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The Rules of Procedure adopted by the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation 
of Armaments on February 4th, 1932, contain the following stipulations in Chapter III : 

" (1) The Bureau of the Conference shall consist of the President, the Vice
Presidents, and the Chairmen of the Commissions, on which all the delegations are 
represented. The Honorary President shall be a member of the Bureau ex officio. 

"(2) The Bureau shall· assist the President in the general direction of the work of 
the Conference ". 

The Bureau was accordingly constituted on February sth, 1932, after the election of the 
fourteen Vice-Presidents of the Conference-namely, the representatives of the following 
countries : Argentine, Austria, Belgium, United Kingdom, Czechoslovakia, France, Germany, 
Italy, Japan, Poland, Spain, Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United States of 
America-to which were added, ·on February 27th, the Chairmen of the Land Commission, 
the Naval Commission, the Air Commission and the National Defence Expenditure Commission, 
and M. Politis (delegate of Greece), Vice-Chairman of the General Commission. 

On several occasions the President of the Conference, the Vice-President, the-Rappor
teur of the General Commission and the Secretary-General of the Conference met in private 
as the officers of the Bureau. 

The Bureau held its first meeting on February 5th, 1932. Until September 21st of the 
same year, its meetings were private and no Minutes were kept. On that date, the Bureau 

. decided that, in order to give effect to the resolution adopted by the General Commission on 
July 23rd, 1932, 1 Minutes sl).ould be kept of its meetings and should be communicated to the 
members of the Conference. The present volume therefore contains the Minutes of the 
fourteenth to forty-sixth meetings, covering the period from September 21st, 1932, to June 
27th, 1933· 

The Minutes of later meetings will be published in Volume II of Series C. 

' This resolution said, inur alia: " Pending the resumption of the meetings of the General Commission, 
the Bureau will keep the delegations informed of the progress of the work ". 

S.d. N. t.H:!o (F.) t.SJ5 (A.) 5m. Imp, J, de G ... vo. 
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FOURTEENTH MEETING 1 (PRIVATE, THEN PUBLIC) 

Held on Wednesday, September 21st, 1932, at II a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSON, President of the Conference. 

I. PUBLICITY OF MEETINGS. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that, at its meeting on July 23rd, 1932, the General Commission 
had decided that the Bureau of the Conference should meet during the week beginning 
September xgth, and that it should give effect to certain decisions adopted on July 23rd. 
· In accordance with the terms of the resolution, he had, in consultation with the Secretary
General, convoked the Bureau to meet on September 21st. The Bureau had been entrusted 
with the preparation of practical solutions for a certain number of very important questions. 

Before actually embarking upon the examination of the tasks devolving upon it, the Bureau 
should decide on a matter of procedure concerning the publicity of its debates. Personally, 
the Chairman was inclined to recommend that the meetings should as a rule be held in public, 
the more so as the tasks the Bureau would have to discharge conferred on it the character 
of an important political commission. Indeed, the General Commission had referred to it 
certain problems which originally fell within the Commission's own competence. 

If there was no objection, he would take it that the Bureau decided to hold its meetings 
in public, except when it considered it necessary, in conformity with the practice of the 
League Council, to hold a private meeting, 

The pr~posal of the Chairman was adopted. 

(The Bureau went into public se"ssion.) 

2. STATEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN. 

Before coming to the more practical and detailed remarks which he proposed to make about 
the work entrusted to the Bureau by the General Commission, the CHAIRMAN desired lo say 
a few words of a more general nature with regard to the present situation. 

The task devolving upon the Bureau was of the highest importance, sin~e the crucial stage 
in the work of the Conference was now opening. It was close on eight months since the 
Disarmament Conference had begun. At that time, he, as President of the Conference, had 
ventured to declare that the case for the policy of international disarmament was overwhelming. 
No thinking statesman would deny that, on economic, political and moral grounds, the duty 
of all the Governments represented at the Conference lay plain before them. Was it going 
too far to say that there was no Government which, at the present time, was not struggling 
in a morass of economic and financial difficulties such as Governments had never known before ? 
Could it be right that, in such circumstances, they should ask their peoples to go on bearing 
the immense burden of unproductive expenditure which their present armaments involved ? 
Moreover, it was becoming more and more clear that only international co-operation of a kind 
far more developed than anything yet attempted would make it possible to end the present 
crisis and solve the difficulties of the modern world. The development of that co-operation 
was the greatest political task which lay before the present generation, but, unless 
a disarmament treaty could be made, there would be the risk of failure before the work had 
been begun. 

As for the moral aspects of the case, could anyone look around the world to-day and survey 
the conflicts which were raging, the passions, hatreds and suspicions that were springing up, 
without feeling how urgent it was that a great new effort should be made to start afresh upon 
a better road ? Could anyone doubt that, unless this new start could be made here and now, 
much that was good and useful in existing civilisation might be gravely imperilled, if not 
destroyed ? · . 

In any case, the Chairman was satisfied that the argument for disarmament was stronger 
to-day than it had ever been. Everything that had happened since the Conference's last 
meeting had immensely strengthened the argument, and for that reason he regarded the second 
phase of the Conference as particularly momentous. 

1 The discussions which took place during the first thirteen meetings being private in character no 
Minutes were published. • 

BUREAU OF THI CONFERENCE l. 
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It was dt>ar from the dt>cisions taken by the ~eneral Commission that it expected. the 
Bureau to prepare and submit practical proposals wh1ch ~ould enable the Conference to ach1eve 
a first dt>cisive step to cover a substantial all-round reduction of armaments.. . . 

:\-the Chairman saw it there rested upon the Bureau a twofold respons1b1hty. Th rewa- first a gene;al responsibility derived from the imperative need for disarmament 
to whic~ he h~d ju~t. reft>rred, a responsi~ility which came with a new urge as a result ofthe 
grave situation in wh1ch the world found 1ts~l~ ~o-day. . 

There was secondly a specific responSibility upon the Bureau. Two months prev10usly, 
the Commis..~o~ had dra~'ll up the general instructions upon which the. Bureau was to ac.t. 
These instructions made it the Bureau's duty, not only to prepare deta1led texts on cert~m 
matters upon which preliminary decisions had b~en taken, but also to draw up pl~ns wh1ch 
should pro,ide for substantial an~ comprehen~ve n:teasures of armament .reduction to be 
brought about by a general convention to be ~pphed al1ke to land, naval and a1r forces. 

That, and nothing less, was the t~sk wh1ch lay before the Bureau. ~he latter could ~ot 
discharge its plain duty \\ithout ~akmg. the framework .of a comprehensive documen~ wh1ch 
would deal with military strength m all1ts forms. In th1s task the Bureau was, happily, not 
without guidance from the resolutions which the Conference had already adopted. On April 
2.2nd, 193-2, on the motion of Sir John Simon, it had been unanimously decided that weapons 
v.-hich were most dangerous to civilians, most offensive, and most efficacious against national 
defence, should be abolished or internationalised by a general convention. On July 23rd it 
had been agreed that, in preparing the plan for what was called a substantial reduction of 
world armaments, the Conference should be guided by the general principles underlying 
President Hoover's declaration and that the primary objective should be to reduce the means 
of attack. 

It was in the spirit of those resolutions that the Bureau had now to propose to the nations 
of the world the measures required to solve the problems which the first phase of the Conference 
had brought to light. 

The manner in which the Bureau discharged this task must vitally affect the future of 
mankind. The Conference was approaching the cross-roads at which the fatal decision must 
be taken for peace and disarmament or for a renewal of the mad competition in armaments 
and ultimate war. 

The Chairman was certain that there was no representative of any Government present 
who would lightly assume this responsibility. That was why he still held to the belief, expressed 
two months previously, that this second phase of the Conference would effect a great gathering
in of concrete results. !\either the Conference as a whole nor any of the countries represented 
on the Bureau would regard it as other than their highest duty to make a supreme effort to 
achieve the full purpose for which the Conference was brought together. 

J. PI::BLICATIOS" OF THE }I!SUTES OF THE BUREAU, AND CIRCULATION TO THE MEMBERS OF 
THE CONFERENCE, 

The CHAIIUIA.S proposed that lllinutes should be taken of the Bureau's proceedings. In 
support of this proposal, he drew attention to paragraph 6 of Part III of the General 
Comm!ss!on's resolution sta_ting : " Pending the resumption of the meetings of the General 
Comm1551on, the Bureau will keep the delegations informed of the progress of the work ", 

The proposal of the Chairman was adopted. 

The CHAIRKAN proposed that the final Minutes of the Bureau should be circulated to the 
llembers of the Conference. This, he considered, would be the best way of giving effect to 
paragraph 6 of Part III of the resolution quoted above. 

The proposal of the Chairman was adopted. 

4· REPRESENTATION OF CERTAIN DELEGATIONS ON THE BUREAU OR ON THE COMMITTEES 
WHICH THE BUREAU MAY SET UP . 

• 

The CHAIRMAN info!'ffied the B"!reau t~at certain delegations had expressed a desire to be 
!epr~nCoted ":hen ques_t10ns of partlcula~ mterest to them were dealt with in the Bureau or 
m twe mm1ttees wh1eh the Bureau m1ght set up. 
k _He suggested th!lt, when exJ?edient~ c~untries interested in a particular matter should 

in ~:~~~:!='J~u~nh~ C::~:i~;!:~~rb~u:t This pfohedBe should not entail an increase 
ruk w . ..<Jming a11 large as the General Commissi~~- or 0 t e ureau, which otherwise would 

The pr{jp{Jsal {j/ the Chairman was adopted. 
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5· REPRESENTATION OF THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON THE TECHNICAL 
COMMISSIONS OF THE CONFERENCE. 

The CHAIRMAN informed the Bureau that, on September 5th, 1932, M. Litvinoff had sent 
the Secretary-General a letter containing the following passage : · 

" I take this opportunity of informing you that, in accordance with my deciaration 
at the General Commission's meeting on July 23rd, my Government does not propose 
to send representatives from Moscow to the technical Commissions of the Conference 
as long as the Conference has not taken essentiaL decisions on the reduction of existing 
armaments. This refers in particular to the Commissions not sitting simultaneously 
with the General Commission. With reference to the Secretariat's communication dated 
August 8th, I have the honour to inform you that the competent services are completing 
the compilation of the supplementary data on the Union's expenditure on national 
defence and that these data will shortly be despatched to the Chairman of the National 
Defence Expenditure Commission." 

The Bureau took note of this communication. 

6. ACTION TAKEN BY THE PRESIDENT SINCE jULY 23RD, 1932, DATE OF THE ADJOURNMENT 
OF THE CONFERENCE. 

A. c-po- wltll tile o_.. Oov........,t oo-.Jac tile Le_.e ParilclpaUoa Ill tile Preeeat Souloa ol tile a.,.. •. 

The CHAIRMAN informed the Bureau that he had received from Baron von Neurath, 
German Minister for Foreign Affairs, a letter, dated September 14th, 1932, conveying his 
Government's decision not to participate in the present work of the Bureau ofthe Disarmament 
Conference summoned for September 21st. The letter read as follows : 

" Berlin, September 14th, 1932. 

" On behalf of the German Government I have the honour to communicate to 
you the following. 

" In the course of the discussion of the General Commission, which led up to the 
adoption of the resolution of July 23rd, 1932, the Head of the German delegation indicated 
the reasons for which the German Government was unable to accept the resolution in 
question. He pointed out that, in view of the stage reached by the discussions of the 
Conference, the question of equality of rights of the disarmed States could no longer 
remain without a solution; On that occasion he accordingly declared that the German 
Government could not take part in the further labours. of the Conference before the 
question of Germany's equality of rights had been satisfactorily cleared up. · 

" The resolution having been adopted, nevertheless, it is clear even now that the 
future Disarmament Convention will fall far short of the system of disarmament laid down 
by the Versailles Treaty, and will differ therefrom essentially both as regards the form 
and the manner of the disarmament. The question of how the future regime is to be applied 
to Germany thus becomes a matter of direct and immediate importance. It is obvious 
that, unless this question is answered, no settlement of individual concrete points of the 
disarmament problem is possible. 

"In the German Government's view, only one solution can be con!>idered-namely, 
that all States should be subject to the same rules and principles in respect of disarmament 
and that no discriminatory exceptional system should exist in the case of any one ofthem. 
Germany cannot be expected to take part in the negotiations with regard to the measures 
of disarmament to be laid down in the Convention, until it is established that the solutions 
which may be {ound are also to apply to Germany. 

" With a view to the earliest possible realisation of the condition for the future 
co-operation of Germany with the Conference, the German Government has in the interval 
endeavoured to clear up the question of equality of rights through diplomatic channels. 
Unfortunately, it must be stated that the German efforts have not hitherto led to any 
satisfactory result. Under these circumstances, I find myself compelled, to my regret, to 
inform you that the German Government is unable to avail itself of the invitation to the 
session of the Bureau of the Conference which is to begin on September 21st, 1932. 

" The German Government is now, as ever, convinced that thoroughgoing general 
disarmament is urgently necessary for the purpose of ensuring peace. It will follow the 
labours of the Conference with interest, and will determine its further attitude by the 
course which they may take. 

(Signed) Baron VON NEURATH." 



On St-ptember xSth, he had sent the following reply : 

"I ha,·e the honour to acknowledge Your Excellency's letter of September 14th . 
.. Keed I say how much I regret the informatio~ which yo~ convey to me that the 

trt'rman Government has decided not to participate m the sess10n of the ~ureau of the 
Disarmament Conference which I have s~m.moned for September 21st, m accordance 
\\ith the resolution of the General CommiSSlOn ? 

" The German Government apparently bases that decis!on on the assump~io~ that, 
the resolution of the General Commission of July 23rd havmg been adopte~, It IS clear 
that the future Disarmament Conference \\ill fall far short of the system of disarmament 
laid down bv the \"ersailles Treaty, and will differ therefrom essentially, both as regards 
the form and manner of disarmament. 

"It would be outside my competence as Pr~sidei_It to enter i?to ~ny discussion as to 
• the svstem of disarmament laid down by the 'Versailles Treaty . Smce, however, I do 
not believe that the form and extent of disarmament to be brought about through the 
Convention are already determined, I feel bound to express my doubts as to the construc
tion placed by the German Government on the bearing of the resolution of July 23rd. 
May I call Your Excellency's attention to certain provisions of that resolution ? 

"First, in the preamble it is stated that' a substant!al red_uction of world armamen~s 
shall be effected, to be applied by a General Convention al1ke to land, naval and a1r 
armaments'. Second, in the part concerning the conclusions of the first phase of the 
Conference (I would beg Your Excellency to notice these words, ' the first phase'), the 
following passage occurs : 

" • The Conference, noting that agreement has now been reached on a certain 
number of important points, decides, u·ithout prejudice to more far-reaching agreements 
hereajtu-, to record forthwith the follo\\ing concrete measures of disarmament which 
should form part of the General Convention to be concluded.' 

" Third, Part IV of the resolution, General Provisions : 

" ' The present resolution in no way prejudges the attitude of the Conference 
towards any more comprehensive measures of disarmament, or towards the political 
proposals submitted by various delegations.' 

"I trust Your Excellency will therefore agree that the form, extent and scope of 
the ultimate Convention are still undetermined, and remain to be treated at the forth
coming sessions of the Conference and its Committees. 

"So much for the resolution itself. But, further, may I ask Your Excellency to 
read the speech which I made as President of the Conference at the meeting of the General 
Commission on July 23rd, when the resolution was under consideration ? 

" After quoting certain passages of the resolution, I said that a time would come when 
all the preparations in which we had been engaged month after month for six long months 
would produce a ~eat gathering-in, and I added that, if I thought that that gathering-in 
would not come m the second stage of the Conference, I should have to ask the. 
Commission to excuse me from again corning to Geneva for a further six months ; and, 
lastly, that I trusted that all the representatives would vote for the resolution to come to 
Geneva in the autumn with the determination that we should have a great gathering-in 
and that our work would terminate in a General Convention which would secure a sub
stantial reduction of world armaments, to be applied to land, naval and air armaments. 

"This is still my firm and honest conviction, and, after weighing the reasons set 
out_ i? this letter, I sincerely trust that the German Government may reconsider its 
deciston, and resume its participation at the earliest possible moment in the work of the 
Bu~eau, particularly as the prolonged absence of Germany from our deliberations may 
~'?usly affect the. cause of general disarmament. I make this appeal the more confidently 
m VIew of the closmg sentence of the letter which Your Excellency has been good enough 
to address to me. 

" I am naturally communicating to the members of the Bureau copies of Your 
Excellency's letter and of this reply. 

(Signed) A. HENDERSON, 

President of the Conference for the 
Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. " 

. Tl.e Chairman lwJ>e? that the Bureau would consider that the action h h d t k · 
d,IJI matter was appropnate; he therefore suggested that it should not d' e tah a ent. m 
f, tt . t · ... t' G . G ·. . Jscuss e ques Jon 

If •e m•,m•.n ,m case ue erman overnment mwht dcsue to reply to h' 1 tt f s t b 
I~th. " · · 1s c er o ep em cr 
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B. Armam.ent1 Trace. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that he had communicated to the members of the Conference the 
resolution concerning the renewal, for a further period of four months as from November 1st, 
of the truce established by the 1931 Assembly, and had requested the various countries to 
send in their replies before November 1st, if possible. So far fourteen replies, all favourable, 
had been received. 

C. Corrospoadoace betweea tho Preoldeat or tho Coarereace aad the Prealdoat or tbo Natloaal Dereace hpoadltare Commlaolo .. 

The CHAIRMAN acquainted the Bureau with the correspondence between himself and the 
President of the National Defence Expenditure Commission concerning the completion of the 
latter Commission's work and of that of its Technical Committee, and the submission of their· 
report within the shortest possible time (document Conf.D./Bureau/15). 

I. LETTER FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE CONFERENCE TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL DEFENCE 
EXPENDITURE COMMISSION, DATED JULY 27TH, 1932. 

"At its meeting on the 23rd of this month, the General Commission adopted a resolution 
dealing, among other matters, with the limitation of national defence expenditure. Paragraph 2 
of Chapter III of that resolution is framed as follows : 

" ' 2. Limitation of National Defence Expenditure. 

" ' (a) The Conference shall decide, on the resumption of its labours, taking into 
account the special conditions of each State, what system of limitation and publicity of 
expeQditure on national defence will provide the peoples with the best guarantee of an 
alleviation of their financial burdens, and will prevent the measures of qualitative and 
quantitative disarmament to be inserted in the Convention from being neutralisd by 
increases or improvements in authorised armaments. 

"' (b) With a view to the decisions to be taken under this head, the Conference 
requests the Committee on National Defence Expenditure and its Technical Committee 
to continue and complete the work entrusted to its organs and to submit their report as 
soon as possible. The Conference requests its Bureau to draw u:p. on the basis of this 
report, a plan accomplishing the purpose aimed at and taking mto consideration the 
special conditions of the various States.' 

"In informing you of this decision of the General Commission, I have the honour to direct 
your attention more particularly, for purposes of information and action, to sub-paragraph (b) 
of the above text. 

For the President of the Conference for the 
Reduction and Limitation of Armaments: 

(Signed) Th. AGHNIDES, 

Secretary of the Conference." 

2. REPLY FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL. DEFENCE EXPENDITURE COMMISSION TO THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE CONFERENCE, DATED JULY 29TH, 19]2. 

" I have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letter of July 27th, communicating 
the part of the resolution adopted by the General Commission on the 23rd of this month which 
concerns more particularly the National Defence Expenditure Commission. 

" As regards the Technical Committee set up by the Commission, I have the honour to 
forward herewith copy of a letter from the Chairman, giving detailed information concerning 
the progress of the Committee's work. 

" According to the programme contemplated by the Technical Committee, I think that 
it is unlikely that the Technical Committee's report can be submitted to the Plenary Com
mission before the end of November. In the circumstances, the Commission will hardly be able 
to communicate its conclusions to the Bureau before January next. 

" Trusting that this information may be of use to you. 

(Signed) A. DE VASCONCELLOS." 

"Annex (a). -Letter from the President of the Technical Committee of the National Defence 
· Expenditure Commission. 

" It is my agreeable duty to inform you of the present state of the work of the Technical 
Committee set up by the National Defence Expenditure Commission on March 16th. 

" The Technical Committee has been sitting continuously since April 7th and has held 
forty-eight plenary meetings. An even greater number of meetings have been held by its 
various sub-committees. 
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.. As you are aware, the task entrusted to the Technical Com!Uittee consists, on the o":e 
hand of the examination of the documents forwarded by the vanou~ Go:vernments on t~e1r 
ex ~diture on national defence, and, on the other hand, of th~ exammatl?~. of the questions 
,;~h ha,·e been referred to it by the National Defence Expenditure Comm1ss10n (see attached 

list) ... As regards the examination of documents forw~ded by the Governments, the present 
position is as follo111-s : 

" (a) The examination has been completed for the following countries : 

l'nited Kingdom Poland 
Czechoslovakia Sweden 
Denmark Switzerland 
France United States of America (in the case 
Germany of this country, a second reading 
India will take place in September). 
Italy 

" (b) The observations on the documentation supplied by the following countries 
111ill be sent to them before August 5th : 

Belgium Norway 
Bulgaria Roumania 
Irish Free State Union of South Africa 
Japan Yu~oslavia . . . 
Xetherlands Umon of Sov1et Soc1ahst Republics. 

" Hence, the oral examination of the documentation concerning the above-mentioned 
Powers can take place from September onwards. 

" Thirty-nine States have not yet forwarded any information, or have only supplied 
incomplete documentation. 

" The work of preparing reports on the budgetary documentation has been entrusted to 
Y. }.!COllET (France), Rapporteur-General, M. \\'oRBS (Germany). M. SANDLER (Sweden), 
lfr. LYON (l:nited Kingdom) and General BARBERIS (Italy). 

•• The Technical Committee has not so far been able to examine the special questions 
referred to it by the Xational Defence Expenditure Commission. It has, however, proceeded 
to a division of the questions into two groups : those which may be considered together with 
the budgetary information, and those which, in its view, should be dealt with separately. 
Rapporteurs have been selected for each of the questions in this second group. 

"The Technical Committee intends to break up on August 5th and to resume its work 
on September 12th. 

" During its next session the Committee will : (1) continue the examination of the 
documents forwarded by Governments, beginning with those of the States represented on the 
Committee whose documentation has not so far been examined ; (2) take up the study of the 
various questions held over by the Committee; and (3) proceed to the drafting of its report. 
. "I hope t~t the above statement may be of some _use to you in case you may wish to 
inform the PreSident of the Conference of the actual s1tuation as regards the work of the 
Technical Committee. 

(Signed) Savel RADULESCO." 

"Annex (b). - List of Questions referred to the Technical Committu of the National Defence 
Ezpenditure Commission. 

•• A. Defi,.iti<m of 1114 Term • "'""""' Expe,.diture '. 

" I. Definition of the expression ' expenditure •. 
"2. Accounts of the financial year. 
"3· Publicity of estimates of expenditure on the basis of parliamentary votes. 

•• B. Mea"i"f aftd Scope of 1114 Term • Nati011al De feme Expenditure • (Universality). 

" 4. Secret funds and changes in appropriation. 
" 5. Gross and net expenditure. 
" 6. Subsidies, loans and participations. 
" 7. Special expenditure occasioned by the reduction of armaments. 
" 8. Extra-budgetary expenditure. 
"9· The definitions of the draft annex are not limitative. 

"10. Carrying forward of credits. 
"II. Annexed tables C, D, E, F. 

"C. Clauification of Nati011al Defence Expe,.diture. 

"12. The Model Statement. 
"13. Changes in appropriations. 
"14. Contents ~~d cla5sification of the chapters of the Mode) Statement. 
:: 15. T~e. ~efmJtJon!l of t~e draft annex are not limitative. 

J6. J>iv1s1on of expenditure in respect of the three forces 
" 17. Annexed tables A and B. · 
"18. l<tr.fmciliation table!!. Derogation!!. 
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"D. Questions paf'ticularly concerning Publicity. 

"I9. Date of despatch of final statements of account. 
"20. Article 33 of the draft Convention. 
"2I. Communication of certain laws and regulations likely to affect national 

defence. 

"E. Qtustions concerning th• Fixing of Limits. 

"22. Transfers between the limits of the three forces. 
"23. Fixing of limits taking into account variations from one year to the next . 

. "24. Fluctuation in the purchasing power of the different currencies. 

"F. Other Questions. 

"25. Uniformisation of the budgets and military accounts (German proposal)." 

7· ACTION TO BE TAKEN ON THE DECISIONS OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION OF JULY .23RD, I932 
(document Conf.D./I36(I)) : PROGRAMME OF WORK. 

• 
The CHAIRMAN observed that the Bureau's first task would be to take cognisance of the 

text of the General Commission's resolution and to define the tasks thus assigned to it. With 
this aim in view, the Chairman, the Vice-Chairman, the Rapporteur of the Bureau and the 
Secretary-General had held two meetings at which the best method of proceeding to give 
effect to the resolution of july 23rd had been considered and a programme of work agreed 
upon for submission to the Bureau. 

He would request M. Benes, the Rapporteur, to read the suggested programme of work. 

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, read the following statement : 

" The questions dealt with in the resolution may be grouped in the four following cate
gories : 

" (a) Drafting of texts for the points in regard to which agreement has already been 
reached. 

" (b) Questions in regard to which it will be necessary to negotiate, but on which the 
points of principle are already settled. . . 

" (c) ·Questions of a controversial character, the solutions of which must be prepared. 
" (d) General and political questions. 

" (a) Drafting of Texts for the Points in regard to which Agreement has already been reached. 

" These questions are the following : 
" I. Complete prohibition of air attacks against the civil population. 
" 2. Prohibition of chemical warfare. 
"3· Supervision. 

" Although point I might be sent immediately to a Drafting Committee, the Bureau may 
consider it more advisable to postpone the consideration of this point in order to take it in 
connection with point (b) I. · 

" Point 2 raises the question of the preparation of chemical, bacteriological and incendiary 
arms in time of peace and of the training for the use of the said arms. These questions might 
be treated either in the Bureau or referred to the Special Committee on Chemical and Bacterio
logical Warfare, which, as will be remembered, only dealt with the question of the use in 
war-time of these arms. 

"Point 3 must also be examined in the Bureau, in view of its eminently political character. 
It will be for the Bureau to define the ' extension of powers ' referred to in the resolution, as 
also the composition of the Commission and its jurisdiction or competence. 

" (b) questions in regard to which il will be necessary to negotiate, but on which the Points of 
Prtnciple are already settled. 

" These questions are the following : 
"I. Abolition between contracting parties of all aerial bombardment, subject to 

agreement with regard to measures to be adopted for the purpose of rendering effective 
the observance of this rule. 

" 2. Limits to be fixed for the calibre of heavy artillery. 
" 3· Maximum tonnage of tanks. 

" In regard to I, it will be necessary to undertake certain technical studies. It will be 
remembered that the Air Sub-Committee is already dealing with the questions of publicity 
and regulation of civil aviation. It will be for the Bureau to decide if it wishes to entrust to 
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the- ~uue Sub-Committee the other points regarding air armaments. imp!icd by the reso.lution 
or if it prefers to set up an a.l hoc Committee. As stated above, th1s pomt Will be considered 
in c<>njunction with point (a) I. . . f 

"As regards the questions coming under num~cr~ 2 and J, m v1ew of the. act that the 
technical studies in regard to them seem completed, 1t w111 be necessary to dctermme the figures 
by ne~tiation . 
• :(c) ~Qu~slit>ns of a Conlrot•rrsi<U Charad~r. the Sol11lions oftchich 11111st be prepared. 

" The questions coming under this heading are the following : 

" 1. Effecti\'Cs. 
" 2. Limitation of national defence expenditure. 
"J. Manufacture and trade in arms. 
"4· ~aval armaments. 
"5· \'iolation of the provisions relating to the prohibition of the usc of chemical, 

bacteriological and incendiary weapons. 

" 1. As reaards effecth·es, in view of the fact that the resolution invites the Bureau to 
study the Hoov~r proposal, it will be for the Bureau to ~roceed to ~ preliminary discussion on 
the question and then to refer the matter to the Effechves Comm1ttee or to another organ. 

"It is es..."t'ntial that the Bureau should in that case give to the Committee very precise 
instructions. 

"2. In regard to the work of the Defence Expenditure Committee, it will be remembered 
that, in accordance \\ith the correspondence exchanged between the President and 1\1. de 
Yasconcellos, the work of this Committee cannot be completed before the end of this year. 

"As certain countries have not yet forwarded their documentation, the Bureau might 
authorise the Secretary-General to address a reminder to them. 

•• J. In regard to the trade and manufacture of arms, the Bureau might, after a 
preliminary discussion, set up a committee to examine this question. The President or the 
Rapporteur might in due course suggest a list of names to the Bureau. 

"4· In regard to naval armaments, the Bureau would desire to know if the naval Powers, 
in conformity "ith the text of the resolution, have been able, up to the present, to agree on 
any new measures of naval reduction, so that it may inform the General Commission thereof 
before it resumes its work. 

" 5· As regards t•iolalions of the provisions on the prohibition of chemical, and 
bacteriological and incendiary warfare, it might be possible for the Bureau itself to treat 
this question and to refer it for drafting to the Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare Committee 
or to a Drafting Committee composed of persons competent both in drafting and in the 
question of chemical and bacteriological arms, which are of a very special character. 

" (d) General and Political Questions. 

"l:nder the heading 'General Provisions • the resolution ~refers to a certain number of 
general questions. It '\\ill be for the Bureau to decide as to when and how these problems should 
be prepared." 

ll. BeneS. added that the Bureau had full powers to take all decisions as to its programme 
of work. During the discussion of the various points in the document which he had read, the 
members of the Bureau would see whether the suggestions submitted to them were acceptable 
or required modification . 

. T~e CHAIR)!AS poi!"te~ out that certain delegations might think that questions which in 
the1r VIew were of spec1al Importance should be discussed first. 

As the mem~ers of the Bureau must have an opportunity of examining in detail the 
programme submitted to them by the Rapporteur, he proposed that the discussion should be 
postponed to the following meeting. 

FIFTEENTH MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held on, Wednesday, September 21st, 1932, at 4.30 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. HENDERSO~. 

8. ACT I'>:; T(J BE TAKES OS TilE D~;CISIONS OF THE GENEI!AL (O)I:IIISSION 01' jULY 2JIW, 1932 
(document Conf.D.fiJ6 (I)) : GENEI!AL DISCUSSION. 

!.1. LJTVISOFF (t:'nion of Soviet Socialist Republics) observed that the J> b t 
tr1 d.., •. ,· -'6 tl6 ( ... · • · h 't ld d 1 . h h · >Ureau was a ou 

. ~- ''': •~ nu<:r IJ? w.uc 1 wou ca Wit t e programme of work that had b d · 
lii'Jth ~ VJew tr> carrymg out the resolution of the General Commission. It was I· cc~l ~aj~SP 
q•J•:~hrms on the pr<,gramme were not of equal impflrtance and he w· . : c c~r Ja ;' .• •c 
Tr.J>!bt t,e t•·mpt<'d to de·tl fir~t wJ'th t'lt>w w'. h . d tl • 1 . as afraid that the LUle.lU . .. - · · · • ·= u1c raJ!IC 1e cast d1flicult' tl 1 1 
Tnll,:llt be ,,f rniw,r irnp<,rtance and though tlwir connection ... ,.t·l tl lc~, evefn JOug I t !CY 

r• I IC CjiJCS!IOn 0 the rcdUC(IUO 
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of armaments might be somewhat remote. He did not regard such a method as acceptable ; 
the Bureau must not forget the atmosphere of pessimism and disappointment which had marked 
the conclusion of the first stage of the Disarmament Conference. The President himself, in 
an article published that day, had admitted that the results of this first stage had been 
somewhat slender, somewhat disappointing, and might be regarded, up to a certain point, as 
discouraging. In order to dissipate this atmosphere of pessimism, it was necessary to attack 
the most serious questions, the solution of which might be regarded, in the words of the 
resolution itself, as constituting " a decisive step involving a substantial reduction of 
armaments ". 

In M. Litvinoff's opinion, nothing but a quantitative reduction in armaments could bring 
about such an advance. However desirable it might be to prohibit or limit what were called 
the more offensive weapons, such measures would not involve a substantial reduction in 
armaments and should be placed, as he had pointed out on several occasions, among measures 
tending towards humanising war. The quantitative reduction of all armaments according to a 
certain percentage would be of more significance than any reduction in offensive weapons, 
such as the limitation of the calibre of artillery, the tonnage of tanks, etc. 

He was of the opinion that the suggestion that the Bureau should immediately undertake 
the discussion of quantitative reduction did not come outside the terms of the resolution of the 
General Commission, although the Soviet delegation had not voted for this resolution. The 
words of the text were : "That a substantial reduction of world armaments shall be effected, 
to be applied by a general Convention alike to land, naval and air armaments". The 
resolution even admitted that such a reduction might reach a proportion of one-third. He 
wondered whether the time had not now come to deal with the concrete proposals in this 
sense which were made in the Soviet plan and in that put forward by the United States of 
America. 

In this connection, M. Litvinoff wished to refer to the declaration made at the previous 
meeting by the President, in which he informed the Bureau of the correspondence exchanged 
with the German Minister for Foreign Affairs. M. Litvinoff was sure that all the members of 
the Bureau deeply regretted the absence of their German colleague. and were anxious to see 
him return as soon as possible. M. Litvinoff had observed that Baron von Neurath admitted, 
at the conclusion of his letter, the possibility of such a return, if the work of the CQnference took 
a certain direction. He was naturally not in a position to say exactly how that phrase should 
be interpreted, but, in view of the fact that the German Government explained the withdrawal 
of its representative by the smallness of the results hitherto achieved, he thought it was a fair 
presumption that, if the Bureau decided to recommend to the General Commission definite 
action in the direction of a substantial reduction of armaments, for example by one-third, as 
had been proposed by M. Litvinoff himself, the members of the Bureau might once more have 
the advantage of the presence among them of a German delegate. 

This, however, was not the main or only reason for the suggestion which he put forward. 
It was his firm conviction that the Bureau could carry out the responsible tasks imposed upon 
it, if it decided not to put aside the most important problems of disarmament, even if these 
problems appeared to be also those most difficult of solution. Confidence in the Disarmament 
Conference would not be re-established by the solution within the Bureau of matters of minor 
importance, or by the creation of new commissions or sub-commissions. The Bureau should not 
separate without declaring to the world to what extent it intended to bring about the reduction 
of every kind of armament ; the only method by which this result could be obtained would 
be to put on one side for the moment all matters of minor importance and to concentrate 
attention upon the concrete proposals already submitted to the General Commission by the 
United States delegation and by the Soviet delegation. 

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, observed that the proposals of M. Litvinoff 
would to some extent upset the procedure proposed by the Rapporteur himself at the previous 
meeting. He would therefore give the reasons which had led him to propose the adoption 
of the programme of work submitted. The question had been asked whether it would be of 
advantage to begin by the most important questions and to solve them as far as possible at once. 
The decision reached had been that it would be preferable to keep to the resolution of July 
23rd, 1932, and to follow it point by point, as the various questions were set out therein in a 
logical order and in accordance with their readiness for discussion. Would it not Involve further 
discussions if the Bureau were to attack certain questions at once without having first carried 
out a fresh preparatory work among the delegations, particularly if it was borne in mind that 
certain other questions were at the moment ready for immediate discussion ? The question 
of the prohibition of chemical warfare, for instance, was settled apart from one single point
namely, whether the prohibition should extend to the preparation of chemical warfare in 
titne of peace. A text could be drawn up as soon as a decision had been taken on this point. 
The question of supervision was also very important. On this matter a decision of principle 
had been taken, and the question could be readily settled, once agreement had been reached 
regarding the competence and composition of the supervisory commission. 

In the second category, questions of the tonnage of tanks and the calibre of heavy artillery 
had already formed the subject of long and difficult discussions. · They had reached the final 

. stage-the fixing of figures-and in his opinion this matter might now be dealt with. 
Finally, the third category included the most awkward questions-such, for instance, as 

that of effectives. All the members of the Bureau were certainly very anxious to reach a rapid 
conclusion, and it appeared to him that the order proposed for the examination of the various 
questions provided the best means of achieving this result. 
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Yr. \rJLSOS (enited States of America) thot~ght th~t, wit~ a view to avoiding the di_ffi
culties and ddavs which arose from the fact that 1t was unpos~1ble for the Bureau to.examme 
m<'re than one 'question at a time, it would be_ we!l to d1stnbute betwe~n the vanous sub
rommitt"""' the questions which called for exai_Junahonh. !here were cer1 ta~nt matter

1
sd, such _as 

that of the manufacture of arms, whic_h. owmg to t eir great comp ex1 y, wou ~eq~1re 
. :s>e'Wral months of study before any satisfactory text could be prepared. T~e exammatlon 
of the question of effectives by the very competent ~xperts who had d~alt w1th .t~at matter 
had given him the impression that ther~ was no techmcal met.hod ~.Y wh1~h the ll_lihtary value 
<>f a St'ldier could be measured accordmg to the d_egree of Ius ~ihtary mstruchon, e~c. He 
therefore thought it would be ad'<isab!e to sub~1~ those quesho?s• and. more parhcul~rly 
that of effectives, which were not yet npe_ for decJsJon, to a co~m1ttee which woul~ be giVen 
complete freedom, which would ~tself dec1de_ on the extent of 1t~ mandate. and which would 
include in addition to the delegatwns composmg the former Effechves Comm1ttee, the members 
of the Bureau who had not been represented on it, it being understood that the Committee 
should be composed, not of experts, but of political delegates. 

Y. BE:sEs (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, observed that Mr. Wilson's proposal was not in 
anv "-av inconsistent \\ith the programme submitted. Before setting up a committee and 
entrustmg it \\ith a task, it was advisable that the Bureau should decide, at least in principle, 
on the questions referred to it. 

The CHAIRlL.\S noted that the majority of the Bureau was in favour of the adoption of the 
programme submitted at the previous meeting, subject to any modifications which might 
be considered expedient during the course of its examination. 

9· (Oli.PLETE PROHIBITION OF AIR ATTACKS AGAINST THE CIVIL POPULATION. 

The CH..\IIL"-\S reminded the Bureau that it had been agreed that this question should 
be decided at the same time as Question (b) I: "Abolition between the contracting parties of 
all aerial bombardment subject to agreement \\ith regard to measures to be adopted for the 
purpose of rendering effective the observance of this rule ". 

IO. PROHIBITION OF CHElliCAL \V ARF ARE. 

The CH.\!Rll..-.:s recalled that it had previously only been decided to prohibit chemical 
\\-arlare in time of war. It was now for the Bureau to come to a decision as to the advisability of 
extending this prohibition to cover the preparation of chemical warfare in time of peace. 

~1. BE:sEs (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, set out the state of the question as follows: 

for 
_The draft Convention drawn up by the Preparatory Commission provided in Article 39 

(a) Absolute prohibition of bacteriological warfare ; 
(b) Prohibition, subject to reciprocity, of chemical warfare. 

The. Special Co_mmi~tee on \hemic~l Weapons had decided in· favour of the prohibition 
o_f chermcal, bactenologtcal and mcend1ary weapons. No mention was made of training in 
trme of peace_ ~r of the manufacture of the weapons in question. The Bureau had therefore 
to take a deciSIOn on the two following questions : 

I. Should the requirement of reciprocity be maintained or should the prohibition 
of chemical warfare be made absolute ? ' 

2. Should this prohibition cover questions of training in time of peace and the 
manufacture of chemical weapons ? 

Th~ questions had been raised in a practical manner by a letter from the Norwegian 
ddegatwn (see document Conf.D.[Bureau.fq, distributed on August Ist to the members of 
the Bureau), which called for : 

(a) AbSQlute prohibition of the employment of chemical and bacteriological weapons 
and methods of warfare · • 

(b) The destruction of all methods of chemical warfare and of all existing apparatus 
theref(Jr ; 

(c:). The prohibiti(Jn of preparation in time of peace of such methods and of training 
frlf therr use. · 

laA t,r Jr'~'" SI.)fOS (Cnited Kingdom) asked for an explanation as regards procedure It 
1 

, _=en h1.1 hehd that ~he Bureau would go through the various questions mentioned i~ the 
J.'l' ,~r~mme 1A ~'lfK, :wtnch perymally he approved, with the object of drawin u a definite 
pr ~ramm, of d1;cu~wm for subsequent meetmg~. reserving till then the discu. ·g pf f 
w},,,,h t.aA nr,t yet t_,,,,n d,...cid•,d. Per'!lmall he was no . . . . . ssion o ques IOns 
titJI;urw,nh f•lf p!'<J('.J!f:tling to a fundamental dr..:Cussion .of ~ m p<~sse~siOn of the necessary 
til! tW'J1fJitl pr<:ft-:T that tl•e Bureau shoulcl co~fme. itself :o ea~u:~t~:i~~~~~eopfrotlgramme,dand 
t•'J "' ,,u,,w.,j r•~ardmg each question. 1e proce ure 
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The CHAIRMAN explained that, in the absence of any suggestions other than those put 
forward by M. Litvinoff and Mr. Wilson, he had thought that the Bureau wished to start 
the discussion of the programme before it. It was, however, always open to any members of 
the Bureau to propose the adjournment of the examination of any questions until they were 
in a position to undertake a full discussion. 

M. BENd (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, did not think that there was any difference 
·of opinion as to the procedure to be followed. The question before the Bureau was that of 
ascertaining the present state of the various questions mentioned on the programme ; the 
discussion should therefore be restricted to fixing the procedure to be adopted in each case. 
The Bureau was called upon to decide the manner in which each of these questions should 
be examined in the future and what instructions should be given to any committee that might 
be set up. · . 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) was of the opinion that the Bureau 
should be given exact information regarding the discussions which had taken place at the 
Special Committee on Chemical Weapons, and that the Chairman of that Committee should 
therefore be requested to report to the Bureau. The Bureau would then confine itself to the 
discussion of those points on which there had been any disagreement in the Special Committee. 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland) observed that there was no difference of views regarding procedure. 
It was not possible to enter upon a fundamental discussion of the various questions, as there 
was still some preparatory work to be done. The programme drawn up by the Rapporteur 
arranged the questions in the best order for examination. That, however, was not enough, 
for an examination of these various points raised 'a large number of allied questions; for 
example, in connection with chemical warfare there was the question whether chemical warfare 
should be prohibited absolutely or whether-which he personally would regret-provision 
should be made for reciprocity, whether apparatus for chemical warfare should be destroyed, 
etc. It was therefore essential that the Secretariat should prepare a document in which each 
question would be divided into its component parts. The Bureau would then be in a position 
to decide whether it would itself settle certain controversial points or whether they should be 
referred to a special committee. . . 

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) shared the views of M. Motta. He added that, before 
considering the question of chemical warfare, it was important that the Bureau should have 
certain definite information. The scientists who had studied the matter had come to the 
conclusion that it would be extremely difficult to prevent the preparation in time of peace of 
basic substances required for the manufacture of poisonous gases. That was a point on which 
the technical experts should give an opinion before the Bureau could come to any conclusion. 
Was it in practice possible to prohibit in time of peace the preparation for chemical warfare ? 

There was another question. It was proposed to prohibit absolutely bacteriological warfare 
and to prohibit chemical warfare subject to reciprocity. It would be of advantage to know 
exactly what was meant by these phrases. If they were to admit the right to employ chemical 
warfare if the enemy began it, then it would be necessary to make preparations in time of 
peace. A definite opinion was necessary on this point also. It was advisable therefore, if the 
Bureau were to perform a useful task, that a certain number of questions should first be 
worked out in detail and brought to a definite point. If any attempt to prohibit during peace
time the preparation for chemical warfare was doomed in advance to failure, it would be best 
to say so, and for that reason the Bureau should then and there decide on the body from which 
it would secure the necessary information. Sir John Simon therefore proposed that in the 
next few days some eminent person should be entrsuted with the task of enquiring into the 
exact state of the question and of making proposals regarding the points which should be 
referred to a scientific committee. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) supported the views of Sir John Simon. From the point of 
view of the future of the Conference, it would be a dangerous procedure to endeavour to settle 
certain questions in a superficial manner, for this would lead to accusations that the public 
were being deceived. Chemical warfare was one of the matters on which public attention was 
particularly concentrated, and, if the problem were not thoroughly discussed, there was a danger 
that inadequate solutions might be proposed. So far, merely a pious recommendation had 
been adopted-namely, the prohibition of chemical warfare. In the opinion of the Spanish 
Government and in the personal opinion of M. de Madariaga, such a decision did not go beyond 
the humanising of warfare. It was not a question, however, of humanising warfare, but 
prohibiting it, and this result would not be obtained by the pronouncement of recommen
dations. 

The question of the prohibition of chemical warfare was one of primary importance if it 
were decided to make a fundamental study of it, and of secondary importance if it were to be 
left at the point at which it was at present. This matter raised the questions of the prohibition 
of the manufacture of poisonous gases, of the preparation of apparatus for their projection, 
of the training of supervisory staff in time of peace and of the sanctions which should be applied 
in the event of any breach of the prohibition of such preparation in time of peace. It was 
essential that such sanctions should be peace-time sanctions. 

If the Bureau decided to refer the matter to a competent committee, M. de Madariaga 
wished to remind it that in the early stages of the history of disarmament a Committee 

· composed of chemists of indisputable authority had met at Geneva, and that the rt-sults of 
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h. C ·u •. work were contained in documents which were in the archives of the 
~ ts ol"!utm Ieen t"he·e doctnnents c~uld be found an answer to the following definite question 
~n·t.tn.t · "' · h · 1 f · t t' ~-hich had been raised : Is it easy to turn a peace-hme c enu~a actory m o a war- 1me 
ch<'mi<-al factory ? The answer had been that such a transformatiOn was extremely easy_ and 
that the change over could be ntade within a ~ew hours or a few weeks. To_ the question : 
Is it possible to maintain stocks of raw matenals for _the manufacture of pmsonous gase~ ? , 
the reply had been : The l!lainten~nc~ of such stoc~s IS extr~mel_y easy, as all the maten~ls 
employed are materials wh1ch are mdtspensable for mdustry m hme of peace. The enquiry 
which had been asked for had therefore already been made. 

M. P.n·L-Boxcot'R (France) referred to the necessity for the Bureau to t_ake a d_ecision as to 
what it intended to do at this stage of its work. The duty of the Bureau, m startmg a f'!n?a
mental discussion of any problem, was only to make proposals to the General CommiSSion 
or the Conference. It was desirable that the General Commission and the Conference should be 
placed in po._'-.;;ession of definite tex_ts which they cou_ld start im':nediately to discuss; these texts 
might be of two kinds, some settmg out the queshons on wh1ch agreement had already been 
reached, and the remainder detailing the points on which agreement had not :yet been reached. 
In the latter case the Bureau would submit a suggested solution. \\"hether It was a question 
of texts embodying an agreement or proposals with a view to an agreement, the Bureau should 
take certain deeisions of a technical nature-such, for instance, as that regarding the prohibition 
of chemical warfare, regarding which agreement seemed to have been reached. 

:U. Paul-Boncour shared the opinion of M. de Madariaga and thought that preparation of 
chemical warfare should be prohibited in time of peace. Such a step was possible if supervision 
existed, whereas it would be useless to endeavour to obtain the same results in time of war. 
The question then arose, Is supervision possible ? To this question it was necessary to have 
an expert's reply. If the matter were referred to an expert committee, there would probably 
be a difference of opinion and the time would arrive when the statesmen who composed the 
Bureau would have to take the responsibility, see what could be done in the way of recon
ciliation of ,;ews, ·and take a decision. It was clear, moreover, that on a large number of 
questions the elements of a decision were already available, for most of these questions had 
already been examined, and :U. Paul-Boncour could only approve, in this connection, the 
proposal to begin by making some research into the documentation resulting from work 
already done. 

~L BESEs (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, thought that it might be possible and of advantage 
to add to the programme which be had submitted at the previous meeting the definitions 
requested. He went through the various matters contained in this programme and gave a 
summary of the way in which they could be defined. When this had been done, there would be 
certain questions of principle on which the Bureau would have to come to a decision. In 
accord~nce l\;t~ the request o~ M. Motta: the preparatory work would clear up certain questions 
of detail and bnng out the pomts on which the Bureau would be called upon to take a decision 
and those on which it should ask the opinion of specialists. The moment had arrived when the 
decisions to be taken were mainly of a political nature; questions which the politicians could 
not decid~ l\;thout the advice of experts would be reserved. M. Benes proposed to complete 
on these lines the programme of work for submission to the next meeting. 

_~L PAt:L-Boscot:R (Fran_ce) wished to make it clear that his object was to avoid, when 
posSible, any fresh consultatiOn of experts on points on which the preparatory work had 
already been done ; he had naturally no objection to referring to experts matters which were 
not yet settled. This was the case, in particular, as regards the question of the manufacture 
of arms. · 

Sir John Sn10s (Cnited Kingdom) submitted the following draft resolution: 

"The Secretary-General is requested to report to the Bureau as soon as possible 
from the records of enquiries already made : ' 

" (I) \Yhat is the state of expert opinion as to the practicability of prohibiting 
the preparatwn of gas as distinguished from prohibiting its use in warfare ; 

" (~) Whet~er there is any sufficient reason why the preparation and possession 
of machmes and mstruments for the use of gas should not be forbidden · 

" {3) The !>arne as to training in use of gas." • 

The draft resolution was adopted. 

II. SUPERVISION. 

~he ~HAHOIAS reminded the Bureau that the question of s · · 
exarmn:ttJ<.n by tt.e Bureau, in view of its pre-eminent! olitical h u~ervlsron was _one for 
t,., f<IT tt,r;: Bun:au tl) d•:fme " the extension of powers " ~f.ich was ~ef:acter, ~nd that It w~uld 
ar,rJ aJy, the o,mp•l'>iti•m ,,f the Permanent Commission its . ·. ·d· r_red tom_ the resolutwn, 
He rn<:nti<,n•:d tt1at an explanat(Jry document ·1d b' d" JU~t's 1ct1on and Its competence. 
h•neau t,.,f,ITe the next m•.:eting. wou e Jstn >Uted to the members of the 
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M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) doubted whether there was any 
advantage in discussing the question of supervision, in view of the fact that up to the present 
no one had assumed any obligations. No supervision was, therefore, possible. As M. Benes had 
pointed out, this was a pre-eminently political matter and one depending on the nature of 
the obligations which the Governments considered acceptable and on the extent of 
disarmament to which they submitted. It was not possible to speak of supervision before 
taking decisions regarding disarmament. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) preferred, on the other hand, to follow the procedure suggested 
by Mr. Wilson and to deal with the subjects concurrently. It might be accurate to say that 
it was difficult to discuss the question of supervision without knowledge of the extent of the 
obligations assumed by the Governments, but personally he preferred not to discuss the extent 
of the obligations without knowledge of the possibilities of supervision. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) entirely supported the remarks of M. de Madariaga. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that M. Litvinoff appeared to be convinced that the Conference 
would never reach the stage referred to in the resolution adopted by the General Commission on 
July 23rd, 1932. If M. Litvinoff, who had quoted a portion of the President's speech, had 
continued this quotation, he would have also quoted the words in which the President expressed 
his confidence in the desire of the Powers which had adopted the text of the resolution to bring 
into force this text in its entirety. 

SIXTEENTH MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held_ on Thursday, September 22nd, 1932, at II a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSON. 

12. SUPERVISION (continuation). 

The CHAIRMAN, in opening the discussion, recalled that since the last meeting the 
Secretary-General had caused to be distributed a short note showing the present state of 
the question of supervision. 

The note read as follows : 

" I. The question of supervision is dealt with in Chapter A of Part VI of the Prepara
tory Commission's draft Convention, Articles 40 to so (document C.687.M.288.I930.IX). 
These articles bear on the constitution, the working and the competence of the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. There are, too, certain other articles in the draft which refer to 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission, in particular Articles 8 and 13 dealing with 
the communication of certain information, Article so with derogations, Article 52 with 
procedure regarding complaints, and Articles 58 and 59 with the revision of the Convention. 

" The Preparatory Commission's report contains certain comments and explanations 
with regard to these various articles. See, in particular, paragraphs 232 to 250, 263 and 
264, 275, 287 •. 288, 296 (document C.69o.M.289.1930.IX). 

"2. Certain delegations have, moreover, laid before the Conference proposals 
concerning supervision. A list of these proposals is given on pages 25 and 26 of the Co
ordinating Table (document Conf.D.xo2). The text of each will be found in the Survey 
of Proposals (document Conf.D.99). 

" 3· On the subject of supervision the General Commission adopted the following 
text, which appears in its resolution of July 23rd : 

" ' There shall be set up a Permanent Disarmament Commission with the 
constitution, rights and duties generally as outlined in Part VI of the draft Convention 
submitted by the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, ·with 
such extension of its powers as may be deemed by the Conference necessary to enable 
the Convention to be effectively applied.' 

" An interpretation of this text was given by M. Benes, Rapporteur, at the twenty
third meeting of the Commission. (See Minutes of the General Commission, page 158.) 

" Having decided itself to deal with this question on account of its eminently political 
character, the Bureau will have to define the significance of the words : ' with such 
extension of its powers as may be deemed by the Conference necessary to enable the 
Convention to be effectively applied.' 

"It appears, moreover, that the work of the National Defence Expenditure Com
mission mar, have some influence on the system of supervision to be set up by the 
Conference. ' 
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y ~ESE~ (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said that the only question to be ~i~ussed was 

h ·. · -: f the pow~rs of the Commission entrusted with the duty of supervtswn. t e extenSion o • , C . . th d ft I t' \\'hen, as Rapporteur, he had submitted to the General ommtsst~m e ra reso u .ton 
whkh the lattt•r had adopted 011 July 23rd last, he had ma1e a spe:;ch whtch had been reco~msed 
as an authorised commentary on the text under discusston. \\ tth regard to the question of 
$upervisi.on, he had said : 

"The second part of the resolu_tion propo~es, lastly, a third i~portant principle 
-namdv, supervision over the execution of the Dtsa~n~ament Convention to be conclu_ded. 
It pr0 ,;des for the setting up of a Permanent Comnussu;m whose powers an~ prerogatives, 
uenerally «peakinu would be on the lines contemplated m the draft Convention framed b;y 
the Prejxl-ratory Commission. The resolutio~ et:nploys the term, ' generally ~p~aking_ . 
It is clear, then, that the details of the constl~~tlon and power~ of. the Commtsston wtll 
form the subject of further discussions an~ dectSJons. I do not thmk tt n~c~ssary there~ore, 
at the moment, to analyse the constitution and powers of the ~o':"mtsston ~s provtded 
for in the draft Convention framed by the Preparatory Commtsston, espectally as the 
resolution which I am now submitting makes it clear that the Conference will decide to 
extend its powers to the extent that ':'lay be necessary for _it to ascer~ain in p~actice that 
certain pr0 ,;sions of the General Dtsarma_ment ~onventton are bemg_ apphed. \Vhat 
I do wish to stress, however, is the follo\nng capttal fact : the constttutton of such a 
Commission makes it impossible in future that there should be competition in armaments 
such as is found under present conditions. All armaments will in future be under the 
direct or indirect supervision of the Commission : any increases will have to be brought 
to the knowledge of the contracting parties and v.;ll, indeed, have to be approved by them. 
The absolute liberty which exists to-day will disappear and, for the first time in the history 
of the world, the nations-thus follov.;ng the principle already adopted at the Washington 
Conference-are about to bind themselves in regard to their armaments. 

" I do not propose to examine at the moment how this machinery which is to be set 
up will work : I simply desire to note the tremendous progress in the relations of States, 
one with another, which is now being placed on record by a decision on these lines. 

" That is all that I wish to say in order to indicate the importance of the points on 
which agreement has been reached in our work up to date-points which are recorded 
in the second part of the resolution on which you will have to vote. If we decide to stop 
there for the moment, that does not signify by any means that the first stage of disarma
ment will go no further. It means that, as regards the questions to which I have just 
referred, the first phase of the Conference has achieved practical results on which we can 
take a decision immediately, and that the second phase of the Conference .will have to 
deal with all the other questions which we placed on our agenda at the beginning of the 
Conference's work." 

He h_ad merely des!red to show that the Bureau ought to examine the general aspects of 
the pnnaple of extending the powers of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. There 
were two ways in w~ic~ the Bureau could ?i5tuss the matter : it could take, point by point, 
the text of the prelimmary draft Convention prepared by the Preparatory Commission-a 
method he held to be somewhat_unpr~ctical. The second way-which personally he advocated 
-would be to open a general discusston on the extension of the powers of the Commission. 

lL PAn-Bo:scot;R (France) t~ough_t it was absolutely indispensable in the first place to 
dt:fine the ~xact subject of the dlSCusston. Had the Bureau been called upon to examine 
texts and, if so, w~r~ these texts contained in the preliminary draft drawn up by the 
Preparatory CommlSSJOn ? If so, the Bureau v.:ould have to consider whether the texts appeared 
to be adequate. He would t~en have ~o exp_lam why the French delegation, which had regarded 
these texts as adequate dunn_g the dtscusstons of the Preparatory Commission, now thought 
~hat _they were no longer satu.factory. H~ argued that the General Commission had, by 
rmphcatton, agreed_ that these texts were madequate, because in its resolution it mentioned 
the posSible extenston of powers which had previously been defined. 

~1. Bo~RQt:I:O (Belgiu~) thought that the Bureau ought to decide what should be the 
startmg-pc,m~ of 1ts dLscusston. He reminded his colleagues of the terms of the resolution of 
July Z3Td yo1th regard to supervi~ion, which was, in fact, the decision that the Conference 
ha~ taken m July: _So far as procedure was concerned, it was for the Bureau to decide on the 
&ta1ls of that dt:ci~wn. _He ther~fo~~ th~ught that the Rapporteur had rather narrowed down 
the setJpe of the dL<;eusswn by hmttmg tt to a definition of what was meant by " extension 
<A f""wers ". · 

I~ realit~. the General Com_m!ssion's resolution had a wider meaning. It first stated that a 
.f'ermanf:llt I.JL<;armament Commtsston would be set up It then said that the d d t' 
,,f this Cr,mmission would be those outlined in Part VI of the draft Conv p~wers ~h· t~ tes 
,..a, ,,ne que~titm which the Bureau was called upon to discuss Finally theen toni. t' IS,£ end, 
tr, an t:x•~-1· ,~ c f tl Co · · • I · · • reso u ton re erre "':', "' ' 1e mmtsswn s powers. n other words it regarded t1 · d · t' · 
tlhe draf_t Cr,nventitm as an acquired minimum and raised th~ question whet~ ~~t Jca. }hont s lilt 
:.e ~"''""'Lie tr• gr, furth<:r. er 1 m1g no 

ll1e prr,Llem was therefore a complex one and if it were t b 1 · 
l.-: "'f'"-r«t<::'.l into its ew,ntial elements. ' • 0 e so ved, tt would have to 
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The first element was the question of the composition of the Commission. The 
Preparatory Commission's draft already contained definite indications on this point, but these 
indications could be modified : first, because the Conference had full powers ; secondly, 
because, in the course of the discussion which had occurred in the Preparatory Commission 
itself, several reservations had been made with regard to these indications, and the text had 
only been adopted on a majority vote; and, finally, because, since the beginning of the 
Conference's work, a number of formal proposals for amending these indications had been 
submitted. 

Then came the question of powers. That was a very important question which itself 
possessed two aspects. The first point to be considered was the jurisdiction of the supervisory 
body and the duties to be entrusted to it. The substance of the Preparatory Commission's 
proposal was that the supervisory body should follow the manner in which the Disarmament 
.Convention was being carried out and should give a decision if complaints were made. In this 
connection also the Conference had received new proposals from the Swiss and Norwegian 
delegations to the effect that the Permanent Disarmament" Commission might be entrusted 

· with the task of preparing the future stages of disarmament. That would obviously be a task 
different from the work of mere supervision. 

There was another aspect of the question of the Commission's powers : What means 
would it possess for the fulfilment of its duties, and, in particular, what means of supervision 
would be provided ? On this subject the Preparatory Commission's draft contained a whole 
series of clauses which he did not propose to analyse m detail at present. Nevertheless, these 
clauses showed that the Preparatory Commission did not admit the idea of investigations on 
the spot. That was another point on which formal proposals had been submitted with a view 
to extending the Commission's means of action by allowing it to carry out investigations 
locally. In this connection, mention should also be made of the Soviet proposal to organise 
supervision through the workers. 

Finally, the Bureau would have to examine the question of the way in which the 
Commission would operate. This aspect of the problem, though of some importance, was of 
a secondary nature as compared with the question of the Commission's composition and powers. 

This brief survey showed that the problem was by no means a simple one. He thought 
it would not be sufficient to discuss the matter briefly and then refer it to a Drafting Committee. 
The whole problem ought to be very carefully studied and prepared before it was submitted 
to such a Committee. He therefore proposed the following procedure : the Bureau might 
instruct one of its members to study the problem and submit a report. The Bureau of course 
possessed in M. :6ene5 a distinguished Rapporteur who could carry out this task admirably, 
but M. Bene§ was already overburdened with work. Consequently, M. Bourquin proposed that 
this new task should be entrusted to another member of the Bureau, who would get in touch 
with the various delegations, would collect their opinions, would ask them to define those 
opinions in the form of definite texts and would finally submit a report to the Bureau. The 
Bureau would then be able to discuss the substance of the matter with some hope of arriving 
at practical results. 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland) entirely approved M. Bourquin's exposition of the question and 
agreed with him that the Rapporteur-General, in his desire to facilitate the discussion, had 
perhaps somewhat minimised the complexity of the problem. 

When, at the previous meeting, the Bureau had examined the programme of work 
submitted to it, it had admitted that agreement had been reached on the first three questions. 
During the discussion, however, it had transpired, for instance, that the question of chemical 
and bacteriological warfare was made up of several separate parts on all of which full agreement 
had not been reached, and that outstanding differences of opinion must be eliminated. The 
situation was the same with regard to the problem at present before the Bureau. 

The first question to be settled was whether the Bureau desired to take up this problem 
and discuss it with a view to submitting proposals to the General Commission and finally to 
the Conference. As the problem was a pre-emi!lently political one, M. Motta thought the 
Bureau was called upon to deal with it. Nevertheless, there were various aspects of the question, 
and he wondered whether it would be possible for a Rapporteur to achieve any useful results 
until a discussion between the members of the Bureau had thrown some light on the matter 
f01; his guidance. M. Motta therefore thought it indispensable that, in the first place, there 
should be an exchange of views. 

Chapter VI of the draft Convention drawn up by the Preparatory Commission contained 
definite indications but left several questions open. The first of these was that of the actual 
character of the Permanent Commission. Would this Commission simply be concerned with 
supervision or would it have wider terms of reference ? 

M. Bourquin had reminded the Bureau that the Swiss delegation had proposed that this 
Commission should be entrusted with the preparation of the future stages of disarmament. 
Switzerland, in fact, had always considered that disarmament should be carried out by 
successive stages. It was therefore necessary to ascertain, in the first place, whether the 
Commission would merely have to supervise the execution of the measures decided upon, 
or whether it would also have to study the manner in which these measures could be subse-
quently extended. · 

The second question was that of supervisory procedure. Ought the Commission to be 
provided with very wide, or limited, powers of investigation ? On this subject rather sharp 
differences of opinion had been noticeable at the beginning of the Conference, and the 
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· 1· ~f th~ qtit'-<tit>n had been llo<.tilOilt'd till later, the idea being that it might be taken ex;tmnu t,>n ,. ~ · · . · • · 1 d · 
u.p a~:ain in the ft,rm of the ext~1~sion of the C omnusston s powers-m ot ter wor s, m corre-
l.ni,>n with th<" tkgrt"t' of supt•rnswn. . . . . 

Tht" third que~ti<>n was the method of appomtmg !he members of the Comm1ss1on . 
. -\c,_..,_,rding h' the draft (' onwnt.ion, they were to be app~mted by_ the Government~. That 
S\>'tt'nl might not m,..-t wnh umwrsal approval : they mtght, for mstan~e, be appmnted by 
the Council of the League, always taking into account the fact that certam Powers were not 
:\!embers of the League. The draft Convention also laid down that the members of the 
('ommi~~on, although appointed by the Gowrnments, would not rep~esent t~ose Governm~nts. 
That was an illt>gical concept which ought not to be _allowed to. rer;nam. In VIew of th~ ~e.hc~te 
and impvrtant nature of the work they had to do, 1~ s~emed mdtspens.able that t~1e .mttlatlve 
of th<" members of the Commission should not be lumted by the des1res or anx1et1es of the 
Governments concerned. . . . 

Finallv, there was the question of the number of memb~rs of the Comm1ss~on.- In t~1s 
connection: there were naturally two tendencies : some des1red a small CommtssJon, whtle 
others preferred a Commis.~on including ~epresentatives of all th~ ~tates. Personally, l\1. Motta 
felt that the latter alternative was undesirable-so large a Commtsswn could not work properly. 
He preferred a small Commission which would include, for instance, all the Great Powe~s
that was to sav, seven States to whom nine others might be added by some system of rotation. 

Ha\ing thus expressed his opinion on the problem, 1\I. Motta warmly supporte~ the 
Belgian representative's proposal to the effect that a member of the Bureau should ~e appomte_d 
to studv the matter and submit a report. He thought that no one was better smted for th1s 
task thim :ll. Bourquin himself. 

:ll. PAn-Boxcot:R (France) entirely agreed with 1\L Motta both as to the desirability 
of selecting :ll. Bourquin as Rapporteur and as to the need for a preliminary discussion. The 
Rapporteur would find it easier to consult the delegations if he already possessed some general 
indications concerning this vital problem. ' 

Personally, he felt that the question of supervision was the very axis of the draft 
Convention. ~I. Litvinoff had said at the pre"ious meeting that it was paradoxical for a body 
to di.;;;cuss supenision before it knew what was to be supervised. He did not share that view. 
He belie\'ed with :U. de :Uadariaga that the attitude of the various delegations might be strongly 
influenced, at the time of the adoption of the various provisions for limitation and reduction, 
by the guarantees they would be able to obtain as to the manner in which these: provisions would 
be observed. Both as regarded its form and its extent, the question of supervision had a 
decisive influence on the attitude adopted by States in the matter of the reduction of 
armaments. 

When the problem of supervision was studied, the first question which arose was obviously 
that of the composition of the supervisory body. Nevertheless, l\1. Paul-Boncour thought it 
would be preferable to consider first of all the question of its terms of reference. The draft 
Convention prepared by the Preparatory Committee had already defined some of the future 
duties of the Permanent Commission : (a) it would have to examine at least once annually 
the conditions under which the Convention was being applied ; (b) according to Part VI of the 
draft, it would have to decide on the exemptions requested by certain States in view of special 
cirC?~stances .. That was ?bviously a very delicate task; (c) finally, it would have jto take a 
dect"!~n regardmg compla1_nts _made to_ the effect that some nation was not complying with the 
prov151ons of the ConventiOn 1t had stgned. ~1. Paul-Boncour thought, moreover, that there 
would be very close correlation between these last two elements of the question and that 
requests for exemption would constitute a sort of set-off to complaints. If, for instance, the 
Commission failed _to remedy certain failures r~ported to it, it might very likely receive a 
reque'it for exemption on the part of the complamant State. 

These, then, would be the three duties of the Permanent Commission as provided in the 
preliminary draft Convention. 
. During the discussions of the Conference it had become clear that a new and still more 
tmp<,~nt ~sk wr,uld ?evolve upon the Commission. Several delegations, including the Swiss 
and Xr,nw::~lan delegatwns, had proposed that the Permanent Commission should be instructed 
to ~tpare the later st_ages <A the redu~tion of ar~aments. This suggestion was entirely justified, 
V..r.au;.e, Sl::etng that 1t hart been _decided that d1sarmame~t was to be effected by progressive 
~tagr::s, ;;-'Jme or~an woul~ certamly have to b~ responsible for their preparation. In this 
r.rmnr;;tJon, however, he w1shed to observe that, 1f the future mechanism were to remain within 
the fr~mewr,rk of the Covenant, it would, under Article 8 of the Covenant, be the duty of the 
(.IJunol <,f_the ~ue to prepare plans for such reduction. The Permanent Commission could 
tt.~::rtfrJT<;, m thiS spher<::, only a_ct under powers delegated to it by the Council. But, just as the 
v,•mr.1~ had app•'Jtnted Com'!ltttees to st~dy certain other questions, it would find that in 
pr•:ydrm~ p_lans fr1f future dt'>armamcnt, tt wou.ld he. u~able to cahy out its mission u~der 
Arttd<:: 8 wtt!,r,ut. th_e hdp of t~1e l'crma~e~t Comm1sswn. Accordingly there 0 c ed out 
Wr,r., th<:: fhmml'>'>Jon a new VIsta of acttv1ty. ' P n 

~r. l'aul-Btmcr,ur wi~h•:d it to be dearly understood that 1't wa• t1 1e 0 • • f tl F ) r. ·I .- · · · ... 1 . 1 1 f ·. ~ puuon o 1e • rene 1 
ll. '.>( .. ttr,n, an•• r•r'' "'' y '' !;(:vera! <Jther delN'atwns tl1at 1"n v1'ew f tl d' t' t k t 1 k f · . .., · • • ' o te tree wn a en 
,y t '" wrJT '' t!.e Chnferenr.e, the powers of the Permanent Comm' · .· .. · 

},_ave t,, t,_e ext•:nr!l:d. He_ reminded the Bureau that the question of the ISS!~~- would r,cces~.ml~ 
(.t,rnrm,·wm J,arJ l,r:~:n raJY:d f,,r the firbt time in IfJ27 by the French d~l~~~~i~~- At ~~:t~l~~c 
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the sup-gestion had not been well received, but, by the time the work of the Preparatory 
Comm1ssion was drawing to an end, the French. delegation had had the satisfaction of noting 
that several important delegations had been won over to its view. Naturally, it had only been 
possible to reach agreement on the basis of a compromise to the effect that, although the 
Permanent Commission would be entitled to conduct enquiries with regard to complaints 
concerning the non-observance of the Convention, such enquiries could only be conducted 
on the basis of documents and not on the spot. 
· Under the draft Convention drawn up 1->Y the Preparatory Commission, which only 
referred to total limitation and total effectives, it could be argued that the powers of the 
Commission as thus defined were adequate. Now, on the proposal of several delegations, 
the Disarmament Conference had entered upon the path of more definite limitations, including 
qualitative disarmament. This form of disarmament had been discussed at great length both 
in public and in private. If the principle of such disarmament were accepted, it would be 
impossible, if the security of those who .had accepted it were to be adequately assured, to 
limit .enquiries simply to the sifting of documentary evidence. The Commission should be 
given the possibility of verifying the information supplied to it. It therefore appeared necessary 
that its powers. should be extended-namely, that it should be allowed to carry out 
investigations on the spot. Evidently some method would have to be found for safeguarding 
the dignity and independence of countries against which complaints were launched, but the 
Permanent Commission must in some way or other, he thought, be accorded the necessary 
powers to allow it to pursue its investigations on the spot. 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) was still convinced that all 
consideration of the question of supervision was premature at present. He had no desire to 
return to Moscow and be obliged to report that the question of supervision had been settled, 
though no decision had been. taken regarding the reduction of armaments. · He would have 
understood the attitude of M. de Madariaga and M. Paul-Boncour if any difference of opinion 
had existed as to whether there should or should not be supervision. On that point, however, 
opinion was not divided ; the need for supervision was unanimously admitted. Differences 
of opinion only arose as to the degree of supervision to be instituted and as to the composition 
of the controlling organs. The Soviet delegation insisted that very rigorous supervision should 
be established. It asked that, contrary to the stipulations of the draft Convention, the 
members of the Commission should not be chosen by Governments, but by legislative bodies, 
trade unions and peace organisations. It also desired the institution of dual control by the 
creation of local workers' committees. 

However, in dealing with the question of the Commission's duties, one could not fail to 
note that these duties depended on what decision would be taken concerning the reduction and . 
limitation of armaments. M. Paul-Boncour had maintained the same argument as he himself . 
had done, because the former had said that, in view of the ·present tendency of the Conference 
to look towards a more specific reduction of armaments, the powers of the Commission might 
have to be modified. Was not that the very argument of the Soviet delegation ? Did not the 
Soviet delegation maintain that, until the question of the reduction of armaments had been 
settled, it would be impossible to define the duties of the Permanent Commission ? · 

He was opposed, for the present, to all discussion of the problem of supervision, but, since 
the Bureau had decided to consider this question, he asked the Rapporteur, when submitting 
his conclusions to the Bureau; to take into account the proposals set out in detail in Part VII, 
Articles 39 to 46, of the general plan for disarmament submitted by the Soviet delegation, 
(document Conf.D.87). He wished to draw special attention to the fact that under the Soviet 
proposals there would be no military members of the Commission. The members of the 
Commission should be civilians who would seek the advice of military experts on technical 
points. Similarly, persons directly interested in war industries should have no seat on the 
Commission, and arrangements should be made for the participation of trade unions and 
workers' organisations. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) warmly supported the proposal to appoint M. Bourquin as 
Rapporteur for this question. 

· He felt some doubt as to the advisability of the present title of the supervisory body. 
This body was called the " Permanent Disarmament Commission ". He thought it would be 
preferable to call it the "Permanent .Disarmament Organisation"; which would be more 
consonant with what must actually be set up in the future. 

He thought that the body could not possibly be composed solely of Government 
representatives, though the presence of such representatives was essential. It might therefore 
be preferable to contemplate a tripartite system including a Government Commission which 
would shoulder responsibility and take decisions. · Side by side with this Commission would 
be organs free from Government control, and in this direction he supported l\1. Litvinofi's 
proposal to accord a large share to workers' organisations, without the help of which it would 
be impossible to obtain information regarding preparations for war in the innermost recesses of 
factories. In addition, provision should be made for military experts. While paying all due 
tribute to the experience, disinterestedness and tenacity of the military experts, he thought it 
would be undesirable to set up a committee of experts. It would be preferable to draw up a list 
of experts who would be constantly at the disposal of the Commission for special duties. 

BUREAU OF THB CONFilRilNCil L 
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As regardt"d the powers and organisation of the Commission, he agr~ed with M. Paul
Bonrour that these powers should be extended as the French repres~n~at1ye had suggest~d. 
\ dear distinction should however be drawn between the Comm1ss1on s powers and 1ts 
jurisdiction. It could alre~dy be fo;eseen that the Co~mission would ~ossess, not only the 
jurisdiction already defined, but also that accr.u~ng to 1t. under the vanous chap~ers of the 
Convention particularly as regarded the superY1s1on of pnvate manufacture and pnvate trade 
in arms, the accounts rendered for stocks of mat~rial, the utilisa:tion of c.h~micl';l ~act~ries 
11;th a ,iew to chemical warfare, the transformation of commercial and c1vll av1at1on mto 
military a'iation, naval questions, etc. There would, in fact, be in t~e .Convention a series of 
chapters in which recourse would. be had to t~~ P~rmane~t Comm1ss1on. I~ was theref?re 
indispensable to examine the quesbon of superY1s1on 1m.med1a~ely~ because, dunng the e~sumg 
di.."Cus:sions, numerous questions of substance would anse wh1ch 1t would only be poss1ble to 
settle by adequate supenision. . . . . . . . . 

Finally, M:. de Madariaga would emphaSise the m~porta~ce of pubhc opm10n m th1s question 
of supenision. In the last resort, whatever mechamsm m1ght be set up at Geneva, the truth 
could only be known and the work only carried to its l.ogical conclusion if it were supported by 
a public opinion which was perfectly free to express 1tself. 

The CH.o\IRllAN proposed that, in accordance with :r.l. Motta's suggestion, which had been 
supported by various other speakers, .M. Bourquin should be asked to. study the problem of 
supef'liision and submit a report to the Bureau when the latter resumed 1ts work after the close 
of the session of the Assembly. 

Tile proposal was adopted. 

SEVENTEENTH MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held on Thursday, September 22nd, 1932, at J.JO p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSON. 

I3. a (I) : COl!:PLETE PROHIBITION OF AIR ATTACKS AGAINST THE CIVIL POPULATION ; 
b (I) : ABOLITION BETWEEN CONTRACTING PARTIES OF ALL AERIAL BOMBARDMENT, SUBJECT 
TO AGREEllEST WITH REGARD TO 1\IEASURES TO BE ADOPTED FOR THE PURPOSE OF RENDERING 

EFFECTIVE THE OBSERVANCE OF THIS RULE. 

The CHAIRXAN reminded the Bureau of the decision it had reached to examine together 
questions a (I) and b (I) of its programme of work. According to the procedure followed in 
connection ,.;th other questions on the Bureau's agenda, he proposed that M. de Madariaga, 
President of the Air Commission, should be requested to explain his suggestions with regard 
to the procedure to be followed in connection with these questions, and in particular the latter 
question. 

ll. DE }lADARIAGA (Spain) said that he was called upon to speak on this question in his 
capacity of President of the Air Commission. He had already explained the attitude of the 
Spanish delegation with regard to air attack. The Spanish delegation had, from the beginning 
of the Conference, attached particular importance to air bombardment. The question of the 
complete prohibition of air attack against the civilian population constituted, in his opinion, 
mere~y a platonic recommendation of little interest from a general point of view. Only fear 
of ~g accused of e_xaggeration restrained him f~om saying that the civilian population bad 
no cla1m to any part1cular sympathy, because nations only made war if they wished to do so. 
~oreov~, it was unlikely that a prohibition of the kind indicated would produce any results 
m ~ar time, because war was governed by its own objective rules and it was certain that 
be~Jgere':lts would ne:ver agree, when once at war, to refrain from employing any methods 
whiCh m1ght ensure v1ctory. . 

Fortu~atel~, the secon~ questio~ e'!lbo~ed a ~ore effective prohibition. Several ideas 
were.C?':ltamed 1!1 ~he wordmg of th1S.quesbon, wh1ch first of all 1mplied a restriction, since 
pn .. h1b1t1on w~ li.m1ted to the contractmg parties. He would point out later the disadvantages 
<rf such a re~>tnctwn. · 

, The lleC(rnd .idea was th~t p~ohibitio~ should ~e subject to agreement with regard to the 
~!ure. by wh1ch the apphcatlof! ~f th1s rule m1ght be rendered effective. Nevertheless, if 
~ t<:mt..ardment were. no~ proh1b1!ed absolu.tely and without reservation, the States would 
still be at h!>erty to. mamtam mactn!les for a1r bombardment, which might be carried out 
un~ omdJtlonssuhJected to reserYahons. It :was obvious to all who had studied the question 
(J{ a~ b<-JJJlv.udment tha!, 10 long. as certam operations only were forbidden, while the 
emp .. ymer.t (Jf the maclunes U!led m auch operations and the training of personnel to use 
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those machines was not forbidden, no tangible result would be obtained, owing to those 
objective rules of war to which he had already referred. 
. . Reference was made to the steps which could be taken to render the observance of such 
prohibition effective. In this connection it seemed necessary to have a safeguard, which 
could not exist unless means were discovered for rendering the potential resources of civil 
aviation unutilisable for purposes of war. Those who had studied the question had come to 
the conclusion that it would be necessary to go so far as to internationalise, or at any rate to 
intemationalise the supervision of, civil aviation. One delegation however-the German 
delegation, whose absence once more he must deplore-had stated that this would be going 

· too far and that prohibition should be limited to air l>ombardment. and the training of 
personnel. 

. M. de Madariaga thought that the Bureau would realise in these circumstances the diffi
culty of achieving a result in this domain without taking into account the concomitant . 
questions. It would be impossible to achieve quantitative and qualitative disarmament 
without certain measures which would make it possible to ensure that the factor of 
aggressiveness, eliminated from military, should not crop up again in civil, equipment. In 
view of the attitude of the German delegation, and precisely because it was so strongly opposed 
to the view of the Spanish delegation in particular, M. de Madariaga would ask the Bureau 
to reflect carefully before it undertook the examination of these questions. He would strongly 
urge it to postpone that examination until all the membe_rs of the Bureau were present. · 

The CHAIRMAN, in view of the absence of one delegation particularly interested in this 
question and in view of the suggestion for postponement which had been put forward, proposed 
that the examination of these questions should be postponed to a later meeting of the same 
session. · 

The Chairman's proposal was adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the following questions on the agenda should be examined 
in the order indicated : . · · 

(r) Heavy artillery, 
(2) Tanks, 
(3) Effectives, 
(4) Trade in and Manufacture of Arms, 
(5) Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare, 
(6) Violation of the Provisions concerning the prohibition of chemical, bacteriological· 

and incendiary warfare. 

14. HEAVY ARTILLERY AND TANKS. 
The CHAIRMAN proposed that these two questions should be examined together. The 

technical discussions on these points had been practically completed, He suggested that 
the best procedure would be, as had been done at the previous meeting in the case of super
vision, to appoint a special Rapporteur, whose task it would be to get into touch with the 
various delegations in order to ascertain whether they had any definite proposals to make 

. which might serve as a basis for the decisions of the Bureau as regards fixing the figures. 
The Bureau might possibly be called upon to begin the discussion of certain aspects of these 
questions if the negotiations conducted by the Rapporteur showed that such a discussion was 
necessary. · · .· 

He proposed that this duty might be entrusted to M. Buero, President of the Commission 
/ on Land Armaments, who had already had occasion to deal with the questions of heavy 

artillery and tanks. 
The Chairman's proposals were adopted. 

15. EFFECTIVES. 
The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that Mr. Hugh Wilson, representative of the 

United States of America, had on the previous day made a suggestion which, as far as he 
was aware, had not met with any opposition. Mr. Wilson had suggested that the question of. 
~ffectives should be studied by a special committee consisting of delegates of the countries 
represented on the former Committee on Effectlves, and including also delegates of those 
countries which were members of the Bureau but were not represented on the former Committee. 
Unless he were mistaken, ·Mr. Wilson had also suggested that, in view of the practical character 
of the problems raised by this question of effectives, the members of the special committee 
should be Government delegates and not experts. 

Mr. Wilson had further suggested that the members of the new committee should them
selves decide the scope of their mission· and their programme of work, subject to the approval 
of the Bureau. The latter, after confirming the Committee's mission· with such changes as it 
might deem necessary, would request the Committee to proceed rapidly with the study of its 
programme and submit a report to the Bureau. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) thought that it should be definitely stated that the new 
Committee, like the earlier one, would be allowed to receive the delegates of countries not 
represented thereon, when questions of particular interest to those countries came up for 
discussion. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he had made it quite clear on the previous day that M. Paul
Boncour's request applied to all the Commissions of the Conference. 
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16. TR.o\DE IN AND MANUFACTURE OF ARMS. 

Th C th l"'ht that the best procedure in this case would be to appoint a special 
e H.\IRl•l.o\N ° ...,. Jl · t . • U . f S th · h' h · ht con·ist of delegates of the fo owmg coun nes . mon o ou 

Co~nut~~ .• ~· tc l~n~ted ...-1·nsgdom China Denmark France, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Persia, 
:\frica .....,.gtum, m n. • • • U . d S f A . 
Poland, Spain, l"nion of So\-iet Socialist Republics, Turkey, mte tates o menca. 

Tu Cuirlll4"'s proposal u·as adopud. 

17. CHEMICAL AND BACTERIOLOGICAL WARFARE. 

The CH.URll.o\N reminded the Bureau that it had decided to e;cam!ne this question. in the 
light of the supplementary information provided by the Secret:'-nat, I~ accordance With ~he 
desire expressed by certain members of the Bureau, and also .m the h~ht of the resolution 
adopted on the pre\-ious day by the Bureau on the proposal o~ Str John _Stmon. . 

He had been informed that the Chairman of the Spectal Committee on Chem1~~ and 
Bacteriological Warfare was at ~eneva. ~e therefore suggeste_d th_at, after the prehmmary 
discussions which the Bureau mtght consider necessary, M. Ptloth should be requested to 
submit a report on this subject. 

Tlce C/cairma,.'s prlJposal U'IIS adopud. 

18. YIOLo\TION OF THE PRO\,SIONS CONCERNING THE PROHIBITION OF CHEMICAL, 
BACTERIOLOGICAL AND INCENDIARY 'VARFARE. 

The Cu.uRllAN said that this question was intimately connected with that of the strict 
observance of the measures laid down under the Convention regarding chemical and bacterio
logical warfare. He therefore proposed that M. Pilotti shoul~ also be. requ~sted to submit a 
preliminary report on this subject. It was understood that, m prepanng hts report, he could 
rely on the assistance of the Secretariat and of the members of the Bureau. 

Tlce Cl&airmllfl's proposal was adopted. 

19. GENERAL AND POLITICAL QUESTIONS. 

The CHAIRll.o\N invited the members of the Bureau to make suggestions regarding the 
general questions to which the resolution of July 23rd referred, and in particular as to the 
manner in which the study of these questions should be prepared. As stated in its paragraph 
VI, the resolution of July 23rd, 1932, "in no way prejudged the attitude of the Conference 
towards any more comprehensive measures of disarmament or towards the political proposals 
submitted by various delegations". 

Y. LITVISOFF (lJnion ·of Soviet Socialist Republics) thought that, as the Bureau had 
terminated the examination of the secondary questions included in its agenda, the time bad 
perhaps come when it should begin to consider the vaster problems with which the Conference 
was faced. He had bowed to the Rapporteur's objection that it was preferable to settle the 
easier questions first of all. Now that result had been attained, he would be glad if the Bureau 
could discuss the proposals made by the Soviet and United States delegations, which were 
entirely in accordance with the terms of the resolution of July 23rd, 1932, because they referred 
to more comprehensive measures of disarmament. If there were any measure more compre
hensive than that advocated by the Soviet delegation, he would be only too happy to accord 
it priority. 

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) did not wish to occasion any delay in the examination 
of particularly important questions, but, on a point of procedure, he would point out that 
Part III of the resolution, which dealt with the preparation of the second phase of the 
umference, definitely limited the questions. which the Bureau was called upon to study during 
the period of the General Commission's adjournment. There was no suggestion anywhere in 
the resolution that certain questions of very great political importance should be entrusted 
t., the Bureau for examination, particularly as the Bureau did not include all the members of 
the General Commission and only acted as an executive organ. He had never understood 
that the Bureau would be entitled to take the place of the General Commission and itself 
u,mmence the study of questions which had not been submitted to it. 

}(. PAt:L-BoNcoua (France) supported Sir John Simon's views. There could be no doubt 
that the reil,lution clearly ~i~tinguished from ~ther questions those which, having been dealt 
WJth by the General Comm~.SSIOn, could be put mto final shape and had been submitted to the 
Bureau frlf the purpose of the ~~aftin.g of texts on which agreement might be reached. He 
thr,uv,ht that ~he gf!nP.ral. proviSions m Part IV of the resolution meant that the partial 
srJ!IJtJr..n~ (Jbtamed could m. no way prejudge the possibilitl of more complete solutions not 
mP.rf!IY. tn the '!latter (Jf du;a~mament }>ut in th~ politica sphere, in conformity with' the 
JII''¥Aalr. r.ubmttted by certam delegat~ons, and 1n particular the French delegation-plans 
wl-•ll~h. WP.re r.hll r,n the ag•mda and whtch th~ French delegation would always be prepared 
tt1 dlV.Ullt I:Jf:frlfe the competent body, when thts was considered necessary. 
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M .. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, opined that Sir John Simon had correctly 
defined the extent of the Bureau's terms of reference resulting from the resolution of July 
23rd. The Bureau had to prepare texts which would be submitted to the General Commission 
when an agreement had been reached. That, moreover, was the manner in which the various 
items on the agenda had been dealt with. 

The CHAIRMAN hoped that the Bureau would not interpret too rigidly certain opinions 
which had been expressed during the meeting, because he did not believe that it was absolutely 
precluded from commencing the consideration of certain highly important questions before the 
meeting of the General Commission. It should be remembered that the Bureau was called 
upon to give a month's notice before the General Commission was convened. There were 
certain questions connected with the correspondence exchanged between the Chairman 
and the German Government which the Bureau ought, he thought, to examine. 

He was, moreover, rather surprised to have heard one delegation argue that the major 
questions should be settled by the General Commission only, whereas the same delegation 
had previously seemed to admit that certain of these questions ought to be discussed, not by 
the General Commission, but by the Political Commission. 

EIGHTEENTH MEETING {PRIVATE, THEN PUBLIC) 

. Held on Monday, September 26th, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman:. Mr. HENDERSON. 

20. QUESTION OF FIXING A DATE FOR THE MEETING OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION. 

The CHAIRMAN explained that the purpose of this private meeting was to see if it was 
possible to fix a date for the meeting of the General Commission. He recalled that one month's 
notice must be given of such a meeting. With the single exception of that relating to aviation, 
all the questions on the Bureau's programme had been referred to Committees or Rapporteurs. 
He hoped that the latter would be able to make proposals to the Bureau at its meeting of 
October toth. The necessity of again interrupting the work for the Christmas holidays made 
it rather difficult to fix a date for the meeting of the General Commission, which ran the risk 
of being unable to devote enough time to examining the questions which would be submitted 
to it. Two dates had been suggested for the General Commission's meeting, November Ist 
and November toth. November toth had been proposed, owing to the fact that important 
elections were about to take place in two countries and that these elections might have an 
influence on the development of the Conference's work. • 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) thought that the choice of a date for the meeting of the General 
Commission depended on the Bureau's conception of its own work. What kind of report did 
it intend to submit to the General Commission ? Would it constitute a general survey of all 
the questions examined by the Bureau-that was to say, a sort of preliminary draft convention, 
or would it be a series of individual reports ? In the second case, the General Commission could 
meet at quite an early date. In the former case, however, it could hardly meet before Christmas. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the reports could be examined as and when submitted, as 
soon as the Bureau had resumed its work, and could then be referred to a Drafting Committee 
which would be appointed to embody their suggestions .in a text. In his opinion, it would 
be a mistake to try and collect all the reports in a single document of the Bureau for the use 
of the General Commission. He pointed out that; if it were decided to convene the General 
Commission for November 1oth, no results might by then have been achieved in the study of 
two particularly important questions, that of security and that of equality. Personally, the 
Chairman was very much in favour of a meeting of the General Commission in November. 
As regards the two questions he had just mentioned, if it were thought that they could be 
brought to a stage which would bring back to the Bureau the delegation of a country which 
was at present absent, it might be an advantage to consult the General Commission as to this 
eventuality. 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) begged the Chairman not to consider the 
Presidential elections of the United States as an essential factor affecting the future of the 
Conference's work, particularly as the Hoover proposal had been generally accepted by the 
American people. . 

Mr. Wilson's opinion as to the date. of summoning the General Commission differed 
according to the point of view from which this convocation w~s envisaged. If political reasons 
militated in favour of a comparatively early meeting, the United States delegation would 
have no objection. If it were only a question of examining the reports submitted, he must 
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~x l"l"$Sd,,ubt as to the\\;sdom of this procedure, for it ~1ight cause fresh delay t~r~mgh the ref e
re~~ of questions to the higher body by the Bureau wh1ch had the task of exa~mmg the~?, et.c. 

Thev had pledged themselves at this Conference to .effect a substanh~l reduction m 
armam.-nts and reduce the offensive power of States. Th1s was the Burea~ s present task. 
It should now end.-avour to determine whether such a r~sult could be at~amed ~r not, and 
Mr. Wilson thought that this question ought to be dealt Wlth at once, as th1s dcfimte mand~te 
had been placed upon the Bureau. If an.y progress were made, the ~ureau shou!?- then g1ve 
the propt>r noti~ to the General Comm1ss1on, b~t, at the present bm':• ~Ir. \\ 1lson would 
greatlv hesitate to dt>eide on the date of summomng the Gener.al Comm1ss1on for the mere 
purpoSe of receiving reports on the other aspects of the Bureau s work. 

M. PAt'L-Bo:scot'R (France) naturally shared the Chairman's ~esire to avoid loss of. ti~ne 
owing to a mere question of procedure. This would be the case lf the General Comm1ss1on 
could not be summoned in due time to sanction, as l\1. Paul-Boncour hoped, the results of the 
preparatory work entrusted to the Bureau by th.~ resolutio~ of July 23rd, when ~h~t task was 
completed. But he also fully agreed ";th l\Ir. \\ 1lson that, 1f the General Comm1ss1on were to 
meet before the Bureau's work had been concluded, time might be lost instead of gained by 
once more opening the door to old discussions, which would aga~n cal.l in question the whole 
task of the Bureau. The "·arious problems thus reopened would mfalhbly be referred back to 
the Bnrean and to the competent Commissions, and the result would be the opposite of what 
the Chairman desired. 

In any case, he was sure that it was useless to fix a date now. The Bureau would meet 
frequently, and, when it found that a sufficient number of questions had been settled, it could 
easilv judge as to when the General Commission could be summoned. 

·lloreover, the question which the Chairman had raised was whether political problems 
might not arise exceeding the scope of the mission entrusted to the Bureau and for the 
examination of which the necessity of giving notice might prove a difficulty. M. Paul-Boncour 
pointed out that the Bureau could always have recourse to the Political Commission, which 
consisted of the same countries as the General Commission and hence represented the whole 
Conference. As regards the summoning of this or any other technical commission, the Bureau 
110as not bound by any procedure as regards giving notice. 

The French delegate therefore proposed that, at its forthcoming meetings, the Bureau 
should judge the degree of maturity of the questions appearing on its programme of work and 
then only should decide upon the summoning of the General Commission. 

Sir John Sn10s (Cnited Kingdom) did not think there was any fundamental difference 
bet110een the opinions which had been expressed. All the members were trying to find the best 
procedure. What 110as the object in view ? The Bureau was in the first place endeavouring to 
obviate the drawbacks caused by the necessity of giving notice to the General Commission 
before convening it. In the second place, all the members of the Bureau agreed with 1\lr. Wilson 
and ll. Paul-Boncour that it was undesirable to invite the General Commission to resume its 
110ork at an inopportune moment. One way out of the difficulty, however, was for example, to 
give the_ General Commission notice on October 1oth to meet on November 1oth, while giving 
the Chairman the right to postpone this meeting until later, if he thought it necessary. The 
diffi~~ty would b_e eva.ded since the notice would have been given. In this way, the necessity 
of gtvmg a months notice would not lead to delay, and, at the same time, the Bureau would not 
be obliged to convene a meeting of the General Commission before the work to be submitted 
to it was ready. 

The CHAIRl!AS thought that the Bureau could also decide to place the question on the 
agenda of the private or public meeting which it would hold in the week beginning October 
1oth, and could then see how nearly the reports were ready. 

~e Chairman then outlined the communication he was going to make at the public 
meetmg of the Bureau. He would recall that the study of questions a (1) and b (x) of the 
programme of work had, for the reasons. already stated, been judged inopportune for the 
moment, and he would ask :!11. de ·lfadanaga to undertake to prepare a report for October 
Ioth on the best procedure to be followed in regard to these two questions. He would also 
as_k a member of_ the Bureau to prepare a report on the naval questions which arose in connection 
1Vlth the resolutiOn of July 23rd, and requested Sir John Simon to undertake this task. 

. , S!r Job~ Suws (Cnited K!ng?om) said that this request placed him in an awkward 
~rottuatlon owmg to the calls on hiS t1me. He was naturally anxious to give the Conference all 
the W:lp he could, but he ~ondered whether the negotiations now taking place would be in 
any ~ay advanced by makmg a report on them. 

w- n.e CHAIItHAN &aid that there was. no intention of going into details.· The jdea simply 
m~~ kup the Bureau and, through 1t, the General Commission, informed of the progress 

Sir J<,hn _SI~o:' (Cnite_d Kingdom) said that, in that case, he could acce t the task 
entrl:'>tf-A trJ tum 1f 1t were s1mply a case of transmitting to the Bureau the 1• r _Pt. 1 h d t,btam,.A. n orma 10n 1e a 

(The ~ureau w•mt into public &es~inn.) 
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The CHAIRMAN said that the Bureau had just held a private meeting, during which it 
had studied the question of the date on which the General Commission might be asked to 
resume its work, the resolution of July 23rd requiring that the convocation of the General 
Commission should be preceded by one month's notice. After an exchange of views it had 
been decided that the question should be re-examined at a meeting to be held by the Bureau 
on or about October 1oth, by which date the Bureau would be in a position to judge the state 
of the questions which had been entrusted to Committees or to Rapporteurs. 

