the 
unanimous consent of the Committee. 

Dr. Kahler (Germany) was opposed to a 
repetition of the vote. 

The Chairman concluded that M. Perez' 
proposal should not be discussed at the 
present stage of the proceedings, but added 
that he could bring it up in connection with 
paragraph 3 of the draft text or at the 
plenary Conference. 



M. Cavazzoni · (Italy) referred to the 
proposal which he had made at the last 
.meeting, that previous notification should 
be required for the execution of any order 
exceeding a certain quantity and that in any 
case it should be demanded for an order 
received from a country which was not a 
party to the Geneva Convention or the 
present Convention. Otherwise, a country 
which had not undertaken international 

•obligations might order from each of several 
countries a quantity equivalent to its 
maximum legitimate consumption. It was, 
in his view, an ineffective procedure to remedy 
this situation in the following year after the 
harm had been done. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
understood that previous notification had 
been rejected for all cases. He had drafted 
his amendments accordingly, though he had 
not modified his personal views on the 
subject. 

The Chairman asked M. Cavaizoni to 
reserve the question for the plenary 
Conference. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) accepted that 
suggestion. Meanwhile, however, he would 
propose that notification should be made to 
the central office at the same time as the 
certificate was drawn up. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
had !lit understood that the Committee had 
rejected the principle of prey-ious ~otificat~on 
as referring both to countnes which apphed 
the import certificate system and to those 
which did not. Ife could not accept such a 
view and reserved the right to raise the 
question in the plenary Conference. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain), 
referring to the suggestion just ~a~e by 
M. Cavazzoni, thought that the prmciple of 
immediate notification, which he himself 
was inclined to favour since previous 
notification was not acceptable, had also been 
rejected. 

The Chairman said that no decision had 
been taken in the Sub-Committee with regard 
to immedi* . notificatio!l• a~d that the 
question was still under discussion. 

Dr. Kabler (Germany) stated that the 
German delegation could not accept a syst~m 
of immediate notification affecting countnes 
which already applied the import certificate 
system. They consi~ered th~t .such ~ system 
would involve excessive adm1mstrabve work 
for the exporting countries and would serve 
little purpose. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) proposed that the 
President of the Central Board should be 
asked to give his opinion in the matter, 
though it was, of course, understood that no 
decision had been taken as to whether the 
central authority should be the Permanent 
Central Board. 

Mr. Lyall (President of the Permanent 
Central Board) stated that the Board only 
met quarterly. If import c,ertificates w~r~ 
to be addressed to it continuously, ach~n 
would have to be taken by the ·secretanat 

of the Board and not by the Board itself. 
His personal conviction was that it was 
superfluous to check import certificates day 
by day, since goods covered by import 
certificates rarely escaped into the illicit 
traffic. 

With regard to the question of sending in 
returns monthly or quarterly, he would 
definitely favour the latter plan. Paragraph 
3 of the British amendme~t proviaed ior 
action being taken by the Board in case of 
discrepancies. If the returns were sent in 
monthly, the Board would therefore have 
to sit monthly, which would not be possible 
unless it were entirely reconstituted and were 
composed of paid members. 

He would add that his remarks applied only 
to countries which were parties to the 
Geneva Convention. 

M. Perez (Argentine) considered that 
Mr. Lyall's statement made it clear that t.lae 
creation of a special Central Narcotics Office 
was the corollary to the system of immediate 
notification, which he himself considered 
essential. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) did not think that 
Mr. Lyall's remarks could be regarded as a 
valid argument against immediate notification. 
Even if the Board only met every three 
months, some machinery could be set up 
to enable it to carry out the necessary 
measures of control. 

Mr. Lyall (President of the Permanent 
Central Board) emphasised that he had only 
expressed his own personal opinion. The 
Central Board had, however, decided tpat, 
if the contracting parties so desired, they 
could undertake the measures of control 
provided for in the new Convention. 

· M. Sawada (Japan) thought that the 
opinion of the President of the Central 
Board was a valuable contribution to the 
discussion. The Japanese delegation did 
not consider that previous notification was .a 
practical scheme, and he therefore found 1t 
difficult to agree to it. 

The Chairman asked the Committee to 
vote on the question whether returns should 
be made immediately. 

The principle of immediate notification was 
refected by five votes to four. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
thought there was little practical difference 
between the proposals that returns should be 
made after an interval of one month or of 
three months. On the whole, he wo!-lld 
prefer the quarterly system. In the first 
place he was not sure that it would be 
possible for Governments to submit mo!lthly 
returns within the period he had mentioned 
in alternative A (i.e., two weeks after the 
end of each month), since those returns had 
to be based on reports from the Customs, 
which did not always arrive .punct!-lallf. 
Secondly, he thought the c~s 1n wh1ch 1t 
would be desirable to take action at the end 
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of one month rather than at tht; end of 
three months would be rare. Th1rdly, he 
would refer to Mr. Lyall's statement that 
the Board only met every three ~onths, and 
could not the-refore easily deal wtth monthly 

t rns For these reasons he advocated re u . . B 
the adoption of alternative · 

M. Sawada (Japan) . and Dr. Kahler 
(Germany) supported S1r Malcolm Dele
vingne's views. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy} did not agree that 
the fact that the Central Board only me~ every 
three months should have any beanng on 
the question of returns. If the return~ were 
made monthly, there would_ be ma~enal. for 
consideration at every meetmg, which mJ.ght 
not be the case if they were made quarterly. 

" M. Perez (Argentine) considered that the 
f~rwarding of statistics after import and 
export transactions had been carried out 
was an equally ineffective measure whether 
the interval was of one or three months. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
thought M. Cavazzoni's conception of the 
way in which the Central Board worke~ _was 
incorrect. At present, under the prov1s1ons 
of the Geneva Convention, it received 
statistics of imports and exports every three 
months. These were examined and tabulated 
by the Secretariat of the Board, and the 
quarterly meeting was fixed at a time when 
the Board could count on having the 
Secretariat's work before it. 

Mr. Lyall (President of the Permanent 
Central Board) confirmed that statement. 
He added that the Board's duty was to 
ascertain whether there was a dangerous 
accumulation of stocks. As soon as any 
quarterly statistics were received and any 
discrepancies found, the Secretary of the 
Board prepared a letter which was signed by 
the President and sent to the Governments. 

M. Casares {Spain) reminded the 
Committee that, while Mr. Lyall's statement 
had given valuable assistance to the 
Committee, it must not be assumed that the 
central authority would be the Permanent 
Central Board, or that it would hold quarterly 
meetings and work in the same way as the 
Board. 

The Chairman asked the Committee to 
vote on alternative A of the British amend
ment to paragraph 1, 1 which was based on the 
principle of monthly returns. 

AlteYnative A was refeded by two votes to 
seven, with two abstentions. 

Mr. Caldwell (United States of America) 
u~derst~d that the vote against alternative A 
did not 1m ply the acceptance of alternative B · 
his delegation was opposed to both proposals: 

•s.e.-. 61. 

The Chairman requested the Comm~t!ee 
to discuss alternative B of the Bntlsh 
amendment, the actual text of which was
as follows : 

" The provisions of Article 22 of the 
Geneva Convention shall be applied to all 
the substances covered by the present 
Convention corning within groups 
in Article " 

Sir Malcolm Delevin!lne (Great Britain)• 
explained that the text was intended to 
cover the whole of paragraph I of the text 
drawn up by the small Drafting Committee, 
the first sentence of which he considered 
superfluous, since it merely re-enacted 
provisions of the Geneva Convention. The 
last sentence of the original text had been 
omitted, since quantities of less than roo 
grarnrnes would be included in the totals to 
be notified under the terms of Article 22 of 
the Geneva Convention. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) considered that it 
would be preferable to quote the provisions 
of Article 22 of the Geneva Convention rather 
than merely allude to them. He would, 
however, advocate keeping more closely to 
the original text, which used the word 
" notification ". He was most anxious that 
some advance should be made upon the 
Geneva Convention, and it seemed to him 
that " notification " might mean more than 
mere " statistics ". ... 

M. Boaomoloff (Union of Soviet Soeialist 
Republics) considered the text proposed 
by the British delegatio& unacceptable for 
countries which were not parties to the 
Geneva Convention. It was, in his opinion, 
essential that a full text should be supplied 
in place of a reference to Article 22 of 
the Convention. Article 22 of the Geneva 
Convention contained a reference to the 
Permanent Central Board. He would 
emphasise, however, that no decision had 
been taken with regard to the constitution of 
the central authority, and he considered 
that any mention of the Central Board 
prejudged the question. 

The Chairman assured M. Bogomoloff 
that, when a vote was taken~t would be 
understood that the question o( the central 
authority was reserved. 

Sir Malcolm Delevinane (Great Britain) 
considered that the question whether the 
actual terms of the Geneva Convention 
should be quoted was merely one of drafting. 

In reply to M. Cavazzoni, he would point 
out that Article 19 of the Advisory 
Committee's draft Convention marked an 
advance, since it provided that the 
contracting parties which were not parties 
to the Geneva Convention would undertake 
to apply the provisions contained in certain 
chapters of that Convention. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) would have 
been prepared to accept alternative B if it 
had referred only to Article 22, paragraph 2, 
of the Geneva Convention-1.e., to the 
question of quarterly returns. As, however, 
the whole of the article was intended he felt 
unable to vote in favour of a propos~! which 
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w~ul~ apply· the' far-reaching provisions·. of 
the f1rst ~aragraph'of Article 2z·to groups of 
drugs wh1ch were not yet decided upon. 

. ·Si_r Malcol~. Delevingne. (Great Britain) 
:tdtmtte~ that 1t was preferable at this stage 
not. to extend the proposal to the whole of 
Arbcl; 22, though he would reserve the right 
~o brmg liP, the. question later·. He would 

therefore amend . the . text of alternative B 
to read : · · · · 

" The provisions of Article 22, paragraph 
2, of the Geneva Convention shall be 
applied . · " 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) thanked Sir 
Malcol!Jl Delevingne for meeting his point. 
' . 

The Cllairmall ~sked the Committee to 
vote on alternative B on the understanding 
that the question of the groups of drugs to· be 
included s!Jould be reserved. · 

. Al!~,n~tive B was adopted. by six votes to fotsr, 

'' ' 

~ir Malcolm Delevinene (Great Britain 
pomted· out that paragraph 2 of the origina 
teXt · included two provisions concerning 
~ounttles, which did not apply the system of 
1mpoHs or exports or which had not notified 
to the. Secretary-General of the League their 
adoption of that wstem ; the first of these 
provisions related to immediate notification 
to the central authority, and the second. to 
the· actiOn to be . taken if ·an 'export was 
likely to cause, or caused, an excess over 
the estimates of the importing country. As 
the second provision ought, in his opinion, 
to apply to all countries, he had included only 
the first in his new draft of paragraph 2. 
He had avoided the words " import and 
export certificate system ", which were not 
used in the Geneva Convention. It was 
known from experience that,· while countries . 
might state that they had adopted such a 
system, it !Wht prove to be very different 
from that contemplated by the Geneva 
Convention. He had, moreover, omitted 
the provision that export certificates should 
expressly provide that the quantities imported 
might not be re-exported, since he considered 
it impracticable to enforce such-~ measure. 

Dr.;. Carriere (Switzerland) agreed with 
Sir .Malcolm Delevingne that it was not 
sufficient for a country to state that it had 
adopted .such and such a system if it had not 
actually adhered to the Geneva Convention 
or the new Conventiqn. 

With regard to the groups of drugs to be 
covered by the British proposal, he wondered 
if some modification could be introduced 
making special provisions for such drugs as 
codeine, for wh1ch less strict limitation was 
essential. He would not, however, press this 
point. 

: :M. :·eavazzoni · (Italy) admitted that Sir 
Ma.lcolm Delevingne's text went a little 

•• 
further than the Geneva Convention in that 
it provided for immediate notificatidn in the 
c;:ase of countries which were not parties to 
the·Geneva Convention or the new Convention. 
He was, however, strongly in favour of more 
stringent measures with regard to those 
countries, and urged that the suggestion 
which he had already made for applying to 
them the principle of previous notification 
should be considered. 

The Chairman replied that the Minutes 
of the Sub-Committee made it quite clear that 
all ~ountrie~ had b~~n <:overed by the vote 
agamst prevaous notaf1cabon. M. Cavazzoni's 
proposal was therefore out of order. 

· Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britailt 
emphasised that he should not be h. 
responsible for provisions which did not go 
so far~ the principle of previous notification. 
He h1mse~f had favoured that principle ; 
but, as 1t had been rejected, he had 
ende31voured to. a~ist the Committee by 
pu~tmg the ma1onty proposals in a form 
wh1ch could be accepted. He reminded the 
Committee that he had been the only delegate 
to .v?te against the ~ermano-Japanese plan 
(ongmally the Itahan plan), the Italian 
delegate having been among those who 
abstained. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) explained that, 
although he had originated the proposal 
afterwards known as the Germano-Japanese 
proposal, it did not express his own views, 
but was an attempt to reach a workable 
compromise. As the French delegate had 
not supported the proposal, he had felt 
justified in withdrawing it, but thought it 
right to abstain from voting against it. He 
added that be thought that the question of 

· countries which were not parties to the 
Convention had not been taken into account 
in that. v~te; H~ would, however, accept 
the Cha1rman s rulmg and reserve the question 
of previous notification in the case of those 
countries for the plenary Conference. 

· Sir Malcolm Delevinane (Great Britain), 
referring to M. Carriere's remarks, said that 
he had no intention of prejudging the question 
what substances should be included in the 
Convention. He would therefore suggest 
amending the text of paragraph 2 to read : 

" 
group 
Convention 

any of the drugs covered by 
. of Article . . . of this .. 

M. Carriere accepted this proposal. 

M. Botomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) supposed that Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne would not object to substituting 
the words " central authority " for 
" Permanent Central ·Board ". He dis
approved of using the name of an existing 
organisation before the functions and 

.s 
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coustitution of tA centr~ ,authority were 
decided upon. 

Sir Malcolm Delmntne (Great Britain) 
was unable to agree to the change suggested 
by Jl. Bogomoloff, as reference had b~n 
made to the Permanent Central Board . m 
parag!'!Lph I.. It was understood, bowev~r, 
that the question of the central authonty 
was reserved. 

M. Botomolofl' (Union of Soviet ~ocialist 
Republics) ~em~ked that. be h:ad raised the 
same objec:bon m conn~tion wtth: paragr&:ph 
I. He believed that m the articles which 
bad ~ accepted by the ~lenary Conference 
the words " centxal .authonty " were used. 

Sir Malcolm Delevinane (Great Britain) 
tld .not recall that any articles including 
daose words .bad been accepted. He would 
suggest that a v~te should be taken on the 
text of paragraph 2, on the understanding 
that some other body could be later 
substituted for the Permanent Central Board 
if. the Committee so decided. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) could not accept that procedure. 
He considered that the question of · the 
central authority must be settled first, and 
proposed that Chapter III of the Annex to 
the Advisory Committee's draft should be 
discussed by the plenary Conference before 
any dec:ision was taken by the Sub-Committee. 

The Chairman thought that this suggestion 
would reverse the proper procedure of the 
Conference, Chapter III having been already 
referred to. the Sub-Committee. 

After soqae discussion, t~e Presid~t ~~the 
Conferenceii!Was asked to gt\fe a ruli~g In thft 
matter.·.· · · 

M. de Brouckilre (President of the 
Conference). said that the plenary Conferenc;e 
bad unanimously deeided to refer . Chapter~ 
III IV and V to the Sub-Committee, and he 
did not therefore consider it admissibl• 
for the Committee to refer them back to 
the Conference. He felt, however, that M~ 
Bogomoloff's difficulty in regard to t~e 
wording of paragraph 2 could be ~et m . 
various ways, ~d suggested that, .J.llstead 
of the words " Permanent Central :P!>ard " 
a blank space should be left or the general 
term " central organ " should be used. 

Sir Malcolm Delevhigne (Great Britai~) 
and M. Boaomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) both accepted this. suggestion. 

The Chairman then put to the .vot~ 
paragraph 2 in the following form : · · · · · 

" The High ContraCting Parties agree, 
in regard to the export of any of the drugs 
covered by group . · . . of Article 
. . . of this Convention to countries 
to . which neither this Convention nor the 
Geneva Convention applies, thllt · the 
Government issuing an authorisation for 
any such export shall immediately notify 
the central organ of.the issue of the 
authorisation.'' · . . · 

'(he paragraph was tulqpted by si~ votes ~ 
five. 

FIFTH MEETING. 

Tuesday, June 30th, 1931, at 3.30 p.m • 

. Chairman: M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal) .. 

s.-EL\MINATION 011' THE PLAN 
ll'OR. THE CONTR.OL 011' NAR.COTIC 
DR.UGS (conclusion); PAR.AGR.APHS 
3 AND 4 : AMENDMENTS BY 
THE AR.GENTINE AND BR.ITISH 
DELEGATIONS. 

The Chairman asked the Sub-Committee 
to consider the following amendment 
presented by the Argentine delegation to 
paragraph 3 of the draft plan for control : 

" The importing countries undertake not 
to make any imports without previous 
authorisation through the forwarding of 
an import certificate, which shall be 
addressed by the dealer concerned to the 
factory which is to carry out the order. 

" A copy of this import certificate 
shall be immediately sent by the national 
bureau, or the corresponding competent 
authority, to the central bureau in Geneva 
w~ich shall inform . the exporting country 
wtth the least possible delay whether the 
quantities of narcotic drugs ordered exceed 
or do not exceed the annual estimates of 
the importing country concerned." 

~lr Malcolm DelevlnQne (Great Britain)· 
pointed out that the ne~. text of paragraph r, 
proposed by the Bnhsh delegation and 
adop~ed by the Sub-Committee at its last 
m~e~Ing, also covered paragraph 3 of the 
ongmal text. 

The Chairman replied that the amendment 
propoaecl by the Argentine deleg.ation might 

• 
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be regarded as. forming · an additiiJDal para-
graph to the new paragraph I. ~ 

M. Perez (Argentine) said that at the last 
meeting he. had expressed his views with 
regard to the control of narcotic dr-ugs, and 
he dtd not think it necessary to repeat his 
arguments. · 

The amendment he had put forward was 
very clear, and he considered the proposed 
measure absolutely necessary to protect 
both the importing country and the exporting 
country against any risk of forged or falsified 
certificates. 

Dr. Kabler (Germany) could not agree 
with this view. . The number of certificates 
granted every year amounted to tens of 
thousands, and the examination of all these 
certificates would impose very heavy 
administrative work on the central authority. 
This work would, moreover, be unnecessary 
in view of the control exercised by the 
importing country, which would be anxious 
to ensure that the limits of its estimates were 
not exceeded. The additional control by the 
central authority proposed by the Argentine 
delegation might be interpreted as signifying 
distrust of the importing countries. 

Moreover, if it happened that a certificate 
was granted for an order in excess of the 
estimates for the importing country, the 
central authority would be able to ascertain 
the fact through the quarterly report, and 
the quantities in excess would be deducted 
from the estimates for the following year. 

With regard to the falsification of 
certificates, which had been mentioned by 
M. Perez, M. Kahler stated that he had 
never yet heard of a case of this kind, and he 
considered the risk was too slight to justify 
'the enormous increase of work which would 
be involved by the adoption of the Argentine 
proposal. The competent authorities of _the 
exporting countries would take all poss1ble 
steps to prev«:nt an order accompanied by- _an 
import certificate of doubtful authenhc1ty 
from being carried out. 

Sir Malcolm Delevinine (Great Britain) 
remarked that the second paragraph of the 
Argentine del"gation's amendment laid down 
no obligation for exporting countries. Must 
these countries wait for the notification to be 
made to them by the central authority 
before allowing the order to be carried out ? 
The importing country might omit to send 
a copy of the import certificate to the 
central authority, and a country in which 
there was a risk of a doubtful certificate 
being granted would be the most likely to be 
guilty of such an omission. 

If the Argentine delegation's am.endment 
involved an obligation on the part of the 
exporting countries to wait for notification 
from the central authority, the control 
provided by this amendment was practically 
the same as the system of previous 
notification formerly proposed by the British 
delegation, though it was perhaps less 
efficacious than that system. 

M. Bouriois (France) recognised that, as 
France would not be an importing country 
with the proposed new system, he was l~ss 
qualified than M. Perez to speak of a queshon 

• 

which concerned, in particliar, the importing 
countries. He feared, however, that these 
countries would view with surprise a provision 
which might appear to them to be inspired by 
a certain apprehension in entrusting to them 
a simple operation of addition. If a country 
happened to grant an. impo~t certif~cate for 
an order in excess of 1ts estimates, 1t would 
presumably have a reason which it would 
communicate in due time to the central 
authority. 

M. Perez (Argentine) thought the control 
of the central authority was absolutely 
essential. 

Under the quota system, the manufacturing 
countries would know where they stood ; they 
could not exceed the maximum allotted to 
them. Under the system of freedom of 
trade at present contemplated by the 
Conference, however, the manufacturing 
countries would have no means of verifying 
the validity of the import certificates 
presented to them, since they could not know 
the position of the importing co!-mt~y from 
which the order came. Centrahsahon was 
essential, for the central authority alone could 
give the necessary information to the exporting 
countries. 

Another argument in favour of the 
Argentine delegation's amendment was the 
guarantee which it would afford to importing 
countries. · It might happen that an order 
was carried out on the receipt of a falsified 
import certificate ; the Customs authorities 
of the importing country would then notice 
that a large quantity of narcotic dr~s for 
which an import certificate could obVIously 
not have been regularly granted was entering 
that country. In this ca~, even if the 
quantity in question was se1zed, the harm 
would have been done ; the excess of drugs 
would have been manufactured. Ina country 
like the Argentine, however, where the 
frontiers were very extensive and difficult 
to watch, it might often haPI?«:n that ?~ders 
executed on receipt of a fals1f1ed cerhf1cate 
entered unlawfully. 

M. Perez emphasised that the special 
geographical and administrativ«: conditions 
of certain non-European countnes must be 
taken into consideration. His amendment 
could not be interpreted as showing suspicion 
of those countries ; it would give them 
assistance in their efforts to suppress the 
illicit traffic. 

With regard to Dr. Kahler's objection that 
the adoption of. this amendme~t. wo~ld 
involve. a large mcrease of admm1strahve 
work, M. Perez pointed out that this 
additional work would fall only on the 
central authority. That body, however, 
would only exist for the purposes of th:e 
campaign against the illicit traffic, and, If 
the additional workimposed on it helped to 
hinder that traffic, the desired result would 
be attained. To draw up statistics after an 
interval of three months could not provide 
adequate means for the suppression of !he 
illicit traffic any more than for the s~ppress10n 
of an epidemic. The ultimate a~.m of the 
Conference was to abolish a terrible evil, 
and no measure which might be effective in 
attaining that end should be. set aside by 
considerations of economy of hme or money. 
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In reply to Sir Malcolm Delevingne, 
l(. Perez stated that hi_s a~endment was 
intended to imply an obl~gahon on. the part 
of the exporting countnes t~ wa1t befor_e 
allowing orders to 'be car_ned out unhl 
notification had been rece1ved from the 
central authority. 

l\f. Sawada (Japan) reminded the 
Committee that his delegation had definitely 
opposed the system of previous authorisation 
both for importing and exporting countrie~. 
He thought this point had been settled by a 
vote. · 

He entirely agreed with the objections 
raised by M. Rmrgois and M. Kahler, and 
considered that the measures provided in the 
original text and in the British delegation's 
amendments were quite sufficient to ensure 
effective control. He was therefore unable 
to accept the Argentine delegation's 
amendment. 

The Chairman asked the Sub-Committee 
to vote on this amendment. 

The Argentine delegation's amendment was 
rejected by six votes to four. 

It was agreed that the new paragraph 1 
proposed by the British delegation and adopted 
by the Sub-CommiUee covered the former 
paragraph 3, and that the latter paragraph 
would therefore be omitted. · 

The Chairman opened .the discussion on 
the following new paragraph 3 proposed by 
the British delegation : 

"If it appears from the returns madetothe 
central organ in pursuance of paragraph I, 
orfromthe notifications made to the central 
organ in pursuance of paragraph 2, that 
the quantities exported or authorised to be 
exported to any country exceed the 
aggregate of the amounts shown in the 
estimates for that country for that year as 
being required for domestic consumption, 
for conversion and for maintaining the 
reserve stock at the level specified in the 
estimate, after deduction of any amount 
which according to those estimates will 
be manufactured in that country in that 
year, the central organ shall immediately 
notify the fact to all the High Contracting 
Parties, who will not, during the currency 
of the year in question, authorise any new 
exports to that country unless (i) a 
supplementary estimate shall have been 
furnished by or on behalf of that country 
and shall have been communicated to the 
High Contracting Parties, or (ii) in 
exceptional cases the export is in the 
opinion of the Government of the exporting 
country essential in the interests of human
ity or for the treatment of the sick." 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
explained that this new paragraph 3 extended 
to the countries which were parties to the 
Convention and had adopted the import 
certificate system; the measure provided in 
the latter part of paragraph 2 of the original 
text for the countries which were not parties 
to the Convention and had not adopted the 
i!llp'>ft certificate system. 

Another point which he ~ould mention. 
was that, in certain cases, 1t ~ught to be 
possible for an order to be car.ned out even 
if it was in excess of the estimates of the 
importing country ; he referred p~rticularly 
to the case of such a country as Chma. The 
requirements of European hospitals or doctors 
ought to be met even if through some error 
the· estimates for China were exceeded. 

The Sub-Committee adopted, subject to 
drafting amendments, the new paragraph 3' 
proposed by the British delegation. 

The Chairman asked the Sub-Committee 
to consider the following new paragraph 4 
proposed by the British delegation : 

" The Permanent Central Board shall, 
upon the close of each year, prepare a 
statement showing in respect of each 
country for that year : 

" (a) The estimates in respect of each 
drug; 

" (b) The amount of each drug 
consumed; 

" (c) The amount of each drug 
manufactured ; 

" (d) The amount of each drug 
converted; 

" (e) The amount of each drug 
imported; 

" (f) The amount of each drug 
exported. 

" If such statement indicates that any 
High Contracting Party has, or may 
have, failed to carry out its obligations 
under this Convention, the Board shall. 
have the right to ask for explanations from
that High Contracting Party, and the 
procedure specified in paragraphs 2 to 7 
of Article ·24 of the Geneva Convention 
shall apply in any such case. 

" The Board shall, as soon as possible 
thereafter, publish the statement abo\'e 
mentioned, together with an account of 
any explanations given or required in 
accordance with the preceding paragraph 
and any observations which the Board 
may desire to make in respect of any such 
explanation or request for an explanation." 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) asked on behalf of the countries 
which were not parties to the 1925 Geneva , 
Convention that the text of paragraphs 2. 
to 7 of Article 24 of that Convention should be 
reproduced in the text adopted. 

The Sub-Committee decided to leave this 
question to the Drafting Committee. 

M. Ekstrand (Director of the Opium 
Traffic Section) pointed out that the 
paragraph under discussion reproduced in 
part the provisions of paragraphs 2 to 7 of 
Article 24 of the Geneva Convention, but 
omitted all reference to the Secretary
General of the League of Nations. He did not 
know whether that omission was intentionar 
or not, but, in view of the- fact that the· 
Covenant entrusted· to the League the general 
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.tontml.-of agreements concerning _the traffic 
in opium and ot~er dangerous drugs, he 
considered that the Sub-Committee should 
not lose sight of the part which must be 
played by the League, acting through its 
Secretary-General. · · 

The Chairman thought that this question 
was not one for the Sub-Committee, but that 
it. would certainly be .thoroughly discussed by 
the plenary Conference. He understood that 
a small . Committee, with M. de Brouckere 
(President of_ the Conference) as Chairman, 
had been asked to go into the matter. 
M. de Brouckere would perhaps be good 
enough to give his opinion on the subject. 

M. de Brouckere (President of the 
Conference) considered _that the Sub
Committee was entitled to -discuss the point 
raised by M. Ekstrand. However, although 
the small. Committee to which reference had 
jusf been made had not been asked to setfle 
this question as a principle, but only in 
connection with Article 7. it could, if the 
Sub-Committee wished,. examine_ it also in 
relation to the plan for control at present 
under discussion. M. de Brouckere added 
that it was easier to settle this problem in 
each individual case. He was convinced 
that all. the countries represented at the 
Conference were prepared to make any 
reasonable concessions in this connection 
which might appear necessary. 

The Chairman thanked M. de Brouckere, 
and said that the question raised by M. 
Ekstrand would be left to the plenary 
Conference. 

The Sub-Committee adopted the new para• 
:~ traph 4 proposed .by the British delegation. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet S~cialist 
Republics) reserved the r_ight to submit 
amendments for those parts of the text which 
had been adopted · subject to drafting 
modifications. 

The Chairman stated that ·the Sub
Committee had completed the examination 
of Chapter IV of the· Annex to the draft 
Convention. · 

6.-· EXAMINATION OF THE .ANNEX 
TO THE DRAFT CONVENTION : 
CHAPTER III. 

The Chairman explained that the Sub
C!>mmittee, having defined the functions of 
the central authority, must now decide what 
that authority should be. He reminded the 
Sub-Committee that ·different opinions had 
been expressed on the. subject, not only during 
the debates of th·e present Conference and its 
committees and sub-committees, but also 
in th~ Advisory Committee on Traffic in 
c;>pium an~ the H~alth Committee. . 

For the tpformahon of the Sub~Commtttee 
he read the following resolution of the Health 
Committee 1 : · 

" The Health Committee considers that 
it should be represented on the competent 
body contemplated by Article 3 (paragraph 

• See document C.28o.M.I)I.I9JI.III . 
• 

:, -'2) of · the · draft CoilVcntion on the 
Limitation of the Manufacture of Narcotic 
Drugs, this body having the task of 
examining the estimates supplied by the 
various Governments of their requirements 
in the matter of narcotic drugs, and 
of establishing such estimates, where 
necessary, for countries which have not 
furnished an estimate. The representation 
of the Committee on that body should, 
moreover, be adequate to enable it to 
exercise upon its deliberations an infhience 
commensurate with the importance of the 
tasks with which that body is entrusted." 

Certain delegates wished the new functions 
contemplated by the present Convention to 
be entrusted to the Permanent Central Board, 
which was already in existence, while others 
favoured the creation of a new organisation. 

Mr. Lyall, President of the Permanent 
Central Board, had informed the Chairman 
that the Board was prepared to accept 
the duties in question i~ they should be 
entrusted to it. 

Finally, the Chairman reminded the Sub
Committee that the Soviet delegation had 
'presented a proposal with reference to a 
" Permanent International Narcotics Board ". 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
emphasised that there must be no confusion 
between the central authority whose functions 
had been defined by the Sub-Committee and 
the " competent authority " mentioned in 
Article 3. paragraphs 2 and 3, and Article 4. 
paragraph 2, of the Advisory Committee's 
draft Convention and in Chapter I of the 
Annex, paragraphs 6 et seq. 

He pointed out that the Health Committee's 
resolution which had been read referred only 
to the latter body. 

The Chairman entirely agreed with Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne on that point. He had 
brought the Health Committee's resolution 
to the notice of the Sub-Committee merely 
for their information, certain delegates having 
expressed the opinion that the medical 
profession should also be represented on the 
central authority referred to in Chapter III. 

M. Bo~omoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics} protested against the distinction 
drawn by Sir Malcolm Delevingne. Some 
delegations might wish to entrust to a single 
central body the functions defined by the 
Sub-Committee as well as the control of the 
estimates to be supplied by the various 
countries. 

M. Bour~ois (France) pointed out that the 
functions which had been defined by the 
Sub-Committee demanded special know
ledge, competence and authority. If the 
organisation to which those functions were
entrusted was to have the necessary authority 
in the. eyes of the public,· it must include 

· representatives of the Health Committee 
(for medical questions), the Permanent Central 
Board (for statistical questions) and the 
Advisory Committee on Traffic in Opium 
(for the illicit traffic and administrative 
measures). • 
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M. Dioichert (Switzerland) r~minded t~e 
Sub-Committee that the vanous bod1es 
referred to in the Advisory Committee's draft 
Convention were : 

(1) " The competent authority ", which 
was to examine and control the estimates 
submitted by Governments and furnish 
estimates which were not forthcoming. It 
would have an important task to perform 
which would be, above all, scientific and 
medical in character ; but it would also be a 
delicate matter, seeing that the authority in 
question might have occasion to criticise the 
estimates furnished by certain Governments. 

(2) The Permanent Central Board created 
by the Convention of 1925, to which the 
countries participating in that Convention 
had so far been required to forward certain 
statistics. 

In reply to M. Bogomoloff's remark with 
regard to procedure, the Japanese delegation 
proposed that the functions defined by the 
Sub-Committee should be entrusted to the 
Permanent Central Board. He thought it 
was not necessary to submit this proposal in 
writing. 

The Chairman concluded from the 
discussion that the Sub-Committee ought 
first to decide the following preliminary 
question : Should a new body be set up or 
not ? . 

If the decision was in the affirmative, the 
Sub-Committee should then proceed to the 
examination of the Soviet delegation's 
proposal. If, on the other hand, it decided 
that a new body should not be set up, it 
would only have to consider the British 
and Japanese proposals for entrusting the 
new functions to the present Permanent 
Central Board. 

The plan for control adopted by the Sub
Committee maintained the obligation to 
forward quarterly statistics. According to 
the new plan, however, these statistics (which 
were, moreover, to cover a greater number of 
substances) would not only enable the 
organisation which received them to discover M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
certain centres of illicit traffic, but were to / Republics) had no objection to the proposed 
be compared with the estimates supplied by procedure, but reserved the right to introduce 
Governments. This comparison constituted / his amendment in the plenary Conference if 
a new task which was essentially mechanical, / the Sub-Committee should decide against 
and the Sub-Committee must decide whether the establishment of a new body. He added 
this task should also be entrusted to the that, if the views of the delegations who were 
Permanent Central Board at present in opposed to the creation of that body were 
existence. adopted, the new Convention would only 

(3) The Central Narcotics Office referred mark a very small step in advance of the 
to in Chapter III of the Advisory Committee's 1925 Convention. 
draft Convention. There would now seem 
to be no object in establishing this Office, 
since the previous authorisation system and 
the quota system had been rejected. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) raised a question of procedure. 

The Sub-Committee had before it only one 
formal text-that submitted by the Soviet 
delegation. He considered that it should 
first come to a decision with regard to that 
proposal. It might be that it would adopt 
1t, or certain modifications might be 
introduced which would make it acceptable 
to a!~ deleg3;tions .; or, again, the text might 
be reJected, m which case the Sub-Committee 
could consider any other solution. 

M. Sawada (Japan) reminded the Sub
Committee that the Japanese delegation 
had, from the outset, been opposed to the 
creation of a new body. The Sub
Com~ittee's decision with regard to the 
func~10ns of the central authority had 
confirmed and . strengthened that opinion, 
for the new duhes were more or less similar 
to those which had so far been carried out 
by the Permanent Central Board and the 
League Secretariat. All the delegates were 
agreed that the Permanent Central Board 
had fulfilled the task entrusted to it very 
satisfactorily, and, therefore, the best and 
si~plest solution was, he thought, to entrust 
to 1t the new functions defined by the Sub
Committee. 

Mr. Lyall (President of the Permanent 
Central Board) stated that, except with 
respect to the functions of the " competent 
authority " contemplated in the Advisory 
Committee's draft Convention, the Per
m.anent Central Board was prepared to accept 
Without reservation the functions defined 
by the Sub-Committee. 

The Sub-Committee, by seven votes to one, 
declared itself against the establishment of 
a new body to act as .the central orKan. 

The Sub-Committee decided by eight votes 
to three that the functions which it had defined 
should be entrusted to the Permanent Central 
Opium Board. 

M. Bogomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) hoped that his vote would not be 
interpreted as implying any criticism of the 
work already accomplished by the Permanent 
Central Board. He would state in the 
plenar~ Confer~nce that the Soviet delegation 
only wished.to mcrease the importance of the 
body to wh1ch the control of narcotic drugs 
would be entrusted, and that it considered 
tha~ the staff of the new body would 
obviously have included ·the present staff 
of the Permanent Central Board.t 

'See Vol. I, page ''5· 
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TECHNICAL COMMITT&E. 

FIRST MEETING. 

Friday, June 5th, 1931, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman : M. CHODZKO (Poland). 

I.-PUBLICITY OF MEETINGS. 

The Committee decided that its meetings 
should in general be public, but that it might 
hold private meetings for the discussion of 
s~ecial questions. 

• 
2.-DISCUSSION OF THE DRAFT 

CONVENTION FOR THE LIMIT
ATION OF THE MANUFACTURE 
OF NARCOTICS :ARTICLE I (Vol. I, 
Annex 7). 

The Chairman read the following amend
ments : 

Amendment to paragraph 2, submitted by the 
Venezuelan Delegation : 

. " The term • narcotic drug ' shall denote 
the following substances : 

" (r) Medicinal opium ; 
" (2) All alkaloids of opium and of the 

coca leaf, its salts and derivatives ; 
" (3) All preparations containing the 

above-mentioned substances, irrespective 
of whether they are or. are not manu
factured directly from the raw material. 

" Notwithstanding, if the Health Com
mittee of the League of Nations, after 
having submitted the question to the 
Permanent Committee of the Office inter
national d'Hygiene publique in Paris, 
and having received from the latter an 
opinion and report, has declared that 
certain of the said substanc.es cannot 
themselves cause, or are not capable of 
being transformed into substances which 
might cause, addiction, and if the Health 
Committee has duly communicated this 
fact to the Council of the League of 
Nations and the Council has transmitted 
it further to the High Contracting Parties, 
the substances in question shall no longer 
come under the present Convention." 

Amendment to paragraph 2, submitted by the 
Spanish Delegation : 

" The following shall also be regarded as 
' narcotic drugs ' : all the other alkaloids 
of opium and coca leaf and derivatives 
thereof, together with all the substances 
mentioned· in Article 4 of the Geneva 
Convention .. and in the present article, 
irrespective of the form in which they 
are offered for sale. 

"· Nevertheless, if the Health Committee 
of the League of Nations, after having 

· submitted the question to the Permanent 
· Commitiee of the Office international 
d'llygiene publique in Paris, and having 

received advice and a report thereon, has 
found that these substances cannot give 
rise to the drug habit, and if the Health 
Committee has communicated this finding 
to the Council of the League of Nations 
and the Council has communicated it 
to the High Contracting Parties, these 
substances shall no longer come under the 
terms of the Convention." 

"N.B.-The words ' and containing more 
· · than 20 per cent of morphine ' in sub-

paragraph (i) should be omitted." 

. Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
thought that the Venezuelan amendment 
introduced unnecessary complications, JX r
haps owing to a misunderstanding. No. 3 
of the first paragraph, which referred to 
" all preparations containing the above
mentioned substances ", appeared to him 
superfluous, since the limitation of the 
manufacture of the substances themselves 
would already be ensured. Moreover, it 
would be quite impracticable to apply the 
provisions of the Convention to each of 
the innumerable medicinal preparations 
containing alkaloids of opium and the coca 
leaf. He also considered the reference to 
medicinal opium unnecessary. In view of 
these considerations, he thought M. Chacin
Itriago might be prepared to modify his 
proposals. It seemed to him that the Spanish 
amendment would provide a more useful 
basis for discussion, since it would concentrate 
attention on the alkaloids themselves. 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) said that there 
was one very important point which must 
be examined by the experts. Two questions 
had been raised in regard to alkaloids such 
as codeine and papaverine-namely, were they 
habit-forming and were they themselves 
toxic ? There was a third point which must 
be elucidated, in connection with the direct 
preparation · of certain compounds from 
opium by the Robertson process, for example, 
which, by the use of calcium chloride, enables 
both codeine and morphine to be prepared, 
the last-named substance being obtainable 

· in quantities ten times· greater than the 
quantities of morphine derived from codeine. 
A manufacturer might thus ask permission 
to manufacture I,ooo kilogrammes of codeine. 
By employing the process in question, from 
ten to forty times more morphine would be 
obtained than otherwise. The case was the 
same as regards papaverine. 