The Chairman further recalled that the resolution of July 23rd invited the Powers parties 
to the Naval Treaties of Washington and London to confer together and to report to the General 
Commission, if possible before the resumption of its work, as to the further measures of naval 

. reduction which might be feasible as a part of the general programme of disarmament. At 
the same time, the Conference invited the Naval Powers, other than the Powers parties to 
the above Treaties, to make arrangements for determining the degree of naval limitation they 
were prepared to accept in view of the Washington and London Treaties and the general 
programme of disarmament envisaged in the resolution. Lastly, this resolution added that 
the Bureau would be kept informed of the progress of these negotiations which it would be its 
duty to co-ordinate within the framework of the General Convention in preparation for the 
comprehensive decisions of the Commission. 

The members of the Bureau had accordingly proposed that a representative of a naval 
Power should be requested to see to the execution of the Commission's resolution in this con

. nection and should report to the Bureau. Sir John Simon had agreed to inform the Bureau 
of the progress of the negotiations undertaken in conformity with this article of the resolution 
of July 23rd. . 

The questions of the complete prohibition of aerial attack against the civil population, 
and the abolition as between the contracting parties of all aerial bombardment, subject to 
agreements on the measures adopted to enforce the observance of this prohibition, were, 
according to the resolution adopted at the last meeting, to be examined at the Bureau's next 
meeting. For the reasons stated by the Chairman himself, and the Chairman of the Air 
Commission at the meeting of September 22nd, it seemed inadvisable to open the discussion 
on the question for the moment. Meanwhile, the Bureau would request M. de Madariaga to 
make such enquiries as he might deem likely to facilitate the submission of a report, when the 
Bureau resumed its discussions, with regard to the best procedure to be followed in regard 
to these questions. · · 

The Chairman added t~at he had met the German Minister for Foreign Affairs, that he 
hoped to have a further interview with him in two days' time, and that it was for this reason 
that he urged the Bureau to accept the suggestion he had just made. M. de Madariaga had 
already accepted the task which was to be entrusted to him. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) had no objection to the procedure proposed by the Chairman. 
He asked whether it would be better to wait until M. de Madariaga had made his report before 
submitting the definite proposal for the internationalisation of civil aviation which the French 
delegation intended to put forward, or whether it should do so now. 

' 
The CHAIRMAN hoped that this plan would be submitted to M. de Madariaga as soon as 

possible in order that he could take it into account in his recommendations. 
The Chairman's proposals were approved. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Bureau's next meeting would take place, so far as could be 
foreseen, on Monday, October 1oth. He hoped, moreover, that the Committees and Rappor
teurs who had been appointed would by then have concluded the difficult task entrusted to 
them, and that their reports could be circulated by the Secretariat by that date. 

NINETEENTH MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held O'IJ Thursday, November 3rd, 1932, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSON. 

21, AcTION TAKEN BY THE CHAIRMAN SINCE THE LAST MEETING OF THE BUREAU. 

Question of the Representation of Governments at the Disarmament Conference and at the Monetary 
· and. Economic Conference. 

The CHAIRMAN said it would be remembered that, at the private consultation which 
took place on October 13th, the Bureau had seen the possibility of the General Commission 
having to work in January at the same time as the Monetary and Economic Conference. 
The Chairman had been authorised to communicate to the President of the Organising 
Committee of the Monetary and Economic Conference a suggestion that a request should 
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be sent to Governments that their delegations should not be composed of their delegates . 
to tbe Disarmament Conference. . 

In a letter from the British Foreign Office, dated October :z.5th, 1t was stated that the 
Secre~eral of the League of Nations had been requested to send the necessary 
commurucation to the Governments concerned. . 

Mediffg ofllu Gerurlll Commission. 

The Members of the Bureau were no doubt aware th3;t on ~ctober 15th, acting on a 
decision of the Bureau, the Chairman had sent ~ne months notice to the members of the 
General Commission in accordance with the res?l~tlon of .July 23rd, 1932. Althou.gh the Bureau 
had authority to convoke the General CommiSSIOn dunng the week. commencmg November 
21st the work seemed likely to require that the actual date of meetmg should be somewhat 
Jat~. The Bureau would shortly have to consider the .exact day for which the Commission 
should be summoned and prepare the agenda of the sesston. 

c -..utee for 11u ReplcliOff of tile TrtUle i11 and Private or State l•l anufacture of Arms and of 
Implemeffls of War. 

By a letter dated October 31st, M. de Scavenius, Chairman of the Committee for the 
Regulation of the Trade in and I>ri:vate or State Manufacture of. Arm.s and Implements of 
War, hadcommnnicated to the Prestdent of the Conference a questionnaire elaborated by that 
Committee, together with the extract of the Minutes of the meeting at which that question 
had been discussed. M. de Scavenius had requested the Bureau to send out as soon as possible 
the questionnaire and the relevant Minutes to all the Governments participating in the 
Conference in the hope that the replies would reach the Secretariat before the end of the year. 

As the Bureau had not been in session and the matter had seemed to the Chairman to be 
mgent, he had ventured to send out circular letters to all the delegations in accordance with 
the request of the Chairman of the Committee for the Trade in and Manufacture of Arms, 
in the hope that the Bureau would approve of the procedure he had followed for reasons of 
expediency. 

Armameffts Truee. • 

Tbe Bureau would remember that, in accordance with the resolution adopted on July 
2Jrd by the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, its President had 
requested the Governments represented in the latter to inform him before November 1st, 
if possible, whether they were prepared, in accordance with the resolution, to agree to the 
tenewal for a period of four months as from November 1st, 1932, of the Armaments Truce 
proposed by the League Assembly on September 29th, 1931. 

Up to date, the following forty-seven countries had sent in replies, which have been duly 
distributed : 

Afghanistan, Union of South Africa, Albania, United States of America, Australia, 
Austria, Belg_ium, United Kingdom, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa-Rica, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Egypt, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, 
l!nngary, India, . Irish Free State, IWy, Japan, Latvia, Liberia, Mexico, Netherlands, 
New Zealan.d, N~caragua, Norway, Panama, Poland, Portugal, Roumania, Siam, Spain, 
Sweden, Swttzerland, Turkey, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela, Yugoslavia. 

An examination of the replies showed : 

That none of the Governments that had so far replied were opposed to the renewal 
of the truce and that all declared the~lves willing to accept it ; 

That some Governments ma~e their accepta~ce conditional upon reciprocity; 
Lastly, that some of the rephes renewed the mterpretations and observations made 

last year on the same subject, but those interpretations and observations seemed to be in 
keeping with the resolution and the report originally adopted by the Assembly. 

In _these circumsta~, the Chairman venture~ to think that the best procedure would be 
to_consider, nnless and m so far as Governments d1d not forthwith intimate any objection to 
this coune, that the Armaments Truce was, under the conditions laid down in the resolution 
and the report adopted by the Assembly in September 1931, renewed for four months as from 
November ut by the Gov~nme!lts participatmg in the Conference. This procedure followed 
tbe_precedent ~ by M. Bnand m Novemb.er 1931 when, as Acting-President of the Council, 
be mterpreted m the same manner the rephes then received to the Assembly's invitation. 

~ll~AHIGLI_(France), said that, while be bad no objection to the Chairman's proposal he 
~ to remtnd the Bureau of the terms of the letter in which his Government on Octdber 
to air~:;,~ ~ ~e ~ruceh ~d to which he had referred when expressing his readiness 
tr1Ju or~~ · ~:deb Fvern"!ent had stated that it was prepared to accept the 
count~ bad no! ;a:~ied to the~b~~nce ~ neigbbou~s .. He understood that one of tho$tl 
the truce, the fr~b delegation wa& obUg!J' ~drmawumtchaehConon' fConse~uently, wi hile accepting 

erence 1 attent on to the fact 
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that a situation might arise for which the. French Government could not accept the 
responsibility. . 

Finally, he pointed out that the truce was not the result of the initiative of the Conference. 
It had been proposed by the Assembly and it was the Council which, last year, had submitted 
it to all the Governments invited to the Conference for their acceptance. 

The CHAIRMAN noted the French delegate's statements and took it that the procedure 
which he had proposed was adopted. -

Agreed. 

22. PROGRESS REPORTS. 

Special Committee on Etfectives. 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the work done by the Effectives Committee had already been 
brought to the knowledge of the Bureau by the Secretary-General's memorandum (document 
Conf.D.JBureau 26). 

That memorandum recalled the circumstances in which the Committee had been created, 
and submitted to the approval of the Bureau its decisions as regards its terms of reference and 
its programme of work. The members of the Bureau had received the Minutes of the proceedings 
of the Committee, and were therefore acquainted with the manner in which the latter had 
interpreted the mandate given to it by the Bureau on September 22nd. 

He thought that the Bureau would endorse the procedure established by the Committee. 

Agreed. 

Committee concerning the Manufacture of and Trade in Arms. 

The Rapporteur of this Committee. would shortly circulate to the Bureau a report on 
the work of the Committee. 

National Defence Expenditure Commission. 

The National Defence Expenditure Commission had also continued its meetings, and had 
made progress with its work, as the Bureau was aware from the memorandum circulated 
by the Secretariat (document Conf.D.jBureau 25). 

Statement by the French Delegation. 

Having been informed of the French delegation's desire to make a statement to the Bureau 
on the constructive plan (which was to be communicated to the Bureau during the corning 
week), the officers of the Bureau suggested that Friday morning's meeting should be devoted 
exclusively to the hearing of that statement. · 

Reports on: (a) Supervision, (b) Air Forces, (c) Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare, (d) Heavy 
Artillery and Tanks. 

The Bureau had received the reports of M. Bourquin, M. de Madariaga and M. Pilotti· 
respectively on the questions of (a) supervision (document Conf.D.140), (b) air forces 
(document Conf.D.141), (c) chemical and bacteriological warfare (document Conf.D.142). 

The report on heavy artillery and tanks could not be distributed, as M. Buero had not yet 
concluded the necessary consultations with the various delegations. -

These reports would be discussed one by one in the order just mentioned. 

23. QUESTION OF SUPERVISION : REPORT BY M. BOURQUIN (BELGIUM). 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, did not consider it necessary to summarise the 
whole of his report (document Conf.D.140). In his opinion, the various questions dealt with in 
it should be examined one by one and it would be simpler and more practical for him to indicate, 
in due course, the solutions which were suggested to the Bureau for each of those questions. 

He desired to explain the circumstances in which his report had been drafted and its 
rather special character. The report did not represent the results of a discussion, as the debate 

· on supervision was not yet finished. That matter had been discussed by the Preparatory 
Commission, by the Plenary Conference, by the General Commission and by the Bureau, but, 
as regards a decision properly speaking, there was only the resolution adopted on July 23rd 
last by the General Commission which was, though very important, incomplete. The General 
Commission had asked .him, as Rapporteur, to complete this part of the work, and he was 
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· · h B ro osals and ideas which had not yet been sorted out. 
~heref,>re ~u~;i~t~~tl~o n~ ~ou~te~~ ~eshble to utilis~, whi!e discarding others. The duty of 
~>me of t e f the forthcoming discussion. 
the Rap. porteldur wats tto tpretph~:ea~~ns for the method he had followed in drafting his report. 

He wou nex s a e · 'I 't' h d succeeded 1'n 1'ncor ·. 11 . "' y Pil tti who was in a somewhat s1m1 ar pos1 10n, . a . . • 
Hi,~' e:•,uh~· • · rt 

0 ~.:ries of conclusions which as they stood, constituted a dcfimte proJect. 
P''raung m IS repo a~ ' 11 It b t it would have been Th hod y Pilotti had adopted had given exec ent resu s, u . 

e ~left • : th ~A of supervi~ion Had J.\1 Bourquin attempted to subm1t concrete 
uns.ltl" actory m e ca~ - · · b' t' · h t r to be f 

n.> ;_.Is, the • would, at the present stage~ have be~n too su. JeC 1ve m c a_r~c e o any 
r ~ al -• J Th ·t1·0 n of supervis10n con tamed an 1mportant pohhcal element, and nr:>CtlC' , ..... ue. e que~ . . . d d . 0 I h h 
ft-~·as es...-<ential to agree in advance upon certam pnnClples an t~n enc1es. n y ~ en su_c 
creeme~t had been reached could there be any idea of formulating rul~s or draftu~g pre~1se 

~~ts. If he had adopted any other method, h~ would only have comphca.ted the discussiOn. 
He was not therefore submitting any conclusiOns, but had merely earned out a work of 
documentation and classification. · h 1 • 

On one fundamental point a definite decision had already been taken : m t ~ reso uhon 
of July 23rd it was expressly stated that ther~ was to be a ;rer~anel?t D1sarmament 
Commission, and that fact must constitute the baSIS of the Bureau s discussiOns. Hence four 
questions remained to be determined : 

(a) What would be the attributions of that Commission ? 
(b) What means would it have at its disposal to exercise them ? 
(c) What would be its composition ? 
(d) How would it function ? 

The last question was of secondary importance and rea~y one of procedure, whi<:h would 
be easily solved when the time came. The three other q~eshons were I!Dportant and u~volved 
questions of principle. As regards each of those questiOns, he had a1med. at prese!ltmg the 
various proposals and suggestions which had been put forward, betwee_n wh1ch a cho1ce would 
have to be made, and to indicate the arguments advanced for or agamst eac~ of them. . 

In conclusion, he proposed to discuss the substance of the problem, question by question 
and point by point. 

The CH..UR:W:.-\:S said that the question of supervision as a whole hade been submitted to the 
Bureau. The Rapporteur desired to obtain the Bureau's assistance on the questions of principle 
before continuing his work. The Chairman hoped that the members of the Bureau were ready 
to begin the discussion. 

lir. WILSO:s (Cnited States of America) was sure he was interpreting the feelings of all 
in congratulating M. Bourquin on his very clear presentation of a very complex problem. There 
was hardly any other problem before the Conference which had so many facets and 
ramifications. He was particularly glad that M. Bourquin, in his report, appraised at what 
lir. Wilson felt to be its real value, the work of the Preparatory Commission as it appeared 
in the chaptet' dealing with the constitution of the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
and its powers. Those who had taken part in the formulation of those chapters would realise, 
as he did, the amount of laborious negotiation which they represented, and recognise, as he 
did, the real effort at conciliation which had been made by the various countries there 
represented to reach that result. When that result had been reached, the people of America 
were of opinion, and llr. Wilson knew that they were not alone in that opinion, that a very. 
far-reaching step had been taken in the direction of supervision and control. They had been 
convinced at that time, and they were still convinced, that the establishment of such a body 
"-ith the functions attributed to it in the draft Disarmament Convention, would constitute 
for the future one of the most important and continuing contributions to the disarmament 
movement. 

Feeling as it did in regard to those chapters of the draft Convention, the United States 
delegation would have preferred to concentrate its efforts at that time upon the problem of 
figures, ."·hich, in its view, were the essence of a disarmament treaty. There arose in that 
«mnection, as so often happened in any of the questions attacked, the old debate of which 
was the cart and which the horse. The United States delegation believed that the horse was 
red_uction of armaments and that the car~ wa~ the control and machinery for its application 
•tach should come after. It would have mfimtely preferred to concentrate on the realisation 
~Jf _that portirm of the r~J~ution of Jul_y 23rd :Which "deci~es forthwith and unanimously, 
guitled by the general pnnciples underlymg President Hoover s declaration that a substantial 
redu~.:tirm of world armaments should be effected , • • ", ' 
, n,e t:nited States delegation recogni;cd, however, that the views of any one delegation 
...s to ~r,.-..t:dure, however sound they might seem to that delegation must sometimes be 
!~l.ordin:.ted to ~he. views (,f the majority, if any advance was to be m~de in the work. The 
VI":~., of the m:.vmty of the Bureau seemed to be clearly indicated in the debates on this 
t•Jtl) .. ..<:t-n:.mt:ly, th:.t the matt<.-r of supervbion should now be examined before the final results 
flf ~h1: r_..mr~~r.J! ~'~Jlrl be 111-.l!n, ,a~d before other delegations could commit themselves on those 
r~Jlt..s. lhe dd•;g"h'm of the Umted States was therefore ready to enter into that discussion 
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with its colleagues and to examine the problem of the extension, if any, which should be made 
to the powers of the Permanent Disarmament Commission beyond those attributed to it 
in the draft Convention. 
- . Mr. Wilson assured his colleagues that the United States delegation would discuss that 
9uestion with them most earnestly, but he must ask them to bear in mind its position in the 
matter. For the sake of clarity, he must restate the United States position. The extension 
which his delegation might be willing to give to the powers of the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission, as provided in the draft Convention, was directly dependent upon the measure 
of achievement of the Conference, and, until that definitive achievement was visible, a final 
acquiescence on the part of the United States delegation in the extension of such powers 
was contingent upon the contents of the final convention, specifically in relation to the 

-accomplishment of substantial reduction. 

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the first question raised in l\1. Bourquin's report. 

AttributiotiS of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

- M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, entirely shared Mr. Wilson's opinion that the work 
performed by the Preparatory Commission was such that it must not be forgotten. 1\lr. Wilson 
had also· expressed an idea which should underlie all the Bureau's deliberations-namely, that 
the draft Convention should be taken as the point of departure in examining the various 
problems to be solved. Indeed, it was on the basis of that consideration that M. Bourquin 
h.ad drawn up the list of proposals contained in his report. He first recalled the suggestions 
contained in the Preparatory Commission's draft and then mentioned new proposals. 

With regard to the attributions of the Permanent Commission, the draft Convention stated 
the Commission would have a general function of supervision and control. Under Article 40 
of the draft, the Permanent Commission was entrusted with the duty of following the execution 
of the Convention. The draft gave effect to that idea in two ways : · 

(r) Under Article 49. the Permanent Commission was enjoined to furnish regularly 
and, so to say, automatically, reports on the manner in which the Contracting Parties 
had carried out their undertakings. Those reports were to be made at least once a year 
and might be made more frequently, if circumstances required. Such reports, which did 
not imply any special incident, were addressed by the Permanent Commission to the 
Council and the Governments and were to be published. That was the normal action of the 
Permanent Commission under the draft Convention. 

(2) Then there was the case of a complaint being directed by one State against 
another State. That was a special incident. Article 52 of the draft provided for the inter
vention of the Permanent Commission, which investigated the affair, heard the explana
tions of the parties and drew up a special report on the subject of the complaint. This 
report also was communicated to the Council and the Governments and published. 

The draft also contained other articles providing for the intervention of the Permanent 
Commission in other cases : temporary derogation (Article so) and the convening of Revision 
Conferences (Articles 58 and 59). Nevertheless, as M. Bourquin had said in his report, he was 
of opinion that it would be difficult to deal a:t the present stage with Articles so. 58 and 59. 
because, although they certainly involved action by the Permanent Commission, their essential 
object was to be found elsewhere. The question of derogations and that of revision were 
bound up with other problems such as the duration of the Convention and another problem 
raised by Article 6o-that of the right of denunciation. In short, there was a complicated 
series of interrelated questions which it would be difficult to deal with separately. Consequently, 
he had merely inserted those questions in his report and drawn the Bureau's attention to 
them. 

As regards the other points, the Bureau's only task was to formulate proposals 
for transmission to the General Commission. In that connection, he agreed with Mr. Wilson 
that, if the question of supervision were taken up at the present stage, as that question was 
closely bound up with other problems and, in particular, with that of disarmament properly 
speaking, the final decision would only be taken when the other problems had been cleared 
up. The only thing the Bureau could do for the time being was to indicate its general ideas 
on that aspect of the problem. 

To keep to the draft, there were only two questions on which the Bureau should pronounce: 

{I) The Permanent Commission was to supervise regularly and automatically the 
execution of the Convention, publish reports, etc. ; 

(2) In the event of a complaint, the Commission would deal with it, investigate it 
and communicate reports under the conditions laid down. 

The Rapporteur had received no proposal for restricting the attributions of the Permanent 
Commission under the draft Convention. Consequently, all seemed agreed as to that minimum 
of powers. He wondered whether, with a view to facilitating the discussions, it would not be 

-better provisionally to stop there and, before going further, examine _the question whether 
there was real agreement as to. the minimum fixed in the .draft Convention. 
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y y,,TT.\ (Switzerland) congratulated the Rapporteur on his excellent work. He 
J: -~ x>d that the Bureau would now discuss paragraphs 8 to 14 of the report, as there 

~~s •:;: k a separate discus..-<ion of the _chapter on Attributions .from paragraph 14 onwar.ds. 
He desired to submit some observations on paragraph 10. Article 49 of the draft Conv~ntlon 

pnwided f,,r the despatch of annual reports to the Council a_nd Governments. Would 1t not 
~right and desirable to indicate in th~t part of the Convention that the Assem~lY. also must 
ha,·e a sav in that connection ? He d1d not suggest that the Permanen.t Co_mmlsslOn sh~mld 
submit its annual reports direct to the As..--embly, but he thou~ht .that 1t m1gh.t be. proy1ded 
that the Council should send the Assembly regular commumcatu;ms, so as to g1ve 1t ~n 
opportunity to discuss those questions. It was, of course, .not desirable that several bod1es 
,hould deal v.ith the same matter, as there was a tendency m such cases for them to trespass 
~pon one another's provinces. Nevertheless, it seemed, to some extent at least, improper 
that. while the As..--embly could deal v.ith ~ommunic.atio~s, health, economic and. humanitarian 
problems, etc., a question. of such essential and v1tal 1ml?ortance and one wh1ch lay at t~e 
wrY centre of the Leagues work should be taken out of 1ts hands. He t~erefore thought 1t 
woiild be desirable to formulate-the form of words would have to be considered-a clause to 
the effect that the Council, after recehing the Permanent Commission's reports, should itself 
submit a report to the Assembly, so that the latter might also be able to discuss it in due course. 

:M. Pouns (Greece) was glad :M. Motta had raised this question, as any possibility of a 
misunderstanding could now be avoided. He thought that the present general rules of the 
League, as normally applied, gave satisfaction to M . .1\lotta's v.ish. There was another branch 
of its work with which a permanent commission dealt-that of mandates. The report of the 
Permanent :Yandates Commission was communicated to the Council, which mentioned it in 
its annual report to the Assembly. The problem was therefore laid before the Assembly, and 
the latter was able to decide whether it should be referred for examination to one of its 
Committees. 

There was also the problem of minorities. In that case, there was no permanent 
commission, but the Council devoted to this question a special section of its report to the 
Assembly, and on numerous occasions the Assembly had decided to refer the question to its 
Si..tth Committee. When the Permanent Disarmament Commission had been constituted, 
when its reports had been addressed to the Council, and when the latter had mentioned these 
reports in its ov•n annual report to the Assembly, that body could decide to refer the report to 
its Third Committee, which could undertake the necessary discussions. 

~1. Bm:RQl"'S (Belgium), Rapporteur, entirely appreciated M. Motta's idea and his desire 
that the Assembly should be kept informed of all work in connection with armaments, 
particularly as regards the execution of the Convention. M. Politis' reply was perfectly correct. 
The problem was one which offered a remarkable parallel with that of mandates. In the case 
of mandates, the Council received the reports under Article 22 of the Covenant. It then made 
a? annual report to the Assembly on its activites, including this question. Similarly, as regards 
diS3:fmament, the Covenant, in Articles 8 and 9. assigned special powers to the Council. 
Art1cle 8 referred S?lely t_o th~ Co~mcil. Article 9 was still more significant, at any rate for 
purposes of companson, smce 1t sa1d that the Permanent Advisory Commission was to advise 
the Council on military, naval and air questions. Consequently, no departure was made from 
the Covena_n~. On the contrary, there was complete conformity with that instrument, and, 
~the_ t~a_d1t1on had grown up that the Council should report every year to the Assembly on 
Its ~1V1t1es as a whole, there was no doubt that the Assembly would be kept informed on this 
subject a~. The Rappo~eur was doubtful whether it would be helpful to add a provision 
recommend!~ the Council to make a report to the Assembly on this question. This was 
a matter of mternal procedure for the League. As regards the substance of the question, there 
was complete agreement . 

. ~1. :\lOTTA (Sv.itzerland) thanked M. Politis and M. Bourquin for the.ir explanations, 
v.:t.ICh_ he th?ught corre_c!. He. was nevertheless glad that he had raised the question. 
!'r,hnthstandmg the tra_d1t1on wh1ch had grown up that the Assembly was entitled to examine 
~~:-~ part of the Counc1l's re~ort, even those dealing with questions which the Covenant had 
a,~gned rather. to the Councli than to the Assembly, all those who were familiar with the 
A'>'*-mbly's bab1ts a~d methods _knew that doubts often existed as to the Assembly's right to 
JirrmrJ?nce on a partiCular quest10n. There must therefore be an absolute understandin that 
tbe disarmament _q•~tstions which went to the Council through the normal chann 1 gf th 
l'<:rrnan<::nt VJmmlS'>IOn'll reports were to be dealt with in a chapter of th c 'I' e 

0 
t te 

t ' A.. 'I · · h' e ounc1 S repor 0 ue ,;~;rrw y, m t ll! way, the matter would be duly laid before the Assembly. 

lf. l'rJLITJS ll...reece) said that these various observation h · h Jd b · 
llir.ut~::~. rni~ht alw l..e menti<med in the report to the Ge~e;al'cco:ou ... · e re~~{ded 1D thl~ 
tt.<::rd<ne l..e a rP..r..tnd cA .M. ~Iotta' II very valuable su,, . . missiOn.. 1ere wou. 
Hi~! r..rnr,Jiary l>f:ing that the umferenr.e desired that th:g;::~~~ceafo~J of t~~ rep~es mi. ade. to It, 
~·v.h "' mandaV::,, ftn examrJie-l.hould be continued in th . . f do.we tn ot er c lrectwns-

e case o 1sarmament. . 
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M. Politis added that this examination of the disarmament question by the Assembly 
would depend on the initiative being taken by a delegation ; it would not be automatic. It 
was to be hoped that there would be good years without incident, and that the delegations, 
after taking cognisance of the Permanent Commission's reports and of the Council's report, 
would not think it necessary to raise the question in the Assembly. 

The CHAIRMAN noted that there was general agreement on the first point raised by 
M. Bourquin's report, and he requested the Bureau to discuss the second point. 

Preparation of Revision Conferences. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, said that the supplementary proposals that had 
been made arose in this connection. In the first place, there was the preparation of tbe later 
stages of disarmament-that was to say; of the revisions of the Convention. A formal proposal 
had been made, in particular by the Swiss and Norwegian delegations. The Permanent 
Commission was to be given competence to prepare revisions of the Convention. In the 
conversations which the Rapporteur had had with a large number of delegations, he had 
acquired the conviction that this idea would be favourably received everywhere. Such a 
proposal had been found natural, and it had even been considered strange that it had not been 
thought of when the draft Convention was prepared. Evidently, the work would be very 
important and it would sometimes be of a very technical character. Undoubtedly, the most 
suitable organ for this purpose would be the Permanent Commission. 

There was a second supplementary proposal connected with the first, and conceived in 
the same spirit. Many delegations, more especially the Soviet in its 1928 draft, which it had 
brought forward again at the Conference, had thought that the Convention would probably 
require certain supplementary agreements as to its execution, the object being to ensure 

'its loyal application. In examining the problem, it would probably be seen that certain 
difficulties would arise in this connection. The forthcoming Convention would be a somewhat 
theoretical instrument so long as it had not stood the test of facts. When it had to be applied, 
it would be found that on certain points it would need further definition. For example, if it 
were decided to enter upon the path of qualitative disarmament-that was to say, the abolition 
of certain implements of war-these weapons would have to be designated by certain technical 
characteristics. What would undoubtedly happen would be that the definition adopted would 
arouse the ingenuity of the experts, and the latter, by a slight technical readjustment, would 
soon find a means of evading the accepted definition. Provision should therefore be made for 
an agreement, not to modify the Convention, but to permit of its loyal application. Who would 
be better qualified to prepare such agreements than the Permanent Commission ? The 
delegations in favour of this idea thought that the Commission would not have to take a 
decision on this subject, but only to do preparatory work, the drafts being submitted to the 
Governments, which would pronounce upon them. 

Lastly, there was the draft submitted by the Soviet delegation which, in Article 39, 
defined _the Permanent Commission's powers as follows : 

" Within three months from the date of entry into force of the present Convention, 
a Permanent International Commission of Control shall be organised, with the following 
duties : 

" (a) The supervision, control and general co-ordination of the measures 
relating to the application of the present Convention, and the notification to each 
State of breaches of the provisions of the present Convention ; 

" (b) The preparation of an agreement concerning the pressure to be brought 
to bear upon States which may fail to carry out the provisions of the present 
Convention and of the supplementary conventions and technical arrangements 
completing it ; . 

" (c) The selection of the places, the procedure and the technical conditions 
for the destruction of material, and the preparation of all the necessary supplementary 
technical agreements ; · . 

" (d) The study of questions relating to further reductions of armaments and 
the preparation of international Agreements relating thereto; 

" (e) Communication to the contracting States and the public of information 
concerning progress in the work of reducing armaments." 

· This text therefore contained several elements, but it was, apparently, already covered 
by the text of the draft supplemented by the two proposals which the Rapporteur had already 
mentioned. As regards two points only there might be some doubt : 

(1) Sub-paragraph (b), concerning measures of pressure, raised the problem of 
sanctions, a question which clearly could not be dealt with at present, and was not on the 

'Bureau's agenda. Nevertheless, if special sanctions were provided for, they would have 
to be contained in the Convention itself.· This was a· serious and delicate matter which 
would also call for executive agreements, but here again the previous formula applied 
and it would be for the Permanent Commission to prepare these agreements ; 

(2) Sub-paragraph (c) dealt with the destruction of material. The details would 
have to be settled by the Convention itself, but this subject was also outside the Bureau's 
agenda for the moment. Possibly, supplementary executive agreements would again be 
necessary, and here again it would be for the Permanent Commission to prepare such 
agreements. 
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Tht- Rapportt"ltr had endt>avourt-d to understand the Soviet delegation's 'i~e~, a~d ~e 
dt"'initdY bdiewd that the provisions pro~·ided for by th~ Preparatory Commission In 1ts 
draft, c..~mbined \\ith the proposals concernmg the preparatu:~n ~f supp~ementary agreements 
by the Pt>rmant"nt Commission, would answer to that delegations reqmrements. 

Yr EPES (l"nitt>d Kinadom) associated himself with the tribute paid to the Rapporteur 
f,,r h.is ~dmi~ble work. E~·eryone who had had conver_sations wi~~ M. _Bourquin had been 
struck bv the impartiality \\ith which he had taken the different opmwns mto account. 

As ;..gards the par~g~p_hs u~der discussion, the United King?om _d~legate was rather. in 
the- same situation as h1s lmted ~tatt"S colleague, and he shared h1s opmwn as to the relative 
positions of the cart and the horse. He would certainly have preferred that an attempt sho';lld 
first be made to dt>termine the extent of the disarmament measures and only then deal With 
th~ method to be followed. For these reasons, Mr. Eden felt some doubts as to paragraph 16 
in Y. Bourquin's report. In its conver~tions with th~ Rap~ort_eur, the United_ Kingdo!ll 
ddegation had probably failed to make 1tself clear, for 1_n reahty 1t found ~o~e difficulty In 
pronouncing on the point w~~ther the. Per~~nen~ Disarmament CommiSSIOn should be 
entrusted \\ith the work of reVIsion. In h1s opmwn, 1t would be necessary first to know what 
the composition of the Permanent Commission was g?ing to be. It was said that it migh_t be 
composed of independent persons, and would then mclude no Government representatl\:es. 
In any case, althouah the task of revision would certainly be important, the first Convention 
itself would be much more important, and the United Kingdom delegate had only wished to 
draw the Bureau's attention to the question so that it might bear these different considerations 
in mind \\'ben deciding on the composition of the Permanent Commission. 

Y. S.uo (Japan), after associating himself \\ith previous speakers' appreciation of the 
Rapporteur's efforts, said that the Japanese delegation also would have preferred to begin with 
the examination of disarmament proper and deal with the question of supervision only later. 
It acquiesced, ho\\'ever, in the urgent desire expressed by other delegations to examine 
ll. Bourquin's report immediately. 

The Japanese delegate felt some doubt as regards paragraphs 15 and 16 of the report. 
His colleague on the L'nited Kingdom delegation had said that it would be difficult for him 
to discuss the powers of the Permanent Commission until he knew what the composition 
of that Commission was to be. The Japanese delegate thought the Permanent Commission 
would have to ensure the due observance of the various articles of the Convention. It was 
now suggested that the Commission should be given further duties-namely, to prepare for 
any re,ision of the future Convention and for future Disarmament Conferences. In virtue of 
these new powers, the Permanent Commission would express its opinion as to the revision of 
the Convention and would then itself be entrusted with the duty of supervision in regard to 
the Convention as thus revised. There seemed to be some inconsistency there. If a 
Disarmament Convention proved defective on this or that point, the question would have to 
be studied by Government delegates, whose duty it would be to decide on its revision or 
amendment, and then to prepare for future Conferences. 

l"nder the terms of Article 48 of the draft Convention, it would be for the Permanent 
Commission, not only to take note of opinions submitted to it by Governments but itself to 
submit opinions or criticisms and even recommendations. All the Governments would thus 
know, at any given moment, what criticisms and observations the Permanent Commission 
had to put forward in regard to the execution of the Convention. On the basis of that material, 
they would~ able to judge how the Convention was being carried out, to consider, if necessary, 
the most suitable methods and to remove any difficulties. The duties of the Permanent 
Co~J?i.ssion should be I~mited then to what was laid down in Article 48, and questions of 
rev15wn should be ~ns1der_ed ~y some organ other than th~t Commission. The Japanese 
dde~ate was ~~Jt offenng obJections, but merely a few observatwns. His delegation would wait 
until the pOSitiOn was clear before adopting a definite attitude. 

ll. B01.:1tQt:JS (Btlgium), Ra~p~1rteur,_noted a certain similarity between the observations 
<1f }[~. Eden and ll. Sato: _The. Umte~ Kmgdom delegate had said that it would be difficult 
frJT h1m to expr~~ an op1mon Jmmed~.ately on paragraph 16 of the report without knowing 
•·hat_ the composltwn of the Permanent Commission was to be. The Japanese delegate thought 
that Jt woul~ he preferable not to entrust the Commission with the preparation of revisions of 
the f....-mventwn, as that work must be done by Government delegates Ac d. 1 th 
qlll::~tirm cA the comp<.r.>ition of the Permanent Commission arose again ·in th~~r c~~~!~tion~ 

T1.e Rapporteur quite agreed t~~t there existed obvious and inevitable connections 
ktwt::Jm thej';_JWer!l and the composition of the Permanent Comm1'ss1·0 n It ·t· 
,.., Iti d • t · · d d · · s compos! 1on 
• :JU epen on _wna. 1t was mten ~ to do and _vice versa. It was the old stor of the cart 
.. nd th_e h<m;e wh1eh had been croppmg up ever since the opening of th c f. y A 1 
.:o.mt: time, a start mu~t be made fi<Jmewhere ; it was impossible to settle Ii th on cr~nce. u\ t Je 
~lmultan ... ou:,Jy, and any one &<J!ution was always conditio db a ~ vanous pro ems 
arrived at later. Tl1at fact had t<J be admitted 'f tl. ne Yother solutiOns that might be 

• 1 any ung were to be accomplished. 
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When preparing his report, M. Bourquin had himself wondered where to begin. He had 
· considered dealing first with the composition of the Permanent Commission, but had felt that 
the fundamental point was to determine what was expected of it. It was like planning a house : 
1t was necessary to know to what use the house was to be put before deciding what materials 
to use. It had accordingly seemed to him only logical first to consider the powers and duties 
of the Permanent Commission. The attitude of delegations towards that problem would 
undoubtedly affect their attitude as regards the composition of the Commission. That point 
was brought out clearly, moreover, in the passage in his report setting forth the arguments of 
those delegations which were in favour of a Commission consisting of Government delegates 
(paragraph 45 (b) of the report). · 

As regards the procedure suggested by the Japanese delegation for preparing the future 
stages of disarmament, the Rapporteur felt that it might be somewhat difficult of achievement. 
According to his colleague, the Permanent Commission would supervise the execution of the 
Convention, would note any shortcomings, any defects and any gaps, and in its report to the 
Council and to Governments would suggest this or that amendment ; that should be the extent 
of its duties. Then would come the moment to prepare for revision. But if, as the Japanese 
delegate suggested, that work were entrusted to another body, would not the latter's first 
care be to convene the Permanent 1)isarmament Commission itself, as being the body best 
qualified to express an authorised opinion ? M. Bourquin explained that at this point he was 
speaking, not as Rapporteur, but as a delegate. It seemed to him much more practical to 
simplify the operation, and, seeing that the Permanent Commission was the body best qualified 
by reason of its actual functions; he thought that the preparatory work for any revision should 
be entrusted to it. That solution, subject, of course, to the decision that might be taken as 
regards the composition of the Permanent Commission, would, he thought, offer supporters of 
a Commission consisting of Government delegates a very powerful argument. • 

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) had two observations. to submit as to the reasons which appeared 
to him decisive in favour of the proposal of the Norwegian and Swiss delegations. He quite 
understood the astonishment which had been expressed that the Preparatory Commission, 
when framing its draft, should not have thought of entrusting to the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission, among the other duties devolving upon it, that of preparing for the later stages 
of disarmament. That was explained by the fact that, at the time of the Preparatory 
Commission, the idea of the stages to be followed by disarmament had not been brought out 
as clearly as had since been done. It was, however, one of the fundamental ideas embodied in 
the resolutions of the Conference. Any man taking thought for the future must realise that it 
was impossible to demand too much to begin with. Obviously, it was necessary to go as far 
as possible at once, but there must be no discouragement if the final goal could not be reached 
forthwith. That idea had now impressed itself on people's minds. It was only natural to 
provide for a body which would be responsible for preparing the various future stages, and no 
body could be better qualified than the Permanent Disar~ament Commission. · 

M. DoVGALESKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) did not propose to dwell on the 
Soviet delegation's standpoint, which had already been explained by M. Litvinoff at the 
meeting at which M. Bourquin had been asked to prepare the report. M. Bourquin had alluded 
to a certain point in the Soviet delegation's proposals concerning the powers of the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. That special point, however, formed an integral part of the whole 
scheme embodied in the Soviet delegation's proposal. M. Dovgaleski regretted that he had 
not been able to study M. Bourquin's report sooner. He had only just read it. He would, if 
necessary, revert to M. Bourquin's observations in the course of the distussion. 

M. SATo (Japan) thanked M. Bourquin and M. Motta for their explanations. He had had in 
mind the analogy of the Public Prosecutor in any country; it was that official's duty.to follow 
and see to the proper execution of the law, but not prepare that law. The Pfrmanent 
Disarmament Commission would be in the same position as a Public Prosecutor; it would, 
within the limits of its powers, follow the execution of the Convention and that, in·the Japanese 
delegation's view, would be its chief role, but it ought not to have the duty at the same time 
of preparing for revisions of the Convention. He might perhaps have been wrong in suggesting 
such an analogy. He would not insist on it and was prepared to accept the part of the report 
under discussion. 

The CHAIRMAN felt sure that he would be expressing the unanimous opinion of 
his colleagues in thanking M. Bourquin for his most valuable work. 

Th• continuation of th1 discussion was adjourned to a later meeting. 
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TWENTIETH MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Hd,l 011 Friday, Not•tmber 4th, I932, at II a.m. 

Chairman : Mr. HENDERSON. 

F Pl . EX"PLAN.UORY STATB!ENT BY 1\1. PAUL-BONCOUR. 24. RENCH .o\N . 

The (H.-\IR~I.o\N announced that the meeting would be entirely devoted to the statement 
concerning the French plan. 

Y. P.u·t-BONCOl"R (France) spoke as follows.: I ~armly t_hank the President of the 
Conference for being good enough to summon th1s spec1al meetmg, and I beg the Bureau 
to excuse me for interrupting its normal agenda for a f~w moments. But Franc_e, on her own 
initiative and to give further proof of her ardent des1re for the success of th1s. Conference, 
had agreed to a meeting and given a promise. Nothing could prevent her _from ~e1~g punctual 
and from" kteping that promise, and in the absence of the French Pnme 1\hmster, whose 
duties detain him elsewhere it is to me-the Permanent Delegate of France to the League 
of Xations-that the great honour has been entrusted of explaining to you summarily, yet 
as completely as I can, the general lines of the plan which we shall place on the table of the 
Conference. 

It has been called the French plan. However honourable and flattering that title may 
be for my country, it is not quite correct. . . 

It is certainly a French plan in that it expresses the profound asp1ratwns of a people 
which, each time it expresses its opinion, gives evidence of its renewed confidence m the 
League of Xations and its attachment to the policy of organising peace,. such pr?found 
a5pirations that the French Prime :Minister had desired first to explam, while reservmg, as 
was right, the details for you, the general outlines of the plan before the French Chamber ; 
thus the plan comes to you with the authority of the large majority which gave it approval. 
But it is not, properly speaking, a French plan, and we should be gravely failing in our duty 
if, for reasons of personal or even collective pride, we did not fully realise that we have jointly 
here to seek for the common element that may exist in the proposals that have been formulated, 
in order to avoid the catastrophe of gravely disappoi11ting the hopes which the peoples still 
place in us. . 

The fact is that at all times during the elaboration of this plan the French delegation 
has kept in contact with many other delegations. It has sought for, and not merely welcomed, 
the suggestions which the most qualified persons-the general Rapporteur of the Conference, 
its \"ice-President, ll. Politis, and many others, have been good enough to make. Above 
all, it has dra~"ll its inspiration less from its own ideas than from those which, during the first 
six months of our work, seemed to emanate from the various proposals made to the 
Conference. For we think that at the present moment our main task is to measure exactly 
the difficultie& with which we have met in order to endeavour together to overcome them. 

These difficulties are of two kinds : some relate to a general problem-<me which in the 
present stage of the League's evolution is encountered, sometimes tragically, in all the fields 
c,f its activity ; others relate more expecially to the purpose of this Conference-the 
limitation and general reduction of armaments. The first of these general difficulties, which 
,..e have enccJuntered during recent years and this year in particular, has been met in all 
fil':ld.s _; it is toot the League of :s'ations, universal in principle and in purpose, must, to be 
effective, measure and vary its solutions according to the different requirements of the varjous 
parts <Jf the world. How much truer does this need for diversity and variety appear when 
apphl':d to t!.is field of mutual assistance, which is the purpose of all our work lying as it 
dc"=5 at the root of Artide 8 and of the Covenant as a whole I If we would succe~d how can 
,..e p<~ibly in;ist on applying rig~d sol_utiQns to the whole surface of the world when, 'especially 
at ~his C...cmf&ence, we _have the ~nestlmable advantage of counting amongst us great nations 
•·t.lf:~ _have e<Jme to give us thetr constant support without themselves being bound by the 
pr<JVJ'>"I<Jn§ <Jf the Covenant of the League of Nations ? 

It is f,'!" thi., reasrm that the first guidi~g idea in the proposals which we lay before the 
C<~nfi':TI':llr..e ill the div<.-r~ity of the pacts therem proposed. If I may make a comparison which 
m'K!.t be unf<ntu~ate If we only remel!lbered the succe~sive circles of the Hell of th~ great 
Italian_ p<Jet, ~ will. 1ay that we conet;tve (Jf a number of pacts forming concentric circles. 
Tl..e wtrli:~t rnigl•t mclurle all the natwns represented here · they would 81· 1 t . 
· •- 1 1· • •· • t" ·I 1 d · f II . • . mp y ranspose m ... , pu' 1c m ... :rna i<ma aw an give u _legal significance to that great moral alflrmation 
t•'J wl,ll.b two ~otatl':~rnl':n (Jf two great countnes have attached their nam · th I' · d J{ 11 
l';o.d. es . e >nan - c ogg 
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· In this first very general circle it would simply be stated-to employ almost textually 
the words used by the Secretary of State of the United States on two occasions-that, since 
all civilised nations have agreed in banishing war, that party which makes war cannot continue 
to reap the advantages and secure the legal recognition formerly granted to belligerents. 
War being outside the law, it is logical that he who makes war shall be deprived of that 
economic assistance without which, with the nature and extent of modern wars, operations 
of force cannot attain success. 

It is at the same time necessary for it to be known beforehand that any territorial or 
other result that might be secured by this violation of the Briand-Kellogg Pact could not be 
recognised by civilised nations as a whole. It would be a very wide agreement in its extent 
and in its provisions; for, to use the well-ch~sen expression of the French Prime Minister 
and Minister of Foreign Affairs, it would lay down nothing more than what has already been 
proposed. But from its extent and from the participation of the Great Powers which would 
give it their invaluable support, that pact would have its effect on the two other pacts of which 
I am going to speak. 

The second circle would consist of ~hat exists and-for the nations that have signed 
it, of course-<>f the Covenant of the League of Nations, and, at the same time, of the treaties 
resulting therefrom, such as the Locarno treaties. 

But you well realise that, in this conception, although the legal texts remain unchanged, 
there would exist a quite different atmosphere for the application of this Covenant-and 
in particular of Article 16-if the contracting States, as the result of the large general 
consultative pact, were assured that there was no risk of meeting on the oceans great nations 
that stood apart from the provisions which we are endeavouring to draw up. 

Again-and this is one of the most striking and novel characteristics, while still treading 
the path already marked and following the work of the Committee on Arbitration and 
Security, which drew up a series of very valuable provisions-which one would think should 
not merely lie sleeping in a pigeon-hole-we would propose that, although not universal
desirable as universality would be-a Pact of Mutual Assistance should be concluded between 
a certain number of nations which, from their situation as neighbours and continental Powers, 
feel themselves more particularly exposed to certain risks, and are more anxious to be able 
to meet such risks in the shortest possible period ; this Pact would be very specific because 
more limited, for it would be concluded between nations which are, as regards this problem, 
really in a similar position, in that they are not separated by wide seas or vast distances, which 
of themselves are an.effective protection. On the contrary, these nations of continental Europe, 
which have throughout history been accustomed to the manning of land frontiers so often 
transgressed, these nations-supposing that, contrary to what is to be hoped, other nations 
cannot join with them-would insert in this Pact of Mutual Assistance all the details which 
we have so often vainly sought in more general paCts, which, just because they were more 
general, could no~ contain the necessary details. 

It is clear that I can only give an outline of the scheme ; I cannot and do not wish to 
go into the details so as not to delay your work, details which you will learn when the written 
proposal is laid before you. One of the details of the scheme, however, is that, in connection 
with a pact of military reduction concerning the strictly defensive national armies of which 
I am going to speak presently, it would be understood that States participating in such a 
pact would maintain, apart from their national armies, specialised forces, though very small 
ones, to be solely at the disposal of the League of Nations, not to pursue the chimerical idea 
of holding in check by their own strength a whole nation that had risen against the Covenant 
or against an arbitral award, but to fill an urgent need, to be immediately ready to prevent 
any forcible attempt, and to guard the League of Nations from what would be for it-let us 
make no mistake-the danger of destruction if its procedures were to operate only when the 
territory of a country had already fallen a prey to force. 

The first object of this close and definite pact between certain nations, whose number 
and importance would have to be decided, would therefore be-apart from the transformation 
of the national armies which I shall come to later-the organisation of contingents constantly 
ready for service, but strictly limited in numbers, to be furnished in ·equal proportions by 
countries in corresponding situations, and to form a special force in the service of the League 
and enable it to give prompt .aid to a country attacked. 

But the other forces ? Yes, the others; for it is quite certain that these specialised forces 
I have mentioned, which would be very limited in numbers, could not suffice for countries 
which, from t~eir geographica~ situation, fro!D. ~heir history, from fast c~>n!llcts, o; from 
conflicts of which they may sbll see the possibility or the menace- say 1t IS certam that 
these very limited forces could not suffice for such countries to defend the integrity of their 
territory if, unhappily, the League were unable to enforce its authority. 

We are therefore obliged, while still seeking for a reduction of armaments, to look, apart 
from these specialised forces for common action, for that form of national army which best 
corresponds to the circumstances, to the period of history through which we are passing, an 
intermediary period in which it cannot yet be said that conflicts are sufficiently appeased or 
settled, or that the League of Nations is sufficiently strong to bring about total disarmament; 
a period, however, in which we feel the necessity of adopting such form of armies as may 
permit of equitable, mutual and equal reductions, capable of ensuring equality in security. 
But what form of armies ? We should undoubtedly have shunned or, at any rate, have recoiled 
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fn,m thi:> arbitrary choke if we had not been faithf~Il to the met~wd I m~ntioned at the outset 
and had not looked to the work of the <:onfere~ce 1tself fo~ the 1deas wlnc~ have slowly co~e 
t r-·ht to whi.::h ideas we are endeavounng to g1ve synthesis and harmony !~stead of replacmg 
t~e1~ b~ our own ; if we had not found an idea which, e~pressed already m the prep_aratory 
disarnKtment w<>rk had grown dearer during our discusswns, and taken full shape Ill June 
l~t when the Hoo,:er proposal was placed before us by the United States delegation. 

I would remind you that the reception given by the French delega!ion to t~at _prop~sal 
exactlv showed our views in regard to it : a respectful and sympathetic reception m wh1ch 
the verv reservations made showed the desire of my country not to exp_ress mere verbal 
appro,-iJ. but sincerely to seek for the methods rJ. accomplishing a proposal wh1ch had awakened 
su.::h profound hopes in the hearts of the peoples. 

We sou"ht. We realised as soon as the Committee on Effectives came to deal with the 
question that there were almost insuperable difficulties arising fro~ the ~versity of ~rmies in 
the principal countries of continental Europe, an_d that th~se difficulties were a hmdrance 
to the extensive reductions so justly demanded m the Umted States proposal ; for such 
reductions are in accordance with the desires of those who have sent us here. It was very 
quickly realised that there was a gr~at. difficulty i_n reduci~g effectives, equipment . and 
e..~nditure fairly equally, and that th1s difficulty lay m the chmce of the terms of compar1son. 

Qwina to the Peace Treaties, owing to the evolution of military institutions, or as the 
result of iliis quite new post-war element, the forces of a nation no longer lie in its armies 
properly so called, but extend by gradual and very vari~d ~ades of ~fference. from regular 
forces to semi-political, semi-military autonomous orgamsabons. If, m such Circumstances, 
the rule so justly formulated in the "l"nited States proposal is to be applied-and I reproduce 
the rule textually when I say that the forces, being relative, reductions to be made in them 
are equally relative-we are obliged, for the purpose of judging this relativity, to take account 
of all the de facto elements, of all the real elements involved. 

Xo doubt the United States proposal was eminently clear from the fact of its initial 
discrimination between certain categories of forces-police forces, oversea forces and, lastly, 
those to which the proposed reductions more especially applied, which are the defensive 
or ag,"Tessive forces. It is this category which raises the question of relativity of which I spoke 
just now. The discrimination we fully accept. \Ye even think that it is impossible to arrive at 
methodical, equitable or even sensible measures of reduction of armaments if account is not 
taken of this essential discrimination : police forces, oversea forces and forces forming what 
are called sometimes defensive and sometimes aggressive forces, according to the use that 
may be made of them. 

But for this third category, to which the effort for reduction must in particular apply, 
the discussions in the Committee on Effectives showed-excuse me for insisting on the point, 
but it lies at the root of our proposals-the almost inextricable difficulties arising from the 
!ack of tenns of _comparison. In particular (I must insist on this or my ideas would lack 
m clearness and m frankness, and we are here to speak clearly), it is certain that countries 
cannot agree to purely mathematical comparisons and will never, for instance, be able to admit 
that a soldier with twelve years' service is the equivalent of a recruit with six months'; or 
that a reservist who, after his first military training, only performs very rare periods of service, 
should, twenty-four hours after he has rejoined his unit, be considered of the same value as 
those r~ts who, on the contrary, have obtained in permanent military or semi-military 
formatwns a constant training and cohesion which may be of value from the outset of 
mobilisation. 

_In order to ~ke calculations on th~ lines of th~ Unit~d States proposals and to give 
these proposals therr full scope-you reahse how trag1cally Important such calculations may 
be-and m order to advance progressively towards this equalisation of status which the 
VJnferen~ deeply desires, we have thought that those nations that might be bound by a 
m(Jre preose pact could agree to proceed by the necessary stages to a unification of their 
type c.~ army m order to arrive at more substantial and at the same time equitable and equal 
reduct10ns. · 

Then the foll(Jv.ing question arose : If armies are to be reduced to a uniform type at any 
rate f<Jr th~ great_ ~ntinental military Powers which are linked by a closer solidarity or by 
m<Jre defim~ anxieties, towards what type of army should we look ? The choice would have 
l"~...t:n v~ d1fficult ~n~ very arbitrary if one nation alone made it. But all that has come to 
lu;-ht smce the begu~mng_ of this ~nference has given us valuable data to go on, and these 
data were !ully utilL~ m the Umted States proposal when it used the formula of which 
I ~hall remmd you, wh1ch formula we accept as our own, having made it th t f th 
proyfo.-ah we place before you. e cen re o e 

Still less is there any question, in fact I might say there is ab~ve all no q ·t' f d · 
;,Jl armam~:nt:i with_out _discriminati,Jn and uniformly. That might lead ~csf·1fn, 0 ~e u~ln~ 
r~:sult$ .. il.e que~ti<JD 1s, above all, to use the expression of the Unite~ Sse an unJ uj 
that c.f lnf,TC'<~.'>mg the forces of ddcnce and proportionately decreasing tl . tafte prop~sa • 

\
,. fi · 1ose o aggresswn. 
~ e n.t end•:avoun:d to attain that end in the field of · 1 · · 

di•.armam~:nt. I d•J not forget the very intcrestin s ccch mad matcna. ~nd quahtatJve 
lJy lol. Grandi, dd•cgate cJf Italy. I rcm~:mber t~e-~a wh e.at th_e bcgmmng of our work 
w•:lr/ml'! CJur l" nit•:d Stat•:!! etJilcagul·~ Mr Gibson ro ye t en, din thJlK !lame place where we 

·· • • · s o rca a c raft wluch he did not 
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immediately table, but which he wished to serve as a guide, which draft has an undeniable 
connection with the Hoover proposal. Then Sir John Simon, in the name of the United Kingdom 
delegation, handed in a very detailed proposal on the same subject. If I enumerate these 
proposals, it is not merely to take my hat off to them, and to express perfectly legitimate 
sentiments of gratitude for the assistance given. I want you to be convinced that, at the present 
moment, it is not so much a question of putting forward new proposals as of endeavouring 
to extract from what has been done or proposed material which will enable us to succeed. 

At that time, we were dealing solely with qualitative and material disarmament. What 
was the result ? ·· 

No difficulties arose as regards that form of warfare which is universally reprobated : 
chemical and bacteriological warfare. M. Herriot was right when, speaking from this very 
place in July last, he told the Conference that it was not negligible that, amongst the points 
on. which agreement had already been reached, there should appear the absolute prohibition 
of chemical and bacteriological warfare : not negligible, provided an effective control is 
exercised over the actual preparation for it. I need not say that this is one of the points in the 
proposal which I am laying before you, but it is nothing new. I repeat, it merely confirms an 
agreement already reached in July last. 

Nor are there any insuperable difficulties as regards the air, where death's destructive 
work was quick to seize on a recent and marvellous achievement of human genius. It is certain 
that aerial bombardment from a long distance and with heavy bombs has essentially that 
offensive character against which we are endeavouring to discriminate. It is certain that 
this form of warfare brings us back to bygone days, that it even accentuates the horrors of 
bygone days; for at that time, before the population of a whole town were put to the sword, 
they were at least offered the chance of surrender. 

As it is difficult to distinguish the characteristics of aerial bombardment, the Technical 
Commissions were led to propose its total abolition. I would remind you that, with the 
twofold authority attaching to their personalities and their offices, M. Painleve, the French 
Air Minister, and afterwards Prime Minister Herriot, in the name of the whole French 
delegation, accepted this prohibition of aerial bombardment with the reservation that measures 
would, of course, be taken for internationalising at least .those machines of which the 
characteristics exceeded those laid down for military aircraft, and that there should be a 
general control of civil air services, in order that they might not, in the day of battle, do 
precisely what military aircraft are forbidden to do. · . · 

This much is accepted, and we must not be led by too easy a discouragement or too 
unjust criticism to undervalue its importance. It is accepted, and France has already agreed 
to it, and it is the subject of a part of our proposal, over which I pass rapidly for the simple 
reason that, when you have before you M. de Madariaga's report, my colleague M. Painleve 
will give you all the necessa~y explanations on the subject. _ 

· I would add-and this is an important point, one that is connected, moreover, with the 
very summary remarks I made just now concerning this definite pact which we contemplate 
and which would involve the maintenance, in the service of the League, of reduced national 
contingents to be used for resisting the first onslaught of war-that, in the matter of aviation, 
it seems to us that it would be possible to organise an organically international force; in 
this we are interpreting certain exchanges of views, certain proposals even, which have not 
yet assumed an official character but which have, we are entitled to say, already created the 
atmosphere of the C~nference. Such an orgaD;ica~y internation3;I ~ir for<:e• ~y its mobility,. 
by its facility for rapid movement and by the mdisputable supenonty which It would confer 
on a State the victim of an aggression, if placed at its service, takes its place within the frame
work of this idea of international assistance -through the League, whose organisation can be 
made more thoroughgoing, more complete and more organically international where aviation 
is concerned. · • 

This distinction between the defensive and the offensive, which has so rightly been made 
the basis of the United States proposals and to which expression was given in the earlier 
proposals and speeches to which I r.eferred just now, is plain to every_body,_ when the _questi?n 
IS that of chemical warfare and aenal bombardments, but to what discussions and difficulties 
it seems to give rise when we .come to.the question of t_he calibre of_ artillery or of the" tonnage 
of tanks. I believe that, notwithstanding all the goodwill and fine diplomacy he has employed, 
my colleague, M. Buero, who was specially entrust~d with the drafting of the rep_ort on this 
subject, has not yet been able to arnve at any_ defimte proposals. Above what calibre does a 
gun cease to be defen.sive and become offensive ? Above what to~nage ~oes a tank, the 
infantry's buckler, bmlt to p~otect the bare breast of the !oot-~oldier agamst the fir~ of 
automatic weapons, become mstead a menace and a possible mstrument. of. aggresSion ? 
That is an extremely difficult matter to analyse, once we ~epart from the luc1~ ~dea sketc_hed 
in Sir John Simon's proposal and reproduced and defined m rather more detatl m the Uruted 
States proposal and its commentaries - ~amely, ~ha~ any arm sufficiently P?Werful. to 
constitute a menace t~ the permanent defen;>tve o,rg~msahons set up by a ~ou~try onttsfronhers 
is indisputably offensive. That ~as Mr. ~1bson s idea y.rhen, at th.e b~gmmng of ~he General 
Commission's work, he gave nobce of this scheme, whtch clearly msprres the Uruted States 
proposals. This clear idea, one which, while manifestly open to discussion with regard to the 
scale of calibres or tonnages, does yet enable a practical distinction to be drawn, this fruitful 
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and essential idea we have taken from the United States proposal and made one of the 
principal parts of the plan 'fl'e are submitting to you. 

This idea has two aspects : one is that material sufficiently powe.rful to be a men~c~ to 
the permanent defensi~-e organisations must be reserved fo~ use, without any restnchon, 
b these fixed organisations themselves, whether they ~e dest~ed for coastal d~fence or the 
d~ce of land frontiers; the other aspect is. that tht~ matenal must be ~orbtdden to the 
general bodv of the national forces, whic~ we Will defi~e m a !Dome!lt and whtch each country 
will be alloWed to keep so as _to enable tt to defend tts terntory m case the League pro~es 
powerless. The material forbtdden to these forces would _be reserved to the League, whtch 
alone would ha\'e the right to use it, regardless of whether 1~ w~s the armament of very small, 
permanent contingents held in each country at the League s dtsposal to meet the first shock 
of war or stored under the control of the League so that it might, when necessary, be placed 
by the' League at the disposal of the State victim of the aggression. 

I clearly foresee one objection which may be raised-and this is not a fanciful objection, 
but one that was actually put forward when we took up the problem. \Vhy not destroy the 
arms forbidden to the national forces ? That is an attractive idea, because it seems so simple. 
I venture to say, however, that it may be too simple, and even illo~cal and incon~iste!lt with 
the aims w-e are pursuing here. Reduce them; yes, and very constderably, for, m vtrtue of 
such a distinction and of the system I have just indicated, which is the logical outcome of that 
distinction, the reductions will be extremely important; but would it not be illogical, by such 
destruction, to deprive the League of one of its means of action, when we are endeavouring, 
by proposing this more definite pact, to strengthen the League so that the nations which 
had signed such a pact-and especially those which are most exposed to conflicts, or believe 
themselves to be so--may receive the collective and efficacious aid which they require? It 
seems even more illogical, when we remember that one of the most valuable pieces of work 
carried out and brought to completion by the League-for we have had some successes, and 
not only failures-is that we have organised in advance the financial assistance to be given 
to a State victim of an aggression. How illogical to provide for financial assistance designed 
in part to enable such a State to purchase or have manufactured any material which it might 
need in case of aggression and not to keep at least part of the existing material so that the 
League may be able to give it without delay to the State victim of the aggression. 

Those are the ideas on which, as regards material, our proposals have been based. I will 
complete them by saying-and I am sure you will all appreciate the significance of this point
that our plan mentions, besides the necessary stages to be followed in accordance with the 
principles of Article 8, which, in one of our first resolutions, was taken as the basis of our work, 
the gradual standardisation of material in the armies of the various countries which would 
be bound by the pact. But although the question of the distinction still presents difficulties 
-difficulties which are not insurmountable-! hope I have shown, in spite of the relative 
brevity of my remarks, how striking and simple the discussion based on the formula of the 
T.:"nited States proposal which I mentioned just now becomes, when we leave the question 
of material-for material varies in character according to the intention with which it is 
~mployed_ and .~ording to the use made of it-and consider the actual type of army, that 
IS to say Its spmt. What are the armed forces that respond to the distinction in question ? 
How are we to strengthen the forces of defence by reducing the forces of offence ? 

I should like to say at once ~hat I am only examining this question from the point of view 
of the ~orne forces of the contmental Powers. I am not saying this merely as a rhetorical 
pr~t_lhon or e:ven ou! of deference-in itself perfectly legitimate-for the established 
traditiOns of ~nons whiCh are opposed to conscription or which at least only introduced it in 
those ~ys which, I_ can assure them, ~e have not forgotten. I shall deliberately confine my 
analysiS to_ the contmental Powers_ preciSely on. accoun~ of what I said at the beginning of my 
remarks With regard to the necesSity of adaptmg the Improved guarantees of security inter
national security, t~ Sllit"each of the ~fferent regions of the world. It may be as well to ~epeat, 
~use. we are stJ_ll constantly miS~nd_erstood, that, when we say security, we mean 
m~tional secunty and the orgamsahon of pea~, and not our own individual security, 
whiCh we should be perfectly well able to ensure w1th our own resources were it not that we 
hav:e come here to seek _for_ t~e means_of obtaini~g international security, so that the individual 
national safeguards of IndiVIdual national secunty may be reduced. 

In_ agreeing upon and proJ>?Sing to you a more definite pact between a certain number 
of contmental Powers more particularly concern~d-without, of course, excluding any other
we have dorte so because, as I _have already sa1d, there are certain special situations which 
make the need f~ mutual assistance ~oth more definite and more Imperative · and also 
~ b~h ~te. apart from t~ ob~10usly ~acific intentions of the countries ln question, 
a . w IC m1nates everythmg-1f we deliberatell rule out all considerations of forei n 
ptJ~ICY: and look at t~e matter purely from the technica point of view, there can be no dou~t 
that, dan army, be It a professwnalarmyoroneofanyotherkt"nd bet'tahom 1 · 1 
army i!l · d t the · · · . • e army or a co oma 
be: a ;~i ~rto ~h c:~':':i:s t~rw~i~ r mJgthht be a ~en~ce, stationed overseas, it cannot 
E • • 5 so, e question Is a naval rather than a land one 
at~•b:i~;~d:wr~~ly awarbi even. given the mastery of the seas, the success of a~ 
r;,f nvJdern warfare, l;!>pt:eially if[; ~~e =~~r~~~tvi~rfn ~hhUle.stsedn~d in the circums~anc~s 

• · e m c ;,fates propo~als, 111 S1r 
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John Simon's and in our own, that, in the case of the coastal as of the land frontiers, no fixed 
defences will be subject to any form of limitation, precisely because such defences have no 
offensive characteristics. 
. But for the .countries on the mainland of Europe, separated only by frontiers which, 
m the course of h1story, have been crossed so often and so easily in either direction, the question 
of the type o~ army becomes of decisive importance, and it is not, I think, open to question 
that a. p_rofess10nal army may present-and I am not attributing evil intentions to any country, 
but g!Vmg -~~u a purely technical analysis-if the country wishes to use it to that effect, 
greater fac1ht1es for aggression and greater possibilities of rapid aggression than any other 
type, _by rea~on of the fact that it maintains, not only permanent effectives, but permanent 
effect~ves_wh1~h are thoroughly t_raine~, thoroughly organised and immediately able to act in 
combmatlon, JUst because of the1r penod of service. The converse is equally true; an army 
wi~~ a very short term of service, in which, consequently, all the permanent and immediately 
~blisable troops_w_ere abolished except for the small nuclei of specially trained men and cadres 
mtended for trammg purposes, would, so to speak, compel the nation to mobilise itself, with 
the consequence that it would only mobilise· for some big undertaking that affected its vital 
interests and, first and foremost, for its own defence, since such an army, though it might 
possibly cover the frontiers and prevent incursions into its territory, could not, at any rate, 
carry out large-scale operations menacing another country except after the very long interval 
which "':o~ld be necessary to ensure that its mobilised forces possessed the requisite cohesion 
and trammg. . 

I have no wish to make improper comparisons or to harrow your feelings with too many 
pictures of war. We are discussing peace. But we must begin by facing things squarely. 
When States are not separated by the sea or by wide territories belonging to new countries, 
when they live side by side in a state of tension and anxiety behind frontiers that are often 
menaced, it is unquestionable that, if they were to agree to adopt certain types of army with 
a very reduced period of service, and to abolish all permanent effectives except for the cadres, 
so compelling the nation to mobilise itself in its own defence and consequently giving the 
League the necessary time to bring into operation its procedures which, it must be admitted, 
are inevitably slow, it is unquestionable that that would constitute an indisputable guarantee 
of peace. A guarantee of that sort cannot be given by a force which in itself presents, at any 
time it may choose, a possibility of aggression and a possibility, if I may add an epithet and 
a conception which are fundamental in all our work, of sudden aggression, because such an 
army can thwart the efforts of the League, and that-I press this point particularly-altogether 
apart from the spirit by which such a force may be animated and the pacific or bellicose 
intentions of the State employing it. 

France firmly believes in the relief which would follow in the relations between a certain 
number of countries, were they to conclude the definite pact of mutual assistance which I 
described at the beginning of my statement, from the standardisation of their armed forces 
and from their reduction to the type I have just defined. She believes that that would relieve 
anxieties and that the consequence might be large reductions in effectives, since in conscript 
armies the effectives are reduced ipso facto, if the period of service, material and ·expenditure 
are reduced. That is why, in the proposals which France submits to you-and in them she 
makes a gesture the seriousness of which it is not for me to emphasise and the significance 
of which you cannot in all fairness underestimate-France states that, notwithstanding the 
reductions she spontaneously carried out at the close of the war, and those she effected as 
soon as the Locarno Agreements had established certain measures of greater security, she is 
ready to make further reductions as a result of which her land forces in the home country 
will conform to the type I have just summarily described. She does so in the clearest possible 
terms, but, of course, subject to certain categorical conditions : 

First, that the same applies to all countries acceding to thisdefinitepact,sinceitisobviou~ 
that a type of army of. that kind, useful as J believe it to be, indeed extremely useful and effi
cacious in defence, cannot be accepted unless neighbouring countries accept it too ; 

Secondly in the armies thus reduced to a uniform type, the period of service should, in 
order to make the reductions contemplated, more particularly in the United States plan, 
practicable and equitable, take accc;mnt of everythi'?~ that in. ~ny way at . ~ effectiv~ly 
constitutes military training-that IS to say, pre-m1htary trammg and trammg resultmg 
either from periods of instruction in regular formations or from membership of politic-al 
formations or others imparting military instru~tion: . . 

Finally, to use M. Herriot's phrase, co~ntnes ~1th l~rge populations ~hould not _constitute 
a possible menace to the others, and conscnpt arm1es, w1th a reduced penod of serVIce, should 
be limited in number in strict accordance with the provisions governing their recruitment. 

I make, of course, no claim to have exhausted the details of a scheme which will be 
s?hmitted to you in a more precise form in. writing an_d whi~h you will have all the nec~ss~ry 
time to consider before-and he~,;e we are m the Cha1rman s hands-the General CommiSSion 
takes it up along with the other proposals that have been laid before it. 
· I do not desire to delay any longer the work on the Bureau's agenda and that which 
we have begun on the report of our colleague, M. Bourquin, concerning a question which 
we may well term the keystone of our proposition, as indeed of all the other proposals of the 
same kind-namely, international supervision. It is quite plain that radical reforms of this 
kind and reciprocal reductions of this sort cannot be carried out unless each State has an 
assurance that, whether as regards effectives or material or expenditure, there will be some 
effective supervision able to satisfy itself on the spot of the reality of these essential changes. 
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· ll f th - untrie· which may be bound by the more restricted, 
I am :>f't'aking more e:>pecl~ Y or_ ?"e co thi- ~ct of mutual assistance with all the various 
m<'re dt•iin_it<' p.1.ct I h_aY~JU)_! M!;cnbe~: dis;u~ing this international supervisio~. I sincerely 
a;;pt'Cts of~~ I hili:e d:_~ne . 'll ~: .:~cec~~ful for it is quite obvious that any ~educhons, chan~;es 
h<'I"' thJ.t:) ou~ ,;cu,t~n Wl • d- t by th'e different countries will be earned out more easily 
or reforms wh1ch ma~-- e cru:~e tohu m the certainty that any conventions adopted will be 
t>t-cau~ such supernston gnes e 

obs.'r:;;\ ~~all. additional reason for concluding a statement th_at !s already vekry lohng. It 
a 1" an . . f ll but 1 hope that in the mam hnes I have s etc ed out, 

~'ill not suifice to mfo_rm Y?U m _utho'ut the need of ft;rther phrases from me, of my country's 
1t do.-s suffice to connnce }OU, wt . . 
unqu..stionable good\\ill in the orgarusahon of peace. 

C th k d M Paul Boncour for his statement and announced that, at its 
The H..\IR~.!!' an ·e ' · - . · • t · · .... .;"" the Bureau would resume the discussiOn of M. Bourqum s repor on superv1s1on. ne.u mee.....,, 

TWENTY-FIRST MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held on Friday, November 4fh, 1932, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSO~. 

2 j. Qcr5TIOS' OF SL'PERVISIOS': REPORT BY l\1. BoURQUIS (BELGIUJ\1) (continuation). 

Questio11 of Procedure. 

llr. WILsox (l:nited States of America) before continuing the discussion of _the report 
(document Conf.D.qo) wished to know how the Rapporteur viewed the Bureau s work at 
the present stage. Did he intend, at the end of the discussion, to draw up another r~P?rt 
containing definite recommendations or merely a statemen~ for the General_ C?mm1_ss10n 
concerning the main lines of the Bureau's discussions? The Vmted States delegatiOns attitude 
would depend on the Rapporteur's reply. 

The CHAIRliA.'i' thought that the discussion in the Bureau was intended to help the Rap
porteur to draw up another text which would be submitted to the Bureau and would contam 
certain conclusions based on the statements made during the discussion. 

ll. Bot:RQt:IX (Belgium), Rapporteur, wondered if this was not another example of the 
problem of the cart and the horse. It was very difficult at the moment for him to say what 
cond115ion he was likely to draw from the discussion . That would depend on its results. If 
there were unanimity on all points, his job would be, so to speak, done, and he would only 
n"*A the help of a Drafting Committee in preparing another text, but if there remained certain 
dif.erences of opinion which could not be reconciled, it would be necessary to consider what 
method should be followed : but that method would, he thought, be closely conditioned by the 
re5ult of the discussion. For the moment, he would have difficulty in expressing an opinion . 

. ll. liOTT:' (Switzerland) emphasised the i!llpor.tance of the question raised by Mr. Wilson, 
wt,Kh, while 1t was a matter of procedure, m1ght mlluence the conclusions reached on points 
rA suhstance. The Chairman's remarks left ~1. Motta somewhat doubtful as to the Bureau's 
future prr.oeedure. The c,t,ject of the present meetings was, as he understood it to make 
a jr,if!t effr,rt 0f CJ"Jncil~tir,n and understan~ling ~o as ~o reach an agreement of p;inciple on 
cert<sm funrl:;;mental p•">mh. 1 he present dJscussJons d1d not, of course, commit the Govern
rn~:nh tr, w!,tch the m~mt~ers '!f the Bureau bdonged, in particular Jlf. Motta himself, who had 
hwi the hr,nr,ur to be InVIted. m a purdy personal an~ f~wnclly capacity; but he could hardly 
~·lpprN! t~rat on the resumpt1rm c~f the General CommJssJrm all these questions would be raised 
a!rf:'o.h, w~thr,~Jt the ~ureau ha':'mg '!lade an eff,Jrt to solve them itself. 

In },, .. ':''';w. the present dJ~ussJon should lead the members of the Bureau to form a 
~hmrwm ,,r,,m,,n~ at ka>t rda~Jv~,[~, on certain fundamental questirms, concerning which 
Jt rw~l.t l>t: VA'>Jl>le to ~ar: " flu~ Js the Bureau's opinifm ", Every mc~mher had naturally 
t~,., m~!.t ~'' rnak<: f'!Y<TVatJ'J~'I }'ut, Jf _the l<appc,rteur l1ad to inform the General Commission 
t:.:..t tl,., Bur.;au .had ftJilwl Jt Jm,P'JS'>Jble to reach even an agreement of principle on certain 
f.u,rl.:.rr.•:r.t.:..l Jhlnh, the Bur<:au K discussi'Jil!l would bt:etJine practically uscl~ss. 
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~r. EDEN (United Kingdom), at the risk of leading the Rapporteur to think that the 
que~t10n of the cart and the horse was an Anglo-Saxon obsession, felt it essential to emphasise 
t~e 1mpo~t~nce of the point raised by Mr .. Wilson. Much time would be gained if an imme
diate deCISIOn were taken as to procedure. He fully supported the Chairman's suggestion that, 
as a result of the Bureau's discussions, the Rapporteur should submit to the Bureau a new 
r~port containing certain ~onclusions. The Bureau would, of course, then have the right to 
d1scuss those new conclusiOns. That would be the speediest method of procedure. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that M. Motta had misunderstood his suggestion. His idea had 
b~en that the Bureau should attempt to reach an agreement on the lines suggested by M. Motta 
lumself. As Mr. Eden had proposed, when the new report came before the Bureau, its conclu
sions would be examined befor~ the report was finally sent on to the General Commission. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, supported the Chairman's formula. If the members 
of the Bureau succeeded in agreeing on a series of principles, the second report would be 
a very simple matter and would consist purely of an extract from the Minutes. The present 
report was merely a preliminary document intended to prepare and facilitate the Bureau's 
discussions with the object of obtaining certain concrete results at once. If these results 
were satisfactory, the final report to the General Commission would be quite simple. Accord
ingly, the procedure suggested by the Chairman could, ,he thought, be approved by all the 
members of the Bureau. . . . 

Attributions of the Permanent Disarmament Commission· (continuation). 

M. BOURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, considered that the result of the Bureau's 
discussions on the attributions of the Permanent Disarmament Commission was that the 
Bureau agreed to make two additions to the Preparatory Commission's draft. The Permanent 
Commission would be entrusted with the preparation of the subsequent stages of disarmament 
and also with any executive agreements which might appear necessary to ensure the loyal 
application of the Convention, it being understood that several delegations took the view 
that this extension of the Commission's competence should be subject to the decisions to be 
taken concerning its composition. 

Means of S11pervision. 

M. BOURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, said that in this matter also the basis to be taken 
should be the Preparatory Commission's draft which, in suggesting the means of supervision 
to be conferred on the Permanent Disarmament Commission, laid down in Article 49, para
graph I, that the Commission "shall receive all the information supplied by the High Con
tracting Parties to the Secretary-General of the League in pursuance of their international 
obligations in this regard ''. Part IV of the draft described in some detail the particulars to 
be forwarded each year by the contracting parties to the Secretary-General for communication 
to the Permanent Commission. The information, therefore, would emanate from the Govern
ments themselves and be sent in regularly and compulsorily. That information would in 
fact be the replies to the questionnaire in Part IV of the draft. 

At this point, an initial question of practical importance arose : What was the information 
that the contracting parties were to communicate in this way ? Clearly, the Bureau could not 

. discuss the matter at that stage; since it was impossible to determine that information, so long . 
as it was not known what obligations the States would undertake. That matter could only 
be settled at the end, when the whole disarmament problem had been solved and the various 
obligations assumed by the Governments were known. 

According to the draft Convention, the data mentioned above would form the normal 
and principal source of information available to the Permanent Commission ; but in the same 
Article 49, paragraph 2, the draft stipulated that the Commission could report upon " any 
other information that may reach it from a responsible source and that it may consider worth 
attention ". The Rapporteur had thought it advisable to include in his report (page 4) com
ments on this provision in the Preparatory Commission's draft. 

Finally, Article 46 of the draft said : . 
" Each member of the Commission shall be entitled on his own responsibility to have 

any person heard or consulted who is in a position to throw any light on the question 
which is being ~xamined by the Commission." 
That was the third source of information suggested by the Preparatory Commission. 
During the conversatio~s he had had with ":arious d~legations, the. Rapporteur had noted 

that none suggested curtailing the sources of mformatlon proposed m the draft. On the 
contrary, the new proposals rath~r increa~ed those s~urces by t~e addition of new ones. Those 
mentioned in the draft Convention constituted a mmmmm wh1ch was apparently acceptable 
to all. It would be advisable to make certain immediately whether that was so. 

M. Rosso (Italy), before examining point by point the section of the report on the means 
of supervision, wished to set forth certain general considerations which would show the spirit 
in which the Italian delegation considered the different questions of supervision taken as a 
whole. This was an especially important part of the report ; the points so clearly and 
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im iallv analysed in paragraphs 19 to 38 were so importa?t and so intricate that, before =I{ uito details it would be desirable to devote a few mmutes to the matter as a whole. 
en With regard to 'the means of supenisi~n, M. Ro~o wished to rei?Cat an observation. he 
had made at the pre,ious meeting. The ltaltan de_l~gat10n c_ould, d Ia ngueur, accept the Vtew 
of tho..<e who looked on supenision as a pre-condition to dtsarmament. It was !lone the less 
conYinced that the nature and t>xtent of supervision and the system of its applica tlon d_epended 
on the nature and mamitude of the disarmament measures to be adopted. The Itahan dele
gation also would ha\'~ preferred to begin 11ith the examination of the measures for the reduc
tion of ~aments. That would have been the more logical procedure, but, in order not to 
"raste time, his delegation agreed to the present discu~on, although it would ask permission 
to explain its ,;ews on the interdependence of the vanous parts of the problem. 

It was a well-known fact that, in the Preparatory Commission, the idea of supervision 
had met 11ith greater oppo..'<ition than any other. Those who had followed the Commission's 
'llrork would remember the courteous but sometimes warm discussions raised by the mere 
mention of the ll"ord "supenision ". It was not therefore surprising that the idea of super
ri;;ion had not met 11ith spontaneous sympathy. Governments had been asked to abandon 
certain fundamental conceptions and traditional views inspired by considerations of national 
sovereignty. If the word" supervision "no longer roused the same hostility, that was because 
it was being discussed 11ith reference to concrete measures of disarmament. Everyone had 
now accepted the principle of supenision because it was expected that it would be accompanied 
bv such measures, and Governments were prepared to sacrifice their traditional ideas on the 
subject if there were strong enough reasons to make them do so. Supervision would form 
a counterpart to, and would be commensurate with, the degree of disarmament achieved. 
If it were desired that the delegations should be ready to examine certain very drastic measures, 
they must be satisfied that the sacrifice asked of them was worth while and that in this way 
the Conference could achieve substantial and important measures of disarmament, since 
that was the Conference's precise aim. 

The Italian delegation wished to suggest certain criteria which should guide the Bureau 
in examining the question of the means of supervision, especially 11ith reference to paragraphs 
25 d ~q. The means of supervision should answer to the following conditions : 

(1) They must be practical-that was to say, academical conceptions which would 
immediately give rise to insurmountable difficulties in .application and methods which 
it was known in advance would not work effectively should be disregarded. 

(2) They must not be vexatious, or liable to cause offence or unnecessary irritation. 
Care must be taken not to sow the seeds of dissension in a convention the object of which _ 
was the maintenance of peace. Anything likely to give rise to misunderstanding friction 
or db-pute must be avoided. ' 

(3) Th~ means of su~ion must not ~e such that they would be liable to be 
emp~yed !nvolously or miSused. The complamant must openly assume responsibility 
for his action. 

(4) They must be of such a nature that they would apply uniformly and equally 
for all 

(5) . The examination of ~he mean~ of supervision should start from the assumption 
of the Signatory Governments good fatth. Any other hypothesis would end in a blind 
alley. 

This .was _the spiri~ in w~ich the Italian delegation was prepared to examine in detail 
the questions mvolved m SectiOn II of the report. 

l~. WILSOS (t:nited States of America) warmly sympathised with M. Rosso's observations 
H~ W15hed to suggest another criterion by which the Bureau should be guided in examining 
thlS pr?b.lem. Apparently it was thought that, in the event of an emergency, the Permanent 
U>mml5Ston would ha_ve all th~ time necessary to hear the Governments concerned and to 
Jl!'oceed to a full enqutry: It !ll•ght,. however, be supposed that the actual case would be quite 
different. In th~ wn~tbons m whtch t~e ~mmission was to exercise its supervision, speed 
•as a_facto£ wh1ch m•~.ht prove to be mdtspensable and the absence of which would mean 
a. ga_P !D the work on wh.tc~ the Bureau was engaged. The possibility of a dangerous and urgeut 
sttuattOn must be taken mto account. 

ar· H~ ~~o Uapan) und~stood that, as M. ~ou~quin had furnished explanations only on f: agr h .. 19 to 23 of hlS report, the exammatwn of the following paragraphs " Other 
rop.-~. , 111ras excluded for the moment. The Rapporteur had given n 1 . ·.' 

oth""' pomts, whereas the Italian delegate had treated the problem as a h jxp ~n~~wn °!l.~h~ 
V> kn•JW 111rhether the members of the Bureau could examine the quest~no c. . I alto wts el 
as far as y ... ragraph 23. . · as a w 10 c or on y 

n.e CHAJk)(A)( thou~ht that, for the time bein 't ld 
y..ragrar.oh~ 1'J t•J 23; the ffJIIowing par~"raph• w g1•1

1b wou !Je better to concentrate on 
~~~ f t' ' · .., ~ ou 1 e exammcd later 0 '1 ur u•:r oo.,.:rvatt•ms WL-re off•·red t e t k · t th h · 

V> ZJ were apprr,v,.A by tbe B~reau and. he ~all•d O!J I tl ati t. e contents of paragraphs 19 
laV:r y.sragr:.l'l•!l. c upon •e <apporteur to comment on the 
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M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, had listened with great interest to M. Rosso's 
general observations and agreed with him entirely. He wished to emphasise one point which 
had been brought out by his colleague and which appeared to him reassuring. Since the 
beg~nning, con~iderable progress ha~ ~een made, and the Rapporteur's conversations wi~h 
v.an?us delegab?ns had confirmed th1s Impression. The Minutes of the Preparatory Commls
SIO~ s first me~t~ngs showed that there had been two opposing camps : those for and those 
agamst supervision. Now there was no opposition, except in regard to the quest,ion of methods. 
Generally speaking, the present position might be summed up as follows. Some delegations 
said: ... We can give you supervision if you give us disarmament; others; "We can give 
you ~1sarmament if you give us sup~rvision ". The psychological standpoint was not quite 
1denbcal, but the two formulre m1ght be superimposed on one another when the two 
denominators of the problem were known. · 

To revert to the subject of the observations made by the delegates of the United States 
of America, the United Kingdom, Italy and Japan, the various elements of the disarmament 
problem necessarily held together, but hitherto the discussions had been clouded by uncer
tainty on this point. No delegation suggested a separate convention regarding supervision. 
The sole object at the moment was to carry out certain preparatory work which was to be 
utilised by the General Commission, and which would be incorporated in a general convention, 
the other sections of which would be devoted to disarmament proper. At the present stage, 
the members were advancing general ideas, suggestions and objections, because all were 
collaborating in the same work; but there need be no anxiety le.st they might find themselves 
bound by any immutable commitments assumed now, supposing later they were deceived 
in their hopes with regard to disarmament proper. . 

He would deal next with the other proposals concerning the means of supervision available 
to the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

The first proposal did not seem likely to raise objections, since it was a corollary of the 
draft itself and merely made good an omission in the draft, which was doubtless due to inad
vertence. If, in keeping to the terms of the draft concerning the despatch of information by 

. the Governments the Permanent Commission would be entitled to nothing but the Govern
ments' written replies to the questionnaire, it would in many cases be unable to utilise such 
material. A questionnaire was often interpreted in different ways by the national adminis
trations responsible for the replies, and the particulars received by the Permanent Commission 
would not even be comparable. There had been numerous examples of this at the Disarmament 
Conference itself. There was also an occasional tendency to inertia and negligence on the part 
of some administrations, so that these particulars which, according to the draft, would form 
the principal data at the Permanent Commission's disposal, might be of no use to it at all, 
unless-and this was the aim of the new proposal-the Permanent Commission had the right 
to ask Governments for supplementary information, either in writing or verbally, and always 
subject to the undertakings which they had signed. 

The CHAIRMAN noted that the members of the Bureau agreed to accept paragraph 25 
of the report. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, passed next to the paragraphs concerning " Local 
Investigations". None of the delegations consulted by the Rapporteur had stated that it 
rejected systematically and a priori the idea of local supervision. Nevertheless, various delega
tions were reserving their attitude on this point until all the conditions for the working of 
the system of local investigations were fixed. Three questions arose : 

(I) In what cases shall local investigations be permitted ? 
(2) Who is to decide that they shall be undertaken, and how will the decision be 

arr~edd? . · 
(3) How will the Commission of Enquiry be constituted ? 

On the first point, a number of suggestions had been submitted, which were enumerated 
in ascending order of severity in the report. · 

. I. There was first the theory expounded before the Preparatory Commission by several 
delegations which approved of local investigations, but only at the request or, at the very 
least, with the consent of the country on whose territory the enquiry would be conducted. 
That was the least objectionable suggestion . 

• 
2. Local investigations might be conducted without the con~ent of that. c~untry, but 

only if a complaint were lodged. That was the proposal underlymg the prehmmary draft 
(document C.P.D.45(d)) ~ubmitted in I927 to the ~r~parat_o~y Commission by the Frenc_h 
delegation in which the 1dea of a Permanent CommiSSion ongmated. The advocates of th1s 
formula b~lieved that the fact of subordinating the local investigation to the existence of a 
f?r~al complaint-that was to say, to the o~ligation on one ~tate ~o a~sume .the grave respon
Sibi\lty of accusing another State, would mvest the local mvesbgatlon With an absolutely 

t,exceptional character. In such a case, the local enquiry would be,not a normal, but an excep
tional.method of investigation. It should only be resorted to in very rare instances, if, even, 
any such occurred, but the mere possibility of its employment would constitute a guarantee. 
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, The s0 ,;et delt•<>ation's draft (Article 43) did not even insist that ~her~ should be a 
-)' · t For local in~·esti<>ation to be decided upon, it would be suffictent 1f there were 

~:I~~~ble suspicion of a breach ", a point which w~mld be left to the Com~ission's 
discretion. There were obvious resembl_ances _bet~veen th1s proposal and the preced1~g one. 
In the So,iet delegation's view also, local mvestlgatwns would only be resorted to exceptionally. 

4. The last suggestion was- a far wider one ; the underlying id~~ wa~ that, if the ~ocal 
investigation were bound up with a complaint or a reasonable suspi,CIOn, 1t would be ba~le 
to c.ause particular annoyance to the country concem~d. The bet~er ".ay would be to prov1de 
for regular automatic investigations on the spot. _Th!s was a qmte d1ffe~ent approach to t~e 
question : local investigations would be made p~nod1cally ~nd automatlc~ly m all countnes 
and would no longer be bound up with a defimte complamt. Clearly, m such cases the 
investigations would have to cover the whole series of treaty obligations ~nd they would be 
much "ider in scope. A local enquiry insti_tuted on. the basis of a complamt or a rea.sonable 
suspicion would have to deal with one partl~ular pomt, but, u~der the f~urth su~geshon, the 
purpose of the inspection would be to ascertam how the Con~enhon was bemg applied gener~ly, 
and the Commission of Investigation would have to be giVen a field of action co-extens1ve 
\\ith the limits of the Convention itself. 

He had confined himself to describing the four proposals submitted. While he felt that, 
on the other points, he had discerned certain main trends of opinion, and mentioned these in 
his report, on this particular question opinions di~ered, and he could not at first sight single 
out any proposal which would be supported unammously. 

Y. PoLITIS (Greece) asked for an explanation. The Rapporteur had submitted four 
solutions in ascending order. It might seem at first sight that they were alternative solutions. 
Could they not be regarded as cumulative ? For in_stance, co~l_d the system of pe~iodical 
investigations not be supplemented by that of exceptional enqumes when a complamt was 
lodged or reasonable suspicion arose ? 

Y. BorRQnX (Belgium), Rapporteur, thought that the first suggestion could not possibly 
be reconciled "ith the others as, according to it, an investigation could only be held with the 
consent of the country concerned, and that ruled out the other solutions. He believed, on the 
other hand, that there was no incompatibility between the suggestion to hold investigations 
in the case of a complaint or reasonable suspicion and the proposal to have regular periodical 
and automatic investigations. Regular inspections would mean that they were held at specific 
times, but it was not said that at a given moment, when no provision was made for inspection, 
an incideat might not arise which would justify a complaint or a suspicion of a breach and would 
therefore lead to an investigation. 

ll. MoREsco (Xetherlands) thought it would be advisable for the delegation responsible 
for the suggestion in paragraph 32 (regular and periodical investigations) to give additional 
explanations of the system and of the motives underlying its suggestion. It appeared that the 
problem would not have been examined under all its aspects if this method also had not been 
suggested. As the Rapporteur had said, it did not exclude the use of the two other systems 
(the cases of a complaint and reasonable suspicion). 

The chief advantage of regular and periodical supervision would be to convince the nations 
of the sincerity and _efficacy with whi~h the Convention was applied. There were objections 
to the pr?posal: particularly that ~en honed ~y the Rapporteur-namely, that an investigation 
of that kmd might assume excessive proportions. But a solution could undoubtedly be found. 
There were, nevertheless, other adv~ntage~, secondary perhaps, but still weighty. In the first 
place, the normal character of the rnspechons would remove from them the irritation caused 
by local investigations; there w_a~. secondly, t~e practical advantage that a definite procedure 
would from the outset be establ~hed for carrymg out the local investigations. If a complaint 
were loo~ed at a moment of tensiOn and the procedure had to be improvised, many difficulties 
would anse and the country ~oncer~ed .might take refuge behind formal objections. If, on 
t~e <>ther hand, regular local. mvestigahons had been con.ducted for some years past and a 
system had thus been established and accepted, loss of time would be avoided· this would 
meet llr. Wilson's wish. ' 

. l:ndo~htedly, regular i~vestil?ations wo1_1ld be at~ended by practical difficulties, but th~re 
\\r,uld.be tm~e to fi~d practical, Simple and mexpensive solutions. Such investigations would 
make 1t prJS>Ible to Judge whether the documentation provided for in the Convention achieved 
Its purprf.>e-.that ~as to say, allowed of effective supervision. A measure of uniformity 
W<Juld h~ ~dneved _m the methods of c()J_npiling the stati~tics, for, at the beginning, different 
meth<><;l• \\r,uld clea.r)Y: be employed. Ttus had been particularly noticeable in the Technical 
C•"Jmm~tt,...e <A the !'atrQ.nal IJcfence Expenditure Commission. Regular investigation~ would 
~;.h .'t ~n.srble to umfy thc5e methods. Only in certain countries would re •ular loc·11 
InV!:::.tr;;-ati<,nll t~ hdd annu;.lly. The chQice of subjects would have to be limited . g d · ··biy 
tt .. ! l'_ermanen~ Com~isoion it:elf miJ?ht decide.on_such limitation. These variou; ;c~int~0~~uld 
t~ <lL'><.uw:d.latc"'; h.ll' the time bcmg the pnncrple was all that need be considered If the 
~,n..,au1 _ r .. 1.r.tfi~":ed !t. favou~ably, th.e l~apporteur or a Drafting Committee ro'ight l>;cpare a 
'lfmu a < '' mmg Ih practical application. 

(~•:rwr;.l Br:J<HAI<IJT-Bl:KACKI (Poland) thought that the f 1 , · 

!.~;:::~~r~:·=;~~:~~~~",;\;,~,,~~:;~;:;:,~:~netJ~n :/,'i~ dpr~f~r"~te1~tion, ~('~~~~.~r~a~ro~ ~~~c~ ~~~~~t~\~~~: , • 1>Ur<'lll111 H report contauwcl certalll 
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interesting suggestions which would make good certain deficiencies in the draft and could be 
unanimously accepted by the members of the Bureau. 

Among the su_ggestions made, the Polish delegation noted in particular that referring 
to regular .a?d penodical investigations. Local investigation should be the central point in 
the supervision of armaments as limited by the Convention. His delegation would be sorry 
if no ~r~vision were made on ~his subject, as otherwise the powers of the Permanent 
Comm~ss~on would be very restncted and less effective than they might be. If the Permanent 

. CommiSSI?n were merely to use information supplied by Governments or obtained more or 
less fortuitously under the circumstances specified in Articles 47 and 49 of the draft, it would 
be unable to secure the faithful and loyal execution of the Convention. The Commission 
would be extremely embarrassed in examining controversial cases if it had merely to accept 
the statements and rejoinders of the Governments concerned and could not obtain 
information on the spot. It should be in a position to go to the fountain-head and obtain 
information in entirely objective circumstances. 

After studying the four solutions proposed, the Polish delegation was in favour of the last, 
that which went furthest, in making investigation the normal wheel in the machinery of 

. supervision. On the point whether such regular investigation should cover the whole or part 
of the execution of the Convention, it would be better to give the Permanent Commission itself 
considerable latitude. Knowing the position on the basis of the reports, the Commission 

. could specify the points calling for regular supervision. This system, naturally, would be 

. supplemented by local investigations held as a result of a complaint or because there was 
reasonable suspicion of a breach. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) felt that, after· the Rapporteur's explanations, there could be no 
doubt that local investigation was the crux of the problem of supervision. The French 
delegation had already pronounced in favour of local investigation. Since, during the 
discussions in the Preparatory Commission, it became evident that no agreement could be 
reached as regards measures which went very far in the direction of disarmament, it had 
been admitted that it was possible to adapt supervision to the material to be supervised and 
consequently to have recourse only to general supervision. The idea of supervision on the 
basis of documentary evidence had therefore taken the place of local investigation. Since 
then, the qualitative reduction of armaments having been contemplated, the situation had 
been reversed ; the question of supervision on the spot had regained its importance and the 
Conference had included this principle in its resolution of July 23fd. 

How could this supervision be applied? The explanation was given in M. Bourquin's 
report which offered a choice between two easily reconcilable positions. It was desirable, 
however, to discuss in the first place a previous suggestion whereby local investigation could 
only be undertaken with the consent of the country concerned. He was gratified to note the 
deference which this proposal showed for the principle of national sovereignty, but he did 
not believe that logically a country could be asked to permit supervision, as it would make 
arrangements so that, when the Commission arrived, everything had been put in order. It 
must be borne in mind that, when they agreed to a drastic limitation of their right to arm, 

· nations would also have to accept other limitations of their sovereignty and allow commissions 
of enquiry to carry out the necessary investigations on the spot. · 

. There remained, therefore, two cases to be distinguished: (1) the case of an exceptional 
investigation, (2) the case of a periodical-say annual-investigation as suggested by the 
Netherlands delegation. There were two proposals regarding the exceptional investigation: 
an investigation opened on the ground of a complaint lodged by a Government and an investi
gation decided upon by an ordinary vote of the Commission, in accordance with the Soviet 
proposal. These two formulre, as a matter of fact, were. similar, but M. Massigli would support 
rather that of the Soviet Government. If it were necessary to make a complaint in order to 
justify an investigation, what would be the actual position ? On this point, paragraph 30 
of the report should be read in conjunction with paragraph 33· . Would the investigation be 
opened immediately a complaint was lodged? Clearly not. It would first be necessary to · 
make sure that the indications given were substantiated ; the investigation would then be 
finally decided upon by the Commission on a majority vote. 

There was only one difference between the two suggestions : when a complaint was lodged, 
there would be two opposing States, in other words a political dispute would be created. 
Under the second proposal, there would be no conflict between two countries between whom 
stood a commission. The suspect State would be faced with the Commission which considered 
it necessary to clejl.r up a point and went to the spot to do so. That was why he preferred 
the second solution; it deprived supervision of any political character and would have the 
advantage of causing less excitement in the country where the supervision was carried out. 

The idea of supervision based on a complaint originated from the uncertainty which 
still existed as to the composition of the future Disarmament Commission. If the latter 
consisted of independent individuals, it was clear why a complaint would be necessary, but 
if it were composed of Government representatives, each of whom brought his own documenta
tion, the whole aspect of the question changed. The source of the request for investigation 
certainly would be known, but it would seem much more natural, and that was another reason 
why he would prefer the Commission to be composed of Government delegates. The distinction 
between the two proposals was very slight, and it would certainly be possible to reach agreement 
on them. 

Periodical investigation had great advantages. There might be apparently insignificant 
facts which might not appear to justify sending a commission of enquiry, but which, by their 
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recurrenct-, tended to give rise to a breach of the Convention. If st~ch facts cou.ld b_e established 
onlv by an exceptional enquiry, there ~,·o~tld be some r~lu~tance m undertakmg .1t. If,_ on _the 
contrary, it were a.,"Teed that a CO~n~USSIOn ~ould peno.dtcally hold a gener~l .mv~shgat.IOn, 
it would be easier to rectify the omiSSIOns, wh1ch, by the1r recurrence or mulhphcahon, mtght 
lead to a dangerous de /•lclo situation. . . 

The principle of periodical investigation v.:as. a new one, an tdea t? w~tch several Gov~rn
ments were not yet accustomed, but .M. Masstgli wondered whether tt mtght not be posstble 
in this matter also to have a graduated system of obligations. Alongside the obligations 
appl)ing to all Powers, there would be regional oblig~tions! the r~sult o~ conventions which 
were alS<> regional, under which States would accept m thetr relations w1th one another the 
principle of a periodical investigation every year or every two years. 

It would also have to be decided whether the investigation should cover the whole system 
of obl4,o-ations or whether the Disarl!lament Commission would.~e require~ each year to state 
the point v.ith which the investigation ~ou.ld deal. As l\1. Pohhs had pomt~d ~ut, th_ere ~as 
no real incompatibility between the pnnctple of regular and that of spectal mvesttgahon. 
The latter would clearlv alwavs be necessary, but he thought it was both desirable and possible 
to organise a system of periodical investigation also, at least for any States which might accept 
closer obl4,o-ations towards one another. 

lli. EDEN (l"nited Kingdom) \\ished to explain his Government's attitude to this specially 
important section of the report. 

His Government took the view that, if an itinerant permanent commission were given 
unlimited rights of investigation in the different countries, difficulties and possibly even 
dangers might ensue. It would therefore be unv.ise to support this proposal, for the following 
reasons. Much of the work of an itinerant commission of enquiry of this kind would be 
superfluous and cause unnecessary friction. It would mean a loss of time and consequently 
of money. Delegates who had attended the proceedings of the Fourth Committee of the 
Assembly w-ould probably not be anxious to encourage the League to adopt such a method. 

_\n alternative proposal which had been made was that supervision would operate auto
matically when a complaint was lodged v.ith the Disarmament Commission. The drawback 
of such a procedure was that it might encourage the lodging of complaints which were insuffi
ciently justified, but precautions could be taken against such abuses. The United Kingdom 
Government would prefer this method to that of periodical and regular investigation . 

.Although it was hardly the moment for making proposals, lllr. Eden could say that his 
Government's idea was that an authorised body should have the right to decide whether or no it 
was necessary to open an investigation on the complaint lodged. An opinion could hardly 
be expressed on this point so long as the composition of the Disarmament Commission was 
unknown. If it consisted of independent individuals, the United Kingdom Government 
thought that in that case there would have to be an appeal to a higher authority consisting 
of Government representatives. This point would have to be decided when the composition 
of the Commission itself was under consideration. 

The CHAIRl!AS _infe!"fed from certain of the statements that this portion of the report 
needed ~loser exammat10n and suggested adjourning the matter until the next meeting. 
!>leanwhile, members of the Bureau would have time to discuss with one another and with the 
Rapporteur the difficulties mentioned. 

The c011tinuaiion of the discussion was adjourned to the next meeting. 

TWENTY-SECOND MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held on Monday, November 7th, 1932, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSON. 

ziJ. Q~ESTJOS OF St:I'EkVISIOS : REPOkT BY M. BouRQUIN (BELGIUM) (continuation). 

Means of Supervi.sion (continuation) . 

• !II. Kt:l'iZI.-]IZEks~-v: ~<:zechosl~JVaki.a) observed that the last meeting had been devoted t,,. ~ ~t•Jtly tA Hofl p<JS~ItnhtK-s of dtrect mventigation and an attempt to determine the most 
~lllt .. !,lt:: f'JTm (,f t:n'!ll•ry .. A~ a former mem?er of the Permanent Consultative Commission 
~WIIrott:d. ),y tl.e C-",unctl, e1ght years prevtously, to establish the roccdnre for militar 
!r.V.,..tlg:tti'Jll, h•~ w~s umver~ant with all the difficultiell that had had £o b t d tl . y 
Jlo<:: I'f'J(..I'Jlolffl finally drawn up ft,rmed the ba~i'l of the Counc'l •. . c surrnoun c ten. 
If l'"' W<:T'l fl''t rni•taken, that procedure (Jf investigation had \,!~~o~~~:£~~ df tOc~obcr 1926. 
'"' y, r& v•:Ty thff11::ult cao;e it wa~ true, and on that occasion it had.bccn ~{Jvlous ~~:~t ~~~i~i~~~~ 
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facto~s played~ preponderating part in the question. ·The Bureau should be guided by that 
expenence, for 1ts task was very similar to that of the Consultative Commission. He was in 
favour, ~herefore, ?f commissions of enquiry paying regular visits to the territory of all the 
contracting States m .turn and as part of their normal duties ; that would solve the question 
of the abs?lute equality of the contracting States and would make it possible for the League 
to ascertam the actual state of armaments and the spirit prevailing among the population. 
Should a State possess information entitling it to say that any other contracting party was 

. not ·complying with its obligations under the Convention, it would be able, through the 
competent organs of the League and with due discretion, to direct the attention of the Com
mission of Supervision which, on the occasion of its periodical visit, could ascertain, while 
obviating any fri~tion or avoiding exciting one State against another, whether, and, if so, to 
what extent, th.e mformation in ~he possession of the applicant State was in accordance with 
the facts. Judgmg by past expenence, he was very much afraid that, unless there was a system 
of regular periodical investigation in all States, any enquiry decided upon in isolated cases 

-would always be of a highly political character, would irritate the nation concerned and its 
allies, and might thus cause international relations to become strained. 

In that connection, it was essential also to clear up the question of the right of any Member 
of the Council and' of the Government of any State Member of the League to apply to the 
Council to exercise the rights of investigation conferred upon it by t:he Treaties of Peace. 
Provision had already been made for a local enquiry in the case of a complaint and that enquiry 
could take place even without the consent of the defendant State. M. Kunzl-Jizersky consi
dered that, !n view of the principle that all Members of the League enjoyed equal rights, these 
various possibilities should be extended further. 

He .declared himself in favour then of regular supervision, to be carried out periodically 
in the territory of all the contracting States. Should peace be threatened, special local inves
tigations would also be carried out at the request of the State concerned. 

M. SANDLER (Sweden) desired first to stress the importance attached by the Swedish 
delegation to the proposal in paragraph 3Z of M. Bourquin's report that commissions of 
enquirr should l;>e entitled to visit the territory of all the contracting States in turn and as 
part o their normal duties. Without reverting to the reasons adduced in the course of the 
discussion in favour of that proposal, he would simply point out that the adoption by the 
Conference of provisions such as the one to which he referred would help to confer on the 
system of supervision a very high degree of efficacy and would to a large extent deprive it 
of any vexatious character. 

As he understood the proposal, the local investigations would be carried out in each 
country in turn-that was to say, the Permanent Commission would be bound to carry out 
its investigations in every country once within a given period to be decided-every two or 
three years, for example. On the other hand, it would be a mistake, he thought, to contemplate 
investigations to be carried out according to a pre-established plan and in an order known 
and published in advance, as the measures of supervision would thereby lose much of their 
efficacy. . 

Again, everyone seemed to be agreed that the system of permanent regular supervision 
should, when necessary, be supplemented by ad hoc supervision in special cases. The question 
then arose as to the conditions under which special supervision should be allowed. Must 
there be a formal complaint before the investigation could be carried out or would a spontaneous 
·decision of the Permanent Commission suffice ? The case of complaints should, in M. Sandler's 
opinion, be provided for in the future Convention. Apart, however, from any formal complaint, 
the Permanent Commission should, he thought, have the right itself to order local investigations, 
proprio motu. The Soviet delegation, in its proposal, had made the right to institute local 
mvestigations contingent on there being a reasonable supposition that there had been an 
infringement of the Convention. M. Sandler very much doubted the expediency of inserting 
such a restriction in the Convention. It would have the disadvantage of conferring on the 
measures of supervision a character which would render them much more difficult to carry 
out. The fact that the right to institute local enquiries was made subject to the conditions 
suggested by the Soviet delegation would be tantamount to announcing in advance, to the . 
world in general, that this or that State was the object of suspicions deemed by the Permanent 
Commission to be well founded, a situation which, in M. Sandler's view, would stress the gravity 
of the measures of enquiry contemplated. 

If, on the other hand, the Permanent Commission were left, without being bound by 
explicit stipulations, to institute local enquiries as might be necessary, those enquiries could 
be carried out much more easily and in a less sensational manner. The framing of rules for 
the exercise of the right of supervision would be sufficient safeguard against possible abuses. 
Any decision, more particularly in regard to the exercise of that right, would be contingent 
on an adequate majority vote by the Permanent Commission. M. Sandler laid special emphasis 
on the importance of making the rules for supervision really effective and added, with reference 
to an observation submitted some days previously by Mr. Wilson, that the idea of efficacy 
necessarily implied that of rapidity . 

. 
M. SATO (Japan) was among those who were anxious for a practical and equitable system 

of supervision to be applied generally in all the countries signatories to the future Convention. 
The Permanent Disarmament Commission was of course the body pre-eminently fitted to 
exercise such supervision. As regards local investigations, he could not express an opinion 



until all the rdt•vant details, such as th~ extent of the investigations, the means to be emp.loye?. 
ct.:-. had been fully decided. He desired, how~ver, to take. adva!1taf;e of the opportumty, 111 

,,rd;r to gi,·e his opinion ~riefly. on the question of local. mveshgat10ns. . .·. 
The proposed Conwnhon bem.g o~ a general character, 1t had s~~med cs~rnhal to emphasise 

the neces._-.i.ty fc,r the general apphcatwn of the system ~f superv1s!on des1gned to e~s~1~e the 
proper execution of the Convention. He could n~t.queshon the efl1cacy or the poss1b1hty of 
the world application of such ~ system of superviSIOn. . 

In his statement concermng the French plan, .1\1. Paul-Bonco~1r had pomte~ out the 
nec-essitv for adapting this or that intemationa~ ~eg~me to the reqmrements of th1s or. t~at 
part of ihe world. 11. Sato thought that t~e pos1t10n was the same as reg:a~ds local enqu1~1es, 
since, if it were to be practicable and eqmtable, such ~ system ?f s~pervJslon ~ust take Into 
account the requirements and circumstances of the reg10n to wlu~h 1t was apphed. It ~eemed 
superfluous to say that different portions of the globe, .such as As1a. and Europe, were Situated 
in ,-ery different circumstances and faced by very different reqUirements.. . . 

It- might perhaps be objected that there could never be ~ ~ystem adm1ttmg of umversal 
application, since the same requirements and the same conditions were !l?t found all over 
the world. 11. Sato would reply that this. was possible ; that t~~ proVISIOns of the. dr.aft 
Convention represented a practical and eqmtable system of supervision of general apphcahon 
and that there should be added to those provisions others which were their natural corollary. 

He added that the Japanese delegation would reserve its opinion with regard to local 
investigations until all the relevant details had been decided. 

Mr. WILSOS (l"nited States of America) agreed with M. Bourquin that it was the view 
of the majority of the delegates that the outcome of all the discussions on sup~rvision would 
depend on the type of supenision adopted. ~!· Bourquin. had been at great pams to reass~re 
the delegates, and ~lr. Wilson thought that 1t was possible to be perfectly frank regarding 
the forms of supenision proposed in the report. . 

Periodical supenision had met with some favour among a large numbe~ of ~ountnes 
which felt that it offered advantages as regards both themselves and their neighbours. 
lli. Wilson did not think that what they had in mind was a measure of absolutely universal 
application since, in 'iew of the geographical remoteness of certain countries, supervision 
carried out in their territory would not be of any great value and would, moreover, be very 
expensive. On those grounds, it would not be justified. 

Paragraph 29 (a) of the report pro\ided that local investigations \\'ould only be possible 
at the request, or at the very least, with the consent of the country whose conduct was called 
in question and on whose territory the enquiry would be conducted. That provision obviously 
did not go far enough to allay the apprehensions of States represented at the Conference. 
One solution would be for the investigations to be carried out at the instance of a particular 
State, or on the Commission's initiative and responsibility. He admitted that, before the 
discussion, he had been entirely in favour of the system of complaints, but that first impression 
had been somewhat shaken after the explanations given by the various delegations, particularly 
the French and Polish. The advantages of the system consisted mainly in the fact that, before 
any request for an enquiry could be agreed to, it must be properly grounded. That would 
involve a series of formalities which would bring home to the applicant State the responsibility 
it was incurring, and would constitute a guarantee that the Commission would not have to 
deal with frivolous complaints; there was, however, the risk of creating between countries 
a feeling of hostility, which the Press would not be slow to foster. 

Th~ second syste!D• ~·hereby the Commission would itself have the power to decide whether 
an enquirY should be mstltuted, also offered advantages, but he wondered whether it would not 
involve the same procession of Press campaigns and hostility between the countries concerned. 
In his view, then, the complaint system offered the fullest guarantees. In any case, it would 
~ necessary .t~ contemplate some procedure ~reliminary to. the opening of the enquiry, on. the 
li_nes of the t:mted States procedure under wh1ch the grand J~ry proceeded to a rapid examma
tl<>n of the _case~ and decided whether adeq~ate reasons _existed for an enquiry. 

On_e _Pomt d1d not seem to ~ave be~n stud1ed as a~tenhvely as it should have been-namely, 
. the ~t1on of the country agamst wh1ch the complamt had been lodged, the country in regard 

to 111.·h1Ch the 0-,mmission had ~ecided to institute an enquiry. During the intermediate period, 
that country- would be the obJect of all sorts of accusations both in the Press of the applicant 
State and_m the Press all over the world. There was a saying" no smoke without fire", and 
!il)me vest1ge of those charg~s. howe~er false, would stick. It was essential then that a country 
,.~,fl! trJ~duct was ~lied m question ~hou11 ha.ve some mea.ns of protecting itself. Every 
State m.w.t have the ngh~ to a~k f?r an I~vestJgahon to be earned out in its territory, and such 
a requt::,t must be C<"Jmphed With Immediately. He would go even further and say that, if any 
~'~~·t~ _thr,ught that ~he Press of another country was carr~ing on a defamatory campaign 
ag~m,t 1t and pubh~~ung facts calculated to lead to the behef that it was not complying 
With _the clau.,..:s ?f the _0mventi<~n. it ~ust have the right to demand that a commission of 
ffiquny be ~>~:nt 1mmed~atdy to 11!1 terntory, in order to establish its innocence. 

. lL l'..tJI;kQI:IS (Bdgium), I<apporteur, said that, judging by the trend of the discussion 
It ,.....,m1-A th<tt agreem•mt might now be possible in regard to supervision Opinlons ·had 
~<t~u~,..~- anrl <_lr~~n <J,...,..,~ to one another-for instance, on the particul~rly ·thorny question 
;..,r.-::~a;;v;~JhtJ:~71j 'h!'~;~,1'7:crn:,~t~:d~ to have been agreed to in principle, though various 



-47-

To expedite the discussion, he thought he could define a series of propositions on which 
agreement had been reached. 

The composition of the Permanent Commission was one of the central points, and agree
ment appeared t? have been reached in favour of a Commission consisting of Government 
delegates, on wh1ch all. the contracting Powers would have one representative, but which 
would set up sub-com~1~tees to prepare its work. The plenary Commission would thus simply 
have to expres~ a.n op1mon on the reports submitted by its sub-committees. 

The Comm1ss1on would have power to decide to institute local investigations. Its decisions 
would be taken by a qualified majority. . · 

There had been two formulre between which to choose. Was an enquiry to be instituted 
as the result of a complaint or on the Commission's own initiative ? In point of fact, the two 
solutions were very similar, since, if the Commission consisted of Government delegates, the 
initiative for a local investigation would in any case have to be taken by an applicant Govern
ment. The complain~ would simply add to the solemnity of the request for an enquiry. The 
Rappo.rt~ur would h1mse~f prefer to adopt the principle of a spontaneous decision of the 
Comm1ss1on. He had the Impression, however, that the complaint system was inore in keeping 
with the views of certain delegations. He accordingly suggested the following text : 

" If a complaint is lodged, local investigations may be decided upon by the Com-
mission by a two-thirds majority. " . 

He would further add, as Mr. Wilson had proposed, a provision recognising the right 
of any contracting State to ask for an enquiry in its territory in order to dissipate an atmosphere 
of suspicion. In the last-named case, no majority would be necessary. It would simply repre
sent the exercise of a right belonging to the Member States, and the Commission would be 
bound to comply with such a request. To the text which he had just proposed, he would 
therefore suggest adding : 

" Local investigations shall be organised by the Commission, if the State in whose 
territory they are to be carried out so requests. " 

Those texts, it was understood, would be universal and would be incorporated in the 
Disarmament Convention, due account being taken of M. Sato's reservation. 

Consideration would also be given, as M. Paul-Boncour had suggested, to the possibility 
of establishing additional conventions which would enable the original Convention to be 
supplemented by regional pacts open to all States and providing for local investigations to be 
carried out periodically and automatically, as part of a normal procedure, in accordance with 
the formula proposed by the Netherlands delegation. 

M. MoRESCO (Netherlands) thought that, in submitting proposals to the General Commis
sion on this subject, the Bureau should avoid linking up the idea of local investigations too 
closely with the idea of regional agreements ; it was not yet possible to tell exactly what part 
such agreements would play in the general system. 

The principle had been accepted of periodical enquiries for States which would have 
agreed to such enquiries beforehand. The Convention would contain a clause similar to Article 
36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice, which provided that a 
State might recognise the jurisdiction of the Court in advance for certain specific disputes. 
That provision would not preclude the possibility of regional agreements whereby the States 
would agree to submit to periodical enquiries. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) was gratified to note that the Bureau was nearing agreement. 
Naturally, the delegates were not required to commit themselves definitely, and reserved 
the right to revert to any particular point. . 

As regards periodical supervision, he thought that the same result could be ach1eved 
by one or other of the two formulre proposed by M. Bourq~in or M. Moresco. Nevertheles~, 
whatever might be the advantag~s of the .system of complamts, t~a~?ks to the guarantees 1t 
offered, he thought it would be mconvement to lay down the p~mc1ple that the proce~ure 
of local investigation could only be insti~uted as a.result.of ~ compl.amt. U!l~e~ t~e C~mventlon, 
the Commission must be left free to dec1de on an mvesbgatlon on 1ts own lmtlabve, m order to 
make sure that all the signatories were equally interested in the observance of the Convention. 
While any Government which felt itself menaced must be entitled to set the procedure in 

. motion the Commission itself, as the guardian of the Convention, must be allowed, on its 
own re~ponsibility, to instigate local investigations. He proposed then that M. Bourquin's 
text be modified as follows : 

" . . , if a complaint is lodged by a Government or if the Commission considers 
it necessary. " 

. M. Massigli thought further that the two-thirds majority sug~ested for i~validity of 
decisions represented a maximum. The proposed general Convention would bmd a large 
number of States · all the Governments would be represented on the Permanent Commission, 
but it was probabie that only a small number would be regularly represented at the meetings. 
It would therefore be seriously inco~venient to require t~at decisions should be pa~sed by a 
large majority. The abstentions m1ght paralyse all achon. He proposed accordmgly the 
following text : 

" Decisions shall be taken by a two-thirds majority of those present. " 



:Ur. EDE:s (l"nitro Kingdom) apl?redat_e~ the Rapporteur's efforts to mee~ the views 
<>f the t•nited Kingdom delegation. 1 he ongmal rroposal had been that the Disarma_m~nt 
r · .· n -'-~11ld ~~Il"I."t of independent t>xperts. 1 hat was what the Prt>paratory Comnusswn 
._ omnussJO "''" "' · - · d K · d G had had in mind. It would have bt>t>n difficult for the _Umte . mg_ on~ . overnment to agree 
to the proposal that the decision rt>garding the opcmng of mveshgaho~s. s.hould be left. to 
the t>xperts, as it considered that a Governmmt sl~ould take the respons1lnhty of reque~t~ng 
an investigatit'n. As the Commission was to consist of Government dcl~gates, th~ pos1hon 
was considerably altered, but he could not say ~·hat would now be th~ attitude of ~IS Govern
ment and could not make any stateme~t _unhl he had con~ulted. ~~- The queshon of the 
majority required to e~able_ the Comm1ss10n to take a val1d dec1s10n depended upon the 
pnx"edure a!!TCC<l upon m this respect. 

He \\-as "still in favour of the principle of a complai.nt bei?g lo.dged by one or ~~re Gover~-
. ments, although he recognised that ~his procedure !"~ght gtve ns~ to Press hoshhty, ~tc., m 
the countries involwd. Any complamt, whe!her official or unoffic~al, would al~ays br_mg _the 
same difficulties in its train, and he did not thmk, therefore, that this was a sufficient ObJection. 
He emphasised the nect>ssity for guarding against complaints on insufficient grounds and against 
the consequences of a clash of personalities on the Commission. For that reason, he thought 
it preferable for the complaint to emanate from the G_overnments themselves .. 

He had no objection to the sugg_est!on t.hat c~rtat_n S~ates s~ould ~e rermttted to agree 
amon~ themselves to organise a penodtcal mveshgahon m thetr terntones. Full freedom 
should be allowed in this matter. Similarly, he thought that the proposal to allow, as Mr. Wilson 
had requested, a State (o ask for an investigation in its territory, in order to dispel a certain 
atmosphere of suspicion, was a necessary safeguard. 

ll. PILOTII (Italy) thought that the composition of the Commission, as contemplated 
in the Rapporteur's last proposal, was calculated to allay any misgivings felt by States and 
made the question of the complaint much less important, since it was now proposed that the 
Commis..qon should consist of Government representatives. 

He did not agree \\ith ~I. ~Iassigli as to the majority required for a valid decision. The 
two-thirds proportion which ll. llassigli regarded as a maximum, was, he thought, liable to 
considerable variation according to the angle from which the matter was approached. If, 
as in the Preparatory Commission's draft, a quorum of two-thirds of the members wao; required 
to enable the Commission to transact business, the majority would be progressively reduced. 
Everything depended upon the rules laid down for the transaction of business. The qualified 
majority was a mathematical function of the number of members constituting a quorum. 
He would therefore reserve his Government's opinion on this point. 

On the other hand, he approved the suggestion that a State might invite an enquiry. 
~either had he any difficulty in accepting the suggestion that, by a special convention, certain 
States should agree to a periodical investigation in their territories, although he doubted the 
advi...--ability of including in the general structure of the Convention a provision whereby 
certain States would undertake an obligation, from which other States, the number of which 
could not yet be determined, would be free. The system of periodical supervision was of no 
value unless it was general and in that case the difficulties already mentioned would arise ; 
if the idea were simply to have an agreement between certain States, of what use would it 
be and \\·hat weight would it have, particularly in the eyes of public opinion ? 

It was true th~t ~1. Bourquin had endeavoure~ to obviate this difficulty by providing 
for anoth':r convention to be concluded bet~~en certat.n States. These States might conceivably 
accept thtS. more severe. system of superviSion, but, 1f the whole system were adopted in the 
form descnbed by the Netherlands delegate, he could not help asking what would be the use 
of this additifJnal obligation . 

• 
. l~. Bot.:RQt:IS (Belf?ium), _Rapporteur, thanked the members of the Bureau for the way 
m whtch they had recetved hts proposals. He thought there was now a sufficient measure 
of agreement to enable him to sum up the position. On the first proposal-namely that 
relating to the cr,mposition of the Comm!~sion,-the me!llbers were agreed. As regards the 
~ .. .£Jnd proprJSal, supple~en_te~ by 1\~r. \\tlson s .sug.geshon that any State should have the 
nght t~~ ask f<JJ' an enqutry m 1ts territory, no obJection had been raised. 
.. \\ tth reference t? the thir~ prop~sal, agreement also appeared to have been reached, 
av.trt fr~'m ~lr. Ede!l s rese~':ah~n, whtch he hoped w~uld be withdrawn. A supplementary 
crmventtr,n or a spectal provtston m the general Convention, similar to Article 36 of the Statute 
~~ the Perm~ne!lt ~urt ~f I~ternationa~ Justice, :would make it possible for certain States to 
ar..r.~ept a pel'lfJ<hcal mvestJgatwn. In th1s connection, two suggestions had been made· that 
'1 Y .. ll<JI'escrJ to the df~t that this possibility might be expressly provided for in the C~nven
hr,~, _and another that 1t should take the form of a sc~parate provision. He thought that no 
tl.-.uw~n r;hould be taken at the moment, as this might be rremature. When there was a 
c:J,,.. .. r itl-;a rA the g<:neral structure of the Convention, and i the principle of superimposed 
omverst~<m5 wu acr-"'pted, such a provi~;ion could, of course, be inserted in one of those 
l'hllventJ<m!l. If, on the other hand, it were decided to adhere to the · · 1 f · 1 
o t' 't ld th d b 1 b . pnnctp e o a smg e 

lflV<:n J<,n, 1 wou en ou tess e posstble to adopt M. Moresco's sug ·t' b t the 
lsm':}s:tJl nr,t yet cr,me to take a decision on that point. ges ton, u 

I I.e _frmrt~ pr~,r><n;al was that the Committee might decide b~ a ·)'fi •d .. · 't t 
'1*" :.n mve~tJgahrm on the spot, either on a complaint being loc "Cd qbua I IGc. maJon yt o 

o y a ovcrnmen or 
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on the initiative of the Commission itself. If the question were analysed, it would be found 
that all delega!es a~eed. that. the Comii_lission had the right in certain circumstances to decide 
to open local mvesbgabons m a certam country. It still had to be decided whether those 
investigations should be based solely on a complaint . 

. Moreover, what was to be the _qualified majority by which a decision to carry out investi
gations could be taken ? Was thts to be two-thirds of the members or two-thirds of those 
present ? He ~ould like to have time to th{nk over this question. He thought, however, that, 
at the .P~esent Juncture_. the fa~t ~hat agreement had been reached on the principle that the 
Comii_'IISSIO~, b}!' a quahfied maJonty still to· be determined, would be competent to organise 
local mvesbgatlons should be placed on record. When the question was re-examined, it would 
be seen whether the word "complaint " should be retained or whether it shouJd be replaced 
by the term "at the request of". · 

In view of the progress that had been made in regard to these various fundamental propo
sals, he had no dou~t that agreement would also be reached on the secondary provisions, if 
the delegates were g1ven a few days to think the matter over. 

. The CHAIRMAN thought that, as sufficient agreement in principle had now been reached 
m. regard to the four proposals submitted by the Rapporteur, M. Bourquin might proceed 
With the preparation of his draft which would again be submitted to the Bureau later • 

• • 
M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, added that the Bureau would be called upon to 

take a decision on certain less important points. Among the means of supervision mentioned 
was workers' supervision referred to in paragraph 35 of his report, the organisation of which 
in certain factories was provided for in the Soviet draft. Moreover, in paragraph 36, mention 
was made of the addition to the draft Convention suggested by Count Carton de Wiart, to 
the effect that all contracting States should undertake to refrain from inflicting penalties 
upon persons disclosing infringements of the Convention. 

The decision taken by the Bureau as regards the composition of the Commission solved 
the problem as a whole, but there still remained one or two points of detail, in particuJar 
the question of incompatibility, which he thought could easily be settled, now that it was 
proposed that the Commission should be composed of Government delegates. Another less 
important question was that of experts and substitutes. 

M. STEIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) explained the proposal for workers' 
supervision- mentioned by M. Bourquin in paragraph 35 of his report. In 1928, the Soviet 
delegation had,,Jin its draft Disarmament Convention, made certain proposals concerning 
labour control over the observance of the Convention, as it was convinced that this was the 
most effective and reliable form of control. These proposals shouJd be regarded as a proof 
of the interest taken by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in control. The supervision 
exercised by the workers in certain factories, as laid down in Article 44 of the Soviet draft, 
would afford an assurance that there were no secret arms concealed from public knowledge. 
No one couJd be better informed than the workers employed in the factories and no one had 
greater interest than they in preventing another war. 

M. SANDLER (Sweden) noted that the main idea underlying the Soviet draft was to obtain 
the collaboration of the workers, of their organisations, in order to ensure the strict appli
cation of the Convention. He thought also that collaboration on the part of the workers should 
be organised on a voluntary basis. It was desirable to discover the best means of utilising 
public opinion for the purpose of strengthening control. The workers played an important 
part in the formation of public opinion, and he thought that this matter should be considered 
again when paragraph 47 of the report was discussed. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), R·apporteur, agreed with M. Sandler's suggestion. During the 
conversations which he had had with the various delegations before drawing up his report, 
he had acquired the imp~ession that t~e idea of workers' supervision shouJd not b~ rej~ted, 
but that certain difficulties would be mvolved. It was not easy to express that Idea m an 
?rganic formuJa which would work well in practice. It ~o~ld be possible ~o adopt.t~e formuJa 
m the Soviet proposal and to contemplate the orgamsabon of workers superviSion by the 
workers' factory committees or by ~ther organs of ~he trade .unions, but. it would be necessary 
for these workers' committees to ex1st, to be orgamsed, offic1ally recogmsed and to have some 
official status. The international obstacles which had already been encountered in attempting 
to obtain the collaboration of labour organisations in the administration of the International 
Labour Office would probably be encountered here too. The appointment of employers' 
a!id workers' delegates had ~iven rise to insurmountable difficuJti~s, beca"!lse trade. uni_ons 
differed in the different countnes. In order to find a formula capable of mternabonal apphcatlon, 
it had been necessary to have recourse to Part XIII of the Treaty of Versailles and to provide 
that delegates should be appointed by Governments in agreement with their labour organisa
tions. The same difficulties would arise in regard to the organisation of a specifically labour 
control. Nevertheless the idea of utilising this control on behalf of disarmament had received 
the attention of cert;in delegates, and some general idea of the means of doing so shouJd be 
evolved. He would point out in thi~ connection that the ~o~vention already cc;mtained _an 
appropriate provision. It had been la1d down that the Commission could examme mformahon 
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· -· ~ n ,t only from Gowrnmt'nts, but from any other source. This provision would to 

re..~n~. u . d I . 
s..'mC" extC"nt meet the ";sht's of the Soviet e t'gaho~. . 
- lL Sandler's suggestion might also be h~lpful, but 1t m~st not ~e forgotten that ~he solution 
must be sought as it were on a side track, smce, as he had JUSt pomted out, the mam road was 
blocke-d. 

y_ Srw~ (Cnion of Soviet Socialist Republics) ~ointed <?ut that, in the case with wh!ch 
the Bureau was dealing, it was not called upon to dec1de deta~l~ but to agree upon.a question 
of principle. The So\iet delegation ha.d proposed that superviSion should be exerc~s~d by the 
workers who were in a position to obtam first-ha.n~ kno~\·led~e, b~~use such superVIsiOn would 
be exceptionally effective.. It woul~ no.t be dlfli.cul~ m h1s opm10n to pronounce upon the 
principle, leaving the details of application on one Side. 

Y. PEDROSO (Spai~) said ~~t it woul~ ~e illogical for him not to support the. Sovi~t 
proposal, since workers superns10n had ongmally been advoca~ed by M. de M~danaga. m 
the U>mmittee on the Private Manufacture of Arms. It was ch1efly from the pomt of v1ew 
of the private manufacture of arms that workers' supervision was essential. 

Yr. EDES (l:nited Kingdom) desired to know what was the principle under discussion. 
What were the Governments asked to do ? It had been suggested that workers' supervision 
should be organised. For the most part, the delegates represented the Governments of countries 
where labour was already organised. There would be no doubt that, if the trade unions objected 
to the manufacture of certain articles, their voice would soon be heard. Did the question apply 
solely to countries where labour was not organised ? Was it suggested that Governments 
should di.."Cuss the establishment of organisations such as those proposed by the Soviet dele
gation in countries where they did not yet exist ? This point must be cleared up before any 
decision could be reached. In the United Kingdom, the workers' organisations mentioned 
were already in existence and he wondered what more could be done by the United Kingdom 
Go\'ernment in this matter. 

ll. llissiGLI (France) said that, while he did not wish to discard the suggestion out of 
hand, he would like to stress the difficulties involved. The Bureau was discussing international 
supef\'ision. The So\iet proposal, however, referred to national supervision. Moreover, he 
wondered whether workers' organisations in all countries would be free to exercise, even 
in defiance of their own Governments, the proposed supervision. 

The Soviet proposal referred in particular to the factories for the manufacture of arms 
and the chemical factories. Those were special aspects of the problem of supervision. As 
pro,ided in paragraph 38 of Y. Bourquin's report, there was no doubt that the Convention 
would contain a provision referring to the supervision of chemical weapons and the manufacture 
of arms. It was, however, the duty of the organs dealing with these problems to study the 
question. The Bureau, therefore, might request the competent Committees to prepare a 
report on the particular aspects of supervision in so far as it is related to the questions with 
which they dealt. 

In any event, ll. llassigli thought it impossible at the moment to reach a conclusion upon 
the principle embodied in the Soviet proposal. 

The CHAIRliAN thought that a misunderstanding had arisen regarding the meaning of 
the !'-ord " supervision ". The Bur~au.had decided in principle that the Commission should 
coD-"151: of Gov~mment representatives. Was another form of supervision contemplated ? 
Personally he did not see how two forms of supervision could exist side by side. That would 
not preclude a provision that labour organisations should have free access to the Governments 
an~ that a c:omplaint made. by them coul~ .be ~ubrnitted to the Commission. This right should 
be m;;erted m the U>nventl.o~. By ex~rc1smg 1t,. lab?ur organ~sations would be playing their 
part ~ the work of superviSion. For mstance, 1t rn1ght be la1d down that organised workers 
or the1r representatives could appeal to the U>rnrnission if they had knowledge of any breach 
of the U>nvention. 

ll. Bot'RQt'IY (Belgium), Rapporteur, wished to add that Count Carton de Wiart's 
pt"'Jl;¥.15al. which was designed. to guard against the infliction of penalties on persons disclosing 
mfr':Ilge.ments o~ the U>nvent10n, had the same object in view and would give rise to no diffi
culties m practice. It had. al~.eady be~n approved by_ many Governments. 

He a~ drew ll. Massigh s ~ttenbon to the spec1al forms of procedure for supervision 
rtferred .to 1!1 para.graph 38 of hiS r~port for the purpose of ensuring the observance of the 
CrJnventi.tJn m certau~ respects,. part1c~larly in. the rn~tter of the manufacture of arms. If 
the «:'rnpetent C?~m1ttees considered 1t expedient to Introduce any practicable methods of 
wchmcal superviSion, the door was not closed to their suggestions by the provisional decision 
~ken _by tbe Bureau .. The latter would a~ .request the special committees to give careful 
attentlfJn to these special methods of superVISion. 

. ll. Pu.w:n (Italy)_ felt obliged to ll'_lake a reservation in this connection. It was true 
~hat tbe ~per.~al. corn~ltt!X~ ~Julrl ex~rn!n.e the most appropriate rocedure for su ervision 
In crmn .. ..-.tJrm With their techmcal speCiahtles but they had met w1'tph t d'ffi It' p 1 t' g 
VJ u,rt· in JTll: I' ·1 t" L • h h ' WO I ICU leS re a 1D 

. a 1r. w,n(.-ra ques 1ons wmc t ey could not settle themselves a d 1 · h would 
l.:.ve to be ~,ttJ,.A by the Bureau and the General Commission Th · f w uc 1 th 
'I'J""•tirJ!l ~Jf ,tr...-.h. In rr,g_ard to these matters, special com~itte~s co~rde wala, ~rkex~~~ ct,. e 
frlf (;l:rtam mean1 rJf actirm. 011 y rna e sugges 10ns 
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M. BoyRQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, said that there were still a number of minor points 

to be exa~~ned before the Bureau could be said to have completed its discussion of the question 
of supervisiOn .. He propose_d that these various points should be studied at the beginning of 
the n_ext meetmg-m particular the question of incompatibility and that of experts and 
substitutes. 

T~e. CHAIRMAN was happy_ to n?te the great progress made in regard to the question of 
super~1s1on·.as a re~ult of the d1scuss10n of the report. Certain conclusions had emerged from 
th1s d1scuss10n, wh1ch the -Rapporteur would again submit to the Bureau before they were 
transmitted to the General Commission. 

The continuation of the discussion was adjourned to the next meeting. 

TWENTY-THIRD MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held on Tuesday, November 8th, 1932, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSON. 

27. QUESTION OF SUPERVISION : REPORT BY M. BoURQUIN (BELGIUM) (continuation). 

Composition of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

M. BOURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, pointed out that, in addition to the questions of 
incompatibility (paragraphs 54 to 57 of the report; document Conf.D.14o), experts and substi~ 
tutes (paragraphs 58 to 6o) and internal organisation, the Bureau had to deal with paragraph 47, 
concerning a proposal for a small Committee consisting of independent persons. In the course 
of conversations with various delegations, the Rapporteur had noted that the proposal, 
originally submitted by several of them, was fairly sympathetically received. The proposal 
was not incompatible with the decision adopted by the Bureau on the previous day that 
the Permanent Commission should consist of Government delegates,' since the suggestion 
now was to set up, side by side with the Permanent Commission, a Committee entirely inde
pendent of Governments. The small Committee's powers would be quite distinct from those 
of the Permanent Commission. It would consist of from eight to ten persons and would have 
no part in the exercise of the powers entrusted to the Permanent Commission. The Permanent 
Commission's reports, it would be remembered, were to be addressed to the Council and to the 
signatory States. They would also be addressed to the small Committee which would be, 
to some extent, an organ of public opinion and whose duty it would be to direct the Permanent 
Commission's attention to any fact that might enlighten the latter in the exercise of its task. 
It would not therefore take part in the actual supervision. 

If the principle of that small Committee were adopted, the Bureau would have to settle 
two questions : the number of its members, and the authority by whom they were to be appoin
ted. As they would be independent persons, they could not be nominated by Governments. 
Various suggestions had been put forward: that the members should be designated by the 
Disarmament Conference itself, or by the League Council, or by the Governing Body of the 
International Labour Office, or by the two last-named bodies jointly. Both those questions, 
however, were of secondary importance, and the first point to be settled was the actual principle 
of the setting up of a small Committee on those lines. 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America). o~served that, in the Prel?arato~y C?mmission, 
when the question of the Permanent Comm1ss10n had been under consideration, 1t had first 
been agreed that the latter should consist of independent, impartial persons, remote from any 
suspicion of being subject to Government influence or of being moved by ambition to remain 
long in office. The Permanent Commission then was not to be composed of Government 
representatives. After more exhaustive examination, that suggestion had appeared to be 
impracticable and a return had been made to the idea of official Government representatives. 
The original idea was now being taken up again in a different fori~?. It was at first sight an 
attractive proposition, but the question arose as to whether anythmg would really be added 
to the value of the Permanent Commission by setting up a small Committee on the lines 
proposed, or whether, on the contrary, the result would not be to hamper the Permanent 
Commission in its work. 

The Permanent Commission was to be entrusted with very grave duties. It would have 
to watch over the working and application of the future Convention, to prepare for revision, 

1 See pngo 48. 
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wht>n nt'«'ssary. and to dt>al \\;th any complaints that might be lodged. In short, it would 
haw in actual f.lct to dt>cide at times between peace and war. The Bureau must therefore 
carefully wt>igh any decision it might take in the matter. . . 

The work of the small Committee would have the same publicity as that of the Pern;ta_n~nt 
Commission. While possessing an official status, the Comm~tt~e would ~ear no re~pon~1~1.lity. 
It would watch over the activities of the Permanent Commission an~ m_Ight submit cn.hcisms 
and dt>strov the effect of any decisions taken by that bo?Y· Ag~m, ~t _had been sa1~ ~~at 
the smaller· Committee would afford a means of concentratmg public op_m~on ~n the activih~s 
of the Permanent Commission. But would not the Permanent Commission 1tsel~ also be m 
contact ";th the rest of the world ? It was difficult in~eed to see how the Comm1tt~e would 
add to the effectiveness of the Convention, and the Umted States delegate was afraid that a 
decision to set up such a body would only mean adding a fifth wheel to the coach. 

lli. EDEX (t::nited Kingdom) shared Mr. Wilson's doub~s as to the des~rability of the 
su««estion under discussion. The setting up of a further Committee seemed to h1m superfluous. 
If ilie object was to allow for the representation of public opinion, did not any Government 
elected by the people represent that people, so that a Committee, appointed by Gov~rnments, 
if so facto expressed the opinion of the peoples ? J:Ie would prefer to leave. the qu~sho!l to the 
Permanent Commission to decide. If the machmery were to work sahsfactonly, It could 
never be too simple. If the Permanent Commission though~ it necessary to double i~self in 
that way, it would certainly be \'lise enough t? say so, but 1t would b~ better to avoid any 
duplication of machinery, unless that was mamfestly necessary. Ex~enence would no doubt 
show that it was safer to adhere to the method adopted on the previous day. 

li. S.-LXDLER (Sweden) thought that the suggestion in paragraph 47 of the report deserved 
special attention. It implied setting up an organ of public opinion. Without the constant 
organised support of public opinion in every country it would, in point of fact, be difficult 
to ensure the application of the Convention. He accordingly entirely supported the main idea 
put forward by the Rapporteur. 

li. PEDROSO (Spain) also emphasised the importance of the suggestion in paragraph 47· 
That suggestion was in the nature of a compromise solution, based on the fact that several 
delegations had proposed supervision by the workers. In his opinion, the presence of a small 
Committee of that kind, side by side \'lith the Permanent Commission, would make it possible 
to concentrate any useful information. Undoubtedly a large part of public opinion was 
concentrated in the activities of the workers' organisations. 

ll. lf_-\sSIGLI (France) appreciated the considerations underlying the suggestion referred 
to by the Rapporteur and supported by the last two speakers. Personally, he would like to 
know a little more clearly what was expected of the small Committee proposed, what its 
role would be and the extent to which it would be entitled to intervene in the work of the 
Permanent Commission. The reports and documentary material of the Permanent Commission 
w?uld be communicated to _it,_ but supposing, for instance, that a complaint had been lodged 
'lllo"lth the Permanent CommiSSion and that the latter had closed the affair would the smaller 
Committee have th_e right to ~emand that the case should be reopened'? In other words, 
would that Committee constitute, as regards the Permanent Commission, a supervisory 
organ over and above the Governments which appointed the members of the Permanent 
Commission, or would it simply constitute a fresh source of information in the meaning of 
the provisions of Part VI of the draft Convention ? 

l_I. Bot:RQI:IS (Belgium), Rapporteur, pointed_ o~t that the suggestion had not been 
suhm1tted by !he Rapporteur. As M. ~edroso had sa1d, 1t represented something in the nature 
<A a compromise betwee_n the suggestions made by some of the delegations he had consulted. 
Se\·eral of those ddegauons. h~d cl~ng to the idea of a P_ermanent Commission of independent 
J.nSOns and had been a pnon entirely opposed to the Idea of a Commission of Government 
di:~ates .. Tha_t, morwver, had formerly been M. Bourquin's own attitude, and he had voted 
on tJ-~~ lm~s ~n the ?repar~tory Commission. After reflection, however, he had lately come 
t<J rea~L'>e _that It was lmp<JSsJble to pursue that course and that it would be necessary to enter 
unhe<.Jt~tmgly upon th~ course adopted by the Bureau on the previous day. In his con versa· 
~l'>fl!l WJth the ddeg~t~ons, he had endeavoured to demonstrate the preponderating reasons 
m favrJur <A a ~ommJSs!<Jll o~ Government delegates, and in this way had arisen the possibility 
<A ~tm~ up, ~1de by s!de w1th the Permanent Commission consisting of Government experts, 
a .. ~~~ C.'JmmJttee of !~dependent persons. T~at was really an additional measure, and was 
r .g ... J. 011 as a C<JmpromL'>C by those who were m favour of a Permanent Commission of inde
y:n•.vmt J.nYJil&. 
t< l !~I! ~;:e<.~n rai'>Cd by M. ~[assigli was very important from the standpoint of the attitude 
,,{ ti;,N:n•~.Jh w7!:,~'\,~Yt.~~e s~~~=~u.th!f11~=11I~~~f:t~~ ~d righ_tly interpre.ted the views 
<A inf<JI'mati<,n and n<Jtl1ing more. It 'would take no p· t . tl ould s_Jmply constitute a sourcde 
'.lfl tl 1• . r. · · ar m •e exercise of the powers conferre •I! errnan•:nt vJffifTIL'>>l<JO, n<Jr would it supervi.fo ti1e latter' t' 't' · tl 1 1 ~ 11 ac lVI 1cs 1n 1e ega sense. 
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It w~uld do no m?re than might be done by anyone, since any private individual would have 
the nght ~o subm1~ to th.e Permane_nt Commission a petition, which the latter might or might 
not take mto consideration ~ccordmg to whether it judged it to be of a serious or frivolous 
character. The small C~mm1ttee wo~ld have the advantage of concentrating to some extent 
the doclll;nentary. matenal at t~e ~1sposal of the Permanent Commission and of directing 
the latter s attention to facts wh1ch 1t thought should be noted. The Committee's work would, 
it must be assumed, b.e performed with all due conscientiousness. The setting up of such a 
body would thus constitute a guarantee as regards the working of the Permanent Commission, 
but legally the latter would not be required to attach greater importance to the information 
it received through the Committee than to that from other sources. 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland), while recognising the interest and importance of the suggestion 
referred to by the R.apporteur, felt that he could not regard it as of really fundamental impor
tance. Personal~y. 1f he found that there was a general movement in favour of the idea, he 
woul~ have ~o dl!ficulty in supi?orting it, but the discussion appeared to show that there was 
a qmte defimte divergence of v1ews. He wondered then whether the best solution would not 
be for the Rapporteur simply to mention the question in his report. The General Commission 
would decide. He was afraid that it might be one of those questions on which it was not easy 
to arrive at unanimity in the Bureau, and it was essential in his view that, on all fundamental 
points, the whole Bureau should aim at mutual comprehension and conciliation. 

He desired to submit a few comments of an objective nature. In the first place, the 
Rapporteur had said that the question of the composition of the small Committee and the 
number and choice of its members were still to be discussed, though he had not adopted any 
very definite attitude in this respect. The report, however, spoke of inrlependent persons 
appointed either by the Conference or by the workers' and employers' groups of the Governing 
Body of the International Labour Office. M. Motta did not quite see how the Conference, which 
was not a permanent organisation, could appoint the members of the Committee. It might 
be possible to consider leaving it to the Permanent Commission itself, but the question would 
have to be discussed further. It was quite admissible that the two groups in question represen
ted on the Governing Body of the International Labour Office should be authorised to appoint 
the members of the Committee. The point was not one of vital importance. 

Secondly, as regards the composition of the Permanent Commission, M. Motta had at 
first been in favour of a Commission of independent persons, relatively few in number, to be 
appointed by the League Council. Reflection had subsequently led him to adopt the conclu
sions which had been decided upon by the Bureau the previous day, but he thought that it 
could hardly be maintained that there was not a certain measure of incompatibility between 
the two ideas. The Rapporteur had said that the suggestion regarding the setting up of a small 
Committee represented as it were the residue left over from the original idea. If the Committee 
were set up and constituted a source of information of a special kind, a means, in short, of 
filtering certain lnformation, what would happen when a dispute arose between the small 
Committee and the Permanent Commission ? Such a dispute would arise directly the small 
Committee raised a specific question with which the Permanent Committee decided not 
to proceed. Inevitably, the Committee would cast a kind of suspicion over the Perma~ent 
Commission. Was that desirable ? M. Motta would not venture to answer that question. 
He simply wished to point out that, in his view, it. was not one ~m which una~iril:ity ~o'!ld be 
achieved in the Bureau. The latter should accordingly confine 1tself to menhomng 1t m the 
report and refer it to the General Commission . 

. M. PILOTTI (Italy) wished to submit an observation o~ a purely legal natu~e connected 
with the question with which M. Motta had dealt under 1ts moral aspect, or, If that were 
preferred, from the angle of expediency. 

From a legal standpoint, seeiQg that the Bureau ~ad, on the previous day, adopte~ the 
system of a Commission of Government representatives, that system should be log~cally 
followed up, implying as it did a whole series of consequences. It entered the sphe.r~ of mter
State relations, since the body in questio~ was one w~ose members would ca~s~ decisions t~ be 
taken by submitting requests as emanatmg. ~rom ~he1r Governments: Adm1t~mg for the time 
being that every delegate would be free to uhhse th1~ or that source of mformahon, he wondered 
whether an entirely different notio~ could be adril:ltt.ed. . . . . 

It had been possible to conce1~e of a Comm!ss!o~ of a more or less .JUdicial c_haracte~, 
consisting of a small number of em~nent persons ~ppomted by the Council a~d ~ctmg, as 1t 
were, as a tribunal. If a CommissiOn thus constituted were allowed to avail 1tself of the 
assistance of a special Committee ~nsisting of workers and employers-that was to say, 
of representatives of industrial groups, there woul~ be no .depa~ture from ~h~t system. If, 
on the other hand a small Committee 'were set up s1de by s1de With a CommiSSIOn of Govern
ment delegates, M.' Pilotti wondered whether that would lead to satisfact_ory r~sults. I.nevitably, 
the bounds of inter-State discussions would thereby be overstepped, d1scuss1ons wh1ch would, 
moreover, certainly be on a friendly footi~g, o.ne. delegate, for exampl~, c3:lling the atten~ion 
of another to some particular point. M. P!loth d1~ not ~ee what contnbuhon representatives 
of industrial groups could make towards such a d1scuss1on. 

The Rapporteur had explained that the ~raft Conventi?n alrea?y provided that the 
Permanent Commission could utilise any authonsed source of mformahon. It would be well 
to define what was meant by that. The. small C~mmitte~ contemplate.d might of ~ourse con~ti
tute one of those authorised sources of 1nformat1on, but 1t would feel1tself to be mvested With 
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. . f authon'ty and it seemed likely that rather than be of use to the Permanent 
So.' me mea:>ure 0 • f f . t d r 
Comnu&"ion it might disturb the latter ~n the regula

1
r.kpeler orhmance o. 1 s u 1es. t ld 

:M. :Motta had pointed out that it d1~ not seem 1 : y t at unammous agreemen wou 
be achieved on this propo...«.'\1. M. Pilottl hoped that 1t would ~ot be thought that he was 
<'rpo:;ing an idea to which certain delegations seem~d to attach Importance. He only ~1rged 
that the matter should be duly weighed and that 1t should not be forgotten that a s1mple 
:;vstem ba:>ed on one certain class of ideas was always preferable to a system compounded 
of the residue of other ideas. 

:M. BorRQl:DI (Belgium), Rappor~eur~ supported M. Motta's ~roposal. He a.greed with 
him that the question was not one of ntal1mportance, and felt that 1t could be left ~n suspense 
for the time being, since that would not, of course, prevent the Bureau t:om workmg out the 
questions on which agreement had already been reached, so as to subm~t concrete prop?~als 
to the General Comnlission. He felt then that the Bureau should refram from any deciSion 
on this question, which should simply be mentioned i.n the report. It was very probable that, 
after reflection, unaninlity would ultimately be achieved: . 

There now remained to be examined only the question of experts and substitutes. 
The question of incompatibility no longer aro:;e, once it had been decided that the general 

framework should be that of a Commission of Government delegates. That problem then, 
if not definitely settled, was at all events to be referred to the General Commission together 
with the question of the small Committee. . 

M. ~~"'DLER (Sweden), while reiterating the importance he attached to the setting up 
of a Committee which would be, as it were, an organ of public opinion serving to tighten up 
the application of the Convention and to concentrate the indispensable voluntary efforts in 
each country, supported the provisional solutions suggested by l\1. Motta and the Rapporteur. 

Y. BocRQliS (Belgium), Rapporteur, observed that the draft provided that members 
of the Permanent Commission might be assisted by technical experts. The question had been 
rai.<ed ll"hether it might not be expedient to form a" college" of experts which would remain, 
in that capacity, at the disposal of the Permanent Commission itself. The members would 
no longer be experts belonging to the different delegations, but a Committee of Experts of 
the Permanent Commission. Again, if the members of the Permanent Commission had the 
right to be assisted by technical experts, it seemed essential to provide that the latter could 
act as substitutes. The Permanent Commission would certainly have to split up into sub
committees, and each Government would have to be represented simultaneously on those 
various sub-committees. The system of substitutes would be the best solution in the circum
stances. 

Y. PFI.iiGL (Austria) said that, while it was true that the organisation of the Permanent 
Commission would depend largely on the nature and contents of the Convention itself, it 
was none the less true that the acceptance by the delegations of the institution of supervision 
would clearly depend to a large extent on the composition and internal organisation of the 
Permanent Commission. Consequently, the Austrian delegation, while supporting the decisions 
taken on the previous day, would reserve its final attitude until the discussions in the General 
Commission. While the composition of the Permanent Commission as already adopted was 
in the main. perfectly ac~eptable, since all the contracting parties would be represented .on 
that body, 1t was essential that all the States represented on the Permanent CommissiOn 
~hould be able to take an equal part in the execution of supervision. From a technical stand
p0int there appeared to be difficulties, but those were more apparent than real. The Austrian 
delegation reserved the right to submit proposals during the discussion in the General Com
mission. 

• 
. ~1. liASsiGLI. (France) felt that the ~w? questions raised by the Rapporteur lost much of 

their Importance 1f the ~ermanen_t Commtssw!' were .composed <?f Government representatives. 
It was frJT eat.:h deleg~twn to dectde whether 1t reqmred the asststance of experts on any point. 
As regar~ the questwn whether there would be a " college " or simply a list of international 
experts, It would be better to leave the matter to the Permanent Commission to settle. If 
a mf.Jr~ e~stic fr,rmula t_han the existing one could be found for Article 42, and the Permanent 
Cr,mml<;.>t<m could be g1ven ~reater latitude as regards its own procedure, so as to enable it 
to take such ~r,asu.res as mtght be ~ecessary to ensure its satisfactory working, it would be 
un~<::r...f:_'~.ary etther m the_ Bureau or m the General Commission to decide technical questions 
Y•hv:h 1t Ymulti be very dtfficult to settle so long as it WRs not possible to have a general view 
rA the future Cr,nvention. · . 

ll. TJrJYGALF.sKI (l:nirm of S<!viet Socialist Republics) said that the Rapporteur had 
t .... J:n WJ<1 enr,u~h ''" !II!Veral occas1ons to refer to articles taken from the Soviet proposal put 
frJfw«rti J_n I'fliS anti ren::wed at the l>barmament Conference. He would like to take the 
''YVIftun_lty tr, T'"Y a t~tbute to the masterly and impartial manner in w!Jich M Bourquin 
},;vj c;.rw·A r,ut the dl:lu:ate and difftcult task entrusted to him. · 

. Tl.e ~~},;,.ir~«n, with tl•e a'>."':nt ~f the Rapporteur, had told the Bureau at ih twenty
fir·.t m~ml{ that tl.e flT':..,..:nt tl1.,.;uswm was m~:n:ly a preliminary exchange of views at the 
<.J"Jnr.J.J ··I''" ,,f w!.1•.h ~t<:JI'I wr,ulrJ t.e taken t•J l'r•·pare a new rcpc t tl 1 · t f 1 · 1' ld · Jr , IC 0 JjeC () W IIC I WOll 
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be to formulate con?lusions. Those conclusions, after having been discussed by the Bureau, 
would be carefully s1fted by a Drafting Committee, whose task it would be to draft the rules 
for the Perma!le!lt Supervisory Commission ; those rules would then be discussed by the 
General Cot;tm1ss1on. The Sov1et delegate thought he was right in suggesting that the stages 
through wh1ch the rules of the Permanent Commission would have to pass were not entirely 
compl~t~d by that procedure. As a result of the method adopted by the Bureau of discussing 
supervtslOn before the matter to be supervised had taken shape, there would, even after these 
numerous stages had been covered, be work to do before the rules for the Permanent Commis
sion could be finally compl_eted. It might be anticipated that the Conference would certainly 
return. to the chapter dealmg with supervision in order to bring it into conformity with the 
reduchon of armaments, after the method and extent of this reduction had been defined. 

The delegations therefore had a very long and sometimes broken road to follow in their 
join~ efforts t~ put the Permanent Commission on foot. It was largely for that reason that the 
Sov1et delegation felt that it could safely reserve its opinion on the various proposals mentioned 
in the report or brought forward during the present discussion. 

M. Dovgaleski would, however, take advantage of the goodwill of the Chairman and of 
the members of the Bureau in order to make a few general remarks. 

The Soviet delegation's point of view as regards supervision was familiar enough to the 
Conference. Though, as the delegate of Italy had recently reminded the Bureau, it was true 
that opinions on the subject of supervision were at first divided, and that supervision had its 
supporters and its opponents, it was none the less true that the Soviet delegation had not at 
any time been among those opponents. On the contrary-and M. Bourquin had been good 
enough in his report to emphasise that point-the Soviet proposals as regards the form and 
organisation of supervision often- went much further than those of the other delegations. 
The Soviet delegation had aimed at a reduction of armaments which should be as effective 
and extensive as possible-even at disarmament pure and simple-and had endeavoured 
to provide for the observance of the provisions adopted by as efficient and workable a system 
of supervision as could be devised. Such was the Soviet delegation's attitude from the begin
ning, and such it would always remain. 

Having made this clear, M. Dovgaleski was inevitably led to put a question which, it 
would seem, should logically not arise-namely, should the means for ensuring the proper 
working of a system be discussed before or after the discussion of the system itself ? It was 
and always had been the Soviet delegation's conviction that this question admitted of only 
one reply, and he had been pleased to observe, during the earlier meetings of the Bureau, 
that several delegates were of the same opinion. To do good work, it was necessary first to 
agree upon what it was desired to achieve, and then to consider how to provide the best means 
for attaining the end in view. Only a few days previously, the Bureau had noticed in similar 
circumstances the justifiable objection raised by the Rapporteur when one of its members 
had proposed to open his report by a discussion of the composition of the Permanent Commis
sion and to proceed subsequently to an enquiry into its duties and powers. M. Bourquin's 
sturdy logic had won him on that occasion the assent of the members of the Bureau. But 
was not the position the same as regards the whole work of the Conference ? _ 

The Soviet delegation could, therefore, only regret that the Bureau had decided to proceed 
in the reverse order. It was said that when the first limited liability companies were formed, 
notices were often published asking well-disposed persons to become shareholders in a limited 
liability company, the objects of which would be subsequently revealed. Was there not 
some risk of the action of the Bureau resembling to some extent that of the simple-minded 
persons who had swallowed that bait ? 

However that might be, and while maintaining its point of vie'Y• the Soviet deleg~t~on 
had always been anxious not to hold up the Cc;mfe!ence by ~doptu~g an un~omprom1smg 
attitude. It was none the less true that 1t found 1t dtfficult. whtle takmg part m the current 
~xchange of views, to do so to good effect. No~ onl~ ~as it difficult fo~ the Soviet dele!?ation 
m the present circumstances to express a defimte op1mon upon the vanous paragraphs m the 
report, but the same was the case also as regards certain of the Soviet delegation's own proposals 
which, as in the case of M. Bourquin's report, had ~een taken. separately a!ld unsystematically. 
As M. Dovgaleski had had occasion to say o!' prev1ous occast~ns, the S~v1~t proposals formed 
a harmonious and organic whole, the vanous parts of wh1ch were mhmately connected. 
The powers and methods of supervision as conceived in the So.viet plan were only a natural 
and logical corollary of its views on the general problem of disarmament. 

The Soviet delegation was influenced by an earnest .desire for peace and ~y the unshakable 
conviction that the outlawry of ~ar could o!llY be ach1eved by compl~te disarmament, or at 
least by as considerable a reduction a~ poss1ble of a;med forces, and 1t ha~ ~ndeavoure~ to 
achieve this disarmament by as practical a!ld effective a ~yst.em of superviSion as poss.t~le. 
But a system of supervision could not be constdered ~n und fur s1ch •• The benefits of supervision 
did not reside in itself. On the contrary, a supervtsory system mtght well become the cause 
of serious disputes, if it was not in harmony with the matte: to be supervised. For tho~e 
reasons, the Soviet delegation was cot;tpelled to. adopt an :tthtude of r,eser.ve, and to avOid 
expressing a definite opinion on the vanous questions regardmg th.e constitution of the Perma
nent Commission until the extent and the system of the reduction of armaments had been 
defined a little more clearly. 

(At this stage, M. Politis took the Chair.) 
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:u. BonQt'IN (Belgium), Rapporteur, ~greed with 1\J. 1\~assigli that} was b~.tter to leave 
t,> the Permanent Commission the regulation of ~he quest10n of the college of expe~ts. 
In ~neral, he was of opinion that it would be advisable to make the rules of the Comm1ssron 
as ~bstic as po..«..-<ible. 

I rrt<rrr<ll Orgat~isatioll. 

The (H.\IR~U.X said that there still remained the question of the in,t~rnal_ orga!1isatio_n 
of the Commission, but there did not appear to be any great a_dvantage m ~hscu.ssmg th1s 
matter. It was understood that, in the final ~eport, M. Bour9mn ~ould retam th1s chapter 
of the present report and complete it in the light of recent discussions. 

He observed that the Bureau had now completed the examination of l\1. Bourquin's 
report. In the name of all his colleagues, he wi~hed to _expr~ss his sincere tha~?~s to l\1. B.o~rquin, 
whose unremittina search for clarity, combmed w1th hrs zeal and conciliatory spmt, had 
undoubtedly enabled very great progress to be achieved. 

zS. PROHIBITIOX OF CHEYICAL \VARFARE AXD VIOLATIONS OF THE PROHIBITION 'l" USEO 
(HElUCAI., BACTERIOLOGIC.U. AXD l:sCENDIARY WEAPONS: REPORT BY l\1. PILOTTI (ITALY). 

M. PILorri (Italy). Rapporteur, proposed to comment very briefly on his report (document 
Conf.D.I.JZ), and to deal more particularly "ith its conclusions. 

The report began by a historical sketch of the question. It was to some extent the result 
of the work of the Special Committee summoned in May to enquire into the question of what 
uses or methods of chemical and bacteriological warfare could be included in the definition 
of qualitative disarmament, already adopted in principle by the General Commission. The 
Special Committee had drawn up a definition of this nature, and its conclusions had been 
adopted by the General Commission in its resolution of July 23rd, 1932. On September 22nd, 
1932, the Bureau had instructed M. Pilotti to submit to it a report on the action to be taken 
on the proposals of the Special Committee, and also on a point which that Committee had not 
con:,-idered-namely, what sanctions should be provided for any violation of the provisions 
prohibiting the employment of these weapons and methods of warfare. 

Some general considerations followed. It was perhaps important that the Bureau should 
have in mind during the discussion the distinction drawn by the Special Committee between 
appliances and substances which might be totally prohibited as such, and, on the other hand, 
appliances and material of which it was possible to prohibit only the employment. 

The report contained, further, the four following chapters : 
I. Absolute or Relative Character of the Prohibition-; 
II. Prohibition of Preparations for Chemical, Incendiary or Bacteriological Warfare ; 
III. Supervision of the Observance of the Prohibition of Preparations for Chemical 

Warfare; . 

IV. Sanctions in the Event of the Use of Chemical, Incendiary and Bacteriological 
Weapons. 

To each of these chapters, there was a corresponding conclusion. · 
Th~ Rapporteur proposed to examine in order each chapter together with the relevant 

conclu.:.!on. 

(llr. Henderson reoccupied the Chair.) 

I. Absolute or Relative Character of the Prohibition . 

. . ll. Pn.oT~ (Italy), Rapporteur, pointed out that the 1925 Protocol regarding the prohi
bition of ch~J?lcal warfare d1d not forma~y lay. ~own any condition of reciprocity on which 
such prohibition should~ dependen_t. Thrs condrtlon had, ~owever, been expressly mentioned 
by some of t~e ?ta~es wh1ch ?ad ratified the Protocol, and 1t was also mentioned in the Prepa· 
ratt:Jry .~mmL>SJO~ s draft. :1\~vertheless, some doubt had been expressed both in the General 
U.m'!l~sJon and m the Specra~ Committee as to t?e advisability of laying down any such 
conditwn. If any countrr d_es1red to reserve the nght to use chemical warfare against an 
opJXment whiCh ef':lployed 1t, rt would evidently be necessary for such a country to make prepa
urms _t~IO'TC:'A'; tim would prevent ~~y decision upon !he prohibition of preparations for 
chermcal warfare. As the general o~rmon seemed to be m favour of such a prohibition the 
J<aw~u: ~·ad thr,~ght that he mrgh~ ~~me to a provisional conclusion in favour of ~bso· 
lute prr,hibrtrrm-that was to say, prohrb1t1on unaccompanied by the condition of reciprocity. 

The eff<::ct CJf the. intr~d~ctory section to the various paragraphs fn Conclusion No. 1 
waJ that the Ctmtr~.ctlng parties woul_d undertake not to employ chemical or bacteriological 
w-,ay-.m_,, even agamst. ~n_ en<:my w~uch was not a party to the Disarmament Convention. 
The <,bJ.<-..r;t CJf the prohrbrtwn thus lard down, as was clear from the varr'ous b t' · the fint ~'tlf.. ·~ f r. 1 · ,.. · . su sec rons rn 

-~- "' CJ ~me ~srrm .-o. ~· was rn a~ordanc ewrth the definition ivcn b the S ecial 
vnnm1t1_"..e, wtuch ~a'l n<xes~anly general m character, although sumc· ~ tl y ·, Jt d'd 
nr,t ~p<-..cJfy the appliances ''r &ul,stances wllich were rol•ihited rcn y precrse. . . I 

l~·~t •imf,Jy 1t~tefi that proJ,jJ,!ti<m covered substanc~s which p~~d:~~Jec~:~. ~as rf~olubr~~~~ 
1'-...wnwJr },arJ nr,t t},c,ught 1t neces~ary to suggest that the Special Com~~~~t:c ~~:~~ld be 
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asked to dra": up a list of su~h substances, as such a list must necessarily become incomplete 
ve~y soo~, owmg to the ~echmcal progress made in industrial chemistry. It might be advisable 
to msert m the <:onve.ntion, purely for purposes of illustration, a list of the principal appliances 
and ~ubstance~ m ex1s~ence at the present time. Such a list could only be drawn up by the 
Spe.clal Comm1t~ee wh1c~ wo~ld have to be summoned for the purpose, if it were considered 
d~s1rable, as th1s Comm1t~ee u~c~uded the be7t qualified persons from the technical point of 
v1ew. In the Rapporteurs opm10n, such a list would be of no very great use, and its only 
result would be to attract the attention of the public ignorant of chemical matters. 

M. MAsSIGLI (France) expressed his appreciation of M. Pilotti's report which contained 
the origin~l opinions and p~oposals as regards Chapters II, III and IV. The general formula 
at the ~egmnmg of ConclusiOn No. I was dependent upon the decisions to be taken, if not on 
Conclusion ~o. 2, at least on Conclusio.ns Nos. 3 and 4· It was stated at the end of Chapter I 
~hat penalties would have to be effechve. If such a result unfortunately proved impossible, 
1t would undoubtedly be necessary to discuss afresh the principle of absolute prohibition. 
Provisionally, and subject to any observations which he might have to make on Conclusions 
Nos. 3 and 4, M. Massigli gladly accepted the Rapporteur's proposals. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) agreed with the French delegate. The provision at the 
beginning of Conclusion No. I depended to some extent on Conclusions Nos. 2, 3 and 4· If 
no practical agreement could be reached on the questions of sanctions and supervision, it 
was understood that the discussion on Chapter I would be reopened. 

The CHAIRMAN was of the opinion that the matter might be regarded as still open. The 
observations of M. Massigli and Mr. Eden were entirely legitimate and should be borne in 
mind when the Bureau discussed the other conclusions. 

M. PILOTTI (Italy), Rapporteur, was in entire agreement with the delegates of France and 
the United Kingdom. It was, in fact, with thjs idea that he had inserted the following paragraph 
at the end of Chapter I : 

''I should perhaps add that, in my view, if the absolute character of the prohibition 
is to be respected, and if the States are to regard it as a settled principle governing their 
conduct, the forms of control provided for must be as satisfactory as possible, and, above 
all, the penalties must be effective." 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) expressed the hope that the Chairman and his 
other colleagues on the Bureau would be good enough to excuse him from taking part in the 
discussion for the time being. Communications between his Government and his delegation 
were difficult at this time and he would be glad if he might have permission to return, if he 
so desired, to Chapter I of the report after having got into touch with his Government. 

He might perhaps make a suggestion to the Rapporteur. In the list of gases mentioned 
in paragraph I of Conclusion No. I, mention was made of tear gases. The United States 
representative had pointed out to the Special Committee the advantages of the employment 
of this gas by the police, for whom it was an effective and humane weapon. There .was no 
question of its use in time of war, but the United States delegation would have difficulty 
jn undertaking to give up the preparation and employment of this gas for local police purposes. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the observations made by M. Massigli and Mr. Eden on 
the point of procedure would satisfy Mr. Wilson also. 

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) quite understood the reservations made by the delegates of 
France and the United Kingdom, and by the Rapporteur. Subsequent discussions must 
lead to a satisfactory solution of the question of supervision and sanctions. Nevertheless, 
he was grateful to the Rapporte';lr for having drawn ul? the first part of his conclu~ions in. the 
form adopted in the report. Th1s was an absolutely v1tal problem from every pomt of v1ew, 
and M. Motta was pleased to note that the Rapporteur and his c?lleagu~s.' su~ject to the 
legitimate reservations that had been made, had taken up a defimte pos1hon m favour of 
absolute and unconditional prohibition. If this principle were ac~~pted, it would ~e a gr~at 
advance in human welfare. He was glad to observe that the defimhons and exceptions wh1ch 
were proposed raised no objection among the members of the Bureau. It was thanks to th 
Rapporteur and to all those who had .already dealt.with this matter that ~he .Burea~ had rea~hed 
that stage to-day. The essential pomt was that 1t should bec~me a pnnc1ple. of 1~ternahonal 
law supported by the conscience of the whole world that chem1cal and bactenolog1cal warfare 
was outrageous and barbarous. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that the first recommendation of the Rapporteur was provision
ally accepted. 

The contit1uatiot1 of the discussion was adjoun1ed to the next meeting. 



-58-

TWENTY-FOURTH MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held 011 WeJnesday, November C)lh, 1932, at 4 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. HENDERSON. 

PROHlBITIO:S OF CHEMICAL WARFARE AND VIOLATIONS OF THE PROHIBITION TO USE 

(HElUCAL, BACTERIOLOGICAL AND INCENDIARY WEAPONS : 

REPORT BY M. PlLOTTI (ITALY) (coflli11ualio11). 

1. AbsolHie or Rdalit•e ClumuleT of the Prohibition (continuation). 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) said that he ~ed, not t? go bac~ on the de~isions 
taken on the previous day, but to obtain an explanati~n concemmg t~e mterpretabon to · 
be given to them. In Section III of the first part of his r~port (PreVIous. De~elopments), 
11. Pilotti admitted that the prohibition of chemical, incendiary an~ bactenolog~cal warfare 
involved other technical and legal questions. Moreover, on the preVIous day, the Bureau had 
decided in favour of the absolute prohibition of chemical warfare. It was co~sequently faced 
with certain difticulties. If the prohibition was of an absolute character, but d1d not extend to 
an States, there was reason to fear that very great difficulties would be en~ountered wh~n. ~he 
time came to take decisions on Chapters II, III and IV of the report, smce the possibi!lty 
of chemical warfare would have been allowed to remain. If, on the other hand, the prinople 
of the absolute and universal prohibition of all chemical warfare were accepted, the situation 
1I'OU1d then be quite different. In that case, as M. Motta had stated, the Conference would .be 
a1lirming a new principle of international law, which encouraged the hope that humaruty 
would enta" upon a brighter era. In any event, the final consideration of this question by the 
Gnited States delegation depended upon the universal application of such a prohibition. 

Jl. Pn.orn (Italy), Rapporteur, was under the impression that the question had been 
settled exactly in the manner indicated on the previous day by M. Motta-that was to say, 
that the prohibition should be regarded as absolute and universal. As no objection had been 
snbmitted, he had concluded that this view was accepted by the other members of the Bureau. 

lL JIOTTA (Switzerland) was strongly of opinion that the prohibition should be universal, 
a character which it would retain, even if one or two States did not accept it. He had pointed 
out on the previons day that what was being done in regard to chemical and bacteriological 
warfare simply represented the solemn confirmation of international law, which bound even 
those who did not accede to the Convention. In the Peace Treaties, this form of warfare was 
considered to be condemned by the conscience of mankind ; the prohibition was therefore 
regarded as existent prior to the Peace Treaties. Further, the 1925 Protocol had already 
obtained a certain number of signatures, and merely confirmed this virtually pre-existing 
principle. 

The Swiss Government had doubted whether it was necessary to submit the Protocol to 
the Federal Assembly, as it was a matter of confirming a pre-existing principle ; for practical 
reasons alone the Federal Council had decided to bring the Protocol before the Federal 
A!6embly, by which it had been unanimously approved. Even if it were not possible to carry 
out the priuciple in its entirety, that principle would none the less remain a living fact. The 
reservations put forward on the previous day by the representatives of France and the United 
King~ ~ere certainly inspirt;d by good inte~tions, but. his own fee~ing was that the principle 
remained m any case, because 1t was already Implanted m the conscience of mankind. 

K. K~SICLI (France) wished to make it quite clear that, in his opinion, there could be 
no doubt m the matter. As M. Motta had stated, this was a rule of international law which it 
was propoted to ~ula~. Any ot~er C?une would be an actual reversion to a stage preceding 
the 19%5 Protocol, m wb~h bactenological warfare had been purely and simply condemned. 
I~ was because ~ had believed the matter to ~ f!Ctt,led that !rf· Mauigli had made his reserva
tion ~ tbe preyJOUJ cfa:y. The General CommliSlon ~ resoluho~ of July 23rd, 1932, stipulated 
that rules_ of !ftterDationallaw shal! be formulated m connectiOn with the provisions relating 
to tbe pro~tbition of the use of chemical, bacte~logical and incendiary weapons and bombing 
fn.nn the a~! a~. lhall be tiUpplemented by spec1al measures deali~ with the infringement of 
thue proviiiOM . Consequently, there could be no doubt as to the mtention of the Conference 
to fiJr.mulau a rule of international law. He was anxious to make this point quite clear, so 
t~t tt slwu~ not be thought tha! France's acceptance was conditional. He had simply 
1rillhed to pomt_ out on the pr~ day that the decision taken must have weighty 
~ ~'!;!'.tould DeCeiUJ'Jly present themselves in connection with Chapters II, Ill 
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M .. SATO (Japan) recalled that, on the previous day, the first point of the Rapporteur's 
conclusions ha~ been accepte~, after discussion, on the understanding that other questions 
would be stud1e~ first, and m particular the question whether the prohibition should be 
absolute or. relative. As the question had again been raised. by the United States delegate, 
he '":oul~. hke to defin~ the. Japanese delegation's point of view. M. Sato had noted in 
M. P_1l<?t~1 s report certa1_n pomts of paramount importance, such as the detailed study of the 
proh1bltiO!l of preparati?ns for c~emical warfare and the enforcement of this prohibition 
accompamed by appropnate sanctions. The suggestions put forward showed that very great 
progre~ had been J?lade as compared with previous proposals. · 

Th1s fact had ~pven him great satisfaction, but his delegation was of the opinion that even 
the guarantee furmshed in the report would not give satisfactory results. The prohibition to 
import and stor~ chemical substances referred to in Section I of Chapter II of the report would 
n?t be as effective as was hoped in the case of a country where the chemical industry was 
h1ghly developed. Such a country could always produce the prohibited substances in a very 
short space of time and in large quantities. If training for defence were allowed, as provided 
for in Section II of Chapter II, each contracting State would be led to study the means of 
attack, so that the stipulations of the Convention would lose much of their value. 

Moreover, it should be noted that the same argument applied to the provisions relating 
to sanctions in time of war, notwithstanding their complexity. It was stated in Chapter IV, 
with reference to sanctions in the event of the use of chemical, incendiary and bacteriological 
weapons, that the State which was the victim of a violation of the prohibition against the use 
of those weapons was entitled to have recourse to chemical warfare by way of reprisals. He 
was afraid that these stipulations, like those concerning preparation and training for defence, 
would produce an opposite .effect to that desired, since they would involve in peace-time 
preparations for chemical warfare and training for attack in case it should be necessary to 
make reprisals. 

As it was firmly convinced that the majority of the countries represented at the Conference 
jesired to establish a system which would effectively guarantee the application of the 
;>rohibition of chemical warfare, the Japanese delegation proposed the absolute prohibition 
of this type of weapon without any exception. It was anxious that not only defensive material 
and training but also recourse to the use of chemical weapons should be prohibited even by 
way of reprisals. 

As regards sanctions in the event of the infringement of this prohibition, the Japanese 
delegation was aware of the difficulties which their establishment would involve. It nevertheless 
desired a careful study of the question with a view to finding sanctions which would· be 
sufficiently severe and effective to achieve the object in view. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) was anxious to avoid any misunderstanding in regard to 
what he had said on the previous day. He had had no intention of making a reservation 
concerning Chapter I of the report, but had wished to point out the importance of discussing 
Chapters II, III and IV before a final decision was taken on Chapter I, if it were proposed to 
retain any form of chemical warfare. His suggestion, therefore, simply referred to the proper 
order of discussion. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he had understood the reservations made by the representatives 
of France and the United Kingdom exactly in the sense which they had now indicated. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium) emphasised the importance of the problem under discussion. 
Like M. Motta, he was convinced that there existed a principle of international law prohibiting 
recourse to chemical weapons in time of war. This was a principle the existence of which was 
independent of any conve~tion and which it ~as advis~ble ~o ~eaffir~. The purpose of the 
Convention was to orgamse and add somethmg to th1s pnnc1ple : m the first place, by 
prohibiting preparations fo.r chemical warf~re, w~ich. was logical, _and by providing a system 
of sanctions which, accordmg to the form m wh1ch 1t was estabhshed, m1ght have profound 
repercussions in the domain of reprisals. Before signing a Convention which was intended to 
add something to the existing provisions, it was natural to consider wheth_er the prohibition 
in question should be universal, or whether! on th~ other hand, the s:'-nchon~ contempla!ed 
would afford adequate protection to the s1gnatones of the Convention agamst defaultmg 
States. Hence the necessity for discussing the later chapters in the report first. 

II. Prohibition of Preparations for Chemical, Incendiary and Bacteriological Warfare. 

M. PILOTTI (Italy), Rapporteur, explained that_, in connection ":ith th!s chapter, the 
question raised by M. Sa to-namely, that of preparations for defence-1mmed1ately arose. In 
his report he had provisionally admitted, after consulting the ':arious delegations, that 
prohibition should not go so far as to prevent States from protecting themselves against the 
use of gases by a possible enemy. Defensive !ll~asu~es (manufacture of masks, drill, utilisat~on 
of m:'-sks, etc.) had accordingly n?t.~een prolub1ted m ~he report, but the !lse of those defensive 
appliances presupposed the poss1b1hty of manufactunng gases for. expenmental purposes .. It 
was true that this manufacture would be on such a small scale, bemg confined to laboratones, 



- 6o-

that it would not be necessary for the C~nvention to. deal with it. However, in view of the new 
lifht thrown on the question by Ill. Sa to s proposal, 1t became necessary for the Bureau to take 

a decision. · · II h'b't' h . 1 f Another question was whether the rule of mternahona .a~ pro 1 1. 1'?g c em1ca w~r are 
should be regarded as of such a radical character a.s to proh1b1t the trammg. o! .troops m the 
ust' of mt'ans of dt'fence. For his part, he agrt'ed w1th M. Sa to that the prolub1hon should -be 
as radical as possible, and he would even go so far as to say that defence .should not be 
contemplated and that the same attitu~e. s_hould be. adopted towards chemical .warfare as 
towards bacteriological warfare, the possJbJhty of wh1ch had not even been adm1tted. The 
Bureau must take a decision on this point. . . . . . 

He thought that there was very little to say abou~ the prolubJhon of offe':s1ve ma~enal, 
and that conclusion No. 2 proposed at the end of h1s report would meet w1th unammous 
appro,·al. h . . h b d' . 

It should be noted that, in the report, he had stated t at 1t m1g t e expe JCnt agam to 
conwne the Special Committee to draw up a list of appliances and substances designed solely 
for the purposes of chemical warfare. This list would not be final but would merely serve as an 
t'xample. It would allow measures to be taken against certain patented appliances and would 
make it known that the manufacture of such applianct's was illicit. The list in question could 
only be drawn up by the experts on the Special Committee, who had special qualifications for 
the purpose. 

The prohibition to manufacture, import, export or be ~n po~sessio!l of chemical ap_pliall:ces 
and substances designed solely for the conduct of chem1cal, mcendmry and bactenologtcal 
warfare thus raised no difficulty. But the prohibition to manufacture, import, export or be in 
possession of chemical appliances or substances suitable for both peaceful and military purposes, 
\\ith intent to use them in war should occasion arise, might lead to certain difficulties of 
interpretation. It was provided in the conclusion which he was suggesting that " the 
contracting parties shall declare the quantities of such appliances and substances required 
by the armed forces for purposes other than that of injuring an adversary (e.g., disinfection) ". 
It bad been pointed out in the Special Committee that certain appliances which might be used 
in chemical warfare were commonly used in the army for purposes other than that of warfare. 
An exception must accordingly be provided for some of those appliances and for quantities 

_ appropriate to the requirements of each army, whence the necessity of the declaration 
mentioned in the proposed conclusion. 

In ~1. Pilotti's view, it was self-evident that any provisions relating to organisation could 
apply only to the contracting parties. That, however, was not the case with sanctions, for in 
such cases it was the laws of war that applied, and it was a matter of course that those laws 
should apply even to States which were not signatories to the Convention. There could thus 
be no question of limiting sanctions to the contracting States. It would have to be decided 
what sanctions could be applied both to signatory and to non-signatory States guilty 

·of violating the prohibition to employ chemical or bacteriological weapons. 

· ~I. PoLITIS (Greece) asked the Rapporteur to explain what practical importance he 
attached to that part of his report. On studying, in Chapter II, the passages relating to 
defensive organisation, some of the provisions seemed to be such as to cast doubt on the 
practical value of the prohibition. Measures were to be taken, for example, to prevent 
preparations for chemical appliances and substances suited exclusively to the conduct of 
c~emi<;al. incendiary and bacteriological warfare. It seemed, however, from the explanations 
g1v~n m the report itsel~ that, even if applied in toto, such provisions would not constitute a 
senous ~bstacle ~o chem1cal warfare. It was the same also as regards the prohibition relating 
!o chem1cal apphances and substances suitable for both peaceful and military purposes, with 
mtent to use them in war should occasion arise. That prohibition would be somewhat difficult 
to apply, since. it depended, after all, <.m the use for which the substances and appliances in 
question were mtended. It was very d1fficult to say in advance what might be the intentions 
of th_~. in whose possession the substances and appliances happened to be. Of the three 
prohJbJhons embodied by the Rapporteur in his conclusions to Chapter II there remained 
thus _only the third, rtlating to the instruction and training of armed for~es in the use of 
chem1cal, incendiary and bacteriological weapons and means of warfare. 

~1. PILOTTI (Italy), Rapporteur, said that he was well aware of those difficulties. In 
prop<JSin~ the various p_rohibit_ions in his report, he had argued that, as a number of weapons, 
such ~s.guns of a specific c~h?~e, was covered by certain articles of the Convention, it was 
ptrmJssJb)e to con~uJer prohJbJhons of a like character relating to substances and appliances 
mte~ded for chemical warfare. Personally, he was in favour of an explicit prohibition of all 
apphances and substances connected with chemical warfare. He had moreover made a 
p()Jn~ ,~f _warning the Bureau against any illusions in regard to the practicai scope of tl;e various 
J.>r<,tu bJtJon!l. 

H_e bad pointed out more particularly that the prohibition relating to a Jiances 
udu~Jvely ~uJtt;d to the conduct of c~emical, incendiary and bacteriological warfar~~id not 
vmshtut~ a !ll:rJOUK ohst~de to chemical warfare, since the appliances in question could be 
w:ry ~ap1dly co~structcd 1f the country did not already possess them. He thought however 
that Jt was tlcsi_rable, as a guide to public opinion, to declare that States were n~t entitled 
trJ ptP.>'Il:'!!l ar'I,!Jances of that character. 
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The situation in regard to substances suitable for both lawful and illicit use was somewhat 
different. He certainly had ~ot meant that the prohibition should apply to any intention to 
use such substances ~or warhk~ purposes ; but what he had meant to make plain was that it 
~as unlawful to be m- possessiOn of the appliances and substances in question if they were 
mtended for purposes of war. One means of strengthening the prohibition was to require 
States to declare what quantities of such appliances and substances they required for current 
army purposes. 

M. SATO (Japan) observed that he had very little to say on the subject of the provisions 
relating to offensive material. On that point he endorsed the terms of the report. 

As regards defensive material, the Japanese delegation, as he had already said, was in 
favour of the absolute. and universal prohibition of all noxious gases. That did not mean, 
however, that populations should be left without any means of defence against possible gas 
attacks. But the fact of studying the means of defence against gases necessarily involved a 
study of the method~ of attack. ~f some way could be found of restricting the scope of such 
studtes to d.efe~ce wtthout studymg the methods of offence, the Japanese delegation would 
have no obJechon. It wondered, however, whether that was feasible and entertained very 
grave doubts on the subject. The Rapporteur had suggested that the testing of defensive 
material might be carried out on a restricted scale, in the laboratory, for example. M. Sato 
realised that tests would first be carried out in the laboratory, but pointed out that many 
experts were of the opinion that laboratory tests were not sufficient when studying the question 
of protection against dangerous gases. The Japanese delegation had, moreover, come to the 
conclusion that tests of that kind inevitably led to a study of methods of attack and that abuses 
were probable. That was why it was in favour of prohibiting even the use of defensive material. 
If such a prohibition were really strictly enforced and if it were made universally compulsory, 
it would be unnecessary to consider even the study of the means of defence. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) thought that M. Politis' question and the Rapporteur's reply made 
clear the gravity of the problem. He entirely agreed with M. Pilotti that provision should be 
made in the Convention for the prohibition of all preparations for purposes of chemical 
warfare. He wondered, however, whether, before approving the Rapporteur's conclusion as 
it stood, the Bureau should not make an effort to come closer to the problem. It might perhaps 
be expedient to consider whether, by a technical examination of the question, the difficulties 
could not be further circumscribed. 

M. Sato had said in his impressive statement that the Conference should go the whole 
way and prohibit even defensive preparations. M. Massigli wondered whether that was feasible; 
he would be glad to have a competent opinion on the subject. He recalled, as an illustration 
of his point, that some years previously an incident had occurred which had stirred the whole 
of Europe : the whole of one district in a certain city had been poisoned by toxic gases 
emanating from the stocks of a manufacturer of chemical products, who, for reasons which 
he would not examine here, sold at the same time protective masks. It was possible-no 
doubt it was still possible-to obtain at one time, and for a modest sum, a mask and samples 
of the principal gases. Could such practices be tolerated ? 

Without going so far as to prohibit all preparations of defensive material, M. Massigli 
wondered whether it would not be possible to prohibit private manufacture, which might lead 
to such surprising results. The mdiscriminate manufacture of defensive appliances and 
experimental material for those app~iances-no m.atter whe~e, no matter by who~:-could 
hardly be admitted. It would be destrable to provtde for stnct Government supervtston and 
international supervision. . . . . . . 

Nor must there be any illuston.s as t.o the scope of the pr.ohtb~ttons .. B.a~teno~ogtcal warfare 
had been totally prohibited, but m thts field also a practical tmposstbtlity extsted. In one 
country represented at the Conferenct;. experiments ha~ been .c~rried out, for p_urely scientif?.c 
purposes, necessitating the preparation of t~berculosts bacilli by ten.s of kilogrammes. m 
order to permit of a chemical analysis of the bacillus. WJ:tat would happen tf the mass production 
of dangerous bacilli took place in a numbe~ of countnes ? . 

Again, the appliances peculiar to chemtca~ warfare dt.ffered yery httle from others. Gas 
shells were very like other shells. Gas reservotr? were qmte ordmary receptac.les. The form 
of projector used was very similar to th.a~ ~f apphan~es for. the release of non-potsonous smoke. 
When it came to the question of prohtbthng matenal whtch co';lld be use_d for peaceful o~ for 
warlike purposes, alike, the difficulty became even greater. In thts _conl?ec~IOn, reference mt~ht 
be made to one big firm which had placed on the market a. fire-extmgmshmg apparatus whtch, 
it declared itself would serve excellently as a flame-proJector. 

Finally wa; there any difference between instructing a unit in the release of non-toxic 
smoke for p~rposes of cover and trai?ing ~he s_ame unit in ~h~ release of. toxic gases ? In both, 
the same considerations as regards wmd rli:recho!l•. the humtdtty of the atr, ~tc., would be taken 
into account. As a matter of fact, no spect_al trammg w3:s needed for releast;'l~ ~ases. . . 

His purpose in submitting those van<?us observations was not to cnhctse the pnnctp!e 
of the prohibition of preparations for che~tcal warfare, but because he wondered whether 1t 
would not be possible to make it less ill1;1sory ; the consequences would be clear when 
the question of the sanctions provided for t.n Chapter IV arose. He urge.d that the Burea_u, 
while accepting the Rapporteur's conclusiOns, should refer the question to the Spectal 
Committee and ask it whether it would be possible to formulate more definite rules in the math'r, 
so as to ensure more effective prohibition. 
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Mr. WILSON (United States of Ame~ica) observed _th~t the Bureau _was reverting to the 
discu&'ions which had claimed its attention at the ~rgmmng ~f the sesswn. He. w~s gl~d. to 
know that all the members of the Bure~u concurr~d .•':1 the Umted States delegations op1m?n 
as regards the question of the universality of prolub1tlo~. The final test would_ be the ':'e~~1ct 
of the General Commi&'ion, which, he hoprd, would reahse that the law underlymg prolub1hon 
should apply throughout the world. 
' The United States Government, as he had alrr_ady declared in connection ~ith C~apter I, 
was, as regards the prohibition of the use of chemical methods of "":arfare, entirely !n fav~ur 
of the principle of uni,·ersality. Whether or n?t that could be accomp!•shed wasaquesti?n wh!ch 
must be determined in the future and on which they should have guidance from the discussion 
in the General Commission. _ 

However whether universal prohibition as an accepted tenet of international law were 
recomised or ~-hether there was a general renunciation on the part of a large number of States, 
the Bureau had to face certain questions in regard to Chapter II of the report upon which 
Mr. Wilson very earnestly desired the opinion of his colleag_ue~. He realised that he _was touching 
on the same technical aspect of the problem as l\1. 1\lassigli. Chapter II proVIded for the 
prohibition of preparations, but 1\Ir. Wilson was very doubtful as to just what was the scope 
of that chapter. All the delegates had been concerned with the e~ects. of t_he unrestricted use 
of means of chemical warfare, and the Rapporteur had recognised m hiS report that the 