The Chairman asked M. Hoffmann to put 
definite questions in writing to the experts. 

"' 
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Sir Malcolm Delevtna&ne (Great Briti-i:n) 
thought there was no foundation, for lhe 
fears expressed by Dr. Hoffll\IIIIIIP. · For the 
manufacture of codeine, large quantities of 
raw opium containing much more morphine 
than codeine would be required, and anyone 
who obtained morphine as a by-product would · 
clearly be manufacturing morphine, which, 
under the regulations already in force, could 
not be done without a licence. Similarly, 
anyone manufacturing papaverine could not 
extract morphine as a by-product fr?m .the 
raw opium without Government authonsahon. 
He might mention that in modern manu
facture codeine was not produced direct from 
raw opium. 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) said, in answ~r 
to an enquiry from the Chairman, that he dtd 
not wish to press his point at the moment, 
but would return to it later. He would add, 
however, that, although there had hitherto 
been no incentive for the manufacture of 
codeine from raw opium, the position to 

. which he had referred might arise· when the 
restriction of the manufacture of morphine 
became more effective. 

Dr. Chacin-ItrJago (Venezuela) recalled 
that the provisions of Chapter 3 of the 
Geneva Convention applied to " all 
preparations officinal ll!ld . non-offici~al 
(including the so-called antl-opmm remed1~s) 
containing more than 0.2 per cent of morphine 
or more than o.I per cent of cocaine ". His 
proposal went further and provided for the 
application of limitation to all preparations 
containing medicinal opium or alkaloids of 
opium and the coca leaf. its salts and 
derivatives, whether or not they were 
prepared directly from the raw material, but 
it also provided for exceptions to be made 
by the Health Committee. His intention had 
been to avoid as far as possible unforeseen 
developments in modern chemical technique: 

Sir M1lc:olm Delevingne {Great Britain) 
said that Dr. Chacin-Itriago had not answered 
the main objections which he had raised to 
the Venezuelan amendment-namely, that, 
if the manufacture of morphine was limited, 
it was unnecessary to provide for it again 
in a limitation of preparations containing 
morphine ; and, secondly, that it was 
impossible to apply the limitation scheme 
to all the medicinal preparations of morphine 
on the market. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) said that 
it was impossible to accept the amend
ment of the Venezuelan delegation without 
affecting all the usages of doctors and 
pharmacists. It was impracticable to insist 
on a medical prescription for every 
preparation containing the slightest quantity 
of narcotic drugs. All preparations on the 
market for the digestive, Intestinal or pectoral 
organs contained small quantities of extracts 
of opium or of other substances coming 
under the Conventions. 

The limits laid down in the Hague and 
Geneva Conventions (o.2 per cent of morphine 
and o.x per cent of cocame) had not, to the 
k~e of Dr. de ¥yttenaere or of the 

Advisory Committee, given rise to abuse or 
fraud. The. one classical cas~ of fraud. 'Yas 
that of a veterinary soluhon contammg 
o.2 per cent of morphine ; no other c~ses of 
serious abuse were known. He conSidered, 
therefore, that there was no justification for 
amending the provisions of the above
mentioned Conventions. 

Dr. Carrifl'e (Switzerland) asked that 
the Committee should first discuss the 
inclusion of the alkaloids themselves in the 
Convention. The question of preparations 

: seemed to him a secondary one. 

The Chairman supported this sug~estion. 

Dr. Chacin-ltriallo {Venezuela), i!l ~eply 
to an enquiry from M .. C~ar~l!· S!'.ld ~~!1-t 
the Spanish . affi:~n~mim~ an4 . ~~~ · ()Wn, were;, 
in substance, identical. · The Venezuelal}t!l~t 
seemed to him clearer and simpler, but' he 
was prepare.to wi_thdraw. it. 

The Chairman . proposed that . ~he 
discussioQ should be based· · on the · fust 
paragraph of the Spanish- pro~~d. · wpich 
was more ·general than the Vepc:~qelan 
delegate's proposal. M. Chacin-Itriago co11ld 
then pl"opose any amendments he ·wished. 

Dr. Chacin-ltria&o (Venezuela) agreed to 
this proeedure. · . ·· · · · · · · ' 

' . I 
M. Bougault (France) agreed with_ the 

opinion expressed by Dr.· de Mytlen!'ere 
and with Dr. Carriere's proposal_ regarding 
procedure. . . . . · .. 

He wished to make a few general· remarks 
on the wording of the proposal before: the 
Committee. This proposal seemed to him 
both dangerous and contrary to the ~ims 
of the Conference. To his mind,· its effect 
would be rather to create confusion by 
grouping under one denomination all the 
alkaloid derivativts which could be extracted 

. from a plant, before it was known what 
derivatives could be extracted later from 
that plant. Suppose that :tyrosine were 
found in the coca leaf ·or in opium, ought 
that product to . come under the provisions 
of the Con.ntion ? He considered that this 
was a dangerous pro::edure which would 'not 
only lay the Conference open to chticism on 
the part of chemists, but wotlld 'serve .no 
purpose from the point of view o·f the 

: limitation of narcotic drugs. B'efore d!vgs 
· could be limited they must first be defined. 
If a substance was· not narcotic, there was 
no need to mention it. M. Bougault therefore 
thought it essential for the names of the 
alkaloids to be specified. AU the mc:mber:; 
of the Committee were ~rfectly well aware 

· that certain alkaloids of · opium were not 
· narcotics. Why begin by stating tha.t they 
, were narcotics and then provide a long 
procedure by which it could be authoritatively 
proved that they were not ? 

M. Bougault drew attention to the possible 
effects of such a system. As Inspector of 
Pharmacies in Paris, he was able to state 

. that the control of pharmacies in France was 
so st-rict that many pharmacists . in his 
district refused to deliver n!U'cotic. drqs, 
even on a regular doctor's prescription, 

· unless they had SOllle personal kJllwledge of 
the cUJ9mer in whose name the pr~iptien 

~ ' ' 
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w~. made out. M. Bougault thought that 
w~ a .consequence which the Committee 
m~st take into consideration. It must not 
forget that its aim was to prevent illicit 
~oll;lmen;e and not to hfuder the medical and 
scientific use of narcotic drugs. 

. Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) agreed . in 
~ general with M. Bougault's remarks, and did 

not' think it was possible to limit, or even 
control, all the derivatives of opium and the 
coca leaf. M . . Bougault had proved that 
there were !'Orne of these derivatives to which 
it would be impossible to apply any measures 
of control or limitation. If, therefore, it was 
desired to adopt a provision of this kind, .the 
most that could be done would be to include 
the derivatives of morphine, ecgonine or 

• cocaine. Personally, however, ~. Carriere 
could not even adopt a proposal of that kind, 
at least as· far as morphine was concerned, 
for· there were certain derivatives of this 
substance which could not be subject to 
regulation. . . ·. ' 

Dr. Carriere then came to the question of 
codeine, on which the whole discussion 
turned, the other derivatives of morphine 
being of purely secondary importance. He 
had already _expressed his opinion with 
rega:d to codeine in the Advisory Com
mittee and at the present Conference. As a 
representative of the medical profession, he 
considered it impossible to limit codeine, the 
consumption of which was daily increasing. 
In his view, one of the aims of the Conference 
was to persuade doctors to substitute harm
less derivatives for derivatives which were 
~nsidered to be narcotics. Doctors could 
:ii~ver understand why restrictions should be 
imposed on a product which was not a 
narcotic drug. At present no authentic case 
of drug addiction due to codeine was known, 
though some half-dozen had been mentioned 
~ literature on the subject. Codeine was so 

, elltensively used that, if it were really a 
narcotic drug, cases of addiction <We to it 
would be striking, whereas they wlre only 
exceptions and it could not be deduced from 
tb,em that codeine was a narcotic drug. 

··The objection had been raised that codeine 
might he used for the manufacture of 
narcotic drugs, in particular dicodide. At 
present, dicodide was made not from codeine 
but from thebaine. It had been explained 
that the patentee of dicodide had had in his 
possession enormous stocks of thebaine for 
which he had no use and that he had made 
from them a special product, dicodide ; but 
that, when thebaine was no longer on the 
market in sufficient quantities, recourse 
might be had to codeine for the preparation 
of dicodide, a product which, as Dr. Carriere 
recognised, was being increasingly used. 
. Dr. Carriere, however,. considered that the 

only possible action that could be taken was 
to place codeine under control. In this 
connection, he drew the Committee's attention 
to Article 22 in the draft Convention, which 
referred to Articles 6, 12, 13 and 18 of 
the Geneva ~nvention. Article 6 of the 
Geneva Convention contained an allusiOn 

• 

to manufacture .. Under that article, .. i,t 
would, consequently, be posSible to brmg 
the manufachire and, if need be, the sale of 
codeine 11nder control. Articles 12, 13 and 
x8 covered ~ports. and exports of codeine 
and dealt with the certificate system. 
Dr. Carriere supposed that the discussion 
would deal with this. point, &ince ~e knew 
for a fact that certain manufacturing countries 
were prepared to agree that imports and 
exports of codeine should· be subject · to 
certain measures of ·control, but were averse 
from applying the very strict import and 
export certificate system to that preparation. 

To sum up, Dr. Carriere considered that 
the first paragraph in the Spanish 
amendment was inacceptable because · its 
effect might be to limit certain products for 
which neither limitation nor control were 
pertinent matters. If it we're desired to 
apply that measure to all derivatives of 
morphine and codeine or ecgonine, a 
distinction would have to be made between 
the products subject to limitation-· that was 
to say, those mentioned in Article I of the 
draft Convention-and the derivatives of 
morphine. The medical corps, however, 
would never consent to the limitation of 
codeine. Not only would its limitation 
arouse resistance from physicians, but it 
would also have an effect the reverse of that 
intended, which should be to allow doctors to 
substitute an innocuous substance for a 
dangerous product. 

M. Casares (Spain) said that his amend· 
ment had been interpreted as if his intention 
had been to set up a complicated, futile and, 
indeed, ridiculous form of procedure and as 
if, for instance, it implied that codeine, whi~ 
was not a narcotic, would be declared to b11 
one and would then have to undergo a 
procedure to prove that it was not. If that 
had been the meaning of the Spanish 
amendment, it would not have. been worth 
refuting. 

The fact was, however, that, although the 
experts had said that certain innocuous 
alkaloids could be found in opium and the 
coca leaf, they had not proved that other and 
dangerous derivatives could not be extracted 
from them, nor that equally dangerous 
synthetic products could not be placed on 
the market. That was the sense in which 
the Spanish amendment would be found 
useful. There was the experience acquired 
from the earlier treaties and conventions; 
precise lists had been drawn up with the 
object of limiting narcotic drugs, but chemists 
had promptly discovered new products which 
did serious harm. 

The Spanish amendment therefore had its 
uses. If the two paragraphs were taken. as 
a whole, it would be seen that, after laytng 
down the principle that all alkaloids of opium 
and the coca leaf should be limited, it 
excluded the products which were recognised 
as not being narcotic drugs . 

_ Dr. Chacin-Itrialto (Venezuela) said that 
codeine was not as indispensable as had been 
alleged. Morphine was a far more necessary. 
drug, was indeed indispensable, but w~uld 
nevertheless be limited. He had practised 
medicine in London and in his own country
that was to say, in a large country like Gl111.t 
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Britain and a small country like his own-and 
he !tad observed that codeine could-could, 
indeed, very easily-be dispensed with. It 
was, moreover, hardly used at all except as 
a sedative for coughs. Its place could, 
however be taken by other medicines. 
Further.' limitation did not mean abolition, 
and it would always be possible to order the 
quantities considered necessary. 

In conclusion, he would draw attention 
to Mr. Yay's proposal. which he then read. 1 

Mr. Treadway (United States of Amer~ca) 
understood that the discussion was limtted 
to what the term " narcotic drugs " should 
embrace. It was difficult to arrive at a 
satisfactory definition and, technically speak
ing, it might be necessary to include a large 
variety of substances other than those 
produced from ?Pium and_ the coca leaf. At 
a previous meetmg, the Umted States delegate 
had urged that, for the purpose of limiting 
the manufacture of narcotic drugs, it was 
necessary to control and li!llit the quanti~ies 
of raw opium which went mto the factone~. 
His delegation regarded that as a baste 
principle, and he co~sidered, t~erefore, that 
opium should be mcluded 11:1 the te~m 
" narcotic drugs ", also posstbly all tts 
alkaloids and derivatives. He thought that 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne, in objecting to the 
inclusion of the words " medicinal opium " 
in the Venezuelan amendment, was confusing 
the definition of narcotic drug with the 
definition of manufacture. In discussing the 
term" manufacture", medicinal opium might 
certainly be omitted, but he thought it 
necessary for the purposes of t_he ~o.nven~i?~ to 
establish as far as possible a sc1enhfic deftmhon 
of the term "narcotic drugs". With regard to 
the question of codeine, the Committee 
might be interested to hear the views of Dr. 
Small, the United States alkaloid chemist. 

Dr. Small (United States of America) 
stated that codeine was an exceedingly 
valuable drug, which, in itself, offered but 
slight danger of misuse and habituation, 
:~.!though isolated cases of habitual or 
occasional use of codeine to satisfy narcotic 
craving had been reported. Codeine must, 
however, be regarded as a dangerous sub
stance because of the ease with which it 
could be converted into habit-forming drugs 
which came or should come under the articles 
of the Convention. Chief among these might 
be mentioned e1~eodal {dihydrohydroxy
codeinone), dicodide (dihydrocodeinone) and 
fJarawwrphan ( dihydromorphine). 

He would first consider eucodal. Without 
going into the somewhat complex chemical 
processes involved in the manufacture of 
eucodal, as described in the patent literature, 
he wished to point out that the drug could 
be prepared, not only from thebaine, but also 
from codeine, by a process which consisted 
CMentially in a controlled oxidation of 

• c;..e document C r?8.M.62 1931.XI. pag~ 22. 

codeine to hydroxycodeinone,1 followed by the 
addition of two hydrogen atoms. Whether 
or not that process was at present com
mercially profitable. did not greatly inf!uence 
the importance whtch s~ch a conversiOn of 
codeine would assume If other sources of 
supply of illicit drugs were cut off. 

The question of the illicit conversion of 
codeine to dicodide introduced an even more 
serious danger than that already mentioned, 
and constituted a possibility which could by 
no means be disregarded. The process was 
covered by at least four patents.• To what 
extent these patented methods could be 
operated profitably for legitimate trade he 
had been unable to ascertain. He had, 
however, by experiments car_ried out in his 
own labor.tory, convinced htmself that the 
conversion of codeine to dicodide, at least 
on a modest scale, was a process requiring 
no expensive or complica~ed apparatus, and 
one which could be earned out by anyone 
possessing a very moderate ability as a 
chemist. 

The possibility that a method of tra~s
forming codeine directly back to morphme 
might at any time be disco_vered was one 
which interested every nation and every 
conference on narcotics. With this fact in 
mind, he had studied a large number of 
processes which mi~ht ?e exl?ected to l~ad 
to this transformatiOn, mcludmg one whtch 
had been reported to him privately as yielding 
morphine in small amounts. All of these 
experiments had been unsuccessful, but that 
did not prove that the transformation was 
impossible. 

Attempts to convert cod~ine t?. morphine 
had failed because of the mstab1hty of the 
product, morphine, toward th~ chemical 
agents necessary for the conversiOn. B~ a 
slight change il:l structure of t~e. starting 
material, codeme, that condthon was 
strikingly changed. Dihydrocodeine (para
codin) could be transformed smoothly and 
in a yield of about 6o per cent to pure 
dihydromorphine, a narcotic drug which had 
been on the market for many years under 
the name " paramorphan ". The process, 
which had first been described by Mannich 
eleven years previously.• and which he had 
confirmed in his own laboratory, was an 
exceedingly simple one which could be carried 
out by any advanced chemistry student in 
one day's work. The product, dihydro
morphine, was described as similar to morphine 
in its physiological action, but slightly less 
effective. Noted pharmacologists-such as 
Wolff and Hatcher-had expressed the opinion 
that it could lead to or satisfy narcotic 
addiction ; others had expressed the opinion 

t German patent 411,5jO. 

'German patents 408870, ]60919,'365683, 415097. 
• Archiv der Pharma:ie, vol. 258, page 29.~-

• 
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that it would not cause habituation if properly 
used. Dihydromorphine had been considered 
sufficiently dangerous to be included in 
national narcotic laws.l That few cases of 
addiction to. dihydromorphine had been 
tepo~ted was attributed to its slight thera
peutic use and the ready accessibility of more 
effective drugs. From dihydromorphine, by 
a simple acetylation process, dihydroheroin 
(Paralaudin) may be prepared. Concerning 
the addiction properties of dihydroheroin, 
little was known. 

The danger of .conversion to habit-forming 
drugs was not confined to codeine, but was 
present also in the case of other ethers of 
morphine, as codethylin (dionin).1 Another 
morphine ether, in itself probably .harmless, 
was so easily changed to morphine that it 
was only necessary to dissolve the compound 
in dilute acid and precipitate pure morphine 
alkaloid with ammonia. 

The points set forth above were scientific 
facts, verifiable in any chemical laboratory, 
and showed plainly the ·urgent necessity for 
limiting and controlling the manufacture and 
preparation of codeine, a potentially dangerous 
drug, which was certain to become actually 
dangerous when other narcotics were strictly 
controlled. 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) said that the 
Swiss delegates had been at great pains to 
show the necessity, from the point of view 
of the medical profession, for the use of 
certain drugs. · He would, however, rather 
emphasise the sufferings entailed by their 
abuse. It must be remembered that the 
situation in Switzerland,:wbere the population 
was small and the standard of education high, 

. could in no way be compared with that in 
China. With· regard to codeine, there were 
certain important points with which Dr. 
Carriere had not dealt. First, although it 
might be harmles~ in itself, it was capable 
of being converted without difficulty into 
the most injurious Of substances. Secondly, 
anyone wishing to manufacture codeine 
required a certain quantity of opium to be 
turned into morphine and then into codeine. 
How. could it be proved that that morphine 
had actually been used for producing codeine ? 
It must be remembered that there would 
always be unscrupulous manufacturers. He 
was therefore glad that the Venezuelan and 
Spanish delegates had insisted so strongly 
on making the Convention as watertight as 
possible. For tht: same reason, he was 
strongly in favour of· Mr. May's proposal. 
They must not follow the manufacturers, but 
must lead the way and· endeavour to close all 
loopholes to theillicit traffic. In connection 
with the May scheme, he thought it would be 
useful to ask the experts to produce a list 

• See· " Das: Opiumgesetz ". by Dr. 0. Aoselmioo, 
Z•ilsehrift Tiir .A.ftglll!iJIUUI Cllemie, No. 51, December 1930. 

• s.~ German patent 365683. · 
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of alkaloids from which narcotic drugs dOUld 
be derived. That information would greatly 
facilitate the solution of the problem. 

The Chairman said that this question 
would be communicated in writing to the 
experts,· who would be asked to reply as 
promptly as possible.· 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) pointed out 
that he had not eulogised codeine or any other 
product. He had merely said that codeine 
was a useful medicine and that the medical 
corps would not acquiesce in its limitation. 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh had said that Dr. 
Carriere had passed somewhat rapidly over 
the fact that codeine could be converted into 
another substance. · On the contrary, Dr. 
Carriere had mentioned this fact as one of the 
reasons for bringing codeine under control. 

Dealing with Dr. Wu Lien-Teh's arguments, 
Dr. Carriere observed that the fact that there 
was nothing to prevent a manufacturer, who 
ordered a certain quantity of raw opium for 
the production of codeine, from importing 
the codeine from a foreign country and using 
tbe raw material for other purposes, was an 
argument in favour of controlling codeine. 

M. Sjtistrand (Sweden) desired to express 
the opinion both of his Government and of 
medical circles in his country. The experience 
gained in Sweden in the matter might be of 
some weight. The competent bodies in 
Sweden did not feel the apprehensions which 
had been shown in other countries in regard 
to codeine, and considered .that it could not 
engender addiction. As, moreover, they 
considered that that product could usefully 
be employed for the treatment of certain 
diseases of the lungs, throat, etc., they were 
not prepared to agree that the export and 
import of codeine should be subject to 
limitation. In their opinion, steps should be 
taken to facilitate the use of codeine in place 
of morphine, as the latter was a very dangerous 
medicament. If codeine were made subject 
to limitation, the impression might be given 
that it was as harmful as morphine, and 
that would be contrary to the object in view. 

At the request of.the Chinese delegation, 
the experts of the C ommiUee were requested to 
draw up a list of alkaloids of opium and the 
coca leaf from which habit-forming narcotic . 
drugs could be derived. 

The Committee requested Dr. Small to tak1 
pari in the discussions of the experts. 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) understood that 
recently alkaloids bad been made from the 
poppy, and would like the experts to include 

. those alkaloids in their examination. 

The Chairman would be glad to know 
the Committee's feelings concerning the 
Spanish proposal. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland), Sir Malcolm 
Delevtnane (Great· Britain), Dr. Kahler 

· (Germany) and M. Casares (Spain) thought 
that the . Committee should postpone 
considering the Spanish proposal in substance 
until it had received the list which the experts 
had been asked to compile. 
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Jl, Caaarea (Spain), in order to o~viate ~y 
possible misunderstanding as to the mvesbga
tions which the experts would ~ asked to 
make in connection with the Spamsh amend
ment, explained that he h;ad assumed t~at 
there were certain alkaloads the chemacal 
formule for which were not yet known to the 
medical and scientific world, but which might 
be revealed in future, and suggested that 
the experts might also be asked to answer 
the following question : What were the 
alkaloids derived from opium and the coca 
leaf which were at present recognised as 
unquestionably innocuous ? This would 
samplify the procedure proposed for new 
products. 

The Chairman concluded that, in these 
circumstances, the experts should also be 

asked to supply ·a list of alkaloids which 
were not narcotics and could not be converted 
into narcotics. 

Mr. Dixon (Expert) pointed. out that the 
alkaloids contained in morphme could .be 
divided into two groups,. only one of whach 
included narcotics ; the other group was a 
very large one containing some twenty or 
more alkaloids. He presumed that only the 
phenanthrene group was of interest to tht> 
Committee. 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) pointed out that 
thebaine, which was not regarded as a 
narcotic, could be converted into a dangerous 
product, dicodide. He thought that cases of 
that kind should be taken into account. 

SECOND MEETING. 

Monday, June 8tb,·t931, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman : M. CHODZKO (Poland). 

3.-DISCUSSION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION : ARTICLE 1 (con
tinuation). 

The Chairman read the following 
amendment : 

Amendment to Anicle I, Paragraph 2 {ii) 
submitted by the Delegation of Panama : 

" Modify the text as follows : 

" ' Diacetylmorphine and the other 
morphine esters and ethers and their 
salts.' " 

Dr. Hoffmann {Panama) said that, as he 
had already explained, the arbitrary and 
111lScientific distinction between esters and 
ethers made in the draft Convention was, 
in his view, unjustifiable. The only actual 
difference between the two was one of chemical 
structure, which did not affect the toxic 
and therapeutic qualities of the substances 
themselves. 

If the esters alone were brought under 
the Convention, the ingenuity of the 
manufacturers would easily enable the 
restrictions of the Convention to be avoided 
by replacing acid (which was forbidden) 
by alcohol in the preparation of drugs. 

M. von Knaffl-Lenz (Expert) stated that 
the experts had gone into this question and 
had drawn up lists giving all necessary details. 

Tbe Chairman said that the discussion 
on the Panama amendment would be resumed 
when the experts' report had been circulated. 

He read the following amendment : 

A.,U11Uflt to Article I submitted by th. 
Belfia• Delegatio• : . 

" z (iv). For the chemical nomen
clature for acedicone adopt • acetylodi
hydroc:odeinoue ' in place of • acetylode· 
methylodihydrothebaane.' " 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) explained 
that the Belgian delegation would prefer the 
use of "acetylodihydrocodeinone" to "acetylo
demethylodihydrothebaine" in Article I, 
paragraph 2 (iv), since, as Dr. Knaffl-Lenz 
had pointed out, the latter form was rather 
unusual and acedicone could be prepared 
on the basis of codeine as well as of thebaine. 

M. Kahler (Germany) observed that 
acedicone was a German preparation. He 
thought it would be useful to mention ·the 
two names, as the term given in the draft 
Convention was used in the German patent, 
while that proposed by Dr. de Myttenaere 
was used in England. 

Dr. WasserberJ1 (Health Section) informe<l 
the Committee that this viliw had been 
accepted by the experts. 

M. von Knam-Lenz (Expert) explained 
that the name adopted in Germany ought to 
be given in brackets. 

Dr. Carriere {Switzerland) suggested a 
drafting amendment to Article I, paragraph 2 
(iv). In view of the fact that the substances 
given in brackets were salts of the preceding 
substances, he proposed the following 
wording: 

" (iv) Dihydrooxycodeinone, dihydro
codeinone . . . and their salts-e.g., 
eucodal, dicodide, etc." 

M. Bouaault (France) thought that the 
point raised no difficulty and that it should 
be referred to the experts. · 

The Chairman stated that Dr. Carri~re's 
proposal, which was accepted in principle, 
wo.ul.d be referr~d to the experts for their 
opmaon on questions of detail. 
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He read the following amendment : 
Amendment submitted by the japanese 

Delegation : 
"Article I, paragraph 2 (iv), should be 

omitted." 

M. Kusanobu (Japan) stated that the 
Japanese delegation asked for the omission 
of this sub-paragraph because the substances 
included therein had only recently come into 
the market ; their use was still, as it were, 
in an embryonic state, and it was difficult 
at the present stage to gauge their therapeutic 
value and the dangers of drug addiction 
to which they might give rise. 

His delegation would, however, be glad 
to have the opinion of the other delegations 
on this point. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) said that he 
did not understand the object of the Japanese 
delegation in proposing the omission of 
sub~paragraph (iv). 

The substances in question were in fact 
already subjected to control, and the draft 
Convention introduced no innovation in 
this matter. The Secretariat had made a 
recommendation with regard to these 
substances to the Governments, most of 
which had decided to apply measures of 
control to them, and, as this result had 
not been obtained without overcoming 
considerable opposition, Dr. Carriere thought 
it would be very regrettable to go· back on it. 

M. Kusanobu (Japan) explained that he 
was not opposed to control, but only to the 
limitation of manufacture, since too little 
was known about the drugs in question 
to make it possible to estimate requirements. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) could not 
agree with the Japanese delegate on this 
point. Cases of drug addiction caused by 
acedicone and dicodide were now becoming 
known, and eucodalseemed to be as dangerous 
as morphine. 

It was impossible at the present day to 
exempt these substances from limitation. 
They must be treated like the others. 

M. Kahler (Germany) agreed with Dr. 
Carriere that the preparations mentioned 
in sub-paragraph (iv) ought to come under 
the Convention, as they were known to be 
harmful. He thought, moreover, that there 
would be no difficulty in estimating require
ments for these substances. 

M. Casares (Spain) supported the views 
expressed by Dr. Carriere and M. Kahler. 
If the Japanese amendment were adopted, 
the Conference would seem to be going 
backwards instead of progressing. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) also shared 
this opinion. He mentioned that all the 
false prescriptions discovered in Belgium 
contained eucodal. This product, therefore, 
apparently had properties which appealed 
particularly to drug addicts. 

M. Kusanobu (Japan) said that, in his 
country, no case of illicit traffic in the 
substances mentioned in sub-paragraph (iv) 
had been reported. His delegation was 
• 

willing, however, to withdraw its amendment 
if it could be given a formal assurance that 
such cases had arisen in other countries. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) did not know 
whether there had been any illicit traffic 
in the substances in question, but he had no 
hesitation in stating-particularly as regards 
eucodal, which had already been prepared 
for the last fifteen years-that they were 
capable of giving rise to the drug habit. 
He could not, however, give more exact 
information. 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) stated that 
cases of illicit traffic in eucodal had been· 
discovered in China. He pointed out that 
Japan had formerly recognised the substances 
mentioned in sub-paragraph (iv) as harmful. 

The Chairman said that all the available 
information would be put at the disposal 
of the Japanese delegation. 

M. Kusanobu (Japan) therefore withdrew 
his amendment. 

The Chairman read the following amend
ment: 
Amendment to Article I, Paragraph 3. submitted 

by the Soviet Delegation : 

" Include in Article I, paragraph 3, the 
definitions of narcotic drugs which . are 
contained in Article I of the Geneva 
Convention of I925." 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought that the Committee could not discuss 
this amendment until it knew whether the 
drugs enumerated in the Geneva Convention 
would be included in the draft Convention. 

M. Bougault (France) thought it was only 
a question of drafting. 

The Committee decided to refer tile amendment 
to the Drafting Committee. 

The Chairman read the following amend
ment: 
Amendment submitted by the ]ap.nese 

Delegation : 
" As regards the derivatives of morphine 

and ecgonine, a clear definition should be. 
given." 

The Chairman pointed out that this 
amendment did not mention to what paragraph 
of Article I it was to apply. He thought 
that paragraph 3 was intended. 

M. Kusanobu (Japan) said that the place 
in which the proposed definition was inserted 
was a matter of indifference to his delegation, 
provided the definition was included in the 
Convention. Otherwise there might be 
differences of interpretation. 

M. von Knam-Lenz (Expert) informed 
the Committee that the derivatives of 
morphine and ecgonine had been defined 
and listed by the experts. 
· The Co1111t1ittee decided tAat tAe 9f4eslN" 

would be referred to tAe experts, .,}lo ffiO..ul b• 
csked to coffSider tAe ]ap4mse G1fleUfJ&MI. 



M Bougault (France) thought it would be 
desir~ble to omit the word " derivatives " 
altogether, as being too vague. . . . 

For instance, in the processofsapomft~atJon 
of cocaine, three derivatives were obtam~d : 
benzoic acid, methyl alcohol and ecgonme. 
Although these three substances were . all 
derivatives of cocaine, the draft Convention 
was intended to apply only to the last of 
them. For the sake of precision the word 
" narcotics " should be used. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) pointed out 
that, as far as he recollected, the word 
" derivatives " was not used in the Geneva 
Convention as, at the time, the Sub
Committee F had been opposed to it. He 
supported M. Bougault's proposal. 

The Chairman said that the question 
was a general one which was not within the 
competence of the Technical Committee. 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) asked that the 
experts should consider whether psycaine 
(or pseudococaine) ought to be included in the 
list of narcotic drugs. 

M. von Knaffl-Lenz (Expert) replied that 
psycaine did not give rise to the drug habit 
and that its manufacture was, moreover, so 
costly that it had been given up. 

The Chairman read the following amend
ment: 

Amendment to Article I submitted by the 
bulian Delegation : 

" Paragraph 4 : After the word • pro
ducts ' in the first . sentence insert the 
following : 

" • h d h" . . . sue as cru e morp me, 
which, for the purpose of this Convention, 
are not to be regarded as drugs in 
manufactured state.' " 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
stated, in the temporary absence of the 
Indian delegation, that he understood the 
object of the Indian amendment to be as 
follows : 

A certain quantity of crude morphine 
was pr~uced from time to time in the factory 
at G~1pur as a by-product in the preparation 
of okm. The crude morphine was sent to 
Eng d to be used in the manufacture of 
the finished product. 

The Indian delegation wished it to be 
clearly laid down that the production of 
~uch crude morphine should not be limited 
m the same way as the finished product. 

Mr. Du!lcan Hall (Opium Section) read 
the fo~loWI!Ig paragraph from the Advisory 
Comm1ttee s report to the Council (document 
C.I68.M.62.1931.XI, page II) : 

" Lastly, the Committee considered the 
question of crude morphine, crude cocaine 
and ecgonine. It concluded that when 
crude morphine and crude cocaine are 
themselves used as drugs they should be 
covered by the Convention on Limitation · 
but, if they are converted into pur~ 
morphine and pure cocaine, they should 

be treated as intermediate substances 
in accordance with the provisions of the 
draft Convention. Ecgonine also is an 
intermediate substance, the manufacture 
of which is already under control in 
accordance with the Geneva Convention." 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) said that 
the Indian proposal had given him a shock. 
If it were adopted, he did not see how a 
country could be prevented from manufac
turing as much crude morphine as it liked. 

Mr. Treadway (United States of America) 
was also astonished at the proposal. . 

It was a known fact that every . addict 
who could not obtain his favourite drug used 
any substitute he could procure. 

It was possible that crude morphine was a 
by-product of the manufacture of opium, 
but the Committee was bound to regard it as 
a substance in which the active principles 
of opium were concentrated and not as a 
by-product. 

M. Casares (Spain) warmly supi>Orted the 
opinions expressed by Dr. Wu Lien-Teh and 
Mr. Treadway. 

Sir Maleolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
thought be bad been misunderstood. The 
crude morphine in question was not used as 
such, but was an intermediate stage in the 
production of morphine. It sufficed if the 
manufacture of the finished product were 
limited. 

M. Casares (Spain) considered that the 
limitation of the manufacture of a narcotic 
could not be made to depend on the manufac
turers' intentions. As crude morphine could 
be employed by addicts, its manufacture must 
be limited regardless of the manufacturers' 
intentions. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
did not see how the manufacture of a product 
could be limited at the intermediate stage 
between the raw material and the finished 
product. 

Mr. Treadway (United States of America) 
thought it necessary to define his delegation's 
position once again. The United States 
delegation held that any scheme for the 
limitation of manufacture must provide for 
the control an~ limitatio~ of the quantities 
of raw matenals entermg the factories, 
and should not be restricted to control of 
the finished products leaving them. The 
immense variety of substances that could 
be o~tained from opium was really very 
alarmmg. It would not suffice if a few 
of them were selected and brought under the 
Convention. The manufacturers must not 
be exposed to the temptation to profit by 
the gaps in the Convention and manufacture 
new products with the surplus raw materials 
in their hands. 

~r. Small (United States of America) 
pomted out that, if the Indian amendment 
were accepted, paptopon, totapon and 34 
other substances with a morphine content 
of over 20 per cent would escape limitation. 
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Dr. de . Myttenaere (Belgium) thought 
that, if crude morphine were to be regarded 
as a narcotic, it must be defined in the list 
of narcotics, since the degrees of refinement 
of morphine varied very considerably. 

Sir Malcolm Delevinane (Great Britain) 
repeated that he did not see how the manu, 
facture of crude morphine exported by 
the Ghazipur factory to England could be 
made subject to limitation. An estimate of 
requirements would have to be made, but 
it was a matter of indifference to the British 
manufacturers whether their raw materials 
were supplied them in the form of raw opium 

~or crude morphine. 
He believed that this was the only case 

contemplated by the Indian delegation. 

M. Casares (Spain) thought it impossible 
to legislate for a particular case. If there 
were no limitation at all for crude morphine, 
it would seem as if it had been specially 
singled out for the attention of addicts. 

Dr. Wu'i..ien-Teh (China) remarked that 
it was very difficult to control the production 
of raw opium because the quantities were 
very considerable, but a control of the 
production of crude morphine would appa
rently be easier. 

He hoped that the Indian delegation 
would find it possible to facilitate the Com
mittee's work by not pressing its amendment. 

Dr. Carri~re (Switzerland) admitted that 
the question was very perplexing. He 
wondered whether it would not be wise to 
reconsider the distinction, to which he had 
atready drawn attention in connection with 
codeine, between control and limitation. 

In dealing, for instance, with an honest 
factory, the Government knew the quantities 
of opium it imported and the exact quantities 
of alkaloids leaving the factory. Given 
efficient control, it should surely be possible 
to ascertain, f1om the monthly, quarterly 
or other retutfbs from the factory, whether 
there were any leakages in the form of crude 
morphine, crude cocaine or ecgonine. 

The Chairman pointed out that one 
member had asked for a definition of crude 
morphine. 

M. von Knaffi-Lenz (Expert) thought a 
definition would be useful. The difficulty 
raised by the Indian amendment would 
disappear if it could be clearly laid down 
that 1t referred only to the particular cases 
mentioned by Sir Malcolm Delevingne. 

Sir Malcolm Delevinane (Great Britain) 
replied that the hse he had mentioned was 
not the only one. Crude cocaine was also 
an intermediate product which was exported 
for the purpose of refinement. 

He recognised fully the importance of 
controlling the manufacture of these inter
mediate products, but observed that no one 
had explained the means by which the system 
of limitation could be applied to them. 

He repeated that the manufacture of a 
substance could not be limited at all stages 
in its manufacture. Owing to the absence 
of a representative of the Indian delegation, 

the amendment submitted should perhaps 
be postponed. 

M. Kahler (Germany) was not sure that the 
cases mentioned by Sir Malcrolm Delevingne 
were the only ones. It was possible, for 
instance, that intermediate products might 
be obtained in the manufacture of opium 
for smoking as well. The experts should 
be asked for their opinion on .this point. 

Sir Malcolm Delevinane (Great Britain) 
thought it was rather for the Technical 
Committee to examine this matter. 

He understood that crude morphine was 
obtained in Formosa as a by-product in 
the manufacture of opium for smoking, and 
that it was then sent to Japan to be refined. 

M. Kusanobu (Japan) confirmed this 
statement. 

M. Casares (Spain) agreed with Sir Malcolm 
Delevingne. 1he question to be determined 
was one of fact, and it was not suitable 
for consideration by the experts. 

The Chairman thought that the experts 
might give an opinion on the matter. The 
discussion on the Indian amendment should 
be resumed when a member of the delegation 
was present. 

4.-DISCUSSION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION : DRAFT ADDI
TIONAL ARTICLE PROPOSED BY 
THE AUSTRIAN DELEGATION. 

The Chairman read the following additional 
article proposed by the Austrian delegation : 

" The manufacture of diacetylmorphine 
shall be forbidden." t • 

M. Schultz (Austria) said that there was 
no need for him to repeat the statement 
he had made during the general discussion 
in plenary conference. He would merely 
point out that he had drawn the Conference's 
attention to the fact that diacetylmorphine 
was the most harmful narcotic and that it 
was the only derivative of morphine which 
could be absorbed by snuffing, that its 
therapeutic value was doubtful, and that 
it had been proved that less harmful 
products could be substituted for it, as 
was shown by the total abolition in the 
United States of America of the manufacture 
and import of heroin. 

As the dangers inherent in diacetyl
morphine were far greater than the advantages 
resulting from its use, various Austrian 
medical associations had pressed for the 
entire abolition in all countries of the· 
manufacture and import of this drug. The 
information collected by the Secretariat 
showed that the bulk of the heroin manu
factured went into the illicit traffic. 

The Austrian delegation therefore proposed 
that the manufacture and distribution of 
diacetylmorphine be limited to vanishinc
point, and that all quantities seized be 
destroyed. 
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The delegation had further ~ubmitted 
certain subsidiary amendments, whtch would 
have to be adopted if the main proposal 
were accepted. . 

M. Schultz s~sted that these amendments 
as a whole should be referred to the experts, 
and that the latter should _be asked to reply 
to the following four questiOns : 

(I) What are the proper~ies of d~acetyl
morphine which make It particularly 
suitable for use as a narcotic and for the 
purposes of- the illicit traffic ? 

(~) What are the adv~ntages of diacetyl
. morphine in therapeutics compar~d Wtth 

morphine and the other denvahves of 
· morphine? 

(3) Are the therapeutic properti~s. of 
diacetylmorphine such that other medicmes 
cannot be substituted for it without 
prejudice to the sick ? 