prohibition of preparations would not apply to means intended for the protection of individuals 
against its effects. 1\lr. Wilson felt that it was extremely important to ascertain whether 
sufficient consideration had been given to the matter of preparation, and wished to express 
some of his doubts in the hope that they might be removed. 

When considering the problem of protection against the unlawful use of means of chemical 
warfare in l---iolation of whatever agreement was ultimately reached under Section I, the question 
immediately arose as to whether the means provided-i.e., gas masks-for the protection of 
the indi"l.--idual were sufficient. Was it not necessary to go further and provide for group 
protection ? If so, that immediately raised, not only the question of training individuals and 
groups for immediate protection, but also the question as to the means provided. Were 
the means for the resanitation of gas areas to be wiped out ? If not, by what means might 
those areas be resanitated ? For that purpose, could groups of men be trained and material 
maintained for doing away with the effects of gas· which had been illegally used ? If not, 
under what authority should those people be trained ? By whom would the material be 
pro\--ided ? Where and how would the necessary experimentation be made to provide. for such 
action ? Was it proposed to do away with gas hospitals and with the specialised training 
of doctors to handle what were commonly known as " gas casualties " ? If not, where and 
how should those doctors get their training ? What limits should be placed upon laboratory 
experiments for training purposes ? 

:!\Ir. Wilson raised those questions because, as far as he knew, they had not yet been 
discussed, and personally he felt very strongly that they should be freely and completely 
discussed before an attempt was made to consider the advisability of accepting the prohibition 
of preparations as indicated under Chapter II of the report. The question was so serious, and 
action which might be taken at the Conference might have such far-reaching effects that he 
believed, as a matter of sound judgment, that the whole subject should be considered in detail. 

He felt ~at the Special ~~mittee, as indicated in_the report, had confined itself primarily 
to the question of the prohibition of the use of chemical warfare and had not examined, as 
being _outside_ its _competenc~. questions su~h as he had raised. It appeared to him, however, 
that, m cons1def!ng the s~bJect of protection from gas, the field of that protection must be 
defined: That berng done, 1t was necessary to determine the means within that field by which 
protectw_n could be afforded, and the m_eans, of co_urse, embraced the consideration, not only 
?f matenal, but also of per~nnel. Havmg determmed the field of protection and the means, 
It was then necessary to decide how_ those means might be utilised _and the steps in preparation 
f<?r such use that ~ould be authonsed. It was not, he felt, until those questions had been 
diSCussed and solutwns found that the Bureau could really take final and definitive action upon 
the report, which dealt primarily with the use of chemical warfare. 

Lastly, ~fr. Wilson had_raised_the question of tear gas on the previous day, and asked the 
Rapporteur If he could not msert m paragraph 2 of conclusion No. 2 a reference to the use of 
such g<l:s f~ l~JCal police purpo~s, and in paragr<~:ph 3 a provision authorising the training of 
the pohce m 1ts use. The question was of great Importance to the United States delegation 
but the method of preserving this principle was one, he thought, which might well be left t~ 
the J<apporteur to handle. 

He was prepare1 to support M. Massigli's suggestion that the Special Committee be asked 
~o carry out a techmcal study of the question, since it was difficult to take any decision until 
1t had been exhaustively studied. 

~r~ .. EDEN (United Kingdom) agreed with Mr. Wilson that, to be really effective, the 
pro}lltJJti(Jn must be general. That aspect of the problem would have to be examined in due 
CI"JUf!!e. 

. 0~ behalf of hi!l Government, he accepted the basic principles which had just been under 
dior.u~~Jon, but he had been very much impressed by the French delegate's comment on the 
ttchnll.;al a~~-et of the questi(Jn, He ~as prepared to support the Rafporteur's first 
f!:(;IJffiflll:ndatlfm, but C!Jnfcs!;(;d that he d1d n!Jt know what were the chemica appliances and 



substances suited exclusively t<;> .the conduct of chemical, incendiary and bacteriological 
warfare. In order to form an opm10n on the subject, the assistance of the Special Committee 
refe~ed to by t_he Rapporteur was essential. It was probable, indeed, that the Bureau would 
Teqmre that ass1stance on}Ilore than one occasion, at various stages in its work. 

. Para11raph 2 .of the R~ppor_teur's recommendation seemed likely to lead to difficulty, 
more particularly m connechon w1th the words" with intent to use them in war should occasion 
arise ". It was difficult to form an exact idea of what was meant despite the explanations and 
defin~t~o!ls given by M. Pilotti .in his report. As Mr. Eden u'nderstood that passage, the 
proh1b1tion of substances not su1~able for peaceful purposes would apply to the possession of 
t~ose substances, even for defens1ve pu~poses. Subject to the observations he had submitted, 
h1s Govern~ent acce_Pted all the conclusiOns proposed by the Rapporteur in this matter, though 
he thought 1t essential to consult the Special Committee. 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland) fel~ sure ~hat everyone must realise the extreme complexity 
of t_he problem. I~ was ex~eed~ngly difficult to translate the principle of prohibition into 
reahty an~ a. tec~mcal exammatlo~ of the question was indispensable. The Rapporteur had 
drawn a distinction between matenal exclusively intended for warfare and material suitable 
for both peacef~l and military. purposes. All the delegates felt that even substances which 
were at present mtended exclusively for warlike purposes might, in time, be used in a different 
way. There was thus practically no real distinction between the two categories. There, again, 
the assistance of the Special Committee was indispensable. 

On one matter, however, he felt that the Bureau should reach agreement, as it would serve 
as a gu!de to the Sp~~ial Committee. He had been very much attracted at first by M. Sato's 
suggestion that prov1s1on should be made for the radical prohibition of all offensive or defensive 
material for chemical warfare, the purpose being to prevent any possible offensive action. 
On reflection, however, he had wondered whether it would not conflict with the moral sense, 
conflict with human nature, to claim that an individual or a State should cast prudence to 
the winds and renounce the idea of self-defence simply because the notion of surrender might 
lead to the danger of attack. He could quote the case of a General Staff which at first had fully 
shared M. Sato's opinion, and of a Government which, after adopting the same principle, had 
realised that it was impossible to renounce all defensive preparations. If international relations 
were entirely pacific, by following M. Sato's suggestion a danger would be eleminated, but it 
would be long before that state of lasting peace occurred, and that was why he thought that 
it would be well to consult the Special Committee, informing it at the same time that the 
Bureau felt that defensive material and defensive methods could not come within the scope of 
prohibition. 

M. BuERO (Uruguay) agreed with M. Motta, Mr. Wilson and M. Massigli. The Bureau did 
not possess' the technical information which would enable it to decide what should be embodied 
in the Convention. M. Sato's allusion to the possible abuses arising out of an authorisation to 
manufacture defensive material reminded him of something that had happened at the League 
on the occasion of the Conference in 1925. One delegate had made a survey of the expenditure 
included in the budgets of the principal States for preparations for chemical warfare, and 
had stressed the magnitude of the sums devoted to those particular studies. One after another, 
the representatives of each of the nations in question had risen and stated that the studies 
relating to chemical warfare were for defensive and not for offensive purposes. The difficulty 
of deciding, in that sphere, what was offensive and what was defensive was so great that 
M. Buero felt that the Bureau should not settle the question for the moment, but should leave 
it open pending the opinion of the technical experts. 

The CHAIRMAN noted that, as a result of the important discussion which had just taken 
place, the Bureau was unanimously of opinion that it should apply for assistance to the Special 
Committee. He hoped, however, that it woul~ not think of referring t~e matter to that 
Committee before deciding definitely what que~t10ns were to be r~ferred to 1t. He would a~k 
the Rapporteur to draw up a list of the questions and to subm1t them to the Bureau at 1ts 
next meeting. 

He added that Mr. Wilson had raised a number of important points and had asked that 
they should be carefully examined. The passage in Mr. Wilson's speech giving a survey of 
those various points would be distributed to the me~bers of the Bureau. . 

The Chairman drew special attention to the magmtude of the programme wh1ch had thus 
been drawn up. It would, he thought, have to be examined with some caution, since, i!l y~ew 
of the close relationship which existed, as the. Rapporteu~ had note~, between. prohJbltlon 
in time of peace and prohibition in time of war, 1t was essential not to g1ve back With one hand 
what had just been taken away with the other. 

M. PILOTTI (Italy), Rapporteur, agreed. w~th the Chain;nan: He noted that the meeti~g, 
which had opened in an atmosphere of.optJmJsm, was endmg man at~osphere heavy With 
doubt and scepticism. He desired accordmgly to rea.ssure the d~legates. ;H1s report had s~~ssed 
the difficulties of the q_uestion and also brought out 1ts full grav1ty. But 1t had been cond1ho~ed 
by the resolution of july 23rd, 1932, and t~e Rapport.eur had been bound to stress the po_mt 
that, in this matter, the Bureau was faced w1th the deSire ~xpresse~ by the General Comnuss10n 
t~at the Protocol of 1925 should be completed by rules of mter!'ahonallaw .. Tha~ fa~t w.as not 
Without importance in determining the me~sur~s to be ta~en m a case of VIOla bon m tune of 
war and the sanctions to be applied. M. Pilottl was convmced that a further advance on the 
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Protocol of 1925 was possible, particularly in the matter of s~nctions ; he ~oped that that 
Protocol would be supplemente<;I by rules relating to preparatiOns for chemical warfare. It 
remained to be considered what those rules would be. . . 

The first question which arose, as 1\1. Sat~ had pertmently rem~rked, was whether, an.d 1f 
so to what extent, preparations for defence agamst gases should be allowed. In t~at connection, 
M. Massigli had proposed. and the Bureau had. agreed, that the Special. Comm1ttee _should. be 
asked whether any technical means existed wh1ch ~ould allow of defensiVe preparations bemg 
admitted \\ithout simultaneously allowing pre_p~rahons for ~ttack. 0~ th~t p~m.t, the Bureau 
could not come to any decision before ascertammg the Specml Committee s opm10n. 

M. Massigli and 1\Ir. Eden ~ad furt~er stressed the difficulties aris!ng ou.t of t~e case of 
appliances and material excl~s1v~Iy smted to the conduct. of che~1cal, mcen?mry and 
bacteriological warfare. M. P1loth prol?osed to ask the Spec1~ Committee. for a hst of s_uch 
appliances and substances. He had apphed .to th_e Red Cross, wh1ch had stu~1ed those quest10_ns 
in the pre\'ious year and had been able to g1~e h1'!1 exa~ples. Cases of appha.nces and matenal 
exclusively suited to the conduct of chemical, mcend1ary and bactenolog1cal warfare were 
somewhat rare, but they did exist and must be taken into account. 

The question _of chemical m3:terials ~ept in stock with ~he inten_t to use t~em in war, 
should occasion anse, had been ra~sed agam. In that connection, he w1shed to pomt out that 
it was not the actual intention that was to be prohibited and that such intention, if it were to 
be covered, must be proved by external evidence. The evidence would refer, for example, 
to the quantity of material in stock, the nature of that material, etc. ; evidence of that kind 
was indispensable, for mere intention could not be made subject to measures of compulsion. 

Mr. Wilson's suggestions must be closely examined at the next meeting, as some of them 
might help to define the points at issue ; others would have to be referred to the Special 
Committee. As regards tear gas to be used by the police, the reply was already embodied in 
~I. Rutgers' report to the General Commission, as follows : 

" While admitting the validity of these reasons against permitting the use of certain 
gases in international warfare to the exclusion of others, one delegation desired to point 
out that tear gas, considered separately, did not, in fact, answer to the third criterion of 
the resolution of April 22nd, 1932 : that the use of this gas for police purposes .could 
not be open to any objection ; and that, in some circumstances, such a use of this gas 
would even be preferable to other methods which involved bloodshed. This point of view 
was accepted by the Committee, although it was still of opinion that tear gas should not 
be considered separately from the point of view of its use in warfare, since there were 
serious practical objections to any discrimination between gases." 

The technical experts had stressed the difficulty of establishing a definite line of 
demarcation between tear gas and poison gas. The Convention would not exclude the use of 
tear gas by the police. 

The continuation of the discussion was adjourned to the next muting. 

T\VENTY-FIFTH MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held on Thursday, November 1oth, 1932, at 4.15 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. HENDERSON. 

JO. PROHIBITION OF CHEMICAL WARFARE AND VIOLATIONS OF THE PROHIBITION TO VSE 
CHEMICAL, BACTERIOLOGICAL ASD INCENDIARY WEAPONS : REPORT BY M. PILOTTI (ITALY) 

(contint1ation). 

~1. PI_LOTTI (Italy), Rapporteur, proposed that, pending the distribution of the 
questwnnarre h~ had, drawn up, the Bureau should examine the question of sanctions (Chapter 
IV and ConclusiOn No.4 of the Report (document Conf.D.142)) . 

.'.f. Piwtti's proposal was adopted. 

IV. Sanctions in the Event of the Use of Chemical, Incendiary and Bacteriological Weapom . 

. M. PII.OTTJ _(Ital}_'). napportel_lr. explained that he had divided the matter into two 
t.~.:A:tJrm~. rme deahn~ With the estabhshment of the fact of infringement and the other with the 
eff.,.cb CJf the estabhshment of that fact. 

A1 regards the establishment of the fact of infringement he hims If d tl 1 
l•ad crmsulted had endeavoured to find as rapid a procedure as possible f~r e:~abli~~i~r!~~~~Ol~~ 
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~elay suc_h <;tcts as might_h<~;ve occurred. The Permanent Commission would be notified by the 
State cla1mmg to b~ a v1ct~m of the use of gas. At the same time, this State would apply to 
the _doyen of the d1plomabc corps accredited to it. The convenience of this procedure was 
ob~1ous: there w~s always a doyen of the diplomatic corps present. Moreover, being a physical 
e':'tlty he. was eas1er to reach than any college of persons. It would be for the doyen of the 
d!plo~abc corps to carry out the ':eces_sary investigations as soon as possible by the means at 
h1s d1sposal-~hat wa~ to say,_ pnmarily through the military attaches of neutral countries 
to whom, relymg on h1s au.th?nty ~ doyen, he could apply. He would ask them to form, as it 
were, an emergency ~omm1ss1~n ~h1ch would be prepared to proceed immediately to the spot. 
It should also be poss1ble for h1m,1f necessary, to apply to experts, who in the gravest and most 
doubtful cases would constitute a commission with powers to decide whether gas had been 
used or.not. The repor_t might be amplified in this respect. As soon as he was in possession of 
the vanous reports ~h~ch :wo~ld be sent to him, the doyen would himself immediately draw 
up :'-report and subm1t 1t w1thn~ twenty-four or forty-eight hours to the Permanent Commission, 
wh1ch would, of course,_ remam the legally competent organ. The Permanent Commission 
would have more ext.ens1ve powers, and its competence would be recognised in advance by the 
State accused of haVIng employed gas, if it were a contracting party, and, in any case, by the 
contracting parties as a whole. The Commission might, if necessary, extend the enquiry to the 
territory of the State which had made use of gas. M. Pilotti was ready to answer any question 
which might be put to him to supplement what was stated in the report on this matter. 

The next question was that of sanctions, in other words, the effect of the establishment 
of the fact that gas had been employed. These sanctions were based on an idea that was more 
or less implicit-namely, that the use of gas warfare would not be very difficult to establish. 
There would probably be doubtful cases, but they would not constitute the majority. If a 
State resolved to infringe the Disarmament Convention, it would obviously endeavour to 
obtain from that act the best possible results and would make such ample use of the prohibited 
weapon that it would be a comparatively easy matter to establish the fact of its use. It was 
not likely that any real difficulty would arise unless the other State immediately retaliated by 
using the same weapon or if they both accused each other of having violated the Convention. 
It would, M. Pilotti thought, be better not to deal with such a contingency at the moment 
in the hope that it would not arise, or, if it did so, only very rarely. 

What would be the effects of the establishment of the fact of infringement? The Permanent 
Commission, having declared that chemical weapons had been used, would co~municate 
this declaration to all the~ntracting parties. As the Rapporteur had said the day before, in 
this part of the conclusidi~o distinction was made between contracting parties and other 
States. It would be for the Permanent Commission to ascertain how it could get into touch 
with other States. The contracting parties would have a definite obligation-namely, to bring 
about the termination of the infringement of the Convention by every available means-that 
was to say, by using every measure by which pressure could be brought to bear upon a State; 
diplomatic representation, threat of rupture of relations, actual rupture, threat of economic 
retaliation, etc. It did not seem necessary to lay down a regular gradation of these means of 
pressure, which would vary according to the seriousness of the case and the general 
circumstances. Each of the contracting parties having fulfilled this obligation, there was 
another obligation resting on the contracting parties as a whole-namely, to meet together, 
though not necessarily all of them, as the summoning of a Conference would involve delay 
and in the interval the evil might become final. 

The contracting parties would therefore meet together, or would send representatives, for 
"'a consultation. In certain private discussions which the Rapporteur had had with various 
delegations, the League Council had been suggested .. It would, however, be difficult to 
contemplate this solution in a Convention which would mclude States not represented on the 
Council · it was true that the Council could add to itself representatives of States other than 
its own inembers. M. Pilotti had merely wished to mention this possibility in order to give an 
example of a rapidly summoned meeting other than the Permanent Commis;;i~n itself. The 
contracting parties, having been. thus ~ummoned _for the purpose of dec1~mg on S?me 
modification of their neutrality w1th a v1ew to exertmg pressure upon the culpnt State, m1ght 
be summoned through a small body in the shortest possible time. This meeting would have 
full powers-that was to say, the p~rticipan~s would be able to concert together with a view 
to doing something more than certam of therr members had alre:'-dy done. It ~as, moreov.er, 
possible that a single State might have already taken steps wh1c_h were sufficiently_ effect~ve 
in themselves. This might, for instance, be the case of a ne1g~bounng State, or <;me With wh1ch 
was carried on the greater part of the export trade of the gUilty State, and wh1ch ~ould thus 
be able to exercise more effective pressure than all ~he other States. A final consult!lhO'; would, 
however, be necessary, at least in the case of certam steps of a general nature, wh1ch, 1t would 
seem, could only be taken by common agreement. . 

Without going into detail regardi!'g means of pressure, as to wh1ch the RaJ?porteur was 
ready to answer any questions put to h1m, he proposed next to deal w1th a very senous problem 
which had already been raised in the Bu~eau-nal!le~y. whether a State attacked should be 
entitled to employ gas by way of i~~ediate ret<;th~hon. Th~ Rapporteur had endeavoured 
to reduce to a mmimum any possib1hty ~f retaha~10n by laymg down, first, t~at gas coni~ 
not be used for retaliatory purpose~ d~nng the n~:terval between the complan~a~t States 
first application and the final and bmd,mg declaratiOn of the Permanent CommiSSIOn. The 
second limitltion was that both the Permanent Commission and the meeting of the contracting 
parties summoned to confer on collective measures could intervene with the comph1inant 
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St nd ur<Te it to abstain from retaliation. The reason for the first limitation was obvious. 
it ~!~;1. e:>Sential that there should be no hasty retaliation before. th~ facts had been proved. 
Furthermore, there might in a given case be such a strong l!kehhoo~ of preventmg the 
continued use of gas by the State which had begun to employ 1t, that 1t would seem to be 
entirelv unneces..--ary to give permission to the attacked State to use ~hat no~-human method 
of retaiiation, gas. It might be possible ~hat, when one~ the contractmg parties ~1ad me~. they 
would find that a little pressure, econom1c pressure for mstance, would be sufficient to mduce 
the authorities of the aggressor to abandon the use of gas: 

These considerations showed that the Rapporteur h1m~elf ha_d. ~o great sy~pathy for 
the idea of retaliation, and he had endeavoured to re~uce th1s p~ss1b1hty to ~ m1mmum. He 
\\ished to submit to the Bureau the question whether 1t was p<_>sslble to go ~hll further a!!~ to 
abolish completely any right of retalia~ion. There _wou~d be tins advantage m such a dec1s1on, 
that it would bring out still more plam_ly t~e ant1-soc1al c~aracte~ of ga.s warfare. . . 

:\ll warfare miuht of course, be ant1-soc1al from the pomt of v1ew of 1ts effects on the c1v1l 
popuiation, but ch:mi~al warfare had such inhuman ~har3:cteristics th3:t it r~volted the p~~lic 
conscience. Could distinction be made between bactenologtcal warf<_lre, m ~hlch.any poss1bihty 
of retaliation was excluded, and chemical warfare ? On these vanous pomts, 1t would be for 
the Bureau to give the reply which it considered most suitable for suggestion to the General 
Commission. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) thought that all his colleagues realised, as he did, that they were 
now dealing v.ith a fundamental part of the report. The very difficulties which the Bureau 
had encountered on the previous day had shown that, whatever supplementary proposals 
might be brought forward, it would not be possible to build up an entirely effective system 
of prevention; the question of sanctions in all its gravity therefore arose. It was all the more 
urgent because scientific warfare. would conf~r an inc~mtestable advantage u~on ~hose taking 
the initiative. l'nless therefore 1t were poss1ble to d1scover a means of makmg 1t clear to a 
State v.ishing to employ such methods that the mere fact of doing so would expose it to very 
serious consequences, it was to be feared that such a State, which had already accepted the 
re:.--ponsibility of breaking the covenants it had signed, would not hesitate to violate one inter
national agreement more and employ so effective a weapon. The question of sanctions was 
therefore of supreme importance, and M. 1\lassigli thanked the Rapporteur for having dealt 
v.ith this problem separately, differentiating it from that of the establishment of infringement. 

As regards such establishment, M. 1\lassigli had no objection to the principle laid down. 
The Rapporteur had insisted upon the importance of speed. He had pointed out the necessity 
of ensuring that the declarations should be made by a neutral and impartial authority, and of 
preparing them in advance. He thought it would be easy to reach agreement on these 
fundamental principles. There was one question to be examined-it might perhaps be 
submitted to the Special Committee-namely, whether the measures proposed were adequate 
for the achievement of the aim in view. Would it be easy for the leader of the corps diplomatique 
to arrange for an enquiry on the spot unless the details were settled in advance ? Subject to 
this reservation, ~[. Massigli did not think that there was any disagreement on the principle. 

The question of sanctions was very much more serious, and in this matter the evil should 
be balanced against the remedy proposed. It was not to be imagined that, once chemical and 
bacteriological warfare had been branded as an international crime, any State would lay 
itself open to the reproach of committing such a crime unless it had decided to bear the 
consequences of its act. The facts must be faced. There would be no question of purely localised 
emi.~ion of g3:s. There wo~ld be a _large-scale ~se. of gas in order to obtain the advantage of a 
deciSive surpnse. Such bemg the nsk, l\1. l\lass1gh doubted whether the scale of sanctions laid 
down by the Rapporteur would really be very effective. Among other measures of pressure 
the Rapporteur mentioned the severing of diplomatic relations, but would that be a matter of 
very great importance to the offending State ? It was said, moreover, that there should be 
an immediate consu!tation of the othe~ State~. whic~ would decide on the measures to be adopted, 
but those consultatwns would take hme ; m the mterval, the offending State would pursue 
its advantage. What would become of a small State which had been attacked by a great 
Power possessing vast industrial resources ? 

M .. ~lassigli came next to the thi_rd paragraph in the second part of the Rapporteur's 
conclu!>IOns, the grave ch':lracter _of wh1ch. must not be overlooked. In that paragraph it was 
stated that the S!ate agamst wh1ch chem1cal and bacteriological weapons had been employed 
wo~l~ ha~ve the nght to use ~hem in retaliation. In these circumstances, what would be the 
J>OSltlon_. On the one hand, If no effective sanction were provided, there would be very great 
temptatwn for an attacking State to secure a decisive advantage by the use of chemical 
wea~Jns. <?n the other. hand, _if individual retaliation on the part of the attacked State were 
perrru_tted, 1t would be tmposstble to apply the rules for the prevention of the preparation of 
(.hem1cal warfare, and there would be a reversion to the condition of reciprocity in the 1925 
Pr<:.ottJClJ!, SQ that no advance would have been made. 
, In .~1. ~fassigli's opinion only one solution was possible, the gravity of which he realised 
and ~h~h, up to the present, many had refused to accept. He referred to recourse to collective 
~t<tahatwn. It would ~·,t t~e.t_he atta~k~d S~ate that would have the right to take justice into 
tts own. hands, but, as 111 Clvthsed socwtws, 1t would be the community of States which would 
;u;t (Jn It~ behal~. Tl1e only retaliation which could be admitted must be decided u on b the 
o,mmuruty 1Jf States, under conditions to be laid down Woul<l ch · 1 p yd · 
Jl·t· I'· t'' ; •r 'I· ... · I' ,. 1 1 · . · emtca arms be usc ill ·"'''''n. ·'··•·h·,JgJ<Jt n<Jttunkso hutttwa~ncces"arytofoll th I' 1 h d' I' t d • · ·' ow e mes 1e a mt 1ca e 



if it were de.sired to ~nd an effective solution. The problem was, moreover, not one which 
arose o~ly m chem1cal warfare. States must realise that, as soon as they employed 
any forbidden ~eapon, they waul~ expose ~hemselves to the use by the community of States 
of weap'!ns wh1c~ were n_ot at the~r.own disposal. In other words, it was necessary to make 
pr~parabons f?r mt.ernatlonal purutlve action. It was not in connection with the particular 
pomt. under d~scuss1on that the matter could be settled, but, until it had been so settled, no 
effective sanction could be found against the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons. 

Mr. EDEN (Uni.ted Kingdom) agreed with the Rapporteur and with the French delegate 
as regards both the Importance and the difficulty of the problem under discussion. He thought 
that a~l the members would be able to agree unreservedly to the principle of the establishment 
of infnngement of the Conve~tion. Provision for this was essential to any agreement, and Mr. 
Eden had good ~op~s that h1s Government would support any measures which would permit 
th~ facts of such mfnnge!I'ent to .b~ establish~d .. The provisions of practical means for bringing 
th1s about ":as a~ essential conditu?~ for ach1e_vmg useful results. Unless the machinery could 
act very rapidly, 1t would be unava!lmg. In th1s respect, some very useful suggestions had been 
made by the Rapporteur, and it might be well to enquire whether, later in the work, other 
means could not be suggested for speeding up the procedure for the establishment of 
infringement. · 

This P<?int 1~~ Mr. Eden to the question of sanctions. Should retaliation be prohibited or 
not ? In h1s opm10n, that would depend greatly on the machinery provided for the 
establishment of infringement, and on the efficiency and rapidity of its working. It 
must be realised that, if a Government decided to violate the Convention, the violation would 
not be a slight one. The Government in question would have weighed all the risks, and if it 
decided to commit an act which ·had been declared to be an international crime, its attack 
would quite certainly develop on a vast scale. That being so, was it possible to say to any 
country thus attacked that it had no right to make reprisals ? The reply to that depended 
entirely on the machinery provided. It would appear that no country really anxious to observe 
the Convention would be in a position to undertake immediate reprisals. It was therefore 
essential that the machinery provided for the establishment of infringement and the 
denunciation of the aggressor should be able to come into operation even before the attacked 

. country could consider the possibility of reprisals. This matter required very careful 
consideration. A country which was the victim of a breach of the Convention must not be 
allowed to see its cities laid waste and its population decimated and finally find itself in an 
impossible position owing to prohibition against reprisals and to a delay in the intervention 
of othe~ States. 

Methods of intervention on the part of other States were considered by the Rapporteur, 
not in his conclusions, but in Chapter IV of his report. The French delegate considered these 
measures somewhat vague. The report spoke of " measures of gradually increasing pressure ". 
In Mr. Eden's opinion, the Rapporteur had been right in using a vague expression. The 
measures in view must include all means of pressure from moral pressure to active pressure. 
The United Kingdom delegate, and this was no doubt the case with other delegates, was not 
at all in a position to say on behalf of his Government what sanctions it might decide upon in 
certain given circumstances, or what sanctions it would have to reject. It was therefore 
necessary to avoid any rigid definition. 

There was another side to the problem. The French delegate had said that, in certain 
circumstances, the existence and availability of an international force would make it possible 
to avoid retaliation. There were cases in history in which the mere existence of such an external 
pressure had proved ineffective. That also showed the extreme difficulty of any rigid definition. 
In this matter as in the case of the Pact of Paris, the instrument to be found could only be 
effective to th~ extent to which it had moral force behind it. It would be useless to set up a 
machine unless there was the determination to make use of it. Efforts should be made to 
discover the formula which would be most likely to make impossible the use of prohibited 
weapons, while strengthening the determination of the peoples not to make use of them. 

M. SATO (Japan) reminded t~~ ~ureau that on the previous day he had ~ade a defi~te 
statement in favour of the prohibition, not merely of the use and preparation o_f chem1cal 
warfare, but also of all preparation of the means of defe~ce, beca~se such preparations would 
inevitably lead to the preparation of the means for wagmg c~em1cal ~arfare. T~e Japa:n~se 
delegation was in favour of the strictest and most severe sanctions, but 1t was.no~ m a pos1~10n 
to lay down the extent of the sanctions or the method to be followed for bnngmg them mto 
play. The arguments which the. J~panese ~elegate had used on the pre':ious day applied. 
equally to the question of retahat10n. If, m s~c~ cases~ ~he use of _POlson gas were to 
be permitted, that would clearly amount to perm1ttm~ trammg for. c~~m1cal warfare a_nd the 
preparation of such warfare in time of peace. To adm1t such a posSibility would be laymg the 
way dangerously open to the employment of such methods of warfare. For ~his reason, the 
Japanese delegate was definitely opposed to the employment of gas as a retaliatory measure. 

What other sanction could be taken into consideration 1 That was a matter on which he 
was not yet able to make any definite suggestion. The Fren~~ delegate had stated that a 
collective sanction would be effective. That was M. Sato's opm10n also, but was that the only 
possible method 1 Other methods might perhaps be sought. Were collective sanctions always 
reliable 1 They depended very much on political circumstances and, even if there was the 
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~bilitv of t>nforcing thl'm, tht>y would, in some cases, be ineffective:. In his opinion, all these 
ro'~sider.itions and all these possibilities should ~e carefully studied. He prop?sed that a 
Committee of Jurists should be asked to study this matter and prepare a solutiOn for the 
problem of the organisation of sanctions. 

The (HAIR:\UN said that the paragraph of the recomm~ndations dealing '_Vith retali<~:tion 
had at first caused him some surprise, but that, after he:'lnng the Rappo~teu~ s explanatl?ns, 
and the various statements which had been made, he co!ls1dered tha_t M. Pilotti h":d been nght 
in adopting a cautious attitude _i~ ~his matter. If the. nght to re~ahat~ w~re ad_m1tted, all the 
work accomplished for the prohibition of the preparatiOn of che~ucal warfare m1~ht be brought 
to nought. The paragraph in question was one of thC: ut~ost gravity, an~ the Charrman thought 
that the Rapporteur would himself be glad to see It disappc:ar from h~s report. If: a~ter first 
stating that all prep_aration of_chemical warfare was prohibited, the nght of retali~tlon were 
admitted, it went w1.thout saymg that States would have to ~repar~ for the exerc1~ of that 
right-that was to say, for chemical warfare, by manufactunng poison gases, get~1~g ready 
the neces.."af}' appliances, training personnel, etc .. The o~ly resu!t would be t~ facilitate the 
perpetration of an act which had been <;Ic:clared an mtemahonal cnme. The Charrman thought 
that it would be w;ser to adopt the position taken up by lllr. Eden_and t? rely rather on moral 
force and on its development throughout the _wor_ld. The essential. pomt was to spread the 
conviction that chemical warfare was an abommat1on. The declaratiOns of the Bureau should 
therefore encourage the Rapporteur to _rt>je<;t any idea of ret~liation, an~ to ~online himself to 
the prohibition of chemical and bactenologtcal warfare and Its preparation m all forms. 

M. PILOm (Italy). Rapporteur, was quite prepared to change his report with regard to 
the question of retaliation if the Bure~u agreed to accept the Chairma_n's sugg~stions. . . 

He reminded members that he himself had no sympathy for the Idea of direct retaliation. 
For the reasons put forward by :O.lr. Eden, it seemed to him difficult to exclude such an idea 
entirely, but he would raise no objection if the Bureau wished to go to the length of omitting 
any mention of the right of retaliation, thus leaving the solution of the question to the course 
of events. It appeared to him that, in the silence of the other delegations, there could be 
discerned a tendency against the right of retaliation. He had stated what were his own personal 
leanings. and these were based upon conversations which he had had with others. The report 
was, indeed, not entirely his own work, and he was anxious to take this opportunity of thanking 
those who had been good enough to assist him in this task. He would, however, be glad if 
it could be definitely indicated either that he should omit the reference to retaliation altogether 
or include one in less strong terms. 

He wished, on the other hand, to point out that, in his report, he had stated that sanctions 
should be severe, as :001. Sa to had demanded, and they should be all the more severe if the right 
of retaliation were not admitted. Following the line of lllr. Eden's suggestions, if it were 
desired that the right of retaliation, though not excluded in theory. would never in practice 
have to be exercised, it was essential that the States should be able to rely upon rapid 
consultation and decision on the part of the other contracting parties. He was inclined to go to 
the furthest possible limit in this direction, more particularly as the problem was of a general 
nature and was not confined merely to the question of chemical warfare. If, for instance, a 
State employed artillery of a calibre prohibited by the Convention, the two cases would from 
the theoretical and legal points of view be almost identical, but the reaction of public opinion 
would naturally be stronger in the case of the use of chemical weapons. For these reasons, 
ll. Pilotti did not think it possible to anticipate in too definite a manner the conclusions of 
the Conferen~ ?n the ":latter of general p~ohibitions. When th~ work was sufficiently advan~ed 
to afford a brrd s-eye v1ew of a general disarmament scheme, It would be possible to examme 
whether further advance could be made in the particular matter of chemical warfare. 

The Rapporteur desired to reassure the French delegate. He pointed out that the sanctions 
which he had mentioned were certainly not negligible. It would undoubtedly be a serious 
matter for ~ ?tate to ex~ose itself to the breaking off of diplomatic relations as the result of a 
general ~ISlon. o_f the s1gnat<?ry States. It would be the duty of all the contracting parties 
~o ~ke this deciSIOn. Accor_dmg to the procedure suggested in the report, when once an 
mfnngement had been established, each State would be bound by an obligation to all the others 
to proceed to the most effective methods of pressure. If these had not been specified by the 
Rapporteur, the reason was that they might vary from one State to another. There were States 
•Juch were so favourably placed ~ith refe~ence to certain belligerents that the despatch of a 
s1mpl~ telegra_m wo_uld suffi~e to ~ru"!g chemical warfare to an end. Those were the States which 
supJihed the S!ate m questwn_ w1th Its foodstuffs. This w~s not a frequent case, but it was not 
p<..sstble to go m~o every deta_II. The ~apporteur was entrrely of opinion that the consultation 
hetw~n the vanous contracting parties must be as rapid as possible 

H~ ":"'is~ed to add that •. in drawing up his report, he had start~d from the Preparatory 
Comm~ss!on s d~aft. As ~ll. State~ would now be represented on the Permanent Disarmament 
VJmmissJ_<m, th1s (_<'JmmL~swn m1ght perhaps, when the case arose, be used as an organ of 
om~ultat1?n. In his report he had assumed that a small committee would be set u The 
n:v'asure !IInce adr~pter~ was perhaps ~n im~rovement from this point of view, and Jght be 
tak•m account of '!1. VIew of the c?ns1derahon that a Permanent Commission thus composed 
wrmld perhap!l facilitate consultation. 

. ·n~e french _ddegate proposed c;t~llcctive r.etaliation in the widest sense of the word-
tt•at wa~ to 1ay, eJther economic or military repnsal~ The Rapporteur · t' t . · · · was Ill en Ire agreemcn 



with his French colleague; moreover, that was the result which the consultation was intended 
to achieve .. It was, however •. difficult to state a priori, either in the report or in the conclusions, 
that the object of consu!tahon would be. to reach any specific solution. It might be possible 
to find some formula wh1ch would make 1t clear that the collective action of the States should 
take the place ~f individual action by each one of them. 
. It ":as als.o 1mporta!lt to remember that collective retaliation was of enormous importance 
m cases. m wh1ch the gmlty Stat.e was ~ot a contracting party. In such cases, the entire body 
of the s1gnatory Powers woul~ nse ag~mst that St~te with the object of compelling it to show 
greater re~pect fo~ the rules of 1~ternatwnallaw wh1ch the other States had thought it necessary 
to adopt m obed1ence to the d1ctates of the universal conscience. 

As he h~d stated in his report, the problem was particularly one for Members of the 
League. Article 16 of the Covenant already provided for the application of certain sanctions 
in ~ certain manner; ~he ~apporteur ?id not wish to make any further remarks on that 
s';lbJect. at the mo~en~ m v1ew of the differences of interpretation to which this article had 
g1ven nse, some Wlshmg to extend and others to restrict its meaning while others again 
desir.ed to retain ~t in i~s present form. In any case, the Rapporteur obse;ved that the system 
applled to cases m wh1ch war broke out contrary to the provisions of the Covenant. It was 
ex plaine~ in the. repor~ that, so. far as concerned merely the Members of the League, there 
was no d1fficulty m statmg that, 1f a war broke out, even in conditions such that it was possible 
to regard it, not as lawful, but as having no bearing on the Covenant the fact that a belligerent 
employed the chemical arm would be regarded as sufficient to en;ble the other Members to 
decide to break off relations with it. This was a general obligation for the Members of the 
League and, as regards chemical warfare, a still closer bond could be established between them. 

The Japanese delegate had spoken of severe sanctions, and the Rapporteur was in 
agreement with his view. If any member of the Bureau would point out to him any sanction 
which was not already clearly implied in the report, he was quite ready to include it in his 
conclusions. Nevertheless, a graduated system of sanctions going from the rupture of diplomatic 
relations up to a complete rupture, and, he would frankly say, even to war, seemed to him to 
cover the entire series of possible sanctions. His Japanese colleague had proposed in addition 
that a committee of jurists should be consulted. The Rapporteur had already enquired into 
this matter on his own account, as one of the delegations which he had consulted had replied 
to him in writing that it was in favour of severe sanctions. M. Pilotti had therefore got into 
touch with five or six jurists selected for their eminence. The only result of long discussions 
over some ten days had been the measures enumerated in the report, and it had not been found 
possible to suggest any others. 

Should the violation of the Convention not occur in a form such as to impress public 
opinion, the reaction of the contracting parties might be immediate and serious, but it would 
always be of the nature indicated in the report, and he did not see how it was possible to go 
further. The report, without saying so explicitly, actually alluded to a .war agreed on collectively, 
and he did not see how it was possible to do more than allude to it. If, however, the Bureau 
thought otherwise, the Rapporteur was prepared to acqui~sce. On other P?ints, he thought 
that it would be easy to come to an agreement by adoptmg somewhat stncter, though not 
necessarily more rigid, formulre, for he agreed with Mr. Eden t~a~ a rigid formul~ was not 
advisable. He asked then that the Bureau should come to a declSlon on the questwn of the 
right of reprisal. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) observed that, in his previous speech: he had already rule<;J. out any 
idea of reprisals, even on collective lines, by the use of the .chemical arm. If th~ deletion of t~e 
paragraph in question simply had the effect of suppressmg the use of chem1cal weapons m 
reprisals, he would be prepared to ag;ee, but. that :wa~ not the case. The report only referred 
to consultations between the contractmg parties, brmgmg pressure to bear, etc. Those formulre 
were really too vague. At the tenth meeting ?f the Gener!l-1 Commission in the p~evious April, 
the Yugoslav delegate had raised the question of chem1cal wa~fare m unam~1guous terms. 
His draft resolution, which had been referred to the Bureau, con tamed the folloWing paragraph : 

" Prohibition of the use and preparation of air bombardment and chemical and 
bacteriological warfare, ev~n in ~ase. of legitimate ~efence. If, in case of ~ostilities, one of 
the parties transgressed th1s obhgah~n •. ~he Council of the League of Natu:ms would have 
to pronounce its outlawry from the c1v1!1sed world. In such c~s~. all the signatory s.tat~~ 
would be obliged to render military assistance to the State v1chm of the transgression. 

M. 1\lassigli did not think it possib~e to declare that. the use of the.chemical weapon was 
an international crime and, at the same time, be con~ent Wlth moral sanctions ~r vague formulre. 
The facts must be faced. It might be quite a long time before the world conscience was ro~1sed, 
and, in the meantime, a small country would be reduced to a.shes. Tha~ was why he w1shed 
to introduce in the third paragraph the idea that the co~lechve ~epresswn of the use of the 
chemical weapon was a duty incumbent upon the contractmg parties. 

The CHAIRMAN urged how important it was that the Burea~ should ~each a.g:reement on 
the proposal to delete the third paragraph of ~he Rapporteur~ conclusiOns. 1 he formula 
employed in the second paragraph seemed ~o ht.m more energeh~ than the. French delegate 
appeared to think. It referred to punitive achon (m French : sanctro11s). If tlurd States agreed 
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to em lo such collective action, their intervention would be very forcible. I_Ie th~ught that 
it wo~d k preferable to retain the conclusions up to the second paragraph mclustve and to 
delete the third paragraph. . 

M. PILOTTI (Italy), Rapporteur, agreed entirely with the Chairman. He wished to give 
the French delegate an explanation regarding the facts. The rea~on why he had not adopted 
the Yugoslav delegation's formula was that he had had to constder, not only that proposal, 
but other proposals from other delegations. Moreover, the Yugoslav formula, which was 
apparently the safest, was not really so. It mentioned the Council o~ the League, but, in so 
doing, took up a standpoint outside the gener:U Disarmament Convention ; the matte~ became 
one for the League. Within the terms of Article 16, Sta~es Members of the Le~gu~ mtgh~ find 
reason to invoke that article in the event of resort to chemtcal warfare. The question Immediately 
arose however whether such warfare was lawful or not, under the terms of the Covenant as 
it st~d. and u-;.espective of any idea of bringing the Covenant into line with the Pact of Paris. 
It had not been possible to overcome the difficulty arising from the fact that, under the terms 
of what was necessarily a general legislative provision, it might be admitted that chemical 
warfare should be employed by a State the victim of aggression. It might perhaps be said that 
it was a very unlikely hypothesis that a State would thus take advantage of the fact that it 
had been attacked, but provision must be made for all possible contingencies. That was what 
had prevented the Rapporteur from proceeding on the lines indicated by the Yugoslav 
delegation. 

Again, he had received another suggestion from a French source. The reason that he 
mentioned it was to show how scrupulously he had acted in his capacity as Rapporteur. Under 
the terms of that proposal it would be an obligation incumbent on every State-and not a 
right-to see that each contracting party put a stop to the use of chemical warfare. There 
was no longer any question of discussing whether such warfare might be lawful or not; the 
purpose was to put a stop to chemical warfare, and it was that obligation that the French 
delegate, when consulted by the Rapporteur, had endeavoured to define in a suitable form, 
which the Rapporteur had tried to codify in the report in the formula regarding bringing 
pressure to bear. It would, of course, be possible to employ more energetic terms, but that 
actually was how the report came to mention the question of bringing pressure to bear. 

M. Pouns (Greece) thought that there was danger of a serious misunderstanding. An 
attempt was being made to find general formulre to indicate the tendencies in the Bureau. It 
was clear from the various statements and from the report that the crux of the problem lay 
in the framing of a system of sanctions sufficiently serious to supplement the inadequacy of 
the preventive measures. The report contained a very explicit passage on that point. It 
stated that " the inadequacy of the preventive action should be offset by provision for more 
drastic penalties"; that was the main idea. The whole system depended on repressive action 
and the accentuation of such action. 

The Chairman had shown that for very good reasons, if the system was to be effective, 
right of reprisal must not be conferred, and the Bureau had gone on to consider the deletion of 
the paragraph in the conclusions which concerned that right of reprisal. In M. Politis' view, 
however, the mere deletion of the paragraph was not sufficient. To avoid all possible misunder
standing, ~t was not sufficient to enquire whether a State the victim of aggression by chemical 
warfare did not possess the right of reprisal, but it must be stated explicitly in paragraph 3 
that there could be no possible justification for any such right. But, in that case, there arose 
the irrefutable argument set forth by the Rapporteur on page 8 of his report, as follows : · 

" It is desirable that the State which is the victim of the breach of the prohibition 
should not require to retaliate by employing the chemical weapon, and that the assistance 
given it by third States should compensate it, and more, for the disadvantage resulting 
from the fact that the chemical weapon has been employed against it ; if, however, the 
Stat~ which is the victim of the breach is not assured of receiving such assistance, and, in 
particular, if the assistance is not immediate, but conditional on a consultation between 
States, which may take some time, the State in question cannot be forced to refrain from 
the use of the chemical weapon." 

A~ordingly, i~ members of the Bureau agreed to accept the principle of the prohibition 
of the nght.of repnsal, they must. have courage to say that accentuated measures of repression 
were essential, as was also noted m the report, and that it was not sufficient to state (as in the 
second paragraph of the conclusions) that there would be a consultation of third States. In 
the arguments se~ forth b¥ M. Pilotti on6 of the. reas.ons advanced against the right of reprisal 
was the consultation of th1rd States, and that m1ght mvolve disastrous delays Again it might 
not l~ad to the adoption of effectiye meas~res. On the other hand, if it wer~ declar~d that it 
was mcum_bent upon the contractmg parties to take specific measures, and if those measures 
~ere defimt_ely .stated, the syste"?- would work out quite differently .. That no doubt was the 
Idea embod1ed m the rep?rt, but 1t was not expressed sufficiently clearly. The whole economy 
of the system set !ort~ m the report would be upset if the question of the right of reprisal 
wer~ passed ove_r m Silence, and the duty devolving upon the contracting parties to take as 
rap1d and effective measures as possible in defence of the prohibition of the right of reprisal 
were not defined more clearly than was done in the second paragraph. 
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. M. MAss~~LI (Fra~ce) said that he ~ad little to add after the very decisive demonstration 
wh1ch M. Politis ha_d g1ven. ~e ask~d h1s colleagues to re-read the second paragraph as it was 
?rafted and n~t an m~erpretahon of 1t. How would such a provision be understood by the man 
m t~e street · Imag1~e the case of_ a powerful State suddenly resorting to chemical warfare 
agamst a weaker State · ~he cowardice of peoples and governments must be taken into account. 
It was stated that the th~r~ Stat~s would have to decide, if necessary, on the punitive action to 
be taken and to address IDJUnchon.s or recommendations to the States at war. It was greatly 
to be feared that. all _that would s1mply result in a recommendation being addressed to the 
we:'Lker State to y1el~ m _the face of force. The proposed text was inadmissible. It was essential 
to 1m pose a clear o~l!gatwn ~m ~ta~es. He di~ not propose to insist on the point for the moment; 
but he. r~served h1s delegatiOns nght to bnng up the question in its entirety in the General 
Commission. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out to the French delegate that it must not be forgotten that there 
woul~ no d~ubt be a _general system of sanctions. Further, it was not proposed to abolish the 
sanctions laid down m the Covenant of the League, and in the course of the discussion the 
Bureau had already c_ontemplated certain kinds of sanctions connected with the provisions 
of the Covenant. <?bvwu~ly they woul~ _not wait until war broke out. Everything would have 
t? be prepared, with a VIew. to orgamsmg the necessary consultations and ensuring that no 
time was lost. At the ~arne bme, as the French delegate appeared to think that the discussion 
had n?t .been exhau~bve enough and su~gested reverting to the subject in the General 
CommiSSion, the Cha1rman th_oug~t that 1t w~uld be preferable to adjourn the discussion for 
the ~ol?ent and hoped that 1t m1ght be poss1ble subsequently to achieve some degree of 
unamm1ty. 

The continuation of the disct1ssion was adjourned. 

TWENTY-SIXTH MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held on Friday, November uth, 1932, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. HENDERSON. 

31. PROHIBITION OF CHEJIIICAL WARFARE AND VIOLATIONS OF THE PROHIBITION TO USE 
CHEMICAL, BACTERIOLOGICAL AND INCENDIARY WEAPONS : REPORT BY M. PILO"fTI (ITALY). 

(continuation). 

IV. Sanctions in the Event of the Use of Chemical, Bacteriological and l11cendiary Weapons 
(continuation). 

The CHAIRMAN said that, after the discussion at the previous meeting, which had dealt 
more particularly with point 4 of the conclusions of M. Pilotti's.report (document Conf.D.142),. 
it was clear that nearly all the members of the Bureau were opposed to the recognition of 
the right to retaliate by the use of chemical weapons against a State which had itself had 
recourse to them. 

Opinions, however, varied considerably as to whether, if all reprisals were excluded, 
provision should be made, in the Convention to be concluded, for definite sanctions against 
a State which violated the prohibition to make use of chemical, incendiary or bacteriological 
weapons. 

On the one hand, it was urged that the Conference should make detailed provision for 
co~e~tive measures of repression, ~bile, on the othe~ hand, ~orne ?f. the delegat~s. were. of 
opmwn that their Governments m1ght have some d1fficulty m arnvmg at a deciSion w1th 
regard to the sanctions which they were prepared to accept, and that the Paris :f'act ~nd the 
Convention itself would be valueless unless they rested upon moral force. The discussion had 
been adjourned without any conclusion ~eing_reach~d on that P?int and wa~ to be resumed at 
the present meeting with a view to findmg, 1f possible, a unammous solution. 

M. PEDROSO (Spain) declared himself absolutely_ opposed to the reco~nition of any right 
to retaliate by the use of chemical weapons, and sa1d that he had nothmg to add to the 
arguments already put forward by the ~~pporteur. It was impossi~le !o r_ecogni~ (in a 
Convention which subjected to legal prov1s1ons the events of war, an mshtutwn wh1ch had 
a!ready been outlawed by most of the States) a ~riminal .a~t which could, under no 
Circumstances be said to be dictated by the common nght of legitimate self-defence. 

The question of collective sanctions, raised by M. ~~assigli, was of the h_ighest importance, 
and could not have come as a surprise to the States s1gnatory of the Pans Pact and of the 
League Covenant. The Rapporteur had fully reco~ise~ the value of M. Massigli's cont~ntions 
when in his final remarks on the effects of the application of the Covenant and the Pans Pact, 
he had said that the States Members of the League would be free to decide among themselves 
by some appropriate means (special Protocol, amendment to the Cov:enant) that the use of 
the chemical weapon should produce the same .effects as a breach of Article 16 of the Covenant. 
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The! French suggestion, which the Spanish_ delegation ~u~ported and d~sire~ to see 
·ed bv the Bureau provided for the extension of the pnnc1ple of that obhgatwn to all 

~',;r~~wers ·signatories ~f the Covenant and the strenf?thening . of t~e s~nse of collective 
responsibility, the only method of making th~ ConventiOn effedchvet, smce It would shodwtt_hat 
the prohibition of chemical warfare was a ser~ous meas_ure an no. a mere recommen a I?n• 
as were so many prohibitions. The threat_ of senous sanctions w~s, of Itself, capable of producmg 
that moral effect the importance of wh1ch had been emphasised the day _b~fore by M. Sa!o 
and the Chairman himself. The Rapporteur seemed to be of the sam~ opm10n when he _said 
(pages of his report) : "It is certain that, if the States agreed to enter mto such u~derta~mgs, 
the prohibition would be accompanied ~y powerful safeguards an~ would run little nsk of 
being infringed ". The Spanish delegatiOn attached the greatest Importance to the French 
delegation's proposal and hoped t~a! _it would b~ approved ~y the Bureau. It was most 
particularly desirous that the prohibition of the nght of repnsals should not be doomed to 
failure by an attempt to _find a hard an~ fast fo~mula for sanctions. It would agree to any 
proposal for rapid, effective and collective sanctions. 

M. Pedroso submitted the following suggestion, not as a formal proposal, but as a general 
guide to the discussions : 

" If a signatory State has reco~se to the use ?f chemica_l, incendiary or bacteri?logical 
weapons, it shall be, ipso facto, considered as havmg committed an act of war agamst the 
other States parties to the Convention ; and the said other States shall take repressive 
action against the State violating the prohibition, which action shall be progressively 
accentuated with a view to inducing the State in question to forgo the use of chemical, 
incendiary or bacteriological weapons, or preventing it from continuing the use of them, 
in the last resort employing military sanctions to enforce respect for the obligations 
under the Convention. 

" The Permanent Disarmament Commission will organise such action in accordance 
\\ith the obligation assumed by the signatory States. 

"The right of retortion· against the use of chemical, incendiary or bacteriological 
weapons is formally forbidden. Any State 4aving recourse to reprisals will thereby place 
itself outside the Convention." 

General BuRHARDT-BuKACKI (Poland) had not intended to take part in the debate, as he 
was persuaded that the Bureau would only be able to solve the serious problem of sanctions in 
all its aspects and in full knowledge of the facts after the special Committee of Experts had 
furnished it \\ith the necessary information on the questions raised at previous discussions. 
In 'l.iew of the turn taken by the discussions, however, he was obliged to intervene, especially 
o\\ing to the very definite attitude adopted by the Polish Government on that question and 
to the initiative taken by the Polish delegation on the Preparatory Commission in the matter 
of sanctions and of assistance to the victims of chemical aggression. 

In that connection, he quoted an article by M. Politis entitled : " The Future of the 
'Convention' Law of War_", in which he described the position which had arisen on the 
Preparatory Commission as follows : 

" On the termination of the work of the Preparatory Commission (meeting of 
December sth, 1930), the Polish delegation, supported by six other delegations (Belgium, 
Finland, France, Roumania, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia), stated that it reserved the 
right to have the question of sanctions examined by the League of Nations. It pointed 
out that the development of science and the growth of the chemical industries constituted 
a temptation to make use of them in a future war. A simple prohibition was not sufficient 
to eliminate that danger, but should be followed by appropriate measures designed to 
enhance its practical value and to render its violation more difficult, by increasing the 
risks to an aggressor. · . 

" The system of collective reprisals would certainly be more effective, especially in 
the direction of prevention, but it did not seem possible to bring about at the present 
time. In the circumstances, all that could be obtained was an undertaking on the part 
of t~e contracting States to give a country which had been the victim of aggression suitable 
samtary and medical assistan~ and to place their scientific resources at its disposal so 
as to enable it to take the most effective measures to protect itself. 

" That change of attitude on the part of the delegations, which had hoped at the 
outset to create a movement of opinion in favour of the system of collective reprisals, is 
very characteristic." 

. General Burha~dt-Bukacki_ added ~hat t~e Polish d~legation had reserved the right to 
bnng up the question of sanctions agam, as It was convmced that only a solution covering 
every aspect of the problem could sufficiently allay the legitimate and increasing apprehension 
felt _b:r _all ~hose who_ considered that chemical warfare was a threat to the future of the whole 
of C!Vllisatwn. He d1d not desire to anticipate the rep~ies of the Committee of Experts, but he 
feared t~at they would force the Bureau to the particularly disquieting conclusion that any 
~ntrol m the sphere_ of chemical warfare was inadequate, as the great chemical factories could 
always _take ~efuge m the pretext that they were safeguarding themselves against so-called 
econom1c espwnage .. It followed that, in the matter of reprisals, the first thing to seek was the 
!Jl•othods ?f preventiOn and repression. The resolution of July 23rd, 1932, on which the 
mv:st•?atwn by the ~ureau :-vas based, tended to facilitate the work in that direction. M. 
l'll JttJ ~report was an mterestlng attempt to find a solution, opened up far-reaching perspectives 
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and would no doubt be inva~uable to _the. Committee of Experts. Nevertheless, some of the 
~tatem~nt_s made on the :prev1ous day mdicated· that certain concrete proposals were necessary 
lf ~mb1gU1ty and unceytamty were to be avoided. In 1914, thirty noxious gases were known, 
while at ~he present hme more .t~an one thousand were known. It was no doubt important 
to estabhsh a syst~m of superv1s1on, but the main thing was to give a State which had been 
attacked the certamt~ that th~ whole _of humanity would back it up by inflicting on the 
aggress?r .State effechve sa!lchons wh1ch could be applied immediately without any delay 
or restnctlon. Polan~ had s1gned the Protocol without the condition of reciprocity, but hoped 
that a complete soluhon of the problem under discussion would be found by the Conference. 

Mr. !VILSON (t.:nited States of America) said that the criticism of the Rapporteur and the 
ob~ervations of vanous members o~ ~he Bureau had given to the debate a scope and a depth 
wh1c~ he had not, at ~he start, antic1pated. Having had the benefit of expressions of opinion 
by h1s colleag~es, wh1c~ gave greater clarity to the problem of sanctions, both particular 
and general, h1s delegation agreed with those speakers who believed that there must be an 
establishme~t of t~e fact of violation. It agreed also that that establishment must take place, 
to be efficac1ous, w1th. the utmost rapidity._ He had some doubts as to exactly the procedure to 
~e followed to establish that fact, and feared that the text proposed might prove to be an 
mtolerable _burden upon the doyen of the diplomatic corps, particularly if he were the 
representative of a smal~ neutral country lying next to one of the great belligerents. The 
method, although a detail, was, however, of high importance and must be worked out in the 
light of the general Convention. All the members were agreed that there must be the 
establishmen~ o_f the fact of violation _and that such establishment must take place with a high 
degree ?f rap1d1ty. That that estab~1shment of fact should be followed up by a consultation 
of the s1gnatory Powers seemed to h1m to be a reasonable and natural corollary to Article 52 
of the ~aft Conven~ion, which dealt with peace-time complaints. It would appear that a 
complamt made dunng a war should be followed by similar procedure, always taking into 
account the immensely increased urgency of action. His Government's views would be 
necessarily influenced by the final form of Article 52 and analogous provisions. 

Beyond that point, he confessed that his ideas were not fixed. It seemed to him that the 
debate had shown clearly the vastness of the field which the Bureau was now investigating, 
and the difficulty for anyone at that moment to say clearly what his final attitude might be 
on that highly important but very delicate problem. In approaching any problem which 
endeavoured to cover future events, and which was not the application of a mathematical 
formula applied to the facts as they were, there was an inevitable difference of method between 
those whose training was based on the Code Napoleon, and those whose training was based on the · 
evolutionary processes of common law. The tendency of the former school was to build a 
series of steps based on often irrefutable logic which endeavoured to provide machinery for 
the future, and prescribed in considerable detail its action. The latter school endeavoured to 
set up a machine to which it gave the greatest possible power, but which it bound as little as 
possible on detail, trusting to evolution and to the momentum which that machine would gain 
as it functioned in the future and established precedents. 

It was an interesting speculation whether so~e ~otion of that contrast. was not i_n th_e mind 
of M. Paul-Boncour when he envisaged concentnc c1rcles capable of movmg even m different 
directions without upsetting the harmony of the whole. It was perhaJ:>S :-vith the thought of 
conciliating those divergent philosophies that he _made use of the s1m1le. Naturally, Mr. 
Wilson, with his training, found more sympathetic the second school of thoug~t and was 
inclined to leave to the future the development of the task of the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission. He realised that those who thought differently had an equal right to their 
conceptions and he hoped that some method of harmonising the two would be found. 

He had not anticipated that the discussion would tak~ on such breadth, an? had assumed 
that it would be possible to examine the problem of chem1cal warfare as one p1ece of a broad 
mosaic into the pattern of which it could be fitted. He had not thoug_ht that at that moment 
it was essential to extend the conception of what shoul? be the_ san~t10~ set up by the tr~aty 
to the breadth which had been suggested, a breadth wh1ch, to h1s mmd, 1t wo~ld only be nl?ht 
to discuss when the treaty was considered as a whole;. He wondered whether, m concentr~tmg 
upon that particular problem, the Bureau was not fa1lmg t~ see the_ woo~ for the trees. E1ther 
the Bureau or the General Commission must enter shortly mto a d1scuss1on of that broad and 
thorny question. They must give due consideration to those s~ggestive conceptions _sketc~ed 
by M. Paul-Boncour, and in the light of the developments wh1ch followed s_uch a d!scu.sswn, 
would they not see more clearly wh~t they could do on the general question of sanctions.? 
Also it must be remembered that th1s subJect would presumably have to apply, at least m 
a general way, to many other portions of _the treaty. There might be prohib~tions app~ied to 
guns and there might be prohibitions apphed to types of aeroplane_s. Th_ere m_1ght conce1v~bly 
be other prohibitions in that treaty. Were there to be compa~tmenbsed d1scuss1ons on sanctions 
each time one of these problems was approached, or would 1t. not be bett_er constantly t~ bear 
in mind the necessity of so shaping th~ work upon that particular question that the ultimate 
result would be a broad and harmomous whole ? 
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Mr Wilson then offered an observation on the Chairman's s~ggestion that ~ention of 

al ~ t: ·n kt'nd should be eliminated from the text under dtscusston. He was obltged to go 
ret ta lOll I • • all f . I r t' H f back to his original conception of a rule of mternahon aw o umversa app tca ton. e .elt 

a- he li ·tened to the debate, that the thoughts of the members of the Bureau were runmng 
:0~ ~d m~re in the direction of such application. If such ~ere. the case,. and they were not 
contemplating a renunciation of limited scope~ but ,an appltc~tton of umv~rs~l scope, then 
it would seem to him \\ise to follow the Chatrman s suggestion and to eltmmate, at least 
pro,isionallv, mention of retaliation in kind. . 

Mr. Wilson added that that observation was a personal one, and hts Government had not · 
yet expressed itself on the subject. 

M. WESDI.\N (Sweden) stated that the Swedish delegation W?-S ~n favour of the suppres~ion 
of the right of retaliation. The admission of the right of retaltahon by the use of chemtcal 
weapons would be a backward step from the position already taken up by the Conference in 
its resolution of July 23rd, 1932. . . 

Before taking a definite decision, however, the ~wedish delegatton. would ~e g~:'-d to see 
further progress in the direction of the mutual asststance suggested m M. Ptloth s report. 
The idea that the attacked State would be able to obtain immediate assistance from the 
other States was of the very greatest importance for small countries, particularly th~se w~ose 
chemical industry was undeveloped: M. Wes~man was glad to see f~om the dra!t queshonna~re 1 

that it was proposed to ask a spectal commtttee to make suggestions regardmg the sanctions 
to be applied to a State which infringed the prohibition of the use of chemical arms. He was 
also glad to see from the observations on Chapter IV, Section I, of his report that 
the Rapporteur had already contemplated a body entrusted with the task of establishing 
infringements of this prohibition. This was, in his opinion, a matter worthy of the most 
careful study. The idea seemed to him so good that it should be retained with a view to its 
extension to other spheres; and efforts should be made to entrust this special body with other 
duties than those suggested in the present text of the report. 

~1. PILOTTI (Italy), Rapporteur, leaving on one side the question of the establishment 
of infringement of the Convention by the use of gas, which had been raised afresh by Mr. 
Wilson and by the Swedish delegate, gave the reasons which had led him to suggest that the 
victim of an infringement should apply to the doyen of the corps diplomatique in the country 
in question in order to secure the establishment of this infringement. The point was to find 
someone of importance with whom the State attacked might be able to get into touch without 
loss of time. There might be certain disadvantages in the system which he had suggested, but 
it had the advantage of enabling action to be taken for an enquiry on the spot, in the hospitals 
and on the front, by the doyen of the corps diplomatique, who was always at the disposal of the 
Government in the very capital of the State which alleged that it had been the victim of a gas 
attack. 

On the question of retaliation by the use of chemical weapons, M. Pilotti fully realised 
the importance of Mr. Wilson's remarks; but thought it possible, in view of his own Italian 
and Romanist legal education, to find some common ground between the two legal schools 
to which the United States delegate had referred. Looking at the question in the form raised 
by the Chairman at the conclusion of the previous meeting, he wondered whether it might 
be possible to drop the right of retaliation and to introduce into the Convention 
certain provisions dealing with the individual action open to the signatory States, and the 
common action which might be taken by all the States for the purpose of bringing chemical 
.warfare to an end. With this object in view, he had drawn up the following alternative text 
for Section II of Conclusion No. 4 in his report : 

" II. The declaration of the Permanent Disarmament Commission establishing 
the fact of the use of chemical, incendiary or bacteriological weapons shall have the 
following effects : 

" 1. The State against which chemical, incendiary or bacteriological weapons 
have been employed shall in no circumstances retaliate by the use of the same 
weapons. . 

" 2. It shall be the right and duty of third States individually to bring pressure 
t~ bear upo~ the S~ate ~hich has used the che~ical, incendiary or bacteriological 
\\eapons to mduce 1t to gtve up the use of the satd weapons or to deprive it of the 
possibility of continuing to use them. 

" 3· A consu~tation sh~ll. be held among third States at the earliest possible 
I??ment !~ deten~une what JOmt st~p~ shall be taken, to decide if necessary on the 
JOint pumttve actwn of every descnptwn to be taken and to address injunctions or 
recommendations to the States at war. 
. . " 4· Third St~tes situated in a given region may further undertake to undertake 
Jomtly, an~ as rapJdly as possible, severe punitive action against the delinquent State, 
and for thu purpose to create beforehand a joint police force." 

The conclusion of the report might be improved by the proposal put forward by M. 
Pedroso, and for that reason he would be glad if that suggestion might also be distributed to 
the members of the Bureau. He would also be glad if the Chairman could appoint a 

1 See below. 
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sub-committee w?ich, on the .basis of t~e various texts already drawn up, would endeavour to 
defin~ ~he questton of ~anchons startmg from the fundamental principle that the right of 
retal1at10n was not adt~utted. The draft questionnaire to be submitted to the sub-Committee 1 

should final!y be e~ammed by the Bureau and forwarded as soon as possible to the delegations. 
It was ~ot Impossible th~t a? agreement might be reached without much difficulty, once the 
conclusions of the Co-ordination Committee which he proposed were known. 

T~e CHAIRMAN shared the views of the Rapporteur, and proposed that the suggested sub
comm~ttee shoul~ be compo~ed as follows : M. Politis, as Chairman, and the delegates of the 
followmg c<;mntnes .: Austna, Belgium, United Kingdom, France, Italy, Spain and Sweden. 
The two pomts of v1ew would thus be represented. The sub-committee would be requested to 
report on Monday, November qth. 

This proposal was adopted. 

32. PROHIBITION, AND SUPERVISION OF THE PROHIBITION, OF THE PREPARATION OF CHEMICAL, 
INCENDIARY AND BACTERIOLOGICAL WARFARE : CASE OF A BREACH OF THE PROHIBITION 
TO USE CHEMICAL, INCENDIARY AND BACTERIOLOGICAL WEAPONS AGAINST AN OPPONENT : 

DRAFT QUESTIONNAIRE PROPOSED BY M. PILOTTI (ITALY}. 

M. PILOTTI (Italy), Rapporteur, presented the following draft questionnaire : 

"A. Prohibition of the Preparation of Chemical, Incendiary and Bacteriological Warfare. 

"I. Defensive Material. 
" I. Should the preparation of material intended for individual protection (masks, 

protective clothing, etc.) be prohibited ? 
" If not, can it be laid down that this preparation should be entrusted : 

" (a) To the Governments, under international control ? 
" (b) Or to an international body (for example, the Disarmament Commission) ? 

" 2. Should the preparation of collective protection be prohibited ? If not, should 
this preparation be regulated (for example, that of underground shelters) ? Should it be 
carried out under international supervision ? 

" 3. Does the testing of protective material necessitate the use of poisonous 
substances ? 

" If so, what measures should be taken to prevent this giving rise to abuses ? 
" Should it be made compulsory to declare the quantities of poisonous su~s~ances 

produced with a view to testing protective material ? Should these quanhhes be 
restricted ? Should the results of the tests be made public ? 

" 4· Sh~uld the preparation of the treatment of victims of chemical warfare be 
prohibited ? 

" Should the specialisation of hospitals with a view to the treatment of victims of 
chemical warfare be prohibited ? 

" If not, how should the work of doctors, attendants and rescuers and their training 
be regulated ? 

"II. OUensive Material. 
" I. How can the preparation of bacteriological warfare be prevented ? 
" 2. Is it practicable to prohibit the man?facture~ importation, ~xportat.ion and 

possession of implements and substances exclusively suitable for use m chemical and 
incendiary warfare : 

" (a) Are there such implements and substances ? 
" (b) What. are they ? . 
" (c) Are they of genuine importance ? If the above-mentioned prohibition 

can be pronounced, would this constitute an effective obstacle to the preparation of 
chemical warfare ? 

" 3· Is it practicable to prohibit the manufacture, ~mportati~n.· expor.t~tio~ o~ 
possession of implements and substances capable both of pacific and mihtary uhhsahon . 

" If not can the armed forces be forbidden to possess certain stocks of these substances 
or impleme~ts, or can States be obliged to. declare these stocks ? 

" 4· Can the training of armed forces in the use of chemical weapons be 
prohibited ? h" h"b" . ? 

" What would be the practical effect of t IS pro I Ihon 
" 5. Can the Committee sug!\est ot~er practical forms of prohibiting the preparation 

of chemical, bacteriological and Incendiary warfare ? 

• • • 
1 Sec below. 



•· .4.pptrtdix. 
" SP«i1rl case of lachrymatory subsfartces. 
" I. Can the production and possession of lachrymatory substances be authorised 

fur police purposes ? 
.. 2 • Should lachrymatory substances be included in the. category of substances 

exclusively suitable for use in chemical warfare ? 
"J. If so, should they be treated separately ? 

"Should the quantities capable of being produced, imported or possessed be 
limited? 

" Should any other form of regulation be introduced ? 
" Is the application of a special treatment to lachrymatory substances liable to 

lead to abuse ? · 

"B. SupmJisior~ of the ProhibitioK to make PreparatJons for Chemical, Incendiary and . 
Bacteriological Warfare. 

" (I) (a) Can the prohibition of such pr~par~tions ~e s_upervised b~ consulting 
commercial statistics of the movements of chem1cal mdustnes m all countnes ? 

" (b) Can this supervision be exercised by entrusting to national bodies the inspection 
of chemical factories and by having the following data published : 

"The nature of the products manufactured therein ? 
"The existing stocks of manufactured products ? 
" The output capacity of the factories ? 

" Is it sufficient to do this for certain factories ? 
" (c) Should this supervision be entrusted to an international body ? If such 

supervision is introduced, what will be its practical effect ? 
" (2) From what facts will it be possible to deduce that the prohibition to make 

preparations has been violated ? 
" First system : Supervision based on the existence of regulations concerning 

production. 
" (a) Limitation of the chemical output capacity of States, or, at any 

rate, of a certain number of States, so that the chemical warfare potential of 
certain States should not be too unequal (quotas, industrial agreements, etc.). 

" (b) Limitation of the quantities of chemical products in stock. 
" Practical value of this system ? 
" Second system : The freedom of manufactures, imports and stocks is, in 

principle, complete, but the intention of using these substances for chemical warfare 
is alone prohibited. · 

" From what facts can this intention be deduced ? 
" (a) From the character of Government intervention in the management 

of production ? 
" (b) From abnormally large outputs ? 
" (c) From abnormal stocks ? 
" (d) From other facts ? 

" Practical value of this system ? 
" (3) Can the Committee suggest other practical forms of supervision ? 

"C. Case of a Breach of the Prohibition to use Chemical, Incendiary and Bacteriological 
weapons against an opponent. 

" Determination of such a Breach. 
" How should the determination of a. breach be technically organised ? 
" Who should determine such a breach ? Should specialised experts be compulsorily 

attached to the authority responsible for determining the breach ? . . · 
" Should these experts be designated in advance ? 
" Should two expert investigations be provided for-viz., by the experts- of the 

country attacked and by international experts appointed in advance ? 
" How should the determination of the breach be organised so that it should take 

place as rapidly as possible ? 

" Penalties. • 

" ~as the Technical Committee any suggestions to make as regards the penalties to 
be apphed to a State committing a breach of the Convention ? " 

~- Pilotti added that, in drawing up the questionnaire, he had requested the assistance of 
certam_ members of the Speci:'J Con:tmittee_. The q~estions were to be examined by that 
Comm1~t~ from a purely t~ch_mcal pomt of VIew, and 1t was not asked in any way to anticipate 
the deciSIOns o~ the Comm1ss1on or to adumbrate any general solution extending beyond the 
sphere of chemical warfare. 
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. The questions had been dra_wn up in very detailed form in order that the Committee might 

be able to reply a~ far as possible by a simple "Yes" or "No". Several questions might 
seem unnecessary m so far as ~he reply could be foreseen. M. Pilotti had thought it well, 
nevertheless, that these quest!ons s~ould appear in the questionnaire, which would thus 
be complete. and would make 1t. poss~ble to quote the opinion of competent experts on the 
whole ques~J~n. !he draft queshon_narre followed the same lines as the reports. It was based 
upon _the d~stmctu;m between offensive and defensive material, and followed as far as possible 
the d1scuss10n wh1ch had taken place on the subject. 

A. Prohibition of the Preparations for Chemical, Incendiary and Bacteriological Warfare. 

I. Defensive Material. 

M. PrLOTTI. (Italy), Rap_porteur, ~xplained that it had originally been proposed to entrust 
the Red Cro~s, m the capacity_ of .a~ mternational body provided for in paragraph I (b), with 
the preparaho!l of matenal for mdiv1dual protection. There had been certain objections to this 
proposal, partlc~larly on the part of the Red Cross itself, which was not sufficiently equipped 
to under.take th1s !llanufa~ture. The Committee might consider the possibility of providing 
for enq_mry by an mternatlo~al body acting in the interests of humanity. 

W1th reference to Questwn ~o. 2, he emphasised that States could scarcely be expected 
to carry the abandonment of the nght_of retaliation to the length of giving up the construction 
of shelters. It would be for the Spec1al Committee to say whether such constructions might 
possibly give rise to abuse. 

Ques!ions .3 and 4 were of greater importance, as, in order to ascertain whether masks 
were ~ffic1ent, 1t was necessary to produce gas, and certain delegations declared themselves 
for th1s reason opposed even to the manufacture of defensive appliances. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) shared the opinion already expressed that the questions 
submitted ~o the Special Committee should be as precise as possible in order that the replies 
to them m1ght be such as only experts were able to give. Some of the questions suggested 
by M. Pilotti seemed to him to go beyond the limits of a strictly technical enquiry. There were 
certain questions to which the Bureau should reply itself. Question No. I, paragraph I, for 
instance, would have to be settled by the Bureau in the light of information supplied by the 
technical experts. Mr. Eden would prefer that, in this case, they should merely be asked : 
Is there any material intended exclusively for protection against gas ? If it is possible to 
exercise international supervision over the manufacture of this material or to centralise such 
manufacture, how could this be brought about ? 

He thought that the wording of Question 2 should also be modified. In his opinion, the 
experts should merely be asked whether there was any method of collective protection, whether 
this method had been adopted in the various countries and what developments might be 
expected from it. The remaining points were for the Bureau to deal with. 

He had no criticisms to make on Question 3, but, with regard to Question 4, he remarked 
that it could not be the Bureau's intention to ask the Special Committee whether prohibition 
should extend to preparations for the care of the victims of chemical warfare, as it was not 
possible to think of forbidding care of the injured. 

Mr. Eden therefore strongly urged that all questions of a political character should be 
reserved for the Bureau. 

M. PrLOTTI (Italy), Rapporteur, admitted t~at the formulre emp~oy_ed ~n the draft 
questionnaire showed some signs of haste and were m some cases rather elhphcal m nature. He 
wished to avoid any misunderstanding. In paragraph I (a), for instance, the question which he 
intended to ask was, in fact, the following : Is it possible not to make advance preparations 
for chemical warfare and not to possess masks for the protecti_on o! individuals ? Th~ possibility 
of an infringement of the Convention must always be borne m mmd, and the techmcal expe_rts 
should say whether they considered it necessary to keep a stock of g:as masks for the protection 
of the population in the case of such infringement ; the final concluswn ~ould, of co';lrse, belong 
to the Conference. He wished to emphasise that there was no qu_estwn of hand~ng over to 
the Special Committee the responsibilities of the Bureau. The Comrn1ttee w':mld decide 'Yhether 
the advance preparation of masks was necessary, or whether such preventive preparation was 
entirely useless owing to the impossibility of saying what gas woul~ be used fo~ the. attack. 
In the light of the Special Committee's replies, the Bureau would dec1de what articles 1t would 
propose for insertion in the Convention. . 

Question No. 2 referred to the utility of shelters and not to the nght to construct them. 
The Special Committee would advise on the usefulness and advantages of shelters, but not on 
the relation of their construction to international law and agreements. It would say, for 
instance, whether it was impossible to provide defen~e without the construction of shelters or 
whether, on the other hand, it was possible to d? without th~m. . . 
. Similarly, Question 4 was to be read in the hght o~ the discussions _which_ had take_n place 
m the Bureau regarding research into defence matenal, research wh1c~ might possibly be 
used for the preparation of an attack. On the ot~er hand, there coul~ o~vwusly be !lo thought 
of prohibiting the training of doctors and nurses 1~ the treatment of v1chms of che~ucal attack, 
but it must be considered whether such preparatwn could not be regarded as havmg a double 
purpose. . . . . 

M. Pilotti was anxious to emphasise that there was no question c;>f pre]udgmg many way 
the right of the Bureau, and of the Governments themselves, to dec1de such matters. 
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Y. Bol'RQl'l~ (Belgium) had no doubt that. the., Rapporteur's replies .wo~ld rcli~ve Mr. 

EJ 
· .· t' 1 view of the value of M. Ptloth s statement as an mtcrpretat10n, he 

t'n s anxt<' It'S. n d' 'b t d t tl b of the B requt'stt'd that an extract from the Minutes might be tstn u e o te mem ers ureau . 

. ll. Bt>urqlfin's propos<ll tt•as adopted. . . . 
Y. YASSIGLI (France) stated that, if M. Pilotti's r~ply meant that, 11~ every .case m whtch 

the Special Technical Cominittee was asked to deal wtth a general ~ues~10n wlu~h excee~ed 
its compett'nce, the Committee should merely supply purely techmc~l mf?rmat10n enabh.ng 
the Bureau to take a decision, with full knowledge of the facts, he was m enttre agreement wtth 
the Rapporteur. 

II. Offensit>e Material. 
M. · PILOTTI (Italy), Ra~porteur, e;;plai!led, in .connec~ion with. 9uestion I, that the 

doctors on the Special Com~tttee. had gtven 1t as th~rr u~ammous opm10n that th~re was.no 
method of preventing bactenologtcal warfare. M. Piloth had n~vertheless put. tlus qu~stlon 
in order to ascertain whether any other developments were posstble, more particularly m the 
sphere of protection. 

Question Ko. 2 dealt particularly with incendiary and cheinical warfare. He had been 
informed by specialists that there existed special appliances for carrying on warfare of this 
nature, and the question to be solved by the Special Committee was whether the prohibition 
of the employment of such appliances and material would help to prevent chemical and 
incendiary warfare. 

There had been a long discussion in the Special Cominittee on Question 3. which dealt 
u;th the possibility of preparing in advance appliances and materials capable both of pacific 
and military utilisation. 

Question No. 4 called for no comment, and on Question 5, which was general in character, 
the S~ial Cominittee was requested to say whether it could make any further practical 
suggestions. 

The CH . .URYAN requested delegations desiring to propose amendments to the questionnaire 
to forward th~ir su~gestions to the Rap~r!eur d~ect. He understood the Bureau to agree 
that the queshonnarre should be referred m 1ts entirety to the Special Committee. 

Agreed. 
llr. EDEN (U':lite~ Kin~~om) said that he was ready to submit his suggestions to M. Pilotti 

3:nd adde~ that, m h.IS oprmon, the W?rk of the Special. Committee would be considerably 
lightened if the questions addressed to 1t were drawn up m a purely technical form. 

M. PILOTTI (Italy), Rapporteur, agreed on this point. 
The CH.-\Il~l!AN added that! if, in the opinion of the Rapporteur, the questionnaire was 

best drawn up m a purely techmcal form, the Bureau would accept his decision on that matter. 

TWENTY-SEVENTH MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held on Saturday, November 12th, 1932, at II a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSON. 

33· PROHIBITION OF CHEl!ICAL WARFARE AND VIOLATIONS OF TH p CHE B · E ROHIDITION TO USE 
MICAL, ACTERIOLOGICAL AND INCENDIARY \VEAPONS ( t · · ( con ~nuat10n). 

IV. Sanctions in the Event of the Use of Chemical, Bacteriolo ical d I . . 
. . Text proposed by the Drafting Com!itte/" ncencl1ary Weapons • 

The. CHAJR)JAN mv1ted M. Politis, as Chairman of th D · . 
the prev1ous day, to report on the work of the Committe~. raftmg Commtttee appointed on 

ll .. POLITIS (Greece) said that the Draftin Com . . 
of ~t10n II ?f Conclusion No.4 of M. Pilotti'sgre ort m(~tee, appomted to reconsider the text 
prev1ot1S evemng and agreed in principle on th P f 11 ?cument Conf.D.142), had met on the 

" II Th d Ia e o owmg new text . 
· e ec ra.tion of the Permanent o· '. . 

fact of the use of chemtcal, incendiary or ba t . 15tr~am1 ent Comm1ss1on establishing the 
tffects : .. . c eno ogJca weapons shall have the following 

. I. Thud St~tes shall individuall be undc . . 
~ear • ~hosen accordmg to circumstances Y d r an obhgahon to bring pressure to 
m~hl~h thty. are placed in relation t~ afhe nbtll~l~ according to the special situation 
u t e chemtcal, mcendiary or bacte · 1 . j tgerents, upon the State which has 
uo;e of the said weapons or to deprive i~~~(f~~a ~~~rol.ns to induce it to give up the 

P Jsst Jl tty of continuing to use them. 



" 2. A con~ultation shall be ~e!d among third States through the agency of 
the Pe.r~anent Disarmament Comm1ss1on at the earliest possible moment to determine 
what,1o~nt steps shall be taken and to decide on the joint punitive action of every 
descnphon to be taken. 

".These decisions shall be ta~e~ by a majo~ity _vote (character of the majority to 
be dec1ded by th.e G~neral Com~ISS!On). The mmonty shall not be bound, but it shall 
be U?,der an obligation ~ot to hmder the action of the majority. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall be entitled to take in advance 
all preparatory measures with a view to the possible application of the decisions 
.refer~~d to i~ the foreg~ing paragraph. . 

3· ~h!rd States situate~ in a given region may further pledge themselves to 
un~ertake )omtly and as rapidly as possible severe punitive action against the 
delm.~uent State and, f~r th1s ~urpose, ~o cr~ate b_eforehand a joint police force. 

4· The State agam~t wh1c~ chemical, mcend1ary or bacteriological weapons 
have been employed shall m no cucumstances retaliate by the use of the same 
weapons." . 

This ne~ text was on the same !ines as the old, and began with the same sentence-that 
was to say, it presupposed the establishment by the Permanent Commission of the use of the 
prohibited weap~ms. The Drafting Committee had not been called upon to reconsider the 
procedure by which the use of the weapons in question was to be established : but it had been 
led to ta~e .into conside~ation the capital i~portance of such procedure from the standpoint 
of the-rapidity .a~d c,ertamty. of results, an~ i~ .thought th~t the Bureau might usefully draw the 
General Commission s attention to the possibility of speedmg up the procedure for the establish
ment of the ~se of these weapons laid down in Section I of Conclusion No. 4 of the Rapporteur. 

The obJect, therefore, of the new text, as of the old text, was to determine the effects of 
the Permanent Commission's finding when once that step had been taken. The Drafting 
Committee was unanimous in proposing that the power to retaliate by the same weapons 
should. be prohibited, an.d that there should be a formal statement of such prohibition. Tlie 
Committee proposed to msert such a statement as paragraph No. 4· It seemed desirable to 
place this statement at the end in order more clearly to indicate that the absolute prohibition 
of reprisals had its justification in the system of sanctions described in the three preceding 
paragraphs. 

The sanctions proposed were of three kinds : individual sanctions, general collective 
sanctions and regional collective sanctions. 

In the first place, it was recommended that what were called "third States "-he did not 
think the expression " third States" was a very happy one; it might be desirable later to 
find some other expression-should be under the obligation individually to take suitable action, 
each on its own account, in relation to the guilty State, with a view to inducing the latter to 
forgo the use of the prohibited weapons or to make it impossible for it to continue their use. 
What measures were possible in this sense ? The answer was to be found in the text. The 
Drafting Committee had thought it desirable to enumerate the various individual measures 
to be taken by the States; but it was understood (and the Drafting Committee thought it 
would be necessary to specify as much in the Bureau's report to the General Commission) 
that any form of pressure was possible from simple diplomatic representations to military 
action, or intermediate measures of a financial, commercial or economic character. It was felt 
to be sufficient in the actual text to state that all would depend on circumstances and on the 
special position, in relation to the belligerents, of the State deciding to take action. 

Side by side with individual sanctions, the text contemplated collective sanctions. The 
latter would have the same object of inducing the guilty State to forgo the use of the prohibited 
weapons or to make it impossible for it to continue their use. As, however, the sanctions in 
this case were to be collective, they would have to be decided by .the whole body of States 
concerned. With this object, the latter would have to cons~lt With .one another on the 
Permanent Commission at the earliest possible moment, and 1t was desirable to state at that 
point that the words "at the earliest possible moment" were understood in practice to mean 
the moment when the Permanent Commission was called upon to establish the use of the 
illicit weapons. In other words, at the same meeting at which the .P«:rmanent Commission 
established the use of the illicit weapons, the members of the Commission would proceed to 
consult with one another with a view to deciding the joint action to be taken and the collective 
sanctions of all kinds to be applied. The wording of this passage in the new text was purposely 
left very elastic It did not formally state that the different States were under obligation to 
undertake joint· action. Those members who woul~ hav~ p~eferred a m?re strictly .obli~atory 
system operating more automatically had agreed m pnnc1ple to the lme taken, m View of 
the three following considerations : 

(1) The knowledge of the obligation t.o take indiv~dual sanctic;m~ ; 
(2) The possibility of applying sanctions even Without unamm1ty of the whole 

~~: . . 
(3) The provision for regional pacts supplementmg the general system of collective 

sanctions. 
Thus the second sub-paragraph of paragraph 2 of the new text stated that the decisions 

were to be taken by a " majority ". The minority was not to be bound by a decision-that 
Was to say it would not be bound to join in the action taken by the majority; but it would 
at any rat~ be bound to respect such action, and not to obstruct the measures decided on and 
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unJmak~n l;>y the maj~,ritv .. What majority was to be required ? The t~xt did not say. It 
n~relv indkatnl that the character of the majorit~ would have to be d~c1ded by ~h~ General 
Commi~on. It was possible to waYer between dtffcrent systems-a SJ.mple m~JO~ItY. of all 
the members of the P~rman~nt Commission present or absent, or a quahfied ma)onty 1f only 
the \'t't~ of those present were to be taken int~ account. The Drafting Com!'luttee had _felt 
tha.t the question "A-as. too ~mplicate~. and !hat 1t wou~d be ~ecessary to take time to co~s1~er 
the ,-anous concrete SituatiOns that mq;ht anse. Accordmgly,tt merely pronounced for maJonty 
decisions in principle, leaYing the character of th~ majority to be dec~d~d by the General 
Commission. Consequently. it V~"'uld be nece~y m_ the ~eneral_Com~uss1on _to u~dertak.e a 
thorough e.xanunation of the different hYPOthetical Situations whtch m~ght anse With a v1ew 
to settling the question with full knowledge of the facts. 

The final sub-paragraph of paragraph :.1 referred to ~he po~·er of the ~.er~anent Comf!liss!on 
to take in ad~rance all possible preparatory measures wtth a vtew to fac1htatmg the apphcabon 
of such collective sanctions as might ultimately be decided. What preparatory measures ? 
Such measures might take different forms. It had been pointed out in the Drafting Committee 
that the Permanent Commission would haYe to consider at leisure in peace-time the 
hypothetical situations which ~ight arise, and have i~ reac;liness different systems of sa~cti<.>ns . 
to be applied as and when reqmred. In the event of v10lahon of the Covenant and apphcat10n 
of collective sanctions, the Permanent Commission would then not be taken unawares, its 
discnssions would not involve any delay, and it would have a system of sanctions for application 
readv to hand. 

The general collective sanctions contemplated in paragraph :.1 might be supplemented by 
regional sanctions. Accordingly, paragraph 3 conferred power on the S<H:alled third States 
of a given region to agree to undertake rigorous repressive action in common, as an urgency 
mea:."UU'e, against a guilty State, thus constituting a collective police force operating in advance. 

The Draft Committee had endeavoured to reconcile the different tendencies which became 
apparent during the discussion of this delicate subject, and believed· it had succeeded. The 
solutions proposed in the text submitted to the Bureau were not final in character ; they would 
ha,·e to be reconsidered and amended and supplemented on more than one point. Such as 
they were, he thought they might be accepted by the Bureau, whose object (it would be 
remembered) was to provide the General Commission with a rough draft for the latter to 
complete. 

General BuRH . .UWT-BUKACKI (Poland) said that the Polish delegation had warmly 
welcomed the definite prohibition embodied in paragraph 4 of the Drafting Committee's 
text. It felt that it would be essential later to define in greater detail the terms of the c 
preceding paragraphs which formed a counterpart to that provision, since the Powers 
signatories to t~e Conventi~n ~ould thereby ass?me a very great moral responsibility towards 
the State whtch was a Vlchm of an aggressiOn of that nature. The question would no 
doubt be further elucidated by the work of the Special Committee and would then be examined 
!>Y the General Commission. Such an examination was necessary in view of the very special 
unportance ~f that as~t of the problem: Paragraphs I, 2 and 3, in particular, as the Chairman 
of the Draftmg Comnuttee had emphasised, would have to be further defined and specially 
strengthened. 

ll. PIWTTI (lt~ly)_. ~pporteur, said that,_ as Rapporteur, he thought that he had 
exhausted the question m his report: He '_VOuld st~ply. add that it. ~a.ii a matter of gratification 
t!tat further prog_ress had been ~ch1eved m the direction of proh1b1tmg the chemical weapon, 
smce .the concl~tons now submttted to t~e Bureau-subject to what he was about to say
constitute~ an 1mp~ov<:ment o~ those wh1ch appeared in his own report. 

Speaking then m his capac1ty as delegate of Italy, he stated that what concerned him was 
the paragraph 3 of the new proposal regarding regional agreements. It preoccupied him for 
several ~easons. In the ~rst place, as he ~ad said on the previous day, when submitting his 
al~tive text f~r Section II of ConclusiOn No. 4, in a matter such as this, which aroused 
u~versal repr~batlon and called for th<: proclam3:tion of a principle of international law valid 
alike !or the sq;natory Pow~rs and agamst non-signatory States, it seemed to him somewhat 
quest~~ble to talk of sanctu;ms of a regional character. He doubted very much whether such 
a proVIS~n ~c;mld a~d anythmg to the general punitive measures and even felt that it might 
tend to d1m1msh thetr effect. It seemed to him that a meeting of all the St t · th ld 
convened to take 1· · t t' · · · . a es m e wor • om ac 1on aga1!lst mternat10nal cnme, would be somewhat chilled by the 
~ :!:'t !f:::e ~as already ~ reg10nal agreement r.roviding for special intervention, which 

n me mor~ effective: He felt doubtfu , moreover, as regards its efficac as he 
~~bt that really umversal action, &uc~ as a blockade by all the States in the world; would 

~t:'%:uLtw~ than a demonstration of force on the part of any one group of States. 
pr<,blem. It h~ air~ even stronger, when he .went on to consid~r a fur~her aspect of the 
States. He felt that thft ::: :~!:: 1~:-i~e:~c;~~~he:~ul~n~ehapp~ed agamst nor-sitnato~y 
~~ent!: t~~~~~h= signed by all t~e States in the w~rld. Af~hem~~ee~r~~~t ft !n~!t \: 
~hem~ The reaction ~f~u~!~~~o~;~1t~!~r!tl~e~~t~te~h~ action was cbo~te~plated againsdt 
Jt wa. what wat required h · . 1 f . · 1ere was no o )ect10n to that, an 
A r~~mal ~reement, how;:,n b:C~~~p t 0 th:ternational c~iminal law was pr~claime~l. 
ro::..hty an alli:..nce again~t a State which wfs nyt prtoposedh pohce force onl_y constituted m 

o a par y to t at agreement. 1 here could be no 
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que~tion of a ~3:ct of m~tual assist~nce, since the action contemplated would be taken against 
a th1rd party • It wa~ Simply an.alhance and a characteristic form of alliance, a state of affairs 
which ~ade the Ital1an delegation hesitate. s~mewhat. It would have understood a proposal 
to add, In the report to the _General Comml~slo':l• t.hat the idea of such agreements had been 
reco~mended, that there. m1ght be so~ethmg m 1t and that several delegations, or indeed 
practlc_ally all the delegations, would giVe the suggestion a sympathetic welcome. He could 
not qmte Ufl:derstand, however, that sue~~ suggestio": should appear in the form of a conclusion 
to be submitted ~o the General C::omm!SS!on. But smce that was the case, he found himself 
unable to accept 1t on b~half of h1s delegation-for a very simple reason. The provision raised 
a pr<?blem of a!l essentially general character, far exceeding the scope of chemical warfare. 
The 1dea of reg1onal pacts was perhaps a good one. It had been put forward for other quite 
general_purpo~es at th~ present Conference. It might perhaps afford a solution of many 
difficulties wh1ch ~a~ h1ther~o proved a stumbling-block, but he saw no reason to allude to it 
or to recommend 1t 1_n a special case such as that of chemical warfare. 

The idea of reg1onal agreements must be examined as a whole and with reference to all 
its possible. applicati~ns. As put. forward, however, in the present case, it was conditioned 
by th~ prevwus certamty of the ~x1s~ence of a I??lice force. It did not really imply that addition. 
Mentlo": had first been ma~e of thrrd States -that was to say, States other than the parties 
to the d1spute. He was qu1te prepared to admit that third States should meet when the conflict 
had broken out, that they might act more rapidly than the Permanent Commission and arrive 
at constructive and more effective solutions, but that possibility was already implicit in Section 
I of his conclusion. If it ~ere desired to state it more explicitly, he would have no objection, 
but in paragraph 3 of Section II there was a reference to third States situated in a given region. 
Such States then were no longer third States properly socalled, but States which regarded 
themselves as belonging to a given region and which thought it expedient to provide for the 
hypothesis of some other State employing chemical warfare against a State belonging to their 
group. That was prejudging the question of the expediency of constituting an international 
force. Incidentally, he did not care for the expression "joint police force ", since a police force 
would be incapable of arresting the use of gas on a big scale by countries possessing a powerful 
chemical industry. He would not stress the point ; it was only a question of words. 

The idea of setting up an international force was worthy of consideration and would have 
to be examined, with all its consequences and all its possibilities, but he saw no purpose at 
the moment in considering it or speculating as to its future fate. The provision in question no 
doubt simply suggested a possibility rather than an obligation, since no State would be bound 
to become a party to a regional agreement, but there was no point in mentioning that possibility 
at the present juncture, when it must obviously constitute one of the chief points to be 
discussed in the later phases of disarmament. He would have agreed to a reference being made 
in the report, but he could not agree to the provision in question appearing as one of the 
conclusions to be submitted to the General Commission. 

. · Mr. WILSON (United States of America) asked that M. Politis's lucid explanations might 
be reported in full in the Minutes of the meeting. 

As regards the text proposed by the Drafting Committee he .observ~d. as he had ?l~eady 
done on the previous day, that the discussion had ~ssumed proportwns_ wh1ch h~d not ongmall,Y 
been anticipated. He desired accordingly to subm1t a general reservation, on h1s Governments 
behalf. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said that he was in the same position as the United States 
delegate. The document submitted by M. Politis was the result of s~enuous work on the p~rt 
of the Drafting Committee, and Mr. Eden was convinced that all h1s coll~agues would real1~e 
its importance. Before expressing a definite opinion, he would .be obl~ged to consult h1s 
Government. · 

M. DovGALESKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Rep~blics) ob~rved t~at that was the first 
time that the principle of punitive action had been qmte so defimtely ra1_sed ~t the Conference. 
The Italian delegate had made one capit~ objection to one of the ~mts m the d_ocum~nt. 
M. Dovgaleski was inclined to share the v1e~ expr~ssed on the ~revwus d~f by h!s Umted 
States colleague . if he had understood Mr. Wilson anght, the quest~on of pumtive action oug~t 
not to form the 'subject of a partial discussion-that_ was to say, 1t ought n?t to be settled m 
connection with the prohibition of the use of che~1cal weapons. It constituted a. problem 
which would h to be examined in all its complexity. Th~ Conference would certamly h~ve 
an opportunit/:£ expressing its views on prohibitions regardmg other weapons the use ofwh~ch 
might appear incompatible with the objects of the Conf~rence .. As that was t~e first oc~aswn 
on which the principle of sanctions had come up, it w_as 1mposs1ble for the Sov!et delegation to 
express a definite and final opinion at the moment; 1t would have to refer to 1ts Government. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that, after the concilia~ory efforts made _both in the Bureau and 
in the Draftin Committee with the object of prepanng a text on wh1~h agreement _could _be 
reached, he w~uld have refrained from speaking, had _not t~e reservatwns made obliged h1m 
in his turn to submit one. In the question. u~der hd!sc_usals!on, rthe Frentch_ Gover~mendt had 
always considered that the only means of abol!shmg c_ em1c war are was o 1mpress m a v~nce 
upon possible violators of the prohibition the certamty that t~ey would be made. to exp1ate 
the break' f th · d That was why the French delegation had always considered that mg o c1r wor . . · ul . th' th d a system of automatic sanctions was necessary m that partie ar case, IS me o , moreover, 
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. · · · h the resolution adopted by the General Commission 
appear-N to It to ~ mh~ohnf?trnut~c~~!ed the principle of special sanctions in case of recourse 
of July 23rd, 1932, m w IC 1 enu 
to chemical warfare. . . . •h' h h d receded that resolution, it had 

In the Yarious negotiations and conYersatio~s v. !C · a p · 1 b the use of the same 

been recognised 
1
that ~~~~~~~et~~o~~~~~i~~~~~~~:ed~~~:~~~~~~~f ::~:~f:ns ~ould take the place 

v.r~t··~-a~ 0~cho'::'~ ei: was plain however, that the text which was th~ outco~e of the 
~ti;; ~ommittee's deliberations whatever the progress it represente_d, _failed to g1ve t~at 

rtainty The text provided only for mere possibilities, and the very pnnc1ple of consultati~n 
~ntradic.ted that of automatic sanctions. If the French delegati~n was a~le to supp?rt ~ e 
text it was due to the additional paragraph admitting, on a reg10nal basis, ~~e application 
of. a' more r· ·d system which, moreover, would only ~e bind!ng on S~ates desmng to b~come 

·es to s~h agreements. In view of the declarations wh1ch had .JU~t been ma~e. ~~ was 
~ible to say what the fate of this provision w~mld be .. If the pn~c_Iple~ embodied m. the 
text gave rise to reservations making the agreement moperative, the pos1tion 1t had been desrred 

to avoid would arise. . . . . · · f h 1 f 1 
Could the right of reprisal be abohshed Without g1vmg _the State VICtim o t e un aw u 

action the moral certainty that it would have the collective support o~ the ?ther States ? 
Cntil that point was settled, the Fr~~ch deleg~t~on would have to reserve Its athtude. 

For the time being, only prov1s10nal dec1s1ons could l_>e ta~en. Chapte~s II and I~I ~ad 
been referred to the Special Committee, which was also dealmg ~th the ques~10n ofestabhshmg 
the fact of a violation. The French delegate declared categoncally that th1s SY:stem v.:as not 
sufficiently worked out, either in 1\1. Pil_otti's report or in the new text, t? f~nction rap1dly or 
effectively; it would have to be exammed afresh b_y the Ge~eral, Commission, or, rather, by 
the Bureau, when the latter had received the Special Comm1ttee s report In any event, .M. 
Massigli could not express an opinion without having a clear idea of the proposals as a whole. 

M. BouRQUIN (Belgium) said that he had intended to make the same suggestion as the 
French delegate. The problem of chemical warfare was at the same time the simplest and the 
most complicated with which the Bureau had to deal. At first sight, it had appeared to be 
extremely easy to settle, since all were agreed in condemning the use of chemical weapons. 
The Bureau had next considered the necessity of condemning preparations, and it followed 
logically that a State must be prohibited from retaliating, in case of need, by the use of the 
chemical arm. It was realised then how serious such an undertaking was and how essential it 
was not to act lightly, since, if war broke out one day and a belligerent employed the chemical 
weapon, there would arise in the country victim of the aggression a movement of indignation 
so strong that the Government would find it hard to stand out against it. The suggestion now 
was that States should be asked to declare in advance that they would renounce the use of the 
chemical weapon, in any eventuality, as a means of reprisal. The Belgian delegate did not say 
that ~a~ shoul~ not be done, and thought, indeed, that it shou~d be, as a logical corollary to 
the pnnc1ple which had been adopted. It was necessary to recogmse, however, the fundamental 
gravity of such an undertaking and the fact that it could not be conscientiously entered into 
\\ithout the certainty of being protected by other means. 

What was the position at the ~oment ? It w~uld be ~is!.eading to disguise it. Agreement 
had not been reac~ed on the questi~n o~ guarante~mg the VIctim of an aggression the necessary 
mea~ of protection. Doubts, hes1tat10n. and diyerg~nt tendencies were apparent. On the 
preVIous day, ~reat efforts had been made m the drrect10n of conciliation. A text, in the nature 
of a compr?mise, h~d now been submitted to the Bureau, but it could only be adopted subject 
t? reservatiOns. which would :weaken it. Before deciding, then, delegates must have further 
tiii_Je for reflectiOn. The Special Committee had been convened to examine a series of special 
pomts. The problem would th_us come before the Bureau again. In the meantime, delegates 
W?uld have time to consult their Governments, to think over the matter, to hold conversations 
w_Ith one another, and he hoped that, when the moment came for discussion everybody's 
VIews would be clearer, and that a joint solution could be reached. ' 

The CHAIRMAN _thought that, in view of the reservations put forward at th f 't 
would be well to a~Journ an_y further discussion on the Drafting Committee's re ~r~~en~figt;e 
report of the Special Committee had been received. The whole problem th p · d 
for discussion A th B 1 · d 1 h d · · us remame open 

f It . :t Gs e e g•an Tehegate . a Said, every delegation would have an opportunity . 
o consu mg I s overnment. e Chairman felt sure that 1\1 Pi!otf ld d h' b 
that the Special Committee concluded its work a : 1 wou o IS est to see 
the Bu_reau without delay. The question was on! ~0~ a~faf~Sib!e, so as to submit its rep~rt to 
a previous occasion, it would be deplorable if the finatresultmport~nce dnd, as he had said _on 
would be equivalent to taking back with one hand what it h 'debe o a opt a me.asure. which 
other. He accordingly urged that the question should b ad d een agre_e~ to g•ve w1t~ the 
Special Committee's report had been received. e regar e as remammg open until the 

The tXJntinuation of the discussion was adjourned to a later meeting. 
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Held on Tuesday, November 15th, 1932, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. HENDERSON. 

34· HEAVY ARTILLERY AND TANKS : STATEMENT BY M. BUERO (URUGUAY). 

The following statement by M. Buero was read : 
"B:y its resolution of Sel?tember 22nd last concerning heavy artillery and tanks, the 

Bu~eau mstruc~ed ~e, as Charrman of. the Land Commission, to • get into touch with the 
var_10us ?elegat10ns m order ~o ascertam ~~ether they had any definite proposals to make 
wh1c~ ~1ght be used a~ a bas1s for the dec1s~ons of ~he Bureau and for fixing the figures •. 

Smce th~n, and m pursuance of these mst~uct10ns, I have had an opportunity to consult 
the representatives of a large number of_ delegations, with a view to ascertaining whether they 
had proposals to put forward for t~e fixmg of the figures relating to heavy artillery and tanks 
and whether such proposals w~re _likely to be accepted unanimously, or at all events, to meet 
with the support of a large maJonty of the delegations represented at the Conference. 

"I could, no doubt, have addressed myself direct to the delegations and have asked them 
to inform me in writing of any proposals that they might wish to submit, and I could then 
have compared those proposals and drawn the necessary conclusions. I preferred to adopt a 
less rigid method and one which, in my opinion, offered obvious advantages. It seemed to 
me that personal conversations would permit of a fuller comprehension of the various existing 
points of view and the possibility of an evolution in the attitude adopted by certain delegations. 

"Further, I do not think that my work of ascertaining and comparing these various points 
of view has advanced far enough for me to be able to submit definite conclusions to the Bureau 
at this stage. 

" For the moment then I can only express the hope that certain divergencies which had 
become manifest in the course of my conversations will disappear as a result of fresh 
negotiations which have already been begun. I hope that it will be possible for me very shortly 
to submit a report containing definite, practical conclusions. 

" I will not disguise from you the fact that the difficulties I encountered in the fulfilment 
of my task are closely bound up with the solution of the two political problems of capital 
importance now engaging the serious attention of the Conference : the question of security 
and that of equality. 

" I venture to proclaim here and now my firm conviction that the Conference can at 
present successfully solve these two questions, and that their solution will have a decisive 
effect in facilitating the difficult task with which you have entrusted me. 

" I shall, I think, be interpreting the feelings of those of my colleagues whom ~ h:ave 
consulted up to the present if I inform the Bureau that at the present stage of the negotiations 
it would be expedient, for the time being, to adjourn the examination of the questions relating 
to h~avy artillery material and tanks. . . . 

' This short delay will, moreover, enable me to submit my defimte conclus10ns on the 
subject at a later date." 

M. BUERO (Uruguay), Rapporteur, said that he. did no~ think that it was necessary to 
comment on his statement. The Bureau had had the 1mpress10n that, at the present stage and 
in view of the negotiations opened with the object of pr?viding, if not new, :!:t all events 111:ore 
up.·to-date bases for the guidance of the Conference, It would not be possible, for the time 
bemg, ·to come to an agreement on numerical data such as were mentione~ m the General 
Commission's resolution of July 23rd, 1932. He had felt_. after consultmg the heads of 
del~gations, that, if he were obliged to propose figures at that JUncture, he. would ~e unab!e to 
satisfy the majority of the delegates and that was bound to create an 1mpress10n of disap
pointment. He thought then that it ~auld be well to let t.hings take their cour~e. If ~he Bureau 
would be guided by his experience, he would ask 1t. not to open a discussiOn on t~e 
substance of the question, but to wait for the proposals wh1ch he hoped to be able to subrmt 
at an early date. 

The suggestion of the Rapporteur was approved. 
The CHAIRMAN hoped that the Rapporteur waul~ keep in touch with th~ delegations, in· 

order that the final report might be drawn up and d1scussed as soon as poSSlble. 

35. SUPERVISION : EXAMINATION OF THE SECOND REPORT BY M. BOURQUIN (BELGIUM). 1 

M. BOURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, explained that the ~ew re.port simpl~ reproduced the 
resolutions adopted by the Bureau except as regards certam pomts to wh1ch he proposed 
to draw attention. He would read the document in questi,on l?a~agraph by paragraph, so as to 
make sure that he had rightly interpreted his colleagues opuuon. 

Docl:nDocu1"!1ent Conf.D.fBureau 36. For the final text of the l't'port as approved by the Bul't'att see 
tent Conf.D. 1 1s. 
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1. PerHumenl Disarmament CommissioK. 

No observation. 

II. Functions of th~ Permanenl CommissioK. 

M B . (B lgium) Rapporteur explained that paragraphs I, 2 and 3 were a 
d. ~n:·RQt~ -1 e articl~s in the Preparatory Commission's draft, and that Note 2 to 

repro uc~o: h~d ~:n 'foserted in deference to an observation by M. Motta. Paragraph 4 had 
~~~rved; paragraph 5 corresponded to a resolution ~dopted by. the Bureau. 