(4) Are not the dangers of diacetyl~ 
morphine to the human race inco.mparably 
greater than the advantages denved from 
its use therapeutically ? 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) pointed out 
that this question was not solely one of 
chemistry. He asked. whether there were 
any specialists in internal medicine among 
the experts. 

. The Chairman replied that the experts 
were all very distinguished pharmacologists, 
and that, if they thought it necessary to 
consult other persons, they would inform 
the Committee to that effect. 

Dr. de 1\fyttenaere (Belgium) considered 
that the four questions put to the experts 
summar~d all. those which had formed the 
subject of conversations between the members 
of the various delegations. All knew the 
elements of the problem, and, greatly as 
the members of the delegations esteemed 
the knowledge of the experts, it was most 
linlikely that the conclusions at which they 
would arrive would change the opinions 
formed by the delegations. 

The Chairman pointed out. that every 
member of the Committee was entitled to 

ask for the opinion 0~ t~e ~xperts, and '.!he 
Committee could not dtsmtss the Austnan 
delegation's request. · 

Dr. Wu Uen-Teh (China) said ~hat 
most of the members were very anx10us 
to know the opinion of the experts, who were 

· all doctors of medicine. · 

Dr. Carriere (Swit~erland) would not 
oppose reference to the experts, although 
he was doubtful whether they would.succeed 
in changing the opinions at w~tch the 
delegations had arrived on the subJect. · 

Sir Malcolm Delevint:tne (Great Britain) 
asked that the experts might be requestedl 
to prepare a resume . of medi~al opi~ion 
in the different countnes on th1s question. 

The Chairman thought it would be difficult 
for the experts to prepare a reStlml of that 
kind, owing to lack of time. He urged t~at 

. any delegations which were . a~le ~o gt~e 
information as to medical opm10n m theu 
country should communicate f, . to . the 
Committee. •. 

Mr. Treadway (United States of America)' 
supported the Austrian amendment and 
proposed a1_1 additional_ ques~io~ to the 

. experts: Is d1acetylmorphme an md1spensable 
drug? 

He asked whether Sir ~lalcolm Delevingne 
·. would accept the various books and reviews 
dealing with pharmacology as a source of 
information concerning the effects and dangers 
of diacetylmorphine, its specific uses and 
the possibility of substituting less harmful 
products. 

Sir Malcolm Delevinane (Great Britai"' 
could not undertake to accept the opinions 
which the experts might express as C<mclusive., 

Dr. Wu Uen-Teh (China) asked that the 
medical expert attached to the United 
States delegation might take part in the 
experts' proceedings so as to reply to the 
questions put to them. • 

The Chairman noted that the Committee 
had no objection to this proposal, and said 
that the four questions formulated by the 
Austrian delegation and the·. other· two 
questions put by Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
and Mr. Treadway respectively would be 
referred to the experts. 

THIRD MEETING. 

Tuesday, June 9th, 1931, at 4 p.m. 

Chairman: M. CHODZKO (Poland). 

s.-DISCUSSION 
CONVENTION 
(continuation). 

OF 
• • 

THE DRAFT 
ARTICLE I 

Correcti011 of Amendme11t fJroposed by the 
lfiMMJ Delegatio11. • 
The Chairman read the following corrected 

amendment to Article I, submitted by the 
Indian delegation : 

" Add a new paragraph 4 (a) as follows : 

" ' Crude morphine or crude cocaine 
which is not used as such but is used for 
the sole purpose of the manufacture of 
refined drugs shall be treated for the 
purposes of the scheme of limitation as 
raw materials for the manufacture of 
drugs.' " 

Dr. Paranjpye (tndia) recalled his state
ment at the sixth plenary meeting to tl~e 
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effect that the one Government factory which 
existed in India had, in the past, exported 
to the drug manufacturers of the United 
Ki;"gdom, but to no other country, raw 
opmm and raw morphine derived from the 
waste products of opium. The transaction 
was perfectly open, and control of manufacture 
in the United Kingdom was well known to be 
extr~mely strict. This export was only 
posstble when the price of opium produced 
m other countries had risen to a certain 
point. It had, in fact, not taken place for the 
past two years, but the availability of supplies 
of raw material in India acted as a check on 
excessive rises in prices. The Indian Govern

-.nent thought it essential that, for the purpose 
of the new Convention, crude morphine 
should be regarded as a raw material and 
not be included among " manufactured " 
drugs as defined in Article 1, paragraph 4· 
India would thus be enabled to continue to 
export it without demanding an export quota 
for manufactured drugs. 

. ~ 
It seem~J clear to Dr. Paranjpye that, 

under any system of direct limitation, 
morphine could only be counted once in the 
world total for manufactured drugs and 
should be set off against the manufacturing 
quota of the country which carried out the 
final process of manufacture or refining. 
The position had been stated by the British 
delegate at the fourteenth session of the 
Advisory Committee.l 

"' Dr. Paranjpye showed the Committee 
samples of refined morphine, a white 
substance, and crude morphine, a brown 
substance which was not suitable for direct 
medical use. He understood that the 

,.amendment had been criticised on the ground 
that its effect would be to exclude part
manufactured tugs like crude morphine 
from the scope of the limitation scheme, 
whether they were used for the production 
of refined drugs or directly for medical 
or scientific purposes. Though the crude 
morphine produced in India was not suitable 
for direct use without refining, it was not the 
intention of his delegation that any drugs 
which might conceivably be so used should be 
excluded from the limitation scheme, and 
the exemption of crude morphine from the 
closest control, as morphine under the terms 
of the Geneva Convention, had certainly not 
been contemplated. It seemed to his delegation 
so obvious that, for the purpose of the 
proposed scheme 'f. direct limitation, crude 
morphine, like raw opium, should be treated 
as a raw or part-manufactured product that 
they would have been prepared to withdraw 
the original amendment had the Committee 
expressed concurrence with the Indian view. 

M. Casares {Spain) thought that Dr. 
Paranjpye's remarks did not essentially 

I Sec Vol. r. Minutes of thr- eighteenth meeting. 
' 

change the position as explained at the 
previous meeting by Sir Malcolm Delevingne, 
whom he thought was the only delegate in 
favour of the amendment. .. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) reminded M. 
Casares that he also had supported the 
amendment. His view was a purely practical 
one. Estimates for raw morphine did not 
exist in any country and would not appear 
in the world total ; there would therefore 
be no means of limiting the manufacture of 
that substance. In his opinion it was 
sufficient to exercise strict control over 
refined morphine as at present ; the limitation 
of the refined drug would automatically 
involve limitation of the raw substance. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) was 
prepared, to agree to the Indian amendment 
provided that ecgonine should be dealt with 
on the same footing as raw cocaine . 

M. Tiffeneau (Rapporteur for the experts). 
in reply to the Chairman, said that raw 
cocaine could be used as such as a narcotic, 
but that this did not apply to ecgonine. 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) said that, as 
far as he understood, the manufacture of raw 
morphine was confined to India and Formosa. 
He would like to ask whether it was possible 
to manufacture refined morphine from raw 
morphine in both countries. 

Dr. Paranjpye (India) said that some 
refined morphine was manufactured in India 
from raw morphine, but a surplus of the raw 
material still remained which could be 
exported for the same purpose to the United 
Kingdom if required. 

Dr. Small considered that there was a 
danger of raw morphine entering the illicit 
traffic if it were not subject to import and 
export regulations. He would point out 
that it was easier to obtain pure morphine 
from raw morphine than from opium. 

Dr. Paranjpye (India) pointed out that 
the export of raw morphine was strictly 
controlled under the import certificate scheme 
laid down in the Geneva Convention. 

The Chairman thought there was some 
misunderstanding. The Indian amendment 
referred not to control but to the limitation 
of manufacture. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) repeated that 
he did not see on what basis the manufacture 
of raw morphine could be limited. 

M. Casares (Spain) understood that it 
was definitely established that raw morphine 
could be used as a narcotic drug. Every 
other consideration seemed to him secondary. 
It should not be impossible to find some 
basis for limitation, smce the percentage of 

6 
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pure morphine contained in raw mor~hine 
could be ascertained. He regarded 1t as 
very dangerous to introduce exceptions by 
the use of such 1\ phrase as " w~ich is not used 
as such ". Sim1lar phrases m1ght be used to 
exempt all other drugs from the scheme. 
At present tons of drugs escaped control, and 
he could not support any amendment which 
would have the effect of weakening the 
Convention. 

M. Kabler (Germany) concurred with 
Dr. Carriere's view that the application of 
direct limitation to raw morphine was 
impracticable. No country could give an 
estimate for raw morphine or raw cocaine. 
liJreover, the content of raw morphine was 
indefinite and variable. 

Dr. Cbacin-ltria~o (Venezuela) supported 
M. Casares. He thought too much stress 
was being laid on the economic rather than 
the humanitarian side of the question. 

Mr. Treadway (United States of America) 
thought the problem would be solved if the 
view of the United States Government were 
adJpted that limitation of manufacture should 
be based on the limitation of the raw material 
entering the factory. Each manufacturer 
would then have to make an estimate of the 
quantity of raw morphine or opium he would 
req:~ire for the drugs he was permitted to 
produce, and in that way raw morphine could 
be brought into the scheme. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
said that the points raised by Mr. Treadway 
would be of importance in connection with 
the United States amendments providing for 
the limitation of raw materials which entered 
the factories. In the event of some such 
scheme being adopted, the position would be 
entirely altered and the question of a 
limitation of raw morphine would then arise. 
In that case, the only practical lines on which 
to work would be to treat raw morphine in 
terms of its equivalent in raw opium. 
At present, however, the Committee was 
discussing the limitation of the manufacture 
of drugs, and he did not think that the United 
States delegation's suggestions were apposite. 

The Committee requested the experts to 
determine whether raw morphine should be 
regarded as a raw material or as a manufactured 
product, and adjourned its discussion of the 
Indian amendment pending their reply. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) said that 
he withdrew his proposal with regard to 
ecgonine because, as the draft stood, ecgonine 
would not come under the Convention and 
was not likely to be brought under it. 

6.-CONSIDERATION OF THE 
REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF 
EXPERTS TO THE QUESTIONS 
PUT TO IT BY THE TECHNICAL 
COMMITTEE (Vol. II, Annex 3). 

M. Tifleneau (Rapporteur for the experts) 
gave detailed explanations of the experts' 

··report on the questions put to them by the 
Committee at its first meeting in connection 
with the discussion on the Spa,nish and 
Venezuelan amendments.1 

The Chairman thanked the experts for 
their clear and comprehensive report. The 
conclusions of the report, however, lay 
outside their terms of reference and would 
not be discussed. 

M. Tiffeneau (Rapporteur for the experts) 
said that the experts had drawn up the 
conclusions which they had felt to,je requisite, 
but they had done so only for the sake of 
simplifying the question. He did not, how
ever, press for the retention of the conclusions 
in the final text of the report. 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) said he would 
like the words " and the other ethers and 
their salts " to be added at the end of 
Section II, paragraph 2, after the word 
" peronine ". 

M. Kahler (Germany) noted that the 
experts had included coaeine among natural 
non-habit-forming alkaloids convertible into 
habit-forming alkaloids. As far as he was 
aware, codeine could be converted only 
into dicodide, and the process was not 
practicable for industrial purposes. It 
presented little danger, as dicodide was a 
patented German preparation manufactured. 
by only one firm, and under the measures 
of control in force it coul<!.'.not possibly be 
produced without authorisati"on. The position 
with regard to codeine would be different, 
however, if it were known to be convertible 
into other narcotic substances. He would 
ask for information from the experts on the 
matter. 

He would also like the experts to state 
whether dicodide could be converted into any 
other narcotic drug. 

M. Tiffeneau (Rapporteur for the 
experts), replying to Dr. Kahler, observed 
that the experts had, later on in their report, 
classified three substances obtained from 
codeine and thebaine in the list of artificial 
alkaloids which might be converted into 
~abit-forming drugs. The experts had taken 
mto account certain reactions which they 
knew could be carried out, though in some 
cases the yield might be very small. It was 
always concei~able, ho~ever, . that processes 
would be ~ev1sed for mcreasmg the yield ; 
~oreov~r, 1t was .not known what particular 
y1eld m1ght be of. Importance, more especially 
as, to drug add1cts, the cost of production 
made little difference. They had therefore 

• See Vol. II, Annex ~· 



felt bound to take into account all reactions 
which could be or had been carried out. 

He agreed with the delegate of Panama 
that phenol ethers should be included among 
alkaloids convertible into narcotic substances. 
He would point out that dionine had been 
included under this heading because, although 
it was not definitely known to be convertible 
into morphine or derivatives of morphine, a 

similar reaction had been carried out in the 
case of codeine and peronine. 

The Committee noted tie report of the 
experts, taking into account the modification 
proposed by the delegate of Panama. It was 
decided that the conclusions should be omitted 
in the final version of the report. 

FOURTH MEETING. 

Wednesday, June lOth, 1931, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman : M. CHODZKO (Poland). 

7.-DISCUSSION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION : ARTICLE 1 (con
tinuation). 

Sub-amendment to Articles I and 22 proposed 
by the Belgian Delegation : 

The Chairman read the following amend
ment, proposed by the Belgian delegation : 

" The High Contracting Parties shall 
apply the provisions of the Geneva 
Convention to solutions or dilutions of 
morphine or cocaine or their respective 
salts in an inert, liquid or solid substance, 
whatever their degree of concentration." 

After a short discussion, the Committee 
decided that this amendment should be dealt 
with in connection with Article 22. 

Amendment proposed by the Venezuelan 
Delegation : 1 

Dr. Chacin-Itria~o (Venezuela), after an 
exchange of views, said that he would 
withdraw his amendment in favour of the 
Spanish delegation's amendment. 

Amendment proposed by the Spanish 
Delegation : 1 

M. Casares (Spain) said that the experts' 
report must be taken into account with 
reference to the second paragraph of his 
amendment. It was definitely stated in the 
report that papaverine and narcotine were 
non-habit-forming alkaloids which were not 
convertible into habit-forming alkaloids ; 
these substances would therefore form the 
first two exceptions to the general rule 
proposed by the Spanish delegatio~'!. No 
exception must, however, be made m the 
case of any other substance until it had been 
proved that it was neither hab!t-forming n~r 
capable of being converted mto a habtt
forming substance. 

The Chairman opened the discussion on 
the first paragraph ofthe Spanish amendment. 

• See Minutes of the first meeting of the Tocbnical 
Committee, page 71. 

' 

Sub-amendment submitted by the Delegation 
of the Irish Free State : 

The Chairman read the following amend
ment to Article I, paragraph 2, proposed by 
the Irish delegation : 

" The Health Committee of the League 
of Nations is empowered to reconsider the 
case of any substance or preparation 
which, under the above provision, has been 
declared incapable of being transformed 
into substances liable to lead to addiction ; 
in such cases, the same machinery may be 
used to bring the substance or preparation 
again within the scope of this Convention." 

M. Kabler (Germany) was unable to 
agree with M. Casares for two reasons. In 
the first place, he considered that, as the ;1im 
of the Conference was to limit the manu
facture of and illicit traffic in narcotic drugs, 
it could not subject substances which were 
not narcotic drugs to the provisions of the 
Convention. The procedure recommended 
by the Spanish delegation seemed to him 
illogical. In his opinion, the habit-forming 
drugs to be brought under international 
restrictions should be specified, and there 
was no reason for mentioning in the Con
vention alkaloids, such as papaverine and 
narcotine, which the experts had recognised 
as non-habit-forming and not convertible 
into habit-forming drugs. In the second 
place, M. Kahler referred. to code.i~e, which 
was the first of the alkalmds class1fted under 
group II in the experts' rep?rt as. being no.n
habit-forming but convertible mto habit
forming alkaloids. As he had already stated 
at a plenary meeting of the Conference, in 
view of the utility and widespread use of 
codeine as a medicament, his Government was 
not prepared to bring it under the restrictions 
imposed on narcotic drugs. 

At a previous meeting, M. Casares had 
drawn a distinction between the delegates 
who were in favour of extreme measures and 
the others. M. Kahler said that he also was 
among the supporters of extreme measures, 
but only when they were necessary, and he 
did not think that was the case in regard to 
the limitation of the manufacture of codeine. 



He wotild favour as strict a . ~ont.rol . as 
ssiblc overt he manufacture and dlstnbuhon 

~this product, but was not prepared to go 
further. 

The Chairman thought that the discussion 
now turned on the conclusions to .be drawn 
from the experts' .report. In th1s rep.ort, 
the various alkalmds . were separated mto 
three groups .. All the mem~ers of the 
Committee were undou~tedly m agreement 
that the alkaloids comill$: under group III, 
which were not habit-forming and not 
convertible into habit-form!ng drugs, sJ:tould 
not come under the Convention. He belteved 
they were also agreed that the manufact~ue 
of the alkaloids included in group I as bemg 
habit-forming and convertible into .other 
habit-forming alkaloids should be subJec~ed 
to limitation. With regard to the alkalo1ds 
in group II, which were non-ha~it-forming 
but convertible into habit-formmg drugs, 
there was a difference of opinion. ·Some 
members of the Committee asked that they 
should be subjected to limitation, while 
others considered that strict control was 
sufficient. The Chairman asked the Com
mittee to limit its discussions to this point. 

M. Bouiault (France) reminded the 
Committee that he had already expressed 
his opinion on this matter, and that it. was 
after hearing his remarks that the Comm1ttee 
had asked for information from the experts. 
They had drawn up a remarkably cl~ar 
report in which, apart from the alkalo1ds 
in group III, a distinction was drawn between 
narcotic alkaloids and those which were not 
narcotic but were convertible into narcotic 
drugs (groups I and II). 

~1. Bougault recalled that he had urged 
the necessity of adopting the term " narco.tic 
drugs ., to apply to all substances wh1ch 
could give rise to drug addiction, whether 
thev were obtained from opium, the coca leaf 
or any other source. Every substance which 
might be recognised in the future as capable 
of leading to drug addiction must, in his 
opinion, come automatica.lly u.nder t~e 
prO\·isions of the Convention Without 1ts• 
being necessary to convene another 
Conference. 

He would illustrate his point of view by a 
short digression. A plant of the cactus 
family known as peyotl had recently appeared 
on the market. This plant contained several 
alkaloids, in particular mezcaline or tri
metroxyphenylethylamine, possessing pro
perties which might possibly cause them to 
be classified later among narcotic drugs. 
If the general term " narcotic drugs " were 
adopted in the Convention, mezcaline would, 
if recognised as harmful, come automatically 
under the provisions of the Convention. 

Returning to the question of the Spanish 
amendment, M. Bougault considered it 
essential to draw up a list of narcotic drugs 
rtcognised as such. If, however, substances 
which were not narcotic but only convertible 
into narcotic drugs were added to this list, 
there would be a risk of confusion which 
might be very detrimental to the application 
of the regulations which the Conference 
wi.~hed to set up. 

Dr. Small had perhaps regarded the que~tion 
from a standpoint which was too e":clus1vely 
scientific when he stated that codeme could 
be converted into a narcotic substance. If 
anyone succeeded in obtaining 5 gramn:tes of 
codeine he could not extract !rom 1t an 
appreci~ble quantity of a narcotic substan.ce, 
and, in any case, the process of converst?n 
would be much too laborious to enable htm 
to make any profit. M. Boul?ault th.ereforc 
~ought it waul? .be a m~stake In tl~e 
Convention to assnmlatc codemc to narcotic 
drugs such as morphine, and was unable to 
agree with 1\L Casares. . . 

Moreover, in addition to the vlctllns of 
disease whom the Conference wished to help, 
there was another class of sick people who 
might be adversely affected by the applica~ion 
of the Convention. Unnecessary regulatiOns 
.would hinder the legitimate distribution of 
medicaments to those who needed them. 
It occurred to him that the good results of 
strict limitation might be counterbalanced 
by considerable harm and that, in endeavour
ing to accomplish a superhuman task, !he 
Conference would be in danger of losmg 
sight of the human aspect of the question. 

M. Bougault added that, in his opinion, the 
alkaloids in group II should naturally be 
submitted to control. 

M. Schultz (Austria) said that his 
Government was not prepared to agree to 
the limitation of the manufacture of codeine. 
It would accept control, but could not go 
further. 

M. Tedaldi (Italy) supported the Spanish 
delegation's amendment. 

M. Kahler (Germany) thought that, as 
the Chairman had remarked, all the members 
of the Committee were in agreement that 
the alkaloids in group III-i.e., those which 
were not narcotic and not convertible into 
narcotic drugs-should be exempted from 
the provisions of the Convention. 

This result could, however, be obtained 
in two ways : either alkaloids as a whole 
could be subjected to the restrictions laid 
down in the Convention and mention made of 
the substances which ought to form an 
exception to this general rule (that was the 
method advocated by the Spanish delegation), 
or the alkaloids which were narcotic, together 
with those which were convertible into 
narcotic drugs, could be specified and no 
other substances mentioned. 

M. Kahler could only accept the second 
method. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) agreed with 
M. Bougault and M. Kahler. 

M. Casares had heard the opinion of 
highly qualified speakers whose views were 
based not so much on economic as on 
humanitarian considerations. For the same 
humanitarian reasons, Dr. Carriere felt that 
it was irrational to subject the manufacture 
of this medicament to limitation. He would 
therefore ask M. Casares if, in order to avoid 
an impasse, he could not modify his position 
and agree that the alkaloids classified by 
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the experts in group II should be simply 
subjected to very strict control. 

Dr. Carriere emphasised that codeine was 
manufactured in only a small number of 
countries and was strictly controlled. As 
this control applied both to the raw material 
and to the finished product, it seemed to him 
that leakages were very improbable. 

At the same time, there was a point to 
which he would like to draw the Committee's 
attention. Group II comprised also dionlte 
and peronine. Dionine was manufactured 
only in very small quantities and was very 
difficult to convert into narcotic drugs. This 
was, however, not true of peronine, which 
was a useless product and was in fact 
employed only for the manufacture of heroin. 
The Swiss delegation asked for limitation of 
the manufacture of peronine and was even 
in favour of prohibiting it. Dr. Carriere 
added that in Switzerland manufacturers had 
undertaken not to produce peronine. 

Dr. Small (United States of America) 
referred to Dr. Kahler's statement that he 
was not in favour of limiting the alkaloids 
in group II. Among these alkaloids was 
levo-ecgonine, which was very easily 
convertible into cocaine, and it seemed 
obvious to Dr. Small that, if levu-ecgonine 
were not limited, the application of limitation 
to cocaine would be purely illusory. 

Dr. Small would, moreover, remind those 
speakers who had opposed the limita~ion of 
codeine that there was no questiOn of 
prohibiting it but simply of regulating its 
legitimate use. If its manufacture were not 
limited what use would be made of the 
surplus' which would remain after scientific 
and medical needs had been met ? 

With regard to M. Bou~ault's r~marks on 
this subject, Dr. Small satd that tf he were 
given 5 grammes of codeine he could unde:
take to make 2! grammes of narcotic 
substance. Unfortunately, all chemists were 
not incorruptible, and if instead of only 5 
grammes of codeine 5 kilogrammes or _500 
kilogrammes were inv9lved, it _would certamly 
be profitable to turn them mto a narcotic 
substance. 

M. Tiffeneau (Rapporteur for the 
experts) with reference to an obse1Tahon by Dr. 'Hoffmann (Panama), said that th.~ 
experts agreed that the word " phenohc 
could be struck out so that all ethers of 
morphine should ~e included in group II, 
paragraph 2, of the1r report. 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) thought that 
the members of the Committee might be 
divided into two groups, of whic~t one ?esired 
to maintain certain reservatiOns _111 the 
Convention and the other was anxwus to 
draw up a Convention containing no loophole_s. 
While the representatives of . ~ert~m 
delegations were not in favour of the hn:ntahon 
of the alkaloids in group rr. particularly 
codeine others considered that, in order to 
avoid t'he danger of non-narcotic alkaloids 
being converted into narcotic subst~nces, 1t 
was essential to close every posstble gap 
in the Convention. These members were 
anxious to avoid the errors of the past wh~ch 
rC'sulied 111 the signature of snccess1_ve 

Conventions which had all proved inadequate. 
All the knowledge and energy of experts must 
be brought to bear upon an effort to devise 
methods for avoiding loopholes. 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh could not agree with 
M. Bouganlt's argument, as he had no doubt 
that unscrupulous chemists would in many 
cases discover a process for convert_ing an 
apparently inoffensive substance mto a 
narcotic drug. He thought it was particularly 
necessary to prev,ent the usc for illicit 
purposes of morphine which was supposed to 
be intended for mannfacturing codeine. 

M. Bougault (France) thought there would 
be no grounds for anxiety on this point if 
strict control were exercised. It was known 
that a certain quantity of morphine 
corresponded to a certain quantity of codeine, 
and licensed manufacturers would have to 
account for the quantities of morphine 
received and the quantities of codeine 
manufactured. 

M. Casares (Spain) believed that all the 
arguments for and against the Spanish 
amendment had now been set forth. The 
Committee was agreed that papaverine and 
narcotine should not come under the 
Convention, but it had to decide on the 
method by which this result should be 
attained. A decision also had to be taken 
with regard to the limitation or control of 
codeine. 

M. Casares was very much interested in 
M. Bougault's suggestion that the general 
term " narcotic drugs " shou~d be used so ~s 
to bring under the Conventwn all narcotic 
substances, even if they did not come frc;Hn 
opium or the coca leaf. The Spamsh 
delegation would welcome any formula 
which would amplify its proposal. 

If M. Casares had been the only supporter 
of the limitation of the manufacture of 
codeine, he would have accepted Dr. Carriere's 
arguments. As, however, other members (!f 
the Committee were also m favour of tlus 
measure, M. Casares did not feel able to 
break away from them. He thou~ht, m_orc
over, that the detailed explanatwns gtwn 
by Dr. Small had made the que,hon of 
codeine very clear. 

With regard to the treatment to be applied 
to alkaloids classified by the experb under 
group II, 1\I. Casares had noted ?II. Tiffeneau·s 
remark. He added that the questwn of 
yield was of no importance in the process of 
conversion for the purpose of prodncmg 
narcotic substances, since there was no lmut 
to the prices which could be demanded of 
drug addicts by illicit traffickers. 

The Chairman said that a vote would n?w 
be taken on the first paragraph of the Spamsh 
amendment. He felt he ought .to rt'lnllHl 
the Committee that the result ol. tlus vole 
would have a very important bearu~g ~n tht' 
drafting of the Convention. The rl'Jcctton of 
the Spanish amendment would un ply tIn· 
adoption of Article I. pawgraph 2. of th(' 
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draft Convention in its present form, if no 
further amendment were presented. 

Dr. Carrim (Switzerland) said that he 
did not wish at the moment to put forward 
any amendment with regard to peronine. 

Sir Malcolm DelevJngne (Great Britain) 
raised a point of order. The first paragraph 
of the Spanish amendment laid down that 
" all the substanceS meptioned in Article 4 
of the Geneva Convedtion " should also 
be included. These substances included 
medicinal opium and galenical preparations 
of Indian hemp, and he would like to know 
whether the Spanish delegation intended these 
products to come within the scope of its 
amendment. 

M. Casares (Spain) wished for the. mome~t 
to retain all the substances mentioned m 
Article 4 of the Geneva Convention, including 
medicinal opium, but, if .an amendment ~or 
its exclusion were proposed, the Spamsh 
delegation would be willing to consider it. 

The Chairman noted that no amendment 
on this point was put forward. 

He himself had so far refrained from 
taking part in the discussions in his capacity 
of representative of the Polish delegation ; 
but, in order to explain his vote, he ~ould 
now state that he had not been convinced by 
the various speakers who had maintained 
that morphine could be limited if codeine 
were not limited at the same time. 

The Committee adopted the first paragraph 
of the Spanish delegation's amendment by 
11im votes to eight. 

The Chairman asked the Secretary to read 
this amendment and stated that the Committee 
must decide upon it before voting on the 
second part of the Spanish amendment. 

The Ctn~~Mittee adopted the Irish Free State 
tlelegati011's amendment as an addition to the 
ueotul part of the Spanish aMendment. 

It also adopted the second paragraph of the 
Spanish amendMent. 

Amendment proposed 
Delegation: 1 

by the japanese 

M. Kusanobu (Japan) sa!d that the 
experts' report did not take mto account 
the Japanese amendment, w~i~~ affirmed 
• necessity for a clear defmitu~n of the 
aerivatives of morphine and ecgonme. The 
Japanese delegation asked .. for . su~h ~ 
definition because the term denvahves 
was som~times used in its wider meaning 
and sometimes in a narrower sense. Without 
exact definition, divergencies of i~t~pre~a
tion might lead to confusion .and difficulties 
in the application of international control. 

M. Tiffeneau (Rapporteur for the experts) 
explained that each time the word 
"derivatives" was used it would be necessary 
to specify what kin.d ?f derivatives . ~ere 
intended. For ecgonme It would be sufficient 
to use the terms" acyl derivatives" and" al.kyl 
derivatives ". In the case of morphme, 
however, the question was more complicated. 
There were derivatives of morphine which 
did not contain the morphine nucleus, a~. for 
example, apomorphine. The experts would 
have to discover some terminology which 
would be sufficiently clear both in English 
and French. The term " derives morphi
niques "applied only to derivatives containing 
the morphine nucleus, the other derivatives 
being designated in French by the vaguer 
term of " derives de la morphine ", but there 
was no equivalent in English for this 
distinction. 

The discussion of the ] apanese amendment 
was adjourned until the experts' reply had been 
received. The definition requested would refer 
to Article 1, paragraph 2. 

1 See Minutes of the second meeting of the Technical 
Committee, page 77· 

FIFTH MEETING. 

Friday, June 12th, 1931, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman : M. CHODZKO (Poland). 

8.-DISCUSSION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION ARTICLE I 
(continuation): AMENDMENT PRO
POSED BY THE INDIAN DELEGA
TION.• 

Mr. Dixon (Expert) set forth the experts' 
reply to the ~ueshons put to them in regard 
to the Indian delegation's amendment. 

1 See lfinat<s of tb•: third -lnr of tb~ Tecboical 
c-tttee. pe~ "" 

Crude morphine was a non-refined product 
containing a very varying percentage of 
morphine, the rest being mainly impurities. 
As It was produced on a large scale in 
factories, the experts thought that it should 
be regarded as a manufactured substance. 
Chemically it must be regarded as an 
intermediate product in relation to the refined 
alkaloids, but, as crude morphine might 
contain as much as 6o per cent of morphine, 
it should be regarded as a final product 
in relation to its possible consumption by 
drug addicts. 
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It could be definitely stated that crude 
morphine was a habit-forming narcotic drug. 

Dr. Paranjpye (India) stated that, as he 
had already informed the Committee, crude 
morphine had never been regarded in India 
as suitable for sale as a manufactured drug. 
Representations had, however, been made 
privately to his delegation to the effect that, 
if crude morphine were not brought within 
the scope of the limitation scheme, it would 
inevitably be made in large quantities for 
the illicit lraffic. Though his delegation 
did not understand how such a result could 
occur, in view of the provisions of the Geneva 
Convention, they agreed that it would be 
disastrous and were glad to have been 
instrumental in bringing the attention of 
the Committee to so important a question. 
He therefore propose;! temporarily to 
withdraw the amendment and to consider 
further whether any provision seemed 
necessary to meet the special situation of 
the Indian Government in the matter. All 
that India asked was to be allowed, when 
prices permitted, to export from her State 
factory to the United Kingdom, for the 
production of refined products, a certain 
amount of crude morphine instead of raw 
opium. 

He would at the same time point out 
that, if the experts' view were adopt~d, 
Article I, paragraph 4, of the draft Convention 
should be amended so as to deal with the 
double inclusion of crude and refined 
morphine in the estimat~s of world require
ments of manufactured drugs. 

He would add that, if the scheme of 
the Japanese and French delegations were 
adopted, no further amendment on behalf 
of the Indian Government would be necessary, 
as this scheme gave full freedom to all 
countries to compete for orders in the open 
market. He would also draw the Committee's 
attention to the fact that India had not 
asked for a quota for the export of manu
factured drugs under the Ad~isory. Com
mittee's scheme and had no mtention of 
doing so, provided her rare exports of crude 
morphine to the United K_ingdom were 
permitted under the Convention. 

The Chairman thanked Dr. Paranjpye 
for withdrawing his amendment. He under
stood that Dr. Paranjpye ~id not ask f~r a 
discussion qn the suggestlon h~. ha~ JUSt 
made with 'regard to the modification of 
Article I, paragraph 4· 

Dr. Paranjpye (India) "replied that he 
would leave the matter in the hands of the 
Committee. 

M. Kusanobu (Japan) wished to sup
plement the explanations he had ":!ready 
given with regard to the pr~duchon of 
crude morphine in Formosa. This substance 

was an inevitable by-product of the 
manufacture of smoking-opium, as the latter 
must have a definite morphine content. 
Smoking-opium was prepared for the require
ments of drug addicts under the strict 
regulations of the Japanese Government 
monopoly system. As long as it continued 
to be required, the production ?f crude 
morphine was inevitabl~. and as 1t wa~ a 
by-product it was obviously not poss1ble 
to fix a limit to its production. 

All the crude mor·pfline made in Formosa 
was distributed by the Japanese Government 
to manufacturers in Japan to be used in place 
of raw opium in the manufacture of morphine 
for medical and scientific purposes. There 
was, therefore, no possibility of its being 
diverted into illicit use. The Japanese 
delegation asked the Committee to consider 
the situation in Formosa as a special one, 
and to accept as sufficient that the crude 
morphine thus produced as a by-product 
should be controlled by being kept in the 
hands of the Government. 

The Chairman said that, in view of the 
experts' report to the effect that crude 
morphine should be regarded as a manu
factured substance, he was not clear why 
the word " part-manufactured " had been 
introduced in Article I, paragraph 4, of the 
draft Convention. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
stated that the first sentence of paragraph 4 
had been inserted with a view to providing 
for the special situation now under discussion. 
The object had been to ensure that, when 
a factory received crude morphine ~r crude 
cocaine instead of the raw matenal, the 
process of working up this part-manufactured 
product should be regarded as manufacture 
and should thus not escape control. 

The Chairman understood from Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne's explanations that the 
process of refining must be regarded as 
manufacture. 

He realised that the use of the term 
" part-manufactured " was to . a certain 
extent justifiable, but he thought 1t would be 
preferable if some means could be found 
for avoiding it. Otherwise there would appear 
to be a contradiction between the experts' 
opinion and the wording of the Convention. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
thought that the point might be met by 
the substitution of some such phrase as 
" not completely refined ". It was purely a 
question of drafting, and he would sugg_est 
leaving it to the Legal and Draftmg 
Committee. 

Agreed. 

REPORT OF THE EXPERTS ON THE DRAFTING 
OF ARTICLE I, PARAGRAPH 2 (iv) 

(Vol. II, Annex 6). 

Mr. Dixon (Expert) read the p~rt of 
e experts' report relating to Article I, 

paragraph 2 (iv). 

• 
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The experts suggested that that. paragraph 
should be replaced by the followmg : 

.. Dihydrooxycodeinone, dihydr.ocodei
none, dihydromorph!none, acet_ylodihydro
codeinone and their. respective salts . : 
eucodal. dicodide, d!laud1dc and acedi
cone ". 

In reply to an enquiry from the Chai_rman, 
he stated that the four salts named did not 
constitute an exhaustive list, but were those 
in most common use. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
suggested that if eucodal, dicodide, dilaudide 
and acedicone were merely trade names, 
it would be better to avoid their use in the 
Convention. That was the view which had 
been taken with regard to the word " heroin " 
when the Geneva Convention was drawn up. 

Mr. Dixon (Expert) admitted that there 
might be objections to the use of these trade 
names, but they were so !a~niliar and the 
scientific terms were so difficult for those 
who were not experts that it had seemed 
permissible to use them in this case for the 
sake of clearness. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
recognised the convenience of using t~e 
terms in question, and suggested that, a~ m 
the case of heroin in the Geneva ConventiOn, 
they might be inserted in bracket~ to indicate 
that they were not scientific terms. 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) supported this 
proposal. 

Dr. Small (United States of America) 
pointed out that the meaning of the paragraph 
as redrafted by the experts differed slightly 
from that of the original draft and would 
seem to suggest that only the four salts 
specified should be included. He therefore· 
thought the words " and any other salts " 
should be added. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) had under
stood from Professor Tiffeneau that the· 
experts' proposals were merely in the nature 
of a correction of the original text and did 
not preclude the addition of other drugs
viz., hydromorphine and genomorphine. 

.1\f • .Kusanobu (Japan) asked whether the 
word " dicodide " denoted dihydrocodeinone 
and whether in that case it was not an 
alkaloid. 

M. Tiffeneau (Rapporteur for the experts) 
replied that dicodide was a salt, not an 
alkaloid. 

He confirmed Dr. de Myttenaere's explana
tion that the experts had only attempted 
to rectify certain errors in the original 
wording. They were quite prepared to 
propose a complete text, and after consulting 
certain delegates he thought that Dr. Small's 
point would be met by the use of the words : 
". . and their respective salts, some 
of which are used in medical practice and 
are known as eucodal, dicodide, dilaud' 
and acedicone ". 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) thou&ht th~t 
the phraseology suggested by M. Tlffe!leau 
was not altogether suitable for use m 

1
a 

C t . He would prefer some sue t onven 10n. · d t 
wording as he had already proposde ah .a 

. · " an t e1r 
prevw~s meetmg " He would 
respective salts-e.g. · · · f It 
further oint out that only the ~ur sa s 
mention~d by the expe~ts were mcluded 
in the Geneva ConventiOn ; he saw no 
objection to the addition of o~hers, but the 
question would have to be decided. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgiul!l) asked if' 
the experts would add to the hst of dr~gs 
under paragraph 2 (ivJ. . hy?romorph~ne 
(paramorphine) and ox1d1ammomorphme 
(genomorphine). 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) thoug~t that 
the drafting of the whole of Article. I, 
paragraphs I to 4, should now .b~ revised 
in the light of the experts' opm1ons and 
M. de Myttenaere's suggestions, and wondered 
whether the matter could not be referred to 
the experts. 

M. Bougault (France) supported this v~ew. 
He would also like the experts to consider 
a further matter : Mr. Duncan Hall had 
called his attention to the necessity for a 
clear definition of the word " stupefiant ". 
In M. Bougault's opinion the word de~oted _a 
poison which had sedative prol?erhes ~ 1t 
produced euphoria and was hab1t-formmg. 
He agreed, howsver, tha~ a complete 
definition should be established together 
with the exact equivalent in English. 

Mr. Duncan Hall (Opium Section) stated 
that the question was merely oue of French 
drafting. His attention had been called 
to the fact that the term " stupejiant " 
used in the French text of the Convention 
was not defined. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain), 
referring to M. Bougault's interpretation 
of the term, said that the equivalent in the 
English text of the · Geneva Convention 
was" narcotic drugs ". There was, however, 
a whole series of narcotic drugs which were 
not habit-forming and not liable to lead to 
the same abuse as drugs coming under that 
Convention. He would suggest that, in 
establishing a definition of the term in 
question, the text of the Genevf'o Convention 
should be borne in mind' -particularly 
part of Article IO : " In the event of the 
Health Committee . . . finding that any 
narcotic drug to which the present Convention 
does not appt~ liable to similar abuse \nd 
productive r similar ill effects as the 
substances to which this chapter of the 
Convention applies . " 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) thought it 
desirable, at the present stage, for definite 
conclusions to be reached with regard to 
the drafting of Article I, paragraphs 2 to 4· 
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. Dr .. Hoffm&:nn (Panama) pointed out 
that his delegation had asked for the inclusion 
in paragraph 2 (ii) of all the morphine 
ethers as well as esters.l 

M. Casares (Spain) pointed out that, in 
connection with the proposed re-drafting, 
the wording of his amendment, which had 

. been accepted by the Committee, must be 
examined. His attention had been called 
to the fact that the present text implied the 
inclusion of Indian hemp. That was not 
the Spanish delegation's intention and he 
would agree to any recasting of the amend
ment which would embody its essential 
principles. He thought the discussions in 
the plenary Conference would be greatly 
facilitated if a sub-committee were appointed 
to draw up a new text of the amendment. 

APPOINTMENT OF A SUB-COMMITTEE. 

The Committee decided that a sub-committee 
should be formed in accordance with M. Casares' 
proposal, composed of representatives of the 
following countries : Belgium, China, France, 
Germany, Great Britain, Japan, Panama, 
Spain, Switzerland and the United States, 
with l\:1. BOUGAULT as Chairman. 

The Chairman, in reply to a question 
from M. Bougault, said that the Sub
Committee would itself apply to the experts 
for any assistance it might require. 

Dr. Kahler (Germany) noted that in 
the experts' report on Article I, paragraph 2 
(iv), the word "acetylodihydrocodeinone" 
was used. He would repeat his. request 
that the term contained in the German 
patent should a.olso be included. 

The Chairman asked Dr. Kahler to bring 
this point up in the Sub-Committee. 

• See Minutes of the second meeting of the Technical 
Committee. page 76. 

M. Casares (Spain) explained that his 
intention in proposing a sub-committee was 
that it should consider a new drafting of 
the Spanish amendment. He did not object 
to other duties being entrusted to it, but 
they must be defined. 

The Chairman said that the Committee 
would be asked to discuss the Spanish 
amendment and the drafting of Article I, 
paragraph 2. . 

In reply to M. Casares he added that 
the definition of the word " stupefiant " 
would be included in the re-drafting of 
paragraph 2. 

In reply to an enquiry from Dr. Kahler, 
he stated that the Technical Committee 
would delegate its powers to the Sub
Committee, which would be entirely free 
to consult the experts. · 

It was understood that the Sub-Committee 
would be guided in its discussions by the 
principles set forth in the Spanish amendment. 

REPORT OF THE EXPERTS ON THE THIRD 
PARAGRAPH OF ARTICLE I. 

M. Tiffeneau (Rapporteur for the experts) 
explained that slight amendments in the 
denotation of the drugs mentioned in Article 
I, paragraph 3, had appeared desirable. 
The experts had omitted hydrochloric acid 
from the formulre in order that the substances 
should be expressed in terms of the base 
and not of the salt. The last section of 
the paragraph should therefore read as 
follows : 

" Esters of morphine, 
" Dihydrooxycodeinone (C .. H,.O,N), 
" Dihydrocodeinone (CuH,.NO,), 
" Dihydromorphinone (C.,H .. O,N), 
" Acetylodihydrocodeinone (C,.H,.NO,)." 

It was necessary, however, to make a slight 
reservation with regard to the last name on 
the list, regarding which further enquiries 
were being made. 

The Committee adopted the experts' text 
for transmission to the Legal and Drafting 
Committee. 

SIXTH MEETING. 

Tuesday, June 16th, 1931, at 4 p.m. 

Chairman: M. DE MYTTENAERE (Belgium). 

g.-DISCUNIHON OF THE DRAFT had to be adapted to the more extensive 
CONVENTION ARTICLE 1 enumeration included in the revised form of 
(continuation) : REPORT OF THE paragraph 2

· 

..SUB-COMMITTEE .,.._ON THE Sir Malcolm Delevin!loe (Great Britain) 
WORDING OF ARTIOUE 1, PARA- observed that, in his opinion, the definition 

of the term " narcotic drug " could not apply 
GRAPHS 2 AND 3 (Vol. II, Annex 8). to the substances in group II. The Sub

Committee's definition read as follows, how-

The Chairman drew the Committee's 
attention to the fact that the Sub-Committee, 
after preparing a new draft of paragraph 2, 
had found it necessary to propose at the 
same time a new draft of paragraph 3, which 

ever: 
" For the purposes of this Convention, 

the expression • habit-forming narcotic 
·.· drugs ' shall denote the following drugs in 
a manufactured .state : . • " 
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This seemed to extend it so far as to 
conP)rise the substances included in all the 
thr~ groups I, II and III. 

M. BouJlault (France) thought that the 
Sub-Committee intended the word " stu
~fiams " to apply only to the substances in 
group I. The text originally suggested 
described the su~stances in group II as 
" non-narcotic products transformable into 
narcotics ", but this heading had been 
omitted at the request of M. Casares. M. 
Bougault realised t~at the present _wording 
might lead to confusiOn and thought It would 
perhaps be preferable to go back to the 
original suggestion. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) supported Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne's objection. He con
sidered it would be a heresy to use the word 
" stupefiants ", even if the words " for the 
purposes of this Convention " were added, to 
denote substances such as ecgonine, which had 
none of the properties of a narcotic drug. 

He proposed the adoption of the following 
text originally drawn up for group II : 

" The expression ' non-habit-forming 
narcotic drugs convertible into habit
forming narcotic drugs • sha_ll denote . . . " 

M. Casares (Spain) explained that the 
Sub-Committee had debated at great length 
on the definition of the term " stupefiants ". 
The discussions had been so long and 
complicated that M. de Brouckrre, the 
President of the Conference, had intervened 
and requested the members of the Sub
Committee to give up the attempt to arrive 
at a scientific definition and to content 
themselves with a purely conventional 
definition. 

M. Casares added that it had been impossible 
to find another term which could apply to 
the substances in all three groups. The 
expression " harmful drugs ", which he him
self had proposed, had not been considered 
acceptable. He recognised, however, that 
there were grounds for Sir Malcolm Dele
vingne's objection, since the expression 
" habit-forming narcotic drugs " used in the 
English text to translate " stupefiants " could 
obviously not be applied to the substances 
in group II. He would therefore propose 
that the words " habit-forming " should be 
omitted and the expression " narcotic drugs " 
used. 

Dr. Chadn-Itria~o (Venezuela) proposed 
the following definition of the word " stupi
fiants " : " a substance which gives rise to 
addiction and privation phenomena ". 

The Chairman pointed out that the Sub
Committee had been unanimous, or almost 
unanimous, in deciding not to define the 
word " stupefiants ". This term was, in 
fact, sufficiently suggestive by itself, and, 
moreover. every definition had disadvantages. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
said that he had been about to make a 
similar suggestion to that put forward by 
M. Casares. He agreed with him that the 
expression " habit-forming narcotic drugs " 
sh~uld be re~laced by " narcotic drugs " 
whiCh he considered to be the equivalent o 
the French term " stupefiantJ ". 

At the same time, however, he doubted 
whether it was advisable to classify apo
morphine among narcotic drugs, . since this 
medicament was merely an emetic. 

Mr. Treadway (United States of America) 
was also in favour of the expression " narcotic 
drugs ". 

M. Casares (Spain) thought that, a~cording 
to the various texts then proposed, 1t would 
be easy to find a solution which wou~d 
satisfy all delegates, as they were agr~ed m 
principle. He explained that he had obJected 
to the text originally drawn up by the Sub
Committee because it established too great 
a contrast between the substances in group I, 
described as narcotic drugs, and those in 
group II, described as non-narcotic drugs. 
He proposed the following wording : 

" Group I.-Narcotic drugs as such. 
" Group !I.-Substances convertible into 

narcotic drugs. " 

For group III, reference could be made to 
groups I and II. 

The Chairman thought this proposal would 
satisfy everyone. He would, however, suggest 
omitting the words " as such " in group I. 

M. Casares (Spain) saw no objection to 
that proposal. 

Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
was prepared to accept M. Casares' proposal. 
He would suggest, however, that in the 
English text the substances in group I 
should be denoted by the expression " habit
forming narcotic drugs " or, better still, by 
the expression " drugs of addiction ". 

Dr. Wu Lien-Teh (China) considered the 
expression " drugs of addiction " unsuitable, 
since it would include certain substances, 
such as verona!, which obviously ought not 
to come under the Convention. 

The Chairman asked the Committee not 
to add to the word " stupefiants " any words 
which would suggest a definition. 

The Committee unanimously adopted the 
headings proposed by M. Casares-namely : 

" Group I.-Narcotic drugs. 
" Group Il.-Substances convertible into 

narcotic drugs." 

Article I, Grouf1!of the Sub-Committee's Draft: 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) asked why 
crude morphine was not mentioned in 
paragraph (i) of group I, while crude cocaine 
was mentioned in paragraph (iii). He did • 
not think that crude morphine was covered 
by t~e. expression : " preparations . 
contammg more than 20 per cent of 
morphine ". 
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Sir Malcolm Delevinane (Great Britain) 
thought that the answer to M. van Wettum's 
question was that the Geneva Convention 
actually mentioned crude cocaine, but not 
crude morphine. If crude morphine were 
specifically mentioned in the new Convention, 
it might be thought that it did not come 
under the Geneva Convention. 

If any change were to be made, he proposed 
the deletion of crude cocaine from paragraph 
(iii). However, as that substance was 
mentioned in the Geneva Convention, be 
thought it as well to retain it in the new 
Convention. 

Dr. Wu Uen-Teb (China) could not 
agree with Sir Malcolm Delevingne. The 
Convention upon which the Conference was 
working was intended to be an advance on the 
Geneva Convention ; that Convention was in 
no way a model to be copied. Moreover, 
it was only after lengthy discussion that 
the Technical Committee bad decided that 
crude morphine should come under the new 
Convention. It was thus essential that it 
should be expressly mentioned therein. 

M. Casares (Spain) pointed out that only 
after consultation between the competent 
organs of the League had it been definitely 
established that crude morphine came under 
the Geneva Convention. The fact that such 
consultation had been necessary proved that 
the text of the Convention was not clear on 
the matter. This defect must be avoided in 
the new Convention ; hence crude morphine 
should be expressly mentioned. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) agreed with 
M. Casares. 

Sir Malcolm Delevinane (Great Britain) 
withdrew his suggestion. , 

The Chairman concluded that crude 
morphine should be m~ntioned at the 
beginning of paragraph (s). 

Paragraph (i), thus amended, was adopted. 

Paragraph (ii) was adopted, without prejudice, 
however, to any decision taken upon the 
Austrian delegation's amendment. 

Paragraph (iii) was adopted, the term 
"ecgonine" being substituted for " Ecgonine". 

Paragraph (iv) was adopted. 

Article r, Group II, of the Sub-CommiUee's 
Draft. 

The Committee did not accept the following 
heading for Group II, proposed by M. 
Bougault (France) : 

" For the purposes of this Conven~ion 
the expression ' substances convertible 
into narcotic drugs' shall denote the drugs, 
in their manufactured state, included in 
the following three sub-groups : " 

The Committee adhered to its previous 
decision to adopt for the heading of ~roup. II 
the wording : " Substances converltble usto 
narcotic drugs ". 

Sir Malcolm Delevtnane (Great Britain) 
stated that, as far as he knew, the patent for 
peronine had expired. He therefore proposed 
the deletion of the first bracket in sub-group 
(a): "(the hydrochloride of which bears the 
registered trade name peronine) ". The same 
applied to dionine in sub-group {b). 

Sub-group (a) was adopted, :with this 
amendment. 

Sub-group (b) was adopted, subject also to 
the deletion of the bracket following the word 
ethylmorphine. 

M. Kabler (Germany) proposed the 
deletion of sub-group (c). He drew attention 
to the passage in Dr. Anselmino's "ABC 
of Narcotic Drugs " which stated that it 
was " not possible to reconstitute morphine 
from apomorphine ". Since apomorphine 
was therefore neither a narcotic drug nor a 
substance convertible into a narcotic drug, 
there was no reason why it should be included 
in the list of substances coming under the 
Convention. 

Dr. Small (United States of America) 
believed that apomorphine had been included 
in the list in order that it might not give rise 
to the special form of fraud to which codeine 
manufacture was open. If apomorphine 
manufacture was not limited, dishonest 
manufacturers could pretend that quantities 
of morphine in their possession had been 
genuinely used for such manufacture, whereas 
they had really passed these into the illicit 
traffic. 

Any decision on this point must depend on 
the method of limitation ultimately adopted. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) supported 
M. Kahler's proposal. He. thought 1t ~dd 
to bring under the Convention a drug whtch 
was purely an emetic. 

The . world's needs in apomorphine 
amounted, however, to a few kilogrammes 
only · thus any factory which claimed to 
have' manufactured large quantities would 
at once arouse the suspicion of the drug 
control authorities. 

M. Bouaault (France) agreed with Dr. 
Carri~re. He had not seen more than ro 
grammes of apomorphi!le prescribed du!ing 
his whole career. Codeme could be obtamed 
by two different means-directly from opium 
or synthetically from morphine. The fraud 
often referred to could be carried out by an 
unscrupulous manufacturer by claiming that 
he had manufactured his codeine synthetically 
from morphine while. he had actually ?btained 
it directly from opmm, the morphme thus 
fraudulently accounted for being passed 
without difficulty into the illicit traffic: 

With apomorphine, the case was qmte 
different. This could be obtained only fr!>m 
morphine ; hence any manufacturer ~tating 
that he had used a certain quantity of 
morphine to manufacture apomorphine must 
be able to show a corresponding quantity 
of manufactured apomorphine. Thus a 
relatively minor degree of control would be 
adequate to prevent any serious fraud. 
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Sub-group (c) could therefore quite easily 
be omitted. 

Mr. Treadway (United States of Ameri~a) 
t ted that the United States delegation 
~rved its decision on this point. 

SNbject to this .reservatiott, sub-gro11p (c) 
was deleted. 

Mr. Treadway (United States of America) 
asked why the trade names in brackets were 
retained in group I, whereas they had been 
deleted in group If. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
explained that in these cases pate~ts had 
not yet expired. The case was thus different 
from that of peronine and dionine. Further, 
the scientific names were so long and 
complicated as to be most inconvenient. It 
might nevertheless be well to draft the words 
in brackefi; in group I in such a way as to 
allow for the ultimate expiry of the patents. 

Article I, Group III, of the S11b-Committee's 
Draft. 

The Chairman reminded the Committee 
that the proposed heading for group ·III 
was as follows : 

" Every other Manufactured Product, 
which may come under Groups I or II 
above, obtained from Opium or the Coca 
Leaf ". 

Dr. Small (United States of Anierica) 
pointed out that there was no definition at 
the head of groups I and II, as adopted. 
He objected to the proposed heading, as 
there was no criterion for the classification 
of new products under either group. 

M. Schultz (Austria) proposed that the 
substances which had originally been intended 
to come under group III should be classed 
under groups I and II, and that the list in 
group I should be followed by the words : 
" and every other manufactured product 
capable of producing addiction obtained from 
opium or the coca leaf ". The list in 
group II would similarly be followed by the 
words : " and every other manufactured 
product convertible into a drug capable· of 
producing addiction obtained from opium 
or the coca leaf ". 

M. Casares (Spain) said that, at first 
sight, this suggestion seemed logical. But 
the classifications, as they stood, were made 
with a view to applying different regulations 
to the substances in the different groups. 
As all the products mentioned in group III 
would be the subject of a special provision 
in Ute Convention, it was better to leave 
thtrn in a group apart. 

M. Schultz ·(Austria) saw t~e 'point. <!£ 
M. Casares' statement and withdrew h1s 
proposal. 

The Committee adopted paragraph 2 (b). 

The Chairman proposed that the 
paragraphs concerning limitatio_n should be 
referred to the Limitation Committee, as they 
came within that Committee's competence. 

M. Casares (Spain) thought it obvious 
that the Limitation Committee J?USt settle 
the kind of limitation to be applied to each 
group of substances. He . reminded the 
Committee, however, that 1t had alre~dy 
adopted the Sp~nish amendment, wh1ch 
prescribed a certam procedure. 

To meet the views of certain members of 
the Committee who considered this proced1;1re 
too strict he had sought a formula which 
would !ea've the system of limitation ·open, 
though maintaining the principle of. the 
Spanish amendment. If ~he Committee, 
having accepted the Spamsh. ame1;1dment, 
did not accept the text before 1~, wh1<:h ~as, 
after all, a compromise, the Spamsh delegation 
would be obliged to adhere to the text of the 
second paragraph of its a'?-1endment (the 
first paragraph of the Spamsh amendment 
was not concerned). 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) thought that 
the Committee should accept the text sub
mitted by the Sub-Committee, which· would 
be a useful guide to the ·Conference. He 
reserved his decision as regards the methods 
of application until these were decided. 

M. Kahler (Germany) accepted the text 
of the paragraphs with the same reservation. 

M. Bougault (France) was also nady to 
accept the text under discussion, a~J.Ough 
he had voted against the Spanish amendment. 

The Chairman stated that the great 
majority of the members of the Committee 
was ready to accept the proposed text and 
to forward it to the Limitation Committee. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
and M. Schultz (Austria) made reservations 
regarding this procedure. 

Subject to these reservations, the Committee 
adopted the paragraphs concerning limitatio11-. 

M. SjiSstrand (Sweden) pointed out that 
a definition of crude morphine should be 
added to paragraph 3, since crude morphine 
was not defined in the Geneva Convent;n. 

• 
The Committee adopted the text proposed 

for paragraph 3, M. Bougault being asked 
to draft the definition requested by M. SjiJstrand 
and to submit it to the Committee at its next 
meeting. 
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SEVENTH MEETING. 

Wednesday, June 17th, 1931, at 4 p.m. 

Chairman: M. CHODZKO (Poland). 

10.-DISCUSSION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION ARTICLE 1 
(continuation) : REPORT OF THE 
SUB-COMMITTEE ON THE 
WORDING OF ARTICLE 1, PARA
GRAPHS 2 AND 3 (Vol. II, Annex 6) 
(continuation). 

M. Bou~ault (France) read the following 
draft definition of crude morphine, which he 
had prepared at the Committee's request : 

" Crude morphine = An intermediate 
product obtained during the manufacture 
of morphine from opium, consisting 
principally of morphine or its salts and 
containing various impurities (such as 
resins, colouring matter, etc.) and some
times other alkaloids ". 

Dr. Small (United States of America) 
pointed out that the definition in its existing 
form would not include crude morphine 
made as a by-product in the manufacture of 
smoking-opium. He understood, moreover, 
from the Indian delegate that crude morphine 
was also obtained in the manufacture of 
opium for eating. 

After some discussion, the Committee decided 
to omit the words " during the manufacture of 
morphine "from the proposed definition, which 
was adopted with this amendment, and was 
placed,.. between the second and third sub
paraf'aphs of paragraph 3. 

M. Sj~strand (Sweden) understood that 
several other intermediate products were 
obtained in the manufacture of alkaloids 
from opium. He wondered whether it might 
not be found advisable to include them in the 
Convention. 

The Chairman replied that the question 
was not relevant to the present discussion, 
which was concerned with definitions. The 
experts could be asked for their opinion. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) asked per
mission to raise a point in connection with 
group I, though he realised that he was not 
in order in doing so, since the report had been 
adopted. 

It seemed to him desirable to delete at the 
e~ of sub-paragraph (iv) the words : " also 
the morphine-N-oxide derivatives, their salts, 
and the other penta_valent nitrogen mo~phi~e 
derivatives " 1 . Th1s passage was not m h1s 
opinion in keeping with th~ rest o! ~he 
,section. It was merely a chemical descnphon 
of substances which, as far as he knew, did 
not at present exist, and it would not be 
understood by those who had to apply the 
Convention. Moreover, if any of these 

• See Vol. II, Annex S. 

substances were put on the market they would 
automatically come under group III. 

Dr. Small (United States of America) 
thought that the scientific term " pentavalent 
nitrogen morphine derivatives " would 
certainly be understood. This term, in fact, 
referred to morphine methobromide, which 
had been on the market for a number of 
years and concerning the addiction properties 
of which very little was known. There were 
other substances of the same category which 
he knew by experience had much the same 
effect. ·-

He would point out, moreover, that the 
substances mentioned in group I would be 
automatically restricted, whereas those in 
group III must be proved to be dangerous 
before they were restricted. He therefore 
considered it advisable to leave the text as 
it stood. 

M. Bou!1ault (France) supported Dr. Small 
and regretted that as Chairman of the Sub
Committee he had not informed Dr. Carriere 
of the facts to which Dr. Small had just 
referred. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) did not press 
his point. 

II.-DISCUSSION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION: DRAFT ADDITIO
NAL ARTICLE PROPOSED BY 
THE AUSTRIAN DELEGATION: 1 

REPORT OF THE EXPERTS CON
CERNING DIACETYLMORPHINE 
(HEROIN) (Vol. II, Annex 7). 

Mr. Dixon (Expert) read the report of the 
experts, comprising answers to six questions 
concerning diacetylmorphine, and amplified 
some of the explanations given therein. The 
paragraphs at the end of the report, 
reproducing the opinions of important 
authorities in certain countries which were 
unfavourable to the use of heroin, should, in 
his opinion, be omitted ; the experts realised 
that the report would not be unbiassed if 
these views were included without any 
mention being made of opposite opinions 
held by other authorities. 

M. Schultz (Austria) concluded from the 
experts' report that, as he had already had 
occasion to point out, diacetylmorphine was 
the most dangerous of all narcotic drugs, as 
was evinced by its enormous toxic potency, 
its moral and mental effects, the diffic.ies 
of curing its victims and the danger~ of 
relapse, and, finally, the extreme ease with 
which it could be used in the illicit traffic, 
largely owing to the smallness of the doses 

• See lllinntes of the second meeting nf the Technical 
Committee, page i'l· 
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required. Moreover, diacetylmorphine was 
not indispensable. It ha~ undoubtedly 
certain salutary effects, but tts use was also 
attended by possibilities of har~f~l results 
and certain countri~s and ~oc~ahons had 
already decided to dispens~ wtth tt. Lastly, 
the use of diacetylmorpht~e w~s largely a 
question of fashio~ and 1t.s dtsadvantages 
from the social pomt of vtew greatly out
weighed its therapeutic value. 

M. Schultz concluded that the Conference 
was bound to prescribe strong measures for 
its suppression. He would propose that the 
Technical Committee should attach the 
experts' report to its own report to t~e 
Conference and should recommend 1ts 
adoption together with the Austrian amend
ment. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) remind~d 
the Committee that he had already st~te~ m 
plenary meetings of. the Conference hts v1ew 
that diace,ylm:>rphme was ~me of the best 
medicaments for the resptratory organs. 
The Chairman of the Committee, M. Chodzko, 
speaking as deleg~te of Poland_. had .a~ked 
in a plenary meetmg what medtcal opmwns 
had been consulted by those members of the 
Conference who advocated the total abolition 
of this medicament. Dr. de Myttenaere 
informed the Committee that the Belgian 
Piarmacopaia, I~. w~ch had jus~ been 
published, made 1t obligatory for. dtacetyl
m:>rphine to be kep~ by pha:~aCISts. ~he 
Belgian Pharmacopa:ta Commtsston, of whtch 
he had been President for the last few months, 
included among its members Professor 
Heymans of the University of Ghent, 
Professor Ide of the Catholic University of 
Louvain and Professor Lanz of the University 
of Brussels, all of whom were very 
distinguished scholars to whom tributes had 
often been paid in international scientific 
circles. He felt bound to concur with the 
opinion of his learned colleagues that diacetyl
morphine was a medicament of which neither 
doctors nor their patients should be deprived. 

Dr. de Myttenaere congratulated the experts 
on their excellent report. He would point 
out, however, that, in their view, diacetyl
JDPi'f>hine could be replaced for the purpose 
of action on the respiratory centre by dicodide 
and dilaudide. These two substances had 
been classified in group r. and it was difficult 
to foresee what use drug addicts might make 
of them when they became better known. 

Moreover, the fact which had been 
mentioned by the experts that the Allgemeine 
Ortskrankenkasse, of Berlin, had used for its 
soo.ooo insured members 3.24 grammes of 
diacetylmorphine in 1928 and the Kranken
versicherungsanstalt der Bundesangestellten, 
of Vienna, had used 144 grammes for a 
similar number of members was a striking 
proof that there were cases in which only 
diacetylmorphine could save patients and 
that the use of this medicament could not be 
rdded as a passing fashion. 

lt. Tiffeneau had himself said that, in 
certain difficult cases in which most 
medicaments were of no avail, he had 
prescribed heroin with successful results. 

Dr. de Hyttenaere would not enumerate 
all the arcuments against the adoption of 

the Austrian delegation's amendment; ~e 
considered that the measure proposed m !hts 
amendment was premature. It was possible 
that the suppression of diacetylmorphine 
would one day become advisable, but for the 
moment all that should be done was to 
increase and strengthen measures of control. 

It was his seriously considered opi~ion 
that, without thorough study of the questiOn,· 
it would be dangerous for the Conference. to 
abolish the manufacture of a product wh1ch 
might cure certain invalids and at least 
relieve the sufferings of a large number. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne (Great Britain) 
wished to preface his remarks on the report 
by calling attention to certain points. 

First, no comparison had be~n made in t~e 
report between diacetylmorphme and certam 
other drugs-i.e., acedicone and eucodal
which, he understood, were not much less 
dangerous than diacetylmorphine.; in fact, 
he had been informed that aced1cone was 
more dangerous. If his information was 
correct, the arguments used by Dr. Schultz 
against diacetylmorphine . would apply 
equally to these other drugs. He would like 
to know on what authority Dr. Schultz had 
stated that diacetylmorphine was the most 
dangerous of all narcotic drugs. 

Moreover, the experts apparently considered 
that dilaudide was the most effective 
substitute for diacetylmorphine. He would 
like to know whether it was not a proprietary 
patented drug manufactured only by one 
firm. If it was, it appeared to him somewhat 
rash to abolish diacetylmorphine in its 
favour. 

It was stated in the report that sudden 
withdrawal of the alkaloid was, according 
to most authorities, the best treatm•t for 
the morphine habit. The question of the 
treatment of addiction had been investigated 
some years previously by a Committee 
appointed by the Ministry of Health in Great 
Britain, and that Committee had not taken 
the view that sudden withdrawal was the 
best mode of treatment in all cases of 
morphine addiction. It was not the usual 
method used in Great Britain and in some 
cases was regarded as definitely dangerous. 

Sir Malcolm asked whether it was a fact 
that morphine could be very easily trans
formed into diacetylmorphine. If that were 
the case, would not the suppression of the 
legitimate manufacture of heroin be ineffective 
as a safeguard against abuse ? 

He would like to have the experts' opinion 
on these points. < 

The report of the experts was, in hls 
opinion, a document of the greatest interest 
and importance, which ought to be most 
carefully considered by the medical profession 
in any country where diacetylmorphine was 
still in use. He had not had an opportunity 
of definitely ascertaining what was the 
contemporary medical opinion in Great 
Britain on the value of diacetylmorphine as 
a drug, as he was unaware that the question 
was going to be raised at the Conference • 



and he ~ould only refer to the opinions given 
at the hme of the Geneva Conference,in•925. 
The Royal College of Physicians and the 
Royal College of Surgeons of Englan1i and 
Scotland, and the British Medical Associati~, 
had all expressed the view that the use of 
diacetylmorphine should not be prohibited. 

Sir Malcolm quoted resolutions from the 
Royal College of Physicians of Edinbur-gh and 
the R~yal College of Surgeons of Edinburgh 
to t~e ~ffect that, owing to the great value of 
herom m the treatment and relief of sufferers 
any interference with its supply for legitimat~ 
medical purposes was undesirable. 

He would also refer to the opinion expressed 
by Sir William Willcox, who was a well
known authority on drugs and a member of 
the Drugs Committee of the Office inter
national d'Hygiene publique, Paris. Sir 
William Willcox had stated in 1926 that heroin 
had therapeutic effects which were not 
Aupplied by morphine or other drugs and 
was more effective particularly in the relief 
of severe nerve pain. Its use should, in his 
view, be strictly regulated on account of the 
dangers of addiction to which it might le¥1., 
but should certainly not be forbidden. 

Sir Malcolm admitted that the recent 
appearance on the market of new drugs, in 
particular dilaudide, might affect the position 
with regard to heroin, but he had every 
reason to believe that the medical views to 
which he referred were those held in Great 
Britain at the present time. 

I~he closing sentence of their report, the 
experts had expressed their belief that, if 
the doctors in countries where heroin was 
used were afforded the opportunity of 
examining and testing clinically the derivatives 
of morphine, to which attention had been 
drawn in the report, they would be induced 
to dispense with the use of heroin entirely. 
In this connection, he would add that, if it 
were definitely established that heroin could 
be replaced by less dangerous drugs, his 
delegation would be glad to see it abolished. 

It would hardly redound to the credit of 
the Conference, or of the League, if the 
opinion of important sections of the medical 
profession were entirely set aside and, in 
vjew of the considerations which he had 

.o6tated, Sir Malcolm did not feel prepared at 
the present time to support the Austrian 
delegation's proposal. He would, however, 
propose that, in the various countries where 
heroin was still in use, attention should be 
directed specially to the interesting and 
valuable report of the experts, and that the 
Conference should adopt a resolution, which 
would appear in the Final Act, recommending 
that a thorough en9,uiry should be made into 
the :possibility of dispensing with the use of 
he rom. 

.M. Treadway (U~!ted States of America) 
said that the pos1hon of the American 
delegation with regard to diacetylmorphine 
was well known. He thought it important 
for the Committee to have the fullest 
information possible on the problem and 
would therefore ask that it should hear the 
views of Dr. Paul Wolff, of the University 
of Berlin, who was editor of one of the 
principal medical journals in Germany. 

Dr. Wolff (Germany) drew the Com
mittee's attention to a number of experiments 
ca;ried out and of opinions expressed by 
SCientists and medical practitioners with 
regard to narcotic drugs. 

Dr. Trendelenburg, Professor of Phar
macology at Berlin, had stated in a very 
well-known therapeutic treatise that, in his 
view, diacetylmorphine ought no longer to be 
prescribed, on account of its serious secondary 
effects and of the great danger~£ heroinism 
it involved. A similar conCPusion was 
expressed in another treatise issued a short 
time previously, which had been published 
by experts in German Switzerland. They 
said that heroin was specially recommended 
fft dyspnrea, but that it was not more 
efficacious than morphine and its analgesic 
effect was inferior. Eminent professors of 
medicine at Zurich and Wiirzburg-such as 
Zaugger and Flury-had often stated that 
the prescription of diacetylmorphine was a 
mistake. Among the numerous pharmaco
logists and scientists whom he had consulted, 
Dr. Wolff had found no supporter of the 
opposite views. These opinions were 
absolutely in keeping with the position 
adopted in the " Grand manuel de tMra
peutique ", by S. Klempere and Rost, who 
said that, from the pharmacological and 
clinical point of view, diacetylmorphine was 
unnecessary. 

It might be expected that the opinions of 
hospital doctors and practitioners would be 
different. In this connection, Dr. Wolff 
informed the Committee that there was in 
Germany a Commission, the Deutsche Arznei
mittel Kommission, which dealt with the 
prescription of various drugs, and of whicll.he 
was the secretary. The official publicalron , 
of this Commission stated that diacetyl
morphine was " a superfluous substance and 
ought no looger to be prescribed ". Among 
the members of the Commission, there were 
three or four pharmacologists as well as five 
very well-known hospital doctors, but greater 
weight was attached to the opinion of the 
hospital doctors than to that of the pharmaco
logists. Not only the hospital doctors, but 
also the general practitioners who represented 
German medical associations on the Com
mission considered that diacetylmorphine was 
not essential. 

In 1928, at a large Congress of practitioners 
held at Danzig, three reports on the dangers 
of drug addiction had beed. submittetlr two 
by eminent ~rofessors of the Universitl'ts of 
Tiibingen and Berlin and one by himself. 
As a result of those three reports, the 
representatives of the practitioners (about 
a hundred) had unanimo11sly supported the 
thesis that, for the relief of coughs, morphine 
could nearly always, and diacetylmorphine 



be. replaced by codeine and 
could always, 
dionine. 

F . ~• .. years ago an assembly convened 
ave or_... • Ge Government 

'the'r vote did not in any way imply distru~t 
of ~edical men who still wished . to retam 
diacl!tYllllorphine. · They ~ere mfluenced 
onl ·~i the opinion that th1s dr.u~ was not 
b ~lutely indispensable for leg1t1mate ~1se 
~~ by their des~r~ ~o assis.t in the effective 
abolition of the IlliCit traffic. 

under the auspices ofdth~d :~h~ if it should 
had as was known eca e • . 
be • agreed to ~bolish diacetylmorpha~e 
internationally, there ~uld be no dif
fi ulty in suppressing it m Germany. . ~he 

c t t'ves of the German assocaat10n represen a a h B ·t· h 
h. h . ht be compared to t e n as 

w ac mJg f · · th t the Medical Association were ~ opamon a 
bolition of diacetylmorphme would not leave 
~ gap in therapeutics in Germany. 

Dr Wolff had again consulted a large 
number of hospital doctors in hi~ country and 
all without exception, had saad th~t they 
had ceased for a long time to use diacetyl-
morphine. 

According to the new r~gulations f~r 
medical prescriptions issued an German}:' m 
February •· April 1931, no doctor. maght 
supply moitrthan o.OJ grammes of diacetyl
morphine per person per d~y.. The dose of 
diacetylmorphine was thus hmated to a much 
smaller quantity than the dose for other 
substances of the same kind. In Germany~ 
diacetylmorphine was though~ to be of« 
great importance to therapeutics. 

Dr. BrdHcka (Czechoslovakia) pointed out 
that the Austrian proposal for the to~al 
abolition of diacetylmorphine went outside 
the scope of the draft Convention submitted 
to the Governments and that his delegation 
had therefore not felt empowei'ed hitherto to 
express a definite opinion upon it. 

It had been suggested, however, that the 
solution of the problem should depend largely 
on the opinion of the medical profession in 
various countries. The information now 
before the Committee indicated that the 
balance of that opinion tended to emphasise 
the disadvantages and dangers of the use of 
d.iacettlmorpbine. At the same time, it 
JDJW;. )je remembered that the medical use of 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland) 1~emarked tha~ 
the dangers of diacetylmorphm~ W&Jf wel 
k wn and the question to be discussed was . 
r:t~er that of its utility. He thought 
Dr. Wolff would be in!erested to hear the 
results of enquiries whach he had made ~t 
the two great tuberculosis centres at Leysm 
and Davos. At Leysin the doctors ha~. 
with one exception, expressed the~selves _m 
favour of the use of diacetylm~rphme, whale 
opinion at Davos was equally divided for a~d 
against it. Specialists had stated that . m 
some cases it was. the only drug whach 
was really effective for coughs: In . these 
circumstances, he would not consider hamselt 
justified, as a represen~ativ~ of the doctd\f' 
of his country, in agreemg w1th the p~oposal 
to forbid the manufacture of d!acetyl-
mor,>hine. 

\he question of its replacement by oth~r 
drugs sijJl required further s_tud1 and,_ m 
view of'th.e marked divergencies of medical 
opinion throughout the world, he did not 
think the Conference had the right ~o take 
a definite decision in the matter, particularly 
as such a decision might, in practice, have a 
contrary effect to the aim of the Conference. 
For the moment, he thought the only step 
to be taken was to ask that the question of 
the abolition of diacetylmorphine should be 
thoroughly examined by the medical experts 
of all countries. 4• 

• vAus drugs and preparations was not 
~ect to international regulations-except 
the provisions of certain bilateral commercial 
trealies-;,r even to national administrative 
rules. Doctors had behind them the 
authority of the medical faculties and assumed 
responsibility for the drugs they prescribed. 
In practice, the examination of new drugs by 
the various branches of the medical profession 
bad generally resulted in the elimmation of 
thole which were useless or harmful. 

He would draw attention to one argument 
used by the experts which, in his opini?n, 
was untenable. The figures for consumption 
of diacetylmorphine gi':'en. in the s~atishcs of 
sickness insurance societies of VIenna and 
Berlin had been quoted. He would point 
out, however, that sickness insur:'-nce societies 
tended to use the cheapest medacaments and 
that diacetylmorphine was comparatively 
expensive. In his opinion, the fact that the 
total consumption of diacetylmorphine for 
one year was 36 kilogrammes in Germany 
and 5 kilogrammes in Austria tended to prove 
that it was an indispensable medicament. 

The views and experience of those medical 
doctors who were in favour of the use of 
diacetylmorphine could not be lightly set 
aside. Nevertheless, the Czechoslovak deE' had been informed that the 
Ki of ~ and the me4ical faculties 
of t:Uc: lovakia were in favour of inserting 
in the Convention a provision for the total 
abolition of the manufacture of diacetyl-

• morphine. His delegation would therefore 

• •, '1: 
Dr. Wu Lien-Teb (China) emphasisel 

that he had never d sputed the utility Of 
heroin in the medical profession. It was 
the terrible extent of its illicit uses, however, 
which caused him grave anxiety. He was 
thinking of the tons of heroin shipped to 
Egypt, China and, he feared, to India. It 
was upon the innumerable victims in those 
countries that the Conference should 
concentrate and not on the comparatively 
small number of tuberculosis patients, none. 

• support the Allltrian amendment, but he 
woal4 like it to be clearly understood that 
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of whom, he felt convinced, would lose their 
lives as the result of the abolition of heroin. 
So~e of the delegates had had the priYllege 

of seemg the Egyptian film which reve~ed the 
appal_ling ra~ages of this noxious drug, ~d 
the figures giVen by the League of Natie~~s 
showed that its manufacture in excess of 
legitimate needs amounted to thousands 
of ki~ogram~es. In conclusion, he might 
describe herom as the mad dog of narcotics ; 
the only humane policy was to destroy it 
before it did further harm. 
• 

M. •Bougault (France) said that the 
- proposal under discussion was a medical 

question and could not be decided without a 
general consultation of the medical faculty 
in each country. He would therefore rely on 
the opinion expressed by the first French 
delegate in the plenary Conference. The 
latter had expressed his regret at not knowing 
the Austrian proposal in time to consult and 
learn the opinion of French doctors ; in the 
absence of this authoritative opinion, he 
would ask for the maintenance of the 
manufacture of heroin, restricted to medical 
~d scientific requirements. 

.lfhe position taken up by the French 
delegation seemed to be at variance with the 
logical conclusions which followed from the 
experts' report, but it should be observed th~ 
it in no way implied any failure to appreciate 
the true value of that report. He 6lid not 
oppose it at all ; he accepted it in its l!trtirety, 
without contesting a single point. What was 
more, in his opinion, the value of this report 
ought to be multiplied by a quality factor 
much greater than unity, in view of the 
authority of the distinguished experts. But, 
against the present facts (which concerned a 
limited number of patients), even magnified 
by the foregoing multiplication, he set the 
thousands and thousands of successful 
instances of the use of heroin in the treatment 
of tuM\rculosis, successes which had been 
vouched for by the majority of medical men 
in Switzerland and Belgium. 

Moreover, there was another reason which 
stiffened his opposition to the Austrian 
delegate's proposal. 

It was indeed (and M. Bougault had already 
emphasised the point) the sad and painful lot 
of that Conference that it could not take 
any useful action against the illicit drug 
traffic without at the same time restricting 
the right of other sufferers to follow freely 
the medical treatment adapted to their 
condition. Consequently, every decision 
should be examined as regards its effects 
from two points of view: first, how effective 
would it be in the campaign against drug 
addiction, and, secondly, to what extent 
woulp it prejudice the therapeutic treatment 
a4. jertain classes of patients ? 
· ~n the present case, the sufferers w~ose 

interests were opposed to those of drug ad~Icts 
were tuberculosis patients. These patients 
were eminently deserving of sympathy ; 
innocent victims of an inherited predisposition, 
of defective hygienic conditions, o~ ~nder
feeding, of overwork, or even noble v_Ich_ms of 
duty; and, in saying that, he was thmkmg of 
the hospital attendants and nurses who 
contracted the disease at the bedside of 
tuberculosis cases . 