In re 1 to an observation by 1\lr. Eden, on the use m the Enghsh. text of the wo~ds 
" investigft~" and " investigations" in a sense oth~r than that of." ~arr~mg out an enqmry 
on the spot ", the Rapporteur agreed that it was 1mportant to d!shngms~ c~early between 
the examination of the case and the investigations on the spot wh1ch were mc1dental to that 
examination. 

M. PEDROSO (Spain) asked that paragraph 5 (a) should read : " such ex~cutive agreements 
and preparatory measures as may be thought necessary to ens~re the p~achcal •. coml?let~ and 
loyal application of the Convention ", on the ground that dunng a penod of di~usswn m the 
Disarmament Commission it might be necessary to take preparatory measures wh1ch would not 
actually be executive measures. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, understood that the suggestion was to establ!sh 
a distinction between executive agreements which had been ratified by Governments. and ~h1ch 
were legally binding on those signatory Governments and preparatory measures wh1ch ~hd not 
possess the same binding character and would only acquire it when Governments deClde_d to 
employ them. The idea was simply to prepare a scheme that could be used when reqmred. 
Such being the case, he agreed to M. Pedroso's suggestion. 

The amendment proposed by M. Pedroso was adopted. 

III. Means of Supervision. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, pointed out that, after the second paragraph of 
Chapter III, should be inserted two other paragraphs which had been accidentally omitted 
(document Conf.D.JBureau 36 (a)), so that the paragraphs following would have to be renumbered 
accordingly. 

The first four paragraphs simply reproduced Articles 49 an~ 46 of the draft Convention. 
Paragraph 5 concerned the resolution, adopted by the Bureau, that the Permanent 

Commission, at the request of one or more members, might decide to conduct local 
investigations, that decision being taken by a qualified majority. Two questions had been left 
pending. Would the procedur~ o! investi~ation be instituted as. the result of a complaint, and 
further what would be the maJOnty requrred ? After conversations with various delegations, 
he had thought it expedient to propose ~h~ follo~ing _more definite formula : "At the request 
of one or more me~bers of. the CommJs~Jon actmg '" the name of their Government • , , ". 

In orde~ to avo~d ~ny misunderstanding, he proposed to say that a decision would be taken 
by a tw?-thirds maJonty of the memb.~rs prese!lt ~~ the. mee~ing, abstentions being. regar_ded 
as negative votes. Inst~~d of the ~ord complamt , wh1ch m1ght appear somewhat 1rritatmg, 
he had preferre~ to use request . Such a reques~ ~ould necessarily proceed from one or more 
Governments, smc~ all the members of ~he Comtrusswn would be Government representatives. 
The formula wh1ch he was proposmg seemed to him to admit of agreement being 
reached between the t~o contrary currents of opinion that had appeared in the discussions. 

. P~ragraph 6 t<:>Ok mto acc?unt the suggestion put forward by the United States delegation. 
~mce, ~~ t_h~t _particular case, 1t was not a question of a decision taken by the Commission on 
~~ 0C:: ml~Ia_bve, but

1
drather ~f the exercise of a right recognised for all the contracting States, 

e mmlSSwn wou . be obliged to accede to the request. 
acce ~~~aral~ 7 Jook mto a_ccount the disc~ssions of the Bureau. Paragraph 8 raised a principle 
admftting ~f p~ac~~~iua;;~~~~tk,~~ld requrre to be worked out from a legal standpoint before 

inves~g!~i~~!a~~~h~~: ~~;~retj~p~n~se del~~ati~n'.s r~ervations on the question of local 

B
interpreted in'the light of the statem~nt ~ad'::~ny ~~rsat~ at ~~ee ti totparagradph 7. _might bhe 

ureau. · wen y-secon meetmg of t e 
He further emphasised the Rapport • k 

regarding the principle of rotectin from :11~: rem_ar as to the necessity of legal details 
of the_ P!ovi.sions of the D~armame~t Conventib~essi_ve measures persons_denouncing violations 
an opmwn on that p<Jint until it had all the facts' b lfhe J~pandse delegatiOn would not express 
g•ven ; the question was indeed a delicate one i ~ ore f thn the legal details had been duly 
the penal law of the individual countries. ' n View 0 e close connection between it and 
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M. Rosso. (Italy) desired to submit two observations, one of them in support of what 

M. Ito had sa1d. 
During the preliminary discus~ion.' the Italian delegation, along with certain others, 

had l?ut f?rward an exp~ess reservation m regard to the principle of immunity, on the grounds 
that 1t ra1sed a very delicate problem of internal legislation. For the moment then he desired 
to associate hi~self e~tirely wit~ the text of paragraph 8 of the report. 
· In connection w1th the fixmg of. the requisite majority at two-thirds of the members 
present, ~e observed. th_at at t~e me~tmg on November 7th the Italian delegate had stressed 
the co~s1derab_le ~anations w~1ch m1ght occur according to the standpoint from which this 
two-th1rds ":~aJ?nty w~ considered. If the quorum were two-thirds of the acceding States 
an.d the maJon~y requrred was two-thirds of those present, the proportion would be two
thiTds of !wo-th1rds, that w~s to say, four-ninths-a very low figure. The Rapporteur had left 
th~ question unset~e~, but d _the quo~um ~ere maintained at two-thirds, it would be necessary 
to mcrease the maJonty reqmred, which m1ght otherwise be less than one-half of the members 
acceding _to the Convention .. M. Ross~ would propose that the question should be approached 
from a different 1!-ngle :. he. d1d not thmk that in so doing there was any risk of impeding the 
syst~m of loca~ mvestigahons, such enquiries being of necessity invariably proposed in 
particularly senous cas~s; It w~ul~ be more prudent, in his view, to fix a majority such as to 
guarantee that any dec1.s10n to IJ?Stltute an enquiry would be adopted in a really serious spirit; 
he asked that the question of fixmg the quorum and the majority be left open, the last-named 
point being conditional on the decision taken in regard to the first one. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) wondered whether the wording of paragraph 2 was not more 
comprehensive than that adopted by the Bureau during the discussion on the original report. 
The report seemed to contemplate the possibility of the Commission inviting all the contracting 
parties to give it supplementary information in addition to what they would be morally bound 
to supply under their treaty obligations. According to the present text of paragraph 2, however, 
the Commission, it appeared, would be entitled to request the States acceding to the Convention 
for explanations regarding the observance of any part of the Convention. He proposed, 
accordingly, that paragraph 2 be drafted as follows : 

"The Commission will be entitled to request the contracting parties to furnish it 
with any particulars it may consider necessary to complete the information which they 
have undertaken to give in virtue of their contractual obligations, or to furnish 
explanations regarding particulars already supplied if these should be .the subject of 
any doubt or question." 

Like the Italian delegate, he had been glad to have it stated in paragraph 3 that members 
of the Commission would be acting on behalf of their Government. 

Paragraph 8 raised further difficulties. True, the Rapporteur had reserved the question 
of further legal details that might be necessary for the application of the principle thus admitted. 
Though not a legal expert, Mr. Eden felt sure that a considerable number of letal details 
would be necessary. He felt sure also that no Government would agree to relinquish the right 
to take proceedings against a person making a denunciation which subsequently proved to be 
incorrect. He desired to reserve his Government's decision on that point. 

M. BOURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, wished to point out that the text which ~e had 
introduced in paragraph 8 of his report was not a new pr?posal. I~ was _the text on wh1ch ~he 
Bureau had already decided. It had been observed, durmg the d1scuss1on, that the practical 
application of the principle of immunity in a text capa~le of ~eing incorporated in 
the Convention implied the previous settlement of a whole senes of pomts. T~e Bureau had 
accepted the principle but subject to a subsequent 1!-greement on the text, des1gned to ~~ke 
that principle a practical possibility. To discuss 1t woul~ be to go back on a dec1s10n 
provisionally adopted by the Bureau. Mo~eover,_ th~ w~rdmg proposed b:y the Rapporteur 
reserved every possibility. The Bureau was s1mply mdicatmg a tendency, subJeCt to subsequent 
agreement concerning the details of application. 

. As regards the amended text pr?posed b_y ~r. ~den. for paragraph 2, the Rap~orteur 
sa1d that he would have no difficulty m acceptmg 1t, smce 1t corresponded exactly to h1s own 
ideas and to the idea on which the Bureau's agreement had been based. In the first version of 
the report, the following sentence would be found in _par~graph 25 : " Subjec~ ~o drafting~ ~he 
proposal which thus emerges aims at the incorpor~hon m th~ text of ~ pr?VIS~on a';ltho~~ng 
the Permanent Commission to request the contractmg countnes to furmsh It, e1ther m wntmg 
or ?ra~y. with any additional expla~at!ons which it m.ay ~.equire within the li":~its _of ~he 
o~hgatlons which they assumed by s1grung the Convention . · That was exactly m keep1ng 
With Mr. Eden's observation. 

As regards the majority required for the Commission to be able to ~ecide on 
local investigations, the Rapporteur recalled th~t the fom~ula proposed was two-thiT~s of ~he 
numbers present. M. Rosso had directed attention to the importance of the quor~m. m fixmg 
that maJority. There was thus the double problem :. could the CommiSSI<:~n. pass 
decisions whatever the number of members present and, If .not~ what was the m1mmum 
number required ? The Rapporteur had not settled the question .m paragraph 3 o~ Part III 
of his report, as it was dealt with in Part IV of the report relating to the operation o{ the 
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Commis...;ion. It had been decided a few days previously that it was prefer~ble ~o hold over the 
question of the quorum in view of unforeseen circumstances that mtght still anse. Only_when 
the picture of the powers and duties of the Commission was complete •. could the question of 
the quorum be decided. He observed in that connection th~t the question h_ad been held over 
at the request of M. Pilotti. The ~urea? c~mld, however, dectde a~ o~ce that m th~ case of local 
im·estigations, decisions should m prmctple be taken by a ~aJonty of t~o-thtrds of _those 
present. When it had decided on the question of the quorum,tt could constder whether.lt ~as 
desirable that decisions in regard to local investigations should be agreed to by a larger maJonty. 

M. MoTu (S"itzerland) said that as regards the vario?s points discussed, t_he explanations 
given by the Rapporteur had satisfied him. The question of the pro.tectlon of persons 
denouncing their Government's violation of the provisions of the Convention. was particularly 
delicate and extremely important. He did not share the fears ?f those of hts colleague!> who 
felt that they would be binding themselves unduly by accepting the text proposed by tl.'l 
Rapporteur. It seemed to him indeed that the introduc~ory W?rds : " Subject to an agreement 
as to the legal details • . . " should allay all apprehenSions, smce no final step would be taken 
pending such an agreement. The question of the conditions for the application of the principle 
thus remained open. All the Bureau had to do was to state the general trend of its opinion. 
States should not be allowed to institute judicial proceedings against any of their nationals who 
might tell the truth about armaments. He quite understood the fears expressed, which were all 
the more legitimate in the case of a new principle that was difficult of application. He thought, 
however, that the Bureau could accept a text which simply constituted the affirmation of a 
principle. 

M. Rosso (Italy) thanked M. Bourquin for his explanations, but was not yet altogether 
convinced. On referring to the lllinutes of previous meetings of the Bureau he had found 
nothing justifying the assertion that the members of the Bureau had formally agreed on the 
principle of immunity from all repressive measures for persons denouncing violations of the 
Disarmam~nt Convention. On the contrary, a formal reservation on the point had been made 
by the Italian delegate on October 19th in the Committee on Trade in and Private Manufacture 
of Arms. The Rapport~ur had said ~hat~ t~e Bureau was asked to do was to assert a tendency. 
M. ~osso agreed that 1t would be madmtsstble for a Government to take repressive measures 
ag~mst someo':'e who told the truth about armaments. But this principle raised a whole 
senes of questions ~flaw and jurisdiction which had not yet been settled by the Italian 
~ovemf':'ent. He did not know whether the Italian delegate had tacitly accepted the principle 
m question, b~t he for his part was obliged to enter a reservation. 

The quest10_n of the quorum, he gathere~. was to be left ope.n so long as that of the majority 
was not settled ·.but he wond~r~d whether 1t would ~ot be desrrable to proceed in the opposite 
way, and. to begm by deter':'"'mm~ the quorum, l~aVIng the question of the majority open, so 
as to av:01d the w~ole queshon bemg held over Without. solution. In this particularly difficult 
matter 1t.was desrrable that ~t;>Vernments which were prepared to accept supervision should 
have an assurance that supervtston would only be exercised in a strictly legitimate manner and 
that they should be c~rt~in that no attempt would be made to exploit the right of enq~iry. 
The _d~':'"'~nd for a ~a!onty of ~o!e than two-thirds would not in any way diminish the 
po~bilitles of exerclSmg superVIsion, while it would strengthen the guarantee re arded as 
·mMdisBpensab_le; If, however, the question was to be left open, he had no obJ' ection to ~ccepting . ourqum s report. 

All t~~r~~~t!~Nol~~i~~r States of America) agreed with !of· Motta in regard to paragraph 8. 
a violation of the o· eau w~ perfe~tly ready to admtt that an honest man denouncing 
for an infrin ISarmament nventlOn and endeavouring to do his duty and watch out 
but it ywas a~e:C:!~~ the law as esta?lished ~y the Convention deserved to be protected; 
end of paragraph 8 as fofto~s ~uard agamst esptonage. Accordingly he proposed to draft the 

.. Th 
of the 'oi~rmaC:UBu~eCu decla~es in favour of imm~nity for persons denouncing violations 
denunciation." en onvenhon from all represstve measures arising from the act of 

M. BUERO (Uruguay) d · h M M 
It would be well to reac agree wtt · otta and Mr. Wilson as to the principle involved. 
legal definitions as migh;b~:fee':n~~~t i: ~~~fda~ to t~~l guiding p~inciple, subject to such 
a form as to mitigate the apprehensi~ns of the e posst ~ to enunctate the principle in such 
For exam;,te, he suggested adding at the end of pa~~;~~i ~~~~~~d~~d Japanese delegations. 

· • • in circumstances to be determined later." 

On the question of fact raised by M Bou . . . 
Bu~eau, he pointed out that at the end of ·th rqu!n m connech.on with the decision of the 
of IOC<>mpatibilities and denunciations The r~~tmg ~- Bourqum had referred to the subject 
~eneral way, since no one had any obse ~· a er pomt was regarded as being settled in a 
>een thoroughly discussed. rva IOns to make on the subject, though It had not 



M. MASSIGLI (France) wondered if it was wise to embark on improvisations in the text 
on so important a su.bject, and, if that were done, whether the task of the Rapporteur would 
not be made J?Ore d1fficult. For the moment, the Bureau merely had to say exactly what it 
want~d, and, m consequence, to. ~tate clearly its desire that those who denounced a violation 
by .h1s Gov.ernment of the. p~ov1s1ons .of the Convention should be protected from repressive 
~ctlon .. Th1.s wa~ a ne~ pnnc1ple, the Importance of which could not be contested. As regards 
~ts app.hcatton d1ffic~ltles arose : W~s it necessary, above all, to protect those who had made 
1t poss1ble to ascerta.m the truth or, m g~neral, all denunciators of good faith ? The question 
deserved to be ex.ammed. The B.ureau m1ght ask the Rapporteur to outline the problem in his 
report and leave It to the Comm1ttee of Jurists to agree upon a text. 

M~. EDEN (United Kingdom) agreed with every word of what M. Massigli had said. 
The .object was to pr~t~ct persons of good faith against victimisation, without at the same time 
leavmg the commumtles unprotected against possible abuses. He would leave it to the 
Rapporteur to give a clear exposition of the ideas of the Bureau on the point. 

M. BoURQUI~ (Belgi~m),. RaJ?porteur, a~reed .with M. Massigli and Mr. Eden. The Bureau 
was c~mcern':d ~1th a. pn_nc1ple, m connection wtth which it would be dangerous to embark 
upon l!llP.rOVIsatlons! m vtew of the reservations, distinctions and points of precision to which 

· the prmc1ple gav~ .nse.. It .would be for the Committee of Jurists to do the difficult work of 
puttmg. the defimtt?n ~nto 1ts fu~al sh~pe. It would be enough for the Bureau to assert its 
conceptton, and to md1cate that 1t des1red to make a distinction between persons denouncing 
violations of the Convention who were of good faith and those who were not. He was grateful 
to M. Buero for his account of the circumstances in which the decision of the Bureau was 
reached on the principle of immunity at the end of a previous meeting. He added that the 
Italian delegation's reservations were not formulated in the Bureau, but in another Committee 
-namely, the Committee on Trade in and Private Manufacture of Arms. 

M. MoREsco (Netherlands) thought there was no occasion for a hasty settlement of the 
difficult question of the majority required. It had been suggested that the question of the 
majority should be settled in connection with the question of the quorum. He did not think 
it was desirable to associate the two. The Disarmament Commission would have a whole 
series of questions to settle, some of which would be of little importance. It was not necessary 
to have a large quorum for decisions on the latter. He was inclined to have two standards. 
Enquiries, for example, might require a majority of two-thirds of those present as well as a 
majority of the contracting States. That would provide a guarantee that no decision could 
be taken without the consent of the majority of the contracting States. The question of the 
quorum he would prefer to leave to a later date. 

M. MAsSIGLI (France) was anxious that the real object of the discussion should not be 
forgotten. He did not think that M. Moresco's formula should be accepted. The Bureau 
must make practical suggestions and to that end it was desirable to read paragraphs 5 and 6 
in relation with one another. Under paragraph 6 the enquiry would be held if a State asked 
for one to be conducted on its own territory. Supposing in the course of a discussion of the 
Permanent Commission one or two members called for the institution of an enquiry 
in a particular country. If that State was of good faith, it would desire to justify itself as 
rapidly as possible, and would accordingly ask for an enquiry to be held. The question of 
a majority would not arise in such a case, the State c~lled in. question. exer<:isi~g a right 
belonging to it. If, on the other hand, the State called m question put d1~culhes m the way 
of the admission to its territory of those who ~ere to conduct the enqurr~, that would be 
because its conscience was not clear. The question therefore was whether 1t was preferable 
to put States of good faith in a posit.ion to e~tablis~ their good faith as rapidly as poss~ble, 
or to allow a State of bad faith to object to hght bemg thrown on the facts wh1ch had giVen 
rise to anxiety. The choice between the two courses '?ust be made, ~n~ the :t:rench 
delegation for its part had made its choice. The Bureau ~as m proc.es~ of ~nunc1att_ng a uruyersal 
principle applicable to all States. All States. were ~cc':phng a new hmtta!lon.oft~err soveret~n.ty. 
It was only logical not to put too many. d1fficulh':s m the way of .the m~htubon of enqu~~es. 
If restrictions were carried too far, enquines would m !!lost c~ses be 1~poss1ble and the susp1o::10n 
aroused would persist The Convention, instead of 1mprovmg relations between the peoples, 
would merely enveno~ them. He urged therefore that the Bureau should adhere to the principle 
of the two-thirds majority. 

The CHAIRMAN noting that there were no further observations, said he considered this 
part of the report ~s approved, together with the amendments proposed by the Rapporteur. 

IV. Operation of the Permanent Commission. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, pointed out that the various paragraphs of this 
chapter corresponded to Articles 41, 42, 43, 45 and 47. o~ t~e draf~ of the Preparatory 
Commission. They dealt with the procedure of the Comm1ss10n s operations. The Bureau had 
not yet discussed this procedure. . . . . . .. 

He read the articles in question of the draft Convention, md1cabng the vanous add1t10ns 
and changes which he proposed. 
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In the third parngraph of Article 41 it was pro~ided that the C?mmission was to meet_. if 
stUUIU<.'ned by its President, in extraordinary sess1on m the cases prov1ded for br the Convenhon 
aud ·wbene\-er an application to that effect was made by another contractmg party. This 
formul~ was wt'll enough in the case of a small Commission such as the draft had contemplated: 
but it was otben;se in the case of a Commission of Government delegates. He 
therefore s~ested that it should be left to ~he Bureau of t~e .Co"?mission to. decide ":hat 
action to take on applications for the summonmg of the Commtss1on m extraordmary sess10n. 

He bad also made good an omission in the draft of the Preparatory Commission by a 
provi.-<.ion to the effect that the Permanent Commission should also be summoned in 
extraordinary session on application by the Council of the League of Nations. 

It 11-as desired that the Commission should have as much elasticity as possible. He had 
had this end in view in leaving it to the Commission to settle its own rules and regulations. 

The proposal for a two-thirds quorum, which was again before the Bureau, was reasonable 
in the case of a small Commission ; but it was too much to ask in the case of a Commission 
of some si:rty delegates. He thought, however, it was preferable not to settle the question for 
the moment, but to 11-ait until all the powers to be conferred by the Conference on the 
Commission were known. It was possible that the Conference would not lay down a single 
rule, but a number of rules to cover special cases. It was therefore preferable to hold the 
question O\-er for the present. · 

He proposed to alter the second paragraph of Article 45 of the draft to read as follows : 

"All decisions of the Commission shall be taken by a majority of the votes of the 
members present at the meeting, save in the cases specially provided for in the 
Convention." 

T1ro questions which had not been settled by the Preparatory Commission would have to 
be regulated by the Convention. The first was that of the organisation which should form 
the secretariat of the Permanent Commission. There was every reason to suppose that this 
task should be entrusted to the Secretariat of the League. 

The second question was that of the expenses. He had indicated in his report three 
fundamental principles for the reimbursement of the expenses of the delegates and the general 
expenses of the Commission. 

ll. Rosso (Italy) asked for an explanation with regard to the form of reimbursements of 
travelling and hotel expenses of delegates. According to the wording of paragraph 5 (a) it 
would seem that all delegates' expenses were to be at the charge of the Governments they 
represented. But the Bureau should also have in view the cost of enquiries on the spot. Was 
it admissible that in such cases the expenses of each member should be at the charge of his 
Government? · . 

11. Bot:JtQt'lS (Belgium), Rapporteur, was glad M. Rosso had raised the question. 
Paragraph 5 (a) only dealt with the normal travelling and hotel expenses of delegates of the 
States. These were to be charged to the Governments concerned. It was preferable to hold 
over for the moment the question of the cost of enquiries on the spot, for it raised somewhat 
complicated considerations. There were all kinds of cases to be considered-the case of the 
State asking for an enquiry, the case of the State accusing another State and so giving occasion 
for an enquiry, the case of the State where the accusation was found to be a~urate and that 
of the State where the accusation was found to be inaccurate, and so on. It would not appear 
to be easy to have the same financial regulations in all these cases .. 

Similarly, the question of regional agreements for the organisation of an automatic system 
of enquiries could not be settled offhand. He had confined himself therefore to laying down 
simple principles on which the members of the Bureau could arrive at immediate agreement. 
There was no question for the moment of covering all possibilities. Difficulties would be 
settlt:d as and y,·hen they arose. 

The CsAUilUK noted that !rl. Bourquin's report had been accepted as a whole by the 
Bureau. 

36. APPOINTMENT OF A DRAFTING COMMITTEE. 

The CHAIIIlfA)f observed that the Bureau seemed now to be called upon to take a decision 
as to bQW it proposed to deal with the other questions entrusted to it by the Conference in its 
decision of july 23rd, 1932, in which 

. "the Conference requests the. ~ureau. to cor:ttinue its work during the period of 
ll;'iJQumment of the Ge'!eral Com~uss10n, With a v1ew to framing, with the collaboration 
(1f JJP...ct:l>§ary) of a Draftmg Comm1ttee, the draft texts concerning the questions on which 
agreement has already been reached. Such texts will be communicated to all delegations 
as 10011 at they are drafted, and will then be submitted to the Commission." 

Agreemen.t h~ving been.reached on a certain number of points, the Bureau had arrived at 
a ·~~ at whJt;h 1t was desirable to app~Jint the Drafting Committee contemplated. It was 
prl!l"!"ahle ntJt to ovr;rwhelm the latter w1th work at the ouhet. It might be nf · t d that 
1t wrJUI.tJ alwrtly rw.:1ve also the report on the prohibition of chemical warfare a~d ~~p:i~ations 
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of the prohibition of th~ use of chemical, bacteriological and incendiary weapons as soon as the 
latte~ had bee!l reconstdered by the Bureau in the light of the information fu~nished by the 
Speetal Commtttee. 

H~ proposed that the Dra_fting ~ommittee should be composed of jurists belonging to the 
delegations of France, t~e Umted Kmgdom, Austria and the Netherlands together with the 
Rapporteur, M. Bourqum. _ • 
. He sug&ested tha~ the pr~!ting Committee should draw up the texts on which it decided 
m a form smtabl~ for t_nserhon m the Convention itself. The texts should be submitted to the 
Bureau before bemg la1d before the General Commission for its acceptance. -

The Chairman's proposals were adopted. 

TWENTY-NINTH MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held on Thursday, November 17th, 1932, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSON. 

37· GENERAL STATEMENT BY THE DELEGATE OF THE UNITED KINGDOM. 

Sir John SIMON (United Kingdom) spoke as follows. - I must begin by tendering my 
warm thanks to you, Mr. Henderson, and to my colleagues in the Bureau, for affording to 
the spokesman of t_he United Kingdom Government this opportunity of making a statement 
on ~ore general hnes than the immediate programme of our discussions would normally 
permtt. 

This method has been usefully employed in earlier instances-for example, the speech 
made to the General Commission by Mr. Gibson on behalf of the United States expounding 
the ~triking proposals of President Hoover, and again the other day when M. Paul-Boncour 
outlined the French plan, details of which have now been circulated in a document 1 which is 
receiving, as it is entitled and bound to receive, the closest consideration from all of us. 

I would make one observation in passing on the French proposals. The French proposals 
are o~ so elaborate and closely articulated a character as to make comment at short notice not 
?nly Imprudent but impossible. They merit the closest study from every point of view, but it 
ts no part of my purpose to deal with them to-day. I should like, however, at once to pay my 
tribute and the tribute of my Government to the thoroughness and sincerity with which the 
French Government has made its contribution to the solution of our problem. I think I may 
say that we all.a,ppreciate the spirit in which it has approached its task and we are truly 
grateful for it . 

. I must make plain at the outset the character of the contribution which the 
Umted Kingdom Government is seeking to make. We are not at this moment producing 
some further plan of our own in competition with or in comparison with detailed plans already 
submitted from other sources. We hope, however, that what we are putting forward may be 
helpful, in combination with suggestions already mad~ by _other Gover':lments, in ~chievin~ the 
mam purpose of the Disarmament Conference, wh1ch ts the reachmg of an mternahonal 
agreement to disarm. But our immediate concern is with a preliminary matter which, as it seems 
to us, must be effectively dealt with as a condition prec':dent to ~he adopti~n of any de~ailed 
P.lans. Our preoccupation is to find, if we can, the bas1s on wh1ch the clatm to equahty of 
nghts can be dealt with. For it is this claim which is holding up the work of the Conference and 
we believe that the declaration which I am authorised on behalf of His Majesty's Government 
in t_he United Kingdom to make should help to clear away this preliminary difficulty and restore 
a Situation in which all the members of the Conference may work out together a concrete 
scheme of international disarmament on a mutually satisfactory basis. 

. L~t us face squarely the immediate problem and co~~ider its o~jec~i~e elements. Its 
objective elements may be summarised under four propos1ttons (for stmphctty of statement, 
I ~ill. confine myself to the case of Germany, tho_ugh, of course, corresponding considerations 
anse m the case of Austria, Hungary and. Bulgana). . . . 

What are these four propositions wh1ch I put forward as an obJechve analysts of the 
actual situation ? 

(I) The Treaty of Vt-rsailles is a binding doc_ument; like other treaties, it ca':lnot be set 
on one side by unilateral action. It can be modtfied, but only by agreement. \\ e are here 

1 Sec document Con!. D. 146, 
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l"(>>l~rm-<1 mainlv ";th tht> articlt>s ";th ~gard to disarm~ment and wi~h t_he promotion of 
h tidenre in the world whi<"h makes d1sarmamt>nt poss1ble. Indeed, 1t will be the supreme 

:e;:~t :r~nternational statesmanship that adjustments Ill ~egard to th.ese _matter.s should be 
~cbt"d bv mutual goodwill and by common c01~sent. It IS ":orth notmg 111 passmg th~t the 
French p1;m (which I am not discussing to-day) .m fact _con tams a proposal-that _relat~ng to 
the method of recruitment of contine1_1tal ar_m1es-wh1ch. would 1~vo~ve a modi~cahon of 
one of the clauses of Part \' a.n~ which 1t~lf a1ms at applymg_ the p_nnc1ple of equahty. That 
is the first of the four propos1t1ons for wh1ch I ask your cons1derat1on and acceptance. 

(.!l On the other hand, tht' Preamble to Pa~t V of the. Treaty _and M. C!emenceau's 
c<>ntemporanrous t'Xplanation_ on bl.'half of _the All1es, unquestionably mvolve th1s, that the 
di:53Tlllament impo--<ed upon l.erma~y was mtl.'nded to be a~d de~lared to ?e ~he pre~ursor 
of a substantial measure of genl.'ral dtsarmament. (I am not d1scussmg legal mcehes, wh1ch, as 
the British note of Septembl.'r insisted, do not go to the h~art of t~e qu~stion ; I am spe~king 
of the broad intentions to bl.' deduced from what was sa1d and s1gned m 1919.) That IS my 
second objecth·e proposition. 

(3) Wllile I am far from underrating the extent of unilateral disarmament achieved by 
renain Stati.'S sincl.' the Armistice-for example, my own country in recent years has effected 
immense reductions and cannot go further \\;thout general agreement-the facts remain 
(11) that while Germany continues under the perpetual restrictions of the Treaty of Peace, other 
nations of the world are as yet under no mutual contractual obligation to limit or reduce their 
armaments, save in the extremely important area covered by the :\a val Treaties of Washington 
and London, and (b) other nations still permit themselves weapons of war which are prohibited 
by Treaty to Germany. 

lly colleagues will see that I am endeavouring to state the facts as they are in all their 
simplicity in order that we may examine the situation ,,;th which we have to deal. 

(.J) Yeanwhile, Germany has bl.'come a full :Member of the League of :Sations and has, 
of course, the undisputed right to take her place as an equal here. Any hesitation as to what 
should be agreed upon does not proceed from any desire to impose or to imply an inferiority 
of status; it proceeds-and let me speak quite plainly-from anxiety as to the use which 
might be made of the new situation and from fear of the resulting dangers which might threaten 
the tranquillity of Europe. That consideration is directly relevant to the Disarmament 
Conference, for tlisarrruu11e11t is 11ot pursued as 1111 end in itself; it is purs1ud as a means to ar. 
ercd. Tlu mai11 purpose of disarmame11t is to help to achie-.·e a lasting a11d secure peace. 

Here, then, are four objective propositions in which I have attempted to sum up the actual 
situation. It does not seem to me that any of them could be disputed in any quarter. 

But if these four propositions are fairly stated and squarely faced, certain results follow, 
which His Yajesty's Government outlined before the House of Commons last Thursday, and 
which I now formulate on its behalf for the consideration of the Conference. I formulate them, 
let me repeat, not as a rival plan but as the basic conditions by fulfilment of which the problem 
raised by the claim to equality of status can be solved. 

These results, at which His }lajesty's Government have arrived, can again be best 
expressed under four heads : 

First, we advance this proposition-that all European States should join in a solemJI 
•ffir111111wll thaJ they IEillMt in a11y circumsta11ees attempt to resolve any present or future ditferefiCeS 
bet¥u11 them by reSJJrt IIJ ftJ1ce. 

I~ ~y be said that this would be nothing more than a reaffirmation of the Pact of Paris. 
Even tf _tt were r~teration,_ it ~<JUid in this connection be far from being vain repetition. Even 
thoug~ It goes ~thr,ut saytng, 1t may be much bl.'tter to say it. The barrier to further disarma
ment m ~~rope ts fear, _and Europe is entitled to ask that this fear should be assuaged by the 
rnr.J5t pt'J5ttlve and prectse declaration, not from one State alone but from all the States of 
Europe in reference to all matters of controversy with their neighbours . 

. ~·bat the t:nited Kingdom Government pmposes is not in the least designed to exclude or 
VJ hm1t tbe U!!i< r,f methods. of peaceful adjustment-by diplomatic means, or under Article 19 
rA the VJVenant, or 'Jtherwi!IC. l:Sut what we propose is designed to secure a formal repudiation 
<A reomne tr, frnr;.e, and that expression " recourse t<J force " is deliberately used to avoid 
0 -?ltr<Jveny hereafter a!> to whether what might be done amounts to an actual state of war. 
\\ e wh<,Jiy repudiate th<: view that such an assurance solemnly given in these circumstances 
w_<mM t~ a wrnthl•:.,., promi!ol:. The om<lemnation of the whole world would follow if it were 
t!J>.n:g;.tr<Wt. W•: r.ann<;t bt:lieVI: that the peaceful intentions which animate all who sincerely 
~k ?L~rmallll!nt o,uJd be l!lJ belied a.s t<J cause a_ny State to hesitate in giving such an assurance. 
r~,., :.d:n<,wl•:<lgment ''' th•: m<na~ nght t<J panty of treatment entails upon Germany, along 
With <Jth~:n, the acr...t:ptance <1f th.s corresponding obligation. 
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~econd!y, the limitations. on _Germany's armaments to be arrived at as the result of 
our dtscusstons should be contamed tn the same Disarmament Convention as that which will define 
the limitations on the armaments of others. 

Our conception is that the limits imposed upon each State in the new Convention will be 
limits accepte~ by t~at State after negotiation with and in agreement with the other signatories. 
Thus, the articles m Part V of the Treaty of Versailles which at present limit Germany's 
arms and armed forces would be s~persedcd, and Germany's limitations would be arrived at 
by the same process and expressed m the same document as those of all other countries. 

Thirdly, the newly-expressed limitati_o~s in the case of Germany would last for the same period, 
and be subJect to the same methods of rev1ston as those of all. other countries. 

My colleague~ will note that this will be a very far-reaching and very significant change. 
At _Pr~sent! the _d1sarm~ment clauses of the Treaty of Versailles have an operation which is 
unlimited m. pomt of time, wher_ea~ (e:"cept for the extremely important provisions of the 
Naval Treaties), no contractual li_nutations, even for a short period, restrict the armaments 
of other States. Now, we are trymg to frame an international Convention for the limitation 
and r_edu_ction of arma_ments to be signed by all the States of the world. The principle of 
equality_ m status reqm~es th~t there should be no distinction between States as to the period 
o~er w~1ch the Conv~nhon_ w1ll apply. What that period should be is manifestly a matter for 
d1scus~lon hereafter~ m wh1ch all the ~emb_ers of the _Conference should have the opportunity 
of takmg p3;rt: Ne1ther am I. now d1scussmg w~at IS to happen when that period comes to 
an end, for 1t 1s easy to conce1ve that, before th1s occurs, new arrangements will have been 
made at a subsequent conference. Or, again,.clauses may be now negotiated which will provide 
for methods of revision hereafter. All this is for subsequent consideration. But, if we confine 
ourselves to the matter of principle, that principle must involve, as it seems to the United 
Kingdom Government, equality in regard to duration. And all the signatories to the new 
Convention must stand in the same position in regard to revision. 

Fourthly, there remains the question of the list of arms. Germany has declared that she has 
no intention of re-arming, but that she desires that the principle should be acknowledged that 
the kinds of arms permitted to other countries ought not to be prohibited to herself. It is, 
of course, understood that in this connection I am speaking of kinds of arms and not of amounts, 
for this latter question must be separately and subsequently treated. If equality of status 
is to be conceded, the principle of qualitative equality must be acknowledged, and the United 
Kingdom Government declares its willingness, in co-operation with other members of the 
Disarmament Conference, to see this principle embodied in the new Convention. By what 
means and by what· stages this principle can be applied must be the subject of detailed 
discussion here at Geneva, in which it is essential that Germany should join. The United 
Kingdom Government thinks it well to emphasise that it would be opposed to the premature 
discussion of these details, important as they are, for it considers that these matters can only 
be properly discussed and agreed upon by use of the machinery of the Conference. 

In the meantime, the United Kingdom Government wishes to emphasi~e t:ovo poi~ts. 
First, the object of the Disarmament Conference-and we must never forget 1t-1s to bn~g 
~bout the maximum of positive disarmament that can be generally agreed-. nc;>t t<? autho~1se 
m the name of equality the increase of armed strength. Secondly, the_fullrealis~tlOn, m practice, 
of the principle of equality cannot be achi~ve~ all at once, _an? for t_h1s reason _1t. depends upon 
confidence. Confidence in the further application of the pnnc1ple w1ll grow as 1t 1s seen that the 
peace of the world has been made more secure by taking the first step. The United Kingdom 
Government, therefore, conceives that what is needed is a practical programme of stages, each 
subsequent step being justified and prepared for by the prov~d conseque~ces of wha~ has gone 
before. These are the four points which it is my duty to bnng to the drrect attention of the 
Conference. • 

Similar principles, as I have already said! s~ou~d be a~plied_ and similar methods should 
be adopted for arriving at and expressing the lim1tahons wh1ch \\111 apply to the armaments of · 
Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria. · 

While insisting that what is now needed is agree~en~ upon the matterso~ principle already 
stated, and that the detailed application of these _pnnc~ples and t~~ matenal c_onten_t_ of the 
Convention to be based upon them are for futur~ d1scuss1on and dec1s1on,_ the Umted h.mgdo~ 
Government has authorised me to add somethmg by way of explan_ah?n as ~o the way m 
which the suggestions it has made migh~ work, out. The _completiOn -~~ 1ts enti~et~ o~ such a 
~cheme must necessarily occupy some tune. ~oth _Practical and political conslde!atlOn~ are 
mvolved. The conditions of the different nations m t~~ -~att_er of armamen~s var)_' w1ddy 
according to their geographical situation and the responsl~lhhes m re~pect of wh1ch the1~ a.r~_ed 
forces are required. For example, the needs of a nation With world-w1de oversea responsibilities 
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d ·a_. ~• i ·~blv from those of a self-contained continental Power. To equate these ntu-<t lm:-r con.,.,,,.. • . "d t' 
•.. ·-um·t·"tl:"eS is no easy task. Moreover, economic const era tons cannot be 

,-at"\11\_(Ct .. "'~ IT . t" tb all dt d di~ml<'<i. Following the p~dent of the Nava reahes, true !flUS e owe o spre_a ~he 
~t ~f repl.\t-ement wht•re a nation's armaments have to be adjusted to a.lower.qualitattve 
standard. The final result, thc:-refore, can only be reached by stages. The tmmedt~te tas~ of 
the Disarmament Confereoce is to settle the actual profll'amme of the first. stage, and, t! posstbl~, 
to est.lblis.h the main outlines of the second stage, m. ~rder ~hat n~tions may adjust thetr 

mlllc:'s tht'reto in the intt'rval. .So fa~ ~~:s the poh~tcal difficulties are concerned, a few 
~of good-nc:-ighbo\trly conduct dunng thts mterval Wlll do much to prepare the way for the 
s..._.,,nd st~<>e. . . , . . 

In the light of th~ o~«ervations, H1s Majesty s Government cons1ders that the followmg 
mt'tht>ds might be applied m the first stage : 

• 

A. Qulllilalit•e Disarmamtnt. 

1. X..M ..f ""•~Ills. 

(•) His Majesty's Government is at present engaged in seeking agreement with the leading 
Xa\"31 Powers for substantial reduction in the size of the guns and tonnage of the capital ship 
and of the v.·hole naval tonnage, and the principle of according to Germany equality of rights 
dt'mands that Germany should be permitted to build ships of a type similar to that upon which 
the great naval Powers shall finally agree. Exhaustive investigation has shown that the 
arbitrary figure of 10,000 tons as the limit of a capital ship would fail to command general 
acceptance. The principle, however, that t~e re~rganisa~io!l of_ Germany's fig~ting forces must 
be carried out in such a way as not to conflict w1th the limitation and reduction of armaments 
requires that any construction undertaken by Germany shall, subject to minor adjustments, 
not increase the total tonnage in any category to which her navy is at present restricted. 

(b) His llajesty's Government bas already expressed its willingness to limit cruisers to 
vessels of 7,000 tons, mounting 6-inch guns, a limit it may be noticed closely apitoximating to 
the limit now imposed upon Germany. 

(c) His llajesty's Government has repeatedly urged that the submarine should be wholly 
abolished. It regards this as one of the greatest contributions that can be made to disarmament 
and world peace, and incidentally as the best way of meeting Germany's claims to equality 
of treatment in regard to this weapon. 

2. Ltl'llll ATJflamellls. 

(•) Tartks.- The large tanks which were used in the war were unquestionably offensive 
weapons-that is to say, their primary purpose was to break down and force a way through 
elaborately prepared positions. His llajesty's Government is in entire agreement with the 
pr-oposals recently made on behalf of the United States Government in desiring that specifically 
offensive weapons should be prohibited. But we are bound to add this : the modern tank. of 
a lighter type performs an essentially difierent function and cannot be regarded as an offenstve 
~ea~. Its comparatively light armour and its reduced capacity for crossing trenches render 
rt unsu1table for the assault of highly organised defences. It furnishes an absolutely necessary 
pr-otection against machine-gun fire and automatic rille fire and, in a small voluntarily enlisted 
army like our ov.'D, constitutes an essential compensation for lack of numbers and a protection 
to human life which it would be impossible to surrender. Indeed a universal prohibition would 
innitably involve, as far as the United Kingdom is concerned in view of its world-wide 
responsibilities, an increase in its present land forces in terms of man-power and would thus, 
as a measure of disarmament, tend to defeat its own ends. His Majesty's Government would 
therefore. propose that-at any rate, as a first stage-all tanks should be abolished abov~ a 
g~ven ,..~tght, a~d that the weight should be fixed with a view to prohibiting those tanks whtch 
are iJl«lally SUitable for offensive employment in battle. The admission of equal treatment 
would make it impossible to deny, in principle, to Germany the right to possess a limited number 
of soch .-eapon_s, but the question whether this should be so in practice, and, if so, what number 
.-rJUld be sufficJent, depends upon a wnsideration of the purposes to be served by each national 
army. In any case, the pr1int is one for negotiation and not for decision in advance of discussions 
at Geneva in which Germany would take part. 

lh' Lar~e Mobile Land Gun•. - Undt.'l' the Treaty of Versailles, the maximum calibre 
~~t larf{oe mr~t~!le. gunr. per!flltted to Germ~ny is 105 millimetres. This figure is obviously 
mtP.-n11-A tJ> hm1t ti_lese g~ns ~o a type w_h1ch is suited for operations of defence. E~amples 
CJf thl'l typoe v~rr r.h~htly ·~ d1fferent arm1es-for example, the British 4·5 inch gun, whtch JUSt 
nr;_....ti, l'JS mllhm~ro;am d.amett!r,ia of the same type. The obvious way of according Germany 

• ~·~1ty _CJf !r~at~ent in. rt!gard to this weapon, wh!le at t~e aame time making a great 
~v .. nr...e .'" _t!•.,..rm~me!lt• 11 to pre'!l for a gf:neral reductiOn to tins figure. I>iscuK!!Ions at Geneva 
r.m tt~ hm1tatvm m tiU of ffifJblle land guns have tended to revolve round the higher figure 



of ISS millime~res. If, however, a maximum of about 105 millimetres were fixed by interna
tional convent10n for. t~e future, it would secure that any replacement or new construction 
of guns should fall wtthtn the lower limit. 

3. Air Armaments. 

His. Majes~y's Government ~as already made it known that there is no aspect of 
inter~ahonal dtsarmament more v~t~l~y urgent than the adoption without delay of the most 
effective m~asures to preserve the ctvtlian population from the fearful horrors of bombardment 
from the arr. The Governme~t of the Unite~ Kingdom has already stated that it would be 
prepared to go to any length, m agreement Wtth other Powers, to achieve this object. In the 
House of ~ommons last wee_k, my c?lleague, Mr. BaJdwin, made a speech on this subject which 
not _only nveted the att~ntlon of hts hearers, ~~t. tmpressed the world. He pointed out the 
re~hty of the danger whtch threaten~ future ctvthsahon and the impossibility of warding off 
thts danger by half-hearted steps. I Wtll not ~ttempt to repeat Mr. Baldwin's description, which 
I hope ev~ry~ody he~e has read, and whtch brought home so vividly what is in store 
for humamty tf huma~uty cannot fi'_ld a way of controlling the misuse of the instrument which, 
when peacefully apphed, can contnbute so much to the convenience of mankind. 

~t me ad? a few words to in_dicate the full ambit of the problem. The proposal that all 
bombmg-machmes should be abolished has been made from several quarters, and it has been 
claif'_l~d that the _world-~ide adoptio~ of this proposal would,. in itself, guarantee the final 
abolit~on of bombmg: Tht.s, howev.er, ts.not the case; for machmes not actually designed for 
bombmg-any machme wtth suffictent lift and range-may nevertheless be adapted and used 
for that purpose. What would be involved, therefore, is the entire abolition, by international 
agreement, of military and naval machines and of bombing (apart from the use of such machines 
as are necessary for police purposes in outlying places), combined with an effective international 
control of civil aviation. It is no use disguising that the difficulties to be surmounted in 
achieving, by international agreement, such a programme are evidently very great, but His 
Majesty's Government is anxious to co-operate with the other chief air Powers in a thorough 
examination into the practicability of so extensive a scheme. 

We are bound to face the immediate question that presents itself while the full examination 
of these wider conceptions is proceeding. Take the case of the United Kingdom Government. 
In spite of world-wide responsibilities, the Air Force of the United Kingdom has been reduced 
until it stands only fifth in size to-day, but His Majesty's Government is, nevertheless, prepared, 
if other countries will reduce their air forces, to go still further, and it suggests as a practical 
and immediate measure of disarmament (1) the immediate reduction ofthe airforces of the leading 
Powers to the level of those of the United Kingdom; (2) a cut of 33 '/• per cent all round in 
the air forces of the world thus reduced, the United Kingdom included; (3) a limitation of the 
unladen weight of military aircraft to the lowest figure upon which general agreement can be 
obtained. The United Kingdom Government proposes that the figures thus arrived at should 
be subject to a further reduction at a subsequent stage so as to apply to air disarmament the 
principle of limitation by stages. Pending the examination of the more far-reaching proposals 
to which I have already referred and in which Germany, I hope, would ta~e part, His M_ajesty's 
Government thinks it is not unreasonable that Germany should refram from makmg any 
claim to possess military or naval aircraft. 

B. Quantitative Disarmament. 

The question of quantitative disarmament. is one which ~ill require l~ng and det~iled 
negotiations. 1 content myself at the moment wtth an observ~twn on the subject of effechves. 
Here the admission in principle of Germany's claim to equ<~;li~y of treatm~nt and fr~edom. to 
readjust her fighting forces should be govern~d ~y the ~o~dtt~on that readp~stment ts earned 
out in _such a way as not to confl_ict with th_e pnnctple of hmttahon and reductio~ o_f ~rmame~ts. 
That ts to say, if Germany wtshes, for tpstance, to be free from the prohtbthon agamst 
compulsory military service at present mcumbent on her, the numbers of. men annually 
compulsorily given a militia training in Germany mu~t be deducte~. at a raho to be agre_ed 
on, from the numbers of her long-service tr~ops. Ag<;lm, the reduction of the te_n_n of servtce 
of these long-service troops, from twel~e to stx years, tf agre~d to, wo~ld be condthonal on the 
number of long-service reserves not bemg augmented-that ts to say, m that case, the number 
of long-service troops with the colours must then ~e reduced from. I?o,oo~ to. so,ooo. Elabo!ate 
calculations as to the proper ratios would be requtred, but the gmdmg pr~nctple mus~ remam
that is to say, reorganisation of the G~rman forces or others must not mvolve an mcrease of 
Germany's powers of military aggressiOn. 

His Majesty's Government in the 'l;Jnited Kin~dom is favourably impressed _by tl~e I:Ioover 
proposals in regard to military effectlves, and ts prepared to accept them m pnnctple as 
constituting a basis for discussion. 



C. Di.s<U'MfiMtNI CoNirolaNci SupervisioN. 

His Majesty's Go\·ernment accepts in principle the resolution ado~ted by the ~e.neral 
((\11\mission of the Disarmament Conference on July 23rd, 1932, on the subJect of supervisiOn
that is to say : 

" There shall be set up a Permanent Disarmament Commission, wi~h a cons~itution, 
rights and duties generally as outlined i!' Part VI of the draft Con.venbon subm~tt.ed by 
the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, With such extensiOn of 
its po'A-ers as may be deemed by the Conference necessary to enable the Convention to 
be e!lecth·ely applied. " 

His Majesty's Gol-ernment is ~onvinced. ~hat it is essenti~ to the w~rking of the 
Di.."3llllament Com·ention that effective superv1s10n should be proVIded for, subJect to agreed 
conditions to be accepted by all States represented at Geneva. 

1 believe that we have reached a turning point of the Conference. The mechanical pursuit 
of the details of disarmament will produce no effective result without the spirit which makes 
for peace. We are engaged in the planning of an edifice-the first of its kind in the history of 
the world-in which all the peoples of the earth may shelter against the dangers and the horrors 
of war. This nst edifice 11·hich we are planning will need to be buttressed by assurances and 
pacts of many kinds, but it 11ill only be solidly built so as to withstand the strains that may 
be put upon it hereafter if it is based upon the firm and equal foundation of international 
goodril. 

38. EQUALITY OF STATUS : GENERAL DISCUSSION. 

The Cuullv:L~. -The Bureau will agree, I am sure, that the proposals which Sir John 
Simon has made on behalf of the Government of the United Kingdom are an important 
contnlmtion to the pool of ideas already before the Conference .. I was particularly glad to 
note that Sir John Simon made it clear-as M. Paul-Boncour made it clear a few days ago 
with regard to the French plan-that these proposals are not put forward as a rival to those 
of any other delegation, but that they are intended to indicate the kind of basis upon which 
it is hoped that the Conference may now pursue its work. The spirit thus shown must clearly 
make the task of co-ordinating the proposals much less difficult than it would otherwise have 
been, and I am sure that the Bureau 11ill be grateful to them. When the various proposals are 
considered together, 11ith a view to a co-ordinated plan, there should be, in every domain of 
our work, an ample basis for arriving at a comprehensive and far-reaching agreement. 

The Bureau will agree with me that this work of co-ordinating and of drafting the new 
Convention would be facilitated if Germany were to resume her seat at our Conference table. 
It is because I am sure the Bureau takes this view that I now venture to make some further 
observations with regard to the German claim for equality of right . 

. There will be, in my opinion, very great difficulty in bringing the Conference to any 
satb-factory and useful result unless the important question of equality of status is solved, 
and there cannot be any doubt in the mind of any member of the Bureau that the time has 
rome for devoting all our energies to finding a solution of this question. I do not suggest that 
the ~ference has ever refused to deal with it ; on the contrary, every delegation has always 
r~ that at some stage of our work it would be essential to find a solution for the problem 
.-hJCh the German and other delegations have frequently brought to our notice. Moreover, 
ev~ delegation has recognised that the restrictions imposed upon Germany and her late 
allies by the Treaty of Versailles were intended to prepare the way for a general reduction of 
armaments. 

This morning and in recent days there have been Government statements, especially those 
tA the ~rencb and Italian Prime Ministers, of the utmost importance in this connection. S!r 
Jr~t.!l Smv.m has tr~ld us to-day that, on the assumption that every European Government 15 
wilbng tn declare in a solemn affirmation that it will not attempt in any circumstances to 
r~..!ve any pre5ent or future differences by resort to force, the Government of the United 
Ka~.VJJJJ 11 prepared tn recogni.'le in the fulk-st way the principle of Germany's claim of equality 
tA ngt.t. 

Similarly, in the memrnandum which the French Government circulated to us • a day or 
two ~" we are &Mured that that Government is fully confident that the proposals which it 
t..u J"::t fr..rward thould enable u• to give an e<1uitable solution to the problem of equality 
tA r~att, ~1' th~ pr<~e»ive equali~~ation (Jf malitary status and by an equal participation 
tA au the Eur<..,-n tignatrny State. in the burdens and the advantages of the orgamsation 
tA YJJJJJIIIIR act.wn frn the maantenance of peace. 

'lo:c flr~<.am;.nt CA'mf. IJ. ••'•· 
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. These st~tements, I believe, represent the mind not only of this Bureau but, if 1 may say 
so! of. the entire C_onference : and the ~cc~ptance, on the lines I have already indicated, of the 
pnnc1ple of equality by the Powers pnnc1pally concerned should provide a basis of discussion 
m the hope ~hat agreement may be reached as to the m~thod of giving such practical application 
t~ the pr~nc1ple as W?uld permane.ntly settle t~e question of equality of status. Any discussion 
w1th a. ":1ew to settlmg the question should, m my opinion, be entered upon with a clear 
recogmtwn that the appropnate means ~hould be found so that the limitations of Germany's 
arma~ent~ and those of her f~rmer A~1es w?uld be-as in the case of all other signatories
contam~d m the new Co~ventlon. It IS plam that many questions of practical detail must 
be considered, and for th1s purpose, as I understand him Sir John Simon believes that the 
presence of Germany in the ~iscussio~s is indi~pensa?ly ;equired. 
. I am bound to say tha~. 1~ that VIew, I am m entrre agreement with Sir John Simon, and, 
sm~e the Governm.ents pnnc1pa~y concerned hll;ve gone so far as to declare publicly their 
des1re to find a satisfactory solutio~ of the question of equality of status, I should hope that 
the German Government would dec1de at an early date that its delegation would rejoin us in the 
work of the Conference. 

M. Rosso _(Italy). - To k~ep within th~ l.imits suggested by the Chairman, I will confine 
myself to a bnef statement w1th a few additional remarks in explanation. 

I~ was, 1\Ir. Chairman, with the ke~nest.inter~st that I listened to the speech which you 
have JUSt made. You summed up the s1tuahon w1th the utmost clarity and your conclusions 
were in complete harmony with the views and feelings of my own delegation. I can, therefore, 
associate myself at once with your remarks. 

We are indebted to the representative of the United Kingdom and also to our Chairman 
for having this morning reminded us of the question of equality of rights, while at the same time -
suggesting a possible solution such as may hasten the return of the German delegation to this 
Conference. 

On this second point, I cannot see how we could fail to be in unanimous agreement. To 
imagine that, in the absence of Germany, we can usefully examine the highly important 
problems already before the Conference, together with those which have been raised in the 
last few days, and successfully solve them, would, in my opinion, be an idle and perhaps 
dangerous illusion. 

As regards the question of equality of status, the remarks and proposals put forward a 
few moments ago by the eminent representative of the United Kingdom are of unusual 
interest. I was able to note that they were actuated by principles and prompted by motives 
which are shared by my own Government. It is for that reason that I can whole heartedly 
associate myself with the inferences drawn by the Chairman from Sir john Simon's remarks as 
well as from the evidence of goodwill on the part of other Governments. Among the latter, 
I too am gratified to single out that which is to be found in the Preamble to the French 
delegation's memorandum dated the 14th of this month. 

Mr. Henderson alluded a moment ago to the opinion publicly expressed by the head of 
my Government last September when he stated that the Italian Government was prepared to 
recognise the principle of equality of rights claime~ by German~ in. reg.ard !O armaments. 
On that occasion, M . .lllussolini was careful to make It clear that, m h1s v1ew, 1t was through 
disarmament that that principle should receive practical application-that is to say, through 
lowering the level of armaments in the most highly armed countries and not by the rearmament 
of the others. He also stated that this equitable process of adjustment should be carried out
or at least that every effort should be made to carry it out-here at Geneva and if necessary 
b.Y stages. He expressed the hope that this might be pursued in a spirit '?f justice o.n the ~ne 
s1de and moderation on the other, and that all should endeavour to av01d any action wh1ch 
might further disturb the international atmosphere. 

I am authorised to confirm these same ideas to-day and am thus able to give my support 
t~ Sir john Simon's suggestions, while at the s~me. time ass~ciating myself most cordially 
With the hope expressed by our Chairman that th1s dJfficulty m1ght soon be solved. 

When that has been done our first concern must be to urge the Conference's work along 
the path of practical achieve~ent, I mean towll;rds a conclusio.n. . . 

We have been working latterly on the bas1s of the Amencan sch~me w1th which Italy 
was happy unreservedly to associate herself. Thr~e d~ys ago, we ~ece1ved ~he F~ench plan, 
a far-reaching project which the Italian .delegation IS enga~ed m studymg With all t~e 
attention, interest and objectivity which 1ts authors ~re en~1tled t? e~pect from us. ~h1s 
mo~ning Sir John Simon has put forward ~ num?er of h1ghly mterestmg 1deas and suggestions 
Which undoubtedly merit the fullest consideration. . . 

We have been told that these various plans are not mutually antagomshc but 
complementary, which is most gratifying. The f!l~terial for examination has, however, become 
so voluminous that 1 think that, in order to fac1ht~te the progress of our work, an attemp~ at 
co-ordination is indispensable ; I consider that th1s task should be undertaken at the earliest 
possible moment. 

. M. MASSIGLI (France). - Without straying beyond the lim~ts set for us in th~ present 
discussion by our Chairman 1 hope I may be permitted to say, m the first place, With what 
interest I listened to the h~portant statement made by Sir John Simon. I need hardly say 
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th t thf' t'nited Kingti~'m Gowmment's declaration will be st~died by my own Government 
.. i~ an the attention and goodwill which the author and those m whose name he speaks have 
the right to upect. 

You will also allow me to thank Sir John Simon and M. Rosso for the terms in which they 
alluded to the plan laid before you by my Government on November 14th 1 and also for the 
tribute .,-hich they paid to both the sincerity and value of the effort thus made towards the 
organisation of peace. 

lfr. Chairman, after hearing your own remarks of a few moment! ago I may perhaps 
be permitted to make a brief statement. In a detailed memorandum dated September IOth 
and a.,<>ain quite recently in a most explicit document dated November 14th, the French 
Go,-ernment made known its opinion on the questions before the Conference and more 
~--pecially on that of equality of status. 

As 1 ha'-e the honour to speak here in the name of the Government of the Republic, it 
is only natural that I should confine myself to confirming these texts in which its conceptions 
are publicly set forth and to which I may refer you . 

.\t the end of your statement, Mr. Chairman, you voiced a hope and with that hope I 
~ to associate myself. 

Yr. Xorman DAVIS (t:nited States of America).- I do not rise to comment on the very 
interesting and important statements made by the British Minister for Foreign Affairs, nor 
do I take this occasion to discnss the significant statement made by M. Paul-Boncour 
at a recent meeting of the Bureau. I merely rise now, Mr. Chairman, to associate the 
t:nited States delegation 1rholeheartedly v.ith the analysis which you have made of the 
problems that face this Conference. 

We mu,--t not lose sight of the fact that this Conference was called for the express purpose 
of ~ucing and placing a limit on armaments. It is now almost ten months since the Conference 
opened During that time, many technical questions have been threshed out, many differences 
of opinion have been reconciled, and agreements have been reached on some most important 
questions of principle. It has been agreed in principle that there must be a substantial reduction 
and limitation in all branches of armaments and yet we have not reached the point of the actual 
drafting of the general treaty giving concrete effect to the principles that are recognised. 

It is generally recognised that the only legitimate and useful purpose for which a nation 
should maintain armaments is self~efence. It is also recognised that armaments may reach 
a point where they cease to give security. Instead they may create political tensions which 
JXomote insecurity. It is therefore evident that one of the most essential factors to genuine 
security is that the burden and menace of armaments shall be reduced. 

When this Conference met; the depression from which the entire world is suffering seemed 
to be at its height. Unfortunately, there has been no appreciable improvement during all 
the months we have been here, and in some respects the economic difficulties have become more 
intense. While it cannot be said that the burden and menace of armaments were the primary 
cause of this depression, it is becoming increasingly evident that they were a contributing 
cause of conditions which brought on the depression and that a reduction and limitation of 
armaments would contribute tremendously to recovery from the depression. 

In spite of the fact that Germany, Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria were to a large extent 
disarmed after the world war, the expenditure on armaments is greater to-day than before 
the war. The time has come, not only to call a halt, but to make substantial reductions. 
Although armaments may not have been the direct cause of all the misery in the world to-day, 
caused by the unbearable burden of public and private debt, the stagnation of trade and 
com~ce and the unparalleled unemployment, we are not. going to pull very far out of this 
~ewon unless we reduce armaments and make a genume success of this Conference. If 
tJ-,a depl'e5sion from which every nation is suffering to-day is not cured, it will soon bring upon 
each and every nation further social, financial and economic difficulties which will be more 
cA a menace to national~afety and welfare than any fear to external military aggression. · 

n.e world is not in a condition nor are the people in a state of mind to stand a failure 
<A tJ-,iJ Cooference. There is no nation that would not suffer from such a failure . 

. ~r7.arations are now being made for calling~ World Monetary and Economic Conference. 
It." •mp<"JJtant to have 11uch a Conference, but Jts success will depend largely upon that of 
tba C<.riference, and the world cannot wait much longer for this success. 

. While the t:nited State. of America are not disturbed by any danger of invasion nor so 
d1rttt!y c:rJJJUr~ as are. ma'!y other ;'lations in the removal of the dangen of armaments, 
we ba~e a g~:nume and VJtal mtere11t m the peace and prosperity of the world. We have 
ar.r.rKtlmgJy W<JI'~ C<mliCientiously for the succeu of this Conference and expect to continue 

1 k d<oeo_. Coni. D. J-fli. 
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patiently and earnestly in such efforts in collaboration with all the other nations so long as there 
is reason to hope for success. 

The plan presented ~orne months. ago by the President of the United States, that of the 
F:ench Go~ernment, whl~h ":e have Just receive?, a!ld the pronouncement made to-day by 
S1r John S1mon, are all msplred by the determmatlon to effect a substantial reduction in 
armaments. ~hey have all h~lped to bring the Conference face to face with the real issues before 
us. \Yit~ the_ Impetus thus g1ven to our w<?rk, it is doubly incumbent upon us to take advantage 
of th1s sJtuatl_on and to.take the steps wh1ch ar~ necessary to accomplish as rapidly as possible 
that progressiv~ reduct10~ of arm~ments. to which we stand pledged in principle and which we 
must no~ put mto practice. I~ Is obv10us t_hat the successful accomplishment of this task 
will re9uire the clos~ ~ollaborat!o~ of all nations a!ld we trust that this will be so generally 
re~ogmse~ as ~o facihta~e regammg ~he co-o~rahon of the representatives of Germany in 
th1s task m which they, m common With all nations, have such a legitimate and vital interest. 

General BURHARDT-BUKACKI (Poland). - The Polish Government associates itself whole
heartedly with the statemen~s which ha':e been made to-day and in accordance with which we 
shall shortly pr~eed to ~Iscuss .the Import~nt problem of equality of status-so ably 
propo~nd.ed by Sir John Simon-m close conJunction with other problems concerning the 
orgamsabon of peace. . . · 

The Polish ~o~ernm.ent will be happy to co:opera~e in the quest of solutions taking due 
account o! the leglt1mate mterests of all Powers With a v1ew to ensuring international peace and 
co-operat10n. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium). - I should like simply and briefly to associate myself with the 
remarks made by the previous speakers and to say that we too are most eager to see the 
Conference resume its activities at full strength. 

The suggestions and proposals put forward by Sir John Simon in the name of the 
Government of the United Kingdom are most interesting. They will require to be examined 
thoroughly, but this we are not called upon to do at the present moment. I should, however, 
like to say at once that our first impression is that these proposals contain a series of promising 
ideas which, in conjunction with others, may lead us to the goal we all desire to attain. In 
this connection, I should like more especially to draw the Bureau's attention to the United 
Kingdom representative's remarks with regard to the organisation of peace. In this respect, 
I hope that we shall discover formulre capable of winning general approval. 

M. DovGALEVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - It was with the keenest 
attention that the Soviet delegation listened to the appeal made by the Chairman in the course 
of his ·remarkable speech. I was gratified to note the effort which is being made to induce 
Germany to return to the Disarmament Conference through recognition of the principle of 
equality of status. My Government has always been convinced that disarmament can only 
be achieved through the co-operation of all countries. It is indec:d plain that the 
more unmistakable the proofs which the Conference gives of its determination to achieve 
disarmament-or at least a substantial reduction of armaments-the greater will be the 
prospects that the German delegation will return. I sho_uld like t~ remind ro~ that, at the 
Bureau's meeting of September 21st, the hea~ ~f the. SoY!e.t delegation, ~- Lltvmoff, s~ressed 
that opinion in clear and definite terms. It IS m th1s spmt that I assoc1ate myself With the 
remarks of our Chairman and of the various speakers who have preceded me. 

M. MOTTA (Switzerland). -Owing to the conditions in w~ich I was given a seat on ~he 
Bureau it is impossible for me to speak in the name of a delega~10n. I sh~mld nev~~the~ess hke 
to say like all those who have preceded me, that we have hstened w1th unfailmg mterest 
first t~ the speech of the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs ~f the ~nited Kingdom and 
secondly to the various other speeches which have been ma~e t~Is mormng. 

It was my impression that the central problem dealt With m all these speeches wa~ t~at 
of equality of treatment in regard to armam~nts. _I hav_e always h~d the profound conVIction 
that this question could only be solved dunng dJscussJons at which Germany and the.other 
countries in the same position would be present as members of th~ Conference. I thought I 
noted in Sir John Simon's speech, not merely a hope, but a hope which at. one moment_ seemed 
to assume the guise and character of an appeal. For my own part, I associate myself With both 
the hope and the appeal. - · 

M. KtiNZL·JIZERSKY (Czechoslovakia). - ~ei~g most an:cious to see the Disarmament 
Conference achieve tangible results, Czechoslovakia IS most gratified at the at~osphere created 
by to-day's speeches and sincerely supports the hope expressed by the previous speakers .. 

M. LEITMAIER (Austria). _My purpose in rising to s~eak i_s certainly not that. of vo~cin~ my 
Government's desire to see Germany resume her plac~ m this Conference.- This desire IS so 
!latural that I hardly need give it expression. ~he ob]e~t of my re~arks _I,s merely to t~ank, 
m the first place, the Secretary of State for Foreign A_ff~Irs o~ th~ Umte_d Kmgdom ~nd, m the 
s~cond place, the various other sp~akers for the spmt of ]Ushce which has dommated the 
discussion to which we have just hstened. 

BUREAU OF THE CONFERENCE t 



THIRTIETH MEETING (PUBLIC) 

HtiJ olt Fri'Jay, Not·~mber t81h, 1932, al 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. HENDERSON. 

J9- WoRK OF THE (OlUllTTEE FOR THE REGULATION OF THE TRADE IN, AND PRIVATE AND 

Sn.TE lb .. '>l"F.-\CTl'li.E OF, Ml!S A.'>D lliPLE!IIE!oo"TS OF WAR : EXAMINATION OF THE PRO· 

GJlESS REPoRT Sl'BlllTTED BY M. AOloiARNICKI (POLAND). 

lf. Kolf..-\RSICKJ (Poland), Rapporteur, thanked the Chairman for having devoted a 
meeting of the Bureau to the examination of the report for the Regulation of the Trade in, 
and Pri\-ate and State :Manufacture of, Arms and Implements of War (document Conf.D.qs). 
and having thus enabled the Rapporte~ t? put ~fore_ the ~~eau the chief. questions a_s to 
..-hich the members of the Committee still difiered m thell' opuuons and on wh1ch they des~red 
to be enli.,ubtened by a body possessing more extensive powers and possibilities than the 
Committee itself. 

He then quoted the follov.ing passage from paragraph 3 of his report : 

" The Committee considered it desirable, furthermore, to draw up the present report 
in order to facilitate its future work and to inform the Bureau of the Conference of the 
difficulties which it had encountered, the problems for which a preliminary solution was 
desirable and the questions regarding ,·hich it desired further directions. The Committee 
tnb'U that this report will assist delegations in defining their point of view on the subject 
of trade in and manufacture of arms, so that members of the Committee may be 
in a position to discuss the various questions v.ith full knowledge of all the factors in 
the case ..-hen the Committee meets again, and that the Governments whose delegations 
are not participating in the Committee's work may have an opportunity of submitting 
observations, should they so desire, and, if need be, new proposals." 

This passage showed that the Committee, after a preliminary discussion of the questions 
of the trade in and manufacture of arms, did not consider that it had at its disposal all the 
data which would enable it to ascertain the intentions and programmes in these matters of the 
various delegations represented at the Conference. This particularly delicate situation in which 
the Committee was placed was due to the fact that the Conference had not so far had an 
opportunity of discussing those questions in the light of the experience gained and the progress 
made during the last ten months. 

The Committee accordingly requested the Bureau, on the one hand, to approve the 
pr-ocedure adopted by it for its future work and, on the other hand, to enlighten it as to the 
intentions of the various delegations concerning the problems which the Rapporteur would 
mention later. 

Question of pr-ocedure : the Committee had decided to divide its task between two sub· 
rom!f1ittees. Was it expedient for these two sub-committees to get to work as quickly as 
pr.~E~t.le for the purpose of examining the various aspects of the complex problems of the 
manufacture of and trade in arms ? He thought that the Bureau of the Conference, which 
wa.s directing the whole of the work of the various Commissions, might be asked to state what 
it roru;idered should be the duties both of the Committee and of its two Sub-Committees in 
liaisrm .,;th the work of other Commissions and Committees of the Conference. 

!aking as a basis the Committee's report, he defined the principal questions which might 
he di!CU3Sed by the members of the Bureau as follows . 

· h) ~irst, there were the important questions of the abolition and internationalisation 
~~ tJ-.e pnvate manufacture of arms and munitions of war. He would refer to the passage 
m the ro/Jrt (p-.uagraph 2) which stated that : 

" T1u:!.e &L:gations were not prepared to accept the radical proposals submitted, but 
•~e ~Jt _cJPP<I'ed to their di<;eu!l!>ion in due cour&e; they also considered that the General 
CommL~~ r.bQuld take certain deeisiou. of principle before the ~uestions of manufacture 
and trade m arm• c:ouM be U!iefully studied by the Committee.' 

TI.e Bureau (Jf the Conference would therefore be called upon to state ita views as to the 
l~ IDI!tbt.d (Jf prc..cedure, after considering, in accordance with the wishes of certain members 
tA. tt~ VJJJJmi~tee. whether the time had already come to broach these grave problems of 
prrno~ afi/J m wt.at ff.lrm they could most u~~efully be discussed with due regard for certain 
tAt..,.. <11-.ci\vm• c,f principle which the Conference would have to take. 

l2) Arot~t...,.. prr..l,Jr.m CJn ~~·ich diverg:ent opini~ns were atill held by the members of t~e 
c_.~Jfnrrntt .. ,. w ... ~ tlo:.t tA !IIIPefVIJ>Ion. In tlus connection the Rapporteur drew the Bureau s 



atte~tion to paragraph 20. of his repor~. W~thout going into the details of a discussion which had 
at tlm~s. be~n of .a techn.lcal nature m. VIew of the very special aspect of the problem of 
superVISIOn m th1s domam, he would hke to stress the following passage : 

. "Certain members w~re a.n~ous to deal at once with the question of supervision 
:ovh1ch they. rega~ded as t~e1r pnnc1pal task, and pointed out that this procedure would be 
m conformitY. w1th the VIew expr~ssed by M. Bourquin in reply to a letter on the subJ'ect 
from the Cha1rman of the Comm1ttee . 

. " At t~e same tim~, .other members of the Committee pointed out that the question 
of mternat.wnal superviSion over t~e manufacture of arms was a particularly delicate 
matter, as 1t encroached on the domam of domestic legislation and that therefore it would 
be necessa~y to be content with supervision carried out by the States. Several m~mbers of 
the Comm1ttee asked. also, as regards supervision, that the same rules should be laid down 
for State. a~d fo~ ~nvate ma~~facture ; moreover, emphasis was laid on the necessity 
of estabhshmg Similar superv1s1on for manufactured material in !'ervice and in stock." 

In the conclusions of the report, it was stated that it was desirable that the Committee 
should, before the resumption of its work, be in possession of: 

. "YI (c) The reports. on the question of supervision and the question of chemical, 
mcend1ary and bactenolog1cal weapons and the resolutions that the Bureau and the 
General Commission may pass on the subject." 

Since the approval of his report by the Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in and 
the Manufacture of Arms, the Bureau ha~ approved M. Bourquin's report (document Conf. 
D.148), paragraph 9 of Chapter III of wh1ch contained the following observation : 

" There is nothing in what precedes to prevent the Convention, in special cases, from 
adding to ~he mea~s of supervision enumerated above other machinery better adapted 
to the special techmcal features of such cases. The question remains open and it is desirable 
that the competent Committees should give it their attention." 

Personally, he agreed with the Chairman that the questions of supervision and the 
prohibition of chemical weapons were sufficiently advanced to make it unnecessary to hold 
up the work of the Committee on the Trade in and Manufacture of Arms. He had, nevertheless, 
considered it his duty to draw the Bureau's attention to the serious differences of opinion on 
this matter among the members of the Committee ; certain delegations might possibly consider 
this question sufficiently ripe to enable certain aspects of the problem to be discussed by the 
Bureau itself. 

(3) Opinions also differed as to the question of publicity, which presented several points 
of analogy with that of supervision (see paragraph 18 of the report). 

M. Komarnicki concluded his general observations by drawing attention to the question 
of the connection which might be established between the provisions relating to the trade in and 
manufacture of arms and the future General Convention for the Limitation and Reduction 
of Armaments. This question had arisen several times during the deliberationsoftheCommittee. 
It was a question, not only of the form of the legal instrument to be drawn up, but also of the 
unification of the methods to be applied to the various aspects of the problems connected with 
armaments. The Bureau might possibly consid~r it prematu~e to deal with th~se. questions 
at the present time, but it was the Rapporteurs duty to pomt out th3:t certam Important 
decisions would have to be taken by the Conference before the Committee could usefully 
complete its work on the regulation of the trade i~, and private and ~tate ma~uf~c~ure. of, 
arms and implements of war. It was also h~s du.ty, WI~hout, ~owever, takmg a pessimistic VIe~. 
to draw the Bureau's attention to the mam difficulties wh1ch would have to be overcome m 
order to arrive at the necessary compromise between the different interests concerned, in an 
atmosphere of confidence and collaboration. 

. M. WESTMAN (Sweden) said that Sweden was one of those States wh~ch po~essed a rather 
Important private armaments industry. Consequently, the problems with which .the Bureau 
was at present dealing affected his coun!!Y very closely. Sweden was conscious of her 
responsibilities, the gravity of which she. d1~ not overlook. . . 

Those responsibilities and those obhgab?ns w~re set forth m A~t.Icles 8 ~nd 2~ of the 
League Covenant, which constituted the startmg-pomt of all the enqumesandd1scuss10nsthat 
had taken place in the League for many years past. As lo!lg ag~ as 1921, a report ~ad been 
submitted by a Special Commission, in which the charges laid agamst t~e arma~ents mdustry 
were summarised. It could hardly be denied, afte~ all that had been divulged s~nce the~. that 
the armaments industry of certain countries exerc1sed, or endeavoured to exercise, at difficult 
moments a fatal influence on world events. . . . 
. However, when efforts had been m~de to find the means ?f sup~rv1smg pnvate ':ested 
Interests and to prevent the armaments mdustry from attemptmg to mftuence the policy .of 
the various States, opinions had differed ~o a very marked degree. The ~eport of t~e Spe.cml 
Committee, which the Bureau had before 1t, afforded a further proof of this. On vanous Sides 



<'Pl"-'-.q1i,•n h;\d b.'t"n raised to the proposals to implement th~ stipulations of the Coven~nt 
l>v m<"ans l,f tht" nationalisati<'ll of the private armame~ts mdustry or. by other effe.ch:ve 
uk-th<xis of sup<'rvisi,,n. The armaments industry playe~ an n':lport~nt part 1!1 th~ econom1~ hfe 
<'f se'''ral countries and that industry had found to 1ts sahsf:'chon th~t 1ts sales remamed 
uu;\ttl'\:tl'd and plt"ntiful even dnring p..-riods of great economic depress10?. . 

It \\';.\S trul' that, in 19Z5, it had been possible to. dra-.y up .a Convenhon conc~rmng the 
trad<" in ;rrms. Fl'r J,\ck of a sufficient number of rat1ficat10ns 1t had nev~r come mto for~e. 
:'\\~l,'n, howewr, had not waited for the entry into force of t~at Conv~nt10n t? ca.rry out Its 
rnwisi,,ns ~s bras she was ~oncerne~. A li~ensing system was, 1!1 fact, be1.n~ apphed I~ Swe~en, 
whi.:h was m a.:cordance w1th the stipulations of that Conve_nhon and '1\luch made It poss1ble 
to ext"rd~ a certain supervision over e.xports of war matenal. 

In this respect it was well to remember that the connection between ~he pro~lem of the 
trade in arms and that of the manufacture of arms had already been affirmed m a for~al 
declaration bv the Conference which drew up the Convention. It had state.d that th.e ~onvenhon 
concerning tii.e trade in arms should be foll?wed by anothe~ ~onyent10n .prov1dmg for tl~e 
supen'ision of the production of war matenal and for pubhc1ty m relatiOn thereto. Th1s 
btur Conwntion had never been signed. 

In its resolution of July 23rd, 1932, the General Commission had decided to resume
through the Special Committee-the examination of the regulations to be applied to the trade 
in, :rnd pri,-ate and State manufacture of, arms and implements of war. 

The report submitted to the Bureau explained the position of the work so far accomplished 
bv that Committee. Many difficulties had arisen and the Committee had considered it advisable 
to brin~ the matter before the Bureau, to enable Governments not represented on the· 
Committee to submit observations and suggestions, should they so desire. 

He "-onld like to point out that his Government had recently defined its attitude towards 
the manufacture of armaments. A few days ago the Swedish Government had decided to 
undertake a close study of the problems relating to the manufacture of arms and, in this 
et•nnection, had made a declaration to the effect that Sweden was prepared to co-operate 
.-holeheartedly in the attempts to establish an effective system for the supervision of the 
armaments indll5try on an international basis. If satisfactory proposals were submitted during 
the pr-esent Disarmament ({)nference, Sweden would support them. The Swedish Government 
had considered it ad,'isable to take suitable measures without delay to enable the State to 
exercise complete supen-ision over the production of war material in Sweden. The fact that 
such measures might affect private interests should not be regarded as a decisive argument 
against the adoption of the measures required by a pacific policy consistently pursued. 

The Sw-edish ~vemment thought that the time had come to entrust the study of the 
problems connected \\ith the manufacture of arms to a committee of experts. It would be 
tl:.e duty of those experts to consider to what extent and by what means the limitation of 
private production, which .-as desirable from the point of view of supervision, could be imposed. 
In this respect they should give special attention to the possibility and manner of establishing 
a Government monopoly. The enquiry should also cover the problem whether production 
1rith a new to export should not be limited for reasons of international policy-apart from the 
Jl')"'...sible establishment of a Government monopoly. It was obvious that, in carrying out their 
.-ock, the ex pens would bear in mind the importance from, the point of view of national defence, 
<A the production of war material in the country itself. 

The declaration of which ll. Westman had just given a summary showed that the Swedish 
Gon:mment had not thought fit to await the result of the present work of the Disarmament 
Conference in order to prepare the ground and to seek, as far as it was concerned, the means of 
caf11'in~ out in the most effective manner and without unnecessary delay the decisions to 
•-J:.ich the discu;osions in regard to the manufacture of arms, which had lasted too long, might 
eventually lead. 

_ Yr. WILSI)S (Cnited States of America) congratulated the Rapporteur on the way in 
•t.~eh he hat! managed to throw light on a particularly difficult question. He reminded the 
Bureau that, up to the present, the United States Government had made reservations in 
r~ard to the first four articles of the draft C<>nvention for constitutional reasons. Those 
r~atir,ns had now been withdrawn. 

He prr,p.-H::d tberefrJfe now to explain in a little more detail the views of his Government 
r~ardm~;" ArtKles 3 and 4 of the draft C<>nvention of 1929. His Government was prepared 
~vrmrablY: t'> crmsidt"" !>imilar provbions fo~ the control of private manufacture of arms on 
t .. e crm<im.-,n that l1ke mf!aSures be estaLlL'>hed for the control and supervision of State 
manufact~Jre and on crmdition that substantial measures of reduction were inserted in the 
(.-:n~a (_.tmventl<m. 

n.e. 51l¥X,.tirm~ ma.-le with regard to chemical warfare had shown the diiTiculty of first 
r..rm;~rll,nnr{ pr'Jp<8ob f<Jf contrr,l and supervi<~i<Jil based upon a single factor. This question 
~t.<mlt1 _fir-.t be dLV.II'H:tl u a whole by the Bureau or the General C<>mmission, and, when 
the rTI4m <JUtlu~~:s ,,f a Ay,tem of crmtrol had been defined, special provisions, if any were 
cr,nwkrr-A n""-""\ary, crJUitl then be dL<;cussed . 

. H"' w<mltl lilc"' t<! give an examr,Je to prove the necessity for more accurate publicity in 
f'1;: 4 r<1 tr, tt,., trark m arms. Arm~ exports f<1r 1931 had been put at 64 million dollar!! as · 
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against imports amounting to only 52 millions, while exports in 1932 had been given as 55 
~illion dollars and imports had been shown as only 49 millions. There was, therefore, a 
discrepancy of zo per cent between the estimated exports and the estimated imports, showing 
a large degree of evaporation between the countries of origin and destination. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) also referred to the difficulty of the Rapporteur's task. 
:rhe question of the regulation of the trade in, and private and State manufacture of, arms and 
Implements of war was one of the first importance, and he welcomed the opportunity which 
the presentation by M. Komarnicki of the Committee's report gave for its discussion by the 
Bureau. He would like to make a few comments upon the general attitude of the United 
Kingdom Government on this matter. 

He agreed in principle with the statements made by the delegate of the United States of 
America. Successive United Kingdom Governments had consistently maintained that, in 
any action which might be decided upon, it would be unjust to draw any distinction between 
the private and State manufacture of war material. The attitude of the United Kingdom 
Government had not changed in that respect; both must be treated alike. There were many 
reasons for this; the reason of equity was particularly clear. He would merely refer to the 
widely varying conditions, of which the members of the Bureau were aware, governing the 
manufacture of arms in different States. In some States the greater proportion-and this 
applied particularly to the United Kingdom-was private. In others the greater proportion 
was State manufacture. Yet other States had no resources whatever for the manufacture of 
war material and had to import their requirements from abroad. If there was to be regulation, 
and the United Kingdom delegation was of opinion this should exist, it was obvious that 

· it could only be just and effective if it were applied to State and private manufacture alike. 

The United Kingdom Government agreed emphatically in principle that private and State 
manufacture should be properly regulated. It had already on its own initiative taken certain 
important and, as it believed, effective measures, to secure the supervision of private 
manufacture. In 1920, as the result of certain experiences during the war and having in mind 
the reference made in Article 8 of the League Covenant to the private manufacture of arms, 
the United Kingdom Government had passed a Firearms Act (1920). The principal provisions 
of this Act as affecting arms manufacture were as follows : 

(a) No one may manufacture, sell, repair or test firearms or ammunition unless 
he has been registered as authorised to do so. 

(b) The Act provides for inspection of stocks and statutory registers by certain 
specified Government officials. 

(c) Registration may be withdrawn under certain circumstances. 

(d) A magistrate may order search, seizure and arrest and examination of books 
on sufficient occasion arising. · 

(e) The manufacture, sale or possession of any weapons designed for the discharge 
of any noxious liquid, gas, etc., is prohibited without Government authority. 

In addition to the above provisions of the Firearms Act, it should be noted that, under the 
Board of Trade Regulations, firearms or ammunition could only be exported on licence, and 
such licences might be refused on any grounds which might seem sufficient to the Board 
of Trade. 

· He doubted whether any other country in the world--except possibly Sweden, according 
to the statement which had just been made-possessed at the present time regulations in the 
matter as elaborate as those from which he had quoted. The Bureau might possibly be 
interested to learn that these regulations had worked satisfactorily in all respects, and he 
ventured to suggest that they might be found useful as the basis of similar legislation elsewhere. 

The United Kingdom Government had also been happy to assist in the drafting of the 
1929 Convention, and, if it was generally accepted, they would be glad to see it applied. It 
was an important advantage of the 1929 Convention that it involved full publicity of private 
and State manufacture. 

What was the work which the Special Committee might most usefully perform in the near 
future? In this connection it should, he thought, be remembered that aregimeoffull publicity 
for both private and State manufacture, combined with published statistics of exports and 
imports of arms, amounted in fact to full publicity for war material of all kinds. The 
Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference had never been able to agree upon 
this. It m1ght well be, however, that the Conference itself would, in the course of its 
deliberations, be able to reach an agreement which would modify the situation. He therefore 
suggested t~at it might be best to wait the c;mtco~e of t~e work of the Conference in this rt•spet't 
before seeking to make further progress w1th th1s particular branch of the Committee's work. 
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Tht'n!' 1'\"nMined the qu.-stion of trade in arms, to which th~ United Kingdom Government 
.att..\t'ht'd s..>me inrportant-e. It had signed the 1925. Conve~hon and would ~e prepare~ to 
et>t\.<idt'T tht' possibility of its improvt.•ment. Althot~gh 1t h_ad st~ned that Convention, th~ Um~ed 
Kit\>::d,>m Governmt'nt had qmte frankly made tts ratificatiOn ?ependent upon rattficat10~ 
t>y the prindpal m;.u~ufacturin~ cou~tries: It_ had to be ~ecogm~ed, however, that, ~ven 1f 
all tht>:>t' m:.muf.tctunng countnt'S dtd ratify. 1t would be IIT!posstble a~ the J?resent. hme to 
s.;-.::ure the adherence t.>f a large number of non-manufactunng countnes whtch, ~1th some 
justiticatit>n, maint.uned that they would not submit their purcha~.s of war matenal to fu_ll 
publicity whilst those ~f m~nuf"cturing States escaped ~uch ~ubhc1ty .. How, the~, was 1t 

1-...>s-<.it>le to meet that situatiOn S? th.a~ the 1925 Convention mtght ~orne mto force . It was 
partlv in an attempt to meet tlus dtffi.culty that the 1929 Convention had bee.n dra!~ed. If 
a~·ment on the lines of the 1929 Conven_tion could b~ secured, as the Umted Kmgdom 
ddt>~ti,,n \\i:illed to St'e it secured, the spec1"l apprehensiOns of the smaller States. would be 
all.t~w. and progress could perhaps be made. But it seemed that agreement on the l_n~es of the 
1029 Conwntion could not be achieved before the Conference had come to a dectston as to 
full publicity for war materials of all kinds. The members of_ the Bureau :-v~uld, he felt sure, 
agree that the Conference would n?t have fully co!llpleted t~s work until 1t had reached a 
satisfactory solution for the regulation of the trade m, and pnvate and State manufacture of, 
arms. 

~I. At.BERT (France) made the follo\\ing remarks regarding the methods to be adopted. 

On the question of the competence of the Special Committee, some delegations held 
the new that the Committee's task should be confined to modifying as little as possible the 
1925 and 1929 Conventions. Others were of opinion that these Conventions represented the 
maximum obtainable at the time when they were drawn up, but no longer corresponded 
to the framework of the draft Convention and to present-day ideas. 

The French delegation had been of opinion that the problem should be considered in its 
entirety. and that the Committee should not allow its hands to be tied by what had been done 
in the past. There was. for instance, one point on which the negotiations for the two previous 
Conventions had failed-namely, the equalisation of conditions as between producing and 
non-producing States, as the non-producing States refused to submit to a publicity which would 
not apply to producing States. To this question was added that of the application of supervision 
to State as •·ell as to private manufacture. It was difficult to imagine a State exercising super
rision over its own manufactures. Since that time the idea of international supervision had 
arisen, an idea which was not present to the minds of those who drew up the previous 
Conventions. This was an advance to which was added that embodied in the idea of a general 
Disarmament Convention, a proposal which seemed generally accepted at the present day, but 
had scarcely e\·en arisen in 1929. 

ll. Aubert was com.inced that yet other new ideas might emerge, thanks to which it would 
be possible to reach the equalisation of conditions between States, which had been regarded 
as a mirage at the time when the earlier Conventions were under discussion. In this connection, 
he referred to the French delegation's suggestion that certain mobile material should be kept 
in stock and placed at the disposal of the League. This provision, he thought, would remove all 
cause for anxiety, which had now no justification, on the part of non-producing States. 

On this point ll. Aubert considered that the Committee should, at the earliest possible date, 
resume its enquiry into the whole question of the trade in, and private and State manufacture 
of, arms and implements of war. 

On the subject of supenision, certain delegations, among which was the French delegation, 
emphasised the fact that the axis of the whole machine was the supervision of the manufacture 
c,f arms. Other dt:legations had observed that this question had been submitted to the Bureau 
anti th~ General_ <;om mission, an~ that it was th~r~for~ necessary for the Special Committee 
to awatt the declSlon of those b<xltes before exammmg 1t. It followed that certain methods of 
c.ontrul which involved technical considerations had been regarded as unsuited for discussion 
by the Committee pending the d<:cisions of the Bureau and the General Commission. This 
~Jpinir,n had been supported by the delegations of the United States and the United Kingdom. 

ll. Aubert referred to the remark following in the second report submitted by M. Bourquin 
on ~ovember 14th, regarding supervision (document Conf.D.q8) : 

"There is nothing :. • • to prevent the Convention, in special cases, from adding 
to t~·e mean~ of supervLsson enumerated above other machinery better adapted to the 
5poeoal techmcal features of such cases. The question remain~ open and it is desirable that 
the u,mfJCtent Committe<!! should give it their attention." ' 

. ~t v.-.,ulrf, he th•mgiJt, be very difficult f<Jr the General Commission to take an effective 
<kt:E~'JJI r>n the ~;n«r.J qu<:-;tion ~,f ~upervhion, until it wa! acquainted with all the special 
f*'/J'llr':m,nts ~n~sng out ,,f tl1e m•!svsdual rn•;thoch of control ~uggested by the Technical 
V>rnrm!t~, 11mce nr,t all tl!e yan'JIJ'I mat•mal'l were equally susceptible of supervision. 
~'lY"'f"VIWJO wa~ nr,t an ':nd_ sn shelf,_ anrf would only be accepted by sovereign States if 
.ll_IPhhtl:!y Jl~"J;.<:oWtry anrl fjiJJte unaVt~Jdablc. It was therefore important to urge the Spt•cial 
(...r,rnm;ttJ=-:~ trJ attack tl.c prr,J,Jem at Its IH:art and to ccm~ider it u a whole from the technical 
yAr,t r;f VII:"N. 
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M. Aubert therefore asked that the question should be sent back to the Special Committee 
as soon as possible, with a statement that this Committee should not regard itself as limited in 
any way by previous schemes which had been drawn up in entirely different circumstances. 

. M. PEDRoso (Spain) gave his entire support to the French delegate's statement, which was 
m agreement with that made by the representative of Spain on the Special Committee. M. 
Pedroso further wished to associate himself with the congratulations addressed to the 
Rappo!teur, who had managed to make up a report out of nothing. The meetings of the 
Committee were, in his opinion, accurately described in the following passage of the report 
(document Conf.D.145) : 

. " Other delegations, on the contrary, considere!l that it would be inexpedient to 
d1gress unduly from the texts of the Convention and of the draft Convention already 
framed after long effort. These delegations were not prepared to accept the radical 
proposals. submitted, but were not opposed to their discussion in due course ; they 
also cons1dered that •the General Commission should take certain decisions of principle 
before the questions of manufacture and trade in arms could be usefully studied by the 
Committee." 

· It might be concluded that the question had not, in fact, been discussed by the Special 
Committee. The Committee's terms of reference were, however, very wide. The General 
Commission's resolution of July 23rd, 1932, stated that : 

"The Bureau will set up a Special Committee to submit proposals to the Conference 
immediately on the resumption of its work in regard to the regulations to be applied to 
the trade in, and private and State manufacture of, arms and implements of war." 
Nevertheless, the Committee now came before the Bureau with empty hands, saying that 

it had not sufficient powers to deal with the question. It was therefore clear that a mistake 
as regards method had been made at the very beginning, in taking as a basis for discussion 
the Conventions of 1925 and 1929, which was a sure means of achieving nothing. The 1929 
Convention was more than modest ; all it did was to provide for the granting of licences by 
Governments to their private arms manufacturers, and for the publicity of such manufactures. 
It could, moreover, be denounced. The Spanish delegation had in its proposals (document 
Conf.D.74) already expressed its opinion on this point, and its views were further set out in 
the minority report of 1924 quoted in the proposals submitted by M. de Zulueta at the 
Disarmament Conference. The Spanish delegation considered that the 1929 Convention was 
inadequate, because the supervision provided for therein was not international and did not 
extend to all manufacture of arms. Nor did it meet the requirements of the principle of 
limitation of manufacture and supervision of stocks. Should a producing State find it possible 
to evade the limitation provisions, the whole system erected by the Convention fell to the 
ground. The 1925 Convention was also inadequate in that the supervision which it set up 
was incomplete. 

M. Pedroso concluded that the Bureau should take account of the 1924 minority report of 
the Preparatory Commission, which expressed the idea that the supervision of the manufacture 
of arms necessitated enquiry into the special problems associated therewith, and that these 
problems should be clearly defined. He supported the French delegate's suggestion that the 
Bureau should not attempt to take any decision on this question in advance, but should, on the 
contrary, request the Special Committee to resume work as soon as possible, in order to be able 
to submit suggestions on which the Bureau would be able to base its decision. 

General BURHARDT-BUKACKI (Poland) considered it his duty to contribute on behalf of his 
delegation to this important discussion. He hoped that it would bring to light certain common 
ideas which would help to guide the Committee on Trade in and Manufacture of Arms in its 
deliberations. All those present would recognise the great importance of the questions referred 
to this Committee for examination and would realise the dangers of unregulated trade in and 
manufacture of arms from both the moral and political points of view. It was therefore 
superfluous to seek arguments in favour of international action in this sphere, as members 
were already unanimous on the subject. 

Differences of opinion immediately began to emerge when an attempt was made to 
ascertain the means by which the international community might effectively take action for 
the elimination of the dangers inherent in such trade and manufacture. To judge by the 
Committee's report, certain delegations would prefer cautious and moderate measures intended 
to circumscribe the evil without causing any radical alteration in the present state of affairs. 
General Burhardt-Bukacki did not consider that such a course would be sufficiently effective. 
The evil was so serious and so pregnant with danger that the Polish delegation felt bound to 
support those delegations that were proposing measures which, though unquestionably more 
thoroughgoing, at least made it possible to look forward to palpable results. In his opinion, 
there should be no hesitation between action detrimental to certain private interests and the 
safeguarding of international order and peace. In this question of manufacture, and especially 
private manufacture, of arms, as in that of trade in arms, it was in his opinion peace itself which 
was at stake. There should therefore be no hesitation. The Conference must act, and act 
energetically. 

Proposals had been made for the total eradication of the evil by the abolition of private 
manufacture. The Polish delegation had, from the beginning, supported this suggestion, which 
would afford the most complete solution of the problem. If, however, it could not for the 
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moment win unanimous approval, if it could only be appl~ed by stages, Poland would suppo~t 
the most stringent measures for the international regulatiOn of the trade a':ld ~a~uf~cture m 
question. Regulation shoul~. of course, also. apply to State manufacture ; 1t mig t, owever, 
be stricter in the case of pnvate trade and mdustry. 

It would also appear that the system of regulation applied to trade in ar~s shoul~ resem~le 
that to be applied to manufacture. This would be the only means of le_ssenmg th~ mequahty 
which, in fact, existed between manufacturing countr~es and imp_o~tmg countnes. If the 
importation of arms was to be subjected to str~ct intern~twnal superVIsion, manufa~ture sho~ld 
be supervised to the same extent as, in certam countnes, the part played by the 1mportahon 
of arms in the scheme of national defence was comparable to that of ~anufact~re .m others. 
Both, indeed, allowed of the constitution and r~newal o~ the stock~ which were Indispensable 
for the purpose of preparing national defence agamst foreign aggr~sswn. Th~re would, the~efore, 
be no justification for not treating importing and manufactunng countnes on a footing of 
complete equality. . . . . , 

In this connection, General Burhardt-Bukack1 added, m reply "to ~r. \VIlson s remarks on 
the striking discrepancies in the statistics for ~he expor~ and 1mport of ar~s, that 
such discrepancies were due to the fact that exporting countnes we~e _better orgamsed than 
the importing countries, and were therefore able to supply fuller stahst~cs. . 

The statement that manufacture of and trade in arms played an Important part m the 
constitution and renewal of stocks led him to stress the close connection between the Convention 
on the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments and the international instruments regulating 
the manufacture of and trade in arms. This connection was so obvious and so close that he 
could not conceive how any system of conventions and agreements coul~ issue from ~he 
Conference unless it included also an agreement on this particular question. The Pohsh 
delegation considered that the regulation of trade in and manufacture of arms should form 
an integral part of the Disarmament Conference's work. 

It was, he thought, unnecessary to dwell upon the fact that publicity would not in itself 
suffice to ensure effective regulation. It must necessarily be reinforced by strict international 
supervision, which was the only means of eliminating risks. After the important discussions 
which had taken place in the Bureau on M. Bourquin's report, the adoption of effective 
measures of supervision in regard to trade in and manufacture of arms could scarcely be 
expected to encounter serious difficulties. The Bureau had unanimously acknowledged the 
value of international supervision of armaments and the measures which it proposed for the 
practical operation of such supervision were very far-reaching. It would be sufficient that these 
general measures should be extended to the subject under consideration, provided that they 
were supplemented, if necessary, by other measures appropriate to the special conditions of 
trade in and manufacture of arms. · Without going into details, General Burhardt-Bukacki 
drew attention, in passing, to the possibility of taking advantage in this connection of the local · 
investigations of which the Bureau had approved as a means of general supervision. • 

The Polish delegation supported the suggestion put forward by various other delegations 
that, in the Conventions on trade in and manufacture of arms, a special section should be 
devoted to chemical weapons. As the use of such weapons was prohibited, it would appear 
impossible to deny the necessity of subjecting trade in and manufacture of all preparations and 
appliances capable of use in chemical warfare to international supervision. 

A further problem which deserved consideration by the Bureau was whether the convention · 
on trade in and manufacture of arms should not be suspended in favour of any State victim of 
an aggression and all States prepared to assist it. This question should be carefully examined 
in connection, of course, with the more general problem of security. 

In order to leave no doubt as to his delegation's attitude regarding the methods· to be 
employed in dealing with trade in and manufacture of arms, General Burhardt-Bukacki 
added that he favoured taking as a basis for discussion the various texts already in existence
that was to say, the 1925 Convention on Trade and the 1929 draft Convention on Manufacture. 
These texts, however, should be remodelled and reinforced by measures of a more radical and 
more effective character than those-notoriously inadequate-for which the two agreements 
at present provided. 

Captai~ RusPOLI (Italy) stated that, in general, the Italian delegation agreed with what 
had been s_aid by the representatives of the United States of America and the United Kingdom. 
!he question of the regulation of trade in, and private and State manufacture of, arms and 
l~ple.ments of war h~d been under consideration for fourteen years. In 1919, it had been dealt · 
With m the C<;mventwn of St. Germain. In 1925, a new Convention had been elaborated, but 
had no.t obtame~ the numbe~ ?f ratifications required for its entry into force, as the non
pr_oducmg c~untnes w~re ':'nwilhng to place themselves in a position of inferiority as compared 
Wtth producmg countnes m r~spect of the publicity to be given to purchases of war material. 

In 1~29, a _draft ConventiOn had been prepared for the supervision of private manufacture 
a!ld J?Ubhctty m regard to the. manufacture of arms, ammunition and implements of war. 
Nothmg, however, had come of tt for the reasons explained in connection with Article 5 of the 
~929 draft Convention,. where it is stated that " the Czechoslovak, French, Italian, Polish 
and R?umaman d~l~gations coul~ not accept the second paragraph of Article 5 (relative to the 
extenswn ?f pubhctty_ to matenal manufactured in State establishments). They consider 
together ":tth t~e Bclgtan delegation, that publicity in regard to State manufacture could only 
be determmed m connection with the decisions to be taken by the Preparatory Commission for 
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the Disarmament .. Conference. concerni~g P,ublicity of material in pursuance of its resolution 
0~ MLay 4th, 1929 .. Th~ Special Committees report had been f'Xamined on May .wth, I<JJI, by 
t e eague Council, wh1ch had taken the following decision : 

" The Council, 
:: In c~msideration of the reasons set forth in the present rt'port : 
p~c1des tc;> request the President of the Special Commis_,ion to deft>r convening that 

CommiSSion until after the settlement of the question of publicity in n•gard to impkments 
· of war by the General Disarmament Conference." 

T_he reason. why these fourteen ye;~rs of endeavour h;u.l yid,Jt-d no n•sults appt•ared to 
Captain Ruspoh to be th~t the cart had been plan·d bdtlre the horst' and that an endeavour 
had been ma~e to deal '.nth secondary questions before solving the main probkm. That was 
w~y the Itahan ~elegahon s_upportcd the vit•w exprcsst•d by the l'nilt·d ~tatt'S anti Unitt'd 
_Kmgdom delegations regardmg procedure. The 19~5 Convention as it stood would havt•, 
mdeed •. sufficed to secure the application of Articles 23 and 8 of the Covenant, but any provi~ions 
regul~ting the question of supervision of trade in, and private and ~tate manufaetiue of, arms 
and ImJ?lements of war must be complementary to a f:<'twral J)is;~rm;~nwnt Convt•ntion. 
Such bemg the case, the only effective method was to wait until the Con!t•rt•nct• had rt'acht'<l 
a stage in which the application of quantitative and qualitative mrasun·s of limitation to 
all classes o! armaments could be regarded as assured. At the pn•st·nt stagt•, tht• division of 
arm~ment~ mto categories and sub-categories had lwen prompted mon• es1wcially by Customs 
c_on.s!d~ratwns and not by considerations of armamt•nt limitation. If a dif!t•n•nt systrm of 
hm1tahon were to be applied to the different catq~nries, the various nunwrical spcdtieations 
relatmg thereto would have to appear in the text of the Convention itst•lf. 

~he Italian delegation therefore considered that it would be prmlt•nt to th•ft·r the linal 
draftmg of those articles of the Convl'ntion which dt'alt with tra<le in and manufadurt' of 
a~ms, ~ending the General Commission's decision on all the rdatt·d prohlt·m~ at J>H'sent untl•·r 
diSCUSSIOn. 

1\1. LEITMAIER (Austria) said that, in rq:;ard to armarnt•nts, Austria wa~ om• of tht• 
countries bound by the Peace Treaties. The question which she had to consi<ler wa~ what 
effects a decision by the Conference to grant legal equality to such countries would pr(J(htt·c 
on the trade in and manufacture of arms. In the abst•nce of instructions from his l;ovt•rnmt•nt 
on this subject-and 1\1. Leitmaier did not think it had as yet examined the qut'~tion- he would 
prefer to reserve Austria's right to state her point of view at some latt'r sta~e in the pron·edin~s. 

M. SATO (Japan) said that, in principle, the Japanese dele~ation acn•pted the conclusions 
submitted by the Rapporteur. He felt bound, howevl'r, to stress para~raph I ll(c) of the 

• Rapporteur's conclusions, which stated : 
" •.. that it was already clear that the proposals which the Committee wo•tld have 

to submit regarding the regulation of the manufacture of arms would <lillt•r from the draft 
Convention framed by the Special Commission in 1929." 
He realised that, in certain respects, the 1929 draft was incomplete. The Special Committee 

could, however, examine it and consider possible ways of modifyng or improving it. M. Sato 
would accept such a procedure. It might, on the other hand, be wonch·red whetlwr the 
paragraph which he had just read meant that the 1929 draft should be condemned offhand. 
That was a view which 1\1. Sato would find it somewhat ditlicult to share. Moreover, he was 
unwilling to believe that such was the opinion of the Rapporteur and of the Bun·au. In spite 
of its imperfections, the 1929 draft, which had been drawn up as the outcome of several years' 
arduous preparation, represented the utmost that a Convention could achieve. Hence M. Sa to's 
insistence that this draft should be taken as a basis of discussion and should not he scrappc1l 
in advance. It only needed supplementing. 

The same objections had been raised against the I<J25 Convention. M. Sato hardly felt 
able to dwell on that point, since Japan, though it had signed the 1925 Convention, had not 
ratified it. That meant that it was indifferent as to whether the Conference decided to revise 
it. In this connection, l\1. Sato thought it his duty to point out that Japan would never rank 
among the great arms-exporting countries, a fact which made its attitude of indifference on 
this point still more comprehensible. Should the Conference think fit to bring the Convention~ 
relative to trade in arms and private manufacture into harmony with one another, he would 
accept such a suggestion in advance. 

The question of equality .of treatment between State and private manufacture appeared 
to him extremely complicated, especially if an attempt Wt're made to ensure equality of 
treatment between producing and non-producing countries. He was still of opinion that State 
manufacture differed from private manufacture and that, in consequence, it should not be 
subject to the same treatment. That point of view had been frequently expressed at the 1929 
Conference, at which M. Sato had himself been present. As at the present Conference, .Japan 
had always been of opinion t_h~t, in the ve~y nature_of thin~s. St~te m~nufact~re was alre<l:dy 
subjected to effective supervlSlon. It ~as, !~dee~. b'IVen. full cons1deratwn dunng th~ frammg 
of budgets and during the budgetary discussions Ill P~rllaments, etc. There was nothmg at all 
comparable in respect of private manufacture, and 1t was for that reason that the issue of 
licences, publicity in regard to manufacture, etc., had been :contempl~ted; The only result 
of insistence upon equality of treatm~nt w_ould be to add to these objections. There were, 

· moreover, in this connection, essential differences between the various countries. Some 
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possessed only private manufactures ; others only State f!lctories ; while in others, again, 
both systems were practised. Japan was one of those countf!eS where the man~f~cture of arms 
was exclusively in the hands ~f the State. If the arguments m regard to supervtston were. to be 
carried to their logical conclusion, he would be entitled to request that regulabon <?f 
manufacture should be confined to private manufacture. M. Sa to would not lay und~e emphasts 
on this point; he even declared himself in favour of a certain measure of regulabon of State 
manufacture. . 

As opinions were divided on this point, and as these opinion~ !Jlade it ~lear that it was 
impossible to contemplate subjecting State manufactu_re to supervlSlon as stnct as that to ~e 
applied to private manufacture, M. Sa to stated that, tf the Conference _were. t? pronounc~ m 
favour of equality of treatment, he would support a system of regulahon !pvm!i due wetght 
to special circumstances and so conceived that States would be able to submtt to tt. 

Finally, M. Sato assured the Rapporteur th::'-t Japan' would wh?leheartedly co-~perate 
in the work of the Sub-Committees of the Commtttee for the Regulahon of the Trade m, and 
Private and State Manufacture of, Arms and Implements of War ; it would sincerely strive 
to discover a basis for agreement which would make it possible to apply a system of regulation 
both to State and private manufacture, provided always that State manufacture was not 
subjected to any undue limitation or supervision. 

The CHAIRMAN drew the Rapporteur's attention to the statements made by certain delegates 
regarding the precedence taken by general interests-in this case, the State-over private 
interests; that was to say, private manufacturers. He further drew attention to the provisions 
of Article 8 of the Covenant, which he read. He added that it would appear that this article 
should be taken by the Committee as the guiding principle in its work. 

As regards publicity, State manufacture should, in his opinion, be placed upon the same 
footing as private manufacture. Incomplete armament statistics would militate against any 
Convention designed to bring about disarmament. It would, on the other hand, be unjust to 
subject non-producing States to a system of publicity from which the producing States would be 
exempt. 

The Chairman finally reminded the Rapporteur that the members of the Special Committee 
were free to submit any proposal-however bold in appearance-within their terms of reference, 
and that: in consequence, they should not allow themselves to be limited by the 1925 and 1929 
Convenhons. 

The Bureau appeared to be of opinion that any agreement on trade in and manufacture 
of arms should form part of the General Convention and be incorporated in the same instrument. 

The Chairman expressed the hope that the Special Committee would soon be in a position 
to put forward proposals. He urged the Rapporteur to remind the Committee that it was 
enhrely free !o propose any measures of supervision it thought desirable. 

The Chatrman further proposed that the Rapporteur should distribute to the members of 
the Bureau a summary of the points on which the Special Committee was to be consulted. The 
Bureau would examine this document at its next meeting on Tuesday, November 22nd. 

THIRTY-FIRST MEETING 

Held on Tuesday, Novembe1' 22nd, 1932, at 4 p.m. 

Chairman Mr. HENDERSON. 

4°· REGULATION OF THE TRADE IN, AND PRIVATE AND STATE MANUFACTURE OF, ARMS AND 
IMPLEMENTS OF WAR: EXAMINATION AND ADOPTION OF THE DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED 

.BY M. KOMARNICKI (POLAND). 

f M. KOMA:NICKI (Poland), Rapporteur, thanked his colleagues for their appreciative 
re erences to Is report (d?cument Conf.D.145). At the Bureau's previous meeting he had 
~eenh gl~d to h_ear several tmportant statements with regard to the work of the C~mrnittee 
or t e e~ula_ho~ of ~he ~r~de in, and Private and State Manufacture of, Arms and Im lements 
~f ~Vt~· ~othtf!g m hts op_m10n could be more harmful to the work of disarmament tha~ silence, 

n e ommtttee of whtch he was Rapporteur had suffered a great deal therefrom 
to pi~~om tthe ~i~eren~ statef'!ents made on November 18th, M. Komarnicki had found it possible 

f ou _cer am pomts whtch he ventured to submit to the Bureau's approval in the form 
~i~::s~~~sh~r h Th~s dra~t resolution aimed a~ creating ~ more solid basis for the forthcoming 
stat t e ommtttee and Sub-Committees. Thts had been rendered possible b the 

ements made before the Bureau, of which the resolution was merely a synthesis. It si~ply 
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conthained a few gU:iding principles for the Committee and left the ddegations tree to pronounce 
on t e results ach1eved by the Committee as its work progressed. The draft resolution read 
as follows : 

" The Bureau of the Conference, 
" H_aving taken cognisance of the report of the Rapporteur of the Committee for the 

Regulation of th~ Trade in, and Private and State :Manufacture of, Arms and lmplemt>nts 
of \Var and havmg heard the proposals and comments made by the various dclt•gations 
at the Bureau's meeting on November 18th : 

" Approves the Committee's report and the methods of work ndoptt>d by it ; 
" (~) ~equests the Committee and its Sub-Committees to n•snme work us quickly 

a~ poss1ble m order that the Bureau may at the earlit·st possible moment have at its 
d1sp<?sal all t~e necessary factors to enable it to submit to the Conft•rcnce the proposals 
provided for m the General Commission's resolution of July 23rd; 

" (2) Considers that the Committee has been entrusted with the examination of nil 
the aspe<:;ts of the problem of the regulation of the trade in and manufacture of nrms, 
but that 1t must choose a practical method of work on the basis of the declarations made 
at the Bureau's meeting on November 18th ; 
. " (3) Considers that it is already agreed that the provisions n•lating to the trade 
!n and manufacture of arms and implrments of war shall be indudt•d in the same lt•gal 
mstrument as the Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armanwnts; 

" (4) Requests the Committee to examine in what conditions equality of treutnwnt 
may be attained : 

" (a) Between producing and non-producing countrir!l; 
. "(b) Between the different contracting countries, special zont•s, etc.; 

" (c) Between State manufacture and private manufacture. 
" (S) In accordance with M. Bourquin's rerort approved by the Bureau, the latter 

invites the Committee to examine the technica procedure rrquired for the npplimtion 
of international supervision to the trade in and manufacture of arms. 

" (6) As regards the Committee's conclusions concerning the qtlt'stions of the 
limitation of, and publicity in regard to, war matrrial, the Burrau considt•rs that any 
final decision as regards these questions should be postponed until appropriate solutions 
have been reached by the competent organs of the Conference. 

" (7) The Bureau draws the Committee's attention to the desirability of collecting 
the necessary documentation with regard to the licence systems adopted by the different 
countries and of studying the possibility of framing an international licence system." 

M. Komarnicki commented briefly on the text of the resolution. It contained first an 
invitation to the Committee and its organs to resume work as quickly a11 possible. The Bureau 
here recognised the importance of the Committee's task within the framework of the 
Conference's work. This circumstance was still more emphasised by the decision contained 
in paragraph J, according to which " it is already agreed that the provisions relating to the 
trade in and manufacture of arms and implements of war shall be included in the same legal 
instrument as the Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments ", 

Paragraph 2 of the draft resolution dispelled certain doubts which might have arisen 
as regards the Committee's terms of reference. The Committee was at the· same time 
recommended to adopt a practical method of work, since it was called upon to examine only 
concrete proposals connected with the manufacture of and trade in arms and must not lo~e 
time over general considerations. 

Paragraph 4 referred to the problem of equality of treatment. This paragraph raised a 
whole series of particularly delicate questions, and the orientation of the Committee's work 
would depend on decisions taken by the higher organ~ of the C~mference. The particu!ar 
question of equality between produ_cmg and non-producmg countnes could. not be dealt w1th 
independently of the measures wh1ch would be adopted as regards the d1fferent aspects of 
the problem of manufacture and trade. In connection .with. point (c) of. paragrap)l 4, the 
Rapporteur wished to recall paragraph 7 of the Comm1ttee s report, wh1ch contamed the 
following passage : 

" Questions relating to the private manufacture of arms and those relating to State 
manufacture were studied together. Several delegations asked that private and State 
manufacture should be treated on an equal footing. Some thought that private manu
facture should be subject to a stricter supervision than that provided for State manu
facture. The discussion was adjourned without any formal decision having been 
taken on this point, and certain delegations accordingly reserved the right to revert to 
this question during the second stage of the work." 

The positions of the ~fferent delegations stil~ remained the ;;am,e, and it would be necessary 
in the course of the techmcal work, to find certam formul<e takmg mto account !the legitimate 
interests of all the Powers. 

As regards paragraph 5 the word " s~pervision " should be interpreted in the widest 
possible sense, and delegations could ~ere d1sc~ss all forms of supervision, provided that they 
did so from the point of view of pract1cal solut10ns. 
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Th Happorteur appreciated the preoccupations of those delegations w~i~h ~ad proposed 
certain ~ethods in regard to the examination of the limitation of, an~ pu,bhc1ty 1~ regard to, 
war material. For practical reasons, in order not to delay ~he Committee s work, 1t had bee!l 
decided " that any final decision as regards these questions should be postpon~.d until 
appropriate solutions have been reached by the competent organs of the Co!lference . 

During the discussion, very interesting statements had been heard Wl~h regard to the 
licence systems adopted by _different count~ies. T~e Rapporteur thought that 1t would ~erhaps 
be useful, in accordance w1th the suggestwns wh1ch had been made,. to study th~se d1ffer~nt 
licence systems and then to examine, in the light of the experience. acqmred by certam countn~s, 
the possibility of framing an international licence system so insistently demanded by certam 
delegations. 

The Rapporteur's aim had been to find a ground for agreement and to encour';lge the 
Committee's work by a few decisions based on the statements made by the delegations on 
November x8th. It would no doubt be remarked that the resolution related rather to questions 
of method and procedure than to the essence of the problem. As M. Komarnicki had said 
in his previous speech, certain important decisions would have to ~e taken by ~he Confe~ence 
before the Committee could usefully close its work on the regulation of trade m, and pnvate 
and State manufacture of, arms and implements of war. The time had perhaps not yet come 
to define the attitude of each delegation as regards the substance of the problem. It was 
consequently to be anticipated that the Committee woul~ 3:gain be <;>bliged i!l the co~r~e of 
its work to lay before the Bureau or the General Comm1sswn certam questions req~mng a 
solution. 

Mr. CADOGAN (United Kingdom) had no objection to the draft resolution submitted by 
the Rapporteur. He had certain doubts, however, as regards paragraph 3· The idea embodied 
therein was an admissible one, but he did not remember its having been discussed thoroughly 
in the Bureau or any decision having been taken such as that recorded by the Rapporteur. 
It was possible that circumstances would make it necessary to frame separate conventions. 
He therefore hoped that the decision contemplated in paragraph 3 was not absolute and 
that the Bureau could reserve the possibility of framing special conventions for the trade in 
and manufacture of armaments should this be considered necessary. In facttheuseoftheword 
" considers " at the beginning of the paragraph seemed to admit of this possibility. 

The CHAIRMAN explained that, in the summary he had made of the discussion and of 
l\1. Komarnicki's report, he had himself stated that he was convinced that the Bureau was in 
favour of including in the text of the General Convention for the Reduction and Limitation 
of Armaments a provision with regard to the trade in and manufacture of arms and 
implements of war, and he had emphasised in this connection how much easier it was to secure 
the ratification of one convention than of several. He therefore urged the Bureau to adhere 
to this decision. 

M. Rosso (Italy) was not sure whether paragraph 5 of the draft resolution entirely fitted 
in with the idea of M. Bourquin's report. He thought that this paragraph prejudged the 
substance of the question. He would have preferred to say: 

" . . . invites the Committee to examine whether, for the application of inter
national supervision to the trade in and manufacture of arms, it would be advisable 
to consider other proceduFes better suited to the technical characteristics of the subject. " 

AJ!art from .this remark, the Italian delegation had no difficulty in accepting the draft 
resolution subm1tted by the Rapporteur, who had succeeded in reconciling the different 
opinions very skilfully. 

1\1. DE ~ADARIAGA (Spain) associated himself with the tribute paid to M. Komarnicki's 
draft resolution, but regretted that this draft was perhaps not all that might have been hoped 
for a~ such an advanced stage of the Conference, especially if it were considered that the 
question had been under discussion for ten years. 

1\lr. Cadogan's and M. ~osso'~ observations related to a question of substance. Mr. Cadogan 
asked that the clause contamed m paragraph 3 should be made less absolute, while M. Rosso 
asked ~hat paragraph 5 sh~~ld be modified so as to render possible, if not actually obligatory, 
a special system of supervision for the trade in and manufacture of arms. In l\1. Bourquin's 
report (document Conf.D.140) it was stated in paragraph 8 that : 

f. • -

· : . · everyone Is agreed in assigning to the Permanent Commission a function 
• of supervi?Ion and contr~l. . This is the idea expressed in Article 40 of the draft Convention, 

under which the Commission was entrusted • with the duty of following the execution 
of the present Convention '. " 

v· . If .it we~e proposed to have _two conventions and to modify the general system of super
s~swn ~~~ the case of the. trade m and manufacture of arms, it was to be feared that such 
fr~~rv~si~n would not yield the advantages expected of it, advantages which arose partly 
woul t :. .act that t~e whole ma.tter woul~ be concentrated in the same hands. Such a provision 
h dd feahke'b~he mstrument 1tself, for 1t was essential that all supervision should be in the 
b~n ds· 0 t td e •hsarmament Commission, it being understood that the latter's procedure would 

a ap e to t e different objects of supervision. 
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In M. Bourquin's report it was also stated in paragraph 38 that : 

. " The means of supervision which have just been reviewed, and on which the Bureau 
~ill have to pronounce without delay, do not nece,;sarily exhaust the possibilities. It is, 
mdeed, quite conceivable that the examination of a special question such as that of 
chemical and bacteriological warfare, that of the manufacture of and trade in arms, that 
of _limitation of national defence expenditure, etc., will subst'quently rt>veal tht> 
destrability of resorting in such matters to othl'r methods of verilkation more in keeping 
with their special technical aspects. 

·"It would appear essential that, when coming to a d~-cision on the suggt'stinns at 
present before it, the Bureau should make due provision for such a possibility." 

. M. de Madariaga hoped that it was agreed that, while special Jllt'thods of supt·rvision 
rmght always be provided for, the general system of snpt'rvision would be prest'rved intact, 
and he asked whether Mr. Cadogan and l\1. Rosso could not set> tlwir way to ncct'~;>t 
M. Komarnicki's draft resolution as it stood; it did not perhaps satisfy everybody, but, 111 

regard to it, the spirit of mutual concession by which the whole l>isarmanwnt Conft•rence 
was guided was equally necessary. 

M. Rosso (Italy) agreed with l\1. de Madariaga that the intt>ntion was to rl'tain the greatest 
possible unity in the general system of supervision. He m•wrthclcss pointt•d out that, in hi~ 
report, M. Bourquin had adumbrated the possibility of introducing spt'nal forms of supervision, 
and the suggestion which l\1. Rosso had made with regard to the drafting of paragraph 5 
aimed at securing a more accurate representation of the facts. The qut'stion whl'thcr it would 
be necessary to resort to special forms of supervision remaint•d an OJWn ont', nnd it must not 
be prejudged. It was possible that an agreement might be reached on a gt'nt•ral form of supt·r· 
vision, but it might also be found necessary to provide for spt'cial forms in order to ncl]nst 
supervision to the technical characteristics of the subject. Tht•re was tht•rt•fore only a shade 
of difference between his view and l\1. de 1\ladariaga's. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) did not think it pos.~ible, without breaking the unity of super· 
vision, to provide for other procedures than those envisaged by the l{apportl'ur or tht• Committt·e 
on Supervision. He proposed the following wording for paragraph S of the draft resolution : 

" • • • consider whether, within the gcnrral framework of ~Upl'rvision nlrt'ady 
adopted by the Bureau, it is necessary to provide a technical procedure bt~tler adaptt·d 
to the international supervision of the trade in and manufacture of arrns. " 

M. KoMARNICKI (Poland), Rapporteur, replying ftrst to Mr. Cadogan, said that the 
provision contained in paragraph 3, which he had criticised, in no way pn·judgcd the ultimate 
decision of the Bureau and the General Commission. lie had wished to make it cll'ar that the 
agreements regarding the supervision of the trade in and manufacture of arms and implemNit~ 
of war would form a whole together with the General Convention for the !<eduction and 
Limitation of Armaments-that was to say, that all these text~ would be prrpart'd by the 
Disarmament Conference. 

As regards paragraph s. he recalled a passage in his speech in which he had recogniKed 
that any delegation could discuss the methods of the supervision to be exrrcised, provided 
a practical standpoint was adopted. In his opinion, there was not much difference bet Wt'l'n 
the points of view of M. de 1\ladariaga and l\1. Rosso ; for his part, he would accept the formula 
proposed by M. de Madariaga and he hoped that 1\f. Rosso also would accl'pt it. 

Mr. CADOGAN (United Kingdom) had not intended to raise any objection against the draft 
resolution submitted by the Rapporteur. He stated that, in the hght of the remarks made by 

. the Chairman and the Rapporteur, he did not wish to press the point. 

The draft resolution u·as approved, with the amendment suggested by M. de Madariaga. 

41. AIR FORCES : EXAMINATION ASD ADOPTIOS OF THF. REPORT SUB~IITTED BY 

l\1. DE MADARIAGA (SPAIS). 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain), Rapporteur, said that. while he had associated himself with 
pleasure with the tributes paid to the Rapporteur on the previous question, he would have 
some hesitation, as delegate of Spain, in congratulating the Rapporteur on the question of 
air forces. 

Personally, he was not very pleased with his report (document Conf.D.141), which bore 
traces of the concessions he had had to make in a spirit of conciliation. Taking the strict 
point of view of peace and disarmament, he did not thmk that any other formula was possible 
than the complete abolition of military aviation and air bombardment. The report, however, 
did not go so far as he would have wished, for reasons which were easy to understand. 

Ill. de Madariaga then referred to the contents of the resolution adopted by the General 
Commission on July 23fd, 1932, and said that, after various consultations, he had been led 
to propose a procedure differing from that which had hitherto been followed, and which had 
shown itself to be rather cumbersome, having been made still more cumbersome by the 
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knowledge, sometimes excessive, of the experts. He therefore sugges~ed tha~ ~he Air Com_m_i~t~e, 
which it was proposed to create, should be compose~ of persons w1th poht.Ical.responslbil~ties 
and not of experts, in order that some such conclusiOns as that proposed m h1s report m1ght 

be reached. h' 'bl . th ill t d Experience had shown that, in th_is sphere, eyeryt mg. was P?SSI e, g1ven e w o o 
't It was therefore essential to examme and decide what It was mtended to do and to open 
~~gotiations to that end. The Conference had already. had several laid bef~re it, notably 
the very complete plan submitted by the French delegation, and M. de Madanaga wondered 
if it would not be preferable, befor.e summoning an ~ir Commi~tee, to deci~e in the Bureau 
either by negotiation or by discussiOn, what ex~ctly 1t w~s des1red ~o do, _without, howe~er, 
going into details. The_Bureau would merely dec!de what 1t thought It possible to accomplish, 
leaving it to the Committee to work out the deta1ls. 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) drew attention to a difference in the use of the 
word "characteristics" in the General Commission's resolution of July 23rd, and in M. de 
Madariaga's report, which was liable to create a certain ambiguity. 

He also pointed out that the resolution of July 23rd provided for a regional regulation 
of civil aviation in certain cases, a point which the Rapporteur seemed to have omitted in his 
report. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain), Rapporteur, said that the difference mentioned by Mr. Wilson 
did not exist in the French text, and could therefore be easily rectified. 

As regards the regional regulation of civil aviation referred to as a possibility in sub
paragraph (b) of the paragraph of the General Commission's resolution of July 23rd, relating 
to air forces, he had omitted to mention it through inadvertence, and the report could be altered 
so as to take it into account. He added that, when reference was made to" certain aircraft", 
this naturally referred to certain categories of aircraft to which the international regime would 
not apply in the few regions where this regime was not suitable. 

M. de Madariaga's report was approved, subject to the amendments which the Rapporteur 
had mentioned. · . 

The CHAIRMAN requested the members of the Bureau to inform him of the names of the 
delegates they wished to sit on the Air Committee. This Committee would report to the 
Bureau. 

THIRTY-SECOND MEETING (PRIVATE) 

Held on Tuesday, December 13th, 1932, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman : Mr. HENDERSON. 

42. COMMUNICATION OF THE AGREEMENT CONCLUDED BETWEEN THE REPRESENTATIVES OF 
THE GOVERNMENTS OF GERMANY, THE UNITED KINGDOM, FRANCE, ITALY AND THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA : FIXING OF THE DATE OF THE NEXT MEETINGS OF THE BUREAU AND OF 

THE GENERAL COMMISSION. 

th The CHAIRMAN explained that •. in accordance with precedent, he had, after consulting 
e o~cers of the ~ureau, t_hought 1t preferable to keep strictly private the present meeting 

b
at w~1ch the questions relatmg to the resumption of the discussions of the Conference were to 

e discussed. · H . 
e w~uld, however, first read the text of the agreement arrived at between the 

representatives of the German, United Kingdom, French, Italian and the United States 
Gov~rnments, as a result of the conversations which had taken place between them the 
prev10us week under the presidency of Mr. Macdonald : 

" I. The Go":er~ments of the United Kingdom, France and Italy have declared 
~at. on~ of the pnnc1ples that should guide the Conference for the Reduction and 
d:~utation of Armaments sh<;mld be. the ~rant to Germ~ny, and to the other Powers 
a arm.ed by Treaty, o! eq~al!ty of nghts m a system wh1ch would provide security for 
t~l naho~s, .and that th1s pnnc1ple should find itself embodied in the Convention containing 

e c,?nc ~s1ons of t~e ~onf~rence for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 
h 1l~ls~efl~ah?n 1mphes that the respective limitations of thearmamentsofallStates 
~h~~ th e m~hu ded lfn the_pr~posed Disarmament Convention. It is clearly understood 
C f e me 0 s o apphcahon of such equality of rights will be discussed by the on erence. 
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. " 2. On the basis of this Declaration, Germany has signified its willingness to resume 
ats place at the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

" 3· The Governments of the United Kingdom, France, Germany and Italy are 
ready to join in a solemn reaffirmation to be made by all European States that they will · 
n.ot in a':ly circumstances attempt to resolve any prtsent or future differences between the 
sagnatones by resort to force. This shall be done without prejudice to fuller discussions on 
the question of security. 

" 4· The five Governments of the United States of America, the United Kingdom, 
F~ance, Germany and Italy declare that they are resolved to co-operate in the Conference 
wat.h the other States there represented in seeking without delay to work out a Convention 
whach shall effect a substantial reduction and a limitation of armamt•nts, with provision 
for future revision with a view to further reduction." 

On Sunday last at noon, he had been invited to meet those who had been taking part in 
the conversations. The British Prime Minister, as Chairman of the conver.~ations, then handed 
to him the original English text of the agreement which he had just read. This text, which bore 
the signatures of the representatives of the five countries, was officiallr before the Conference, 
and the original English copy of it was deposited with the Registry o the League of Nations. 
That agreement would have to be taken into consideration in determining the future work of 
the Conference. 

The Chairman stated further that, when handing him the document in question, Mr. 
Macdonald had informed him that the representatives of the Powers participating in the 
conversations were unanimously of opinion that the President of the Conference should be 
associated with their subsequent conversations. Mr. Henderson had replied that, !lubject to 
the approval of the Bureau, he was prepared to accept that invitation, and he hoped he would 
have the approval of his colleagues. 

The above suggestio1t was approved. 

The CHAIRMAN discussed the attitude which, in view of the Five-Power Agreement, should 
be adopted at the meeting of the General Commission to be held the next day. lie proposed to 
submit the following draft resolution to the General Commission : 

" The General Commission of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of 
Armaments, taking note of the conclusions reached in the conversations of the Five 
Powers as stated in the document handed by the British Prime Minister to the President 
of the Conference and reported to this Commission to-day: 

" (1) Expresses its thanks to the British Prime Minister and his co-signatories for 
the success of their efforts, which have resulted in a notable contribution to the work 
of the Conference ; 

" (2) Welcomes the declaration that the five Powers are resolved to co-operate 
in the Conference with the other States represented in seeking without delay to work 
out a Convention which shall effect a substantial reduction and a limitation of armament!! 
with provision for future revision with a view to further reduction." 

The Chairman thought that, after the meeting of the General Commillsion on the following 
day, it would be possible to break off the work of the Bureau until January 23rd, 1933· The 
reports of certain Committees were not yet terminated-in particular, that of the National 
Defence Expenditure Commission. The report of the Committee on Supervision and most 
likely the report of the Committee on Chemical and Bacterial Warfare might be examined by 
the Bureau when it resumed work. The report of the Committee on the Trade in 
and Manufacture of Arms could probably be examined next. As for the Committee on 
Effectives, he did not think that it would be able to advance much without receiving from the 
Bureau fresh instructions based on the Five-Power Agreement just read. He hoped it would 
also be possible shortly to resume the discussion on the report of the Air Commtssion, which 
had been suspended for reasons known to all members of the Bureau. He concluded that the 
Bureau would have enough material completed to be able to resume its discussions on January 
23rd, which would permit the General Commission to meet a week later, on January JISt, 
1933. He was persuaded that all the members of the Bureau were, like himself, convinced of 
the necessity of finding the most effective and rapid method of arriving at last at the actual 
drafting of the Convention. The material was there ; what still had to be found was some 
method of co-ordinating that material into articles suitable for incorporation in the Convention. 
That was the object which members must bear in mind, if they did not wish the Conference 
to follow the example of the Preparatory Commission and to spend years on the preparation 
of a text. · 

M. MAssiGLI (France) said he was perfectly prepared to agree to the decisions which the 
majority of the Bureau would take, but desired to point out that the dates suggested by the 
Chairman for the convocation of the Bureau and the General Commission seemed to him 
rather far off. He understood that many of the members of Governments participating in 

• 
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the Conference found it necessary to return home a~d s~end some time ~here at that seaso.n 
of the year. He wondered, however, whether, by adJourmng the res~mphon of th_e Bureaus 
.work until January 23rd, there was not a risk of seriously retardmg the meetmgs of the 
General Commission. . . . . 

The Bureau was now faced with a double task-the termmaho~ of the enqumes made on 
the strength of the resolution of January 23rd, 1932, and th~ adoptwn of measure_s calculated 
to give to the Conference a new impetus, the_ need of wh1ch had been emphasised by the 
Chairman. The various reports from the Committees must therefore be exammed first, and he 
was not sure that this work could be finished in a week. · 

The French Government would like to know as soon as possible what reception the 
Conference would give to the plan it had submitted on November qth, 1932, and which, in 
the French delegation's view, was connected ~ith the signatu.re _affixed by the_ French 
representative to the document read by the Cha1rman at t~e begmmng of the meetmg. As 
the examination by the Bureau of the reports of the Committees would be protracted, there 
was some reason to fear that, if the first task of the General Commission was to take a decision 
on those reports, the French plan would not be discussed by the General Commission for 
several days after its convocation. · 

There was, therefore, a risk that this discussion would be adjourned until the middle of 
February, which, in M. Massigli's opinion, was rather late, if it were desired to speed up the 
Conference's work. For that reason, while quite ready to fall in with the decision taken by 
the majority of his colleagues, he requested that the Bureau should resume work before 
January 23rd. 

The CHAIRMAN said that M. Massigli would considerably assist the members of the 
llureau and himself in coming to an opinion, if he would explain exactly what kind of discussion 
of the French plan was desired by the French Government. Was it a discussion similar to that 
of the Hoover plan in the General Commission, or a discussion chapter by chapter ? There was 
a considerable difference between the two procedures. 

III. MASSIGLI (France) replied that his Government desired, in the first place, to be able, 
during a_ general discussion, to give the necessary explanations on certain points in the French 
plan wh1ch had been misunderstood and to give occasion for requests for explanations on 
other points. Later, and when it had seen what reception the French memorandum would 
receive in the General Commission, it would like agreement to be reached as to the best 
procedure for the discussion of the various parts of the plan. 

. _The CHAIRMAN thanked M. Massigli for his explanations, which enabled him to form an 
opmw~ as to the procedure desired by the French Government. · 

W1th rega~d ~o the fears expressed by M. Massigli, he pointed out that the agenda of the 
General Commtsston ~as prepared by the Bureau. He saw nothing to prevent the discussion 
of the French plan bemg placed on the agenda of the General Commission's first meeting. 

The mo~t advanced report at present was that of the Committee on Supervision. On 
several occ~stons the ~~nference had been accused of putting the cart before the horse and of 
conte~platmg supervlSlon and c_ont~ol without knowing what methods would be adopted for 
ensunng th~m. !fe saw no obJection to postponing the examination of that report until 
after the ~tscusston of the French plan. After the examination of the report on chemical 
and bactenal w~rfare, the texts _adopted would have to be referred to the Legal Committee to 
b~ entrusted wtth the prepar3:t10n of a final text for embodiment in the Convention. He 
dtd not. re_9ard the exammahon of that report as so urgent as to debar acceptance of 
M. Masstgh s request. 

h" M. MASSIGLI (France) sai~ tha~ the Chairman's explanations satisfied him as they gave 
1m the assurance that the dtscusston of the French plan would not b t ' d H h d 

fear~d le~~ ~he po1s~ponement of that ~iscussion might involve fresh dela~ff~ f~en~o-nfer!nc!·s 
wcor • '!" _1c cou not progress unhl the memorandum had been discussed 1·n the General 

OIDIDISSIOn. 

thou~t 0i~ ~~~fr~~~~G:h!ip~~:ini'~~~ing 3:s J{apport~ur of the Air Commission, said that he 
Conference, the countries primarily inte~=~~d i~r~~eding t~he re~umption of the work of the? 
another with a view to arriving at an a ree ~~ ques wns s ould get into touch with one 
as possible, of the examination of those g ue~f~t w 1C::h would. allo:-v of the resumption, as soon 
of agreements of principle between the ~ation ns ~h:ch were mevttably held up in the absence 
stressed by him in his report. s mam Y concerned with regard to the questions 

. The CHAIRMAN explained that the Bureau was t fi · · 
vanous Committees. It was leaving that to th Ch 11? xm1 the dates of the meehngs of the 
would only ask the Bureau to fix the date of it e atrmen .0 the respective Committees. He· 
General Commission, but it was still ossible fo~ next me_etmg and <?f the next meeting of the 
after the Bureau had terminated its !rk for th the var~ous Commtttees to continue to meet 
Bureau met again. That would help considerabel ytear an dto resume their meetings before the 

Y o spee up the work .. 
• 
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1\I. DE 1\IADARIAG.\ (Spain) \\;shed it to be dearly understood that he, as Chairman, had 
no responsibility in the matter. He had presidt•d onr the meetings of the Air Commission, 
whose work was in suspense, and which had been converted into a new Committee composed, 
not of technical experts, but of politicians. This new Commitlt'e had not yet met. He was 
therefore speaking in his capacity as Rapporteur for air questions-a position which, he thought, 
perhaps imposed on him the duty of otlering his sl'rvices as intt>rmt>diary betwt•en the countries 
concerned in the conversations which would inevitably have to be ht•ld on ct•rtain questions of 
paramount importance. He added that he did not ft>d under any obligation to convene the new 
Committee on air questions, of which he was not the Chairman and did not desire to be the 
Chairman. 

l\1. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal) summarised the position with r!'ganl to the work of the 
Committee on Expenditure. That Committt>e, as reprt>sentt•d at kast by its Technical 
Committee, had been in permanent session since October 2bth and had examined all the 
documents relating to the national defence expenditure of ninl'tt•en countrit•s. It still had to 
examine those relating to the expenditure of nine countrit•s. In Octoba and November it had 
proceeded with the provisional discussion of the various questions submitted to it, and the 
Rapporteurs were at present drawing up their report on those subjt•cts. The draft report would 
be presented to the Technical Committee at its nwt'ling to be lwkl on January Ioth. It would 
then be discussed and adopted and might then be distributed to the nll'mht•rs of the Committee 
on Expenditure towards the end of January and be examim•d by the middle of February. 1\1. 
de Vasconcellos added that the task of the Committee on Expt'IHliturc was tremendous. Its 
Technical Committee had had to discuss no fewer than twenty-live subsidiary qlll'stions, some 
of which were particularly complicated, as could be seen from tht•ir titlt-s. It would be under
stood that, in the circumstances, the Committee's final report could not be ready before the 
end of February. 

The CHAIRMAN thanked 1\1. de Vasconcellos for his statement, and added that all the 
members of the Bureau were well aware of the enormous diniculties which the Committee on 
Expenditure had encountered in the accomplishment of its task. 

THIRTY-THIRD 1\IEETING (PUBLIC). 

Held on Monday, january 23rd, 1933. al 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman: 1\lr. HENDERSO~. 

43· PROGRESS REPORT BY THE (HAIIOIAS. 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that, at its meeting on December 13th, 11)32, the Bureau had 
decided to resume work on January 23rd, 1933, beginning with the examination of the report 
by the Drafting Committee on the question of supervision, togethPr with the draft articles 
on supervision, and then to deal with the report of the Special Committee on Chemical, 
Bacterial and Incendiary Weapons. The Chairman recalled that the Bureau had examined 
M. Bourquin's first report on supervision at its nineteenth, twenty-first, twenty-second and 
twenty-third meetings. At its twenty-eighth meeting, the Bureau examined the second report 
prepared by M. Bourquin in the light of the previous discussions and decided to ask a Drafting 
Committee to prepare a draft on the basis of the second report and the discussions to which 
it had given rise. · 

The Drafting Committee, which had worked under the chairmanship of 1\1. Politis, Vice
Chairman of the Bureau, now submitted draft articles accompanied by an explanatory report 
by 1\1. Bourquin in the form of a r>reface (doc~ment Conf._D.;Bureai~/3'J); The Chairman would 
invite the Rapporteur, 1\1. Bourqum, to explam the Draftmg Comm1ttee s work to the Bureau. 

• In response to a request by the Chairman of the Committee for the Regulation of the 
Trade in and Manufacture of Arms, and with the Bureau's consent, the Chairman had on 
October 28th, 1932, sent a circular letter,• accompanied by a questionnaire with regard to 
the private and ~tate man~facture of arms and war m~terial, to all th~ States invited to the 
Conference. The Secretanat had as yet rece1ved rephes from only nmeteen States. The 
Chairman asked the delegations of the States that had not yet replied to the questionnaire 
to facilitate the Conference's work by obtaining replies from their Governments as soon as 
possible. . . . 

Lastly, he asked the German delegatiOn to appomt representatives to the various 
Committees of the Conference, especially the Committee for the Regulation of the Trade 
in and Manufacture of Arms, which had been set up in that delegation's absence. 

• Document Conf.D.lC.L. '5.1932. 
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SUPERVISION : EXAMINATION OF THE THIRD REPORT BY M. BoURQUIN (BELGIUM), 
AND OF THE DRAFT ARTICLES PREPARED BY THE DRAFTING COMMITTEE. 

M BouRQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, explained that the Drafting Committee appointed 
on No~ember 15th, 1932, which had met under the chairmanship of M. Politis, had asked 
him to submit on its behalf the draft articles ; this would constitute his third report on 
supervision. • This report was distinguished from the other two because, generally speaking, 
it did not touch the substance of the problem, since the Bureau had already reached a decision 
in this respect, within the limits of its competence, of course, since it was only required to 
prepare proposals for submission to. and discussio.n by t.h~ General Commission. As the 
Drafting Committee had had before It comprehensive deciSions adopted on November 15th, 
1932 1 its task had been confined to giving legal expression to the ideas on which the Bureau 
had ~eached agreement. The texts thus prepared might subsequently constitute one of the 
chapters of the future Disarmament Convention. 

In conclusion, the Rapporteur proposed that the Drafting Committee's text should be 
examined, article by article. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that, on consulting the Minutes of the meetings held during 
his absence, he had specially noted, with regard to supervision, that certain of his colleagues 
thought it would be better to deal with this question after that of disarmament. The German 
delegate felt bound to say he shared this view and felt that the cart had been put before the 
horse. However, as the Bureau had decided to adopt this procedure, M. Nadolny would raise 
no objection. But as he had not taken part in the previous discussions, he would venture, if 
occasion arose, to make observations on some of the provisions. . 

The CHAIRMAN was sure M. Nadolny would have several opportunities of expressing 
his opinion during the discussion. 

M. MELI DI SoRAGNA (Italy) said the Italian delegation was prepared to collaborate with 
the greatest goodwill in the Bureau's discussions on supervision. He confirmed, however, 
what had already been said by his delegation-namely, that this detailed discussion did 
not in any way affect the Italian delegation's general reservation. In other words, the final 
decision of his delegation on the whole of this draft and on its details was subject to the general 
results of the Conference. He thought it necessary to give this explanation, because, although 
the Italian delegation thought it desirable to take part in the discussion on one point and not 
on another, this must not create the impression that its general reservation was not fully 
and completely maintained. · 

M. BouRQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, desired, in order to meet the German and Italian 
delegates' scruples, to read the last paragraph of his second report, 1 which would remove 
any doubts and would make the scope of the forthcoming discussion perfectly clear. The last 
paragraph was as follows : 

"Various delegations have pointed out on several occasions the close connection 
between the question of supervision on the one hand and the question of disarmament 
on the other, and the impossibility of pronouncing definitively with regard to the former 
without knowledge of the nature and scope of the solutions to be adopted in the case 
of the latter. These delegations have accordingly placed on record that their assent 
to certain of the principles formulated above was governed by their desire to facilitate 
the adoption of an effective system of disarmament, and remains subject to the realisation 
of their hopes in this respect." 

There was therefore no room for doubt. The Bureau was at present dealing with a question 
which constituted one of the factors of the whole problem of disarmament. Various delegations 
had pointed out that supervision was inseparable from disarmament and had declared their 
readiness to accept certain solutions if efficacious solutions were found with regard to disar
mament. The present assumption was, therefore, that substantial results would be achieved 
with regard to disarmament. It was, of course, understood that if these hopes were disappointed 
no arguments would be drawn from the acceptance, in respect of supervision, of what was 
said in his second report. 

. M. SATO (Japan) said that, after M. Bourquin's explanations, it was unnecessary for 
~1m to speak. The Japanese delegation had made a general reservation which was mentioned 
m the first footnote to paragraph 7 of Chapter III of document Conf.D.148." This reservation 
was for the moment maintained and was not affected by the new report of M. Bourquin, 
whose explanations completely satisfied the Japanese delegation. 

-.:he CHAIRJ:fAN invited the Bureau to discuss, article by article, the text proposed by the 
Draftmg Committee. 

1 Document Conf.D./Bureau/39· 
1 Document Conf.D.148. 
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Articles I •u 2. 
A. COMposili()fl. 

"Article J. -There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent 
Disarmament Commission composed of representatives .of the Governments of the High 
Contracting Parties. Each such Government shall appoint one member of the Commission. 
Each member may be accompanied by substitutes and experts. 
. " The Governments of the High Contracting Parties will inform the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations of the names of their representatives, substitutes and experts 
on their nomination and on any changes being made. 

" Arlicle 2. -The Commission shall set up committees, whose number, composition 
and functions shall be decided by the Commission." 

Articles J •"d 2 "'"' •dopted withoNI obseroatio11. 

Arlicle 3· 

" The Commission may be assisted by experts chosen by itself, not being experts 
appointed by the High Contracting Parties to accompany their reprellE'ntatives." 

M. NADoLNY (Germany) asked the following questions with a view to elucidating the 
aim of this provision : . . 

Would these be isolated experts selected, when the need arose, from among scientists 
or persons competent to deal with a special subject, or a panel of experts as provided 
in Chapter I, paragraph 3, of M. Bourquin's second report (document Conf.D.148) ? 

How would this panel of experts be composed ? 
On what subject would its members be experts? 
What would be their rOle as compared with the experts accompanying members of the 

Commission ? 

M. BouRQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, pointed out that one of the proposals in his preli
minary report was for the appointment of a panel of experts by the Commtssion. Those who 
had framed this proposal had had in mind that, in addition to the experts brought by each 
delegation, the Commission should itself have a panel of experts. The idea underlying this 
proposal was that, in certain eventualities, the Commission might desire to select its own 
experts without reference to the purely national experts. During the Bureau'• early discussions, 
the idea itself was approved, but certain delegations preferred that this procedure thould 
be regarded as a possibility and not as an obligation. It was agreed not that there should 
be a panel of experts but that the Commission should be able, if it thought fit, to set up such 
a panel. Hence, the wording of Chapter I, paragraph 3, of document Conf.D.148. That had 
been the second stage of the idea. The third stage was as follows : With regard to the expression 
" panel of experts ",certain members of the Drafting Committee had observed that the experts 
to whom the Commission might have recourse would not necessarily constitute a panel in 
the technical sense of the term. For this reason, the word "panel" had been omitted from 
the present text in order to give the necessary flexibility. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said that the United Kingdom Government held the same 
view as the Italian delegation, whose declarations he supported. He also thanked the Rap
porteur for his preliminary explanation. The United Kingdom delegation proposed that the 
English text of Article 3 be amended as follows to make it more clear: 

Substitute "other than any experts" for "not being experts ". 

Mr. Etle11's proposal was adopted. 

Article 3, as ame11detl, was adopted. 

Articles 4 1111d 5· 

" Arlicle 4· - The members of the Commission, their substitutes and experts, and 
the experts and officials of the Commission, when engaged on the business of the Commis-
sion, shall enjoy diplomatic privileges and immunities. . 

"Article s. - The Secretary-General of the League of Nations shall provide the 
Secretariat of the Commission." 

Arlicles 4 antl S were adopktl without obsen•atio11s. 

B. F undio11s. 
Articles 6 anl 1· 

"Arlicle 6. -It will be the duty of the Commission to watch the execution of the 
present Convention. 

"Arlicle 1· - The Commission shall receive all the information which the High 
Contracting Parties are bound to communicate to the Secretary-General of the League 
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of Nations in pursuance of their .interna~onal obligatio~s in ~~is respect. The Commission . 
may request the High Contractm~ Pa~hes to supply, In ~lhJ?g or ve~bally, ~ny ~upple
mentary particulars or explanatiOns m regard to the sa1d mformat10n which 1t may 
consider necessary." . 
Articles 6 and 7 were adopted without observations. 

Article 8. 

" The Commission may take into account any other information which may reach 
it from a responsible source and which it may consider worth attention." 

M. NADOLNY {Germany) noted that under this article the Commission could take into 
account, not only the information furnished by the High Contracting Parties, but also infor
mation "from a responsible source" (d'une source autorisee). M. Nadolny was not quite 
clear as to the exact meaning of this expression. He thought the explanation must be sought 
in l\1. Bourquin's first report, 1 but this explanation in itself appeared somewhat inadequate. 
It was essential to state from what source the Commission was authorised to obtain information, 
as otherwise so obscure a provision might subsequently lead to divergencies in interpretation 
when the Commission's rules of procedure were being drawn up. 

M. BoURQUIN {Belgium), Rapporteur, explained that Article 8 was simply a reproduction 
of Article 49, paragraph 2, of the Preparatory Commission's draft. At its meeting on November 
15th and at previous meetings, the Bureau had unanimously agreed that the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission, as appointed and organised under the Convention, should have 
available at least the means of supervision and the information accorded it under the Prepara
tory Commission's draft, the arrangements laid down in that diaft constituting a minimum. 
The Bureau's attitude was based mainly on the General Commission's resolution of July 23rd, 
1932, which laid down the principle that a Permanent Disarmament Commission should be 
set up with such extension of its powers as might be deemed necessary. Consequently, the 
General Commission had contemplated, not the restriction of the Permanent Commission's 
powers, but a possible extension. With this in mind, the Bureau had accepted the Preparatory 
Commission's diaft as a minimum. · 

What was to be understood by" a responsible source" ? In reply, the Rapporteur could 
only repeat what was said in the report annexed to the Preparatory Commission's draft, 
which the German delegate had certainly in mind. M. Bourquin had himself taken part in 
the Preparatory Commission's discussions and had prepared this part of the report. All the 
members of the Preparatory Commission had understood that it was essential for the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission to have other sources of information in addition to that supplied 
officially by the Governments in execution of their international obligations-that was to 
say, Part IV of the draft. To restrict the information it might take into account to the 
information supplied by the Governments under the above conditions would prevent the 
Permanent Commission from carrying out its work satisfactorily. No doubt a selection would 
have to be made among this mass of information constituting information other than that 
supplied by Governments. Obviously, the Commission would receive information from anony
mous sources and information to which the Commission would not attach importance. By 
'' responsible source ", the sense of which was clear though it was not perhaps a technical 
expression, was meant, for example, information which had some authority in view of the 
nature of the body from which it came. For example, if the Federation of League of Nations 
Societies drew the Permanent Commission's attention to a fact, could it be said that the 
information had not come from a " responsible source " ? Everyone could, of course, think 
of extreme cases. Selection would be essential, and it should be made according to certain 
criteria and rules. 

The Preparatory Commission had been asked whether these rules should be embodied 
in the Disarmament Convention, or whether they should not rather be included in the Per
manent Commission's rules of procedure. There was one obvious difference between the two 
solutions. The Disarmament Convention would be concluded for x years, but, even if provision 
were made for its revision at a relatively early date, it would hold good for several years and 
must be applied," during that time, as it stood. It would, therefore, to some extent be immutable. 
The Permanent Commission's rules of procedure, however, could be modified to suit the needs 
o~ the moment, and would be much more flexible. To draw a comparison: there was the same 
difference between the two solutions as between a constitution and a law, and the Rapporteur 
thought it much wiser to fix the criteria by which the degree of responsibility of the source 
of the information would be judged in the Commission's rules of procedure. That was the 
meaning which the Preparatory Commission attached to its text and the meaning of the 
present text. 

Article 8 was adopted. 

1 Document Conf.D.140. 
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Arlicl4 9· 

. "Each member of the Commission shall be entitled, on his own responsibility, to 
have any person heard or consulted who is in a position to throw any light on the question 
which is being examined by the Commission." 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) wondered whether this provision was in any way useful. Why 
should a member of the Commission-that was to say, a Government representative-be able 
to suggest that the Commission should hear a particular pt"rson on his own responsibility
that was to say, on the responsibility of his Government ? Would it not be more natural and 
frank for the Government representative himself to submit, on behalf of his Government, 
the information he had received from this person, instead of hiding behind an individual 
whose motives might be of a very diverse nature ?· 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) shared the German delegate's feeling as to the prest•nt form 
of the provision under discussion. If he understood this clause rightly, any member of the 
Commission would be entitled to ask that a person be heard, even contrary to the desire of the 
Government of the country of which that individual was a national. The person in question 
would, as it were, become the accuser of his own Government. This must not be the aim of 
the provision. To prevent any likelihood of abuse, while at the same time giving satisfaction 
to the German delegate, Mr. Eden suggested that the words" The Commission shall be enti
tled" be substituted for " Each member of the Commission shall be entitled ". This amend
ment would remove any possibility of abuse, while not diminishing the scope of the provision. 

/ 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, was quite prepared to accept this amendment. 
On reflection, he thought the text of Article 9. which was taken from the Preparatory Com
mission's draft, was perhaps not very well adapted to the new system for the composition 
of the Permanent Commission. It must not be forgotten that, under the Preparatory Com
mission's system, the members of the Permanent Commission were not Government represen
tatives but delegates who, although appointed by the Governments, did not represent them. 
As under the new conditions the Permanent Commission would consist of Government repre
Sentatives, Mr. Eden's wording was better. 

M. MASSIGLJ (France) recognised that the present text of Article 9 was not altogether 
suitables as it related to a previous stage of the work, but thought that, if Mr. Eden's 

· amendment were accepted, it should be specified that the Commission must decide by a 
majority. M. Massigli seemed, moreover, to remember that one reason for including the 
provision in question in the draft was to provide that, when highly technical questions which 
might arise were being examined, even in a plenary meeting of the Commission, any delegation 
might desire to ask an expert to speak. M. Massigli thought the Rapporteur would have no 
difficulty in embodying the necessary wording in the text. 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) wondered whether satisfaction could not be 
given to the Rapporteur and the other members of the Bureau who had spoken by simply 
deleting Article 9 and amending Article 3 in the sense that the Commission might consult 
any person it desired to bear. 

M. BouRQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, said, with regard to M. Massigli's remarks as to 
its being possible for a delegation to ask specially qualified persons to speak on technical 
matters, that the solution was already provided, as each delegation could be accompanied 
by experts. It would therefore suffice for the particular delegation to employ the person 
concerned as an expert. . 

As to the formula required to cover Mr. Eden's idea, the Rapporteur did not entirely 
agree with Mr. Wilson. This chapter dealt with the Permanent Commission's functions-that 
was to say, the means of supervision available to it-whereas Article 3 came in the chapter 
on coMposition-that was to say, the chapter dealing with the personnel of the Commission. 
It would seem essential to insert a special article in the chapter on functions, where-it must 
not be forgotten-the sources of information were enumerated restrictively. The Rapporteur 
suggested that Article 9 be amended in the sense of Mr. Eden's observations as follows: 

"The Commission may bear or consult any person who is in a position to throw 
light on the question which is being examined by it." 

The CHAIRMAN thought that rather than return to Article J, which was already settled, 
a solution should be provided in Article 9· It had been suggested that the Commission itself, 
and not the individual members, should be entitled to have any person heard. If a person 
were in possession of information which would throw light on a particular question, he must 
be in a position to pass it on to someone. If for this purpose there must be a debate in the 
Commission, the latter would have to meet and there would be some delay in communicating 
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the information. One solution would be to authorise the Bureau of the Comm;ssio~ consiring 
of its Chairman Vice-Chairman and Secretary-that was to say, the Secre ~ry- enera.-to 

. receive the requ'est of an individual member of the Commission for the heanng of a pnvate 
person and to decide whether the matter were sufficiently important and valuableh~or the 
Commission to hear him. This intermediate solution woul~ pr~vent the. abuse to w 1~h the 
present text might lead, while avoiding the ne~d _for puttmg mto motion the complicated 
machinery for calling together the whole Commission. 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) s~id that, in view of the Rapporteur's observations, 
he withdrew his proposal with regard to Article 3· 

M. MoRESCO (Netherlands) wondered whether the simplest solution would not be to 
leave the Commission to lay down in its rules of proced.ure the proce~ure. to be followed. 
The question was not sufficiently important to be settle~ m the Conve~t10n Itself. If, under 
the Convention, the Commission was entitled to hear pnvate persons, 1t could also delegate 
to its Bureau the right to take a decision. 

The CHAIRMAN thought the Bureau should first decide whether the first three words of 
Article 9 should be deleted, as Mr. Eden had suggested. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) was prepared to accept the Chairman's previous suggestion. 
He merely feared that this would place a heavy responsibility on the J:3ur~au of the Commission, 
but if his colleagues preferred this suggestion he would accept their v1ew. 

The CHAIRMAN asked the Rapporteur to give the Commission his views. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, said that he had not had time to consider the Chair
man's suggestion sufficiently to express an opinion. He saw in it advantages and possibly 
some danger-for example, the danger to which Mr. Eden had drawn attention. As for the 
moment the Bureau was simply drawing up proposals for the General Commission, would it 
not be better to submit both solutions ? Mr. Eden's text of Article 9 might be put before the 
General Commission, together with the Chairman's suggestion, and the General Commission 
could discuss them and decide between them. In the meantime, the delegations would be able 
to consider the matter and might settle the question in more satisfactory conditions than 
were at present possible. 

The Bureau decided to substitute M. Bourquin's new text for Article 9· 

Immunity . 

.. '[he CHAIRMAN read the passage in M. Bourquin's report 1 entitled " Reference : Immuni
ty , and a~ked th~ members of the Bureau whether they wished to discuss the other articles 
(Io ~~ seq.) Immediately an.d then take the question of immunity, or whether they preferred 
to discuss the latter question at once. 

M., Bo~RQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, said that he was prepared to compl~ with the 
~ureau. s w1she~, but ~e saw no reason why the question of immunity should not be discussed 
Immedia!ely, smce th1s was the correct order and the question would in any case have to 
be exammed. 

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the question of immunity. 

~· ~~UtRQhUihN d(Belgium), ~apporteur, could only repeat what he had said in his report-
name y, a e a to transmit to the Bureau an admis · f f 'I Th • · · 
of November 15th 1932 contained the f ll . sion ° a1 ure. e Bureau s decisiOn 
paragraph 8) : ' ' 0 owmg passage (document Conf.D.148, Chapter III, 

" 8. Subject to an agreement as to the 1 g 1 d t '1 · . 
such a principle, the Bureau has declared in f e a ~ ~1 s mv?lved in the application of 
violations of the Disarmament Convention favouralol Immu~Ity for persons denouncing 

rom repressive measures." 
This text, which had been approved after len th d' · 

felt both a desire and a fear-a desire to rotect g Y Iscus~wn, ~bowed that the Bureau 
the Commission's work by denouncing viofations ~e~~~s rho ~!shed m good faith to facilitate 
in case of denunciations might involve abuses 'Th Be ear t at the I?rotection thus accorded 
drawing up any absolute formula on such a sub.'ect ae d ureau had re!lhsed the impossibility of 
but it had not stated what distinctions should be n dof t~ ~ecess1ty of making distinctions, 
been the Drafting Committee's task not only to fin~~~· 1 nf er these circumstances, it had 

ega ormula but also to analyse the 
1 Document Conf.D./Bureau;39. 
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problem. It had made a conscientious attempt to do so, but without reaching any satisfactory 
conclusion. 
· There was no doubt that in some cases protection would be useful. This would be so 
when the denunciators were persons acting in good faith, but account should also be taken 
of the necessity of considering other circumstances in which unrestricted immunity would 
protect undeserving cases. It was possible to perceive a line of demarcation in practical cases, 
but it appeared to be very difficult for the Drafting Committee to draw such a line in a 
convention. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece) thought the logical conclusion to be drawn from the impossibility 
of defining immunity was to abandon the idea and omit it from the Convention. 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland) recalled that, at a previous meeting, • he had supported the ic.lea 
that immunity should be granted to persons denouncing a derogation even if by doing so they 
ran the risk of offending their own Government. In such a case, immunity was in conformity 
with a great moral postulate. He seemed to remember that, while all the members had agreed 
on the principle, they found it very difficult to reach a legal formula exr.ressing this postulate. 

He also remembered that the Bureau had already been in a simalar position to that of 
to-day, and he would have thought it better to leave the question open, so that the General 
Commission might discuss it and possibly find the formula which was at present lackin~t. He 
would have difficulty in admitting that law should resign its rights and admit that at wns 
unable to express a postulate of morality; in his opinion, it should not be stated that a formula 
could not be found. The question should be left open, at any rate in such a way that, if any 
State wished to raise it again in the General Commission, at could do so without exposing 
itself to the objection that the Bureau had already examined the question and found it quite 
impossible to reach a legal formula. He still thought it indispensable to find a formula which 
would enable this moral postulate to be respected. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece) thought it might throw some light on the ~resent discussion if he 
were to describe the work of the Drafting Committee on the questaon of immunity. The 
Drafting Committee had considered the problem at great length. The difficulty did not consist 
in bringing law and morality into line, since law was both precise and elastic enough to express 
any idea whatever. The difficulty lay at the root of the problem. The Drafting Committee 
had been unable to define the conditions which, in the present state of morality, would enable 
an adequate formula to be found for ensuring immunity. 

It had sifted the question so thoroughly that it had found that, even if a formula were 
reached, it would be impossible in the present state of morality to protect the person in question, 
since· he would be in an impossible position, if not from the legal, at any rate from the social 
point of view. The Drafting Committee had wondered whether it was not the question itself 
which was insoluble. The result of these discussions had been the admission of failure mentioned 
by the Rapporteur. 

' 
M. MASSIGU (France) said that his Government would much regret if a positive solution 

for such a serious problem could not be found It had often been said that the Conference 
should reach its decisions as far as possible in public and should, in a certain sense, be placed 
under the control of international public opinaon, just as it was world opinion which would 

. supervise the execution of the undertakings embodied in the future Convention. It would 
be most regrettable if the public opinion of the various countries had not also the means to 
make itself heard, for it should not be forgotten that the efficacity of the Convention would 
to a great extent depend on the desire of public opinion in each country to respect it. It was 
a fact that the countries which would be signatories to the Convention differed greatly as 
regards their legislation concerning the Press, the right to hold meetings, etc. In certaan of 
those countries, nothing could be printed until it had received the Government's visa. Obviously, 
as far as the Convention was concerned, the situation would be very different in those countries 
from those with a free Press. In certain countries, the idea of the crime of high treason was 
particularly wide; elsewhere, it was much better defined. The position of those two countries 
would not be the same when it came to applying the Convention. 

M. Massigli did not overlook the obstacles encountered by the Drafting Committee, but 
he wondered if, in order to get over the difficulty, certain criteria could not be sought. Take 
the case of a denunciation of such a serious nature as to bring the Permanent Commission 
into action on the initiative of a Government : the enquiry carried out established the 
correctness and gravity of the facts. The persons who had taken the initiative in such a 
denunciation must not be treated in the same manner as if the enquiry had shown that the 
facts were of trifling account. The problem could be settled either in the Bureau or in the 
General Commission; but to declare the question closed was a solution which must be ruled 
out. The French Government was of opinion that the matter should remain open and be 
brought before the General. Commission. 

• See page 86. 
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.M. BENE~ (Czechoslovakia) approved M. Motta's and M. Massigli's rema~ks. I~ would: be 
a serious deficiency in the Convention if no solution were found for the question of 1mmumty, 
which involved a highly important principle. In the abs~~ce of such a settlement,. the w~rk 
of the Permanent Commission would be fundamentally v1ttated. The assurance_of tmmumty 
might possibly give rise to malpractices, but this evil would be infinitely less senous than the 
absence of immunity. . . 

M. Benes could well believe that the Drafting Committee had expen~nced great difficulty 
in devising a legal formula ; that perhaps might be becaus~ too muc~ 1~porta~ce had_ be~n 
attached to that formula. What was essential was to enunciate the pnnc1ple of tmmumty m 
terms which perhaps might not be absolutely explicit from a juridical. poi~t ?f view. In poi~t 
of fact such immunity would depend primarily upon the force of pubhc opmwn, not merely m 
a given country, but in hll other countries also and even among the membe.rso~ the Permanent 
Commission. If, in the event of a private individual's having revealed an. mfnngement to the 
Permanent Commission, the latter perceived that he was about to b_e ~umshed, there could be 
no doubt that the spirit in which the Conference enunciated the pnnctple would have a great 
effect. An analogy, close though not complete, might be drawn between this problem and that 
of minority petitions. Certain countries had minority treaties and the Le~gue sometimes 
received petitions which were entirely pointless or even completely maccurate and 
unacceptable. The Czechoslovak Government had, however, never proceeded against their 
authors. In such matters, none but moral forces were effective. 

In practice, the principle of immunity should be regarded as being ensured in the event 
of the denunciation of a country as having broken an international agreement to which it 
was a party. M. Bene~ agreed that the question was more difficult in regard to the matter 
under consideration, but it was essential that immunity should be guaranteed in practice, and 
this would come about either in consequence of an explicit formula or by reason of the political 
usages of the country concerned. If the guarantee of immunity was not to be found in the 
usages of a given country, it was all the more essential to embody it in the Convention. The 
elaboration of a legal formula was of less moment than the inclusion of the principle in the 
Convention. · 

. Mr. \YILSON (United States of America) thought it would be regrettable that the question 
of tmmu.mty should be rega_rd~d as cl~sed. The Bureau ~ight affirm the desirability of finding 
appr?pr~ate terms for a pnnc1ple whtch had been unammously regarded as reasonable, just 
and _md1spensable. On th~ other h~nd all the members ?f the Bureau recognised the great 
quahficatwns of the Draftmg Comm1ttee and hoped that 1t might be through the members of 
the latter and not through others that a formula would be found. 

. M. NADOLNY (~ermany) drew M. Benes's attention to the fact that the analogy he had 
d1awn was not _ent~rely accurate and that there was indeed a wide divergence between the 
two cases. In mmonty matters, the perso~s co~cerned availed themselves of a recognised right 
to appeal to the.Leag~le. The ca~e under d1scusswn was that of a simple denunciation, the moral 
character _of wh1ch m1ght be vanously _appraised. T~e German delegate considered that it would 
be very d1fficult t? find a formula wbtch could be mserted in the present draft. If the Bureau 
we~e t_o attempt 1t or to ~efer the matter to the General Commission, progress would be 
s~nous~y delayed. He co~s1dered_. therefore, that the question might be dropped without 
d1scusswn as to whether 1t remamed open or not . 

. M. BENEs (Czechoslovakia) agreed with the German delegate th t th t t 
entirely analogous, but the difference favoured his own ar umen a e w~ case~ w~r~ no 
gave proof of his desire to see the State of which he was: n . t. Wh~n a pr.JVa~e tndlv~dual 
undertakings_. his action was morally on an infinitely highe:tpl~~~! ~~Ide byh Jtsdmfternd~bonh~l 
own selfish mterests. an w en e en mg IS 

1\1. MorrA (Switzerland) thanked M Politis for h · · 
Committee's work. He persisted in the beli~f that the q t1.s e~plafabons of the Drafting 
had been pointed out, the issue had a bearin on the ues ton s lou d not be a ban done~. As 
the Convention and was of importance It wa~ of guarantees as to the loyal execution of 
were to comprise no such provisi~n it· would be course not v!tal, and even if the Convention 
dealing with supervision was valueless It was nan e~~glgerabon to ~uggest that the chapter 
were discovered of solving the proble~ it wo~ldever e ess, ~nqueshonable that if no means 
guar~~tee that the Convention would be executed ~e~~~ ~ _senous gap in that. chapter. The 
pu~hctty. Everywhere, in all States, there must be the f:ll m the _grea~est poss1ble measure of 
winch all were applying the Convent1·0 n If th f est poss1ble hght as to the manner in 
· d f · 1 · , ere ore one of th · · m goo a1t 1 that the Convention had been vi 1 t d ' 1 e1r natwnals were to reveal 
disclosure of State secrets, which was the basis o?t~ee c;i t ley ~ust not declare this to be a 
M. Motta agreed with the German delegate that an atte:e of hi~h treason. On the other hand, 
tak~ too long. In agreement with 111. 1\Iassigli a d 111 Bpt t~ discover a formula at once would 
askn:'g th~t the question be not regarded as sh~lved. enes, he there~ore confined himself to 
cons1deratwn by the General Commission. · It must remam absolutely intact for 

. The CHAIRMAN had listened to III. Motta's remark . . 
~as that .111:. lllotta had concluded with a su _ . s With keen mterest. His only regret 
Its responslblhty to others. The Chairman was ngfe"/~hn th_a~ the Bureau should pass on 
referre~ }o ~he G~n.e~al Commission at that sta e 

0 
I e_ opmlon that ~he question should be 

Comm~sswn s ~chvthes ~nd that task it must g ~rfo~ was the Bur~au s task to prepare the 
Committee, wluch compnsed members of the emlnenc m. He c~n.sldered that the Drafting 
endeavour to produce formul;e which the Bureau c Ide of llf_. Poht_ls and 1\1. Bourquin, might 

ou examme at Its next meeting. 
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M. BoURQUUC (Belgium), Rapporteur, was at the Bureau's disposal. and he thought that 
the same would be true of M. Politis. He nevertheless thought 1t desirable to suggest an 
addition to the Chairman's proposal-namely, that those delegations which had given their 
~~erence to the principle of immunity-a pnnciple which the Bureau, moreover, had accepted 
In Its general terms-should submit defirute proposals. 

On November 15th, 1932, the Bureau had been unanimously in favour of a somewhat 
vague idea, and it was necessary to have done with vagueness if an explicit formula was to be 
devised, a task which the Drafting Committee had attempted in vain. On this particular ~int, 
indeed, the Drafting Committee had undertaken a task which was not entirely witlun its 

· province. The task was not to discover a legal formula to embody a definite conception : 
it was the definite conception which was lacking. It would therefore be most valuable if the 
delegations specially interested in the question would co-operate with the Drafting Committee 
by putting forward concrete proposals. Otherwise, there was little hope that the Committee's 
success would be any greater than on the previous occasion. 

M. ~MASSIGLI (France) considered that the delegations in question should not submit 
texts, but merely make suggestions. This would be easier if the Rapporteur would inform 
them of the precise objections which the Drafting Committee had encountered. 

M. BoURQUIN .(Belgium), Rapporteur, supported the suggestion. 

The CHAIRMAN, in conclusion, announced that M. Politis and the Rapporteur would again 
endeavour to devise a formula which the Bureau would discuss at its next meeting. 

THIRTY-FOURTH MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held on Tuesday, January 24/h, 1933, at J.JO p.m. 

Chairman: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON. 

45· SUPERVISION : EXAMINATION OF THE TIIIRD REPORT IIY M. 8olJKQlJIN (Bl!LGilJM) AND 
OF THE DRAFT ARTICLES PROPOSED BY THE DRAFTISG COM~IITTF.l! (Continuation). I 

"Arlide 10. 

" Any High Contracting Party, whose attitude may have been the subject of critici11m, 
shall be entitled to request the Commission to conduct in his ttrritory such investigations 
as may be necessary in order to verify the execution of the obligations of the said Party 
under the present Convention. · 

" On receipt of such a request, the Commission shall meet at once in order to give 
effect to it, to determine the scope of the investigation within the limits of the critici!lm 
which has been made, and to lay down the conditions in which the investigation is to 
take place." 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) thought that Article 10, which provided that each State should 
be entitled to request that investigations be conducted in its own territory, was somewhat 
dangerous. For instance, in the case, referred to in the rl'port, of criticism on the part of the 
Press of the attitude of a State, strong pressure could thereby be brought to bear upon that 
State .. If it did not ask for investigations against itself, it would be open to the worst su~picions. 
It would therefore be compelled to make that request. This result might be brought about 
by means of accusations devoid of all foundation, made perhaps by circles which, for some 
reason, were anxious to poison the atmosphere and to disturb friendly international relations. 

He thought that, in every case where there were serious reasons to believe that a State had 
violated the provisions of the Convention, some other State would be found to bring the matter 
before the Commission in the general interest. In the course of the procedure which would be 
instituted in consequence of this complaint, it would always be pos.'lible for the State in question 
at once to declare that it accepted the investigations of its own accord and in its own interests; 
so as to prove that the charges brought against it were unfounded. 

M. Nadolny did not agree, therefore, with the Rapporteur, who thought that criticism 
which gave rise to an investigation need not necessarily have an official character, and that 
a Press campaign, for instance, might suffice. In his opinion, on the contrary, provisions which 
would enable any private circles to create a situation necessarily leading to an investigation 

· • Document Conf.D.fBureaa/)9. 
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in the territory of a State, and consequently to serious diffic';llties, _sho~ld be avoided. He 
thought that full responsibility for such a grave measure as an mveshgahon sho~ld always be 
left to the Government of another State, and he accordingly proposed that Article IO should 
be deleted. 

M. BouRQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, explained that Arti~le IO was the exact expression 
of the provisional decision taken by the Bureau at its meetmg on November 15th, an~ 
reproduced in Chapter III, paragraph 6, of the second report (document Conf._D.I48). ~h1s 
article should be taken in conjunction with Article II, which related to local mveshgahons 
decided upon by a certain majority of the Commission at the request _of a ~ove.rnment. Any 
Government had the right to ask, in virtue of Article II, that an !n~eshgatwn should be 
conducted in the territory of another State, and it was for the CommissiOn ~o grant or re~use 
that request. During the discussion of this point by the Bureau, the deleg:ahon of ~he Umted 
States of America had put forward the proposal which had served as a bas1s for Article Io and 
had supported it with arguments which had led to the unanimous apl?roval ?Y the mem~ers 
of the Bureau of Article Io. The United States delegate had held, m parh~ular, that If a 
Press campaign were instituted at any moment against some other country wh1ch. w~s accused 
of violating its obligations, and if no Government took the initiative of subm1ttmg to the 
Commission under Article I I a request for an investigation, it would be necessary to enable 
the accused State to clear itself of the charges brought against it by asking for an inves-
tigation to be conducted in its territory for this purpose. · 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) replied that it was precisely the possibility of an insidious Press 
campaign, of which the H.apporteur had spoken, which had led him to intervene. If the Press 
campaign were justified, there would always be some Government which would draw the logical 
conclusion from it and would approach the Commission. If, on the other hand, this campaign 
were limited to a few newspaper articles, it was of no importance. There was reason to fear 
that the provisions of Article Io would make it possible for States of their own free will, and 
without having had to assume any responsibility other than the mere outbreak of a Press 
campaign, to force others to regard themselves as accused and to compel them to ask for 
investigations in their territory. 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) reminded the Bureau of what he had said at the 
last meeting. When supervision and control were spoken of, there was always an impression 
that a guilty State was contemplated. As a matter of fact, cases would also arise in which the 
accused State would be innocent ; there was no more convincing means of proving its innocence 
than for it voluntarily to invite investigations. If requested by a third State, the enquiry 
would not have the same moral effect. 

He thought that the word " attitude " in this article was taken in too wide a sense and 
proposed to supplement it as follows: " • . . whose observance of the execution of the pr~sent 
Convention may have been the subject of criticism . . . " 

AtM. NADOLNY's request, a vote was taken on the German proposal to delete Article xo. 

The B11reau decided in favour of the maintenance of this article. 
It also accepted the amendme11t proposed by Jllr. Wilson. 
Article Io, as amended, was adopted. 

" Article II. 

·~ A~dthet re
1
quest. of 01~e ot~ more odf thedHigh Contracting Parties, the Commission 

may ec1 e o 1ave mveshga 1ons con ucte on the territory of any High Contr t" 
~rt~ Klq 

"On ~l~e receipt .of such a request, the Committee shall meet at once in d t 
take a dec1s1on upon 1t. or er o 

" Its decision, which will determine, if necessary the scope of the inve t · r h 11 
be taken by a (two-thirds majority of the members' present at the meeti~g}~·~ Jon, s a 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) emphasised the importance of this article a d 
of. the Italian r~presentative warning the Bureau against certain m n f recalle~ ~he wo~ds 
might be vexatious or liable to cause offence or be unnecessaril . e~~s/ supervision which 

It could not be denied that investigation could be in the hiy hm ~mg. . . . . 
were, nevertheless, desired to employ this means of su ervis" g est egree Irntatmg. If 1t 
to it in the last resort, when all other means had been ~xhau~~nd re~urse should only be had 
there should be no question of investigation except in the e f.A ~ 

1
therefore thought that 

·I f tl · · ' case 0 rhc e IS-that w t \\ 1en one o 1e contractmg parties was of opinion that th . . as o say, 
been i.nfringed and had addressed a complaint to the Comm~~~VJSJons of th~ c.onvention had 
~xamm~ the matter and would hear the accused party. It was ·0~he Com~ISSI.on would then 
m cleanng up the .matter by this means that the investiaation couiJ' bwhen It did not succeed 

l\I. Nadolny did not see what was the difference betw., th e cont_emplated. 
IS ~nd that provided for in Article I I. Actuall , an o:en -~ procedure.latd d.own in Article 
tern tory of another State was merely lodging [ comypl/ :skm.g fto~ an mvesbgation on the 

m agatns lt because he considered 
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that t_he Convention had been infringed. In M. Nadolny's view, therefore, Article n should be 
combmed with Article IS. If, notwithstanding the objections of principle which could be 
broug~t. forward, the Bu~!lu finally decided to adopt local investigation as a mea!ls . oL 
supervtston, he was of optruon that, for the application of such a grave measure, a ma)onty 
vot_e of the Commission should not be regarded as sufficient. Even a qualified majority would 
be madequate. In the case of such a grave and trenchant measure, unanimity on the part of 
the Commission-excluding, of course, the votes of the State which had lodged the complaint 
and the State against which it had been brought-was, in his \'iew, essential. 

1\1. BouRQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, replied to~l. Nadolny's objections as follows: 
As regards the question of the inclusion of Article II in the Convention, was it necessary 

to have a separate.;u-ticle dealing with local investigations or should this article be combined 
with Article IS, which dealt with the procedure rt>garding complaints ? \\'hen the Bureau had 
dealt for the first time with supervision and local invt>stigations, it bad had to consider several 
formulz. The oldest formula, which bad already been before the Prt>paratory Commission, 
proposed that a local investigation should be allowed only in the case of a complai"l. Another 
formula, that of the Soviet delegation, stated that investigations would be carried out if there 
were " reasonable suspicion of a breach" of the Convention. These two formuln: resembled 
each other in some ways and differed in others. In both cases, the object was to avoid 
irresponsible action, but the first formula stipulated that a formal complaint should be lodged 
-that was to say, that the whole procedure regarding complaints should be set in motion. 
After discussion, the Bureau had decided in favour of an intermediate solution. It had not 
desired that the procedure relating to complaints-which was somewhat irritating-should 
be applied in every case. At its meeting on November 15th it had decided that, " at thl req11esl 
of one or more members of the Commission, acting in the name of their Governments, the 
Commission may decide to conduct local investigations ".• The request representt'd a 
compromise between a formal complaint and the simple decision of the Commission. This 
explained why the text dealing with local investigations had not been inserted in Article II, 
which dealt with the procedure for complaints. • 

· In reply to M. Nadolny's second suggestion, M. Bourquin showed that the decision to 
ca.ny out a local investigation could not be made conditional upon aU other means of enquiry 
havmg been exhausted. If this investigation were carried out only in the last resort, it might 
be absolutely useless because it was delayed. It should be possible for an Investigation to be 
conducted before there had been time for the facts which it was proposed to examine to 
disappear or be modified. Speed might be an essential element, If an investigation were to be 
effective. 

As regards the question of the majority raised by M. Nadolny, the Bureau had already 
taken a decision, but, as was stated in the report, this would be incomplete until the question 
of the quorum necessary to enable the Commission to take a valid decision had been settled. 
No one had thought of proposing that its resolutions should be adopted unanimously. To 
require unanimity in this case would be tantamount to doing away altogether with the article 
under discussion. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) pointed out that, in the case of Article II as much as in that of 
Article IS, a complaint was necessary, and, in order to make this quite clear, he proposed that 
the two texts should be combined. In his opinion, the investigation procedure was of such a 
grave nature as to make its application out of the question, except in the very last resort. 
Even then, the factor of speed was not altogether excluded; full particulars might first be 
collected and, after that, the investigation could be made. 

Moreover, he was convinced that, for such a grave measure, a simple maJority of the 
Commission could not be regarded as sufficient and that unanimity must be requ1red as in the 
case of certain decisions taken by the League. 

Mr. EDEN (Unite~ Kingdom) made a proposal which he thought would satisfy M. Nadolny· 
He suggested that Article IS should precede Articles IO and II, which, in his opmion, was the 
logical order. The conditions under which local investigations should be conducted would 
first be laid down and the procedure to be followed would be indicated later. 

He also proposed the insertion in paragraph I of Article II of the words "of 
alleged infractions of the Convention brought to the notice of the Commission ". He reminded 
the Bureau that it had been agreed that no itinerant commission should be set up, but the 
explanations given by the Rapporteur seemed to show that this possibility was ·not excluded. 

In the third paragraph of Article II, Mr. Eden proposed the suppression of the words 

"if nec~ssary.". f h · "t · d f alid d · · b th Co · · d" The question o t e maJon y requ1re or v ec1s1ons ·y e mmtS!>IOn regar mg 
local investigations had been discussed at length and was, in fact, a very important one. 
Personally, he did not think it possible in such a case to require unanimity of a Commission 
including sixty or more members. 

On the basis of the final provisions of the draft Convention (Article 55, paragraph 2) 
and Article 15, paragraph IO, of the Covenant, the following procedure might be adopted ; 
unanimity would be required among the States Members of the Council of the League, plus one 
or two other specially appointed States, and the decision should be approved by the majority 
of the remainder. This procedure would represent a compromise between the German proposal 
and the Rapporteur's suggestion. 

• Document Conf.D.q8, Chapter Ill, paragraph 5· 
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1\L 1\IASSIGLI (France) did not see any objection to the. rev.ersal of th~ order of Articles IO, 
II and IS, provided that it was understood that the apphc~t10n of Article. II was not to _be 
made dependent upon the exhaustion of all the procedure provided under Article IS ; otherwise 
investigation on the spot would be entirely a dead letter. . . . . . 

Moreover, it was clear that the investigation could only cover mfractions falhng withm 
the scope of the Convention. . . 

1\l. Massigli also agreed that the words" if necessary" in the third paragraph of Article II 

might be regarded as superfluous. . . . . 
As regards the size of the majority by which the decision und.er Ar~Icle. II sho~ld be 

takcn, there were two extremes, accorditlg as it was desired to make mveshgah?ns as difficult 
or as easy as possible. The French Government had a~opted. the second athtu~e. . As the 
principle of investigations applied equally to all States s1gnatones to the Convention, It could 
not be objectionable to any one of them. . . 

M. 1\lassigli thought that Mr. Eden's suggestion went too far, as It granted a real nght of 
veto to certain Powers ; in his view, all the Powers must, in this matter, be on a footing of 
equality. Only the number could be the decisive factor. . . 
. The position of the French delegation was therefore as follows : investigations should be 
made as easy as possible and should be decided by as small a majority as possible. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) agreed to the amendment to Article II suggested by Mr. Eden 
and thanked him for the compromise which he had proposed. As the proposed method of 
voting altered the situation to some extent, he would like to have time to consider it before 
coming to a decision. 

The proposal to reverse the order of the articles did not entirely meet his objections. The 
aim of the German proposal that Articles 10 and IS should be combined in a single article 
had been not to retain the exceptional character of investigations on the spot, but, on the 
contrary, to make them an integral part of the procedure for dealing with complaints. 

M. LEITMAIER (Austria) thought that there was some justification for the words " if 
necessary" in Article II, as the Commission might very well decide that there was no need 
to proceed to an investigation. 

He recalled the fact that, in the Committee of Jurists and at a meeting of the Bureau, the 
Netherlands delegate had proposed that the decisions of the Commission should not be valid 
unless taken by a majority consisting of a certain fixed percentage of the States which had 
ratified the Convention. • . 

M. MEL! Dl SoRAGNA (Italy) stated that the Italian delegation was prepazed to accept the 
reversal of the order of the articles as proposed by Mr. Eden. 