• 

On the other hand, there were the drug 
addicts ; sufferers to be pitied no doubt, but 
themselves partly responsible for their 
condition, since, at the root of all drug 
addiction, there was always to be found some 
weakness of character which prevented the 
patient from resisting the lure of the fatal 
passion. If he had, as a doctor, to attend a 
tuberculosis case and a drug addict at the 
same time, he would give his attention first 
to the former and afterwards to the addict. 

He next desired to indicate the consequence 
to these two classes of patient of the measure 
proposed. As regards tuberculosis cases, the 
result was clear. The answer " none " would 
come cold and sharp as the guillotine knife to 
patients needing heroin. From the day the 
prohibi.tion came into force, it would be 
impossible for the patient to procure a single 
milligramme of heroin, even though it cost a 
thousand francs a milligramme. Admittedly, 
the doctor in attendance could ppint out to 
his patient that he was unreasOflable, that 
great nations did without heroin, and that 
he had been deprived of his medicine for 
humanitarian reasons. It might be imagined. 
what weight these considerations would have 
in consoling the patient, his family and his 
frMds, and what estimate they would put 
on the humanity of such a measure. 

At least it might be hoped that this painful 
sacrifice imposed on persons suffering from 
tuberculosis would be compensated by the 
efficacy of the proposed measure in 
suppressing the terrible drug traffic. M. 
Bougault, however, was convinced that in 
that respect serious disappointments must 
be expected, which possibly many of those 
who were in favour of abolition had not taken 
into account. 

Indeed, during previous meetings, their 
attention had been called to the ease with 
which morphine could be converted into 
heroin; a document, prepared by Dr. Small, 
which had been distributed to the members 
of the Conference, brought out this point 
by describing in detail the method of 
conversion. The whole of the material 
necessary for this very simple process c;ould 
be carried in a small suit-case and the 
operation could be carried out in the vel&' 
smallest hotel bedroom. In such circum
stances, he thought he was right in stating 
that wherever there was a drug trafficker and 
morphine, the trafficker would be able to 
get as much heroin as he wanted. It was 
therefore a mere illusion to believe that all 
that was needed to suppress that dangerous 
product was to suppress the lawful manu
facture of heroin. To render the measure 
effective it would have to be accompanied 
by a second-namely, the suppression of 
the manufacture of morphine. That was 
impossible. 

If a Government had the idea of abolishing 
the consumption of sea-salt and decreed that 
the manufacture of sea-salt was forbid~n 
but that every citizen would ~ entitled MS a 
certain amount of sea-water, it could readily 
be imagined how much clandestine manu
facture there would be. It would be the 
same with heroin. Traffickers who hitherto 
had obtained supplies of heroin direct would 
henceforth obtain supplies of morphine by the 
same methods and themselves convert it 

i 
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illto heroiD. There would be no statistical 
record of manufactured heroin, but the 
qu&Dtity of heroin available f~r drug addicts 
would not be reduced by a smgle gramme. 

On the other hand, tuberculosis patients 
would be deprived of a medicament which 
many doctors considered useful. 

M. Fi&ueredo-Lora (Costa Rica) a5ked the 
experts to note that Costa Rica was among 
the countries which had forbidden the use of 
diacetylmorphine ; this step had been taken 
ill Ig28. 

He added that his medical experience had 
proved to him that diacetylmorphine was not 
an absolutely indispensable drng and he had 
never known a case of a patient who had died 
for the lack of 1t. There was an enormous 
disproportion between the advantages and 
disadvantages of the use of diacetylmorphine, 
and the figures published by the League 
showing Uaat tons of this substance had 
passed into the illicit traffic were extremely 
disquieting. 

M. Bougault, in expressing fears for the 
welfare of tuberculosis patients, had 
apparently not taken account of the existence 
of stocks. He understood that the stoc~of 
diacetylmorphine at present in the world 
amounted to what had been called an 
astronomical number of doses. He would 
suggest therefore that the· manufacture of 
this substance should be forbidden until the 
present stocks were exhausted. It this step 
were taken, there would be a suff.cient 
supply to meet the needs of the medical 
profession for centuries. 

M. Bou&ault (France) emphasised that he 
was not opposed to the strict limitation of 
the manufacture of diacetylmorphine. If 
the stocks were so enormous as would appear 
from M. FigUeredo-Lora's statement he would, 
of course, not object to the cessation of 
manufacture. 

M. ltuaauobu (Japan) stated that diacetyl
morphine was required in Japan for the 
9edical treatment of the heroin addicts 
onder strict Government control. Japanese 
medical experts considered it a useful 
medicament and were not in favour of its 
complete abolition. Then again, if export 
were prohibited, import should be prohibited 
also, so that transactions would be limited to 
countries not parties to the Convention. 

Dr. ltabler (Germany) reminded the 
Committee that he had already expressed 
his views with regard to diacetylmorphine at 
a plenasy meeting of the Conference. The 
~= was not one of great importance for 

y, where, as Dr. Wolff had shown, it 
was not extensively used and was not 
rtearded as indispensable. The Government 
ha contempllted the possibility of entirely 
abolishing the manufacture and use of 
diautylmorphine, but had given up the idea 
in deference to the opinion of some members 
of the m~eal profession who had considered 
tlu. medicament useful and neceuary. This 
opiDioD was reflected in the figures for the 
CODMlmption of diacetylmorphine in Germany 

which had been referred to ~n the experts' 
repoJ;t. He therefore did not think that ,his 
Government would be prepared to agree to 
the complete abolition of diacetylmorphine. 

~· Kahler felt, mpreover, that an important 
decision of this kind should not be taken 
witho1;1t hearing the views of important 
international authorities, in particular of the 
Office international d'Hygilme publique at 
Paris. Althongh he did not consider the 
present Conference competent to pronounce 
an opinion in the matter, he would be i" 
favour of a proposal such as that ~de by 
Sir Malcolm Delevmgne that the question . 
of the abolition of diacetylmorphine should 
be carefully studied in every country. 

With regard to Dr. Wu Lien-Teh's remarks 
concerning the illicit traffic, he thought he 
need hanlly po.nt out that no German 
factory could export a gramme of diacetyl
morphine without an import certificate, and 
it was therefore impossible that any quantities 
of this drug wmch had entered. the illicit 
traff1c had come from licit sources in Germany. 

With reference to the question of stocks 
mentioned by the delegate of Costa Rica, <he 
would state that the stocks of diacetyl
morphine in Germany on January Ist, 1931, 
pounted to 141 kilogrammes. 

M. Jan Wettum (Netherlands) was not in 
a position to agree with the Austrian 
amendment, as the medical profession in 
his country still considered that the use of 
diacetylmorphine was indispensable in certain 
cases. He was, however, in favour of 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne's proposal for the 
inclusion in the Final Act of a recommendation 
that a thorongh enquiry should be made in 
all countries into the possibility of dispensing 
with the use of diacetylmorphine. 

~ 

M. Weinber& (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) was also unable to support the 
Austrian amendment, in view of the opinion 
of the medical profession in the Soviet 
Union that diacetylmorphine was useful and 
in certain cases indispensable. As, however, 
a different opinion was held in some other 
countries, the Soviet delegation would be 
prepared, if the importing and exporting 
countries desired it, to agree to a proposal 
for the abolition of the export of diacetyl
morphine. He would add that the delegates 
had had an opportunity of studying the 
legislation in force in the Soviet Union for 
the organisation and control of the production, 
manufacture and distribution of narcotic 
drugs. 1 These regulations gave every 
guarantee that diacetylmorphine mf.a
factured in the Soviet Union would be U$ed 
exclusively for medical and scientific pur poles. 

Mr. Dixon (Expert) intended to confine his 
remarks to the comments which had been 
made on the report of the experts by various 
delegates during the meeting. 

1 See Vol. I, Annex 3a. 
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The French delegate had asked whether 
the e~perts had based their conclusions on 
expenments made on animals or on human 
being~. Unfortunately, they had based theni 
o~ ne1ther of these grounds, otherwise they 
m.1ght have been able to express themselves 
Wtth absolute certainty. Certain experiments 
performed on patients in laboratories had 
be~n. taken into .account, but the experts' 
o~u~10ns were. mamly the result of extensive 
chmcal expenence with drug addicts. 

Re.ferring to Sir Malcolm Delevingne's 
enquuy whether there were other alkaloids 
as .dangerous as diacetylmorphine, he would 
pou~t out that one characteristic peculiarity 
of diacetylmorphine was its great diffusibility. 
For. this reason, it was the only drug of 
addiction of the morphine series which 
could be taken as snuff, and the ease with 
which it could be administered made it more 
dangerous than other substances. It was 
true that acedicone and eucodal were 
dangerous drugs, but it must be remembered 
that their manufacture was restricted by the 
fact that they were prepared not from 
morphine but from thebaine, of which there 
was only a very limited supply in the world. 
The information available with regard to 
these drugs was not yet very extensive, as the 
number of addicts was at present small. 

Again, Professor Dixon thought that the 
opinion expressed by the experts in the report 
might be strengthened by saying that there 
was evidence that all pharmacologists and a 
large majority of eminent physicians in 
Europe and America w~::re definitely opposed 
to the employment of heroin in medical 
practice, and he believed M. Tiffeneau would 
agree with him on this point. 

..,. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne had stated that 
sudden withdrawal of the alkaloid was not 
the usual method of treating morphinism 
in England. He would remind him, however, 
that cases which occurred in England were 
very few and were nearly all of very long 
standing, and general practitioners had no 
real experience in the matter. 

given opposite opinions, and he did not 
think that evidence carried great weight. 

Dr. Carriere had made only one criticism, 
and this Mr. Dixon did not consider a valid 
one. It might be true that insurance 
societies tended to use the cheapest drugs, 
but, although morphine was cheaper than 
heroin weight for weight, heroin was 
considerably cheaper if the doses were 
compared. 

M. Bougault had laid stress on the 
importance of diacetylmorphine in tubercular 
diseases of the respiratory tract. Probably 
any physician in the world would prefer 
diacetylmorphine to morphine or codeine for 
this purpose, but it must not be forgotten 
that other substances could be used. The 
French delegate had deplored the lot of 
patients who might be deprived of diacetyl
morphine, but had not referred to the position 
of patients in the United States of America 
where this drug was prohibited. 

Mr. Dixon realised that it might not 
be possible to replace diacetylmorphine 
immediately, and he entirely agreed with 
Sir Malcolm Delevingne that doctors must be 
educated. In conclusion, he would emphasise 
the experts' view that the dangers of diacetyl
morphine far overshadowed the beneficial 
effects produced by the small amount which 
might conceivably be required by a few 
patients suffering from tuberculosis of the 
arynx. 

M. Schultz (Austria), referring to certain 
obj,ections which had been raised, emphasised 
that though the aim of the Austrian amend
ment was to abolish the manufacture of 
diacetylmorphine, it contained nothing to 
indicate that its legitimate use must be 
forbidden. The large quantities of that drug 
already in stock could still be employed for 
medical purposes. Moreover, the fact that 
the United States and Costa Rica had decided 
to dispense with diacetylmorphine was very 
significant. It had been said that dicodide, 
eucodal and dilaudide, the use of which had 
been proposed in place of diacetylmorphine, 
were also narcotic drugs, but the fact 
remained that they were less dangerous. 

Sir Malcolm Delevingne had asked on what 
grounds M. Schultz had based his statement 
that diacetylmorphine was the most dangerous 
narcotic drug : he thought that conclusion 
was clear from the experts' report. 

The argument used by M. Bougault that 
the abolition of the manufacture of diacetyl
morphine would be entirely ineffective was 
in his view not valid. . The same argument 
might be applied to any measures taken for 
the defence of society. 

Sir Malcolm had referred to the opinion of 
the Royal College of Physicians of England 
with regard to the use of diacetylmorphine. 
He happened to be -a member of that body 
and considered that most of the Fellows of 
the College knew little more about diacetyl
morphine than the average medical man. 
Tqe members of the British Medical 
Association had not to experiment but to 
follow the instructions they had received in 
the course of their training. The opinion of 
Sir William Willcox, to which reference had 
been made by Sir Malcolm, had been given 
at a small committee appointed by the He had been greatly interested in the 
Government to investigate the addiction proposal, made by Sir Malcolm Delevingne 
question in England. He had himself been ~nd s.upported by other d~leg3:tes, for .the 
a member of that Committee and had taken mserhon of a recommendation 10 the Fmal 
an opposite view to that held by Sir William. Act. This proposal ~owed . tha~ pr~~ess 
They had both consulted witnesses who had I had been made, but did not, 10 h1s op1mon, 

• 
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co far eeouch. In view of the ~clusio~s 
of the experts• report, he C?nSldered 1t 
essea.tial to take more energetic measures. 

Tile ClaUrman said that the Austrian 
ameadment would now be put to the vote. 

M. BouQault (FraDC!C) asked ~at in view 
of the importance of the vote 1t should be 
tUela by roll-call. .If the amend~ent were 
carrieci it would be the first occasion on 
which ~ assembly of that kind had decided 
to restrict the freedom of medical practice. 

The Chairman asked th~ Committee to 
vote on the following amendment, proposed 
by the Austrian delegation : 

" Insert an additional article as follows : 
• The manufacture of diacetylmorphine 
shall be forbidden • ". 
The voting was as follows : 
1•/IIJIOW of llle •metulmettt: Austria, China, 

Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Italy, Poland, 
Spain, United States of America, Venezuela. 

Araftslllle llmetulmeflt: Belgium, Germany, 
Grea Britain, France, Japan, Netherlands, 
Sweden. Switzerland, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics. 

Absetll : Danzig, Guatemala, Lithuania, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Ronmania. 

The Chairman proposed that, as nine 
delegations were in favour and nine against 
the amendment, ·while seven were absent, 

the vote should be taken· again on the 
following day. 
• Sir Malcolm DelevinQne pointed out 

that, under the ordinary rules of parliament
ary procedure, if an amendment was not 
carried by a majority it was considered to be 
rejected. It would not therefore appear to 
be in order for the vote to be repeated. 

The Chairman asked the President of the 
Conference to give a ruling on the point. 

M. de Brouckere, as President of the 
Conference, confirmed Sir Malcolm Dele
vingne's view. Speaking somewhat un
officially he ·wished to add that, if a very 
small majority either for or against a proposal 
was reached on an important point in a 
committee, the usual course was to attempt 
to arrive at a compromise. He thought it 
would be fatal for the Conference to draw 
up a convention based on small ~.ajorit~es. 
since there would be no hope of 1ts bemg 
universally accepted. 

TheChairmanannouncedthattheAustrian 
amendment was rejected. 

With regard to the question raised by the 
Swedish delegation concerning intermediate . 
products other than crude morphine, he would 
suggest that it should be put to the experts 
and that the Swedish delegate should make 
any observations in that connection at the 
plenary meeting of the Conference. 

Agrutl. 

EIGHTH MEETING. 

Thursday, June 18th, 1931, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman : M. CHODZKO (Poland). 

12.-DISCUSSION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION : ~RTICLE 1 
(continuation) : AMENDMENT PRO
POSED BY THE JAPANESE 
DELEGATION 1 AND REPORT 
O'F THE EXPERTS ON THE 
MEANING OF THE WORD "DERI-
VATIVE" (Vol ll, Annex 9). • Dr. von Jtaaffi-Lenz read the experts' 

report on the meaning of the word 
" deriv.&tive .. , adding certain explanations. 

M • .K.auaobu Uapu) explained that the 
Japanese delegates' mtention in presenting 
its amendment was not so much to obtain a 
technical definition of the word " derivative " 
as to arrive at an international agreement 
with regard to its meaning, in view of the 
replationl to be applied · to substances 
denoted by this term. 

• S. ....._of tbe .,.C<>Jid ~~ of the Techlrical 
c a 'Uti, ,...71. 

As any ambiguity on this subject was 
avoided in the new draft of Article I, the 
Japanese delegation withdrew its amendment. 

Proposal by the Delegation of Panama. 

The Chairman read the following proposal 
by the delegation of Panama. In his opinion, 
it referred rather to Article 2 ot the draft 
Convention than to Article I, and the 
discussion of the amendment was rather a 
matter for the Legal Committee. 

" Add the following paragraph to 
Article 1 : 

. " ' !'fanufacturers who have given, or 
wlll g1ve, trade or proprietary names to 
any recognised narcotic drugs dealt with 
~y the Convention, before bringing them 
1nto the market, sb.all be required to 
state after the trade name the. correct 
chemical name and. the exact amount 
of the narcotic present.' " 
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Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) considered that 
the !echnical Committee also ought to 
examme the amendment which he had 
presented. He. explain~d that the registered 
nal!les. of _certam propnetary remedies gave 
n~ mdtcahon of their real nature. The result 
mtgh~ ~e exemplified by the case of certain 
practitioners of his acquaintance who thought 
that eu~odal was. ~erely a spec!al preparation 
of cod?me_. as a~ptrm was a spectal preparation 
of sahcyhc actd. 

Dr. Hoffmann pointed out that his 
amendment had a special bearing on Article I, 
group_ r! paragraph {i), in which preparations 
contammg more than 20 per cent of morphine 
were mentioned. 
Th~ list drawn up by Dr. Anselrriino 

COD;tat~ed. some twenty names which gave 
no mdtcahon whether the substances to which 

they were applied contained more or less 
than 20 per cent of morphine. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) emphasised 
that Article I was concerned solely with 
definitions. In his opinion, the amendment 
proposed by the delegation of Panama 
rather involved a modification of the various 
national regulations. 

He stated that, in Belgium, it was 
compulsory to give the chemical formula for 
a medicament after its name. The amend
ment proposed by the delegation of Panama 
might, he thought, be embodied in a new 
article of the Convention by which the 
Governments would undertake to introduce a 
similar provision in their national regulations. 

The discussion of the amendment was 
adjourned to the following meeting. 

NINTH MEETING. 

Friday, June 19th, 1931, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman: M. CHODZKO (Poland), 
replaced during part of the meeting by Dr. DE MYTTENAERE (Belgium). 

13.-DISCUSSION OF Dr. VON 
ON KNAFFL-LENZ' REPORT 

IMPURE ALKALOIDS (Vol. 
Annex IO). 

II, 

Dr. von Knaffl-Lenz submitted his reply 
to the following question, which had been 
raised by the Swedish delegate : 1 

" Are there other crude products than 
crude morphine which could be used for 
medical treatment or for illicit purposes? " 

M. Sj6strand (Sweden) stated that, in 
accordance with the procedure already 
explained by the Chairman, he reserved the 
right to bring up the matter in the plenary 
Conference, the Technical Committee's 
discussion on Article I being closed. 

14.-DISCUSSION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION : ARTICLE l : 
AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY 
THE POLISH DELEGATION AND 
SUB-AMENDMENT PROPOSED 
BY THE AUSTRIAN DELEGATION. 

The Chairman asked Dr. de Myttenaere 
to preside during the discussion of this ite.m, 
since he himself wished to present the Pohsh 
amendme.nt. 

(Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) took the 
chair.) 

• Seo Minutes of the seventh meeting of the Technical 
Committee, page 93· 
• 

M. Chodzko (Poland) read the following 
amendment submitted by the Polish 
delegation : 

" Insert as Article 2a : 

" ' The High Contracting Parties 
undertake to prohibit the export from 
their territories of diacetylmorphine and 
of its salts and the preparations of 
diacetylmorphine and of its salts '." 

He reminded the Committee that he had 
already expressed in the plenary Conference 
the views which had led the Polish delegation 
to put forward the amendment now under 
discussion. Since· that time, however, the 
situation had been somewhat changed by the 
introduction of a new element. The 
Committee had heard the extremely 
impressive report on diacetylmorphine by the 
experts, whose views had been further 
amplified by Mr. Dixon. In spite of this 
report, however, the Austrian amendment 
for the abolition of the manufacture of 
diacetylmorphine had been rejected. He 
therefore presented the Polish amendmen~ 
as a compromise which he hoped would tW 
generally accepted. It appeared to him 
that the question did not affect the 
manufacturing countries ; if there was any 
opposition it might be on the part of some 
consuming countries who were anxious to 
protect the rights of the medical profession. 

M. Schultz (Austria) referred to his 
statement in the plenary Conference 
advocating the abolition of the manufacture, 
export and import of diacetylmorphine. 
For this purpose, he had proposed a number 
of amendments, but the first of these, which 
was concerned with manufacture, had been 
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rejected by the Technical Committee. This 
defeat was due perhaps .to chanc~, several 
members of the Comnuttee ha~g b~en 
absent, but, even supposing the di~uSSlon 
had been continued in a plenary meetmg and 
a majority in favour of the amendment 
secured he feared the victory would have 
been niusory. In this . Conf«:r~nce, the 
majority could not force 1ts op1mons upon 
the minority; everything depe_nded on good
will and a general understan~mg at_D~ng t~e 
delegates. Realising the senous diff1cul~1es 
of a situation in which all the manufacturmg 
countries represented ~n the Committee :md 
two consuming countnes had voted agamst 
his proposal he had decided to seek another 
more acceptable solution, for he was convinced 
that,· if the abolition of the manufacture of 
diacetylmorphine was not at the moment 
practicable, no one would deny that 
the severest restrictions were absolutely 
indispensable. He woul~ emphasise at. ~he 
same time that he had m no way modif1ed 
his views and reserved the right to return 
to the question of the abolition of manu
facture at a plenary meeting. 

The Polish proposal now before the 
Committee commended itself to M. Schultz 
as a compromise which would at least mark 
a step forward, and for that reason he 
strongly recommended its adoption. More
over it was so closely similar to the 
am~dment to Article 17 proposed by his 
delegation that he had decided to withdraw 
that amendment. 

At the same time, he felt that the objections 
to the abolition of diacetylmorphine which 
had been raised on behalf of the medical 
profession should receive full consideration. 
It had been stated in reply that the existence 
of large stocks of that drug would leave the 
doctors free to prescribe it when necessary, 
as was the case in the United States of 
America. This argument would not, however, 
have the same force in counection with a 
proposal for the abolition of exports. He 
had therefore endeavoured to devise a scheme 
which would satisfy the demands of the 
medical profession while ensuring absolutely 
strict control. It seemed to him that both 
these conditions were fulfilled by the terms 
of the following Austrian amendment, which 
was intended to supplement the Polish 
proposal: 

" Nevertheless, at the definite request 
of a non-mannfacturing country, based on 
import certificates, as provided for in this 
Convention, a manufacturing country may 
export to the competent department of 
the Government designated by the non
manufacturing country in question in the 
above-mentioned import certificates such 
quantities of diacetylmorphine and its 
salts and preparations of diacetylmorphine 
and of its salts as are necessary for the 
medical and scientific needs of the said 
country. 

" Any stocks which may thus accumulate 
shall be kept under strict Government 
control." 

All poNibility of abuse would thus be 
exeluded under an arrangement which would 
iaereue the responsibility of an importing 

country by maki~g it comp~lsory for 
consignments of d1acetylmorphme to . be 
made direct to its competent Government 
department and for stocks to be kept under 
strict Government control. 

M. Chodzko (Poland) thanked M. Schultz 
for putting forward his sub-amendment, which 
he considered very sound and likely to 
facilitate the adoption of the Polish proposal. 
He would suggest a slight modification of 
the text by the addition of the words " at 
the disposal of the Government " after the 
word " kept " in the last paragraph, which 
would thus read : 

" Any stocks which may thus accumulate 
shall be kept at the disposal of the 
Government and under strict Government 
control ". 

The object of this alteration was to make it 
clear that the stocks would be treated 
differently from those of any other drugs. 
He would add that, in his view, the vote 
taken at the seventh meeting of the Committee 
was entirely negative. The Conference could 
not be satisfied with such a situation, and 
it would be better for its prestige if a solution 
could be found which would satisfy everyone's 
views. 

M. Schultz (Austria) agreed to the addition 
of the words which he proposed. 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) supported the 
Polish and Austrian proposals from the point 
of view of non-manufacturing countries. 

Dr. Carri~re (Switzerland) said that he 
would have found himself in an embarrassing 
position if the Polish proposal alone had been 
before the Committee. The effect of this 
amendment would have been completely 
to deprive certain countries of diacetyl
morphine while other countries reta:ned 
facilities for its use. He was therefore very 
grateful to the Austrian delegate for having 
put forward a sub-amendment which removed 
this objection and would satisfy divergent 
Opinions. He was glad to be able to agree to 
the Polish amendment with the important 
addition of M. Schultz' proposals. 

Dr. Kahler (Germany) regretted that he 
had not been able to reach the same conclusion 
as the last speaker. With regard to the 
Polish amendment he had already stated that 
the German delegation could not agree that 
diacetylmorphine should be unobtainable by 
certain sections of the medical profession, 
which considered it necessary. It might be 
argued that non-manufacturing countries 
could always convert morphine into heroin, 
but it would surely be contrary to the aims 
of the Conference to encourage the establish
ment of new factories, and it would, moreover, 
be unprofitable to produce very small 
quantities of diacetylmorphine. 

In the second place, the prohibition of the 
export of diacetylmorphine seemed to him 
entirely unnecessary, since any country 
which was opposed to the use of that drug 
could protect itself by refusing to issue 
import certificates. A prohibition measure 
would be binding only on countr:es which 
had ratified the Convention and which would 
therefore in any case not export a gram~e 
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of ~ . dangerous drug without an import 
cer.hficate. He therefore failed to see what 
ob]~ct would be gained by adopting the 
Pohsh amendment. 

. Th_e . A~strian proposal involved a 
discnmmahon between the import certificates 
issued for heroin and those for other drugs 
and he thought such a measure would b~ 
ina~v.isable at a time when the import 
certificate system was shown to be working 
satisfactorily. 

At the same time, referring to M. Chodzko's 
desire for a general agreement, he would 
repeat . that he ~ould entirely favour a 
reso~utlon by which all . the contracting 
parhes would agree to examine the possibility 
of the total abolition of heroin. 

M. Ferri (Italy) strongly supported the 
Polish and Austrian proposals. To use M. 
Cavazzoni's expression, these proposals would 
provide a weaoon for the future when 
research would be made into possibilities of 
dispensin~ with the use of narcotic drugs. 
The Italian delegation's view was that 
diacetylmorphine should be completely 
abolished, and this opinion had been 
corroborated by the exoerts. As a practical 
measure, however, his delegation was willing 
to accept the compromise embodied in the 
Pol'sh amendment. At the same t'me, he 
wished to make it clear that he could accept 
the Austrian oroposal only if it were definitely 
understood that it prov'ded for exceptional 
measures which wou1d not become the rule. 
As he understood the aim of the Austrian 
amen<iment, it was that the trade in diacetyl
m'lmltine should be destroyed as far as 
possible and only allowed under the strictest 
control to satisfy certain needs of the 
medical profession. 

M. Ferri thou~ht it essential, however, that 
the " comoetent department o' the Govern
m~nt " should be strictly intemreted to 
deo;i~ate, for examole, the Public Health 
D~o'lrtment or a narcotics bureau, but not to 
aoo1y to such institutions a<; hosoitals, 
universities, pharmaceutical associations, etc. 
Soeakin~ on beltalf of a.consumin~ country, 
he W'luld ask the reoresentat:ves of 
manufacturing countries not to be anxious 
for the ri!l"hts of importing countries, which 
were themselves willing to submit to 
restrictions. 

M. Bottomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) reminded the Committee of the 
Soviet delegation's point of view that 
questions concerning imports of narcotic 
drugs should be entirely in the hands of 
importing and consuming countries. As he 
believed that those countries were opposed 
to the use of diacetylmorphine he was 
prepared to support them and to vote for 
the Polish amendment. 

The Austrian proposal appeared to him to 
weaken that amendment, but, if it gave 
satisfaction to the consuming countries, he 
had nothing to say against it. Moreover, it 
contained one feature which particularly 
commended itself to him, in that it provided 
far stronger control for diacetylmorphine 

" 

than for other narcotic drugs. This policy 
was in accordance with the views of his 
delegation, which had already urged the 
necessity of State control over narcotic drugs . 

Si.r Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 
considered that, although the prohibition of 
the . manufacture o.f diacetylmorphine was 
not m the present circumstances practicable 
it w~~ at le~st a reasonable proposal. Th~ 
aboht10n of Its export seemed to him far less 
defensible. The result would be to allow 
some countries to use a drug which was 
denied to others, and, if the Polish amendment 
were carried, Great Britain would be in the 
positio~ of not bein~ able to supply diacetyl
morphine to the Insh Free State or to its 
colonies and possessions. 

He recognised that the Austrian sub
amendment represented a serious attempt 
to arrive at a compromise, and was very 
grateful to M. Schultz for the spirit of 
conciliation which he had shown. It was 
all the more a matter of regret to him that, 
after carefully examining the proposal, he 
was unable to support it. He failed to see 
how it added any additional safeguard to 
those provided by the Geneva Convention 
and supplemented by certain provisions of 
the new Convention. He saw no practical 
difference between consigning drugs direct 
to a person or firm authorised by the 
Government to receive them and consigning 
them direct to the Government department it
self, since that department could immediately 
pass them on to the wholesalers, doctors or 
pharmacists. The effect of the change would, 
he thought, only be to place exporting 
countries in a difficult position. A country 
which received an order for export of diacetyl
morphine-say, from a hospital or a 
pharmacist supported by a Government 
import certificate-would be obliged to refuse 
it, because consignments might be addressed 
only to a Government department. 

If M. Ferri's interpretation of the Austrian 
amendment were accepted, however, that 
amendment presented in his view much more 
serious difficulties. In this connection, he 
would ask M. Chodzko to explain the exact 
meaning of the words " at the disposal of 
the Government " which he had proposed 
to add. If he understood M. Ferri correctly" 
his idea was that supplies would be held by 
Governments, who would only dole them 
out in exceptional cases under exceptional 
conditions. M. Sc\lultz had apparently agreed 
with that view. fn these circumstances, the 
effect would be that, owing to the extreme 
severity of the restrictions, medical men 
generally would be entirely prevented from 
using diacetylmorphine. 

Sir. Malcolm did not feel authorised to 
accept the Polish proposal even as modified 
by the Austrian sub-amendment and suggested 
that it would be preferable to give up the 
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discossion of controversial measures which 
could not be accepted· by a number of 
countries. 

M. Ft&uereclo-Lora (Costa Rica) warmly 
supported the Polish and Austrian amend
ments which he thought represented the 
most 'satisfactory compromise possible in 
the circumstances. He would ask Dr. 
Carriere whether these proposals would give 
entire satisfaction to the medical profession 
in Switurland, where there was an extensive 
demand for diacetylmorphine on account of 
the large number of tuberculous patients. 
The opinion held in that country was, on 
that account, particularly important. 

M. Chocbko (Poland) entirely agreed with 
the interpretation given to the Austrian 
proposals by the Italian delegate and accepted 
by M. Schultz. He emphasised that the 
amendment· he had put forward embodied a 
principle which his delegation considered 
essential. 

Referring to certain criticisms which had 
been made, he considered that account must 
be taken of the opinion of those consuming 
countries which did not wish diacetyl
morphine to enter their territories. 

. Sir Malcolm Delevingne had said that the 
system proposed by the Austrian delegate 
would arouse difficulties. He apparently 
contemplated cases in which applications 
would be received by manufacturing countries 
from individual physicians or pharmacists. 
In K. Chodzko's view, such a situation would 
be impossible, since exports could be made 
only on the basis of import certificates issued 
by the importing State. In any case, 
however, he did not consider it a disadvantage 
to create difficulties ; trade in a highly 
dangerous drug should not be an easy matter. 
He was unable to share Sir Malcolm's desire 
to avoid controversial questions ; if that 
principle were followed, few important 
proposals could be discussed at all. 

Sir Maleolm Delmnpe (Great Britain) 
explained that H. Chodzko had misunderstood 
what he said. He had referred to orders for 
imports based on an import certificate issued 
by the Government of the importing country. 

M. Jtueenobu Uapan) stated that the 
Japanese delegation was unable to support 
the Polish and Austrian proposals. They 
considered that the prohibition of exports 

Jl.louid not be effective in suppressing imports 
~ diacetylmorphine, since it would be binding 

only on the parties to the Convention; and 
other countries would continue to export. 

:. 
M, Sebultz (Austria) erftphasised that his 

propotal was intended to provide exce.Ptional 
stipulations for the export of diacetyl
morphine on account of the exceptional 
nature of that drug. Article 17 of the draft 
Convention laid down conditions for the 
export and import of narcotic drugs, but his 
de.leption considered it indispensable to 
make special arrangements in the case of 
• 

diacetylmorphine. The measures he, proposed 
were intended only to meet exceptional 
needs, and he confirmed M. Ferri's view that 
the term " competent department " referred 
to in the amendment must be interpreted 
in the strictest , sense. The provision for 
consigning . exports only to Government 
departments would, he thought, greatly 
reduce the possibilities of fraud. 

M. Razet (France) reminded the 
Committee that M. Bougault had already 
expressed the French delegation's opinion 
that the Conference had no power to impose 
restrictions on the right to prescribe which 
doctors possessed. If a country which 
respected this right desired to import heroin 
to meet its medical requirements, it was not 
possible to refuse to export heroin. He was 
therefore unable to support the Polish 
amendment. 

It was true that the Austrian sub-amend
ment rectified the Polish proposal to . a 
certain extent ; but, in his opinion, while it 
was provided, under the terms of the sub
amendment, that heroin could be sent only • 
to a State administration, it went no further 
than the Geneva Convention. Under that 
Convention, every country was free to 
indicate on the import certificate the name 
of the addressee to whom the drugs should be 
consigned and the importing country •ust 
take that into account. The Austrian 
proposal, therefore, appeared to him to serve 
no useful purpose. 

Dr. Carriere (Switzerland), replying to 
the delegate of Costa Rica, said he was 
satisfied that the adoption of the proposals 
under discussion would not seriously affect 
the freedom of the medical profession. 

If he understood the Austrian proposals 
rightly, they constituted a method of 
application of the system of import 
certificates. Once a Government had 
imported diacetylmorphine, it could choose 
a method of distribution which would give 
all necessary facilities to doctors. It might, 
for instance, transmit it to a distributing 
bureau or to one or more firms, always, of 
course, under strict control. 

He had not modified his views with regard 
to diacetylmorphine, but he was prepared to 
vote for the Polish and Austrian proposals 
as a measure of conciliation which would be 
likely to be acceptable. 

Allusion had been made to the respective 
positions of manufacturing and consuming 
countries. He would state that, in the 
Committee's discussions, he had spoken 
entirely on behalf of the medical profes'sion, 
and not as the representative of a 
manufacturing country. 

Si! Malcolm Delevln.&ne (~reat Britain) 
cons1dered that M. Carn~re's mterpretation 
of the Austrian proposals was very djfferent 
from that of M. Ferri, which had been 
supported by M. Schultz and M. Chodzko. 

M. Cbodzko (Poland) did not agree that 
there was any difference between the 

' 
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two interpretations. Under the proposed 
arrangements, a Government would have 
stocks of diacetylmorphine intended definitely 
for use by certain doctors and hospitals. It 
would be free to distribute them for those 
purposes in whatever manner it considered 
right, provided it retained strict control 
from beginning to end. 

M. Schultz (Austria), replying toM. Razet, 
considered that the Austrian sub-amendment 
was a definite advance upon the provisions 
of the Geneva Convention. It increased the 
~espon~ibility of the State ; it made re-export 
1mposs1ble and had the advantage of ensuring 
that trade in diacetylmorphine would be 
carried on only between the manufacturer 
on the one hand and the Government of the 
importing country on the other. 

So far, criticisms of the proposals had been 
made only by representatives of manufacturing 
countries. He did not think, however, that 
those countries need be anxious for the 
interests of the consuming countries. 

M. van Wettum (Netherlands) stated that, 
as a representative of a consuming country, 
he would support all the arguments against 
the Polish and Austrian proposals made by 
the delegates of Germany, Great Britain, 
France and Japan. 

1\1. Razet (France) thought it regrettable 
to make distinctions between manufacturing 
and non-manufacturing countries. The aim 
of all delegates was to co-operate in achieving 
a common end, and, if a particular view was 
expressed by representatives of manufacturing 
countries, it was only because they were 
speaking on a subject with which they had 
to deal daily. 

M. Schultz (Austria) assured the French 
delegate that he had only intended to 
register a fact, and in no way wished to 
imply a criticism of any group of delegates. 

The Chairman, in his capacity as delegate 
of Belgium, paid a tribute to th~ spirit. of 
conciliation shown by M. Schultz m puttmg 
forward his sub-amendment. He was happy 
to support the Polish and Austrian proposals, 
and hoped that the statement made by 
Dr. Carriere would help to persuade delegates 
to vote in favour of them. 

As Chairman he announced that the vote 
would be take~ by roll-call on the Polish 
amendment, together with the Austrian 
sub-amendment, itself amended by the 
insertion of the words " at the disposal of the 
Government " proposed by M. Chodzko. 

The vote was as follows : 

In favour of the amendments : Austria, 
Belgium, Costa Rica, Italy, Pana~a, Po~~d, 
Spain, Switzerland, Union of Sov1et Soc111:hst 
Republics, United States of Amenca, 
Venezuela. 

Against the amendments: France, Germany, 
Great Britain, Japan, Netherlands. 

Abstentions : Czechoslovakia, Sweden. 
Absent : China, Danzig, Guatemala, 

Lithuania, Paraguay, Peru and Roumania. 
The Polish amendment and Austrian sub

amendment were adopted by eleven votes to 
five, with two abstentions, seven delegates 
being absent. 

(M. Chodzko (Poland) resumed the 
chairmanship.) 
Proposal by the Delegation of Panama for the 

Compulsory Indication of the Chemical 
Names of Narcotic Drugs.l 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) said that, as he 
had already explained to the Committee, it 
was in his view necessary for doctors, 
pharmacists and patients to be able to 
ascertain the · character of the drugs they 
used. Manufacturing countries had la~s 
which made it obligatory for manufacturers 
to state the chemical name of each drug for 
use within the country, but this did not in 
every case apply to drugs intended for export. 

Dr. Kahler (Germany) informed the 
Committee that, in his country, every 
proprietary remedy containing a narcotic 
drug which was put on the market under a 
trade or special name must bear an indication 
of its composition, showing in particular the 
narcotic content and giving the chemical 
name of the narcotic drug. Seeing that this 
rule worked very well in Germany, the 
German delegation recommended that a 
similar measure should be generally applied 
to international trade. 

Dr. de Myttenaere (Belgium) thought that 
there was no objection to Dr. Hoffmann's 
proposal. In his view, the only difficu_lty 
was to decide in what part of the Convention 
it should be inserted. 

M. Razet (France) asked whether the 
words " desigt~ation chimique " 1 used in the 
proposal referred to the chemical formula 
or only to the chemical name of a preparation. 
He added that, according to a French 
regulation which had proved very_ valuable, 
it was compulsory to gtve the chemical name. 

Dr. Hoffmann (Panama) replied that 
only the chemical name was intended. 

He asked that his proposal should be 
embodied in a new article of the draft 
Convention. 

The proposal was unanimously adopted, a. 
was referred to the Drafting Committee for 
insertion in a suitable place in the draft 
Convention. 

• See Minutes of t"be eighth meeting of the Technical 
Committee, page zoo. . 

• the question does not arise in connection with the 
English tezt of the propooal. 
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LEGAL .AND DIWTING OODITTEE. 

FIRST MEETING. 

Friday, June 5th, 1931, at 3 ,p.m. 

Chainnan: Mr. CALDWELL (United States of America). 

:r.-PUBLICITY OJ' MEETINGS. 

Tie C11111111i"-~ 1o lloltl its ffUIIi•gs 
i• ~ic. 

2.-EXAMINATION OJ' THE DRAI'T 
CONVENTION : RELATION OJ' 
ARTICLE 3, No.I, SECOND PARA
GRAPH OJ' THE ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE'S DRAI'T' TO THE 
MOST - FAVOURED - NATION 
CLAUSE. 

M. Baraadon (Legal Section of Secretariat) 
pointed out that there was no uniform 
conception of the ~-favoured-nation clause, 
which varied in the different treaties in which 
it appeared, sometimes applying solely to 
tariffs, sometimes to transport, sometimes to 
the treatment of foreigners. In its widest 
sense, in the Franco-German Commercial 
Treaties, for example~ it covered all e~anges 
of goods. This meaat that. a privilege grante~ 
to any nation must also be granted to a 
nation enjoying the benefits of the cia~. 
but also that all import restrictions and 
prohibitions must be applied to every country 
without distinction. 

Givea this particular conception of the 
clause, what did the second paragraph of 
Article 3, No. I involve ? It might 1e&d to 
the restriction or prohibition of certain 
imports, in which case it would not be pollible 
to make an exception in favour of any one 
Power or Powers. · 

In t~ Franco-German Commercial Treaty, 
exceptions had been made regarding sanit_ary 
measures taken in the interests of public 
health. The import of narcotic drugs could 
undoubtedly be regarded as coming UDder 

,J/*. ~~egory. . . 
A •mular provwon would be found in the 

I~tional Convention for the Abolition 
of Import and ·Export Prohibitions and 
Restrictions of 1927, ArticJ1 4, paragraph 4, 
of which, under certain ~tiona, excepted 
• prolu"bitions or restrictions imposed for 
the protection of public health or for the 
J)!otect~ of animala or plants against 
d11ease, lllleeb and harmful parasites ". 

Both the Franco-German Treaty and the 
Geaeva Conveation of 1927, however, 

.... v ............. . 

contained a clause stipulating that the 
prohibitions and restrictions allo'Wed should 
not be applied in such a manner as to 
constitute a means of arbitrary discrimination 
between foreign countries where the same 
conditions prevailed. That was the most 
restrictive conception of the most-favoured
nation clause which the Legal Committee 
might adopt. The second paragraph of 
Article 3, No. :r, of the draft Convention 
should not go beyond this. · 

He saw no legal difficulty in the paragraph 
as it stood, since it laid down that each 
country " may " mention the name of the 
countries from which it intended to purc)JI&se. 
This involved no compulsion ; it was merely 
an option open to countries parties to the 
Convention. . Any country exercising this 
option would be free to fulfil its international 
engagements. 

He therefore saw no reason why the 
paragraph in question should not stand. 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) pointed 
out that, w:hen he raJSed the subject at the 
plenary session, he had only said that the 
application of the paragraph in question 
miglf# involve violation of the most-favoured'
aation clause, not that it would do so. 

As Jl. Barandon's explanation had shown, 
it was likely that most countries would find 
that, in view of their· commercial treaties, 
or, for ~ance, the Exports and Imports 
Prohibition Convention, they were not in 
a position to apply this paragraph of Article 3· 
If the terms of the paragraph were compulsory 
it would conflict with the most-favoured: 
nation clause; if optional, however, It would 
not give rise to any legal objection. 

He would prefer its omission, because it 
~nded to place a moral obligation on 
Stgnatory States, involving them in an 
a"!kward decision between failure to fulfil 
this obligation and violation of some 
commercial agreement. Even if omitted it 
would still be open to countries to indic~te 
~he country or countries from which they 
tntended to purchase, though he doubted 
whether it would be in order for Great 
Britain to do this ; she would be aaved 

. ' 
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embarrassment if the clause were omitted 
altogether. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) failed to follow 
the legal argument set forth by the British 
delegation. The second paragraph of 
Article 3, No. I, began by stating that it 
was understood that full liberty was reserved 
to each country to purchase its supplies in 
any country it wished. Thus no change in 
the existing situation was involved, since 
countries were already free to place their 
orders where they pleased, subject to their 
international undertakings as well as to 
considerations of price and quality. 

The paragraph went on to say that each 
country " may, when giving its estimates, 
mention the country or the countries from 
which it intends to purchase its supplies ". 

If each State was allowed full freedom 
to choose the country or countries from which 
it intended to purchase its supplies, what 
legal difficulty could there be in stating the 
name of such country or countries ? Unless 
fresh arguments or further explanations 
were laid before him, he would oppose the 
paragraph in question, which simply noted 
the position of freedom which existed at the 
present time. 

He failed to understand objections to a 
provision which consolidated the status quo. 
Unless fresh arguments or explanations 
caused him to change his view, he could not 
agree to the deletion of the paragraph. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) agreed 
with M. Cavazzoni. 

M. de Alva (Mexico) felt that the 
Committee was in general agreement with 
M. Barandon's statement that the paragraph 
in question did not involve violation of the 
most-favoured-nation clause. The British 
contention seemed perhaps somewhat 
extreme ; the most-favoured-nation clause 
was rather in the nature of a safeguard, 
preventing one country from grantin~ . to 
another privileges which it was not wtllmg 
to concede to a third. It could not be 
claimed that a country placing orders with 
another was forced to place similar orders 
with all other countries enjoying most
favoured-nation rights in their commercial 
treaties with it. 

M. Bour~ois (France) asked for further 
explanations, whic~ he hoped would. enable 
him to agree w1th M. Cavazzom. The 
paragraph seemed to him lega~ly te~able, 
since the word " may " made 1t optional. 
It was nevertheless true that, if a State not 
holding a drug import monopoly u~dertook 
to obtain its supplies for the fo~lo~ng year 
from a certain country or countnes, ~t forced 
its dealers to buy from those co~mtn~s _only, 
thus granting the countries special pnv1le~es 
and violating the most-favoured-nation 
clause. 

This difficulty would obviously not arise 
in the case of a State holding a drug import 
monopoly, or where all the .states ~oncerned 
were parties to the Convention, wh1ch would 
ov.ernde all other undertakings. 

iJ 

In spite of the option given by the use of the 
word " may ", the paragraph could not 
apply in a case .where a State not party to 
the Convention claimed most-favoured-nation 
treatment. 

M .. Cavazzoni (Italy) thought that the 
misunderstanding still existed. In his opinion. 
even if the word " shall " were substituted 
for " may " in the paragraph in question 
(as he had requested in the Advisory 
Committee), the paragraph would in no way 
violate the most-favoured-nation clause. The 
point of the paragraph was not the choice of 
the country or countries from which a State 
intended to purchase its supplies, but the 
liberty it retained to choose these countries. 
There might be legal objection to the 
paragraph if it contemplated restricting this 
liberty, but the objection would apply to 
the restriction and not to the choice of 
country. There was in any case no question 
of this, and the mere notification of particulars 
to a central office was in no way detrimental 
to a country's economic interests. 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) agreed 
with M. Bourgois' clear explanation. Because 
the paragraph was optional, it was in order 
from the strictly legal point of view. 

In reply to M. de Alva, countries were, of 
course, entitled to place their orders as they 
wished and he would never have raised the ' . point regarding the most-favoured-nation 
clause at all if the paragraph had asked 
countries to indicate where they had placed 
their orders after they had done so. 
Indication in advance, as provided iri the 
paragraph, restricted the righ~s of manu
turers gave the manufactunng country 
a mo~opoly, and t~us mig~t well. involve 
violation of commerCial treaties. Th1s would 
not arise between countries parties to the 
convention which would no doubt override 
commerciai treaties, but countries not parties 
to it would be entitled to claim most
favoured-nation treatment, so raising 
practical difficulties. 

For the reasons he had previously stated, 
he could not accept the paragraph if it were 
made compulsory. 

M. Bour~ois (France) wished to reply to 
one point in M. Cavazzoni's argument. 
Although, as M. Cavazzoni had said, th:e 
Governments were given a free hand, th1s 
was denied to the purchasing dealers. 
Liberty of choice was, in fact, transferre~ from 
the dealers to the Governments, a_nd 1t ~as 
thus that the paragraph in q_ueshon m1ght 
violate the most-favoured-nation clause. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) said that, unless he 
were mistaken, the British delegate had 
supplied no fresh argument. In any case, 
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he did not understand how mention of the 
country of purchase after instead of before 
the pUrchase altered the case. · 

In reply to M:. Bourgois, treaties were 
concluded between States and not between 
dealers. These last must respect treaty 
provisions. A State. must o~ cours~ see th~t 
the commercial dealings of 1ts national~ d1d 
not violate its international undertakings, 
but subject to this reservation, dealers were 
~ to choose the country or countries in 
which they placed their orders. 

M. de Alva (Mexico) thought the French 
argument a: good one for leaving the article 
as it stood. It restricted the rights of 
dealers and merchants, which was what the 
Conference in some degree sought to do, and 
was thus an ideal article. · 

M. Bour&ois (France) .illustrated his 
contention by pointing out that if the 
paragraph, instead of applying to drugs only, 
applied to all goods, it would of course 
be inadmissible. France, for example, would 
incontestably violate the' most-favoured
nation clause were she to state that she would 
import from England only for one year. 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State) said that the 
greater part of his country's treaties were 
drawn up on the most-favoured-nation basis. 
It was unlikely, owing to the humanitarian 
aim of the Convention, that the question of 
fair treatment in the application of these 
treaties would arise. But since the paragraph 
gave rise to difficulties which should be 
avoided, and since information regarding the 
source of supplies was necessary, he suggested 
the insertion of the following clause : 

" In view of the special nature of the 
Convention none of the articles shall be 
cousidered to be in conflict with the 
principles of the most-favoured-nation 

·clause." 

M. Raamuaaen (Denmark) did not agree 
~th ~- Bourgois' argument. He saw no 
inconsistency between the paragraph and 
the most-favoured-nation clause and he was 
inclined to think that even if it were made 
compulsory by the substitution of " shall 
mention" for "may mention" there would 
stm be no inco~cy. The most-favoured
nation. clause did not affect the liberty of 
countrieS to choose the source of their 
supplies. In any case, commercial treaties 
aimed at development of commerce, whereas 
the Convention set out to restrict it, of course 
as regarded drugs only. 

II. Bsi'Udoa (Legal Section) compared 
the paragraph •hich Mr. Lester had suggested 
to Article 21 of the Covenant, which tended 

to create rather than to prevent difficulties. 
There was no doubt that the paragraph under 
discussion would clash with some commercial 
·treaties. The question was, which should 
prevail ? 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) confessed that 
he could not yet quite see his wa:y clearly. 

At first sight, the fact that should help 
to remove any disquietude felt by the 
Committee seemed to be the optional 
character of the provision of Article 3· In 
his view, the position, contrary to what had 
been said by certain speakers, would be very 
different if the provision were compulsory. 

Moreover, if a State thought it preferable 
not to make use of this provision it would 
certainly not come into conflict with any 
other country. The question might . then 
arise, however, whether such a State would 

. allow the provision to be used to its own 
detriment. As regards the consequences of 
the provision, the opinions that had been 
expressed in the Committee bad been very 
divergent. 

The aim of the Convention was to give 
each State the option of saying from what 
country or countries it proposed to obtain 
its supplies. That was only an option, but, 
if it were utilised, it would have to be utilised 
to the full. There was one conceivable case 
which appeared not to have been foreseen by 
those who had drafted the Convention
namely, that in whieh a country said that 
it could not name another country or 
countries for the whole of its imports of 
narcotics, but only for part. It would 
communicate the required information to the 
Central Office only in so far as it obtained 
such information from the parties concerned 
in its own territory. That would not be 
a collective and general measure, and there 
would seem to be no legal objection arising 
out of the most-favoured-nation clause. 

Moreover, M. Diriichert hesitated to agree 
with the Legal Adviser of the British 
delegation as regards the distinction which 
the latter had drawn between cases in which 
the appointment of a country or countries bad 
been made in advance or as and when orders 
were given. M. Dinichert himself thought 
that the criterion to be adopted should be, 
not the time when the appointment was 
made, but the freedom of choice which the 
parties concerned were allowed. 

If the case were now considered in which 
the appointment was made in advance and 
for all the narcotics to be imported, M. 
Dinicbert was inclined to believe (though he 
left it to the economists to give a final 
pronouncement on the point) that such a 
measure would, in aetual fact, constitute a 
restriction or prohibition of the imports of 
certain countries. Since the most-favoured
nation clause was, as Dr. Barandon bad 
pointed out, bound up with the cognate 
conception of the prohibition of all 
discrimination in regard to import restric
tions or prohibitions, the legal objection raised 
by the British delegation would be justified. 

M. ~iniehert naturally thought, like the 
precedt~ speakers, that a legal difficulty 
could anse only in the event of intervention 
on the part of a State whieh was not a party 
to the Convention. ~ 
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~He felt obliged to repeat that he was not 
!n a position to giv~ a definite opinion 
u_nmediately on the pomt, more particularly 
smce the problem could not be envisaged 
only from the legal point of view, but must 
l;>~ regarded also from the economic point of 
view. 

M. de Alva (Mexico) considered that 
M. Dinichert had introduced a new idea 
which would perhaps lead to the solution of 
the problem. M. Dinichert had observed 
that, according as a Government left its 
nationals free or not to choose in what 
country they would place their orders, there 
might or might not arise a clash with the 
most-favoured-nation clause. The point was: 
What was the present-day attitude of 
countries in the matter ? Was it admitted 
that a country could reserve the right to 
control the trade of its nationals ? 

If the economic epoch of laisser-faire still 
existed, any convention restricting the free
dom of the individual would justify the 
arguments of the British and French dele
gations. 

As, however, for some years past it had 
been considered that a State had acquired 
the right to impose restrictions upon private 
trade, the question was: Who, in the last 
resort, carried on the trade in narcotics ? 
If the State, M. Alvi's thesis held good ; 
if the individual, the British thesis held good. 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain), in view 
of the fact that more than one delegate 
had failed to understand his point that, if 
the information referred to in the paragraph 
in question were given after instead of before 
the purchase of supplies, no violation of 
the most-favoured-nation clause would be 
involved, explained that indication in advance 
removed all the rights to competition granted 
under commercial treaties. 

It had been suggested that the point 
turned on whether restriction were imposed 
on the traders or not. Actually the point 
was that no country could rightfully impose 
restrictions on the nationals of other countries 
by depriving them of the right to co~pete 
for its orders. As the paragraph was optional 
he was willing that it should stand, provided 
that the words " subject to its international 
obligations " were introduced before the 
words " when giving its estimates ". 

Subhi Ziya Bey (Turkey) thought that 
the discussions that had taken place revealed 
the full weight of the legal objection raised 
by the British delegation. He _regretted 
that the question could not be elu~Idate?- on 
the basis of purely legal considerations, 
and that, in accordance with the usual 
tendency, the discussions were place~ rath.er 
on what might be called a scholas~Ic. b~sis. 
Arguments might be adduced ad tnftn!t~m 
in favour of either thesis without any dehmte 
conclusion being reached. 

He felt bound to say that he did not 
clearly understand the scope of ~he paragraph 
in question. It began by placmg on record 
a freedom which wa~ not limited by anything 
i}} the rest of the Convention. It was a 

natural freedom, and there seemed no need 
to place it on record. The second part of 
the paragraph gave the States parties to the 
Convention the option to state from what 
country or countries they intended to obtain 
their supplies. If, however, a State did not 
make use of that option, no inconvenience 
would seem to ensue. 

In consequence, he thought there was no 
need to keep the paragraph, which would 
always be a weak point of the Convention 
and might give rise to difficulties in the 
future. 

The Chairman reminded the Committee 
that its task was solely to examine the 
relations between the paragraph in question 
and the most-favoured-nation clause, and 
not to discuss the desirability of leaving it 
in the Convention or not. 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) welcomed the 
straightforward proposal made by the British 
delegation. 

Some previous speakers had feared that 
the declaration that would be made under 
Article 3, No. I, second paragraph, would 
restrict the rights of manufacturing countries. 
He would reply to this by quoting Sir 
Malcolm Delevingne, who had said that a 
form of international cartel already existed 
and regulated the world price of drugs. In 
any case, he did not consider that indications 
given in accordance with the paragraph 
would affect free competition. The amend
ment proposed by the British delegation was 
in itself a proof that the legal objection it 
had raised earlier was without foundation. 
In the amendment, the word " may " was 
qualified by the reservation " subject t? its 
international obligations ". It was obVIous, 
however, that, if the word" may" were used, 
the State was free to take earlier international 
obligations into account. 

He pointed out to Subhi Ziya Bey that t~e 
paragraph was the result of a compromise 
reached during the January session of. the 
Advisory Committee between the delegations 
in favour of the quota system and those 
against it. 

The Italian delegation, which was against 
the quota system, had accepted as the 
procedure to be followed that laid down in the 
paragraph under discussion. -r:he Cent.ral 
Office, basing its decisions on the mformation 
supplied by the different States, cou~d vary 
the quantities allocated to the different 
countries. Countries could not, of course, 
execute orders until these had been referred 
to the Central Office. The object of the 
provision was, after all, to lighten the Central 
Office's task. 

For all these reasons he hoped that he 
need not press further for the maintenance 
of the paragraph as it stood in the draft 
Convention. 
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M. Bour&ofa (France) supported the Brit!sh 
D)JOSal wJaic:b did not preseat any objechon 
~ wouid serve to remove the ~pies of 
aay ~s who submitted t~e proVISions of 
the vention to close scrutmy. 

M. wn Rhelnbaben (Germany) felt t~at 
it was for the plenary Conference to modify 
the text of the Convention. The present 
Committee was required to ans~r •: Yes" .or 
"No ••, possibly with some qu_aliftcati~n of 1ts 
reply, to the question submitted to 1t. 

M. CavauoDi (Italy) agreed. 

M. Bourgoia (France) proposed that a 
wte be taken on the following : 

" The Committee considers that the 
difficulty in question will be removed if 
the words • subject to its international 
obligations • are added to the second 
paragraph of Article 3, No. I". 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) agreed 
that the Committee could not decide on the 
new wording. It must, however, make a 
recommendation. As the question turned, 
not on the wording of the Convention, but 
on the uature of the commercial treaties, he 
proposed the following : 

"The Committee, having considered the 
question whether the second paragraph 
of the first part of Article 3 involves any 
conflict with the principle of the most
favoured-uation clause in commercial 
treaties, has come to the conclusion that 
this must depend on the provisions of the 
treaties in question. It is possible that a 
country which, in conformity with ·the 
paragraph in question, indicates in advance 
where it will purchase its supplies, may 
find itself involved in the violation of the 
most-favoured-uation clause in its com
mercial treaties with countries not parties 
to the Convention. Since, however, the 
paragraph imposes no obligation upon 
countries, but merely gives them an 
option which they can exercise or not as 
they please, the Committee considers that 
there is no legal objection to the paragraph 
as at present drafted. 

"In order, however, to make it quite 
clear that countries need not accept the 
provisions of the paragraph unless they 
are in a position to do so, having regard to 
their commercial treaties, the Committee 
recommends that the paragraph be re-
drafted as follows : · 

" ' It is understood that full liberty 
is reserved to el!lfJ! country to purchase 
its supplies of:*lfarcotic drugs in any 
country it withe. and it may, subject to 
its international obligations, mention 
the country or the countries from which 
it intends to purchase its supplies '." 

M. Bour&ols (France) ~thdr«:w his 
roposal for the moment, smce it was 

~mbodied in the last sentence of the British 
proposal. 

M. Cavazzonl (Italy) repeated that the' 
first part of the British proposal was an 
excellent reply to the legal objection which 
that delegation had raised. The second part 
contradicted the first. 

Moreover, M. Cavazzoni thought that the 
present Convention should. be understoo.d to 
override the two earher Conventions, 
namely, those· concluded at The Hague and 
at Geneva. 

He asked that the two parts of the British 
proposal should be voted upon separately. 

M. Rasmussen (Denmark) pointed out 
that the words " subject to " in the British 
proposal gave preference to the commercial 
treaties, thus defeating the intention ?f its 
proposer. The amendment was not qwte as 
inoffensive as it looked. 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britai!l), in reply 
to the Danish delegate, had not mtended to 
prejudge the question as to whe~her or. no 
the Convention overrode commercial treaties. 
There was very little doubt that in most 
respects it would do~ 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) proposed 
that M. Rasmussen's point should be JJ¥lt 
by ·substituting the words " having due 
regard to " for " subject to ". 

M. Cavazzoni (Italy) stated that the 
British delegation had itself. replied to the 
question it had raised, when it declared that, 
from the strictly legal point of view, the 
second paragraph of Artlcle 3, No. I, in no 
way violated the most-favoured-nation clause. 

He could not accept the amendment 
proposed in the second part of the British 
resolution ; but, in the interests of the 
Committee's work, would propose a 
compromise-namely, that the Committee's 
recommendation should make reference to 
the original British proposal. 

After some discussion as to whether a 
delegation had the right to demand that a 
proposal should be voted in sect,jons, tbe 
Chairman asked M. de Brouck~re, lTesident 
of the Conference, to give his opinion on 
the subject. 

M. de Brouck~re (President of the 
Conferepee) explained that it was usual for 
assemblies to conform to parliamentar_y 
procedullf. which, however, varied on this 
particular point. According to continental 
procedure, members had the right to demand 
the division of any proposal into sections for 
purposes of voting ; they could even, in 
theory, ask for a separate vote on every 
wora. He thought that in Anglo-Saxon 
countries this was not the case ; at Geneva, 
however, the tradition was that a vote by 
section• eould be demanded. • 
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I~ the case in question, the two points 
of v1ew could be reconciled in that if division 
was refused in accordance with Anglo
Saxon procedure, M. Cavazzoni would be 
free to mtroduce an amendment advocating 
the deletion of the last part of the British 
propos~, upon which the Committee would 
be. ?bhged to vote before voting on the 
Bnhsh proposal·as a whole. 

The first part of the British delegation's 
proposal (down to the words " as at present 
drafted ':) was ~dopted by sixteen votes, three 
votes . bemg sub1ect to reservations regarding 
drafttng; the remaining nine members of 
the Committee were absent. 

The vote was taken by roll-call, as follows : 

In favour : Denmark, Egypt, France, 
Germany, Great .Britain, Irish Free State, 
Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Siam Switzer
land, Turkey, United States of A~erica. 

In favour with reservation : Italy, Mexico, 
Poland. 

Absent : Abyssinia, Albania, Chile Cuba 
Dominican Republic, Hungary, Liberia: 
Monaco, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

The second pan of the British delegation's 
proposal, with M. von Rheinbaben'samendment 
was adopted by thirteen votes (one with ~ 
reservation regarding drafting) to three nine 
delegations being absent. ' 

The vote was taken by roll-call, as follows : 

In favour : Egypt, France, Germany 
Great Britain, Irish Free State, Japan: 
Netherlands, Norway, Siam, Switzerland 
Turkey, United States of America. ' 

In favour with reservation : Mexico. 

Against : Denmark, Italy, Poland. 

Absent : The same delegations as in the 
case of the previous vote. 

Subject to drafting amendments, the British 
proposal was adopt<.d. 

SECOND MEETING. 

Monday, June 8th, 1931, at 3 p.m . 
• 

Chairman: Mr. CALDWELL (United States of America). 

3.-POWERS OF THE PERMANENT 
CENTRAL OPIUM BOARD 
DIVERGENCE BETWEEN THE 
~NGLISH AND FRENCH TEXTS 
OF ARTICLE 24 OF THE INTER
NATIONAL OPIUM CONVENTION 
SIGNED AT GENEVA ON 
FEBRUARY 19th, 1925 (document 
C.88 (I}.M.44·(1).1925.XI). 

M. Barandon (Legal Section of the 
Secretariat) pointed out that the President of 
the Perjllanent Central Board's letter 1 

advocateft amending or interpreting the 
Convention in the sense of the English text. 
The President of the Limitation Conference, 
however, had pointed out that the French 
text interpreted the meaning of those who had 
drawn up the Convention. M. Barandon 
would emphasise that this was crea.r from 
the Minutes of the second Opium Conference.• 
Here M. Sugimura's observation• and the 
President's replys proved conclusively that 
the English text should read " so that there 
is ", and not " or that there is ".' 

• Document C.u0.1931.XI. 
1 Document C.76o.M.26o.1924.XI. 
1 See page 347 (English text). 
• See final Englloh text of the Convention. docnment 

C,76o.M.26o.1924.Xl .• page $1$ • . 

An amendment as proposed by the 
President of the Permanent Central Board 
involved enormous difficulties, even if, as 
had been suggested, the President of the 
Board and the Chairman of the Advisory 
Committee met and reached agreement on 
the form of such an amendment, since it 
would require unanimous agreement and the 
signature of the contracting parties to the 
1925 Convention as well as of States who had 
acceded or might in future accede to it. 
Even if the States concerned were unanimous 
there would, while the necessary ratifications 
were being acquired, be a long period of 
uncertainty as to which text was valid. 

The President of the Conference had 
suggested a new article in the new Convention, 
extending the powers of the Central Board, 
and, as this could not be drafted until the 
nature of such extension had been agreed 
upon, M. Barandon proposed that the Com
mittee should submit a brief report to the 
Conference stating that the French was the 
correct text and suggesting that the moment 
was not ripe for the Committee to propose 
further procedure or a new article in the 
new Convention until it had been decided as 
to the competence of the Central Board . ..... . '~ 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) was in 
general agreement with M. Barandon but 
disapproved of his suggestion for the first 
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........ -.ph of his report, as it was no~ in 
~~with Article 33 of ~e Convenhc;m. 
wbich stated that the French and Enghsh 
texts were both authentic. It sho~ld . be 
stated that the Committee, after exammahon 
of the Minutes considered that the French 
text represented the t~e intention of those 
drafting the Convention. 

He was not in favour of postponing a 
decision regarding future procedure, as, 
whether it was decided to interpret the 
article in the sense of the English or of the 
French text, either an amendmen~ of the 
Geneva Convention or the embod1ment of 
an article on the subject of the present 
Convention , was necessary. The question 
might therefore as well be considered at 
once as later. 

Mr. Lyall (President of the Permanent 
Central Board) stated on behalf of the Board 
that its sole consideration was how it could 
best perform its duty of fighting the illicit 
traffic. The Advisory Committee examined 
this traffic in detail, and the Central Board's 
task was to denounce to the Council the 
countries found to be - encouragiil.g the 
traffic. The legal question was outside the 
Board's province, but it was unanimously 
agreed that, if the French text were to 
prevail, it would be impossible for it to carry 
out its duties. 

His personal view of the legal aspect of the 
question was that the French text rendered 
Article 24 futile. It meant that, if a country 
became a danger to the rest of the world 
owing to the accumulation of stocks, the 
Board was to denounce it. Accumulation 
was not the danger ; dissemination was the 
crime to be denounced. Japan, for instance, 
had accumulated enormous stocks, but was 
not a source of danger because of the 
Government's control of the stocks. 

Article 26, which laid down the procedure 
to be taken by the Central Board in the case 
of countries not parties to the Convention, 
did not mention stocks or in any way narrow 
the category of offences giving rise to 
denunciation. It was inconceivable that 
the drafters of the Convention had intended 
to give the Board greater powers over non
party countries than over countries parties 
to it. The incompatibility of the French 
sentence in Article 24 with the rest of the 
Convention would not have escaped notice 
if the English text had not given a coherent 
version. 

The Central Board required power if a 
country was in danger of becoming a centre 
of the traffic ; the reason for that danger 
was immaterial and need not have been 
mentioned in the article. 

M. Barandon (Legal Section) agr~ed with 
Mr. Fitzmaurice that the Committee should 
give the Conference its reason for considering 
the French the correct text. 

On the matter of procedure, he had wanted 
to avoid suggesting any amendment involving 
ratification. He would therefore make a 
further suggestion : if the Conference agreed 

, that the French text were to stand, a 
unanimous declaration to this effect might 
be made in the Final Act. 

If on the other hand, the English text, 
tho~h not what was meant by the original 
drafters, was preferred by the Conference, an 
amendment or, as the President of the 
Conference had suggested, a new article was 
the only solution. He again urged that the 
Committee should wait before deciding on 
procedure until it knew which text was to be 
followed. So far, the question was one of 
drafting only. It might,. however, become 
one of substance-a mlda" for discussion 
either by the Conference in plenary session 
or by some other Committee. 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) agreed 
that the decision as to procedure might well 
be postponed. 

To his mind, nei~r a new article, as 
. suggested by the Pre nt of the Conference, 
nor a statement in the inal Act, as proposed 
by .)1. ~andon, represented an ideal solution. 
Eifu~ might involve signature, on a matter 
contll:'ling the old Convention, -by a country, 
not· party to it, but represented at the 
preS6lt Conference, or failure to sign by a 
party to the old Convention ; both these 
situations would raise many difficulties. 

Legally, only the signatories of the original 
Convention were competent to alter it, 
though, if the countries present at the 
Conference were unanimous, there W&¥ot 
much danger Of failure to obtain the necessary 
ratifications. 

I 

The Chairman thought that one difficulty 
raised by Mr. Fitzmaurice was eliminated, 
in that it was most unlikely that represen
tatives of countries which were not parties 
to the 1925. Convention would consider 
signing any Final Act or other 4iocument 
which altered it. Ifill 

M. Ferri (Italy) agreed that the Minutes 
quoted by M. Barandon proved that the 
Frenc,iltext was that intended. Some 
elements. in other parts of the Convention 
might, • Mr. Lyall had pointed out with 
reference to Article 26, imply that the 
English text had expressed what was D;leant. 
It would be possible to read into the French 

He would be onlt._ too glad to meet the · text the same meaning as the English, as, 
Chairman of the AIJisory Committee, but in the interpretation of laws, " ee " 
could only enpge in a friendly exchange of could be given a disjunctive instead of a 
opiuions with him, as he was unable to take conjunctive sense. He proposed that the 
olf'lcial action except on the instructions of Legal Section should consider whether the 
his Board. word " et " in the French text could be given 

\ 
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the function of separation and the meaning 
of " ou'", thus widening the powers of the 
Central Board in the French text also and 
avoiding the necessity of amendment. 

M. Dinlchert (Switzerland) agreed with 
M. Barandon that the French text represented 
the intention of that Conference. The two 
authenti~ texts were not mutually exclusive ; 
the English was me~ly more comprehensive. 
No one agreeingtotheEnglish could repudiate 
the French, since both were binding to the 
extent of the French. 

The letter from the President of the Central 
Board advocating amendment or interpreta
tion in the sense of the English text put a 
new aspect upon the question. Switzerland, 
incidentally, would accept any proposal so 
extending the powers of the Central Board. 
There were two courses open were they to 
fall in with this suggestion for extension : 

(a) To draWt'bp an amendment to the 
I925 Convention to be signed and ratified 
by all the parties to that Convention 
(this presented many practical difficulties) ; 

(b) To add a provision to the new 
Convention, not as an amendment to the 
old, but as a new text (this had the 
advantage of coming into force as soon 
as enough countries had ratified the 
Convention). 

A difficulty would arise here in that the 
new text might be valid between ll&)me 
States and not between others. In 'his 
·case, the Central Board could no dqubt 
arrange to apply whichever provisions of the 
Convention were applicable, according to 
whether the State or States concerned had 
ratified the new or were still bound only by 
the old Convention. He therefore proposed 
to report : 

~I) That the Committee had decided, 
after considering the opinion of the 
technical organs concerned, that, in view 
of the Conference records, the French text 
must be considered to express the intention 
of the parties, no legal discussion being 
involved here, since it was undeniable that 
being the narrower text it was acceptable 
to all; and 

(2) That a new provision should. be 
introdwd into the new Convention, 
wideni~. if necessary, the powers of the 
Central Board. 

M. Sbibusawa (Japan) agreed with 
paragraph I of M. Dinichert's proposal. 
As regarded increasing the powers If the 
Central Board on the lines of the English 
text it would be preferable not 'lo open 
the 'discussion on that point in the Legal 
Committee. As regarded the question, he 
proposed th~ . pr~paration .of a protoc?l 
requiring rahflcahon, as this would avoid 
constitutional difficulties. 

Subhl Zlya Bey (Turkey) said that his 
country was not a signatory of the 19:a5 

; 

Convention. Mr. Fitzmaurice had pointed 
out the difficulties involved if any country 
in Turkey's position were to sign a Final 
Act, though, as the President had said, it 
was always possible to abstain from signing 
the Act in question. He did not consider 
the Conference competent to examine a 
question in which all its members could 
not take part. He therefore agreed with 
M. Dinichert's solution as to taking fresh 
initiative by inserting a new article in the new 
Convention. He would prefer to abandon 
all attempt to determine which of the texts 
was the correct version. 

M. de Alva (Mexico) thought, as the two 
texts were authentic, M. Ferri's solution was 
the best offered. This did not exclude the 
Swiss delegate's proposal to insert a new 
article in the new Convention. 

M. Gajardo (Chile) did not consider the 
Conference competent to deal with the 
question of interpretation ; this was within 
the powers of the I925 signatories only. He 
would find it difficult to sign articles or 
documents referring to treaties to which his 
country was not a party. He advocated 
adopting M. Dinichert's suggestion. 

M. Barandon (Legal Section) pointed out 
that, as regarded the competence of the 
present Conference to deal with the point, 
the Council, at its sixty-second session, had 
adopted the conclusions of M. Fotitch's 
report,1 which proposed communicating the 
text of the Advisory Committee's ·report and 
of the draft Convention to Governments, so 
that their delegates should be in a solution 
to deal with this question at the present 
Conference. The Conference was thus 
competent to discuss the point and to sign 
documents concerning it. 

M. Rasmussen (Denmark) agreed with 
Mr. Fitzmaurice as to the wording of any 
report to the Council on the authenticity 
of the French text. As regarded procedure, 
he proposed that to avoid the difficulty 
arising out of new ratifications, a separate 
declaration interpreting the I925 Convention 
should be adopted and signed by the 
contracting parties to that Convention, and 
that M. Dinichert's suggestion for a new 
article should be adopted. Denmark would 
be in favour of any change tending to give 
the Central Board powers in the sense of the 
English text. 

M. von Rhelnbaben (Germany) pointed 
out, in reply to the Italian delegate, that the 
difference between " et " and " ** " could 
not be argued away. 'Die two texts never
theless were both valid. 

All present seemed to agree that it was 
difficult to amend the Geneva Convention, 
though there was no dfllbt that they were 
competent to do so. He did not agree with. 
M. Barandon's suggestion for a Final Act. 

'Seo Vol. I, Annex 7(6), pete a99. 
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Be adwcatecl awaiting tbe discQSSion on other 
parts oftheConvention wlaicbmicflt materially 
affect their decision ; the reservation, for 
iDstuace which Japan proposed to make 
~the new competent authority might 
do'ao. 

Tbe ClaairmaD could not accept the 
implication made by M. Barandon that a 
~uest from the Council to Governments 
inVIted to the Conference granted delegates 
powers to sign documents concerning a 
matter not directly connected with the 
origina1 purpose of the Conference. He 
bimse!f bad no power to do so. . 

M. Gajarc1o (Chile) agreed. He therefore 
preferred the indirect means of reaching a 
solution proposed by M. Dinicbert. 

... 
Subbi Ziya Bey (Turkey) was not 

convinced by the documents read by 114. 
Barandon that the Cpnference's mandate 
covered questions affecting the ~ext of 
the :1:925 Convention. He too supported 
ll. Dinichert's solution, which avoided all 
difficulties. 

M. Bo&omolofl (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) also declared that he bad no 
powers to sign documents dealing with the 
:1:925 Convention, to which the Soviet Union 
was not a party. 

M. de Alva (Mexico) said that, though 
his country was not a party to the 1925 
Convention, he was authorised to discuss 
any question and to sign any document 
prepared by the Conference. He was present 
at the Legal Committee as a jurist, nominated 
by the Conference in that capacity, and was 
thns free to give his opinion. Final decisions, 
of course, rested with his Government and 
not with himself. 

M. Diaichert (Switzerland) thought that 
to carry out the request made by the Council 
of the League and quoted in the Secretary
General's circular letter of March nth, 1931,1 

the convening of a special meeting of the 
representatives of the Powers signatory to 
the 1925 Convention might be contemplated, 
and that, as regarded the future, the 
Committee could in due course agree on a 
new article in the new Convention. 

M. Baran~n (Legal Section) hoped that, 
thouJh countnes might not feel in a position 
to lip documents dealing with the 1925 
Convention, they would nevertheless be able 
to discuss the question. The Credentials 
Committee had based its r~rt on the 
auumption that ty delegates full powers 
covered signature, though of course the 
Conference could not compel any delegate 
to lip if he did not wish to do so. 

• au ,., Wt« +f.19JJ.XI. 

Undoubtedly, however, they were 
competent to discuss the question in their 
capacity of jur.sts, as the Mexican delegate 
had pointed out. Assuming this, he proposed 
that the following report should be made to 
the Conference : 

" I. After examination of the. records 
of the 1925 Conference, the Committee 
has come to the conclusion that the French 
text of Article 24 of the :1:925 Convention 
represents the intention of the Conference 
wh1ch drew up the sa1d Convention. 

" II. As to the quest.on of further 
procedure, the Comm.ttee considers that 
it cannot usefully adv.se the present 
Conference on th.s question until it has 
been dehnitely estabhshed whether the 
competence of the Permanent Central 
Board shall be as stated in the French text 
of Article 24 or as stated 1n the English 
text, since the procedure to be adopted 
will vary according tp the dec1sion · 
reached." ~-

The first paragraph was based purely on a 
question of tact and was thus indisputable. 

M. Rasmussen (Denmark) proposed that 
the word " will " at the end of paragraph II 
should be altered to " may ". 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) could not 
accept paragraph II. I )"he Comrmttee should 
give the Conference a lead, advising them 
to embody an article in the new Convention 
wh4:h would put an end to all doubt as to the 
polllers of the Central Board. ' 

• 
The Chairman proposed to put paragraph I 

of 114. Barandon's draft to the vote, the 
delegates of Chile, Turkey and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics stating that they 
must abstain from voting. 

M. Diaichert (Switzerland) said that, if 
delegates proposed to abstain, he -lould 
renew his suggestion that the matter should 
be placed before a meeting of the represen
tatives of the States parties to the 1925 
Convention. 

M. Ferri (Italy) agreed. He did not 
agree with the legal interpretation of either 
of the existing texts. 

M. Diaichert (Switzerland) IJoposed a 
report to the Conference stating two 
conclusions : 

(1) That the interpretation of Article 24 
of the 1925 Convention was only within the 
competence of the Governments parties to 
tha' Convention ; 

(2).,. That the Committee pro.Posed the 
insertion in the new Conventlon of an 
article defining the powers of the Central· 
Board, corresponding in scope to Article 24 
of the 1925 Convention. 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) pointed 
out that four States signatory to the 1925 
Conventi~n-Auatralia, New Zealand South 
Africa and Bulgaria-were not present at the 

' 
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Conference. Thus M. Dinichert's first 
suggestion could not be carried out at the 
present Conference. 

He urged the adoption of M. Barandon's 
report. It was true that paragraph I which 
stated a fact, was indisputable. Parag~aph II 
postponed action until agreement had been 
reached between ti;J.e Permanent Central 
Boa:r~ and the Advisory Committee, when a 
dec1s1on would be easier, and when M. 

Dinichert's suggestion, which paragraph II 
in no way prejudiced, might be valuable. 

M. Bour~&Gla (France) had some doubts in 
regard to M. Dinichert's suggestion, which 
tended to raise once more all the difficulties 
with which the I925 Conference had been 
faced. 

The discussion was adjourned to the "'"' 
Meeting. 

THIRD MEETING. • 

Tuesday, June 9th, 1931, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman: M. CALDWELL (United States of America). 