Between the ~wo opposing vie~s re~arding the method of voting, the Italian delegation 
would prefer a m1ddle path, and, m th1s matter, also supported the suggestion of Mr. Eden. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, said that he had no objection in principle to the 
reversal of the order of Articles 10, II a~d IS, as suggested by Mr. Eden. He pointed out, 
ho":ever, that th~ pre~ent order was logical. The chapter dealing with functions included 
~rhcles 7 to IJ, m. which the methods of supervision were set out. These articles formed a 
smgle whole, ~nd m them was s~~ted what information was to be collected, what persons 
consulted ~nd m wl~at form enqmr~es ?n the spot could be made. After having specified the 
sources of mfo~.matwn, th~ complamt Itself was then dealt with. It was, moreover, ossible 
to ~ollow an_exact.Iy opposite or~er, but ~e doubted whether it was advisable to s Jitu th 
arhclcs deahng w1th sources of mformatwn. P P e 
. The amendments pro~osed by Mr. E~en t? t~e text of Article u were of minor 
Importa!lce, an_d M. Bourqum agre~d to the mserhon m the first paragraph of th d " f 
allcged mfrachons of the Convention ". e wor s o 
.. . He shared,p~e opinion.of the Austrian delegate as to the advisability of retainin the words 

1f ne.ce~sary_ m the th1rd paragraph. Provision should be made for cases · g h" h h 
Comm1sswn did not accede to the request for an investigation on the t m w IC t e 

. He thought that the method of voting should be considered fro spoh. · . 
VIew. There wcre two opinions: on the one hand were those wh m t e pract~cal pomt of 
with investigations on the spot and wished to make them difficult~ werJ not :uch m sympathy 
who had confidence in such investigations and wished to m k ·i an on t e other were those 
~t was advisable, if it were dcsired to achieve results to fin~ e I easy to set them i!l moti?n. 
mto account these two opinions. ' some sort of compromise takmg 

1\l. ~ourqu_in was not much in favour of the formula ro os db . . 
to grantmg a nght of veto to certain Powers-those whkh tere 1\ly liir. Eden, as 1t amounted 
two ~thers. If certain Powers were enabled to hold u the e ~mbers of the Council, plus 
prac~ice, be almost the same as those produced b re Jirin proc~ ~re, the r~sults would, in 
was Ill favour. It would perhaps be as difficult t! ob{ . g u~a~imlty, of wh1ch 1\1. Nadolny 
~n the most ~m.ror~ant cases as among the members of ~~~e unamm.1t~ among: the great Powers 
mvolve a d1stmchon between the High Contracting PartT:Smm~~swn. Th1s procedure wou.ld 
agre~able f~)~ some of them. It was understood that the rew Jch would be .somew~at dis
special position, and more especially that a Conve f gld at Powers ~omehmes enJoyed a 

n Ion cou not come mto force until they 

1 See page 87. 
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had ratified it. The position would not, however, be the same when it was merely a question 
of ascertaining whether certain undertakings entert-d into on the basis of equality had been 
loyally observed. 

Tlu Buret~t• tlecitletl to illt•erl llu ortler oJ tile articles, Jfflicle IS bti11g Pl••ctd btjorl 
Articles 10 a11tl1I. ' 

II acuptetlllu amelllmelll proposed by Mr. EJ~ ill rtgarJ to llu first p11ragrapil oJ Article II. 
It also agreed to delete 1/u 111ords" i/ fftcessary " a11J to i11serl 1/u 111ords " i/ s11ch is Jecicled 

upOff" aJter 1/u word "i11vestigatio11 ·• ill p11r11grapll 3 oJ Article II. 

· Finlllly,llu Bure1111 pr011ou"'etl, by 11ine voles to tl~r~e, ill /11vour oJihe triltciple that decisions 
sho11/d be tak~ by • lwo-tltirtls majority oJIIu members pr~selll al tlu meett11g o/1111 Commission. 

"Article u . 
. 

" The result of the investigations decided upon in accordance with Article 10 or I I 
shall be embodied in each case in a special rt-port by the Commission. 

" The High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise u to the conclusions of the 
report. 

" Article IJ. 

"Independently -of the investigations referred to in Articles 10 and II, the 
Commission shall be entitled to conduct periodic investigations in regard to States which 
have made a special agreement to that effect. 

" Articl1 14. 

"The Commission shall make, at least once a year, a re{lort showing the situation 
as regards the execution of the ~resent Convention, and containang any ob~ervations which 
this situation may suggest to 1t. 

"Article 15. 

·" If one of the High Contracting Parties is of opinion that the provisions of the present 
Convention have been infringed, or that a threat of infringement exists, such Party may 
address a complaint to the Commission. 

" The Commission will invite the High Contracting Party whose attitude has produced 
the complaint to supply it with all explanations which may be useful. The Commi~~ion 
will proceed to investigate the matter, and may employ, with this object, the various 

·methods of obtaining information provided for in the present Convention. 
"The Commission will draw up as soon as possible a reasoned rtport on the rellult 

of its investigation. 
" The High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the conclu11ions of the 

report. 

" Article 16. 

" Each member of the Commission shall be entitled to require that, in any rtport 
by the Commissi<?n, account shall be taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by 
him, if necessary in the form of a separate report." 

Articles 12 to 16 were adopted without observatiONs. 

" Article 17. 

. " All reports by the Commission shall be immediately communicated to the High 
Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League of Nation!, and published. " 

- M. NADOLNY (Germany) observed that Article 17 provided for the publication of all the 
Commission's reports simultane011sly with their communication to the Governments and to the 
Council of the League. He thought it would be preferable not to follow such a procedure 
invariably. It was conceivable that a case might occur in regard to which immediate and 
complete publication might lead to undesirable consequences; there might, for example, 
be a risk that such publication would compromise the efforts being made to restore inter
national order without further complications. M. Nadolny therefore suggested that a formula 
should be employed which would leave the Commission itself free to decide when and to what 
extent the reports should be published. 

M. Bouaoun• (Belgium), Rapporteur, saw no objection to accepting M. Nadolny's proposal. 
He proposed to say that the Commission's reports " shall be made public in the conditions 
determined by the Commission ". 
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M. MoRESCO (Netherlands) asked if it would be really useful to prevent ~he imm~diate 
publication of the reports ; if, indeed, they -were to be sent to all ~he contracting part1e~, at 
)east sixty copies would have to be prepared and the risk of leakage m such a case yva_s obv1ous. 
If it were really desired to prevent the publication of the. reports, the Comm1s.s10n wo~d 
have to be empowered to refrain from sending them immediately to the contractmg parhes. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) declared his willingness to accept any for~ula ma~ing .it clea_r that 
publication of the reports would not be automatic. Nevertheless, he d1d not thmk 1t poss1ble to 
have illusions on this matter; the contracting parties to whose interest it was for the re.Po.rts 
to be published would also see that this was done. If, on the other hand, the Comm1ss10n 
considered it undesirable to communicate the reports to the contracting pa~ti~s, its precautions 
would be in vain, as all contracting parties were members of the Comm1ss10n. They would 
therefore know of the reports from their delegates. As a consequence, it would be preferable 
to accept the principle of " the open window " and to proceed to the official publication of 
the entire reports rather than to the publication of an abridged version. The safeguard 
against the unfortunate consequences to which M. Nadolny had referred lay in the fact 
that the reports would be published on the responsibility of the Commission. Should it appear 
desirable, however, to defer publication, a formula might be devised conferring upon the 
Commission the right to take a decision to that effect. The formula might read as follows : 
" The reports shall be made public as soon as the Commission thinks it feasible to do so ". 
This would not affect the principle of publicity. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) pointed out that his suggestion was not at all incompatible with 
those of M. Moresco and M. Massigli. He merely wished to leave the Commission free to take 
decisions regarding the publication of the reports. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, made the following proposal : to divide Article 17 
into .two sentences, the second of which would be worded as follows : " They shall be made 
pubhc as soon as possible in the conditions determined by the Commission". 

This proposal was adopted. 
" A rlicle 18. 

'' The Commission shall prepare, for submission to the High Contracting Parties 
such agreements as may be necessary to ensure the execution of the present Convention: 

" Article 19. 

. " The Com!l?'ission shall make preparations for the revision of the present Convention 
m order to fac1htate the subsequent stages of disarmament. ' 

"Article 20. 

'' The Commissi~n shall. in general carry out any preliminary studies which may appear 
useful for the execuhon of 1ts duties. 

" Article 21. 

L " W~t~n ~he li~its of it.s functions, the Commission shall supply the Council of the 
eague o ahons With any mformation and advice which the Council may request of it. 

"C. OPERATION. 

" Article 22. 

G " Jh~ ~~mrission shall ~eet for.th~ first time, on being summoned by the Secretary-
enera o e .eague of Nat10ns, w1thm three months from the entry into force of the 

ptresRent
1 

Confvepnhon, to elect a provisional President and Vice-President and to draw up 
1 s u es o rocedure. 

l
·n l"ts" RThlereafftepr it shdall meet at least once a year in ordinary session on the date fixed 

u es o roce ure. 
" It shall also meet in extraordinary session : 

:: (~) W~en such a meeti.ng is ~rescrib~d by the present Convention; 
f th (H). hifCits Bure~u so dec.1des, e1ther of 1ts own motion or on the request of one 

o e Ig ontrachng Parhes; 
" (3) On the request of the Council of the League of Nations. • 

""Article 23. 

entr~:tThe J:Iigh Co!ltract!ng !"arties will furnish the delegates of the Commission who are 
f ilT edf WI~~ the mve~tigahons .refe~re_d to in Articles 10, II and 13, with the necessary 
~ I Ies or e execution of the1r m1ss10n. The Parties will employ the means at their 
diSpo~l ~ot sehure the attendance of any witnesses whom the delegates of the Commission 
may WlS o ear, and to ensure that such witnesses are free to testify." 

Articles 18 to 23 were adopted without observation. 
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" Arlie/~ 24. 

" Except where otherwise provided by the present Convention, the decisions of the 
Commission shall be taken by a majority of (the members present at the meeting). 

" A minority report may be drawn up." 

M. MELI DI SoRAG!iA (Italy) noted that, in Article :q, as in Article II, reft•rence was made 
to decisions taken by a majority vote, without indicating what quorum was nt•cessary for the 
Commission to be validly constituted. In his opinion, the two-thirds majority mentiont•d in 
these two articles should never represent less than one-half the signatories of the (onnntion 
plus one. 

1\l. BOURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, pointed out that the wording of Artidt• 24 faithfully 
reflected the decision taken by the Bureau, but that the decision was incompll'lt'. The qut•stion 
whether a quorum was necessary, and, if so, what the quorum should bt', had rwt ht•t•n settlt•d. 
The Bureau had decided to adjourn consideration of this question. Art ide 43 of the Preparatory 
Commission's draft required a quorum of two-thirds of the mt•mbt•rs; but, though so high a 
proportion was comprehensible when the Commission was to be a small body limilt•tl to a score 
of members, it might constitute a hindrance in the case of a univt•rsal Commission comprising 
all the signatories of the Convention. 

M. Bourquin thought it preferable to postpone a derision until the prohkm could be 
viewed as a whole, and more especially until a compll'te list of the Commission'!! powns and 
duties was available. In this case, the question would be merl'ly a<ljournt•tl. For his own part, 
l\1. Bourquin saw objections to insisting that decisions could only be taken when the majority 
of the signatory States were present. There were indt•ed cast'S in whit'h the majority of the 
representatives of the signatory States could not attend, and in which it would m•vt•rthelt•ss 
be necessary to take an urgent decision. 

" Article 25. 

" The general expenditure of the Commission shall form the subject uf a spt•cial 
chapter in the budget of the League of Nations. 

" The High Contracting Parties who are not members of the l.t•ague shall hear a 
reasonable share of the said expenditure. An agreement to this dlt·d will he reached 
between these Parties and the Secretary-General of the Commission. 

" The travelling expenses and subsistence allowances of the members of the 
Commission, their substitutes and experts, shall be paid by thf'ir rt'SJWctive llovcrnnwnts. 

" The Commission shall draw up regulations relating to the rxpen(litnrr neet•ssitated hy 
its work." 
Article 25 was adopted u•ithout observation. 

" Article x. 

"It is hereby declared that the loyal execution of the presf'nt Convention is a mallt'T 
of common interest to the High Contracting Parties. 

" Article y. 

" The present Convention is not to be interprded as re~tricting the provisions of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations, in particular those which fix the powl.'n of the Council 
and the Assembly." 

M. WESTMAN (Sweden) quoted the following passage from the Preparatory Commission's 
comments upon Articles 51 and 52 of the draft Convention : 

" Article 51 embodies an important principle, in that it lays down that any vi(Jiation 
of the Convention is a matter of concern to all the contracting parties. Should such a 
violation occur, any one of them, therefore, would have the right to act ancl sd in motion 
the procedure in the matter of complaints provided for in Article 52 ". 
The amendments subsequently introduced into Article 51 had given it the character of 

a mere "recommendation", and !\1. Westman wondered whether it was desirable to retain 
it in the text of the Convention and whether it did not help to cast a certain suspicion on other 
conventions not containing a similar clause. The principle embodied in Articles x andy were, 
indeed, implicitly included in all international conventions. 

l\1. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, recalled that Articles x and y had been derived from 
Articles 51 and 52 of the Preparatory Commission's draft Convention. The Drafting Committee 
had noticed that the rules ·)aid down therein did not relate exclusively to the question of 
complaints, to which Articles 51 and 52 referred, but were more general in character and 
related rather to the Convention as a whole. !\1. Bourquin therefore proposed to adjourn the 
discussion until the time came to examine the general principles of the Convention. 

The Bureau adopted these two articles provisionally, it being understood that a decision 
regarding their final wording and their place in the Convention wo11ld be taken when the time came 
to discuss the general characteristics of the Convention. 

It was also agreed to refer Articles 10 to 25 to the General Commission, due acco11nt being taken 
of the amendments and reservations to u·hich they had given rise. 
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46. FUTURE PROGRAMME OF WORK OF THE CONFERENCE. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that th~ next meeting. would be dev?ted t.o ex<l:mining the 
report oft he Special Commitftee on ~he'!uctal ant~ 1Bactenal Warfare, pnor to 1ts bemg referred 
to the Drafting Committee or casting m o ar tc es. . 

On Tuesday January 31st, at the request of the French delegation, the French plan' 
would come befo;e the General Commission for discussion, in accordance with the procedure 
adopted for the examination of the Hoover plan. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) referred to the reservation made by certain delegations and 
mentioned in the last paragraph of the second report on the question of supervision (document 
Conf.D.148) ; the reservation stressed the close connection between the question of supervision 
and that of disarmament and the impossibility of pronouncing definitely with regard to the 
former without knowledge of the nature and scope of the solutions to be adopted in the case 
of the latter. 

On the other hand, he saw no objection to the General Commission's proceeding to discuss 
the French plan. He hoped, however, that it would not be forgotten that the aim of the Confer
ence was disarmament. He was persuaded that the French plan was directed towards that 
end, and he therefore considered that an examination of the plan would not prevent the exami
nation of concrete disarmament proposals, and more especially the German proposal for quali
tative disarmament. In his opinion, both these tasks might be pursued .side by side. 

The CHAIRMAN explained that the reservations mentioned by M. Nadolny had been referred 
to the General Commission with the text of the articles adopted. 

He had felt it his duty to specify without further delay the date on which the French 
plan. would come up for discussion, in order to enable the delegations to prepare for it. 

The General Commission's programme of work would be drawn up subsequently, when 
account would, if necessary, be taken of M. Nadolny's remarks. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) understood that discussion of the disarmament plan was being 
adjourned until after the discussion of the French plan, a complicated scheme the examination 
of which would take time. He again urged that the possibility of conducting the discussions 
on the disarmament plan and on the French plan side by side should be entertained. 

The CHAIRMAN wished to clear up a misunderstanding. He had not suggested that there 
should be a detailed discussion of the French plan. He understood that the French delegation 
was anxious to supply additional information in regard to its scheme. He had also pointed 
out that, as in the case of the Hoover proposals, the discussion would be of a general character. 
On its conclusion, the Bureau would decide upon the procedure to be adopted in regard to 
its subsequent activities. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that the French delegation would have certain suggestions 
to make when the Bureau discussed the question of method. • 

He did not wish the French J?lan to ~e placed in <?pposition to a disarmament plan ; 
the French plan had only one obJect, wh1ch was to bnng about genuine and substantial 
disarmament. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) .recalled that, in regard to the French plan, he had spoken to 
the same effect as M. Masstgh ; for that reason, he did not feel called upon to reply. 

THIRTY-FIFTH MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held on Wednesday, january 25th, 1933, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSON. 

-t7· ARM.o\MF.NTS TRUCE : COMMUNICATION FROM THE GERMAN GOVERNMENT. 

The CHAIRMAN read the following letter from the German tiovernment dated J 
2oth, 1933 : • anuary 

" Th.e German Government having declared itself prepared to resume the discussions 
of the Dts~rmament Confer.ence, I am now able to reply to your letter of Au ust th 
last regardmg the prolongation of the armaments truce and I have the h tg · f 4 

th t th G G . ' onour o 1n orm 
you a e erman overnment agrees to 1ts prolongation until February 2 sth, 1933. 

(Signed) NEURATH ". 
1 Document Conf.D.Ii6. 
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48. PARTICIPATION OF THE GERMAN DELEGATIO!'! IN THE WORK OF THE AIR COMMISSION : 
CoMMUNICATION FROM THE GERMAN DELEGATION. 

The CHAIRMAN read the following letter from the German delegation, dated January 
25th, 1933 : 

" At yesterday's meeting, you invited the German delegation to be represented on 
all the Commissions of the Conference. As regards the Air Commission, the names of the 
German representatives were forwarded yesterday to the Secretariat of the Conference. 

" Not having taken part in the discussion preceding the institution of this Commission, 
I have the honour, in order to prevent any misunderstanding, to inform you that the 
German delegation comprehends the task of the Commission in the sense that it is in 
a position to consider proposals going further than the conclusions shown in the resolution 
of July 23rd, 1932, in regard to air forces. Actually, this resolution states expressly, 
at the beginning of its Chapter IV, that it in no way prejudges the attitude of the 
Conference towards any more comprehensive measures of disarmament. 

(Sigfled} NADOLNY." 

49· PROGRAMME OF MEETINGS OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION AND OP THB BUREAU. , 
The CHAIRMAN recalled that, at the meeting on the previous day, the Bureau had decided, 

in principles to send out the invitations to the next meeting of the General Commission to be 
held on January 31st and to place on the agenda the discussion of the French memorandum 
of November 14th, 1932.1 He had made one reservation as regards the exact time at which the 
meeting should· be held, and had suggested that the time should be fixed in consultation with 
the Secretary-General, having regard to dates fixed for other meetings. He understood from 
the Secretary-General that, in view .of the number and importance of other meetings to be 
held during the next few days, it would relieve him and the services very much If the Bureau 
would decide not to hold any meetings on the following day or on Friday. Under these 
circumstances, he suggested that the next meeting should be held on Monday next, January 
30th, at 3.30 p.m., and that, consequently, if the Bureau agreed, the date of the meeting of the 
General Commission should be fixed for Thursday, February 2nd, at 3.30 p.m. He gathered 
that this date would be more convenient for the principal French delegate. He hoped the 
Bureau would be able to complete its task before the meeting of the General Commission. 

Tlu Chairma11's poposals """ adopted. 

50. CHEMICAL, INCENDIARY AND BACTERIAL WEAPONS: DRAFT CoNCLUSIONS 1 SUBMITTED 
TO THB BUREAU BY M. RUTGERS (NETHERLANDS), RAPPORTEUR OP THB SPECIAL COMMITTEE. 

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands), Rapporteur, said that M. PilotU had submitted to the Bureau 
a report • in October last on the prohibition of chemical, incendiary and bacterial weapons. 
In the course of the discussion,• it was found necessary to have information on certain technical 
points. A questionna~re had bee~ dr~wn u~ and submitte~ to a Special Commit~ee instru~ted 
to deal with the question of chem1cal, mcendiary and bactenal weapons. The Spec1al Comm1ttee 
had made a thorough study of the questions submitted to it, with the co-operation of certain 
highly qualified scientists. 

M. Rutgers did not propose to summari.se the report! 1 which had ~lready.been di~tributed 
to the members of the ·Bureau. It contamed conclus1ons on techmcal pomts wh1ch were 
calculated to assist the Bureau in reaching its decisions. M. Rutgen explained that the replies 
to the technical questions contained in the report of the Special Committee emanated not 
from the lawyers on the Committee but from the experts. Thejroblems before the Bureau 
were not all settled by the report. Even if the arguments an conclusions of the Special 
Committee were approved, other resolutions would still have to be taken which were indicated 
in the draft conclusions. • · 

He thought it useful to draw attention to some of the main ideas of the report. The 
starting-point was, of course, the prohibition of the use of chemical, incendiary and bacterial 
weapons and of preparations for their use. On the prohibition of the use of such weapons, 
the Speclal Committee had aln;ady stated it~ vi~~·s in its first rryort, and there was n~thing 
to add to the conclusions submitted by M. P1lott1 m October, whiCh were reproduced Without 
change in Chapter I of the draft conclusions. 

• Document Conf.D.146. 
• Document Conf.D.JBureau 41. 
I Document ~nf.D.I.p. 
• See Minutes of the twenty-third to twenty-seventh meeting•. 
I Document Conf.D.152. 

•uauu OP TBI COJIFIIIIHCB 1. 
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The question took a different form in the c~se of prepara~ions for the u~ of che~ical, 
incendiary and bacterial weapons ; and it was mamly on. th1s pom~ that. the Special Committee 
had carried out its researches, which had led to two mam conclusiOns · 

(I) In the case of chemical warf~re, its p~eparation _was not an e.s~ential element. .It 
could be improvised in a very short penod, varymg accor?mg ~o the position of the countnes 
and their resources in raw materials and in industry. Th1s pomt had ~re~dy been made, for 
example, in the report of Sub-Committee A of the Preparatory Comrmss10n. 

(z) It was to a large extent impossible to detect prep~rations for chemic~! warfare. 
It might be said generally speaking, that substances and appliances used for chemical warfare 
were also used f~r peaceful purposes of. a perfectly legitimate character, and the use for chemi.cal 
warfare of appliances and substances mtended sofely for tha~ purpo~ was rather the exc~~t~on 
than the rule. Consequently, it would not be possible to abolish chemical ~arfare by prohibiting 
(so far as that was possible) the possession and manufacture <?f suc_h appliances and s~bstances, 
since they were not essential for such warfare. A:t the same time, m the case of applian~e.s and 
substances which, while capable of use for chemical warfare, were use~ for perfec~ly legitimate 
purposes, it was very difficult, if not impossible, to l~y down spec1~c ru~es w1th regard to 
preparation for chemical warfare. It m_ust ?e rec~grus~d tha~ the _mtenb<?n to enter upon 
chemical warfare, and even to prepare for 1t, m1ght ex1st without 1ts bemg possible to prove such 
intention. The Special Committee had endeavoured to find criteria permitting of the detection 
of the intention, in the case of a party possessing such appliances and substances, to make 
or prepare chemical warfare, but it had failed to discover any such criteria which could be 
inserted in a Convention. 

The upshot was that in a Convention it was possible to begin by prohibiting in toto the 
use of chemical weapons, and to go on to prohibit in toto preparations forchemical warfare· 
but any attempt to go further than this met with veryseriousobstacles. The Special Committe~ 
had made use of certain suggestions, already put forward in M. Pilotti's report, with a view to 
giving concrete form to the prohibition of preparations for chemical warfare. It would be 
possible, for example, to prohibit the manufacture, possession, etc., of appliances and substances 
solely used for such wa~fare, and also the manufacture and possession of appliances and 
substances capable of bemg used for both peaceful and warlike purposes, with a view to their 
possible use. in ~hemical warfare. Such. prohibition ~ould affect the different countries 
~mequally, smce 1ts effect on those possessmg large supplies of raw materials and a flourishing 
mdustry would not be t~e same as on t~e others. It must be admitted that any such prohibition 
~ould !lot b~ of ~uch Importance ; 1t would not be sufficient to render chemical warfare 
Impossible, smce, m the even~ of war, t~~ countries possessing the aforesaid resources would 
nevertheless command s~ffic1ent qu~n.b~1es of ~verything .required for chemical warfare. 

It ~ould also be possible to proh1b1t mstruction and traming of armed forces with a view 
to ch~m1cal warfare ; ~ut such a prohibition again would not mean very much for it might 
be sa1d, gener~lly speakmg, that there was no special training for chemical warfa;e. It did not 
make much ~1fference .to gunne~s, who needed no special training, whether their pro1· ectiles 
were filled w1~h explosives or With toxic materials. 

!~«: Specml Co.mmittee had accordingly realised, as appeared from the re ort that the 
prohibition of chemical warfare or preparations for the same as such could n t p t't t 
~ffdcti~e g;ar~ntee, a~d t.ha\in particul~r, it co.uld not be s~pervised in any ~a~~n~~a~ ~~iit 

a :;eCh~pt:~ndn~/ t~~ td~a~u~~~u, 1~ parti,~ular ~Y. ~- Politis on November 9th last. • 
Incendiary and Bacterial Weapons ")c:~hn;e (ar~roh!bltlon of. ~r.eparations for Che~cal, 
chemical, incendiary and bacterial w f t~ t<? the prohibition of the preparatiOn of 
specifications, whereby an attem t waa: ~~ed e J?am paragraph was the first one. The 
formulated, were only of relativ~ value. e to give concrete form to the prohibition thus 

Chapter Ill (" Supervision of the Observ · · · · . 
for Chemical, Incendiary and Bacterial Warfare ") ance. of the Prohibition of Preparations 
as it only contained the following clause : was, It must be admitted, somewhat meagre, 

" The Permanent Disarmament Commis . h . 
forward by States which may allege that the Sl?~ .s all examme the complaints put 
or bacterial warfare has been violated." prohibition to prepare for chemical, incendiary 

The Special Committee would have liked t h' . 
the Bur~au really effective methods of s 0 ~c. leve more definite results and submit to 
preparatiOn for chemical warfare. But it fou~a~~v1i;ot" ads ~egards the prohibition of the 
1t better to recognise the fact. 1 se ace With an impossibility, and thought 

.I~ ~he prohibition to make preparation could · . . 
poss1b1lity of chemical weapons being used i f not _give effective guarantees against the 
other means of countering the danger of an war. are, It was a~ the more important to seek 
UJ>on the sphere of pen~ties, and the questionf~~~b~e tran:gres~10n. This problem impinged 
With the general questions connected with the 1\ 1 arose m th1s connection coincided in part 

Never~heless, the problem presented a 5 l?ro em of penalties. · 
and bactenal weapons. This character had tfeClal character as regards chemical incendiary 
23rd~ ~Q32, which asked that special measu~:: ~eady recognised in the resolution of July 
prohibition. In dealing with the prohibition of c~~: be taken regarding breaches of ~he 

cal weapons, the Bureau was dealing 
1 See page 6o, 
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wit_h a part of the future Convention which would be applicable primarily in time of war, and 
which, hence, differed from most of the otht•r provisions of a disarmament convention, which 
were applicable in time of peace. ~o doubt tht•re \wre other parts of the Convention of which 
the same could be said-for example, the prohibition of bombardment from the air-but 
provisi?ns of this kind only constituted the smallest part of the Convention. As n•gardschemical, 
mcend1ary and bacterial weapons, there were a certain numbt•r of special points which were 
related to penalties and the consequences of a violation of the prohibition to use these weapons. 

There was, first of all, the question of retaliation by the use of the same weapons. There 
was also the question of the establishment of the fact of a breach, which offered special 
difficulties in this particular case, and which neces..~itated on the part of the authority 
responsible for establishing the facts, not only impartiality, but also competence and, above 
all, speed. ~hapter IV of the conclusions, which had been drawn up l"hietly by the It-gal experts 
of the Special Committee, dealt with the establishment of the facts. These conclusions, for the 
most part, imposed no obligations on States, and really constituted " internal rull'S of 
application ". States had, of course, certain obligations, notably that of giving all possible 
assistance in the event of investigations, but the greater part of the conclusions of Chapter IV 
were of the character he had just indicated, and it would perhaps be a good thing to place 
them in an annex to the Convention, so as not to make the latter too long. 

As regards the consequences of a breach once this had been established, the Special 
Committee had confined itself to the technical point of view, and it was from this pomt of 
view that it had reached certain conclusions which the Happorteur, for the moment, would 
merely indicate. 

I. Question of retaliation. -Prohibition, pure and simple, to resort to retaliation by the 
use of the same weapons would be dangerous in so far as it would encourage a transgressor 
State wishing to obtain an advantage by the use of the prohibited Wl'apon, since it would 
ensure this advantage and handicap States which did not use chemical weapons. 

The fact of allowing such retaliation did not necessarily imply, as might at first be thought, 
that preparations for chemical warfare in peace time, and even before the transgression was 
established, would be authorised. To remedy the dangers which might arise from this point 
of view, the Special Committee had formulated certain strict conditions to which the right to 
retaliate was to be subordinated. In the first place, retaliation, or even preparations therefor, 
would not be allowed until the transgression had been established. 

The Special Committee had further examined other consequences of the establishment of 
the transgression and had made a few suggestions in this connection. 

2. Third States would be under an obligation, as a result of the establishment of the 
transgression, to supply the State attacked with assistance of a scientific, medical and technical 
nature, in order to repair, mitigate or prevent the effects of the use of the prohibited weapons. 

3· The Special Committee suggested that States should be forbidden to supply the 
transgressor State with the appliances and substances necessary for the use of the prohibited 
weapon. This obligation was only a special instance of the obligation of third States, as laid 
down in M. Pilotti's report, to bring pressure to bear on the transgressor State, varying according 
to circumstances and their particular situation, so as to induce that State to relinquish or 
discontinue the use of the prohibited weapons. 

Strictly speaking, such provisions did not represent penalties, either in the case of 
assistance to the State attacked or of pressure on the transgressor State. Nevertheless, in 
addition to these stipulations, which could only be regarded as penalties in the widest sense 
of the term, provision had been made for penalties properly so called, already included in M. 
Pilotti's draft resolution, which had then been revised by the Drafting Committee of the 
Bureau, and were now simply reproduced in the draft conclusions (Chapter V, point (2)). 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the best procedure to adopt for the discussion would be to 
examine the Special Committee's draft conclusions chapter by chapter (document Conf.D.f 
Bureau 41). He recalled that conclusions had already been adopted on the question by the 
General Commission in its resolution of July 23rd, 1932. Whatever the Bureau's decision as 
to the present draft conclusions, the. text adopted wou_ld have to be refcrre~ to a Drafting 
Committee in order to be drawn up m the form of articles of the Conventwn. The same 
procedure had been adopted for M. Bourquin's report on supervision. 

Chapter I. - Prohibition of Chemical, Incendiary and Bacterial Weapons. 

No observations. 

Chapter II. - Prohibition of PreparaJions for Ch~mical, Incendiary and Bacterial Warfare. 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) first of all paid a tribute to the Rapporteur for 
having given a concrete form to the results of the Special Committee's studies and for the 
contribution he had thus made to the Bureau's work. The Bureau now possessed all the 
necessary elements to provide a basis for its decisions. If he himself was obliged to differ from 
the Rapporteur on certain points, he hoped the latter would not regard this as a lack of 
appreciation of his efforts, but as a desire to contribute also to the work of the Conference. 
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The second paragraph of Chapter II read as follows : 

" This prohibition shall not apply to mat~rial an? i~s~allations i'!'tended exclusively 
to ensure the individual or collective protection of md1":1~uals a_gal!ls.t the effects of · 
chemical, incendiary and bacterial wea~ons or to t~.e trammg of md1v1duals to protect 
themselves against the effects of the sa1d weapons. 

In the other document submitted to the Bureau, however (reply to the questionnaire, 
document Conf.D.152), it was stated in the Section entitled "Suggestions of the Special 
Committee regarding Protection of Civilians " at the end of Chapter I, Part I, Head I : 

" In this connection, it should not be forgotten that the individual protection which 
should be afforded to civilians depends in part upon the methods adopted for the 
organisation of their collective protection." · 

Again, in Chapter IV (" Summary and Conclusions") of the same document, it was stated, 
in paragraph I (b) : 

" The prohibition must not apply to research work, the preparation, manufacture, 
importation or exportation of apparatus for giving protection against poisonous substances, 
the preparation of measures of collective protection, the training of troops and of the 
population in protective measures against poisonous substances . . . lest such prohibition 
should give an aggressor a decisive superiority and so increase the temptation to use the 
chemical arm." 

Bearing these various texts in mind, the United States delegate proposed to amend as 
follows the second paragraph of Chapter II of the draft conclusions : 

" The prohibition shall not apply to material and installations intended to ensure 
individual or collective protection against the effects of chemical, incendiary and bacterial 
weapons or to training in protective measures against the effects of the said weapons." 

M. RuTGERS (Netherlands), Rapporteur, considered Mr. Wilson's amendment entirely in 
keeping with the Special Committee's views. He was sure that, in speaking of the" individual 
or collective protection of individuals ". the Special Committee had not intended to exclude 
collective protection. 

The amendment was adopted. 

M. MASSIGI.I (France) wished to submit an observation on point (3). which read as follows: 

" .' . . to instruct and train armed forces in the use of chemical, incendiary and 
bactenal weapons and means of warfare, and to permit any such instruction and training 
in their territory." 

This text already appeared in the previous report, 1 but it would be well to make it clear 
What it was desired to prohibit was not only the permitting of such instruction and training. 
but the mere fact o~ tolerating them by shutting one's eyes thereto. It should therefore b~ 
clearly stated that 1t was the duty of Governments to prevent this instruction and training . 
in every way. Moreo_v~r, the ":ords " ~ny such " were ambiguous, for they might appear to 
relate 01~ly to the trammg and mstruchon. o_f the regular ~rmed forces with a view to the use 
of c_hemtcal weapons. What must be prohtbtted was all kmds of instruction and training with 
a vtew to the use of these _weapons by the regular or other forces. The delegate of France 
therefore proposed that th1s paragraph should read as follows : 

" : . . to instruct and train armed forces in the use of chemical, incendiary and 
bact.enal weapon~ and means. of W":ffare, !'-nd to allow any instruction and training to be 
earned on for tlus purpose m the1r terntory." 

Mr. W!LSON (United States of America) asked if there was not a slight t d' t' 
between pomt (3). of which M. Massigli was speaking, and the second ara a ~on ra Jc Jon 
chapter. which h~d been am~nded at the suggestion of the United Stafes dft p t.of the same 

Pomt (3) mtght be mod1fied as follows : ega ton. 

" •. • •. to instruct and train armed forces, except as regards individ 1 ll · 
protection, m the use of . . . " ua or co echve 

M. MASSIGLI (France), while quite understandin the ur f · 
feared that it could be given a too general interpreta~ion PN ~se :t Mr. Wil~on's amendment, 
~e authorised, but if it were further admitted that p~ote ~- ou p~otechve material must 
Involved a l>ossible training in the use of the wea ns it c 1011 agamst chemical weapons 
of such traming would no longer have any me1:ng. was to be feared that the prohibition 

1 D<xum~nt C'onf.D.t.p. 



-lJJ-

M. RuTGERS (Netherlands), Rapporteur, thought that, to meet Mr. \Vilson's point, the 
secon~ paragraph of Chapter II might be placed after point (3). since the second paragraph 
conshtuted an exception, while point (3) specified certain points which arose out of the general 
prohibition embodied in the first paragraph of the chapter. In this way there would no longer 
be any ambiguity. M. Rutgers had, moreover, no objection to M. Massigli's amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the Rapporteur's suggestion was the best solution. It must 
not be forgotten that the whole text was to be sent to a Drafting Committee. 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America), in reply to the observations of M. Mussigli and 
the Rapporteur, proposed to add in point (3) after the words: " the use of chemical, incendiary 
and bacterial weapons and means of warfare ", the words : " other than those serving for 
individual or collective protection." 

Tlu proposed 11mendments wer1 lldoptetl. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) wished to make a general remark and to draw the Bureau's 
attention to the position which would arise if such amendments were adopted. 

The Special Committee's report was of great value as a guide to the Bureau In 
its discussions, but it must be agreed that it made somewhat de~ressing reading. It showed 
that, whatever decisions were taken, the countries which were ncb in certain raw materials 
and had a highly developed industry were very well equipped for carrying on chemical warfare 

· and there were really no practical means of preventing such warfare. Moreover, it was clear 
that, for the most part, appliances and substances suitable for chemical warfare at present 
existed in industry for perfectly legitimate purposes. In short, as far as this part of the 
Convention was concerned, it had to be admitted that everything depended on the goodwill 
of the States in carrying out their undertakings. In this matter, more than In any other, 
nothing could take the place of goodwill and, without it, no result could be reached. 

From these considerations, it followed that the really important part of the expert!&' 
conclusions was Chapter I : " Prohibition of Chemical, Incendiary and Bacterial Weapons ", 
The United Kingdom Government accepted Chapter I as it stood. 
· The other chapters would have to be judged m the light of the position as described by the 
technical experts. Was it worth while trying to provide against a 111tuatlon In respect of which 
nothing could be done from a technical point of view ? For instance, point (I) of Chapter 11 
stated that : " States must declare the quantities of the said substances necessary for their 
protective experiments ". Of what use could such a provision be, after the remarks made In 
the Special Committee regarding the fact that States with a developed industry possessed 
in large quantities the materials for these substances ? 

. A little further on in the same chapter of the conclusions came the provision prohibiting 
the manufacture, import, etc., of appliances and substances suitable for both peaceful and 
military purposes with intent to use them in war should occasion arise. ObviOusly, these 
appliances and substances existed in abundance in the great industrial countries and it was 
impossible to prove the intention to use them in war should occasion arise. In the opinion of 
the United Kingdom delegation, the Bureau should be on ita guard against in5erting in a 
Convention provisions which, under existing circumstances, could not be applied with any 
certainty and the realisation of which was impracticable. 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) also thought that the greatest difficulties would 
inevitably be encountered if it were desired to go beyond an undertaking not to 
prepare appliances and substances for chemical warfare in time of peace. The United Kingdom 
delegate had referred to some of these difficulties and others might also be mentioned. For 
instance, it was stated at the end of point (I) of Chapter II that " the manufacture of and 
trade in these substances may not be undertaken without Government authorisation". Such 
a statement was perfectly legitimate, but its proper place was in the Convention on the Trade 
in and the Manufacture of Arms and Implements of War which was being studied by another 
body. 

The last paragraph of Chapter II referred to the use of lachrymatorl substances for police 
· operations. How could a State be required to give a complete list o such substances and 

appliances and state the quantity of such appliances ? These elements were constantly changing. 
Lachrymatory substances and appliances were used in the United States of America throughout 
the entire country by the police, banks and various undertakings, and the models frequently 
varied. It must be presumed that the arrangements made would be observed in good faith 
and the provisions of points (I) and (2) could be regarded as sufficient. They would be more 
comprehensible and would give rise tq fewer difficulties if they did not enter into so 
many details. 

- M. PoLms (Greece) understood that two proposals were before the Bureau ; Mr. Eden 
was of opinion that the whole of Chapter II should be omitted, while Mr. Wilson proposed to 
retain the first two paragraphs of this chapter. 
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· · 'd h h d not roposed to omit the whole of Chapter .II. 
Mr. EDEN (Umted Kmgdom) sal . e a I na~ons in articular regarding the followmg 

He merelr wis~ed th~ ~~~porteur t~ g~~:~::i\~e quantitief of the said substan~es ~ecessary 
sentence m pomt (I) • . tates ~us followin words in point (2) : " w1th Intent to 
for their protective expdenmen~s a1_1d ~.he How dil the Rapporteur think such a provision 
use them in war, shout( occasiOn anse . 
could be codified ? 

M RUTGErts (Netherlands) Rapporteur, entirely agreed with Mr. E~en _that t~e Spe~~!l 
Committee's report was rathe~ depressing. It would have to be admitted t. at It was Jm~ossl . e 
in time of peace to provide guarantees against t~e possible use oldf cbhe!Dlcal ~eaJon~ ~~~ti~ 
of war This was due to the two facts that chemical warfare cou e 1~prov1se an 
could be prepared without there being any visible sign of suc.h prep!lratwn. G t 

In re 1 to Mr. Eden's remarks, he noted that the Umted Kmgdom .overn.men w~s 
re a red fo ~ccc t Chapter 1, while recognising tha~, in a l!lrge measure, the mserhon of ~h1s 

~ha~tcr in a Conv~ntion must take the good will of the s1gnatones for granted. In that connectiOn, 
he thought it was possible to go a step further and accept the first para9r~~h of chapter II. l_'he 
United Kingdom delegate no doubt would not decline to accept the prohlbJhon ofthe preparation 
of chemical warfare,as this was also an obligation which would depend to a very g;eat extent on the 
good faith of the contracting parties. Then came the second paragraph, to wh1ch ~her~ were n~ 
objections. Lastly, points (I), (2) and (3) to a great extent reproduc~d M. Pilottl s .draft 
and did not conflict with the Special Committee:s report. 1 Th.at Committee had not said th.at 
any specification would be dangerous but that 1t would not g1ve any real guarantees. While 
appreciating the value of such speci~cations •. car~ sho~ld be taken not to draw therefrom 
an undue feeling of security. The details con tamed m p01nts (I), (2) and (3). seeme~ to be much 
stricter than the general prohibition, whereas in reality they added very little to ~t, and, even 
if they were accepted, the ~rohibition would, to a great .extent, .depend on good fa1th. The ~rst 
point referred only to appliances and substances exclusively su1ted to the co~duct of chemical 
warfare ; but the Special Committee had realised that the necessary raw m~t~r!als would always 
exist in various States and that this was one of the reasons why the prohlbihon to stock such 
substances had no great value for the States in question. In any case, once the obligation to 
refrain from making preparations for chemical warfare was accepted, the obligation not to stock 
appliances and substances exclusively suited for such warfare followed as a logical consequence. 

The same remarks applied to point (2). The prohibition of appliances and substances 
employed for both peaceful and military purposes with intent to use them for chemical warfare 
was a logical consequence of the general prohibition. The Special Committee had considered 
that this provision should be recommended without, however, attaching any great importance 
to it, as such an intention was impossible to establish and this provision must not be allowed 
to engender a feeling of false security. In short, the special prohibitions of Chapter II, in 
particular those of points (2) and (3), though not of great practical importance, were the logical 
consequences of the general prohibition to prepare for chemical warfare. They were, moreover, 
given as examples in order to ensure respect for this general prohibition and were preceded 
by the words " It is particularly prohibited ". 

As regards point (I), an exception had to be made for protective experiments and it had 
app~nred advi~able tha~ the. State~ should b~ obliged t<_> declare the quantities necessary. 
Wlule the Spec1al Comm1ttee Itself d1d not cons1der that th1s was a very great guarantee, it had 
not felt that it should be regarded as negligible. 

With regard to Mr. Wilson's remark concerning the sentence in point (I) : " The 
manufacture of and trade in these substances may not be undertaken without Government 
authorisation", the Happorteur noted that the United States delegate had not expressed any 
formal opposition to this provision. It was clear that the question was related to that of the 
trade i.n and manufacture of arms, and, at the end of Part II, Head I, of its report, the Special 
Comm1ttee had recommended that the Committee for the Manufacture of and Trade in Arms 
should bear the work of t.he Special Committ~e in mind. Th~ Chairman of the Special Committee 
had pro11ose? to transnut tlus ~ecommen~atwn to the Chmrman of the Committee in question. 
As 1\t. Piloth was II? longer actmg as Cha1rman of the Special Committee it would be advisable 
to request .the Chmrman of t~e Bureau to transmit this recommendation to the Chairman of 
the Committee on the Trade m and Manufacture of Arms. The question of the place in the 
Convention which this provision should occupy was a matter of drafting which perhaps it 
was treferable not to st'ttle immediately. ' 

n conclusion: the. Rapporteur wished to. re~~ly to Mr. Wilson's remarks regarding 
lach~ymatory apphances and substances. A spec1al difficulty arose in respect of the use of such 
appliances and substances by ~he police. It might be asked of what the police consisted a d 
ho:-v_ far they co1!ld ~se the sa1d products .. The police might, in fact, be equipped with ar~s 
S\lltable for use m hme of war. A question therefore arose in connection with the f 
lachrymatory substances by the police, and the Special Committee had considered th u:Cth<? 
was not a matter of indifference from the point of view of disarmament and of th h~b-r IS 
to ~repare f<?r chemical warfare. This question did not, of course, deserv h e pro 1 1 10,n 
entire attention. but, on the other hand, it should not be forgotten. That wa~ !he C~_nf~relftctehs 
last paragraph m Chapter II. eo Jec o e 

1 Docum,·nt ('onf.D.qJ. 
1 Document Conf.D.tsJ. 
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The CIIAlRliiAN asked Mr. Wilson if he insisted that the Bureau be consulted on the 
suggestions which he had raised. 

· Mr. WILSON (United States of America). while realising the force of M. Rutgers' arguments, 
note~ that, according. to his statements, these various proposals were really of very little 
practical value. He asked whether it was advisable to overload the Convention with such 
prov_isions at a time when the Conference was engaged on the framing of legal texts. When 
lookmg for substances exclusively suitable for chemical warfare, almost the only one to be 
found w~s mustard gas, and even this ~s might eventually be used for enhrt>ly pacific 
commercial purposes. It should be borne m mind that ratifications of the Convention on this 
su.bject would .be ~ore easily obtained if it contained only a simple statement of main principles, 
Without entermg mto so many controversial details. 

As regards lachrymatory appliances and substances, to ask the States to carry out a 
census among a large number of departments and private organisations would be to impose 
on them an extremely arduous task. The United States of America was a country possessing 
a conside!able po~ential of chemical weapons. It was prepared to state, in the name 
of humamt~, that-~~ renounced the use of chemical weapons •. but there was really no rc•ason 
t!> deman~ m a_dd1~1on that the Government should engage m impracticable and e-xtremely 
tiresome mvesttgattons. 

· M. MASSIGLI (France) was somewhat disturbed at the turn taken by the discussion, and he 
wondered whether the Bureau was not on the point of taking a step backwards ? To judge 
by the statements of the United Kingdom and the United States delegates, it woultl appear thnt 
the question was very simple, and that it would be sufficient to kerp to the 192.5 Protocol. 
A few months ago, however, it had been recognised that this Protocol was, in fact, inoperative. 
It was not a question ol good faith ; if it were, it would also be u~elt'ss to conclude 
a Disarmament Convention, since the Pact of Paris already existed. There were certain 
imponderabilia which made it necessary to consider the problem more closely, and, in spite 
of its difficulty, an endeavour must be made to solve it. 

It must, moreover, be borne in mind that, although Chapter II to some utrnt hnmpl'red 
the great industrial States, it had a particularly restrictive eftl'ct on the countries which had not 
a highly developed industry. But it would appear that the delrgations of these countrirs 
accepted the provisions in question. AU the more, therefore, should the countries with highly 
developed industries also accept them. Only if the Bureau agreed as to effective systems of 
collective repressive action, could the French representative be content with general principles. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) attached great importance to the French dell'gate'a remarks. 
It was obviously possible for the powerful countries to prove their good faith, for instance, by 
agreeing to give up a few ships or a few guns or tank!. On the other hand, in the sphere of 
chemical warfare, it was more difficult to give such proof, as the appliances and sub~tancl'!l in 
question were, in most cases, used for commercial and entirely pacific purposes. Mr. Edrn 
considered that Chapter II was of very little value, if any, and that it would be merely 
redundant in the case of countries with highly developed industries. On the other hand, M. 
Massigli's remarks regarding the position of the countries which had not a powerful Industry 
were calculated to swing the balance in favour of maintaining Chapter II, in spite of the fact 
that there was little to be gained from retaining mere redundancies in a Convention. 

M. KoliiARNICKI (Poland) wished to make a general remark on Chapter II. M. Rutgers' 
explanations, in fact, confirmed the pessimistic opinions expressed by the previous speakers. 
The Polish delegation did not attach any special importance to Chapter II. It even thought 
that its provisions were rather calculated to create a feeling of false security. But it waa not 
opposed to the insertion of these provisions, which might be useful under certain circumstances. 
In any case, the Polish delegation reserved the right to express its final opinion in the General 
Commission when the entire question would be discussed, particularly from the point of view 
of political :epercussions. It considered, and this was, moreover, the general impression gained 
from the discussion, that a real guarantee was to be sought, not in the sphere of prevention, but 
in that of sanctions. The Polish delegate proposed to gin his opinion on the whole report 
when Chapter V, in particular, came up for discussion, and he reserved the right to revert to 
the question in the General Commission. 

The CHAIRMAN asked whether he must consult the Bureau on Mr. Wilson's proposal to 
retain only the first two paragraphs of Chapter II, the second of which had been amended 
by the Bureau, and to omit the remainder-that was to say, points (1), {:z) and (3). 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) pointed out that be had made no formal proposal 
in this sense. As there appeared to be no general desire in the Bureau to follow his suggestion, 
he withdrew it. If, however, points (I), (2) and (3) and the paragraph relating to lachrymatory 
substances and appliances remained in their present form, he would be obliged to make a 
reservation. 

The CHAIRMAN said that this reservation would be recorded in the Minutes. 

Chapter III. - SupervisiOJt of the Observa11a of the ProhibitiOJt of Prepara#MI f01' Chemical, 
[rtUtuliary atul Bacterial Warfare. 

No observations. -
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Chapter IV.- Establishment of the Fact of the Use of Chemical, Incendiary or Bacterial Weapons. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) paid a tribute to the attempt made by t~e Special Committee and 
its Rapporteur to present a complete system relating to the estabhshment. of the fa~t of the 
use of prohibited weapons. He had the impression, however, that the Spec1al Com_m1ttee aJ?d 
its Rapporteur ha~ be~n too conscien~i?us ; an atte~pt had been m~de t~ enter mto details 
regarding the apphcatwn of the provJsJOns but certam of these details m1ght have escaped 
them. He wondered if it would not be better in such a case rather to lay down a number of 
very clear principle!! and leave it to the Permanent Disarmament Commission. to establish the 
rules for the application of those principles. In this way, t~e. future Co~venhon ~ould J?Ot be 
burdened with details out of proportion to the other provisions contamed the~~m. while, at 
the same time, there would be no danger of having to note later that the provJswns adopted 
-however detailed they might be-contained gaps which could be filled by no known 
procedure. 

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands), Happorteui:, thought, on the contrary, that there was 
some advantage in drawing up rules immediately, even if they were only provisional, on 
the understanding that the Permanent Disarmament Commission would be entitled to amend 
them. Chapter IV not only contained rules on the establishment of the facts but it also 
contained a considerable number of obligations to be assumed by States. It might be advisable 
to summarise them in one article of the Convention, but, since the rest of the work had to a 
great extent been already accomplished, it was useful to continue it. During the subsequent 
work of the Conference, it might be necessary to make amendments; moreover, the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission could make any necessary changes. Further, it was not 
essential that the Convention should be encumbered with these detailed provisions. They 
might be inserted in an annex, but that was merely a question of drafting. 

The Rapporteur thought that it would be possible to agree immediately on the principles 
as to the establishment of the facts and to draw up provisional rules; otherwise, it would be 
ditlicult to have a useful discussion on penalties and the effects of the establishment of a 
breach, since these effects could not be produced until the breach had been established. If 
there was no material. objection regarding the manner in. which th~ Special Committee propose 
to regulate the establishment of the facts, the Bureau m1ghtleave 1t to the Drafting Committee 
to dmw up provisional rules subject to any amendments to be made by the Permanent 
Commission. One part of the Convention would thus be completed. 

M: MASSIGU (France) explained that ~e had not asked that the whole of Chapter IV 
h~ om1tted. He had merely ~u!)gested t~at 1t should be summarised in a few articles, it being 
left to the .Permanent Comm1ss1on to adjust and develop the very important principles which 
would be mvolved. 

The CHAIR.MAN reminded M. R.utgers that he would be a member of the Drafting Committee 
and he ~ould mform that .Committee what portions should be reserved for articles of the 
Convention and what portions for the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

M. RUTGERs (Netherlands), Rapporteur, said he would accept the Bureau's decision . 

. The CHAII!MAN ~hought the procedure proposed by the French delegate was satisfactor . 
If 1t were accepted •. 1t .would be agreed tha! Ill. Rutgers should help the Draftin Committ~e 
to condense the pnnc1ples of Chapter IV mto one or more articles th g. d b · 
referred to the Permanent Disarmament Commission with a view to' the frem~m erf elmg 

. e rammg o ru es. 
Thes~ sr~ggestro11s u•ere adopted. 

THIRTY-SIXTH MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held on Mond11y, January 3oth, 1933, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman : 1\Ir. HENDERSON 
• 

51. CHEMICAL, INCI!NDI,\RY AND BACTERIAL \VE,O.PONS . 
TO THE BUREAU BY 1\1. Rt'TGERS (XETHERLANDs) .R ' . ~RAFT Co:-:CLUSIONS SUBMITTED 

( 
. .' APPORTEt:R OF THE SPECIAL COMliiTTEE 

CO till n 1111/IOtl). 

Cllllpltr V.- Pot~~lties ;or tl•e Vse of Chtmical I l' . 
• nee,, 1ary or Bacler~al Weapo 

. Ill. RUTGERS (Netherlands), Rapporteur ex 1 . ns. 
m Chapter V • the first and third had been th . p amed t.hat, of the three points dealt with 
but not the St'<'ond, sinl'e the Committee consid oroughly discussed by the Special Committee 
the qu<>stion did not fall within its sphere- Thed~hat, on account of its political character' 
draft conclusions the draft r<;>soluti~•n sub~itted eb athppoDrteur. had mere~y reproduced in hi~ 

Y e raftmg Committee. 
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· ~· NA~OLNY (G~rmany) asked that, as he had not taken part in the previous discussions 
on this subJect, ~e might be allowed to state the attitude of the Gt:-rman dt'lo>gation. As rt:-gards 
the use of cheffilcal and incendiary weapons as rt:-prisaJs against StatE's which had already had 
~ecourse to them, t~e German delegation had made its attitude clear from the very first ; 
!t had .pronounced m. favour of as complete prohibition as possible of the use of chemical, 
Incendiary and bacte~~ weaJ?OnS. It considered that the use of such weapons was inadmissi~le, 
even by way .of retaliatio":• smce to allow the right of retaliation was tantamount to allowmg 
also pr~p~rahons for ch~mical warfare, which would make prohibition illusory. The Permanent 
CommiSSion would requ1re some time to establish that such weapons had been used; retaliation, 
~ov:rever, would have to be rapid, and this need for rapidity would make preparations 
md1spensable. 

An attempt was being made at present to humanise warfare, and it was for that reason 
that the German delegation considered that the employment of such prohibited weapons 
~hould not be count.enanced, even by way of retaliation. Retaliation had been prohibited 
m the ca~e of bac~enal weapons ; incendiary and chtmical weapons should be treated on the 
same bas1s. In th1s connection, M. Nadolny recalled that the international provisions rdating 

. to the respect. of t~e Red Cross, the treatment of prisoners, etc., did not allow for rt'prisals in 
!he ca~ of VIolation .. He wondered, in any case, whether it was indispensable to settle 
Imme.diate!y the .question of the .penalties to be applied to the State which hnd recourse to 
chem~cal, mc~nd1.ary and bactenal weapons. The penalties contemplated were not, in fact, 
peculiar to th1s kmd of warfare. They were equally applicable to othl'r methods of war, such 
as aerial bombardment and floating mines. 

It was desired to make prohibition effective, but there were other ml'ans to that t'lld of 
which advantage should be taken bl'fore contemplating retaliation. The Gt'rman dt•II'E(atiun, 
therefore, was of opinion that it would be preferable to refrain, for the time being, from dealing 
with the question of penalties especially applicable in the case of recourse to chemicnl, 
incendiary and bacterial weapons, and to devote a single chapter to dealing with nil the pt•nultit·s 
provided for in the event of violation of the provisions of the Disarmament Convention. 

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands), Rapporteur, defined the connection between the conclusions 
actually under discussion and the general question of penaltie!l. This connection wu manifest 
in the case of Chapter V, point (2), which refl'rred to consultations between third Statel to 
determine what joint steps should be taken and to decide on the joint punitive action of every 
description to be taken; but in the case of points (I) and (3), which related to medical assistance, 
to the withholding of supplies, to reprisals in the form of identical retaliation, the provisionH 
in question were peculiar to chemical, incendiary and bacterial warfare, and such penaltit'8 
should, in his opinion, be discussed in close relation with the provisions relating to the use of 
chemical, incendiary and bacterial weapons, rather than as a ~pedal ca!ll' of penalties in general. 
Point (2) was the onJy one on which discussion could be postponed until the general di!ICus~ion 
on penalties. 

l\1. STEIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) supported M. Nadolny's proposal to 
postpone the discussion of Chapter V until the General Commission dealt with the question 
of penalties in general. Chapter V bore upon a number of highly seriou!l poinh. To judge by 
the date on the document in which it was embodied, moreover, its text had not been 
available until a few days previously. l'tl. Stein considered it desirable that his Government 
should be able to examine it at its leisure. In the near future, the Conference would be required 
to open a general discussion on the questions of penalties and mutual assistance in the event 
of violation of the provisions of the Convention ; the delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics thought it wiser to postpone until then the discussion on the question of penaltie~ 
specially applicable to the use of chemical, incendiary. and bacterial weapons and to treat it 
as a special case under the general chapter on penalhes. 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) reminded his colleague& that the General 
Commission's resolution of July 23rd, 1932, contained two references to chemical warfare, 
one under " Conclusions of the First Phase of the Conference ", point 3. 1 which reads as 
follows : 

"Chemical, bacteriological and incendiary warfare shall be r.rohilJited under the 
conditions unanimously recommended by the Special Committee. • 

The second reference was to be found under Part III, dealing with the " Preparation 
of the Second Phase of the Conference", point s. 1 entitled " Violations ", and which reads as 
follows : 

" Rules of international law shall be formulated in connection with the provisions 
relating to the prohibition of the use of chemical, bacteriological and incendiary weapons 
and bombing from the air, and shall be supplemented by special measures dealing with 
infringement of these provisions." 
At the time of the adoption of these resolutions, the method of dealing with this problem 

was by no means clear, and the fundamental question whether the prohibition should be of 
a reciprocal nature or a universaJ renunciation had not yet been reached. In the discussions 
of the Bureau during the second phase of the Conference, it was clear that the conception of 

• See C4nference Documents. Volume I, page z6c). 
1 See <:4nference Documents, Volume I, page 270. 



'd d as one to which a rule of 
the delegations was that the problem should be con~1. e~~e The United States delegation 
international law of universal applicati?n could be app Icaf those which urged most strongly 
not only acquiesced in this understandmg, but was one o 
this method of treatment of the problem: 't d the part of his own delegation-and 

One of the underlying .reasons for th1s ath u e 0~h dele ations as well-was that the 
Mr. Wilson ventured to bcheve on .the. part of many 0 .;:rlifielthe ramifications of this very 
adoption of a rule of universal apphcahon enormous Y s~ If the real abolition of this form of 
complex matter and tended most strongly to acco~p s h f 
warfare through the creation of a wo.rld condemna~!On ~· e~e~h~ States undertook reciprocal 

So long as this problem was envisaged. as one m w t1~ ·tuation had to be investigated 
obligations to abstain from the use of chem.Ical -.yarf~re, ~ Sl visions had to be made as to 
of certain States which would not accept~~~~ ob~Iga~?n, ant Sr~ween States on the one hand 
what should be done in the event of hoshhhes rea mghou. e d rtaken such obligations 
reciprocally bound and States on the other han.d not aymg. un e h as the Bureau wa~ 
With the present conception, such a difficulty d1d no~ anse, 1!la~mu~ . h 1 ld 
Workl.ng on the basis that all the world would accept th1s renunc1aho~ m g

1
o
1
od faiht. ·h t woulf 

· · · d t t f · t ahona aw w IC was se -appear that, on acceptance, it became a recogmse ene 0 m ern t nly had not the 
executing in character, and, in consequence, supplementar:y: measures, no 0 . 
same importance that they would have in the event of a rec.q~rocal arr~ngement, but_P~Ssl~la 
ran the danger of weakening the force of the universal proviSion to wh1ch they were m en e 
to apply. . k f 1 . f 

Mr. Wilson could not escape the conviction that there w~s a ns o ~s~ng a sense. o 
perspective in the present discussion. Important as was the subject of. the abohho~ ?f chemical 
warfare, it was, after all, only one of the many phases of warfare and, mall probab~1ty, not one 
of its most important aspects. Chapter V, with which the Bureau was ~~w dea~mg, b~ought 
to the forefront some of the most important political conceptions and declSlons w1th ';'l'h1ch the 
Disarmament Conference would be called upon to deal. Chapter V pre-supposed ac~1~n alon.g 
the lines of diplomacy, economics and active assis.tanc~, which c?uld hll;rdly fail m the1r 
application to extt·nd the scope of any war to make 1t umversal. Th1s sanction was therefore, 
in its essence, the ultimate sanction which could be applied against any State, no matter what 
international crime that State had committed. The State that violated the Pact of Paris, 
that wantonly had recourse to war, could not run any greater risk than the State which violated 
this one provision of international law. 

Mr. Wilson said that these reflections had led him to the conviction that the problem of 
violations must be studied as a whole and not as applying to any one phase of the Convention in 
course of preparation. Unless and until it was found that the general clauses of the Convention 
were insulllcicnt, it was not the time to examine special measures applicable to any one phase 
of it. 

He rt·alised that the above-mentioned clause in the resolution of July 23rd, 1932, provided 
for the discussion of such violation. Nevertheless, the conception of a number of the delegates 
present .as to the ex ten~ of the sancti?ns to be applied. was so broad as to go far beyond the 
~cld wh1~h had been envisaged~~ the hme of the r~soluhon. This conception was so broad that 
1t. gave ns? to ft!ndam~nta.l pohhcal problems wh1ch must, at some stage of the Conference, be 
dtscusscd m the1r apphcatton to the whole problem of disarmament. What the United States 
Government cou.ld do on these broad political questions remained to be seen. Mr. Wilson felt 
tl~at he had n? n~ht to ask his Government to consider questions of such magnitude in dealing 
w1th .one ~arhcul:tr phase of the problem. Indeed, .to attei!lpt any such isolated consideration 
of matte1s of tins Importance would, he feared, Jeopardise the future consideration of the 
problem as a whole. 
. In rep!~. t.o Ill. l~utgr~s· st_atcme1_1t that point (1(b)) of Chapter V introduced no new factor 
m_to ~h.e _qmst.wn .of chenucal, mcend.tar.y or bactenal warfare, Mr. Wilson pointed out that by 
p10lubthng neutral States from contmumg to supply raw mater1'als d t d 1· • f 1 · 1 · d · . , pro uc s an a pp 1ances 
ne~cssa.ry ?.r c tem1ca , mccn mry and bactenal warfare to the offendin State oint (I (b)) 
ra1scd m cttect the much broader question of the position of cou t · g t ' pb f th 
League of Nations. n nes no mem ers o e 

Ill. IIIASSIGLI (France) remarked that the representat' f G · 
Soviet Socialist l~epublics had asked for the discussion of Ches ~ vrm~ny and the Umon of 
statement just made by lllr. Wilson proved that even am afh erd to .e postp?ned, but the 
for the resolution ~f july 23rd, 1932, there w;re some :hg e elegah?ns wh1ch had voted 
postpom•ment. Thts rrsolution seemed to have ratifi d th 0 now were m favour of such a 
General Commission on one point-name! that ·h ~ e agreement of the members of the 
case of a breach of the Convention it wo~id be ~" a ever .the steps t? be taken in the general 
the prohibition to use chemical i~cendiary and e~esstr.y, m the spec1al case of a violation of 
for special measures. Moreover' this wo;d .. spe . ~~. enal weapons, to make provision also 
itself. ' cm appeared in the text of the resolution 

It had been argued that the sanctions to be taken · h 
~eneral in character. It was said that a rule of internatiomJ 1 e c~se of chemical warfare were 
1t w?uld not be. ~ossible to discuss the special sanctions tn aw ad .been formulated, and that 
p~rhcular provisions of the Convention until the proble 0 b~ taken m th~ case of breaches of 
~tsarm.ament Convention had been fully studied Su ~ r~~ed by poss1ble breaches of the 
discussion of method ; as regards the substance. of t~ a Iscussion was, in reality, only a 

e matter, the problem of the special 
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sanctions to be taken in the case of breaches of the provisions of the Convention in regard to 
chemical warfare would undoubtedly arise. 

Mr. Wilson had said that there had been too great a tendency to be unduly haunted by 
the problem of chemical warfare, which in Mr. Wilson's view, was only one of the forms of 
war and not one of the most important. M. Massigli could only agree with that view; but 
would chemical war in the future be the same as it had been in the past ? There was every· 
reason to believe that it would not. It was possible that, in certain parts of the world, the 
problem of chemical warfare was of no special gravity; that did not an any way mean that, 
m Europe, a toxic-gas attack might have decisive effects on the country attacked. Such a 
possibility existed, and that fact was sufficient to necessitate a special con~ideration of the 
matter on the part of the Conference. 

Mr. Wilson had also said that point (1) of Chapter V raised questions of a general character, 
especially the question of the forms of pressure to be exercised in relation to the State employing 
chemical, incendiary or bacterial weapons, as well as the question of the measures of assistance 
for the victimised State, and that these were questions which went beyond the scope of chtmical, 
incendiary or bacterial warfare. Undoubtedly, there was a certain amount of truth in that 
observation, but it was also true that, in the special case of chemical, incendiary and bacterial 
warfare, the question of the measures contemplated to bring pres!lnre to bear on the guilty 
State assumed different aspects in different countries, and, for that reason, should be studied 
separately. . 

. Point (2), as drafted, appeared toM. :Massigli to be clearly inadt·quate. Moreover, in view 
of 1ts general character, Chapter V was perhaps not the right place for it. 

Point (3), on the other hand, raised a problem of extreme importance. l"lui principle of 
retaliation was not entirely condemned in international law. He hastentd to add that he 
personally was not in favour of reprisals, but on condition that p,rovisions should be drawn up 
to ensure that prohibition would be respected. Point (3) said that 'the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission shall decide . • • • whether chemical and incendiary weapons may be 
employed • • • ", Either that provision was a piece of trickery or it meant that action might 
be taken against the offending State in other ways than by retaliation. Facts must be fuced. 
In Europe, in present circumstances, chemical warfare was the typical form of aggressive 
war .. In conjunction with attack from the air it was capable of reducing a State displaying 
good faith to a position of helpless inferiority, unless it received the aid of other States. Wa!l 
it proposed merely to guard against this risk by the vague threat of consultations, or was it 
proposed to adopt a system of penalties which, by its vigour and the rapidity with which 
it could be put into action, would discourage in advance any recourse to chemical, incendiary 
or bacterial warfare ? 

If the majority of the members of the Bureau considered that the question of penalties, 
for which Chapter V provided, should be referred to the General Commis~ion for discus~ion at 
the same time as the general consequences of breaches of the Disarmament Convention, he was 
prepared to bow to its decision ; but he was bound to say that, in that case, a general discussion 
of the question would not be sufficient. The problem, if adjourned, would still call for solution. 
It was a special problem, as the General Commission bad itself declared in its resolution of 
July 23rd, 1932, and as, moreover.- the Bureau itself had recognised: for what was the U!le 
of admitting that, in the case of the use of chemical, incendiary or bacterial weapons, the 
establishment of the fact was of special value unless it was therebr recogni:~Cd that the use of 
these prohibited weapons called for immediate repressive action 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) welcomed M. l\lassigli's action in drawing the Bureau's 
attention to the terms of the resolution of July :ZJrd, 1932, and to the importance attached 
to the action to be taken in the event of recourse to chemical, incendiary or bacterial warfare. 
No one proposed to question the interpretation of the sentence of the re50lution to which 
M. Mass1gli had referred. The only question which arose was whether it was desirable to 
discuss the question of penalties in the case of recourse to chemical, incendiary or bacterial 
warfare separately and at once, or in conjunction with the question of penalties in general. 

He would have thought it easier to take a decision with regard to the special penalties in 
the case of recourse to these prohibited weapons when the Conference came to di!!Cuss the 
action to be taken in the much more serious case of recourse to war. The United Kingdom 
delegation took the view that the special action contemplated in the resolution of July 23rd, 
1932, could not usefully be discussed at present, and agreed accordingly with the view of the 
delegates of the United States of America and the Soviet Union. 

In regard to the right of retaliation in the event of recourse to chemical warfare, on which 
M. Massigli bad commented in striking terms, he would remind the Bureau of the discussion 
which had taken place previously on a similar subject, when it was contended that all States 
should undertake to renounce the right of retaliation, as otherwise there would be a risk of the 
continuance of preparations for a form of warfare which was specially prohibited. Since that 
time, the Bureau had had before it the report of the experts, which showed that, in the case of 
industrial States, chemical warfare did not call for any preparations. It was therefore quite 
intelligible that the former proposal should have been amended in certain respects, and that 
it was now proposed to allow the adoptiop of retaliation in kind on the decision by a majority 
vote of the Permanent Commission. 

He was not, however, satisfied with the proposal in its present form. It might well be 
asked how much time would be required for a procedure which involved the establishment of 
the use of chemical, incendiary or bacterial weapons followed by the adoption, by a majority 
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h'bition to all countries would 

vote of a resolution by the Commissi?n. Extensiont~~tt~~f~~uintry which was s~bjected to 
ther~fore have to he considered, ~nd .It also mea!lt ·on until the Commission !o which_ th~ case 
a gas attack must wait to exercise Its. r~ght o~retah~t~hat/lacing the country m q~e~.ho~ ~~a~ 
was referred reached a majority dec~swn.. as no fesse he agreed with M. Massig I. e a 
extremely difficult position ? On this ~mnt, he con ffects of chemical warfare, and he saw _no 
himself had occasion in the pa?t to witness the :a ed in the future, it would be waged With 
reason to suppose that, if chemical warfare w~e tt:ck would be even more sudden and more 
an more gentle methods. On the contrary, t e a ntr when attacked by such methods, 
teiriLle than in the past. Was it possible to expect ah~ou w/~ountry in the past was ~laced in 
to for<'"O its right of reprisals ? He had seen how . IS .0ts ri'ght of reprisals ; and he rmght add 

. r> · • • • . 'II for it not to exerc1se I a positiOn where It was 1mposs1 J .e . 
0 

that ri ht in the future. . . 
that it would Le equally impossible for 1t to foregk bf ation which it could not possibly 

It was not rossible to ask a State to underta e ant 0 Ighich was the victim of chemical, 
in practic~ fulfi . Was not the very fact t~a1t t tcodn /y dttself the best means to dissuade 
incendiary or bacterial. attack would be enht e? ft :a:nessential in considering this question 
the assailant from rna~lllf{ use of such weapo~bl d ot to ask more of human nature than 
to remain within the hmits of what was possi e an 1 ·\ when subjected to chemical attack, 
human nature could bear. Th~re was no cou~t~y 'Yt uc.g,ht of reprisals. Public opinion would 
would agree to wait f~r ~utl.wnty before exerc1smg I s n 
not accC'pt such a hrnitahon. 

k d th t since the resolution of July 23rd, 
~· Hu!GEI!S (~etherlands), !{~pp~rteur, ~e~:~e ~ure:u· to formulate rules of international 

1932, m which the Gen<'ral CommissiOn mstrul e . shown by M Pilotti's report of 
law, the qu<·slion had been studied on sever~ o~~~I:::::te~s r:t~d December. 13th, 1932. The 
Octohl'r 25th, 1932, and that of the Special 1 ment to the discussion. It contained 
docunwnt at pn·sent before the Bureau added no ne~ e e. t ·n that submitted by M 
nothing which was not already in the Special Committe~ s ~e~o~ ~r :enty of time to examin~ 
l'ilolti. It would appear, therefore, that the Governmen s a a P 
the suggestions which it contained. . h . 't d th B au to lay down rules 

The resolution of July 2Jrd, 1932, whic mv.I e . e. ure . k 
of int<•rnational law, had not been the subject of pubhc discusdsio!l• a~d t'"I'\ht ~e tauft l:~e~ 
t Jical case of what harpenrlcd when texts were accepte m ~s e,. ~avmg 
th~ discussion of the way m which they were to be .int.erprete~. In h1~ opmwn, the rules of 
international law in question w<·re not recognised pnnciples of mternahonallaw, but rules of 
conventional jurisprudence, and he thought it was going too far to say !h~t these. rules sh_ould 
he obligatory in themselves. It was, of course, a fact that the n:taJonty ~f m.ternahonal 
ohli~ations were without prnalties; but, in t.he present case, .he did not thmk It coul? .be 
admith•d that the obligations in question were m themselves obligatory, and that the add1hon 
of pt•naltit>s could thcn•fore be regarded as superfluous. . 

All the nwmbPrs of the Bureau seemed prepared to ask for the adjournment of the 
discussion of point (2), which could be considered simu!taneously with the q~estion of gen~ral 
pt•naltit•s. Points (I) and (3), on the ~ther hand, were, 1~ not measu~es exclusively app~opnate 
to clwmical warfare, at all !'Vl'nts special measures applymg to that kmd of warfare, particularly 
in the form in which th<'y were presented in Chapter V. On that su~ject, M. Rutgers thought 
it nsdul to recall the example of Roman law. If law had progressed, 1t was because the prcetor 
ust•d to sdtle questions submittl'd to him without reference to legal doctrine. He had thought 
that An~lo-Saxon law proceeded by a similar method and that each case had to be considered 
on its merits. lie was then•fore surprised at the opposition to the proposal to discuss at once 
the question of granting scit•ntific, medical and technical assistance to a State victim of an 
attack by chemical, incendiary or bacterial weapons. In his opinion, there was no advantage 
in discussing those qtw~tions under general penalties; even the penalty involved in cutting 
off supplies from a guilty State might be dealt with at the same time as the penalties to be 
employed in the ewnt of the use of chemical, incendiary or bacterial weapons, without prejudice 
to tht• qtwstions connected therewith, on which each could reserve his opinion. 

Mr. Wilson had said that he could not possibly submit to his Government the question 
of pt•naltirs in the special form it assumed in Chapter V of the document under discussion, 
and that he was not prrpared to considt•r that question except in the broad sense of the term 
"pPnaltit•s". The dl'lt•gatt• of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics too had stated tha the wished 
his Gowrnnwnt to be allowt•d time to study the dossier. In that case the discussion of this 
important qt~t•stion would have to be adjourned. If the Bureau co~sidered that decision 
ine\'itable, 111. ~~utgt•rs wo.uld acct•pt it, but would n?ne the less deplore it. 

The qut•stlon of n•pnsals was an extremt>ly senous one. On that subject very divergent 
opinions hat! aln•ady bt•en E'xpressed-in t~e first place, those in favour of the ;bsolute prohibi
tu~n ?f H'pnsals. and, st>contlly,. those wh_ICh w?u~d allow of the unlimited application of the 
pnnCiplt• of rqlflsals. The Sp~·c~a! Comnntt.eE', m.1ts report •. stated that it could not accept the 
p~oposal for the ;~bsolu tc prohibitiOn of repnsals; 1t was <?f op~nion that prohibition would merely 
give a false s~·ctmty, bt•cause the Go~·ernments would mev1tably be led, would inevitably be 
forc<'d by .t~e1r pt•ople to ~e~ort. to rt'pnsals on account of the particularly disastrous, and in some 
cas('s deCisive, u~ect ~·Juc~ nught be produced by the use of chemical and incendiary weapons. 

A~ rt-g?rds Im·estigahons, the Bu~eau had already .given its general support to the Special 
Comnuttee. s. proposal. . l\1.. Rutgers h1mself wa~ of opmion that if a formal investigation by 
the _authontll's set ~tp m VIrtue of the ~?nvenhon w~re to be of any use, its value certainly 
lay Ill the fact that It must be the condition for allowmg reprisals in any given case. 
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Mr. Eden had pointed out the difficulties which might be caused on account of the time 
required for the establishment of the facts. It could truly be said that if the Bureau had taken 
u_p the study of this question, it would certainly have been led to considt·r the limitation of the 
time to be allowed. M. Rutgers recognised that, in the matter of reprisals against the use of 
chemical or incendiary weapons, speed was an essential factor, not only to enable the reprisals 
t~ be effective, but actually to enable the facts to be established, because the traces might 
d1sappear very quickly. The procedure of investigation must thl'nfore be so regulated that it 
could be carried out with the greatest ~ible speed. 

There w~s, however, one danger m allowing reprisals without a previous inVt'stigation. 
C~ses had a~1sen, and might arise again, in which a unilateral inwstigation gave rise to a 
m1staken behef that the enemy had made use of chemical weapons. Soldiers might, for example, 
have been asphyxiated through the mere conflagration of gases in an explosion. If, therefore, 
a unilateral investigation were to be sufficient to allow of rrprisnls, thcre would be a risk 
that each party might resort to them immediatcly. 

Lastly, as M. Massigli had pointed out, the extremely grave nature of chcmical warfare 
must be borne in mind. The use by a State of the chemical weapon would certainly have an 
enormous moral effect throughout the world and might be upected to produce a strong 
reaction, a reaction which might be felt even in the State using the prohibited arm and might 
bring about a change of Government there. Other States, moreover, would probably hasten 
to require the guilty State, not only to promise not to resort again to that kind of warfare, 
but also to give pledges ensuring that that promise would be kt'pt. Lastly, it might be expected 
that every effort would be made by third States to bring about the cessation of that kind of 
warfare, and to take measures of conciliation, and in certain cases immediate rt•prisuls would 
be not merely useless but even harmful. 

The Special Committee was not of opinion that reprisals should be absolutelyfrohibited, 
but it thought that they must be made subject to a preliminary establishment o the fach. 
That solution would seem to be a compromise between absolutely prohibiting rrprisnls and 
unreservedly allowing them. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece) felt bound to confirm the Rapporteur'• remark that the conclusion!! 
he had submitted contained nothing in the nature of an improvisation and gave un account 
of the whole question, for the evolution of the matter was most instructive. Aftt·r having 
been studied by the Special Committee, a first report on it had been submittrll br M. Pilottl, • 
the conclusions of which, and, in particular, Section 4, relating to penalties nn( the riKht of 
retaliation, had been the subject of a long discussion, as a result of which a Sub-Committee 
had been formed, with M. Politis as Chairman, to draft texts taking the discus~ion into account. 
The new text had been the subject of a verbal report on November uth, 1932, by the Chairman 
of the Sub-Committee. 1 M. Politis had then been surprised to find that the unanimity which 
had been displayed in the Special Committee no longer existed, and that reservations of nil 
kinds were submitted bf the representatives of certain Governments on that Committee, 
including the delegate o the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, who atated that he must 
refer the matter to his Government. The Chairman then adjourned the discussion until a 
fresh enquiry had been carried out by the experts. 

The Technical Committee was again convened by M. Pilotti, and the outcome of ita 
investigations was the report submitted by M. Rutgers. In the text he was now submitting 
to the Bureau, M. Rutgers had narrowed down the problem, as would be !leen from a compari!lon 
of the text submitted on November uth, 1932, and the draft conclusions now before the 
Bureau. In point of fact, a retrograde step had been taken, and yet agreement upon the new 
proposals now seemed more difficult than ever. In November 193::1, the whole problem had 
been concentrated on the point whether or not it was intended to recognise the riKht of 
retaliation, and all the delegations admitted that the recognition of that right must involve an 
increase in the severity of sanctions. At the present meeting, the whole question had been 
raised anew and the Bureau indeed no longer seemed inclined to accept the prohibition of the 
right of ret~liation. In these circumstances, it was very difficult to arrive at a conclu!lion. 
It had been proposed that the question should be examined after the General. Commission 
had given an opinion on the ge~r~l problem ~f penalties. But w~ether or not 1t ~as ~ound 
desirable to postpone the exammat1on of deta1ls, there was one pomt to be borne m mmd
namely that whatever system of penalties might be decided upon, a llpecial system must 
be cont;mplated for the use of chem!cal, incendiary and bacterial weapons. To reach ~greement 
on that point at the present meetmg would really be a step forward ; the question of the 
special treatment to be given to the prohibition to have recourse to cht'mical, incendiary 
and bacterial weapons would be solved. 

M. MELI DI SoRAGNA (Italy) stated that the Italian delegation shared M. Massigli's view. 
As regards point (3) of Chapter V, he fully recognised the force of the arguments advanced 
by Mr. Eden ; the prohibition of rec~urse to. re~ until the Permanent Commission had 
given an opinion would probably be VJolated m prac~1ce, ~ause_ the country attacked would 
hardly be disposed to wait and would prefer to defend 1tseU unmediately. M. Rutgers' argument 
was equally striking, and M. Meli di Soragna was of opinion that, for the moment, it would 

1 Document Coaf.D.142. 
• See page 78. 
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be difficult to replace the Rapporteur's text by any other. He personally thought that t~e 
question of reprisals was ot only secondary importa~ce. ~enaltles constituted the ~ssenb~l 
point, and the Italian delegation thought those provided m Ch~pter V much too m~d. as It 
considered that an aggressor could only be dissua~ed from havmg recourse to chemical and 
incendiary weapons by the threat of terrible penalties. . . . . 

The Italian delegate was of opinion that the questl~n. was nl?t yet npe for discussiOn by 
the Bureau, in view of the complete divergencies of op1mon wh.Ich had b~en revealed. He 
therefore thought it preferable for the matter to be adjour~ed until the meetmg of the Gene!al 
Commission, which could take up the discussion in the hght of the fresh arguments which 
would arise as the work of the Conference proceeded. 

M. STEIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) agreed with M. Polit~s that the. reservations 
made in November 1932, when the Special Committee's report was discussed, mc_luded one 
by the delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. That, however, :-vas m no way 
inconsistent with what M. Stein himself had said. In November, the only Issue had been 
the actual principle of penalties ; texts had now been submitted defining them, and accordingly 
M. Stein thought it better to postpone the discussion of the subject until the General 
Commission took up the general problem of penalties. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) desired to remove any misunderstanding as to the attitude 
of the British delegation. In reply to M. Politis' reference to the delegations which, after 
having accepted the Sub-Committee's text, had disapproved of it at the meeting of the Bureau, 
he wished to/oint out that on the Drafting Committee he had reserved his Government's 
view. He ha since consulted it, and had had in consequence to adopt his present attitude. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the Bureau might agree upon the following draft resolution 
which, ~y adjourning the discussion of Chapter V, left the question of penalties open, whil~ 
advocating the adoption of special measures for chemical, incendiary and bacterial warfare. 

. ".The Bureau a~r.e~s to the principle of. special measures being taken in case of a 
Vlol~~Ion of t.he prohibition of the use of chemical, incendiary and bacterial weapons. 

It dec1des to elab<;>rate the relevant articles. wit~ regard to such special measures 
after .the general penalties for the case of the vwlahon of the Convention have been 
exammed by the Conference. " 

The draft resolution was adopted. 

No observations. 
Chapter VI. - Organisation. 

. The CHAIRMAN prop~sed that the texts approved by the Bureau should, in accordance 
With the procedure .prevwusly followed, be referred to a Drafting Committee which would 
meet under th~ chairmanship of M. Politis and would comprise the delegates of the United 
States of Amenca, France and Germany, and the Rapporteur. 

The proposal was adopted. 

M: ~ASSIGLI (France) desired it to be clearly understood that th B d th G 1 
CommiSSion would not be asked to discuss the articles drawn e ureau a!l e e~era 
until the question of special penalties for che · a1 . di up by the praftmg Committee 
settled. mJc • mcen ary and bactenal warfare had been 

Agreed. 

52. PROGRAMME OF WORK PROPOSED BY THE UNITED KING 
TO EMBODYING IN A CONVENTION THE PROPOS DOM DELEGATION WITH A VIEW 

ALS ALREADY MADE BY VARIOUS DELEGATIONS. 

The CHAIRM;AN observed that the United Kin do del · . · 
proposals regarding disarmament (document C fD m ) egabon had submitted a senes of 
nearly all the problems which the Conference h 0~ ·t ·154 · Those proposals touched upon 
particularly concerned the Bureau, which woul~ ta;:en ;P· .. Some of t~em, however, more 
subsequently announce the procedure to be followed . a ect~o.n regardmg them and would 
that the United Kingdom proposals would be discuss~ e~~mmmg the~. I.t was understood 
Plan. e a er the exammatwn of the French 
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THIRTY -SEVENTH MEETING (PUBLIC) 

Held 011 Tuesday, January 31st, 1933, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman 1\fr. HENDERSO~. 

53· SUPERVISION: IMMUNITIES: LIST OF QUESTIOSS SUBMITTED BY THE DRAFTING 
COMMITTEE WITH A VIEW TO THE ESTABLISHMEST OF A FORMULA : GENERAL DISCUSSION. 

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the note prepared by M. Politis, Chairman of the 
Drafting Committee, and l\1. Bourquin, Rapporteur, con taming a list of certain points on which 
the Bureau should come to a decision in order to enable the Drafting Commit!t•e to draft n 
formula : I 

" (1) Should it be recognised that the nationals of a Hi.gh Contracting Party und, 
in general, persons resident in its territory have the right to divulge any breaches by that 
Power of the obligations assumed by it in virtue of the Disarmament Convention ? 

" (2) Should this right be recognised as belonging to all persons without distinction ? 
What, for example, would be t~e position of officials ? 

" (3) Should distinctions be drawn according to the n~tlhods by which the information 
is divulged ? 

" Should a distinction be drawn, for example, in this connection between : 
" (a) The divulging of information to the Permanent Commission itself; 
" (b) · The divulging of information in writings or speeches; 
" (c) The divulging of information to a foreign Government ? 

" (4) It is not in any case desirable to ensure full freedom of ex pression for pt,rsons 
who may be requested, either by the Permanent Commission itself or by its representntivt•s 
in the case of an enquiry, to furnish information ? 

" (5) Should any distinctions be drawn on the basis of the good faith of the person 
divulging information ? 

" If so, how is his good faith to be established, and on whom will the onus of proof 
rest ? 

" (6) In the case contemplated under (4), it would seem that the information supplied 
/ to the Commission or its representatives might be regarded as in the nature of ev1dencc 

in a court of law. This would enable the question raised under (5) to be settled by stating 
that the • witness' has complete freedom except in the case of ' perjury', the onus of 
proof resting upon the State which alleges perjury with a view to prosecution. 

" (7) With regard to the other cases, can the criterion of ' good faith ' be found 
in the correctness of the information divulged ? If so, is there to be a presumption of good 
faith which could only be overthrown by evidence of the incorrectness of the information 
given? 

" (8) Irrespective of the extent of the right to divulge information, by what means 
is it to be protected ? More particularly, will immunity in respect of criminal proceedings 
only suffice, or is it necessary to go further and assure immunity from other forms of 
punishment (disciplinary action, etc.) ? 

" (9) Must the Permanent Disarmament Commission be recognised to have the 
right of withdrawing immunity ? If so, in what cases ? " 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Chairman of the Drafting Committee, remi.nded the Bureau th_at, 
as it had proved impossible to reach. agreemen~ on the _rules to be la1d down, 1 the qu_eshon 
had again been referred to the Draftmg ~omm1ttee, wh1ch had once more noted t_hat 1t was 
impossible to draft a formula unl~ the 1deas we_re more clt:arly defined. ~e object of the 
questionnaire under discussion, wh1c~ was !is d~tailed as poss1ble, wa~ to obt~1~ the n~cessary 
explanations. If, as a result of ~he discuss_10n, It was dec1ded to !etam certam 1deas! Jt would 
be relatively easy for the Draftmg Comm1ttee to express them m a legal form, wh1ch would 
then be submitted to the Bureau. 

• Document Couf.D.fBureau 42. 
I See Minntt'!l of the thirty-third meeting. 
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~1. MELI DI SoRAGNA (Italy) said that, having carefully examined the do_cument submitted 
by the Drafting Committee, the I.talia!l delegat!on had com~ to the concluston that the whole 
significance of the document was m thts first pomt, from whtch all t~e others followed. Never
theless, the Italian delegation did hot understand clearly what queshon was put to the Bureau. 
Paragraph 8 of Chapter III of M. Bourquin's second report on supervision 1 read as follows : 

" Subject to an agreement as to the legal details involv~d in the application of s~ch 
a principle, the Bureau has declared in favour of immumty for persons denouncmg 
violations of the Disarmament Convention from all repressive measures." 

The Bureau had therefore already replied in the affirmative to this question. The above 
passage showed that the members of the ~ureau were in favour of !mmun~ty, vro~ided tbe 
necessary formula could be found in pracbce-that was to say, provtded thts prtnctple _cou1d 
be reconciled with the legislation of the different countries. If it could, the reply was m !he 
affirmative ; if not, it was in the negative. The question having been referred to the Draftmg 
Committee composed of highly qualified jurists, however, they had replied that they were 
unable to give the principle a practical form. How then could the Bureau do so ? P~rs~mally, 
the Italian delegate was not competent to make any reply other than that of the )Urtsts, or 
to go further than what his colleague on the Italian delegation, M: Rosso, had said on a previous 
occasion. · 

M. BouRQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, stated that the Bureau had, in fact, already replied 
to the first question. The decision taken by the Bureau on November 15th, 1932, 1 and 
embodied in document Conf.D.qB, amounted to an acceptance of the principle of immunity, 
subject to certain reservations, or rather to the condition mentioned at the beginning : 
" Subject to an agreement , . , " In other words, the Bureau, while accepting the principle 
of immunity, had realised that it was impossible in practice to apply it radically and absolutely. 

From the practical standpoint, the real problem at the moment no longer concerned the 
principle itself, but the reservations and limitations to be provided. That was just the object 
of the list of questions before the Bureau. In examining the problem, the members of the 
Drafting Committee had noted that the limitations to be attached to the principle could be 
considered from different points of view. This questionnaire was perhaps incomplete : that 
would emerge from the discussion. In any event, the Drafting Committee thought that three 
criteria should be applied : 

(I) Should not distinctions be drawn between the persons divulging a breach ? 

(2) Should not distinctions be drawn according to the method employed in divulging 
the information ? The questionnaire mentioned, simply by way of example, the three 
following methods : 

(a) The divulging of information to the Permanent Commission itself; 
(b) The divulging of information in writings or speeches; 
(c) The divulging of information to a foreign Government. 

(3) The question of good faith. During the Bureau's discussions, delegations had 
frequently pointed out that it was desirable to draw a distinction according as the person 
divulging the information was or was not reliable. 

The questionnaire had been prepared on the basis of the above three factors. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) thought the observations of the Italian delegate and the 
Rapporteur were absolutely contradictory. The Italian delegate, if he was not mistaken 
had said that the Bur.e~u ha~ replied in .the affir.mative ~o !he fir~t question, provided mean~ 
were found of re~o~c1lmg th1s g.eneral, mternahonal pnnctple w1th the national legislations, 
but ~hat, as the )Unsts had rephed that agreeme!'t on this matter was impossibre, the reply 
w~s m the negahve. The Rapporteur, however, 1f M. de Madariaga had understood rightly 
sa1d tha~ th.e Bureau ha~ r~plied in the affi.rmative, subject to the legal details involved i~ 
the apphcahon of the pnnc1ple. These deta1ls must therefore be considered and the original 
affir~ative reply should hold goo~, even if it were more or less attenuated 'by the details in 
queshon. To s~m .up, t~e Spam.sh delegate a~ke~ whether the Bureau was considering a. 
document enabh~g 1t to gwe deta1ls of the apphcahon of an affirmative reply or a document 
to cloak a negahve reply . 

. ~1. KON.ZL-jiZ~RSKY (Czechoslovakia) said that, as the Bureau had already approved the 
pnnc1,Ple of 1.mm~mty on. November 15~h, .1932, it seemed to him that there 1 to the first 
queshon, whtch s1mply la1d down the pnnc1ple, should certainly be in the affirr!:a~ive. 

I Document Conf.D.148. 
1 See Minutn of the twenty-eighth meeting. 
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M~. EDEN (United King,dom) greatly admired the ingenuity of the members of the Drafting 
Co~mtttee who had prepared the questionnaire. They had brought down to the levd of 
reahty _the so~ewha~ Idealistic hopes that seemed to be springing up. It was to be presumed 
that this new dtSCUSSIOn would lead to the same results as before. The t'nited Kingdom delegate 
was not unduly alarmed at this prospect, for the question was one to be st>ttlt•d last, just 
before the en~ .of the C~nference-that was to say, when the colour of the binding of the 
volume contammg the Disarmament Convention was considered . 

. It seemed to the .United Kingdom delegate that, for the moment, the solution most 
sahs_fac:tory to th_e vanous. delegations would be to submit the qut•stions and obst'r\"ations to 
the Junsts of the1r respective Governments, in order to ascertain their views on the matter. 
The Bureau could wait a month or two, and in the meantime the examination of the suggt>stions 
rna~ would perhaps solve the difficulties. There were many difficultie!\. The Italian ddt•gate 
cons~dered that ~he first qu~stion was the most important. The Rapporteur had drawn 
particular attention to questions 5 and 7. dealing with ~ood faith. Question 7. however, wns 
as follows : " •.• can the criterion of 'good faith be found in the co"tfl"tss of the 
informatio~ divu!ge~ ? " Th~ reply was obviously" No", for, acting in complete goml faith, 
a person m1ght _g1v~ mforma~10n which proved to be incorrect, while well founded information 
m1ght be su.rpl~ed m ~ad fa1th. From the practical point of view, it would be vt•ry dillicult 
to find .a cntenon wh1ch the ad~ini~trative and judicial authorities could apply. Howevt>r, 
good. fa~th was a ~ecessary cond1hon 1f Governments were to subscribe to tht·se arrangements. 
The junsts had sa1d that they had been unable to embody the principle in a tlt·finite provision. 

It seemed, therefore, that the best solution would be to refer the matter to the Governmrnh, 
who would consider the problem in the light of the observations submitted. In the meantime, 
the delegations might get into closer touch with the Rapporteur with a vit>w to drawing up 
a more precise form of words. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) said he had already had occasion to express his anxiety as to the 
tendency shown by certain delegations to postpone embarrassing qut>stions for study later. 
In his opinion, the General Commission's intention in asking the Bureau to sl'ttle a numbt•r 
of delicate problems was in order that, when it resumed its mel'ling~. it mi~:ht have hcfore 
it definite proposals on concrete points. He greatly feared that, if the method now in favour 
were continued, a situation would be created which would be fraught with serious consequences 
for the future work of the Conference. The Bureau had to study certain definite questionM. In 
connection with the problem of chemical warfare, which seemed relatively simple, it had alrcacly 
encountered ,obstacles which were said to be insurmountable. The pre~ent one was a similar 
case. M. Massigli did not think the question was as secondary u Mr. Eden had stated. If it 
were proposed to wait before settling it until the time had come to decide on the colour of the 
binding of the Convention, he was afraid that the binding would not contain much. 

This question, in reality, went to the root of the problem of suprrvision: and if no solution 
were found for it there would be a serious defect in the Convention. He realised the dillicultio·s 
involved, and understood that some delegations found themselves in difftculties when faced 
with such a subtle questionnaire. They were asked to reply" Yes" or" No" to extremely 
serious questions involving State problems of the highest importance. But if the dcJcogation!l 
merely transmitted this document to their Governments with a recommendation that it should 
receive attention, there was a danger that the results in two months' time would be disappoint· 
ing; he thought he perceived a sign of this in the Italian delegate's remarks. Each Government 
would examine the problem in the light of its domestic legislation and legal practice ; it would 
reply that one or another of the proposed. provisions was not i!' conformity witt~ t~1at 
legislation ; it would not make the effort, wh1ch the Bureau was obhged to make, of v1ewmg 
the matter from the international plane in order to find an equitable and hone!lt solution, 
if that solution called for modifications in domestic legislation. In a matter affecting such 
important questions as Press regulations a:nd duties ~f officials, it was at Genev.a that. the 
delegations must try to find a common bas1s; otherwise, an agreement would be Jmpo!lsiLic. 
M. Massigli therefore, would like the delegations at least to compare their ideas, in order to 
find a mea~s of overcoming the present difficulty. He would be very sorry if the di!ltussion 
were closed without going to the root of those difficulties. 