4.-POWERS OF THE PERMANENT 
CENTRAL OPIUM BOARD : 
DIVERGENCE BElfWEEN THE 
ENGLISH AND FRENCH TEXTS 
OF ARTICLE 24 OF THE INTER
NATIONAL OPIUM CONVENTION 
SIGNED AT GENEVA ON 
FEBRUARY 19th, 1925 (continuation). 

. M. Dinlchert (Switzerland) submitted the 
following draft resolution : 

I 

" After a careful discussion of the 
questions raised by the discrepancy between 
the French and English texts of Article 24 
of the Geneva Convention of February I 9th, 
I925; 

" The Legal Committee desires to submit 
to the Conference the two following 
resolutions' : 

J 

, - I. 

" • An examination of the documents 
of the Second International Opium 
Conference of I924-25 has shown that 
it is the French text of Article 24, 
paragraph I, of the 1925 Convention 
which answers to the negotiators' 
intentions, this being corroborated by 
the logical meaning of the text. 

" • Furthermore, the competence 
conferred by this clause on the Permanent 
Central Board according to the French 
text is, in any case, included in the 
competence provided for in the English 
text. 

.. • II. 

" • The Committee considers that a 
stipulation corresponding in its essence 
with Article 24, paragraph I, of the 1925 
Convention might usefully be introduced 
into the proposed new Convention. Its 
exact text should be examined on a 
later occasion.' 

" Altemative te:&t for I : 

" ' The Committee considers that, in 
accordance with the opinion expressed 
by the Council of the League of Nations 
at its meeting of January 24th, 1931, the 
delegations of the States parties to the 
Geneva Convention of I925 who are 
participating in the present Conference 
should confer together with regard to 
the discrepancy of the texts in question'." 

As regards No. I of his draft resolution, 
M. Dinichert thought it would be desirable
though without drafting a new document to 
be submitted for signature and ratification 
to the States parties to the 1925 Convention 
-to note that it was the French text of 
Article 24, paragraph I, of the Convention 
which reflected the intentions of the 
negotiators. Moreover, from the point of 
view of the international engagements which 
had been entered into, no country could 
dispute that it was bound by the I925 
Convention, at all events to the extent of 
the provisions of the French text. In No. II 
of his draft resolution, M. Dinichert had 
purposely avoided submitting a definite text. 
That could be worked out at the subsequent 
discussions. 

Lastly, in order to meet the possibility 
that delegations might feel bound to raise 
a question of competence in regard to the 
vote on No. I, M. Dinichert had submitted 
an alternative text which could be substituted 
for that of No. I, in order that a unanimous 
decision might be reached on a formula. 

M. von Rhelnbaben (Germany) accepted 
the first of M. Dinichr.rt's draft resolutions. 
He proposed the substitu&ion of the word 
" should " for " might usefully " in the text 
of the second, thus taking into consideration 
some remarks made earlier by the President 
of the Central Board. 

It would be somewhat' difficult to carry out 
the proposal suggested in the alternative 
text. He suggested that the " exact text ", 
mentioned in the last sentence of section II 
of the draft resolution, should be drafted 
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lint and that a clause should be embodied 
in the Protocol' or Final Act of .the C~ference 
recommending States to apply elth_er the 
French text or the English text '?f Article 24, 
para«raph I, pending the adoption of a new 
~on regarding the powers of the Central 

M. Gajardo (Chile) stated that, in his 
opinion, the present Conference was .not 
competent to interpret the 1925 Convention. 

It would be creating a dangerous precedent 
to ask a Conference, if not to discuss, at all 
events to interpret an Act drawn up by 
another Conference of which the participating 
States were different. M. Gajardo could 
accept No. II and the " alternative text " 
of the draft resolution alld also the amend
ment proposed by the German delegation. 

Russell Pasha (Egypt), ~peaking as a 
working police official, emphas1sed the. dallger 
inherent in the Rnglish text of Article 24, 
paragraph I, the wording of which gave the 
Central Board the right to ask for an 
explanation from a country which, according 
to the information at the Board's disposal, 
was in dallger of becoming the centre of 
the illicit traffic, not only on account of 
accumulations of excessively large stocks 
of substances c:Overed by the 1925 Con
vention, but for any reason whatever. The 
corresponding French text did not give the 
Board this right and therefore did not 

covered by the· Convention, as far as this 
could be done by treaty stipulations. They 
now learned that, in the unanimous opinions 
of the eight men, of eight different 
nationalities, who were appointed by the 
Council to see that the Geneva Convention 
was carried out, and who had been engaged 
for nearly 21 years in performing this duty, 
the Convention was totally inadequate to 
prot~t the contracting- Powers a~ainst the 
illicit traffic. The Powers who s1gned the 
Convention in the belief that the English 
text was correct had therefore done so 
under a complete misunderstanding. As the 
signatures had been obtained under so grave 
a misconception, the validity of the whole 
treaty became extremely doubtful : that, 
however, was a legal point, upon which his 
opinion was of no value and he would not 
press it. · 

He must, however, submit to the Committee 
that the Central Board unanimously con
sidered that it was a fact of major im
portance that the provisions of the English 
text of the paragraph in question were 
adequate, if faithfully carried out, to secure 
protection against the illicit traff.c, whilst 
those of the corresponding French text were 
not. If no reference were made to this 
fact in the resolution adopted by the Legal 
Committee, some reference ought at least to 
be made to it in the Chairman's report to 
the plenary Conference: . 

present the same danger. If the En.g~sh 
text were adhered to, a Government receiVIng M. Ekstrand (Director of the Opium 
a request for an explanation for reasons other Traffic and Social Questions Section) pointed 
than accumulation of stocks in its territory out .that ~here ~ere two organs :'-t present 
might well ask what authority was entitled I dealing w1th. opiUm mat~ers.. F1rst, ~he~e 
to speak on behalf of the League on i_llicit w3;5 the Advisory Comm1ttee on traff1c m 
traffic questions. So far, the AdVIsory opu~m and other dangerous drugs: the 
Committee had been considered the competent adVIsory organ created by t~e Council and 
authority on questions of illicit traffic, the Assembly as part of the mac~1'?ery n~ces~ary 
Central Board being only the authority on to enable t~e League to fulfll1ts obligations 
statistics. In · conclusion, he thought the under Article 23 of the Covenant. The 
French text should be adhered to, since it Opium Advisory Co~mittee was composed 
avoided duplication and all consequent of the representatives of twenty-one 
confusion. Governments, and of three assessors, but it 

M. Bo&omo&ofl (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) proposed that the Committee 
should first vote as between No. I of M. 
Dinichert's draft and the alternative text of 
that draft. M:. Bogomoloff himself could 
only vote for the latter. 

Mr. Lyall (President of the Permanent 
Central Board) understood that it was the 
unanimous opinion of the Committee that 
the French text of Article 24 of the Geneva 
Ccmvention correctly represented the 
brtentions of those who negotiated that 
Coaftlltion. ' 

On the other band, the Chilian delegate 
had pointed out that those who signed the 
Ccmvention, if they knew English better than 
French, would have read the English text 
of the Convention and signed it on the 
understanding that it was correct. According 
to that text, they seemed to be adequately 
protected a,aiut illicit traffic in the drugs 

did not correspond directly with Govern
ments. It advised the Council. Action 
in relation to Governments was therefore 
taken by the Secretary-General acting on 
instructions from the Council. Secondly, 
there was the Permanent Central Opium 
Board, created under the Geneva Convention 
to carry out the special duties assigned to 
it under Chapter VI of that Convention. 
The Board corresponded directly with the 
Governments, and not through the medium 
of the Council and the Secretary-General, 
except that in one case, in relation to the 
application of the sanctions provided in 
Article 24 of the Convention, it might ask 
for explanations through the Secretary
General. It was essential for the smooth 
working of this ma~hinery that the scope of 
the jurisdiction of these two organs should 
be clearly defined. The Advisory Committee, 
in accordance with decisions of the Council 
and Assembly, acted through the Council and . 
the Secretanat in questions relating to the 
illicit traffic, except as regarded the special 
type of activity specifically assigned u~er 

\ 
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the terms of the French text of the Geneva 
Convention to the Permanent Central Board 
in connection with its examination of the 
statistics received by it under the Convention. 

The preceding observations did not apply 
to official action taken . by the Secretary
General on the Council's instructions. The 
Secretariat was constantly in almost daily 
communication with the Governments on 
matters relating to the illicit traffic. 

An amendment or interpretation of the 
Geneva Convention in the sense of the English 
text of Article 24 would appear to confer 
upon the Central Board powers of a general 
and undefined character over the whole field 
of the illicit traffic. Although the French 
text of Article 24, paragraph 1, represented 
the intention of the framers of the Convention 
in question, such power was not contemplated 
by the Second Opium Conference in 1925. 
It was essential to avoid any clash of 
jurisdiction between the Council, acting 
through the Secretary-General on the advice 
of the Opium Advisory Committee, and the 
Permanent Central Board. 

As the Board corresponded directly with 
Governments and not through the medium 
of the Secretary-General, it was difficult in 
the circumstances to see how, in practice, 
overlapping and confusion prejudicial to the 
League's work on the illicit traffic could be 
avoided. 

Some discussion took place as to the order 
in which the various parts of M. Dinichert's 
draft resolution should be considered. 

The Committee decided by eleven votes to five 
to vote first upon No. I of that draft. 

M. Gajardo (Chile) and Mr. Fitzmaurice 
(Great Britain) considered that only States 
parties to the. 1.925 Conven~ion had a. right 
to give an op1mon on the mter~retatlo~ ~f 
any article thereof. In Mr. F1tzmaunce s 
view, the representatives of States !lot parti~s 
to the Convention must necessanly abstam 
from voting on No. I. 

The Chairman disagreed. Since the 
question had been referred to the Legal 
Committee, its members were competent to 
discuss and decide it. Each member was 
free to decide whether he would vote or 
abstain. 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great B~itain) asked 
M. Dinichert if he would withdraw the 
alternative text, in order that the represen
tatives of States partie~ to ~he .x~:as 
Convention might alone g1ve the1~ op1mon 
on the interpretation thereof; th1s would 
be done if No. I only were put to the vote. 

Tbe Chairman stated that it was too late 
to withdraw the alternative text to No. I, 
./ 

as the Committee had taken a decision on the 
order in which it should vote on the three 
parts of the resolution. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) stated 
that he held the same view as the British 
delegate in regard to No. ·I. He would 
therefore be obliged to vote against the 
alternative text, and the unanimity which 
that text had been designed to secure would, 
in any event, not be secured. 

TheCommitteeadoptedNo. I of M.Dinichert's 
draft resolution by fourteen votes to two, with 
lwo abstentions. 

M. Gajardo (Chile) asked that his 
abstention might be recorded in the Minutes. 

The Committee refected the alternative test 
by nine votes to three, with three abstentions. 

Mr.Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) proposed, 
in place of the text of No. II, the following 
text, which had been submitted on the 
previous day by the Secretariat in the same 
connection : 

" As to the question of further procedure, 
the Committee considers that it cannot 
usefully advise the present Conference on 
this question until it has been definitively 
established whether the competence of the 
Permanent Central Board shall be as 
stated in the French text of Article 24 or 
as stated in the English text, since the 
procedure to be adopted may vary 
according to the decision reached ". 

It would be better not to settle this point 
until it was known how the question of 
principle would be solved. 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) read the 
following text, which might perhaps meet the 
British delegate's point : 

" As to the question of further procedur~, 
the Committee considers that this 
Conference should, wheri deliberating 
on the respective articles of the new 
Convention try to exclude any doubt as to 
the generai scope of Article 24 of the 
Geneva Convention ". 

In adopting this formula· the Commit~ee 
would be proposing something substantial, 
without, however, committing itself. 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) c?uld 
accept the German delegate's text proVIded 
it were amended as follows : 

" As to the question of further procedur~. 
the Committee considers that th1s 
Conference should, when deliberating 
on the respective articles of the new 
Convention, exclude any doubt as to the 
functions and powers of the Permanent 
Central Op urn Board ". 

M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) accepted 
this amendment. 

M. Ekstrand (Director of th~ Opiu!D 
Traffic and Social Questions Sechon) satd 
that he had never heard of any doubts as 
to the Permanent Central Board'.s powers 
regarded as a whole. . The only pomt under 
discussion was the mterpretahon of the 
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P'"'ll't in Article ._. referring to its po~rs. 
He accordillgly propc>S6Cl that the word~ng 
sugested for Section n of the draft resolution 
should be completed by the addition of the 
words .. under the terms of Article 24 ". 

Mr. Ptumaurtee (Great Britain) thought 
that it was precisely because everyone knew . 
that Article ._. alone was involved that there 
was no need to mention it. Reference to 
that article would, moreover, be inexpedient, 
since the Committee might be thought t{) be 
wishing either to amend or to interpret the 
1925 Convention, and this might raise again 
the .question of the com~tence of t!le 
representatives of the countr1es not parhes 
to the 1925 Convention. It would therefore 
be better to speak merely of introducing into 
the Convention, or a protocol, or some other 
act, a clause concerning the powers and 
functions of the Permanent Central &ard. 

M. -.on Rheinbaben (Germany) suggested 
that the refereJK:6 to Article 24 .. should be 
given in the titfe to the resolution. 

M. Dinichert (Switzerland) observed that 
he had not invented the title given to his 
draft resolution. He admitted, however, that 
the reference he ·had suggested to Article 24 
in No. II was not necessary. The main 
step had been taken for the moment, since 
the Committee had succeeded in solving the 
difficulty without having to frame a new 
text which would then have had to be signed 
and ratified. What happened in future 
would be determined in No. II in the form in 
which it had been drafted by M:. von Rhein
baben or in the following form : 

" As to the question of further procedure, 
the Committee considers that this 
Conference should, when deliberating 
on the respective articles of the new 
Convention, determine exactly the powers 
and functions of the Permanent Central 
Board". 
M. Ekstrand (Director of the Opium 

Traffic and Social Questions Section) would 
have been glad . to be able to agree with 
JL Dinichert's view, but considered that the 
present ConferenCe was not competent to 
determine the Permanent Central Board's 
powers ·and functions. These had been 
defined by the 1925 Conference, and the 
text drawn up by that Conference was 
precise at all points, except for the matter 
dealt with in Article M· ll. von Rhein
baben's draft reilolution ·was far too wide and 
the Committee would, in M:. Ekstrand's 
opinion, be ~ to limit its discussion to the 
discrepancy 1f'IW:h had given rise to the 
Council's question, 

Tbe Chairman pointed out that the 
phrase " when deliberating on the respective 
articles of the new Convention ", in M:. von 
Rheinbaben's resolution, might lead the 
reader to think thaL.the o:bject was to exclude 
a number of doubts· oecurrmg throughout the 
Convention. 

Subhi Ziya Bey (Turkey) asked whet~er 
in the event of No. Ii of the draft resolution 
being accepted, the question would have been 
finally settled, or whether ~he consent of ~he 
parties to the 1925 Convention to the solution 
proposed would have to be secured. In the 
former contingency, the present Confere~ce 
would be assuming responsibility fC!r ~ettli~g 
a question which was not Wlthm 1ts 
competence 'and, in the second, the draft 
resolution concerned only the repre~en
tatives of the parties to the 1925 Conventlon. 
Subhi Ziya Bey would greatly prefer the 
second alternative, nor did he quite under
stand what ·further action the ·Conference 
could take on this resolution. For this 
purpose, it would, he thought, be necessary 
to have a text in a special protocol and not m · 
the new Convention. With regard to the 
question raised in No. II of the resolut!on, 
the best solution would be to ask delegations 
which were dubious as to the interpretation 
of Article 24 to make suggestions to the 
Conference, so that the latter would be in a 
position to adopt certain articles dealing with 
the matter in the new Convention or, at any 
rate, settle the point in a protocol or in the 
Final Act. 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) proposed 
the following amended text : 

" As to the question of procedure, the 
Committee considers that this Conference 
should, when deliberating on the respective 
articles of the new Convention, exclude in 
the Convention any doubt as to the powers 
of the Permanent Central Opium Board 
under the terms of Article 24 of the Geneva 
Convention ". 

M. Gajardo (Chile) would be prepared to 
accept this text if the reference to the 
question of procedure and to Article 24 of 
the Geneva Convention were struck out. 

· M. von Rheinbaben (Germany) supported 
the text as amended by Mr. Fitzmaunce. 

M. Dinicbert (Switzerland) would be 
willing to accept any formula preferred by 
the majority, but did not at the moment 
understand the intentions of the majority. 

M. Ferri (Italy) concurred in the British 
amendment, particularly as it was quite 
impossible not to refer to the 1925 Convention 
in the proposed formula, at least indirectly, 
since mention of the Permanent Central 
Board set up under that Convention was 
inevitable. 

The Committee adopted the amended te:et 
proposed by the British delegate for No. II 
of M. Dinichert' s draft resolution by twelve 
votes to one, with two abstentions. 
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FOURTH MEETING. 

Wednesday, June lOth, 1931, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman M. CALDWELL (United States of America). 

s.-EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION:AMENDMENTSOF 
ARTICLE 3, No.3, AND ARTICLE 4, 
No.2. 

The Chairman read the following amend
ment t? Article 3. N_o. 3, proposed by the 
delegahon of the Umon of Soviet Socialist 
Republics : 

" (I) Section 3 of this article should be 
omitted, as any provision within the body 
of t~e Convention relating to States not 
par~1es thereto has no adequate juridical 
bas1s; 

" (2) A recommendation should be 
embodied either in the Final Act or in 
some other annexed text inviting States 
not parties to the Convention to provide 
their estimates, being guided as far as 
possible by the provisions of Article 6 of 
the Convention ". 

M. Bo~omoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stated th3.t his delegation had no 
objection to the sense or the spirit of the 
paragraphs in question. Its amendment was 
based on the purely legal objection that it 
was a bad precedent and contrary to the 
spirit of international agreements to place 
obligations on countries not parties to such 
agreements. To cover both his legal point 
and that of the necessity of obtaining world 
estimates, he proposed to substitute for 
Article 3. No. 3, the following : 

" The competent authority will make an 
estimate of the world's needs in narcotic 
drugs mentioned in No. I. The competent 
authority should invite States not parties 
to the Convention to furnish their estimates, 
being guided as far as possible by the 
provisions of Article 6 of the Convention ". 
Sir Malcolm Delevin~ne (Great Britain) 

asked if M. Bogomoloff would explain what 
the competent authority was to do when a 
State not party to the Convention failed to 
furnish an estimate. It was essential for 
the working of the scheme to know the 
estimates for every country in the world, 
otherwise exports could not be controlled and 
kept within the limits of such estimates. If 
the first sentence of M . .}3ogomoloff's new 
proposal covered the furnishing by the 
competent authority of estimates for all 
non-party countries failing to accede to a 
request to supply them, he could see no 
difference between it and the text of the 
Convention as drafted by the Advisory 
Committee. He had no objection to the 
second sentence of the new proposal. 
J 

M. Bo!lomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that he had intended that 
his first sentence should cover the point 
raised by Sir Malcolm Delevingne. To make 
the matter quite clear, he suggested the 
addition of the words " and the needs of 
individual countries " after the words " the 
world's needs ". .. 

Mr. Fitzmaurice (Great Britain) saw no 
legal objection to the text of the Convention 
as it stood, since no obligation was placed 
by it upon countries not parties to the 
Convention. It was because such countries 
were under no obligation that it was necessary 
for the estimate to be furnished by some 
9ther authority. 

M. Ferri (Italy) considered the discussion 
premature, as all consideration of the 
establishment and the powers of the 
competent authority was yet to come. Italy 
would be in favour of any provision giving 
extensive powers to this authority. 

The legal obligation imposed by the draft 
Convention as it stood applied only to States 
parties to it. He did not therefore see the 
difficulty raised by M. Bogomoloff. 

To make Article 3 quite clear as regarded 
both the legal point that no obligation was 
placed upon countries not parties to the 
Convention and the question of furnishing 
the competent authority with the right to 
make an estimate, should need arise, he 
proposed-first, that No. I of the article 
should be retained as it stood ; secondly, 
that No. 2 should invite non-party States 
to furnish estimates ; and, thirdly, that 
No. 3 should state that, in the event of 
failure to supply estimates by a contracting 
party or by a ~te not a party to the 
Convention invited to do so, the competent 
authority should itself proceed to furnish 
the estimates required. 

M. Bo!lomoloff (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Repubics) had no objection to an article 
drawn up on the lines of M. Ferri's proposal. 

After discussion, the CommiUu llflllflimo11sly 
adopted the followit~g text for Arlicle 3, No. 3: 

" The competent authority shal' invite 
countries to which this Convention does not 
apply to furnish estimates in accordance 
with No. I of this article, being guided by 
the provisions of Article 6 of the Convention. 
In the event of no_estimate being furnished 
on behalf of any such country, the 
competent authority shall itself make the 
estimate." 
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event if no IUd& estimate ~ furnished, 
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Conf.L.F.S.39. 
ANNEX I. 

tiST OF COMMITTEES AND THEIR MEMBERS. 

I. LEGAL AND DRAFTING COMMITTEE. 

term;~~s /nfcludes thte Ldegal CoJJ?-mittee. already constituted, it has been enlarged and its 
e erence ex en ed. It ts constituted as follows : 

Chairman : , Mr. CALDWELL (United States of America), Vice-President of the Conference. 
Vice-Chlllirnum: Switzerland. 

Members: Abyssinia, Albania, Chile, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Egypt, 
France, Germany, Great Britain, Hungary Irisli Free State 
Italy, Japan, Liberia, ~exico, Monaco, N~therlands, Norway: 
Poland, Stam, Turkey, Umon of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

2. TECHNICAL COMMITTEE. 
C luJir11t4n : Poland. 

Belgium. Vice-Chairman: 

Met~~bns: Austria, Chin!!-, ~sta Rica, Czechoslovakia, Danzig, France, Germany, 
Great Brttam, Guatemala, Italy, Japan, Lithuania, Netherlands, 
Pa~ama, Paraguay, Peru, Roumania, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, 
Umon of Soviet Socialist Republics, United States of America, · 
Venezuela. 

3· COMMITTEE FOR LIMITATION. 

Chairman : M. DE VAsCONCELLOS (Portugal), Vice-President of the Conference. 

Argentine. Vice-Chairman : 

Members: Canada, Egypt, Finland, France, Germany, Great Britain, Greece 
Hejaz, India, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Luxemburg, Netherlands, Persia: 
Poland, Siam, Spain, Switzerland, Turkey, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, United States of America, Uruguay, Yugoslavia. 

Conf.L.F.S.JC. T.z. 

ANNEX l. 

NOTE BY THE- LEGAL ADVISER TO THE CONFERENCE. 

The following questions have been asked: 

I. Are there any precedents similar to Article 18 of I& draft Convention, under 
which the annex would be regarded as an integral part of the Convention and the rules 
of the annex may be revised in a special manner ? . 

II. Does the annex to the draft Convention contain questiDns of substance or 
only questions as to the application of the principles found in the draft Convention 
itself ? 

III. Should a stipulation be inserted in the draft Convention providing for a 
right of appeal on the part of the contracting parties against a decision taken by any 
organ created for the revision of the annex to the Convention ? 

I. PRECEDENTS . 

. A. CONVENTIONS CONCLUDED UNDER THE AUSPICES OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. . . . 
Amongst the agreements and conventions concluded under the auspice$ of the League of 

Nations there are many which are accompanied by annexes. The n~ture of these annexes and 
their relation with the principal part of the Convention vary C0ll$1derably. ,. 
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In a very large number of cases the annexes are merely models on w~ich cert.ain,documents 
or · s mentioned in the Convention are to be made by th~ contractmg parties. In tl~ese 
cases~ is never expressly stated that the annexes form an mtegral part of the Convention, 
but there is no doubt that such is the case, because the J?Odels are purely accessory to the 
Convention In no case can these annexes be changed without a formal amen.dment to the 
Convention. involving the agreement and ratification of all the contracting pa~tles. . 

There i~, further, a group of conventions in ~hich the annexes rela~e.to deta!ledregulatu;ms 
for definite duties to be undertaken by domestic organs and authontles of the contractmg 
parties, by virtue of the Convention. As an example migh.t be ~Pven the agr.eemen.ts of 
October 23rd 1930 concerning maritime signals and manned lightships not at their stations ; 
the agreemen'ts ha~e annexes relating ~o certain signals at. ~ea. In the two ag_reements, the 
contracting parties undertake to put mto force the proVIsiOns of the regulations an~exe?. 
It follows that these annexes are integral parts of the agreements. No procedure IS la~d 
down for a modification of the annexes except that of the agreements. Another example m 
this second group of Conventions is the Convention of November 27th, 1925, concerning t~e 
tonnage measurement of vessels employed in inland navigation. The legal nature of the 
annexes containing detailed regulations as to tonnage is the same as that of the annexes to the 
two above-mentioned agreements. Lastly might be mentioned in this group of conventit:ms 
the International Convention concerning Economic Statistics of December 14th, 1928, which 
is accompanied by six annexes containing the general principles and models which the 
contracting parties undertake to accept for the drawing up of statistics to be prepared by them 
under the Convention. It is not laid down that the annexes are an integral part of the 
Convention, but this follows from the fact that the parties undertake in the Convention certain 
obligations as regards the annexes. All questions of organisation are dealt with in the 
Convention itself. Nothing is provided as to an independent modification of the annexes ; 
on the contrary, if the system of statistics indicated in one of the annexes should prove not to 
be satisfactory, an additional agreement by the parties is provided for. 

In the third group of conventions with annexes are to be found certain conventions 
concluded by the Communications and Transit Organisation. Conventions in this group 
have in common the fact that they provide for an international regime for certain means of 
communication. The regime is laid down in a statute annexed to the Convention. The 
nature of these annexes is different from that of annexes in the two groups mentioned above 
in this respect-that the annexes of the third group do not merely contain models or methods 
of application of principles contained in the Convention, but also the very essence of the 

·international regime provided for by the Convention. The latter merely contains the 
acceptance of the statute annexed and the protocol articles. Although the statutes are the 
very essence of the international agreement, they cannot be changed independently of the 
Convention, because the latter contains all the provisions as to corning into force, denunciation 
and possible revision. The Conventions of this third group are, in particular, the conventions 
and.s~atutes of the international regime, (a) of railways, dated December 9th, 1923; (b) of 
~ar1tlm~ ports, dated December 9th, 1923 ; and of the regime of navigable waterways of 
mternatlonal concern, dated April 2oth, 1921. 

Last!y, as the fourth type of conventions accompanied by annexes may be mentioned 
those which set up an autonomous body the statutes of which are contained in the annexes. 
~ is the case with the conventions and statutes establishing an International Relief Union, 
signed at Geneva on July 12th, 1927. The statutes of the International Relief Union form 
the annex of th~ said ~onvention. ~his annex is not an integral part of the Convention ; 
on the c~ntrary, It proVIdes for the setting up of an autonomous body. Under Article 21 of the 
Conven~10n, the annexed statutes may be modified by the general council. Here, then, a 
chang.e m t~e annex may be made independently of the Convention ; but it is clearly understood 
that, m this case, the !lnnex does ~ot form an integral part of the Convention, but sets up an 
autonomous body which follows Its own rules. It must, however be emphasised that all 
fun~me~ta~ points as t~ th~ Relief Union. set. up by the Conventi~n (finances, organs, etc.) 
are, m pnnciple, dealt With m the Convention Itself. 

The statutes of the .International Relief Union may be compared to the rules of the 
Penna_nent Court of Int~tional Justice, which may be amended by the Court without any 
nece5Slty fo.r an amendment m the statute ; the latter cannot be changed without the agreement 
of the parhes to the Protocol of December 16th, 1920, to which the Statute of the Court is 
annexed. 

• 

B. CONVENTIONS CONCLUDED PRIOR TO AND OUTSIDE THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 

'fh!s ~elates to a number of postal and railway conventions. They may be divided into 
two pnncJpal groups. 

In th~ first group are the Convention ?f December 28th, 1857, between Austria, Prussia 
and certam other German States concermng telegraphic communication between the said 

1 E:umples : ConventioD on the Re · · . 
1930 ; ConYentioD 

00 
the n' ptra':i"D of Vetae!a engaged 1n Inland Navigation, etc., of December 9th, 

Motor Vehiclet of Mar U iftcatlon of Road SignaiUng of March 3oth, 1931 ; Convention on the Taxation of Foreign 
September . Ap ch 3oth, 1931 ; ConventioD on Financial Assistance algned during the eleventh Assembly In 
ConYntioa '::" Pe~:~~~g the PreparatioD of a Tranalt Card for Emlgran" of June 14th, 19Z9; Opium 
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Thuntries, and the I_nternational Telegraph Convention of St. Petersburg of July 22nd, 1875· 
ese t':"o conventu~ns are completed by regulations which form an integral part of the 

Cfonv
8

ent) 10n (Convention of 1857) or which have the same value as the Convention (Convention 
0 I 75. 
.. N~':'ertheless, it. is stat~d. in both cases that the provisions of the regulations may be 
St~od1!,1ed at any time by Jomt a~reement between the administrations of the contracting 

1 
a es · . We thus h3;ve here two 1mportant precedents in which the provisions of an annex, 

a though 1t forms an 1~~egral par~ of .~he Con':'ention, m~y be changed independently. The 
change t?ay be II_~a.de at any tim~ -that 1s to say, mdependently of the period of the 
Convent~on, and ]Omtly by the national administrations ; that is to say, in the case of the 
Convention of 1875, 1 by ~rgans ?th:er than those which concluded the convention (Heads of 
States represe~ted ~y plempotenhanes). In both cases the entry into force of any modification 
of the regulations 1s not subject to ratification. 

Th~ oth~ pr!ncipal grc;mp of co~ventions in question consists of postal or railway 
conventions to ~h1~h executive regulations are attached or which esta'blish an international 
?rgan, the org:amsatlon a~d operation of which form the subject of annexed regulations. That. 
1s the case w1th t~e. Umversal Po~tal Convention of London, signed on June 28th, 1929. 
The a11:nexe~ contammg the regulahons for the execution· of the Convention and the provisions 
regardm~ a1r tra~s~ort of letter mail are not expressly declared to form an integral part of the 
Convenhon, but 1t 1s stated that they shall have the same duration as the Convention unless 
they are renewed _by joint agreement between the parties concerned. 

L~stly, menhon should be made of the International Convention of October 23rd, 1924, 
regardmg the transport of goods by rail. This Convention establishes a Commission of 
Expe:ts, _the ?rganisation and working of which forms the subject of annexed regulations. 
Nothmg 1s satd as to the method of modifying these regulations, and it must therefore be 
assumed that they cannot be modified independently of the Convention. 

C. RECAPITULATION. 

The list given above cannot be regarded as absolutely complete, but we think it contains 
examples of all types that may be found. For the first question put to us, it provides the 
following reply : 

I. The Conventions concluded under the auspices of the League of Nations never provide 
a special method of amendment for annexes forming an integral part ·of the Convention. In 
the only case where an independent method of amendment is provided (International Relief 
Union), the organisation concerned is autonomous, and it is not stated that the annex forms 
an integral part of the Convention. 

2. The Postal Conventions concluded before the existence of or outside the League of 
Nations include conventions having annexes which, although they form an integral part of the 
Convention, may be specially and independently modified. Such modifications, however, 
are not entrusted to a special organ, but are effected by agreement between the administrations 
of the contracting States. 

3· In all conventions providing for the creation of special organs the fundamental and 
principal provisions regarding organisation, competence and financial matters are contained, 
not in the annexes, but in the body of the Convention itself. 

II. CONTENTS OF THE ANNEX. 
. . 

It appears that the " }legulations " attached to the draft Convention do not deal only with 
the application of the principles laid down in the actual text of the Convention, but that they 
contain certain essential points which are not regulated in principle in the Convention. The 
main points in question are the creation, organisation, competence and financial regulations 
of two new organs-the" competent organ "and the" Central Narcotics Bureau ". True, the 
two organs are mentioned and certain duties are allotted to them in the body of the 
Convention ; but tl\e fundamental pr?visions relating to the cr.eation, organisa.tio~, c~m.petence 
and finances. of tll.ese organs are m the attached regulations. Indeed, 1t 1s difftcult_ to 
understand the meaning of the last paragraph of Article 10, No. 4. o_f the dr!lft Convention, 
in which the" Narcotics Bureau "is mentioned, without any explanation or Without reference 
to the annex. 

It should be borne in mind that in all the conventions examined above which pro'?de. for 
the creation of special organs the fund:unental and princip~l provisions regarding organtsah?n• 
competence, etc., are contained, not m the annexes, but m the actual text of the respective 
conventions. Another convention in point is that of Geneva, dated February xgth, 1925, 
which lays down the regulations for the creation, organisa~ion an~ competence of the 
" Permanent Central Board " in a special chapter of the Convention, not m an ann~. It m~y 
be asked why these methods have been abandoned for the present draf~ Convention ~d 1ts 
annex. The reason might be that it was intended to provide, for the pot~ts re~lated.m the 
annex, a simplified method of revision and modification such as that mdtcated m Article 18 
of the draft Convention. 

• The Convention of 18.57 Ia an ......,ement between tbe Admilllatratlou ol tile Statn CC111C81'1184. 
,. 
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It aaast be r~ howenr. that theft is- ao· convention concluded under the 
•• cea of the League wJdch. whilst declaring the &DDIIX to be· aa integral part of the .,O:..tioa pnmdes a spacial method for the. revision or modification of the annex. Even 
ia the Post~ Conventious cited above the amendment of the annex is not placed in the hands 
of a special orpa. b•t rests with the Go-,emments concerned. For the present draft 
Qaveatioa the method of uvisiq or.moclifyinc the annex has-not nt been ddined ; but serious 
oltjectioas have already beea raised iD the Conference to the with<lrawal of ~tial questions 
from the ao~ty of the contracting States by regulating such questiolijl in an annex. 

III. RIGHT OF APPEAL. 

' 
It is difficult to s!ve an opinion on a question of right of appeal&Bainst anuecision taken 

by aa organ establislle for the revision of the annex to such convedriOns withOIUmowing the 
aatare and po11815 of the organ. 

H the orga~~.. is a ct>mmiS'iion independent of the Governments concerned, the instance of 
appeal might be an international organisation, such as the Health Committee of the League of 
Jllations. Or. again, it might be arranged that, at the request of a certain num~of States, 
a CODferenc:e of contlacting parties would be convened by the Secretary-General of 'the League 
of Nations to take a decision on the appeal. Such a coDference need not be composed of 
plellipotentiaries of heads of States ; alf that would be needed would be a conference of 
delegate& of the ~tional adminU.trations COJJ.Cem~ (on the model of the Postal Conventions 
JDeDtioned above). The question of appeal, however, would lose a great deal of its importance 
if the faadamental provisions were placed, not in the annex, but in the body of the Conveution 
itself. 

ANNBX a. 
Conf.L.F.S.JC.Tech./I(I). 

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS 1 ON TilE NATURAL AND 
·ARTIFICIAL ALKALOIDS (INCLUDING THEIR RESPECTIVE SALTS) 

DERIVED FROM OPIUM: OR OPIUM POPPY AWD COCA LEAVES. 
o I • I 

The experts were asked to examiDe the fo1lowing questions: • 

(•) Which are the aiJrelcps of opium. opium poppy, and coca leaves which are 
habit-forming narcotic ciruca ? · 

. (6) From what alkaloids of opium, opium poppy, and coca leaves can habit-
formmg narcotic ciruca be derived ? · , 

{c) What ar~ the a!kaloids of opi::Jhe * ~py ~d coca l~ves which, 
although not habit-fOI'JIIJDg, may be eo ed · rm:fomnug aarcotic drugs ? . 

~these questions the experts reached a unanimous decl&ion, which·isembo4fed in the 
following report : ..... 

. .. ··;t 
NATUIW. AJI'D .AKnPICIAL ALKALOIDS OF OPIUM, 0PIU ... OJ"P~ ANb' Cocl LEAVES 

. (IJfCLUMRG IBJUR RESPECTIVE SALnJf· . . . 

I. Illliil-/ot.Sac ~ ~ t111o 11/Jur IMbfHDI'Mi,, .ZiullWla : , . . 

I. Natural alkaJojds : 

~. 
(«aiae. 

~. Artificial •'kaloidt : 
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II. N011-ltabit-foTMing fllletJloUls b"' c01tutJrlible ifllo ltabi#-fo,.ing aluloitls ; 

III. 

I. Natural alkaloids 
Codeine, 
Thebaine. 

2 • Artificial alkaloids : 
Dionine, 
Peronine and other ethers of morphine 
L.-ecgonine. ' 

Non-habit-forming alk.loids which are not convertible into habit-foTMing alkaloids: · 

Narcotine, 
Papaverilte. ... 

I 
Appendix. 

ALKALOIDS OF OPIUM AND OPIUM POPPY AND THEIR DERIVATIVES. 

I. PREAMBLE. 

The opium alkaloids may be divided sharply into two groups : . . 
I. The isoquinoline alkaloids, such as papaverine and narcotine, which are not 

habit-forming and which cannot be converted into other habit-forming narcotic drugs; 
2. The group of phenanthrene alkaloids, consisting in the main of the following 

three substances : morphine, codeine, thebaine, of which only morphine is habit
forming, but which may all be converted into other narcotic and habit-forming drugs. 

Beside these alka.lDids present in opium in more or less important quantities and which 
may be called natural &lkaloids, there are a series of derived alkaloids which may be called 
also arlifici.l alkaloids-i.e., alkaloids obtained by submitting the natural alkaloids or their 
derivatives to the action o' chemical reagents. , 

In a certain number of cases we may utilise these alkaloids, even if they are not habit
forming, as rough material for preparation of habit-forming alkaloids. • • 

II. LISTS OF ALKA .. OIDS. 

In the lists below, which include onl;y phenanthrene alkaloids, natural and artificial alkaloids 
are classified according to their habit-Iorming character, or according to the possibility of 
converting them into habit4orming nar~otic drugs. , 

·'. 

I. Opium -and opium-poppy alkaloids, which are narcotic and habit-forming drugs : 

Morphine and its salts. 

II. ;rinc_i~ opidm,at~ti. o~ium-p~ppy alkal?ids and the artificial alkaloids obtained from 
them whsch are not l'iibit-formJng narcot.c drugs : 

' .. § I . .-Natural alkaloids and their salts: 
Codeine, · 
Thebaine. 

§ 2.-Artificial alkaloids (obtained from morphine) and their salts : 
EtllyJmorphine and dionine, 

,&Benzylmorphine and peronine, 
Other phenolic ethers of morphine. 

III. Natural and artificial opium and o-pium-poppy fllkaloids which may be c01tverltJd into 
habit-forming narcotic drugs. 

§ I.-Natural alkaloids : the following alkaloids and their respective salts : 

Morphine, 
Codeine, 
Thebaine. 

§ 2.-Artificial alkaloids : 
(a) Obtained from morphine : the following alkaloids. and their respective salts: 

(I) Esters of morphine (diacetylmorphine, benzoylmorphine, etc.), 
(2) Dihydromorphine (paramorphan) and its esters, 
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Dari...atill•• .,., ao~~,.._ . ._,tt~ sera. , 
Deriftti'fts • of codeiDone and thear esters. 
The peatavalellt nitrocen morphine derivativee . coaaiating. of two 
poups: ' ' 
(•J The N-oxides and their salts:. . . ·· . · ·' 
{6) The alkyl-halids, such as morphine-m.bronude.,aJJ.~ all ana.logous 

alkyl compounds. • . • . · 

(6) Obtained from codeine 1 and ~e~e ;. t• ~wiDe •lk~& and their 
respective salts : · ... , 

. Acetylodillyclltoc:._olle. (of which acedicone is. a ·salt), . , . t~ 
Dihydrocodeinone (of which dicodide is a salt), 

· ' · · · 3 Dihydrobydroxycod~one (of which eucodal is a salt). , ., . _ . 

These three albloids, which are derivative& of cod9o~e and 111faidl maj' also 
beobtainedfromcodeineorfromthebaine,mayalso beclas'§edmgroupiii,§ 2 (a) (4). 

' . 
IV. op .. all opflfll-1'fl#'y lllkaloitls. fliMcll .are •ot llabil-forflfi•g btlt m•y ~~ cotJ'IIerUtl 

ia ubii-Jon~~i"f fllli'colic mgs· ~· · ''i'\· · .. 

.{•) Co~! and. tJle•e (~ ll{, §.a (bJ~ ; . 
(6) Phenolic ethers of mor~;>hine other than codeme: 

Ethylmorphine (of which dionine is a salt), 
Benzylmorphine (of which peronine is a salt). 

In general, it may be said of all these phenolic ethers, as· for codeine, that the recovery 
from them of habit-forming:albloids qf the morphine group is possible. · 
As~ perqnine! there is r~ii. to belie!e that th~ substance has been ut~d for' t~e 

manufacture of _lfto9>hiJJ.e anc1 ~di~~ylmort>hin~. • fn. the case o! et~ylmorphin~ or. 1ts 
hydrochloride, mo:Dine, no preQSe mformabon IS available regarding tts convemon mto 
alblojds of the morphine group, but such· transformatim,. seems to be possible. 

' ' 
•' 

ALKALOIDS .OF COCA LEAVES AND THJ?R DERJ-VATIVES. 
- •• # ·• . 

• f PJul.AVDlJ!. ,. , 
• 

Cocaine is methylbeazoylecgonine. It is present in coca leaves wjth other derivatives of 
!-ecgonine. It can be extracted directly from coca leaves ; but it can aL be prepared from 
ecgonine obtained by saponification of the whole alkaloid content of the coca leaves. Whilst 
cocaine is a local~~DZSthetic and prod'~Aes drug addiction, eicgonine has no anleStPfiic quality 
and does not produce addiction ; but all the acyl!l!r.ylderivatives of I.-ecgonine (including 
eocaiue., which .is one.of tJaem) rilay prodace drug adoiJnon. · 

' ' 

IT. LISTS OF AutALOI~ •• 

The naturlil and artificial alkaloids of this group may therefore be ciassffied as follows: 

I. .tllulloitls FoHci•g fllltlictiOtJ : 
Cocaine an4 its salts, 
Acylalkylderivatives of I.-ecgonine. 

II. A.llulloitls , fliMc/J tlo tJOt Foduce fllltlictiOtJ btlt Me conv+ &4o cooa~~ : " 
L.-eqonine. . ' •~ . . .. , 

• • 
'M1L'I'WV Conf.L.F.S.s8. 

Ann•.a. 4. 
' ~ 

STATEMENT BY M. TIFFENEAU ON THE REPORT OF nm· ~MMITTEE 
OF EXPERTS ON THE NATURAL AND ARTIFICIAL ALKALOIDS 
(INCLUDIXG THEIR RESPECTIVE SALTS) DERIVED FROM OPIUM 
OR FROM OPIUM POPPY AND COCA LEAVES. . 

. The.f;'i~ i&a ~ consulting the experts 1 was to draw auch a disti~~tion betwee11 the 
ftriOIII of op1um and of coca Ieavea as would determine which of them would come 
muler the regulations contemplated. · 

• .. 
1 

R J'l W "!rebbb• ~~., U.. ~ of tJae eaollo f«m ol cod.-. Otber ether-cleriY&tiVH af tM _.,,._.,: "'*•• - ••he ••· It II ~W.. ...ua, fit 6e ,_.e •*-tt af oar llllow!edp, tllat tbey -~~ ==- r "Mril..._ Dl, Is (•) (t), Di'1 1111 ~ill I 1d .; ha _........ .. • . .... to...... ' --· .. 
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The experts were asked to draw up three lists : the first of alkaloids which are narcotic 
drugs, the second of alkaloids which are convertible into narcotic alkaloids and the third of 
non-narcoti.c alka~oids which are convertible into narcotic alkaloids. The' experts felt that • 
these queshons m1ght be expanded, and that a further list should be added of alkaloids which 
are neither narcotics nor convertible into narcotics. 

The experts also considered that it might not be sufficient to submit mere detailed lists 
of the alkaloids, . but th!lt th:ey sho~ld give general exp~nations and the relevant grounds 
t~eref?r• and more deta1le.d hsts whlch:could be summ~n~d more clearly and concisely in a 
fmal hst. These explanations and mohves were embodied m an annex, the contents of which 
I 'Yill first d~scribe and then read th~ final list which summarises it. It was thought that 
oplUm alkal01ds should be separated m the annexes from the alkaloids of coca leaves, both 
groups being combined in the final list. 

From the standpoint of nomenclature, it seemed advisable to draw a distinction between, 
and have a special terminology for, the alkaloids present in opium and in coca leaves, which 
can be described as natural alkaloids, and the derived alkaloids obtained by the chemical 
treatment of natural alkaloids, which we will, call artificial alkaloids-a term which is 
sufficiently explicit and has the advantage of possessing an exact English equivalent. Each 
part of the annex, one for opium and the other for coca leaves, is preceded by a preamble giving 
the various chemical or physiological facts regarding the alkaloids referred to. 

OPIUM. 

Opium alkaloids may be divided accordin-g to their chemical composition into two groups 
-the isoquinoline group (including papaverine and ~rcotine, which are not narcotics and 
cannot be converted into narcotic alkaloids), and the phenanthrene group, consisting in the 
main of the three substances, morphine, codeine and thebaine, of which only morphine is habit
forming, but which may all three be converted into other narcotic and habit-forming drugs. 

The alkaloids of opium and the opium poppy may be classified in four groups : 

I. Alkaloids which are narcotic and habit-forming, comprilng morphine and 
its salts ; 

II. Alkaloids which are not habit-forming narcotic •drugs, comprising the 
following natural a~aloids and their salts : codeine and thebaine, and the following 
artificial alkaloids and their salts: dionine an"d peronine, which are phenolic ethers of 
morphine; 

• 
III. Alkaloids which may be converted into habit-forming narcotic drugs, 

consisting of t.wo groups : • 

Group I.-Natural alkaloids and their salts-namely, morphine, codeine and 
thebaine. - . Group 2.-Artificia1 alkaloids obtained, some from morphme and others from 

· codeine or thebaine. 

(a) The following are those obtained from morphine : 

(b) 

(I) Morphine esters, such as diacetylmorphine; 
(2) .Pi4ydromorphine and its esters; 
(3) apd (4) Derivatives of morphinone and codeinone and their esters; 
(5) The P.ent~valent nitrogen morphine derivatives. 

The following are those obtained from ?odeine and thebaine : 
dicodide, acedicone and eucodal. 

IV .• Non-habit-forming alkaloids which m.ay b~ conver~ed into habit-!orming 
narcotic clrugs. These include natural alkalo1<is hke · c~deme and thebame. and 
artificial alkaloids such as the phenolic ethers of morphme other than codeme
viz., dionine and peronine. 

ALKALOIDS OF COCA LEAVES. 

The Preamble states that cocaine is methylbenzoylecgonine, which can be extracted 
directly from coca leaves or l?repared by converting the ec~onine extracted from th~ tc;»ta. 
alkaloids of coca leaves. Whilst cocaine is a local anresthehc and pro~uces drug addichon 
ecgonine is neither an anresthetic nor capable of creating the drug ~ab1t. . . . 

The alkaloids of coca leaves may thus be classified as ~lkalo1ds prod~cmg ~ddichon 
including both cocaine and the acylalkyl-deriva~ives of 1.-ecgomne and alka~01ds wh1ch do no· 
produce addiction but are convertible into cocame, represented by 1.-ecgonme only . 
•• 
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1'he unezes furthenaote contaia detailed infor.mation, particularly in the foetltotts, as 
to tile intercoanection of tlle ~us .tktloids, at any rate as far as opium alQloids are 

• ~final list for fticb the Co~mittee of Experts was asked was obtained by combirdng 
and condensing the various groups shown . in the aanexes and simplifying the explanation, 
~Cftdatly by subStitlltiag for ~e scie~tific aames. the simpler terms adopted in tfierapeutic 
iaedlciae, most Of Wbich a.Ppear lll preVIous convent10ns. 

I. will now nad the list, $~ding my comments where neCessary: ' 
r. Habit-forming alkaloids convertible into other habit-forming alkaloids : 

(I).. Natural: Morphine, cocaine and other aeylalkyl-deriv. atives of I.-ecgonine. 
(1'he classification of these derived alkaloids ln this group is a mistake ; they 

. should be put in the next group, after heroin.) 
:a. Artificial : Ac:edicone, dicodide. dilatJdide, eucodal, ceno-morphine, heroin 

. and other morphine esters. . 
II. Non-habit-forming alkaloids but eoavertible into habit-forming alkaloids : 

. '~-r.. .. I. Natural: Codeine, thebain~,l.,.._ ........ e. . 
(In this case also ecgonine, ts a . derived alkaloid, should be classified with 

artificial alkaloids after peronine.) .J • ' ' ' .. 

2. Artificial : Dionine and \)8ronine. 
III. Non-habit-forming alkaloids which are not convertible into habit-forming 

alkaloids : There are only two 11\tCh aJ.ltaloids belonging to the isoquinoline 
group-viz., narcotine and papaverine; 

Altllough their terms o1 reference were strictly limited to drawing up lists of alkaloids 
which must meet the Teclmical Comaittee's req_uiremepts. .the experts feft that, in order to 

· pve a better idea of the value of the classification and of the properties ljtributed to each 
class of alkaloids, they should frame conclusions which coifcide, incidentally, with the decillions 
of the Health Committee of the League of Nations . 

•• • CoMCLUSIOJfS. · r 

I. The manuflU4tfte of the aJ.kaloids of Group I shquld be limited. 
2. The alkaloids ·of Group 1r should be put under eentrol. 
3· The allralffids of Group III llould not be mentioned' in the Convention; to put, 

therefore, under the Convention 411 the opium allalloids, as theclelega\jon of Venesuela 
proposes. would be inadvisable. · • 

, It should be added that Dr. Small, who was appointed by the Technical Committee to sit 
with the experts, tnade reservations ·~egarding .colidusion No. 2 •. 

The experts submit the foregoing general information and classilcation to t\e Technical 
Committee, and, Ill! the question iS a very complex one. they are prepared to give members of 
~ Committee any !mpplementary infonnation thef may require . 

• 
ANNBX I. 

Cont.L\.s.fC.Tech.2. 

REPORT OF THE COJOfiTTEE OF EXPERTS 1 ·ON CE~TAIN QtmSTIONS 
REFERRING TO CRUDE. MORPH~E. • 

.. ' ' 
The experts were asked~ examine the followingt4u..Uons : • · • . 

- Ifact. ~d crade? morphine be regarded as a 1'aw material or a drug in the 
manu ure itate · . 

2. Does it possess habit-forming properties of a narcotic drug ? 

~~~ions the- experts reached a unanimous decision, which• is embodied in the 

CRUDE MottPHINE. 

I. Crude morphine is an unrefined pr d t t · · · impurities. 0 uc con atmng a con11derable amount of 

rega~t! ~:l!t~J !!~derable quantities in factor~es. we think it should be 
Chemicall . ance. "-

aJkalo.W.. bul~~t be ~=ded u an intermediate product in relation to the relined 
be ~ed ~filial prod':\~n te.:a~C::~in u "brch as 6o pe.r cent of morphine, it should 

C ..... _ . . · · 1 8 pout e consumption by drug addicts. 
• 
2

• r......, morphine 11 a hablt..for~nc aarcotic , 

._ t •••u• w A._.,. i"P "•· 
• 
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ANNEX 6. 
Conf.L.F.S./C.Tech.3. 

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS 1 CONCERNING THE TEXT 
OF ARTICLE I, No. 2 (iv) AND No. 3, THIRD PARAGRAPH 

' OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

th. dThe opinionh of the experts was asked as to the wording of Article I No 2 (iv) and No 
3 1r paragrap . · . ' · · ' 

f 11 0!1 these questions the experts reached a unanimous decision which is embodied in the 
o . owmg report. ' 

Article I, No. 2 (iv), should be replaced by the following : 

:· Dihydrooxy~odeinone.' dihydrocodeinone, dihydromorphinone, acet lodih dro
codemone and the1r respechve salts : eucodal, dicodide, dilaudide and ~cedic~ne." 

Arlicle I, No. 3, third paragraph, should be replaced by the following: 

" Esters of morphine : 
Dihydrooxycodeinone 1C.,H,.O,N) 
Dihydrocodeinone (C.,H,.NO.) ' 
Dihydrol!lorphinone (C,.H,.O.N), 
Acetylod1hydrocodeinone (C,.H .. NO,)." 

ANNEX 7. 
Conf.L.F.S.fC.Tech+ 

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF EX~ERTS 1 CONCERNING 
DIACETYLMORPHINE (HEROIN). 

The experts were asked to examine the following questions : 

I. What are the properties of diacetylmorphine which make it particularly 
suitable to serve as a habit-forming narcotic drug and to form the subject of illicit 
traffic ? . ' · 

2; What are the therapeutic advantages of diacetylmorphine as compared with 
those of morphine and other morphine derivatives? 

3. Are the therapeutic properties of diacetylmorphine such that it cannot be 
replaced by other medicaments without ill-effects on the patient ? 

4. Are not the risks of diacetylmorphine for humanity incomparably greater 
than the advantages resulting from its therapeutic use ? 

. 5. Can the experts state what is the medical practice in each of the countries 
possessing a highly developed medical system as regards the use of diacetylmorphine, 
and give their opinion as to the value of its use ? 

6. Is diacetylmorphine (heroin) an indispensable drug ? 

On these questions .the experts reached a unanimous decision, which is embodied in the 
following report : · 

PREAMBLE 

Morphine and its derivatives, whether habit-forming or not, possess several characteristic 
properties in common. The different alkaloids, however, exhibit these properties in very 
varying degrees, to which it is necessary to refer before answering the questions. These 
properties may be reduced to the following three principal actions : 

A. ANALGESIC AND EUPHORIC PROPERTIES. 

·' 
These belong only to the habit-forming morphine alkaloids ; they render these alkaloids 

pain-relieving, and in ce~tain persons t~ey alter psychical refl17'es, so as to prc;>d~ce a feeling 
of happiness and well-bemg. The contmual use of such alkal01ds leads to addiction, and the 
addict acquires an irresistible era villi. and an ever-increasing tolerance. 

·, See footnote to Annex 3, page 4 
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B. DEPRESSING PROPERTIES ON THE RESPIRATORY CENTRE. 

These are common to all the habit-forming morphine a~kaloids, t~o';lgh dif~erent-alk~oids 
show the effect in different degr(les. This effe~t IS . mamfested prmapally m the rehef of 
coughing and all painful affections of the respuatory system. 

C. DEPRESSING PROPERTIES ON THE ALIMENTARY CANAL. 

These are shown best with morphine and renders it valuable in the treatment of certain 
forms of colic. 

The differences between the various morphine alkaloids with regard to these properties 
is chiefly quantitative. These differences a~e not necess:'-rily in the sam~ direction ; anY: one 
of these properties may be exaggerated whilst another 1s at the same hme hardly obv1ous. 
In codeitu, for example, the analgesic and euphoric properties A of morphine are very weak, 
whilst the B prope~y is relatively little ch~ed, an~ the .c effec~ is a little we:'-ker. In 
heroin, the properties A and Bare stronger, whilst the mtesbnal action C hardly ex1sts. 

The knowledge of these properties to the physician is of the utmost importance, not only 
in the treatment of drug addiction, but, what is much more important, the prevention of t~is 
condition. It is also an essential part of the doctors' armamentum to be able to prescnbe 
these drugs with the least risk, whilst provi,ding for all the patient's requirements. Thus t_he 
choice of a drug like codeine for the relief of cough avoids the analgesic and euphoric ac~ion 
of morphine, which in this case is useless or even harmful, as it involves unnecessary risks. 

Question I.-In reply to the first question, heroin is more powerful than morphine and 
its dose is smaller. Unlike morphine, it may be readily taken as snuff. In the East it is 
occasionally smoked. Also, in view of the smallness of its dose, trafficking is easier. 

Heroin euphoria is much more pronounced than that of morphine, and constipation does 
not occur in the addict-that is, the A and B effects are stronger and the C effect negligible. 

Question z.-Heroin is at least equal to morphine in its effect in the relief of pain (A). It 
is more effective than either morphine or codeine in the relief of cough (B). It does not 
constipate. · 

Question J.-We believe that the properties of diacetylmorphine ,which render it popular 
with some physicians can in most, if not all, cases be efficiently replaced by other morphine 
drugs. For ·the relief of cough codeine is a valuable substitute, though not so strong as 
heroin : dicodide has as powerful an effect on the respiratory centre as morphine, though less 
than that of heroin, and its addiction properties are less pronounced than those of the latter 
drugs. For the relief of pain in patients in whom it is undesirable to act on the bowels, heroin 
is better than morphine, but dilaudide offers the same advantages. This alkaloid has much the 
same type of effect on the respiratory centre as heroin, but is weaker ; it is about the same as 
heroin in its pain-relieving properties, and, like heroin, has little effect on the alimentary 
canal. Furthermore, the euphoric effects of dilaudide are weaker than those of both morphine 
and heroin as gauged by withdrawal symptoms.l 

Question 4.-We feel that the dangerous nature of heroin from the social point of view 
overshadows its therapeutic importance. 

The social dangers of heroin ~ise, on the one hand, from the great reputation this 
substance possesses among drug addicts and from the enormous illicit traffic which has arisen · 
on the ~ther ~nd, t~ey come from its characteristic habit-forming properties, which, fro~ 
the medical pomt of VIew, are much worse than those of other habit-forming narcotic drugs. 

Th~ effect of heroin is, in t~e mai,n, to produce a change in personality as shown by an 
utter disr_egard for t~e conventions an~ the ~orals of civilisation. The disease progresses 
m?re rap1dly t!tan With any other hab1t-formmg narcotic drug ; all the higher faculties of 
rmnd, such as Judgment, self-control and attention, are weakened, and such people rapidly 
become mental and moral degenerates . 

. The hero~n habit is the most difficult of all to cure. Sudden withdrawal of the alkaloid 
which, according to. most authorities, is the best treatment for the morphine habit, may lead t~ 
cra~ps and convulsiOns and even to death from respiratory failure. But, besides the difficulty 
of Wlt~r~wal, t_he after.-convalescent treatment, both psychical and physical, is longer and 
more diffiCUlt With herom than with morphine and relapse is the rule . 

• .._'..!"'W:,~ to the rec:eotly llltroclaced 4Uaacll4e, Mr. D1xo• and 11. TIPRUAU detlre to place on record that 
_, _,_ .._ DO pn-.J experieace. . 
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. Question 5.-. Th~ opinion of the medical profession on the therapeutical value of heroin 
vanes, not o~ly m dlfferen.t countries, but even in the same country. 

The medtca~ c?nsu~phon rates per head of the population for this substance, as shown by 
the League sta.hshcs, ~l.tffer to such an extent that it suggests that its use is perhaps not 
unconnec~ed wtth fashwn. F?r ~xample, there is a difference of 400 per cent between the 
consumption rates for Great Bntam and Germany, 4,000 per cent between those of Switzerland 
and France and 4,500 pe.r c.ent between ~wit~erland and Japan. Our attention has been drawn 
to the ~s~ m~de of herom m the followmg stckness insurance societies (Kranken Kasse) of two 
large cthes m Central Europe. 

The large Society '' Allgemeine Ortskrankenkasse der Stadt Berlin ", with a membership 
of about soo,oo~, s~ows, for 1927, a consumption of o, and for 1928 a consumption of 3.24 
gr3:mme~. If thts ~tgure were accepted as a basis of estimation, then, for a group of 65 millions 
of mhabttants, whtch represents the whole German population, the consumption should only 
total425 grammes, whereas the actual consumption of this country was 36 kilogrammes during 
the same year. · 

The " ~rankenversicherunganstalt der Bundesangestellten" of Vienna, which has also 
a membership of about half a million, shows for the same period a total consumption of 
144 grammes. Estimated on this basis, the total consumption of Austria would amount to 
1,930 grammes, whereas it was actually over 5 kilogrammes. In considering this figure, it 
should be borne in mind that these two groups of insured people belong to large urban centres 
whose narcotic consumption is usually higher than that of the rural populations, and that the 
members of these sickness insurance societies always represent that portion of the population 
which is best provided for as regards meciical assistance. 

We have evidence that a large majority of the eminent pharmacologists and physicians 
in various countries are definitely opposed to the employment of heroin in medical practice. 

Question 6.-In view of the evidence which we possess, and especially the fact that all 
the beneficial actions of heroin can, in our opinion, be obtained by one or other of the drt·gs 
mentioned, we believe that heroin can be entirely dispensed with. If the doctors in countries 
where heroin is used are afforded the opportunity of examining and testing clinically the 
morphinic derivatives to which we have drawn attention, we feel little doubt that they may 
be induced to dispense with the use of heroin entirely. 

Conf.L.F.S./C.Tech.s. 
ANNEX 8. 

REPORT OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE 
ON THE WORDING OF ARTICLE 1, Nos. 2 AND 3· 

The Sub-Committee was asked to frame a final draft of Article I, No. 2, and, in particular, 
if possible, to define the expression " habit-forming narcotic drug " ~n its fullest and widest 
sense, to draw up a list of all the substance~ covered by the Convenh_on. and to dev~lop and 
define more specifically the tenor of the Spamsh amendment on the basts of the experts report. 

Finding it impossible to arrive ~t a perfec! def!nition of th~ expression " habit-form.ing 
narcotic drug", either on the basts. of phy~wl?gtcal pr~p~r.ttes or .. on that of chemtcal 
constitution, the Sub-Committee dectded to ltmtt the defmthon to the purposes of the 
Convention " ; it has, in fact, omitted any definition, and merely enumerated under the head 
of " habit-forming narcotic drugs " the drug~ to which it proposes that the special measures 
aimed at by this Convention should be apphed. . 

In view of the obvious desirability of specifying by name as many as posstble of the drugs 
which fall within the Conference's scope, the Sub-Committee decided to amplifY: pa.ragraph J, 
though without in any way changing the decisions already reached, and contmumg on the 

same lines. . . f h' h th d The substances enumerated have been divtded mto three groups, one o w tc - e secon 
-has been subdivided into three sub-gro~ps. .. . . . , 

Group I comprises compounds descnbed as habtt-formmg narcott~ drugs . . T~e 
Drafting Committee would observe that, w~ile bea;ing in mind the Techm~al Comz~nttee s 
decision and the experts' report, which descnbe acedtcone unde~ the name o~ ~~~tyldthydro
codeinone ",it proposes to add the words" or acetyldemethylodthydrothebame , m deference 
to the nomenclature hitherto employed. . . . 

As re ards diacetylmorphine, which comes into this group,. ~ny dectston on t~e subject J?U~t 
be deferr~d until the Technical Committee has come to a deciSlon on the Austnan delegation s 

ame~~~~nt.II comprises non-habit-forming narcotic drugs convertible into h~bit-forming 
drugs. these are subdivided, for convenience as regards the rules to be apphed to them 

later, into three sub-groups (a)d, (b) an~ (c)k wn-which mav fall into either of the two 
Group III covers compoun s as ye . un no . 

prev~~t~cf:01~PNo. 3
, has been accordingly adapted to the more complete list given in No. 2 

of the .present ~raft. over ~h:· entire substance of the Spanish amendment ; it 
Thts draft dtd ndot, howt evter 'm\odying the decision regarding limitation which was voted 

was necessary to pro uce a ex e 
• 
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·at aa earlier meetiJig. This ;is th~ object. of .the thr~' paragraplls. ea. tit-led ". Paraf'il.p_~s 
COJl(:el1liDg Limitation" each Of which applierto·a certain class ol.substam:es enumerated Jn 

..1a These three paragr_aphs may be inserted after paragra.ph 3 of the draft 
~6;.. 2~r anywhere eise in·the draft Convention, when the final wording is decided 
upon, or they may he omitted if at a late~ stat~ they ~e not thoug~t necessary. ~t ·was, 
however, essential th&t they should appear 1n th1s ~eport 1n o~er to g~ve a complete idea of 
the Spanish amendment as accepted by the Technical Committee. 

TEXT PRO})()SED FOR ARTICLE I, Nos. 2 AND 3· 

ARTICLE I. 

No. • '(A).--For the purposes of this Convention the expreSsion·" habit-forriting na~cotic 
drugs " shall denote the following drugs_ in a manufactured state : . · . : · 

Gro.; I. 

(i} Morp~. and its salts, including prepara~ons made direetly fr~m:· ~aw 
opium and contammg more than 20 per cent of morrhine : . . . 

. (ii) Diacetylmorphine and the other esters o morphine and their salts; 
(iii) Crude cocaine; cocaine and its salts; all the esters of l..,ecgonine and 

their salts ; · · 
. (iv) Dihydrohydroxycodeinone (the hydrocbloridt of which bears the registered 
trade name of eucodal) ; dihydrocodeinone (the salt of which bears the registered 
trade name of dicodide), dihydromorphinone (the hydrochloride of which bears the 
registered trade name of dilaudide), acetyldihydrocodeinone qr acetyldemethylodi
hydrothebaine (the hydroc:Jaloride of which bears' the regis~ trade name of 
acedicone), morphine-N-oxide (registered trade name genomorphine), and· dihydro
morphine (the hydrochloride of wiUch bears the registered trade name of paramorlan). 
their esters and salts; alsq·tlle morphine-N-oxide derintives, thetr salts, and the 
other pentavalent nitrogen morphine derivatives . 

. .,.. . -. 

Gt-oup II. 

This group·is divided into _thr• sab-groups, (c), (b) and (c). 
Sub-group (c) ........ Ec:gonine, thebaine, benzylmorphine (the hydrochloride of 

which ~ the r~stere4 trade DaJa peronipe), and thei~ Nlts; all the e!hers ·ef 
morphine, and therr salts, except codeine {methylmorphme), ethylmorpmne and 
their salts. . · · . 

Sub-group (6).-Codeine (methylfuorphine) and ethylmof#Une (the hydro
chloride of wlUch bears the r~ered trade .name dionine). and their salts. 

Sub-group (c).-ApoJIIOfphine and its salts. • ·· 

~III. 

Every other manufactured product capable of producing addiction and obtained 
·from opium or the coca leaf. · · · 

No.2 (B).-Any of the foregoing drugs produced by a synthetic }irocess shall be treated 
for the purposes of this Convention in the same way as if produced from opium or the coca. leaf. 

E~..UWy Nole. 

The paragraphs which follo1V tefei to the limitation of the substances covered by the three 
Groups_ I, II ~d l!I. !Jtey may be inse~ted after No. 3, or anywhere else in the draft, whim 
the fmal wordrng rs dec1ded upon. . · 

Pc,avc;lu eMtU"'ing LimU.Uon. 
. . 

(i) The substances covered by Groupl and sub-group (a) of Group II shall be subjecno 
limitation as provided in Artielt! . . . · (str~ limitation). · · · · 
.. (ii) The subst:'nces. covered by suJI-grou~ (b) and _(c). o~ Gr.oup rr shall be su.bjeet to 
bm~tat100 u prCWJded m Article . . . · more elasttc bwtatlOii). · 

(iii) The sabstan~ covered by Group· r r shall be subject 'to the procedure referred 
to in Article . . . (Hay propou.l, Spanish amendment, Sir Malcolm DeleVin""'e's 
~). . . . .... 

N_o. 3·-~ ~finiti?ns of morphine, diaeetylmorphine, cocaine, cru<Je coCaine '.and 
eqomoe contain~ 1n Art1cle I of the Geneva Convention shall apply' for the purpoJes ofthe 
praeot Convention. . · ~ · 

• ~~the other drup belonging to the three groupa specified in No. 2 above, the following 
definit10111 shall apply for the purposes of the preeent Convention : . . , . . , 

, ~~·of IJIC?rphine or of<~other of. the above-mmtioned ptoducts (the word 
· ater .. UJed. 1n aecordance With cbemic:al nomenclature). · . . . 
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Ethers of morphine (the word " th , · 1 . 
nomenclature) : e er Is emp oyed m accordance with chemica 

D!lrydrohydroxytodeinone 
D1hydrocodeinone 
Dihydr~morphinone : : : : : : · . . . . . . . . 
Acetyld1hy?rocodeinone or Acetyldemethylodihy
. drothebame ... 

· Morphine-N-oxide 
Dihydromorphine 
Thebaine .. 
Codeine (methyi~the; ~f ~;~rphi.ne) · · 
Ethylether of morphine . . . . . . 
Benzylether of morphine 

C,.H .. O.N 
C .. H .. O,N 
C.,H,.O,N 

C,.H .. O,N 
C.,H .. O,N 
C.,H .. O.N 
C,.H .. O.N ... 
C,.H .. O,N 
C .. H .. O,N 
·c,.H,.O,N 

ANNEX ·9. 
· ConH.F:s:;c: Tec_h:"6 ... 

. . . 

. REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS 1 ·ON THE MEANING OF. 
- THE TERM " DERIVATIVE ". 

The experts were as~ed to give a precise definition of the term " derivative ". 
They reached a unammous decision, which is embodied in the following report. 

. -

~- The ~iffic~ltie_s o!, interpreting_ arising with regard to the precise meaning of the 
English term denvahve , corresponding to the French noun " derive " are due to the fact 
that t~e Eng~ish t_erm in scientific language has one precise meaning, signifying group
or senes-relahonsh1ps and not necessarily the origin, while the French word derive includes 
both : group-relationship or origin, as the case may be. 

2_. Thus, E;!lgli~h e:cpressions! ·: derivative of P,hen~nthrene " (of ~orphine ~r of.~cg~~i?,e) 
do n~t necessm-1~y s1gndy the ongm of these d~r1vahves- from phenanthrene (morphme ·or 
ecgom~e) respectively, but that they·possess certam common chemical structures and chemical 
properties. Thus, the defivatives ofthe phenanthrene group are characterised by the presence 
of a common phenanthrene nucleus, those of the morphine group' by the general structure of 
morphine and its principal chemical properties and those of the ecgonine group by the typical 
nucleQs of e.cgon~e. _ · . . 

3· On the ot'her hand, the corresponding French expression means origin· as· well as 
group-relationship, and phrases•Iike dbivls de la:morphine cover,- not only substances having 
analogous chemical structures, . but also substances obtained from morphine, even if".these 
substances have lost the characteristic structure of this alkaloid. . · · · · · · : •. 

Thus, apomorphine may be considered either as being a morphine derivative, if' viewed 
from· the-standpoint of a substance obtained from morphine, or· the reverse, if viewed from the 
standpoint Of its structure, which, in the case of ap<'>motphine, is materially altered. ; . : · 

. 4· This confusion can be avoided only by .adopting in French terminology one special 
name for the group-relationship and another when the origin is meant. We propose, .when 
referring to the first.meaning, to use such.expresSions as, ".Diiivls dt~. groupe du p!J!nambrene. 
dlrivls dt~ groupe de Ia morphine, dlrivls du groupe del' ecgonine", etc. To give· full significance 
to any of these expressions, it would be necessary to give the structure and chemical 
properties charactensing each of them. Origin· or extraction ·should not be expressed in 
French by "dlrivl de " but by the more precise expression, ·: dbivl provenant de" (derivative 
obtained from). · · · .. - -~ 

. 5 ... Although the scientific use of the English phrase "derivative of ".signifies precisijy 
the group-relationship andrequires no. new terminology, nevertheless we propose, in.order .. to 
make the terminology in both languages uniform and to facilitate the task of this Conferenc~. 
to.employ in English, as in French, the ~pression·: derivative ofthe ~roup .. ·: .. ". _ This 
expression applied to the group of morphme alkaloids would have a WJder meanmg than the 
expression " derivatives of. morphine ". 

The phrase" derivative of" has been. applied to opium and coca alkaloids in some cases. 
The frequently used, though not p~ise, expression, ~pium deri'yative (dlrivl de l'opit~M), 
has no scientific significance. Thus With regar~ to op1um ~kalo1ds, we p~~ to use the 
phrase : Alkaloids obtained or extracted from opiUm ( AkffloUes provefUJIU del op'f!"'). - ; • · 

We have prepared a list giving certain examples of the .way_ in .which this termmology may 
~e·applied to the alkaloids of 0pium and of the coca leaf. Th1s list may be consulted by tU 
Conference. . · · 

1 Seo footnote to Annex J, page ll4· 
,~ 

... 
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Conf.L.F.S./C. Tech.g. 

ANNEX 10. 

REPORT o~- PROFESSOR KNAFFL-LENZ 1 ON IMPURE ALKALOIDS. 

Professor Xnaffl-Leu• was asked to examine the following question : 

"Ate,there other crude products than crude morphine which could be used for 
meclical treatment or for illicit purposes ? " . · · . 

& submitted the following report : . 

In our reply to the question concerning crude morphine, we have already stated that •. as 
~ with; refined morphine, this substance is an intermediate product containmg 
impurities but it can be regarded as a fin(ll product, as it is possible for it to be used for the 
pu.cposes ~f addiction. Consequently, crude morphine has been included in the group of 
alhloids covered by Article I of ~e draft Con~ntion. . . . 

•AD the aJkatoids enumerated m th~ ~on-.re';1t10n c::an be 59ld m ~arymg states of P'!-r~t;r. 
aad- ean lie used under certain .. conditions directly for consumption~ at least for dhClt 
CODSUmption. In such circumstances, these impure alkaloids are no longer intermediate 
pnMiucts aad should be classed with pure alkaloids. 

" .;. . 
' 

Conf.L.F.S.66. 

ANN&X 11.• 

OlmJNE OF THE LABORATORY SEPARATION. OF MORPHINE FROM 
OPIUJI, SUBMITTED BY THE D'£LIGATION OF THE UNITED ST~TES 
. OF AMERICA AND PREPARED BY l>a. LYNDON F. SMALL. 

Raw opiam is an exceedinglycomplexmixtureofalkaloids, resinou,s dterials, inorgaaic 
salts aad other"Substances. Abo_ut twenty-three epiQJD aJ~ds are bown, most of which 
occar in such small quaatities as to be only scientific curiosities. The alkaloids are present for 

• tile most part in the form of salts, which are soluble iR water. The problem involved in the 
manufadure of morphine from opium is the separation of the morphine from the inert resinous 
maUrials aod from the other alkaJoids.. . · 

Ia factory procedure, operating with large quantities of material for legitimate trade, 
where the margin of profit is relatively smaU and the product must be of the highest purity, 
the utmost care must be used to avoid .losses in the extr~tio_!l and purifi~ation of the I!!OrJ?hine. 
0. a IIDAll scale, of one or several kilogrammes of op1um, the extraction of morphme IS not 
a complicated or partictt1arly expensive procedure. It is described as a laboratory exercise 
f« c:henristq atudents by Scawyzu in his book, Die Fabrikation del' Alkaloide. The process 
ill oatline is1 as follows : · 

Oae kiJov.unme of opium is passed through a fooci-ehopper. The chopJ?8<1 product is 
thea mlnDitted in aman portions to a systematic extraction with about :z.5 btres of water, 
whereby a clear dark brown solUtion is obtained. This solution is treated with a concentrated 
10lation of caJcium chloride, which converts the opium alkaloids present into the hydrochloride 
-.Its. The filtered solution, containing the salts, is now concentrated at a moderate 
temperature, aad, on standing two days, deposits a crystalline paste consisting for the most 
part of the hydrochlorides of morphine litsd codeine. This mixture of salts is separated as 
completely as pollible from the brown liquid. To se.Parate the morphine from the codeiile, 
the mixture of salts is clislolved in water and ~mmon1a .aci~ed, wh~reupon morphine alkal?id 
teparates oat as a yellow powder, and the codeme remams 1n solution. The yellow morphine 
10 obtained can be ~rified by dillolving in dilute hydN.chloric acid, treating With charcoal 
to remove ~ared.uapurities, and crysbllising from water, giving a pure whit& morphine 
hydrochloride m a ~lcl of about 70 to8o per cent of th' DJDrphine content. In order to obtain 
a pod laboratory )'leld (,a to 94 pet cent of the niorphi'be present in tbe opium) a somewhat 
naore elaborate procedure is nete11ary. . ,..... · 

J?iaeetylmorphiue (berom) can be prepared directly from the crude yeUow morphine 
-tioaed above. The morphine is betted with acetic anhydride and benzol for three hour• 
at 8ol C .• the benzol removed by distillation, and the mixture poured into water. On addition 

• .. lntnte to -'- J, pep u 4• 
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of soda, diacetylmorphine precipitates o~t. This pro~uct js easily p~rified by crystallisation 
fr~m methyl alc~hol, a~d converted to diacetylmorphme hydrochlonde (heroin) by treatment 
with an alcohohc solution of hydrochloric acid. 

ANNEX ll. 
Conf.L.F.S./C.L.x. 

REPORT OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE APPOINTED TO COMBINE IN A SINGLE 
TEXT THE JAPANESE AMENDMENT AND THE FRENCH PROPOSALS 

REGARDING ARTICLES 8 et seq. OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

The Sub-Committee, consisting of delegates from the following countries : Franc~. 
Germany, Italy, Japan, Spain, Switzerland, the United States of America and Great Britain, 
was instructed by the Limitation Committee to draw up a text which would embody both the 
Japanese delegation's amendment to Article VIII of the draft Convention and the French 
suggestions. 

The Sub-Committee resolved on its part to appoint a small sub-committee, consisting of 
the French and Japanese representatives, under the chairmanship of the Spanish delegate 
and with the German delegate as observer, to combine in one document the texts submitted 
by the Japanese and French delegations. 

This special Sub-Committee agreed on the text reproduced hereunder. The Sub-committee 
noted this text and asked its authors for all necessary information on the various points. 
These explanations were required by the Italian and Swiss delegations particularly. The 
most important question was whether, in connl!ction with paragraph 3, a Central Narcotics 
Bureau should be set up at Geneva, or whether, in view of the procedure prescribed in the 
amendment referred to, there was no need to create such a bureau. The Sub-Committee 
decided that it should not go into the substance of this question, as the wording of the 
amendment submitted to it made no special reference to such a body. 

By decision of the Sub-Committee, the following text is therefore submitted to the 
Limitation Committee as that drawn up by the· special Sub-Committee. 

i 

.. I. 

"No country may manufacture during one year a quantity superior to the total 
of the quantities mentioned below : 

" (I) The quantity of narcotic drugs necessary for its medical and scientific 
needs within the limits of its estimates ; 

" (z) The quantity intended for conversion either for domestic consumption 
or for export ; , 

" (3) The quantity necessary for export, based on firm orders received by, 
the country for execution against import certificates delivered in ~cordan~e 
with the procedure P.rovided for in Chapter V of the Geneva Convention and tn 
the present ConventiOn; 

" (4) The quantity necessary to . maintain, in the factor~es . under 
Government control, a special stock whtch may be .replaced as deliveries are 
effected and which shall be limited in accordance with paragraph 2. · 

" Any quantity in excess, whatever its origin may be-imports, .seizures, 
cancelled orders or returned deliveries-shall be deducted from the quantity to be 
manufactured during the following year. . . . 

" No narcotic drugs may be permitted to leave a factory ~·~hout autho~tSabon 
of the compete~t national authorities, which will control and bmtt the supplies kept 
by wholesale dealers. 

" H. 

" The special stocks in all countries mentio~ed above ~hal~ ~ot at any time 
exceed half the quantity necessary for the medical and sct.entdtc •eeds '?f that 
country plus a quantity equal to so per cent of the total of Its exports dunng ~he 
period ~f twelve months extending from July ut to June 30th of the year preceding 

t 
.. the curren year. 