M. LEITMAIER (Austria) though~ that, if the Bureau. ~;>roposed to for_ward t~e quest!~nnaire 
to the Governments, their task m1ght be greatly facl11tated by an 1mmed1ate dec1s1on on 
point 8. The Austrian delegate agre~d with t~e French _deleg~te that the Governments should 
not merely be requested to furnish mformahon on thelf nahonal laws, but that they should 
state whether they were prepared, if necessary, to amend _th?SC laws. It would certainly be 
easier for them to take a decision if they knew that only cnmmallaw, and not the other laws, 
would, if necessary, have to be taken into consideration. 

M. BuERo (Uruguay) said his view was almost identical with that of M. Ma§sigli. A 
solution for this problem .would ~ave to be soug~t from the. intern~tional point of view and 
should not be left to the legislations of the vanous countnes, wh1ch were, moreover, very 
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dissimilar. To act otherwise would be merely to apply national legislation. He therefore 
thought that to refer the question to the Governments in this manner would not be the best 
method. The delegations must work together to find a comm~n solution: . . 

In this connection, he remembered that, when the question was ra1sed m the Bureau m 
December last, all delegations had at first accepted the principle, and it was after certain 
remarks had been made on the question of good faith that special provisions appeared to be 
necessary according to whether ~he information div~lged proved to .be c<;>rrect or not. The 
problem was particularly complicated by the question of the possible mac.curacy of the 
information divulged, and he wondered whether it was not better to leave th1s factor out of 
account for the moment and merely to consider the case of accurate statements ; in other 
words, apart from any presumption of good or bad faith, the only factor to be considered 
would be that of denunciation, which could be verified. He asked the members of the Drafting 
Committee whether the problem would not be greatly simplified by leaving out of account 
any presumption of inaccurate denunciations and any question of good or bad faith. 
-.,._ ---

M. MoRESCO (Netherlands) supported the French delegate's proposal to continue the 
discussion and not to refer the question to the Governments. lf the Bureau adopted the latter 
procedure, it would obviously be taking the line of least resistance, but it would not fulfil 
the task entrusted to it by the General Commission. 

He was perhaps at greater liberty to express his views than the members of the Bureau, 
who were representatives of States; as he only represented the Naval Commission, his 
observations on this matter were of a purely technical character. In this special question, 
however, he thought the representatives of the Governments were on the same footing, since 
it was a question of preparing proposals for submission to the General Commission, where all 
the delegates would be entitled to express views, even contrary to the principle maintained 
in the Bureau by the representatives of the same countries. 

M. Moresco did not despair of finding a reply to all the questions put by the jurists and 
of thus drawing up a " minimum formula" on the degree of immunity which all wished to 
grant, at any rate to persons giving evidence before the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 
It should not be forgotten that the present business was to draw up the chapter on the question 
of supervision-that was to say, the chapter relating to the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission. In order to enable that Commission to fulfil its task, persons giving evidence 
before it should be guaranteed full liberty of speech, in so far as it was compatible with their 
particular position in their own country. From this special point of view, he would be inclined 
to reply in the negative to the question regarding officials. On the other hand, the Bureau's 
reply to the first question was already given in M. Bourquin's second report. 1 He even thought 
that the formula in that document contained the reply to a number of the questions put 
by the jurists. As regards the Austrian delegate's remarks, for instance, M. Moresco would 
be inclined to retain the expression " repressive action " contained in M. Bourquin's report, 
in order to guarantee persons giving evidence before the Disarmament Commission against 
such repressive action in the form of administrative or disciplinary measures. Similarly, as 
regards 1\1· Buero's st~~gestion, the rep!~ w~s t<;> be found_!n the ~ecision of November 15th, 
1932, wh1ch spoke of persons denouncmg mfrmgements . Obv10usly, persons making false 
denunciations could not be regarded as having denounced an infringement. 

If the Bureau kept strictly to questions relating to evidence given before the Permanent 
Commission, without endeavouring to draft a chapter for insertion in the criminal codes 
which would be impossible, a definite result could be reached. ' 

. 1\1. 1\IELI Dl S<;>RAGNA (It!lly) wished to mak~ clear t~e P<;>sition of the Italian delegation 
m re.spect of the mterprctahon of the passage m queshon m M. Bourquin's second report. 
In Vl~W of some of t~e remarks m3:de by M. ~loresco, he would like to avoid any misunder
stand~ng on the subject. The ltahan delegahon had declared itself in favour of immunitr 
"subject to an agreement ~n the legal details involved in the application of such a principle • . 
1\1. 1\lores~o appeared to .thmk t.hat, a.s regards the ~ubstance of the question, the Bureau had 
d~c.lared m favour of the un.mun~ty of m~ormers. Th1s was n?t the idea of the Italian delegation, 
Y.h1ch h~d only expressed 1ts v1ew subject to the reservation mentioned, which it considered 
as a mam factor .. If no agree!""ent were reach~d on a legal formula, the provision fell to the 
ground.. The ltahan delegation t~erefore pomted out that its accession was not general 
but subJect to the agreement mentioned. ' 

M. NADOL~Y (Ger!""any) said it w~uld no doubt be regrettable to leave a further uestion 
open, but, as th1s question referred precisely t<! supervision, it would not be of great cons;quence, 
smce all ~ere agreed t~~t the~e were more Important questions to be settled first and that 
the qu~stlon of superv1s1on m1ght very well be left to the end. It would f th 
dtscuss1on that it would. be very di~cult, if not impossible, to reach a settleme~ff:~~e ~:::eau~ 
Ther~ were many questions on wh1ch the German delegation was unabl t · · 
He h1mself was a lawyer ; while he felt unable to go further in these 1:g:l e;J:s~l~~: t~~~~~ 

1 Document Conf.D.t48. 
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members _of the Drafting Committee, he could state that ~I. Buero's suggc>stion did not settle 
the questron and still left open a number of problems which were difficult of solution. 

~1. N~dolny thl'refore entirely agreed with ~lr. Eden's proposal that the present 
queshonnarre, together p.-.rhaps with certain cognate qut•stions, should be examined by the 
lawyers of the various countries. The Bureau could decide wht•tht•r this examination ~hould 
be made here or whether the document should be st•nt to the Govt•rnmt•nts. \\"hat was 
indispensable was that the document should be thoroughly examitlt'd by the national jurists. 
The French delegate had rightly shown the st'riou~m·ss and compkxity of tht• problt•m, which 
related, not merely to an amendmt'nt, but possibly to a transformation of the whole national 
legislation in order to bring it into line with international law. This was an rxtn·nwly ditlkult 
and complex question, which could hardly be st•ttlt•d by the Bun•au. He tht•rdore supportt•d 
Mr. Eden's suggestion, which was also in accord;mce with the Italian dt•k,.-:ation's vit•w. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) said the statements of the Italian and Gt•rman <kkga t I'~ 
confirmed him in the idea that the main question to be st'ttkd now was that whkh ht• had 
raised previously. In two days, it would be the first anniVl'rsaryof the Disarmanwnt Conft•rt•nce. 
He greatly desired that the Conference should not have to et•lt•brate a third anniwrsary. 
This it would certainly have to do if the Bureau continued to work as it had dont• that morn in~. 

On what basis was the Bureau working ? Did its nwmlwrs a~n·e or not to acrt'pt the 
principle of immunity as adopted on NoVt'mber 15th last ? If tht·y wae not ngrel'd on this 
principle, the General Commission obviously could not acct·pt it, and it tht•n bt·ramc ust•lt•ss 
to continue to examine the problem. The Spanish GoVt'rnmt•nt, for ib part, stron~ly supported 
this principle and considered it, if not an indispensable principlt•, at any rate one which would 
make the Convention more effective. The opinion of ddt·gates who wt•re not in ngret•nwnt 
with this principle should, however, be respected. Tht•re was, at uny rate, one GoVt'rnnwnt 
represented, and possibly more, for whom the passage in qut•stion of tht• dt•cision of Novt•mbt•r 
15th, 1932, meant that the reservation governing the formula implit•d that the principle itsc•lf 
could be invalidated. In the view of the Spanish delegation, this re~t·rvation rt•ft•rrt'() solt•ly 
to the application, the principle itself having been acceptt·d. Othl'r dcll'gation~ mi~-:ht holt! n 
different opinion, but, as the Convention must be unanimous, he saw no intt•rest in continuing 
the discussion on a confused issue. He therefore asked the Chairman to put the following 
proposal to the vote : 

"The Bureau declares in favour of immunity for persons dt•nouncing violation~ of 
the Disarmament Convention from all repressive mt•asures, adopting this us a principle 
of international law to which the legislation of the various countrit·smust be adapted." 

The question of reservations drawn from the application might be the subject of a second 
paragraph. If the Bureau could not adopt this principle, 1\1, de 1\fadariaga proposed that it 
should pass to some other question. 

M. MASSIGLI (France), without knowing the turn that the discu~sion would take and 
whether the Bureau would decide to refer the question to the Governmenh, wbhed to make the 
position of his Government quite clear by submitting a draft artidc rdating to immuniti!!~. 
This draft had already been communicated semi-officially to the Rapporteur, but had been 
modified in the light of the questionnaire prel?ared by 1\1. Po_litis a~d l\1. Uourq~in. The ~'rcnch 
delegation had endeavoured to draw up a srmple text winch, without affc·ctmg the nght of 
the Governments, would solve the fundamental question of good faith and the delicate point 
raised by the question of offi_cials. T~is text di.~tinguis~ed .betw~:cn two thcs~s : th~t of the 
publication or divulging of mformatton regardmg _an. mfnngcment of the Conventron, and 
that of evidence given before the Permanent Com!fltssron. . . . . 

The French delegation's draft merely estabh,hed the pnncrple that the pubhcatwn or 
divulging, by persons not in Governmental seryice, of information n·gar~Jing a ~reach of the 
Convention could not give rise to any proceedtng5. TI1e French ddegatwn reahsed that the 
question of good faith arose, and i_t t_herefore di~ not _preclude a Go~~:rnment's right to take 
proceedings for untruthful denu.ncrahon_s; but, m th.ls case •. preca~trons were necessary and 
it was required that the persons m questron should be judged m pubhc. If for any reason-and 
this was a new feature-a public judgment was impossible, it was required that the Permanent 
Commission should be represented at the legal discussions. 

The draft laid down the principle of immunity for any person giving evidence before the 
Permanent Commission during an enquiry. In case of any subsequent proceedings for false 
evidence, the Permanent Commi.•sion should be informed. 

The case of officials was delicate. It appf'ared impO'isible to grant them outright the right 
to give evidence spontaneously bdore the Permanent Commission for fear of compromising 
the necessary discipline, but, at the same time, the French delegation thought that officials 
should not be obliged, as a matter of conscience, to ask themselves whether they should 
reveal or maintain silence regarding facts which had come to their knowledge, because their 
Governments were interested in concealing them. The French text therefore laid down the 



principle whereby an official who, in the c~mrse of an enquiry, _was called up~>n to r_eport an 
infraction of the provisions of the Convention could only do so d he had prevtously mformed 
his superiors of the infraction he had noted. 

The text of the French proposal was as follows : 

" I. The publication or divulging by persons not in Governme.nt service of in_for
mation relating to points forming the subject in the present <;on~ention of undertakm&s 
regarding limitation or publicity, by which a breach _of obligations thus contracted IS 

established, may not give rise to any criminal proceedmgs. 

" II. Proceedings taken for untruthful denun~iation of an alleged br~a~h ~f the 
Convention shall take place in public ; if, for part1c1;1lar reasons, _such pubhc1ty. IS not 
possible, the Permanent Commission shall have the nght to appomt representatives to 
follow the proceedings. 

" III. Any person having in good faith supplie~ the Perf!lanent C~m~ission during 
an investigation with information relating to the stnct execut~oll: of ob_hgations assu~ed 
under the present Convention, either at the request of the CommiSSIOn or 1ts representatives 
or spontaneously, may not be prosecuted on account of this fact and shall be protected 
by the competent authorities against any reprisals. . . . . 

" This Immunity must be guaranteed even to officials, but, m the case of mformation 
furnished spontaneously during an investigation, it shall be subject to the official having 
reported the breach in question to his superiors and no steps having been taken to put 
an end to it. 

" IV. The Permanent Commission shall be informed of proceedings for false evidence 
brought against a witness who has given evidence to the Commission or its delegates 
in the course of an investigation. 

" V. Article 17 of the provisions regarding supervision shall be supplemented 
by the following provision : 

" 'The High Contracting Parties shall not take or authorise any measure calcu
lated to restrict the publication of records and documents issued by the. Commission 
and published by the latter or by the Council of the League of Nations. Each of 
the High Contracting Parties shall employ the means at its disposal for preventing 
direct or indirect acts of reprisal being taken against any person in connection with 
such publication.' " 

M. Massigli pointed out that this draft was merely an attempt to make the present 
discussion more definite and to lead the Conference towards a reasonable solution guaranteeing 
the existence of conditions of clarity and publicity necessary for the proper working of the 
Convention. 

The CHAIRMAN thought the moment had come to define the results of the discussion. 
It was obvious that there was a general tendency against referring the question to the Govern
ments, at any rate at the present stage. It was no less obvious that some delegations would 
find great difficulty in replying at the present meeting to the nine questions put by the Drafting 
Committee and that they would require more time to consider them. If they were required 
to reply "Yes" or "No", a further meeting would be necessary. 

He suggested therefore that the questionnaire should be regarded as still being tabled 
in the Bureau ; the Drafting Committee should be requested to reconsider the questions 
which it had put and to examine 1\1. de .Madariaga's draft resolution and M. Massigli's draft 
a~ticle !n the light, not on~y. of the discussion~ at the present m~eting, but .also of the previous 
discussion on M. Bourqum s n•port. In th1s way, the Draftmg Committee might be able 
to prepare a formula for submission to the Bureau. There was no hurry. The problem was 
~ very important one, but aft~r listening care!ully ~o all the. speeches the Chairman thought 
1t would not be useful t~ conhnue. a general d!scuss1o~. If h1s suggestions were followed, the 
fresh report of the Draftmg Comm1ttee could be submitted at such time as to enable the dele
gations wishing to consult their Governments to do so before the question was reconsidered 
by the Bureau. · 

M. Bou~QUIN (Belg!um), Rapporteur, entirel_y concurred in the Chairman's suggestions. 
It was farhcularly adv1sable to refer the question to a Drafting Committee as a definite 
proposa had just been submitted to the Bureau-namely, that of the French delegate. It 
would serve no useful. purpose to endeavour. to hasten the matter unduly and the problem 
must be ~a~efully stud1ed. The pre~ent Draftmg C?mmittee, however, had merely the limited 
task of g1vm~ legal f?rll:l to resolutions adopted.; 1t ~as, moreover, very small. He ro osed 
that a com~1ttee of Jtmsts shou~d now be _appomted, mcluding, in addition to the ddeg.itions 
represented m the present Draftmg Comm1ttee, the delegations of Germany th u •t d St t 
of America, Italy and Spain. • e m e a es 

The Chairma11's proposal, amtmd(d i11 the se11se suagested by '[ B · d pt d " " . ourq141n, was a o e . 
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THIRl Y-EIGHTH MEETI~G (PL'BLIC) 

Held on Thu,sday, Feb,ua'y C)lh, 1933. at 3 p.m. 

Chairman : :\Ir. HE:-.DERSO:-.. 

5-I· PREPARATION OF THE AGENDA OF TilE FORTIICOMING :\IEETINGS OF THE G!iNERAL 

Co~niJSSION. 

The ~HAIR:MA~ said that ~he Bureau had now to attt>mpt to prq,are thr ngo•nda of the 
forthc'?mmg meeting or meetmgs of the General Commission. He would obst'rve thnt, on 
rereadmg a good many of the spet"ches made in the General Commission during the discussion 
0';1 the French plan, 1 he had found that the dt'lt·gations were vt>ry anxious to drop the gt•nt•ral 
~llsc~ssion and t~y to ~rrive at defini~e proposals. He hopt•d that the Bure;lll would b•·ar that 
m mm~ when. d1scussmg wha~ questions Wt•re to be pl;Jct•d on the ago•nda. On Jauunry 30th, 
the Umted Kmgdom delt>gation had submitted to the Gem•ral Commission and the Uun•nu, 
thr~ugh the Secretariat, a programme of work (document Conf.l>.I5.J). To make discussion 
eas1er, he would ask Mr. Eden to expound the U'nitt·d Kingdom dell'gation's view!\ on thnt 
programme. 

Mr. EDEN (U!lited Kin~dom) w!shed first of all to emphasise that the programme of work 
put forward by h1s delegation was m no sense a new dedaration of policy by His Majt·~ty'~ 
Government .. Its policy towards all those problcm5 had already b•·•·n made known, and to 
those declarations he had nothing to add. He would like, howewr, to say something of tht• 
reasons which had actuated the United Kingdom Governm .. nt in putting forward It!! 
programme, as also ?f. the method~ by which it thought that the prof.."Tamrne could be workl'd 
1f the Bureau were w1llmg to adopt 1t. The sole purpose of hi~ Govcrnm•·nt had bt·t•n to facilitate 
and, if possible, to hasten the work of. the Conference. The Unitl'•l King•lom Gowrnml'nt, 
in common, he knew, with many other Governments n•prf'!lcntt·d at the Conf .. n·ncr, had 
become anxious at the slow progress that was being made. It had sought, th•·rl'fore, in that 
draft programme, to present a method of work whereby disarmanwnt in all it§ a~p•·ct~ might 
be furthered. There was no alternative between doing that and watching the Conf .. n·nrr 
flicker out in ineffective reiteration. 

After all, what had the past rear yielded ? The progressive prest·ntation of a number of 
plans. That had been useful, but 1t was not a process which should be continurd imlt'fmitcly. 
Those plans had placed at the disposal of the Conference a ma~s of material. Th•·ir author!! 
had never pretended that any one of those plans must be considered to the exclusion of all 
else. Each had been presented as a contribution, and there were now many such contribution!!, 
Sooner or later they must set to work to sort that material, to order it into ih component 
parts, to register the greatest common measure of agreement that could be realisNI, and to 
classify the results into a convention. The United Kingdom Government b•·lievrd that !luch 
a task could not be entered upon too soon. Indeed, it should, in the judgment of hi'l 
Government, be begun at once. 

The programme was only a draft programme; it was in no s•·n!le r.acrCHanct. Perhaps 
it could be improved upon, no doubt other items could be added ; but the broad outline Wa!l 
proposed by the United Kingdom Government for acceptance by the Bureau, in the conviction 
that, without some such programme, the Conference could not hope to achif've a result in the 
near future, and because his Government feared that, unless substantial decbions w•·re reached 
within the next few weeks, the prospects for the Conference must grow steadily darker. 

To turn to the programme itself and to the topics, the discus,ion of which it sought to 
make possible. He trusted t.hat t.he United ~ingdom Government ~ad sho~n by il5 program':"e 
that it had very seriously 10 mmd the att1tude. of those dele~at1ons wh1ch would empha~1se 
the connection between disarmament and secunty. That attitude was most complet1:ly and 
clearly set forth in the French plan, and in drafting the programme the United Kingdom 
Government had taken that plan into full consideration, though it could not of course leave 
out of account other proposals that had been made to the Conference. The p~ogramme provider! 
for the study of security. It was true, however, that, for that J:~Urpose, h1s Government hac! 
not included all the portions of the French plan. It had not prov1ded at that stage for a study 
of the consultative pact. As :Mr. Gibson had said on Tuesday last, 1 that project could better 
be taken in hand later. Chapter III of the French plan, however, outlined an arrangement 
between the States of continental Europe, and the British programme provided for the 

1 See Minutes of the t.....,nty-ninth to thirty-third meetings of the General Commisoion. 
I See Minutes of the thirty-second meeting of the General Commission. 



-150-

discussion of that matter. Its suggestion was that those States.them~elves.should at once study 
such an arrangement. It was to be hoped that out of that dtscuss10n mtght emerge a syst~m 
or systems that would reinforce or complete by regional understandings the measure of secunty 
that already existed. · .. 

Section B of Chapter II of the United ~ing?om programme (" Disarmam~nt ) wa~ 
regarded by His Majesty's Government as of vttaltmportance. The first sub-sectton o~ ~h\ 
section referred to effectives. The Bureau would, of course, be well aware that th_e provtstot? 
as to effcctives in both the Hoover proposals and the Fr~nch plan were far-reachmg. ~e dtd 
not himself see the incompatibility between the two, smce the French pla? d~alt wtth ~he 
qualitative aspect of the problem, but admitted that there must be quanhtattve r~duchon 
also; and, for the latter purpose, the Hoover proposals would surely supply valuable gmdance. 

Sub-section (b) dealt with land war material. Mr. Eden would ~ike to indicate some of the 
questions that might come up for discussion under that head. Let 1t be supposed for the sake 
of argument, that it could be agreed, as he hoped it might be, t_ha_t guns ov~r 105 mm. were not 
to be constructed in the future. What was to become of the extstmg matenal ? 

To take another problem-that of the air. Let it be supposed that it could _be agre.ed, as 
a result of serious examination, that the suppression of military and naval atrcraft m the 
conditions set forth in the speech of Sir John Simon to the Bureau on November 17th, 1932, 1 

was the only effective method of dealing with the awful menace of aerial warfare, then some 
method of control of civil aviation would certainly be required. He believed th<~;t some such 
method could be worked out, but in that case surely the Conference could not begm '!pon that 
difficult task-for it was admittedly difficult-too soon. If the Conference could achteve what 
he believed was the only effective method of disarmament in the air, then undoubtedly every 
nation would gain immeasurably in security. The Bureau would note that His Majesty's 
Government had asked for the appointment of a special Air Committee. What it had i~ mind 
was that, just as the naval Powers had been specially charged with the problem of thetr own 
armaments, so should the air Powers, in the light of the drastic reductions it was now hoped to 
realise, be charged with a similar responsibility. He hoped, therefore, that the Bureau would 
see its way to agree to appoint an Air Committee and that the nations would pay their tribute 
to the importance of that Committee by the authority of those whom they chose to represent 
them upon it. But while that part of the programme was being thus discussed, the Bureau must 
not lose sight of the more immediate practical steps which were also before the Conference. 

Mr. Eden would say one word as to naval disarmament. In this connection, the Bureau 
would recall that the General Commission, by its resolution of July 23rd, 1932, had invited 
the Powers parties to the Naval Treaties of Washington and London· to confer together. 
Conversations had, in fact, already been initiated, but had not, he regretted to say, yet 
developed to a stage at which it would be possible to report anything to the Conference. So 
far as His Majesty's Government was concerned, however, he could give the assurance that 
it was doing and would continue to do everything in its power to find the basis of a satisfactory 
agreement in regard to naval armaments. · 

If the Bureau were willing to accept some such programme as his Government had put 
forward, he would like to explain what procedure might be employed to make it operative. 
He would suggest that the procedure might be similar to that which had been followed with a 
fair measure of success in the work upon supervision. For each of the subjects enumerated, a 
Rapporteur might be appointed. That Rapporteur would, after informal consultation with 
delegations, produce a first draft for the Bureau. Thereafter, discussion in the Bureau itself 
would show how wide was the measure of agreement and how far the Rapporteur's text might 
be .strengthened ~nd improved until at length it reached the stage of being reproduced in 
articles and submttted to the approval of the General Commission for final embodiment in the 
Convention. 

Once arrived at that point in the work, it would be necessary to co-ordinate the results 
~chieved under the headings in the United Kingdom programme with those already reached 
m other spheres-for example, chemical warfare and supervision. 

. '!hat was what His 1\lajcsty's Government intended by the document which had been 
dtstnbuted to the Bureau. He would add one word to indicate certain ideas which they 
had not attempted to put on paper. 

His 1\lajesty's Government believed t~at the present session was not merely the resumption 
of t.~~ work of the Confl·rence, but that ~t should mark ~he entry upon a new phase-one of 
dec1s1ons. Nearly all the proposals for dtsarmament, whtch had been made at various times 
to the ~?nference, ha?. al~eady been fully exa~ined from t~e technical point of view. They had 
~ee~ dtss~cte~ and dtscussed tc;> the l_ast detatl, and t>vcn 1f that had not been done in all cases 
m dtscu.sslOn m the Confl•rence II self, 1t had ~t all t>\'l'nts been done in the privacy of the various 
~elegatlo~s. The watchful eye of the techmcal expert had seen the difficultit.>s and the dangers 
mv?lved m e~c~ .o!le of those ~roposal~, _but the tune had come for Governments to shoulder 
the1r responstb!lttll'S an_d, facmg realities, to weigh the risks against the incomparably 
greater danger of allowmg the Conference to fail. 

His Majesty's Government believed that on most of the questions with which they were 
confronted they now possessed the data necessary to enable Governments to define their 

1 See page 93· 
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posi_tions and reach decisions. It sincerely hoped that the Conft•rence would face that task, 
for 1t ~u~~ be recalled that, while advice was the function of the experts, dt-cision W<IS the 
responstbility of Gove-rnments. 

1\l.l':lADOLNY (G~rmany) had no difficulty in aKfe-e-ing with the Chairman's and Mr. E<kn's 
observatton_s concern1~g the nee-d for facilitating the progre!'s of the Conf•·n·m·e's work. On 
many preVIous occasions, the last being that of his !<peech on the Frt•m·h menu,ran<lum, 1 

he had stated_that the German delegation would be the- first to wt•kome with kt•en satisf.tctiun 
any acceleration of the work, an_d that an:y measure likely to contribute to the prompt SUl'Ct•ss 
of the Conference would not fail to obtam the adherence of the Gt•rman dl'lt·g;ttion, which 
~o~d. on the contrary, resist any measures calculated to d.-!av the Conft•rt'lll'l' or to n·sult 
m 1ts final outcom~ being of an unsatisfactory nature. With thi~ aim in mind, :0.1. Na<lolny 
took ~he c;>pportumty t~ protest against Certain opinions exprt•ss.•d in rublic fl'l'Oilllllt'llllin~ 
t~at, m_Vlew of the p~htlc~l and economic situation in certain parh o the worltl, or of tht• 
d1ffi~ult1es !hat had ansen m the Conference, the latll•r should t•·rminate its work ~~~ soon "" 
poss1bl~, ":lthc;>ut a~y real reduction of armaments, by ntl'ans of a fonwntion whkh would 
only d1sgu1se 1ts failure from the world. M. Nadolny uttl'red a ~trong warning ugainst tht• 
danger of such a method, which would inevitably have st'rious dlt•rts. 

He had therefore warmly welcomed the submission to the Conft•rt•ncr of n r,rartil"al 
programme of work, due to the very happy initiative of the Unitrd Kingdom ll·· ''/:iltion. 
As rega~ds ~he method of ~ork-and he attached great importance- to this point-ht' woultl 
merely hke 1t to ~e. made qu1te clear in the text of the programme of work that the- d .. lt·g .. tion~ 
a~reed. that dec1.s1ons should b~ reached on the various points without long n•pt'litiVl' 
d1scuss1ons, and, m particular, Without protracted technical studit·~. and that tlw Conft·n·n<"l' 
should proceed to vote on them as soon as possiblt', in ordt•r that it mi~ht b<• a"·t·rtairw•l 
beyond any doubt just how far the Conference would go along the path of the rt·dndion of 
armaments. In his opinion, the Conference would find no advantage in n·comm .. ruling a 
general discussion on the various points in the programme; the time had come to dl'al with 
specific points and take decisions. 

With regard to the contents of the United Kingdom ddt'gation's scheme, the Gt•rman 
delegation accepted in principle the method proposed in Chaplt·r II, which n·prt·st•ntc<l the 
programme of work in the strict sense of the term. During the ~~~b~•·qu<·nt discu~sion~. it 
would have certain changes to propose in matters of detail. 

The United Kingdom delegation had included certain political qut•stions in Chapt•·r J. 
The first two appeared again later in the programme of work propt·rly so call<·d. It would th•·n, 
he thought, be sufficient if they appeared m the latter part only. Again, at the end of paragraph 
S of Chapter I, mention was made of the reduction of the armit"s of the contint,ntal European 
States to a uniform general type of organisation. This point, too, might pt·rhap! be inst·rt•·d 
in the programme of work under Chapter II, B (a), "Effectivrs ". 

Further, paragraphs 3. 4 and 5 of Chapter I dealt with certain points of principlt' conrwl"l('(l 
with the question of the equality of rights. As members were aware, the solution of that 
question had been of decisive importance for Germany's return to the Conft•rence. The 
arrangement of December nth, 1932, • had settled the question in principle by an agrrcrn•·nt 
reached after long and difficult negotiation. l\1. Nadolny obsf'rVl'd with !atisfaction that the 
United Kingdom delegation had prefixed to its programme of work certain conclusions whkh, 
in its opinion, resulted from that agreement. The practical application of the prindplc of 
equality of rights involved in the agreement of December I Ith, 1932, must, however, be eff,·ctcd 
during the execution of the programme of work. The framin~ of a. progra~m~ of work at 
the present moment did not, therefore, appear to call for a d1scus~1on ~f pn_ncrple on tlu·se 
points. In any case, l\1. Nadolny would be unable to agree to such a d1scuss1on. He hop•·d 
that the United Kingdom delegate, too, had no intention of asking for any such discus,ion 
in that conne-ction either in the Bureau or in the General Commission. He would be glad if 
his United Kingdom colleague would con~rm th~t this was_ so. He ~oul~ ac~ordingly rcfrai!l 
from dealing with these various matters m detail, and, wh1le resE,rvmg h1s rrght to ddine Ius 
attitude until the time came for giving the principle its practical application, he propo<~•·d 
that these points should not be discussed by the Bureau and that they should be removNl from 
the programme of work. To sum up, only the points me~tioned in Chapter I~ of the United 
Kingdom proposal should be submitted to the Bureau for 1ts approval at formmg the General 
Commission's practical programme of work. 

l\1 PAUL-BONCOUR (France) thanked 1\lr. Eden and took note of his declaration expressing 
his int~ntion of giving the French plan the fullest consideration. In view of th~ very ddmite 
position taken up by France, there was no need to say t~at the French ~clegatlon could o~ly 
contemplate, as a practical program~.e of work, one wh1ch would per~1t of that plan _bemg 
studied exhaustively and in the condttlons ~~had ~t forth on the prev1ous day. He _behevcd, 
moreover, that, with a few changes, the t:mted Kmgrlom programme of work was m accord 
·with this point of view. , 

It was clear both from the text of the programme. and from :\lr. Edens verbal ~ommcnts 
that the concrete questions which were of the greatest mterest to the French delegation would 

1 See Minutes of the twenty-ninth meeting of the General Com.mi.!;.<,ion. 

• See page uo. 
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come up for discussion immediately in both domains-that was to say, in the politic~! .doina!n 
and in that of the reduction of armaments properly so called. There were t~o bas1c 1deas m 
the French plan, and it would be possible, from the attitude taken up regar~mg them by the 
General Commission or by the Political Commission, or both, !O have .a clear v1ew of the future 
work to be accomplished. For France, the armaments reductiOns wh1ch s~e. coul~ contemplate 
were dependent on the decisions to be taken with regard to these two b~s1c 1deas m t~e French 
plan-namely, in the political sphere, the pact of E!-lropean mu!ual ~ss1sta~ce, and, m ~hat. of 
armaments reduction properly so called, the question of effectlves mvolvmg stand~rd1sat1on 
of the types of European armies, which was a sine qua non for subsequent reduc!1ons of a 
tangible nature. If from the programme as adop.ted it w~ clear t~at ~hese two pomts would 
come up for discussion first, he would have no difficult~ m acceptl!lg 1t. . . 

M. Paul-Boncour was obliged next to make certam re~ervatlons regard1.ng the Umted 
Kingdom programme of work. In the firs~ place, Mr. Edel! s verbal explanations seemed to 
show that his main concern was that certam concrete questions should be taken up-namely, 
those in Chapter II of the programme. M. Paul-Boncour acco~dingly tho.ught !ha.t the United 
Kingdom delegation would be prepared to drop Chapter I •. wh1ch dealt w1th pnnc1ples and the 
discussion of principles. In that connection, he agreed w1th the German delegate, as reg~rds 
procedure at least, for it was obvious that he would have to make the most express reservations 
concerning some of his colleague's remarks. The reason why M. Paul-Boncour had not 
mentioned the very important agreement of December uth, 1932, in his speech to the General 
Commission on the previous afternoon was that that was an agreement between a few Powers 
only and therefore outside the jurisdiction of the Conference ; but that agreement of principle 
could not take the place of decisions by the Conference itself. Had he taken up this matter on 
the previous day, he would not have failed to bring out perfectly clearly, as moreover was plain 
both from the text of the agreement and from the laborious discussions that had preceded it, 
that the French delegation did not contemplate equality of rights as feasible except within 
some system of security. Subject to these remarks, he had gladly joined M. Nadolny, and he 
thought that that would be the feeling of the Conference in general, in asking Mr. Eden 
that time should not be lost in discussing questions of principle by which the delegations were 
sharply divided and which would certainly not expedite the work. 

It was, therefore, to the second part of the United Kingdom programme that the Bureau 
should turn its attention, but even on this part M. Paul-Boncour had some rather important 
reservations to make. On the previous day, he had said that concrete questions-and the 
two on which he had laid stress formed the kernel of the French plan-could only be studied 
by similar bodies working simultaneously. The written text of the United Kingdom programme, 
however, indicated that there was a very wide divergence on this point, since according to the 
programme, while the Bureau was immediately to discuss disarmament questions in the strict 
sense of the term, the political questions of security would be referred to the Political 
Commission. The Political Commission, which had indeed been set up on the proposal of the 
French delegation itself, had, of course, had to wait only too long for work, but the French 
delegation had a fundamental objection to any such distribution of the work. It appreciated 
as highly as any one the part played by the Bureau in watching over the order and progress 
and, so far as possible, the expediting of the Conference's proceedings. But, precisely by reason 
of its composition, which enabled it to direct the proceedings, it was unable to deal with matters 
which were under the sole jurisdiction of a body representative of all those taking part in the 
Conference. 

In the particular case under consideration, there would, the French delegation believed, 
be another d~a~back, due to t.he fact that, owing to its special composition, the Bureau would 
handle certam 1ssues very qmckly ~nd others much more slowly. These various discussions 
should, however, be pursued at a umform rate. It would, he believed be illusory to hope that 
the discussions could be expedited if the questions were handled by the Bureau and the 
genera!it:y of Powers represen.ted at th~ Confer~nce-that was to say, the General and Political 
Com~mss10n-would have difficulty m allowmg that. such important problems should be 
considered only by the Bureau .. ~he latter could ~luc1d~te them, but they must necessarily 
come before the G.eneral CommJssJon, where the ~Jscuss1ons would certainly be as long as in 
the Bureau. He d1d not mean to say.th_at all the Issues could be handled in exactly the same 
manne~ by the who!~ <;ieneral Comnuss10n. Some of them could be referred with advantage 
to spec1~l sub-commiSSions, as had often been done both at the Conference and at the annual 
Assemblies of the ~e~gue, but these sub-commissions would have to receive directions from 
the General Comm1~s!on, they would be. set up ad hoc and be given a special composition, 
whe~eas the composition of the B~reau d1d not vary and the Bureau could not be e uall 
qualified and competent to deal With all the !and, sea and air questions that might arise~ y 
. ~or these reasons, th~ Fre":ch delegation, whose point of departure was nevertheless 
Jde!l~Jcal to th~t of the Umted Kmgdom delegation, suggested that it would be better for the 
political questions and, for the purpose of immediate discussion that of th 'bil't 
otherwise of concluding a pact of European mutual assistance to'be r f d et ptohssJP 1

1.Y. orl c · · o·. · • e erre o e o 1hca 
d om~u~sJ~nth ~~~rmamehlt ques~IOns-. and, first and foremost, that of effectives which 

olmtl!'la e f th e en _It~e ~ro emd. an a faJlur~ to solve which would apparently precl~de the 
so u Jon o e qucs Ions regar mg war matenal-would be referred to th G 1 C · · 
In this way two fundamental issues wh' h ld e enera ommJssJon. 
direction of the work could be settled lh wthou hservfe. tlo sho~ most clearly the subsequent 
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the naval_ Powers had concluded previous agreements and that they were continuing their 
conversahon_s.. That indeed was essential. Yet, as in all other questions, it was mnnift•st 
that any dects1on reached by this means would have to come before the organs of the Conft•rence 
and be _placed before the General Commission in one way or another. 

Th~dly, the Unit_ed Kingdom programme introduced, in a certain sense, a difft'rent 
method m the ~ase of a1r questions. It suggested that the Burt>au should sd up a committt•e 
of representatives of the principal air Powers. No doubt, the General Commission might 
find It nece~ary to ~t up from among its owA members a special sub-committt'l", as was 
often done ~ the b~g commissions of the League, but only after an uchange of views which 
~ould make It possible to give certain instructions to the sub-committt•e. It was most 
~mportant not to separate the different categories of armaments, because the factor of thdr 
mterdependence must always be borne in mind. 

. To sump up, ~t seemed that the French delt•gation's point of \'iew fitted in quite readily 
With _the Umted Kmgdom proposal, but the questions of procedurl" to bl" ~dtlo•d Wt•re so st•rioul! 
that It had been necessary to indicate clearly the spirit in which the French dt'lq-:ation visualist•d 
the programme submitted to the Bureau. 

. In conclus~on, l\1. _Paul-Boncour wished to make it clt•ar that he wa!l mainly conct'rnt•d 
With the questions wh1ch would come first on the agenda, but, in considt•ring thl" work a!l a 
whole, he observed that certain other matters, which must cf'rtainly not he l'xdudt•d from the 
futu~e programme of the Conference, were not mentioned in the United 'Kingdom programme. 
For mstance, there was no reference to the consultative pact. That, howt'\'t'r, wa~ one of 
the French del_egation's chief points. It had mf't with a measure of acct·ptance whkh tht' 
French delegation could not allow to be wasted. Thf're was indt•etl some hope of obtaining it !I 
accepta_nce by countries outside Europe. Other important issurs were thosr of ~u1wrvbion, 
expenditure and the private manufacture of arms. It would of course be the lu·ight of futility 
and unwisdom to attempt, at the present stage, to detrrmine the whole programme of work, 
and the French delegation continued to attach great importance to thost• matters whkh luul 
the advantage that much arduous work had already bet•n dt•votcd to them and that it had, in 
consequence, been possible to record at least a very appreciable mra~ure of ngrt·rmt·nt. 

M. SANDLER (Sweden) emphasised the importance of the qut•stion of the limitation (If 
budgetary expenditure. In the Swedish delt•gation's view, that point should be indtlllt·d in 
the programme of work. He entirely agreed with l\1. Paui-Boncour a~ to the mandate of the 
Bureau and as to the need for submitting matters of ~ubstance to the Gl'nrral Commission. 
Nevertheless, it was necessary to consider at the same time thr future programnw of work, 
as well as that already drawn up by the Bureau and now being carrit•d out. The llun•au wa~ 
entitled and it was its duty to watch over the progress of thi~ work whkh wa~ the outcome of 
the decisions already taken by the Genl'ral Commission. l\1. Sandler drew attention to two 
disturbing facts. In the first place, the Committee on Effectives wa~ complaining that it b;ul 
no work to do because it was not in pos;ession of the indispensable material with which it 
was to be supplied by the members of the Conft•rence. Secondly, the llun·au, at it~ thirty
first meeting, had set up an Air Committee. This Committee had not yl't bo·gun work. The 
United Kingdom delegation was now proposing an entirely nrw air commis~ion. The Bun·au 
was engaged upon devising a method of work, but was it really the right course to chango• 
methods the whole time ; would it not be possible to pass on to the ncces~ary work, in Cl'rtain 
matters at any rate ? 

l\1. LITVJNOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thought that the bo·st way to provi<le 
a useful contribution to the work of the Conference was to spend as little time 31 possible on 
questions of procedure. All programmes were equally good if thl'y enabled all the important 
questions to be tackled and settled. That seemed to be the case as regards the programme of 
work proposed by the United Kingdom delegation, to which therefore h~ h:•d no objection~. 
The importance of any pro~amme depended_ on the U!il' made of It In rractJce: a~<l 
the indications it contained m1ght, accordmg to c1rcumstancrs, mean a great dt·a to the Sovwt 
delegation, or they might mean nothing at all. As regards the questio~ of effectives, for 
example, the important point was to know whether t~e Governments mtended to reduce 
these by a third or more, or not at all, and ~lso ~hether It was ~roposed to aboh~h tank!! and 
military aircraft. Consequently, the essential pomt was to bfogm the actual work as soon as 
possible. . . 

If, however, the programme at present under d1scu~~10n were ad~,pted, t_hat wJuld not 
mean that the delegations would ~e bound ~y any one of the formul~ It co~tamed. The r~al 
p~nt was simply to decide on a hst,of subJec:ts to be placed on t~e 1mm•·d1a~e agenda. _l·or 
example, as regards effectives, and, more partiCularly, the calculatiOn _of dfec!•':'e~, the Un~ted 
Kingdom programme mentioned _the Hoover proposals and made a p01~t ~f chv1dmg e~ect1ves 
into elements of defence and pohce element_s. But th~ ~eneral Comm1s~10n had not dL<s<:Ussed 
that question, and no decision on the_ subject com~1ttmg tht; delega~1~ns ha<~ bten taken. 

Further certain important questions were not Included m the l:mted Kmgdom draft 
programme.' 1\f. Litvinoff had been glad to hear M. Paul-~onc~ur make s~ecial refer~nce to 
the consultative pact. That w~s a part of the French plan m winch the Sov1e~ ?clegat~on was 
keenly interested. Moreover, 1D paragraph I of the first chapter of the t;mted K1_ngdom 
programme, it was suggested th~t all European Sta!es_ should make a solemn affirm_at1on not 
to have recourse to force in any crrcumstances. ll. L1tvmofl hoped that that declaration would 
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not supersede the first part of the French plan, and that the United Kingdom delegation would 
rather submit the suggestion as an addition to the consultative pact of the French plan or 
in the event of that pact not materialising ; otherwise the Soviet delegation would have 
objections to raise. Again, it was not clear why such a declaration would apply only 
to European States and why non-European States would be excluded from it. M. Lltvinoff 
felt sure that any State would be only too happy to accede to such an affirmation. With these 
reservations, he declared his acceptance of the United Kingdom draft programme. 

l\1. MoRESCO (Netherlands), referring to the naval question, noted th~t, according to the 
United Kingdom proposal, the Bureau would be asked to fix the max1mum tonnage and 
maximum calibre of artillery for capital ships, aircraft-carriers, cruisers, destroyers and sub
marines. For the moment, however, M. Moresco thought it would be useless to ask the Bureau 
to attempt to do so. The Naval Commission had discussed all the questions referred to it by the 
General Commission, but it had been faced with divergencies between the great naval Powers, 
and the General Commission, by its resolution of July 23rd, 1932, had asked that the matter 
should be postponed until the great naval Powers parties to the Washington and London 
Treaties should have reached agreement on a reduction of the maximum figures. The only 
course, therefore, was to await the progress of events. In particular, it would be quite useless 
to discuss whether submarines should be kept or abolished until the decision on that subject 
by the States parties to the Washington and London Treaties was known. 

Secondly, as regards the. agreement to be reached between the States of continental 
Europe, the United Kingdom proposal suggested that those States should examine among 
themselves the continental agreement. to be concluded. Such a procedure would perhaps be 
suitable if the principle were adopted, but it was, in fact, the princ1ple itself on which a decision 
had first to be taken. It was very doubtful whether such a question could be discussed usefully 
without the United Kingdom. To go further still, it might even be asked whether the question 
should not be referred first to the Political Commission. Perhaps, indeed, the extra-European 
States should also be present, if on!)' on account of the proximity of such States to European 
colonies. Consequently, M. Moresco thought that at least a commission comprising all the 
European States should be constituted. Naturally, the United Kingdom would have to decide 
what its attitude was to be and to see whether it wished to take part in the discussions as 
an obsPrver only. If it were preferred to refer the question to the Political Commission, the 
extra-European States also would have to determine their attitude. In any case, these questions 
should rreferably be treated by the Political Commission, or, if desired, by a Commission 
comprismg all the European States. 

M. BuERO (Uruguay) said that, although he had refrained from taking part in 
the discussions of the French plan in the General Commission, it was because, in regard to 
both disarmament and political questions, the problems on the agenda were mainly European, 
and an extra-European State should not take part in their discussion, particularly if that State 
were a small one. The United Kingdom programme of work was concerned mainly, as was 
natural, with questions of current interest to Europe. 1\1. Buero considered, however, that he 
was prl.'sent in the Bureau of the Conference, not as the delegate of a small extra-European 
Power, but as Chairman of the Land Commission, and, in that capacity, he wished to make a 
few o.bservations fo~lowing. upon the submission of the United Kingdom programme and upon 
certam speecht>s; m particular, that of 1\1. Paul-Boncour. · 

l\1. Buero thought that the Burl.'au was about to set the Conference to work upon a task 
which was much more limited than that for which the States had been convened to the 
Conference. Doubtless European problems were the main concern, because, at the present time, 
Europe was really the storm centre of the world. l\1. Buero could only accept M. Paul-Boncour's 
aft!.r~ation that c~rtain fea~ures ?f the United Kingdom programme, particularly in Chapter II, 
comcldt•d de fac.to 1f no.t de JUre With the Frenc~.proposa.ls, and the adoption of that programme 
at once made 1t poss1ble to study the conditions wh1ch the French delegation considered 
indispt>nsable for the examination of the disarmament problem. As l\1. Paul-Boncour had 
observed, however, the United Kingdom programme involved differential treatment for 
political questions and for questions relating purely to disarmament. The political questions 
were handed owr to the Politica~ Com.mission-that was to say, to all the delegations to 
the C~mfercnce, whereas the tec~m~al disarmament questions- in other words, the concrete 
questions of land, naval and a1r dtsarmament-were to be reserved for the Bureau, which 
would ma~e t~e nece~sary proposals. In l\1. Buero's view, this difference of treatment was 
open to obJections :wh1ch l\1. ~aul:Boncour had emphasised. The discussions would not proceed 
at the same rate 111 both dtrechons. Although there were advantages in referring certain 
problems for stu~y to a ~mallt>~ ?rgan, l\1. Buero could not see why there would not be the 
same advantagt's m studymg pohhcal problems in exactly the same manner. His own preference 
would ~c for the ~to>verse procedure-that ":as. to say, to submit the examination of both 
cat~gones of problems to. the General Comm1ss10n. If, however, it were thought ver much 
caster to reach agreement m a smaller body · and in view of the fact that th B • y t' · bl' l\1 B · · • • e ureau s mee mgs "ere pu •c.. . . uero saw no obJection to the Bureau studying both problems-that was to 
say, t.he pohhcal pro~lt•m and .the problem of effectives. He thought it futile to retend that 
certam purely techmcal questions could be settled without satisf · t · p · t 
in the political field. ymg cer am requrremen s 
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M. Buero w:as R_apporteur for the question of offensive armaments, and ht" had not yt't 
been able to fimsh hiS work. After having got into touch with tht" principal ddt•gations, Ill' 
had come to t~e very definite conclusion that the qut•stions of st"curity and disarmamt>nt 
were so closely ~nterconnected, in the view of certain ddt•gations, that it was ust•l,•ss to attt•mpt 
to settle one w~thout the other. If both sets of problems \Wre examined by simililr organs, 
all the delegations would have an assurance that the ditlt•rt•nt \'iews wouh\ be studit•d 
and weighed simultaneou~ly. Whatever decision were takt·n by the org<~n to whkh tht' various 
p~oblems were refe~red, 1t could not be allowed that a sm<~ll body should study ct•rtain 
dtsar~a~ent questions and that the political questions should be tlt•alt with by a l;ug.-r 
COmmiSSIOn. 

The conlinrllllion of the discrusion tt·•n 01djvurr•r•llt> tile n.-.11 muti11;:. 

THI~TY-NINTH MEETI=--G (PCllLIC) 

Held on Friday, Februt~ry wlh, 1933, 111 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman ~lr. HE:'\l>El{~0:-.1. 

55· PREPARATION OF THE AGESDA ot' THE Foi!TIIl:lHIISG ~lt:EfiN!jS OF Tilt: (iUd·.lt.\1. 

(O:IIMISSION (contin1411/io11). 

The CHAIRMAN called upon the Bureau to continue the di,cu.,ion opt•nt·d at tht• last 
meeting on the basis of the United Kingdom proposals (document Conf.D.154). 

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) took as his starting-point the idt·a that tlw cldt"!;alion~ n·prt•st·nt•·<l 
on the Bureau were only called upon to discuss qut·~tions of rnt'lhod ami ou~;ht not tlwn·fort• 
to deal with matters of substance. If that were admitted, two groups of prol>lt•rns aro~t·, arul tlw 
Bureau had to consider what would be the most rational mt·thocl of dt·aling with tiH'rn. ln 
the first place, there were all the questions inseparable from what wa~ formt·rly rallt•d ~•·t:urit y 
and was now given the wider appellation of organisation of peace ; sf'Contlly, tlu·re w•·rc tlu· 
questions directly connected with disarmament in the strict st·nse of the tam. Tht• proposal~ 
regarding the first group of questions were those contained in the Frrnrh tlt-l•·~ation's plan 1 

and those which, without constituting a definite plan wne m·nrtht·les~ conru·rh•tl with till' 
French plan-he referred to the United Kingdom propo~al~. 

It was already practically agreed that all questions conn·rning the or~;ani>ation of JH'art• 
should be dealt with by the Political Commission, a concept which the Bureau had arr.·plt•tl. 
In this connection, he had only one objl'ction to raise, but it wa~ a ~•·rious onl' conn·rniug th" 
United Kingdom proposal to set up a Commission of continental European Stair~ to cxamin•• 
questions connected with the consultative pact. His objection to thi~ propos:.! wa~ that, if 
the delegations accepted it, their acceptance would imply that tht•y had alrt•ady sl'ltiNI a poiut, 
which in fact ought to be discussed: in other words, it would imply that, from the ouhd, 
they had eliminated the United Kingdom from the Europun Stalt·s. A f•·w day5 pn·viou,Jy, 
however, in the General Commission, several States-not minor Stalf·~. hut countrit·~ like 
Italy, Germany, etc.-had said that the question of the inclusion of the L'rdtNI Kin~:llorn 
was an essential one. \Vould it not be much simpler if the quc~tion of ttw organi"otion of 
peace, in all its parts, were referred to the Political Commission ? All tlw Europt·an J>ow•·r~ 
were represented thereon. It would be of interest to non-European States, who.,.. pn·s•:nce coulrl 
not embarrass the European States, to learn how the latter intended to deal with the orgauisa· 
tion of peace. Their presence was thPrefore desirable. 

The other group of questions which referred to disarmam•·nt prop•·r might Le subdividt·rl 
into several smaller groups--t'ffectives, matr·rial, air f?r.ces, etc. ~Htain quf'~t ions tr.an~.nnrlul 
the strict problem of disarmament-namely, SU)Jl rvtston, chemocal, bact< rral an_rlmcenrllary 
warfare, etc.-but M. Motta merely propO"ed to discuss dJsarmam•·nt prr,p•·r. In tl11~ connN:IIon 
an extremely important question of principle had to be St:ttlerl: t~e L'nitcd Kingrlom. d..Jr·gation, 
for reasons which he understood, proposed that all thc,e qut·stlons ~hr,uld Lc dr·ct'll'd !,y tloc 
Bureau, which, in any case, wo~ld b~ called upon to carry out ~ll the prc·paratory W~Jrk. 
Naturally, the delegation in questton did not. ask that the Bureau shoulr! s•:~t.lc thr:~e qnesttons 
definitely. It was admitted that. the Bu~eau s task was to ~rf'pare and fac1htat': the ~tudy of 
questions and to" sift" the vanous toptcs, so to speak, as tt had alrearly done tn tlu: case of 
questions of supervision of chemical warfare which, !h?ugh not ddinitdy settled, were 
nevertheless ready for discussion by the General Commt·don. 

I Document Conf.D.146. 



He quite understood that very many delegates desired to apply this method to question!! 
of disarmament proper. One serious objection, however, might be raised to this procedure : 
the Bureau had been able to proceed thus at a time when the Disarmament Conference had not 
yet really resumed its work. Now all the delegations had returned to Geneva and, since the 
Bureau consisted of only fifteen delegations at the most, it was to be feared that the delegates 
of more than forty countries would take no part in th~ discussions and wo~ld be redu~ed to 
the role of passive observers. Was such a procedure e1ther opportune or w1se? .Was 1t not 
preferable to refer back to the General Commission all the questions connected with d!Sarma'!lent 
proper ? He could foresee the argument which would be advanced against this suggesh?n : 
the General Commission was too large a body and it would be better that these questions 
should be examined by a smaller number of persons ; the discussion would be shorter and II?ore 
to the point. M. Motta was not convinced of the value of this argumen~. All the delegati<?ns 
present felt that the time for speeches was past and that the delegations must now re~1gn 
themselves to dealing no longer with general questions, in order that definite action m1ght 
now be taken. He felt sure that, even in the General Commission, the discussions would not 
be more lengthy than in the Bureau. Obviously the Commission would be bound to appoint 
sub-commissions, but that was what the Bureau would also dQ if it decided itself to examine 
questions of disarmament. 

The simplest procedure therefore would be to refer the questions of general policy to the 
Political Commission and questions concerning disarmament to the General Commission. 
This solution was the more indicated in that the decisions would have to be taken, not by 
technical experts, but by statesmen, who must represent in the Conference the opinion of 
their Governments. He admitted that the discussions would not always run smoothly, but 
they would not in the Bureau either. 

One of the most serious obstacles in the way of satisfactory progress was that the work of 
the two Commissions would be parallel, or, at any rate, nearly so. For. many countries, 
however, the measure of disarmament was determined by the degree of the organisation of 
peace. He did not think, though, that there were any delegations which stated that, if the 
organisation of peace made no progress, disarmament was not possible. Such a declaration 
would be contrary to the letter and spirit of Article 8 of the Covenant. On the other hand, 
many delegations, including in particular the French delegation, had stated that, so far as 
they were concerned, the measure of disarmament would depend on the progress achieved in 
the organisation of peace. It was perfectly clear that the moment of psychological crisis
a term not to be taken in its alarm1st sense-the time when definite positions would have to 
be taken up was near. Perhaps the various countries would finally realise that they had 
placed their hopes too high and would have to be content with a modest achievement. If that 
achievement were a beginning, a first stage, the affirmation of a permanent and continuous 
intention, then such a result, in spite of the disappointment it might cause to public opinion, 
would, in his opinion, be of infinite value. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) felt sure that the representative of the United Kingdom would 
not oppose the suggestion he had made at the previous meeting to the effect that Chapter I 
of the British proposals should be omitted. In the light of the statements made by the other 
clcl£"gations, he thought that his proposal would be accepted. He observed with very particular 
satisfaction that the French delegation had supported it. 

M?reover, he had ~oted in t~e explanations given by M. Paul-Boncour on the previous day 
a certam number of pomts to wh1ch he was bound to refer. The French delegate had emphasised 
the scope of the agreement of December nth, 1932, in relation to the work of the Conference. 
M. Nadolny did not fed that it was desirable to follow M. Paul-Boncour along this path, since 
a detailed explanation would only lead to a discussion of principle which both he and M. Paul
Boncour desired to avoid. He would merely state that the arrangement of December nth 
was, and must continue to be, the basis for Germany's participation in the work of the 
Conference. His country would not depart from that basis as long as it participated in that 
work. ' · 

The r:rt'nch drlt'gate had thrn set out clearly his Gove~nment's views regarding security ; 
he h~d sa1d that n~w ~ontractual guarantees were a previous condition for an effective and 
considerable reduction m armaments. Germany's point of view was different · she held that 
the rea~ ~ask of the Conference was! not to provide fresh contractual guarant~es, but to take 
one dt'c1s1ve sh'p al~:mg the path of d!sarmamt'nt. That was the best meansofincreasing general 
confidt'nce_. Th1s v1ew was ~ha.red by ?ther .delegations. Nevertheless, Germany was prepared 
to enter w•.th.perfect goou~11l mto a discussion of the French proposals. M. Nadolny reminded 
the Comm1ss1on that he hm~self had. suggested the simultaneous discussion of these ro osals 
and the more ~eneral 9-ueshon of dtsarmament. He thought that the questions ofp ri~ci le 
had been suffiCiently dtscussed and that the moment had now come to ach1' p t.P 1 

· It I th' , t' th G d 1 . . eve some prac 1ca resu : n ts connec 1on, e .l'rn~an e egahon des1red to express its opinion re ardin the 
qucst~on of procedure, although 1t dtd not attach \'cry great importance t th t · gt 1 :f d 
expencnce had shown that a small group might sometimes work v 0 

1 a lpom d. n lee • 
· bl ' f ·t It 11 d d d h · . . ery sow y an a arge assem y very as . a t•pen e on t e manner Ill wh1ch the d · 

and in ~his respect he had entire confidence in the will both of ~~oc~ ~~dgs weredcondulcltehd, 
delegatiOns to secure results. e es1 ent an of a t e 

As regarded the contents of the programme he did not k h h · 
be di~cussed immt>diately or later, but suppo$~d that th p:o~~dw et .er the .details should 
explam the procedure to be followed, e es! ent would, m due course, 
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\\'ith_ regard to the programme as a wholt•, two qnt·~ti<>ns c-allt-J for expl.111ations. }!,• 
referred, m the first plan•, to the two noints nwntiont•d und.-r the ht>adin .. ·\ of Chaplt•r 11 
( " Se . t ") " I h r· " • . cun Y · ..,ness e ~·as mistaken, the Fn•n,·h Jd,·gate ha<l propost•d that the fir,:t 
pomt should ~e left on o~e s!(le for a moment, so that the St'l'OIHI-whi<'h n•ft•rrt•d to the plan 
of mutual ass1stance-nnght be dealt with innnediatt-ly. The t'nitt·d King.lom proposal, on 
the con.trary, was that the qut•stion of non-resort to force should be st'ltl.-.ltirst. Tht• Gt•rman 
del.e~ahon pref~rred th~ second method, and that for pr.Ktit'al n·asons. ~1. Nadolny was of 
opmwn that th1s qu.estwn could be st'ltled vt•ry rapi<lly. 

T~e second pomt conl'erned ~I. Paul-Bonconr's t'xpl.m.ltions rq:.1r.ling t'ITt•t·tives nnd 
matenal.. The French.ddeg:'te propo--ed that the qut•stion of l'llt•t'liVl's ,houltl he s<'lllt•d first, 
the questwn of matenal bemg dealt with subsequt>ntly, bt·caust' the sdtlt•mt·nt of tilt' l.itlt•r 
depended on the former. He agreed that the two probh·ms wt•re to a ct•rt.lin t'Xh'nt inlt·r
depen?en~. As the Conference, however, had already nMde somt• progrt''" in the maltt>r of 
m~tenal, ~t ":ould .be preferable to take this qut•stion up immt•tli.ltt-ly, sim't' it was connt•t'lt'tl 
With quahtahve disarmament, and its solution ought not to be dd.l)'t'tl any long<'r . 

. Mr. ~DEN (United ~in?dom) thanked the Bun·au for its f.1vourahle rt't't•ption of tilt' 
~mted Kmgdom deleg.atu;m s ~roposals, and proceetlt'd to n·ply to tht• comnlt•nts of tilt' 
d1ffen•nt delegat.es, begmmng With the suggestions put forward by !\1. l\llll·Hont'nllr. M. 1';1111-
B~ncour ha~ pomted out, amon~st o!her things, that the prograrnnw propo-.·d by tlw tTnitt·•l 
Kmgdom d1d not take all questiOns mto account, and th01t sonw of th<N' whirh it h·ft out of 
acco~nt-for example, the question of supt•rvision-Wt'rt' of imm•·•liiltt• impnrt;ua·t•. Hut it wn~ 
precrse!y bec~use progress h~d already bt't'n made with t hl' consid .. rat ion oft ho,e q ut•st inns t hn t 
t~e Um~ed Kmgdom delt·gatw~ was not including tht·m in its progrilllllllt', illltl wa~ conct•ntra
tmg on Important problems With which no progress had bt•t·n mad••. But tht• prngrammt• wa• 
not exclusive, and other points could be embodied in it, if d,·,irt•<l. Tht• Unitt•<! Kingdoru pro
posals should be regarded merely as a st·rio·s of suggt•stion~ with a vit·w to a I.,r.:•· programme. 

M. Paul-Boncour and M. Nadolny had furthl'r statt'tl that tlu·y prd•·rrt·tl not to tlist·uss 
C~apter I.. He had no objection; the most important st·ction from the pl'al'ti•·al point of 
v1ew was, Ill fact, Chapter II. He was prepared tht•rt'fore to agn·e to the imnwcli.1te discu•sinn 
of Chapter II. l\1. Paul-Boncour had made the point that the Bun·au's work rnn•t br suhrnitt•·•l 
to the General Commission for approval. Mr. Eden t·ntir..ty agn·t·<l; hut th01t rw•·tl not 
necessarily mean that every point in the programme must be disnhst•cl by till' <i•·•wriil 
Commission. On that he was not altogether in agreenwnt with M. !\lott;t, The Unitt·tl Kingclnm 
delegation considered that the Bureau had a right to take part in all tli'n'"ions, n~ it ha<l dont• 
in the case of the question of supervision. 

The question of security should be referred to the Political Commi"ion, whi<:h would no 
doubt appoint a sub-committee to considt•r the second point of the lll'ading "Security" in 
the United Kingdom proposals in connection with Chaplt·r Ill of till' Fn·m h plan. Tlw 
French delegate had pointed out that the United Kingdom proposal d i•l not rover t ht• 
consultative pact. That was true; but Mr. Eden had pointctl out on tho~ pr .. viou~ day that 
the pact represented the kernel of the chapter in the Frt•nch plan rt·lating to st·writy. Tht· 
United States delegate at the time had said that it would be more hl'lpful to tlis<:u•~ tllis 
question later, as it could be taken up at any point. 

M. Paul-Boncour's principal criticism was in conn•·ctinn with tht' qut·stiiJil of 
synchronisation. Mr. Eden thought it would not be practicabiP, if rapi•l progn·.,~ wa\ to be 
made, to adhere to too rigorous a system of parallt·l advance. lie saw no n•ason for moving 
with the slowest Commission, if any other Commission was pn·parcd to go quickt-r. If certain 
delegations desired to maintain a connection between the con .. iclerat ion of c..rtain asprch of 
disarmament and that of the question of security, they could always make thl'ir acct'ptanec 
of one group of questions dependent on the acceptance of the otht·q.;roup. He pt·rwnally hacl 
no objection to the reference of that part of th.e P.rogramme n·Iatmg to d1sarma':lcnt. to. the 
General Commission, instead of the Bureau conllnumg to deal WII h 1t. It was not, 111 tu~ VI.,W, 
a very important point. If his delegation ~ad suggested its.consi<lo·ratio!" by the Bur;au, that 
was because it regarded the Bureau as a kmd of sub-~ommltt<·e of the Confen·nce. llu! tlll'rc 
was one indispensable condition to the referenc~ o~ th1s part of the programme to the ~cn<·ral 
Commission-namely, that the General Co~m1sswn must be a .. ked. at once to appmnt ~hr. 
sub-committees to consider all the questions m Chapter II, B (" Eflect1ves, L~nd \~ar. Matcr1al, 
Air, etc."). To deal with these questions one after the other 111 the plenary Comm1ss1on w~ul•l 
mean, amongst other serious disadvantages, that progres~ ":ould .be very ~low. If t~e l!mted 
Kingdom programme were referred to the General Comn.ussJon Wll~ a recommendatiOn m the 
sense he had indicated, the Bureau would have accomplished a !'o('flOU~ and concrete effort to 
accelerate the work of the Conference. 

The Swedish delegate had remark~d. that there wa§ alrea<ly a Committe.e on Eff .. ctiye~ 
which, he suggested, was dying of inamt1on. !\[r. Eden thought. rathf:r tha~ Jt was suffenng 
from indigestion. The l:nited Kingdom programme ~:ould act .on. It l!ke a.tomc. . . 

It had also been pointed out that there was an ~1r Comm1"s!on m ex~stence ; but 1t m1ght 
be said never to have quitted the ground, and the obJP.Ct of the t:mted Kmgdom proposals was 
to enable it to fly. . .. 

Lastly, the Soviet delegation had pomted out that a programme. was n?t a decrswn. That 
was true; l\Ir. Eden readily admitted it. But he hoped that the U~ute~ Kmgdof!l p!ogr3:~me 
would make it possible to take decisions, an~ he m1ght a<id that, 111 h1~ delegation s opm10n, 
the decisions in question were urgently requued. 
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Count RACZYNSKI (Poland) noted Mr. Eden's state'!lent to the effect th~t the Uni!ed 
Kingdom delegation agreed not to discuss the first part of tts ~ropos~ls. The Pohsh delegahon 

s glad to see the United Kingdom plan accepted as a startmg-pomt for the future work of 
~~ Co~ference. He also shared the hope expressed by all the previo~s speakers ~hat the work 
of the Conference would lead to a definite and concrete text as raptdly as po~tble .. He was 
prepared to support the views expressed ~y the. German and Fr~nch ~elegaho~s m. fa your 
of putting or one side Chapter I of th~ Umted Kmg<~;o~ proposal, m whtch certam .pnnc1p~es 
were laid down, parti~ularly as t~e hst of these pr.mctples was far from exhaus~t.ve, while 
certain questions were mcluded whtch had not been dtscussed by the competent pohhcal organ 
of the Conference. . · 

He entered the most explicit reservations as to the interpretations which had been given 
to certain passages of Chapter I; and he had been glad to hear the lucid and exact explanations 
given by M. Paul-Boncour with regard to the nature of the Agreement of Five in relation to the 
work of the Conference. 

He entirely agreed with the arguments of various speakers as to the need of adhering to 
the procedure followed from the first, leaving it to the General Commission to regulate all 
the essential forms of the Conference's activities. 

As regards Chapter II of the United Kingdom proposal, he was prepared to admit that 
the discussion had shown the desirability of making certain amendments or additions. He 
thought that the Chairman, with the help of the Vice-Chairman and the Rapporteur, might 
with advantage submit that chapter at a future meeting with such additions as had been 
suggested in the course of the debates in the Bureau. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) had five definite points to submit. In the first place, his 
Government was dubious as to the desirability, after thirteen years, of formulating a new 
solemn declaration. No doubt the proposal for such a declaration was based on motives of 
high policy, but there was reason to fear that the States were indulging in what might be called an 
"inflation of pacts". In his, view, the fewer the pacts, the greater the belief in those which 
existed. If, however, it was held that such a solemn declaration was indispensable, the Spanish 
Government would agree to it. 

In the second place, it might be wondered whether it was practical to discuss the narrower 
schemes before the wider schemes. There was a natural order of precedence in the matter of 
obligations assumed ; and it would be difficult for the European countries to commit themselves 
before knowing what line was going to be taken by the countries regarded as non-European, if 
not in the geographical sense, at any rate in relation to the pacts. It would be a good thing to 
link up the two pacts proposed in such a way that the narrower of them should only come into 
operation when a pronouncement had been made in the wider one on the question of the 
aggressor. 

His three last points related to Chapter II of the United Kingdom proposals. The Spanish 
Government was prepared to take part in the discussion of the suggestions contained in this 
chapter. But, in the first place, with regard to the United Kingdom proposal in connection 
with the air, he must repeat what he had already said in the Bureau-namely, that 
th~. constitution of a ~of!~mission was useless, since the P?ssibilities of complete abolition of 
mthtary and naval avtahon and bombardment from the atr were already known. In reality 
it was not so much a question of abolition as of obtaining the assent of the great Powers t~ 
abolition-a much more difficult task. As regards international supervision of civil aviation 
the great air Powers would ~~ compelled sooner o~ later ~o appeal to all the Powers, great o: 
small, as no such supervision would be posstble Without the conclusion of universal 
arrangements. The Spanish Government was prepared to accede to the proposals put forward 
but it was doubtful as to the outcome of any such possibility, since the United Kingdo~ 
proposal anticipated future decisions when it said that the Bureau should " fix the maximum 
unladen weight of military and naval aircraft ; decide as to the disposal of machines exceeding 
that limit ", and so on. 

Fourthly, th.e Spa~ish delegation had someth~ng to ~ay with regard to naval forces. It 
felt that the Umted Km.gdom proposal under th1s headmg was incomplete. There was no 
reference to th~ ~e~uchon. of tonnage. When the gap between the most powerful of 
the seco~dary manhme nahons and the least powerful of the great maritime nations were 
recalled, tt could only be concluded that there would have to be a big effort of reduction on the 
part o~ the latt~r before the secondary Pow':rs would be induced to reduce their tonnage . 

. H1s last pomt he ~t>garded as the most tmportant. The Spanish delegation continued to 
be.heve that the ess~nt1al task of the Conference, which it must accomplish if it were not to 
fall, was the ad?phon of sevt>re measur.es fo~ the super!ision of the manufacture ·of arms 
and of the trade m.arms .. If the Convention d1~ not contam a very detailed chapter of such a 
nature as to make 1t poss1ble to know at any giVen moment at Geneva itself the wh b t 
f th I · f th d h · . erea ou s o arms, e owners up o em, an t e1r quantity and destination etc th c f 

ld t h t · d · t. · H . • ·• e on erence won no ave at. ame 1 ~ a1ms. e was ~stontshe~, ther~fore, to hear the United Kin dom 
delegate say that, 1f ther~ ~ere no rdt•rence m the Umted Kmgdom proposals to certain ~ints, 
that ~as because a certam progress had alrt>ady been made with the study of them~ The 
question of th~ manufacture of arms had mad~ less progress than any other. He accordin 1 
urged the Cha1rman an~ the Rapporteur to .gtve !he requisite assurances that this uestfo~ 
would not be forgotten m the course of the d1scuss1on of the programme. q 
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M. SATO (Japan) said that, in the Cnited Kingdom draft, it was proposed that a programmt' 
of w~rk should be agreed upon which would take into account all the proposals madt• sirwe tht• 
ope~mg of the Confer~nce. He thought that, in thest• circumstanct•s, t'wry proposal ~houltl 
rece1ve equal and _eqt~rtable treatment. The l'nitt>d King,Jom proposal providt•tl, on the ont• 
hand, for the quahtat1ve and quantitative limitation of all land and air armanwnts anti, on till' 
o~her hand, for a qualitative limitation of naval armamt•nts. He thou~o:ht th;tt qu;mtitatin• 
disarmament should also be contemplated in the case of naval armanwnts, arhl rt·mirhkd tht> 
Bureau that the Japan~se ddt>gation had submittt>d a concrt•te proposul to this dh·rt ' which 
deserved careful study m the same way as all the other propos;tls rt•g,lf<lingnaval dis;mnanwnt. 

M. DE VASCONCELL?S (Portugal) said that he was spt~aking, not as tht• d..Jcg.tlt• of his 
country, but as the Chatrman of the National Dt'ft•nce Expt•nditure Commission. Ht• rt•t·allt-d 
the fact that, after arduous work, this Commission, whit-h had bt•t'n instructt•d to study till' 
<!ue.stil:~ns of budge~ary limitation and publicity, had rt·acht•d the com·lusion that butlgl'lary 
hmltll;hon was possrble and wa~ now considering how this might be dlt•t'lt•tl. It had nln·•~tly 
exammed a~out So pe~ cent of the military budgets of tht> whole world, so that its rt'ply would 
~est. on a sohd fo':lndahon. ~nf<;>rtunately, the work of this Commission was lwing passt•d o\'t'r 
m Silence •. and th1s was causrng 11 some uneasiness, as it was still una wart•, although it had put 
the. quesl!on to the General Commissio~ and to the Bureau, whrtht•r butlgt'lary hmitation wa~ 
ser~ous.ly contemplated. In any cast', 1t earnt•stly hopt·d that the t•normous amnuut of work 
whrch II had done would not prove useless and that the dforts of the past niue nwuths would not 
have been in vain. 

Reverting to the question now before the Bureau, the Portugut•st• dt·l .. gate said that he was 
in favour of its discussion in the General Commission. It was doubtlt·ss t•asi,.r to diM'IIs~ tht• 
matter in the Bureau, which was a comparatively small committe••, but he woultl poiut out 
that the majority of the members of the General Commission who spoke most oftt·n wt·rt• u),o 
members of the Bureau, so that the latter's discussion§ ditl not advance uny more rapidly. 
Moreover, whenever the Bureau failed to take a decision, the question wa~ rdt•rrt·tl to tht• 
General Commission and passed through two stagt•s instt'ad of ont>; ht' pt·r~onally wa~ in 
favour of a single stage. 

Mr. GIBSON (United States of Amt'rica) said that he had bt•t•n one of the fust to Wt•lromt• 
the idea of a general programme, which should be mappt•d out in advance wlll'n ra pit! progrt·~o; 
was desired. The question at issue was whctht·r the Hunau wnultl t·xredite mat tNs 
by attempting to draw up a complete plan before the Conft•rence was nllowt•t to pnx-t·t~tl on 
any single point. If this procedure were adopted, it would be nt·ct·ssary to add an iufuritt• 
number of .questions to the plan submitted to the Hun·au, and the discu"ion l>f ull 
those questions would necessarily involve loss of time and might evt•n result in a nl'w synoptic 
analysis. Better results could be obtained by adopting a dilft-rent procedure. 

The discussion showed that no delegation was oppos('{l to the rdt·n•ncc of roinh 1 nrul 2 
of head A ("Security") of Chapter II to the Political Commis;ion and o IJOint B (11) 
(" Effectives ") of the same chapter to the General Commi.;sion. lie propo~t·t that tlu·se 
questions should at o_nce ~e discussed in the General Commiss_ion. The Hun·au _would contimw 
to sit from time to hme, m order to pass on the other qut•stron~ and to submrt them, n~ ami 
when they were ready, to the appropriate bodies. 

This solution in no way prejudged the programme proposl'll by the L'nitt•tl Kingdom ; 
it merely provided that the Conference could pursue ih wnrk uninterruptedly, while study of 
the programme was being continued. 

l\1. MELI DI SORAGNA (Italy) said that his delegation had approvl'd the plan propo,cd hy the 
United Kingdom which it regarded as a further example of the l'mpirkalnature of the British 
mind. He was ~ot opposed to the general conception of the pr<Kcdurc of the Coufo:rcnn~. 
Since Mr. Eden had said that he was prepared to withdraw the first part of his proposals, the 
Italian delegate would not defend them. He was prepared to agree that the G··m·ral Cornmi,~iun 
should examine all the points enumerated under head B of Chaptl'r II and that the l'olitkal 
Commission should study points I and 2 of ~ea~ A ~f the same chapter. A' reganlt:~.l the first 
of these two points, he shared M. de ~ladanaga s vrew. A solemn affirrnatw!l not to r~sort to 
force was extremely desirable, but 1~ would be dangerous to formulate rt un_lt·s~. 11 wt·re 
accompanied by positive measures of drsarmament. Th~ absence of mea~uru of thr~ kmd could 
only invalidate this declaration at the very moment It was made. . , 

He confessed that he did not altogether understand the purport <;>f Mr. G1bson s re'!'ark~. 
The United Kingdom delegate had agreed that the ~h~pter of _hiS proposal§ rela_trng to 
disarmament should be referred to the General Commrssw!l• provrded that each pmnt. Wa§ 
entrusted to a special sub-commission, ~ that the work mrght go for~ard on pa~alld lrnes. 
The delegate of the United States of Amenca thoug~t that the part r~latm~ to effecl!ves should 
be referred to the General Commission, the quesuon of war ma_te_nal berng re~rved for ~he 
Bureau, which would examine the question o_f procedure. _In the op~mon of the I talran del~:gat1on 
the question of land war material was poss1bly th~t whrch w3:s n~st and sho~l~ therefore be 
treated on absolutely the same footing as t~e quesllon of effectrves, mstead of gn:'mg way to the 
latter. The Italian delegate reserved the nght, at the moment when the delegations had before 

• Document Conf.D.150. 
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them the final draft resolution to be submitted by the Chairman, to submit observations on the 
chapter relating to land war material. He thought that it would !>e better to ~eplace the pr~s~nt 
text by the following or similar words : '' The Bureau shall examme the question of the abolition' 
of tanks or shall fix their maximum tonnage ". It should not be forgotten that Italy ~ad 
declared herself in favour of the complete abolition of tanks. These were doubtless questions 
of drafting, but they might be of some importance, and he would revert to them later. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) also thought that Mr. Gibson's suggestion w~mld only be 
acceptable if agreement had first been reached on the text of the proposals. As It had already 
indicated, the German delegation wished to propose some amendments. That was W~Y. 1t 
was desirable to begin by studying the programme so as to find out whether there was unamm1ty 
or not. 

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America), replying to the Italian delegate, recognised the 
importance of the question of la.nd war material. The ~ea.son he had not suggested . the 
immediate reference of this question to t~e G~neral Commission was because th~ <le.legatio!ls 
would still have a great deal to say on th1s pomt, but he had no deep-rooted obJechon to 1t. 
The Bureau would doubtless continue to examine all the questions and would refer them, 
as and when they were ripe, to the General Commission. 

In reply to~· N~dolny, he pointed out that, if the German d.elegation had .amendments. to 
submit, an exammatwn of the text of the proposals to be submitted was obVIously essential. 
He had thought that unanimity had already been reached as regards the reference of all the 
questions to the relevant Commissions. 

M. BuERO (Uruguay) said that the United States delegate had expressed exactly what he 
had intended to say. As Rapporteur on questions relating to land war material, he could say 
that those questions were not so ripe as the Italian delegation thought. They were, in fact, 
closely bound up with the political questions which would have to be referred to the Political 
Commission. Until the Conference had decided what action should be taken in regard to these 
questions, it would be very difficult to a.rrive at an agreement concerning land armaments. 
He therefore thought that Mr. Gibson's proposal was a very good way out of the difficulty. 
The Bureau must also study the question of material. He had not yet been able to submit his 
report as bases of agreement were lacking. It was to be hoped that Mr. Gibson's suggestion 
would enable those bases to be found. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) said that, as regarded the question of procedure, the French 
delegation was quite prepared to accept Mr. Gibson's proposal. To prevent any misunder
standing as to his delegation's views he added that it was solely concerned with the order in 
which the work would be taken. The United States and United Kingdom proposals constituted 
to some extent a guarantee that the States Members of the Conference definitely approved 
certain of the questions set forth in the French plan. He reminded the Bureau that he had 
clearly and frankly stated that the attitudes adorted by the delegations would depend on their 
acceptance or rejection of the essential parts o the French plan. · 

There were great advantages in referring first of all the question of effectives to the General 
Commission to be dealt with by the latter. It would only be possible for the French delegation 
to give its opinion as to a reduction of material when it knew what decision would be taken on 
effectives !I-nd. the standardisation of th.e arme~ forces .of continental Europe. As regards 
th1s orgamsation, the French plan contamed an 1dea wh1ch the French delegation considered 
a good one-it introduced complete equality in this matter. That was a proposal on which the 
Conference would have to pronounce in the first place. As regards the questions of substance 
and procedure, M. Paul-Boncour shared the views of the delegates of the United Kingdom and 
the United States of America. 

He understood M. Nadolny's observation concerning the wording of the United Kingdom 
draft, especially as he himself would have reservations to make. However, the delegations 
would be better able to propose amendments in the General Commission than in the Bureau. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) regretted that he was not altogether in agreement with M Paul
Bonc~mr. As regarded ~he question of unani~ity, it was not merely a matter of differe~ces in 
~ordmg, but of questions of substance wh1ch the German delegation considered of great 
importance. For that reas~n a preliminary discussion was essential. 

As regarde~ the question o~ war material •. he had already stated that his delegation 
attached great Importance to th1s problem, wh1ch should not give way to the q t' f 
effectives .. The number of effectives could obviously be fixed far more definitely ~r.:on ° 
kno~n ~h1ch. arms would be all~wed and which prohibited. In other words, the ue~tio';e~~ 
quahtahve disarmament, to wh1ch the Conference had always attached t · q t 
should be dealt with first. The question of effectives should come afterwards fe:-h. lmpor a~.ce, 
he shared the views of the Italian delegate. . n IS connec ton 

The CHAIR:I.lAN, summing up the discussion thought he could th t · d 
with the suggestions made by Mr. Gibson and other delegates hsayd Aa • fmCahccor anclel 
l" Se 't ") f th U 't d K' d • ea o apter cun y o e m e mg om proposals should be referred to th p l't' al c · · e 0 1 IC ommiSSIOn 

• 
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and head B (a) (" Effectiv~ ") to the General Commission, in which each delt'gate would ha\'e 
,an opporturuty of suggestmg the manner in which he considered that the question should be 
stud1e~. :rhe Bureau would then decide what other question should be submitted to the General 
Comm1ss1on and would draw.up a series of further questions as and when they were ripe. Lastly, 
the Bureau wo1!'ld not lose Sight of the question of the manufacture of arms. He was not yet 
aware whether 1t would be necessary to take a decision on the final text of the Unitt'd Kingdom 
propo~l.. Persona~y. he would have preferred to refer the whole of head B to the General 
Comm1ss1on, but, smce unanimity had not been reached on this point this would be done in 
the manner he had just indicated. · ' 

M. NADOL~Y (Germany) was doubtful whether the Bureau was actually compet<'nt to 
transfer a quesbon to the Political Commission. In his opinion, the whole programme should 
first be approved by the General Commission, which \\"aS alone competent to deal with the 
matter. He al.so. was of opinion th~t it was preferable to refer the whole of head B to the 
General Con~uss10n, after first drawmg up in the Bureau a final text of the programme. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that the procedure he himself had indicated was quite correct. 
At the next meeting of the General Commission he would submit a report on the decisions 
taken ~~t day by t.he. Bureau, and in one of the recommendations it would be sugl)ested that 
the Pohhcal Comm1ss1on should be convened so that the political question in all 1ts aspects 
might be submitted to that Commission. 

The Chairman th.en asked whether the delegations had any objection to the convening by 
the G.eneral Co~miss1on of. the Political Commission for the purpose of submitting to it the 

. questions relatmg to secunty. 

The Bureau adopted this proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN asked whether opinions were divided in the Bureau as to head B. Should 
the whole of that head be referred to the General Commission or paragraph (a) alone and 
the other questions later ? 

M. MELI D1 SoRAGNA (Italy) thought that head B should be referred as a whole to the 
General Commission and that all the delegations were agreed on this point. However, if it 
were decided to refer the various points enumerated under head Bas and when they were ripe, 
he would have no objection to this, but he preferred that they should be referred to the 
Commission en bloc, merely the headings being given so as to avoid a discussion on formal 
questions. He thought that by this procedure the difficulty could be got over. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) thought that the simplest method would be to refer head B 
en bloc to the General Commission, which would be asked to take the questions in the order in 
which they were given in the United Kingdom proposal. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) agreed to this procedure, subject to the right to submit 
observations in the General Commission. 

M. MELI DI SoRAGNA (Italy) pointed out that the suggestion which Mr. Eden had J'ust 
made was similar to that of Mr. Gibson. He regretted his inability to accept it and rna e a 
reservation which he asked to be inserted in the Minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN said that note would be taken of this, but observed that the General 
Commission must obviously begin its ~o~k by examining one q~estion or ~n?ther. In his 
opinion the work of the General Comm1ss1on and th~t of ~he Poht1c~l Comm1ss1o~ &h?'J_ld go 
forward pari passu in view of the importance of dealing With these kmds of questions )Omtly. 
He hoped that the Bureau would accept Mr. Eden'slast proposal. 

M NADOLNY (Germany) thought that, in practice, the problem of the order of the questions 
could ~asily be settled.: the Gener~ Commission w?uld doubtl~ss aubmit th~ question of 
effectives to the Committee on Effecbves, and would 1tself deal. w1th war mat~ial. For t.hat 
reason, the German delegation did not make the same reservation as the Italian delegatiOn. 

The proposal made by the United Kingdom delegation was adopted. 

BU.EEAU OP THE COifF.EllEJIC.E II, 
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FORTIETH MEETING (PRIVATE). 

Held on "Thursday, April 27th, 1933, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. A. HENDERSON. 

56. QUESTIONS OF PROCEDURE ARISING OUT OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION'S 
EXAMINATION OF PART I (SECURITY) OF THE DRAFT CoNVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE 

UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION. 

The CHAIRMAN felt he should explain why he had convened the Bureau. After examining 
carefully Mr. Norman Davis's important declaration before the General Commission,• and 
considering its effects on the discussion of Part I of the United Kingdom plan 1 and 
the amendments thereto, he had reached the conclusion that possibly nothing was to be gained 
for the moment by continuing in the General Commission the discussions on Part I of the plan. 
He did not know on what date Mr. Norman Davis would be able to make t~e statement to 
which he had referred on the previous day, and which would ~ertainly have consid~rable 
influence on the subsequent work of the Conference. In these circumstances, the Chairman 
had felt that the Bureau should consider the possibility of suspending the discussion of Part I 
of the United Kingdom plan and passing immediately to Part II. He felt, moreover, that 
the greater the extent of disarmament achieved as a result of the examination of Part II, 
the greater would be the measure of security attained. He therefore thought it would be 
better to continue the work in the manner he had just indicated, for Part II of the United 
Kingdom plan would undoubtedly call forth a fairly lengthy discussion. 

The Chairman desired to draw attention to another point. The World Economic Conference 
would meet shortly, and June uth had even been suggested for that meeting. The 
Disarmament Conference might possibly contribute to the success of the Economic Conference 
if it reached definite decisions on Part II of the United Kingdom plan-that was to say, on 
the extent of disarmament. To achieve that result the Conference must work quickly, for 
June uth was fairly near, and, further, account must be taken of the Whitsuntide vacation, 
which might possibly be shortened as far as possible but which it would be difficult to do away 
with altogether. It might also prove necessary, as an exceptional measure, to hold two 
meetings of the General Commission a day. 

In view of these considerations and after consulting the Secretary-General and various 
delegations, the President of the Conference had felt he should submit these various points to 
the Bureau. 

M. DI SoRAGNA (Italy) said that the Italian delegation was quite prepared to accept any 
procedure selected by the Bureau. It saw no objection to breaking off the General Commission's 
examination of Part I of the United Kingdom plan and passing to Part II. During 
the Conference's proceedings, the Italian delegation had always maintained that the chief 
aim was to bring about effective disarmament, and that security would be the result of the 
success achieved in the sphere of disarmament. M. di Soragna was therefore acting quite 
consistently in supporting the Chairman's proposal. 

He pointed out, however, that after taking cognisance of the United Kingdom plan, the 
Italian delegation had stated that it would refrain from submitting amendments even on 
technical points, the integral acceptance of which appeared to its experts to be very difficult. 
Indeed, it felt that the United Kingdom plan was of such value for the Conference's success 
that the Italian Government had decided that political considerations took precedence of all 
others, and that, in these circumstances, it was necessary to throw overboard all national and 
selfish preoccupations in the interests of the common cause. That attitude was naturally 
subject. to the res':rvation that _the other delegations ac~ed in the sa~e way. 

If It were decided to examme Part II before adopting any definite resolution with regard 
to Part I, the Italian delegation would be in an embarrassing situation. It would be difficult 
for it to refrain from submitting amendments required in the national interest. Indeed certain 
delegations took a very keen interest in Part I of the plan and had submitted amendments. 1 

The Ita.lian delegation W?uld ~e unable to maintain i~s altruistic attitude with regard to 
Part II 1f ~he other delegahons did not adopt the same athtude with regard to those parts which 
more specially concerned them. Each of them must make sacrifices in the common cause. 

1 See Minutes of the lifty·st>cond meeting of the General Commission. 
1 Docum ... nt Conf.D.1S7 and adde•d'""· 
1 s~e !llinutes of the lifty·first and fifty·St>cond meetings of the General Commission. 
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M. di Soragna, moreover, was not in the least pessimistic. He still hoptc>d that Part I of 
the. plan would_ be adopte~ with~ut any fundamt'ntal changt'. In that evt'nt, any amendnwnt 
wh1ch ~he ltahan de~t'ga~10n m1ght have to submit would be withdra·wn, and the Italian 
delegation would mamtam the attitude it had taken up in the Gent'ral Commission.' 

M. N:'DOLNY (Germany) noted that the General Commission was at prt"$t•nt unable to 
complete 1ts work on ~art I of the United Kingdom plan by taking a vott•. Tht' Bun•au mu~t 
therefore st'ek a practical mt'thod by which the work could contimu•. II<' pointt'd out, with 
rt'gard t~ Pa~t I, that the General Commission had had bdore it tht' Unitt"<! Kingdom plan 
and var~ous Important amt'ndments and had tht'n bt't'n fact'd with Mr. Norman Davis's 
d.eclar_ahon. It tht'refore St't'me~ th~t the qurstion was not ript' for a tlt·d~ion. The same 
~1tuah~n ~ould undoubtedly anse w1th rrgard to otht"r parts of tht• pl.lll. It was, in Cart, 
1mposs1ble I~ a fe':" ~ays to reconcile divergf'nt points of vit•w on wry important probh•ms. In 
M. Nadolny s opm10!1• the most practical proct'<lure would bt' to Ol<lopt tht• Chairman's 
proposal and.to contmue the_ examination of the Unitt'd Kingdom plan. Th;~t t'Xamination 
would be a.kind of fir~t readmg, and this procedure should, he thou~:ht, givl' full sati,f.~t·tion 
to the Itahan ~eleg_ahon, and enable it to ascertain the attitude of the otllt'r tklt•gations. 
Generally spea~mg, 1t wou~d thus be possible to see in what way a ConVt'ntion coul<l bt• workt•tl 
out. When thiS first readmg was concluded, the Conference would know the tkdsion of the 
United States of America with regard to Part I, and would be able to takt' a fmal dt•dsion 
on the various parts of the United Kingdom plan. 

·. M. MA.SSIGLI (France) had been very much struck by 1\1. di Soragna's observations. He 
d1d not thmk, however, that the proposal to adjourn Part I was absolutt·ly incompatible 
with M. di Soragna's anxiety, which was pt'rhaps rather conm·cted with the political question!! 
arising out of Article 6 than with the gent'ral problems raised by Articles 1 to ~· 1\1. l\lassi~:li 
wondered whether the time had not perhaps come, seeing that th•·re was some dilliculty 
in continuing the examination of Part I, to start up the machinery for pn•paring Anm·xt•s X 
andY mentioned in Article 6. The General Commission had alrt'ady takt>n decision~ of principlt• 
on these points. It might perhaps be possible to see what could be done by tht• European 
States without awaiting the declaration of the United Stairs of Am('rica. 

M. Massigli was entirely in favour of 1\1. Nadolny·~ proposal to proc('f•d with R first rNHling 
of the United Kingdom plan. This idea of a first reading was, in 1\1. Massigli'5 opinion, 
fundamental. He recalled that, before the East('r vacation, he had often urg•·d that the work 
of the technical Committees, and in particular of the Committee on Eff•·rtiv•·s, should be 
r.ursued actively. During the fiftieth meeting of the General Commi,sion he had said • that, 
'when Governments had to estimate the effort of reduction dcmanth•d of tlwm, tlwy would 

need to know how it would balance out among the diffl'rent countri•·s in qut•stion. Jn olht•r 
words, they would wish to know which among the various categorir~ of national forr .. s were 
those to which the limitations would apply." But the Committ••e on .Eff•·ctiv•·s had not 
appreciably speeded up its work and, in fact, had not rt'sumed it up to the prcs•·nt. M. 1\fassi~:li 
felt bound to point out that, until the Committt'e on Effrctives h;~d conclurlrd it, work, the 
work ~f the General. Comm.ission on ~art II of the Un~ted Kingdom pia~ could o~ly b~· quit." 
provisional. When 1t was m possession of the conclusiOns of the Comm11tcr on Efft•ctav .. s, 1t 
would be able to ascertain the value of the proposed definition~. and to Sf'e wh .. thrr tlu·ycoulrl 
be accepted or whether others must be sought. 

In M. Massigli's opinion, it would therefore be useful to do concrete work, but he felt 
bound to point out that, if it were desired that the technical Committees should speed up their 
work, difficulties might be encou!ltered i? connection with ptc>rsnnnel. Most o! t!•e dcl•·g~tit?ns 
had only a small number of techmcal adVIsers, so that when the General Comm1sswn was sittmg 
the other Committees could not meet. It must therefore be ascertained whether it was desired 
that the work of those Committees should be continued slowly or whether, on the contrary, 
it should not be speeded up. · 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said he had been very much stru.ck by 1\1. Mas~igli's 
arguments in favour of accelerating the ':"ork of the Comm1~tee on Effcchves. But heal~ s.aw 
the force of certain political considerations. On the previous day, the General Comm1ss10n 
had adjourned the debate on Part I of the United Kingdom plan. It had had very good reasons 
for doing so, and there was no doubt that, when the debate wa~ resumed, there would ~ more 
likeliliood of reaching satisfacto~y re~ults. But the psychol'?g1cal effect <>~ t.ho~ outside. the 
Conference must also be borne m mmd. To suspend the General Comm1sswn s proccedmgs 
in order that the Committees might set to work would ~a~e a very bad ef~ect o!l public opini~m. 
Mr. Eden therefore proposed that the General ~mm1sswn should contmu~ 1ts work, pas~mg 
to Part 11 of the plan, and that, at the same hme, the work of the Committee on Effcchves 
should be speeded up. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium) considere.d that .Mr. Eden's pro~sal, which he supported, took 
as much account as possible of t_he va.nous aspects of the qu~stu~n. He also des~red, h~wever, 
to support 111. 1\Iassigli's suggestiOn WJth regard to the exammatwn of the quesllons raised by 

• See Minutes of the forty-eighth meeting of the ~neral Commis.ion, page 372. 
1 See l\Iinutes of the General Commi;sion, page 390· 
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Article 6 of the United Kingdom draft. These questions might be studie~ outside the General 
Commission. M. Bourquin recalled that various proposals in regard to th1s matter had already 
been made-in particular, the Soviet pro~os!ll for the de~ni.tion of the aggressor 1 and the 
Belgian proposal with regard to the Comm1ss10n for estabhshmg the f~cts.• These proposals 
had all been referred already to a special Committee,• which had be~un1tsw~rk .. Consequently, 
if it were decided that the General Commission should suspend 1ts exammabon of Part I 
of the United Kingdom plan, the special Committee in question might be .asked to continue ~o 
examine the problems already before it, together with any others that m1ght be referred to 1t. 

M. LANGE (Norway) agreed. with M .. Bourquin. . 
As Vice-Chairman of the A1r Comm1ttee, however, he des1red the Bureau to clear up one 

specific point. Several delegations had asked that the Air Committee should resume its work. 
Personally, M. Lange thought that the moment the General Commission adop~ed the l!nited 
Kingdom plan as a basis of discussion, it became necessary to suspend the Air Committee's 
discussions until the General Commission had expressed its views on the chapter of the plan 
relating to air questions. M. Lange desired to know the Bureau's opinion on this point. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) fully approved the proposals of Mr. Eden and M. Bourquin, 
which he thought most practical. 

With regard to the question raised by M. Lange, however, M. Nadolny thought that it 
would be better for the Air Committee to continue its work. The latter was already at a very 
advanced stage, but the Committee still had to examine one fundamental question-that 
of the complete abolition of military aviation. As Article 35 of the United Kingdom plan 
dealt with this question, it would be advisable for the Air Committee to study it. M. Nadolny 
thought, in fact, that it would be better to settle this question in the Convention rather than 
to leave it to the Permanent Disarmament Commission, as provided by the United Kingdom 
plan. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) endorsed M. Nadolny's observations. He agreed with him that the 
Air Committee should be allowed to continue its work but that its task should not be confined 
to the United Kingdom plan, since it already had a definite programme of work. 

Mr. Norman DAVIS (United States of America) did not think that the postponement of 
the discussion of Part I of the United Kingdom plan would be regarded with disfavour by 
public opinion. The United States of America were eager to find a means of collaborating 
with the League. The only question was in regard to the practical ways and means of this 
collaboration. In these Circumstances, public opinion, or at all events intelligent public 
opinion, would doubtless recognise the wisdom of postponing the discussion of Part I. More
over, public opinion was chiefly concerned about the absence of far-reaching discussions on 
disarmament in the proper sense of the term. Progress would therefore be made if, as M. 
Nadolny had suggested, the General Commission passed on at once to a first reading of Part II 
and the other parts of the United Kingdom plan. Moreover, decisions in regard to Part I 
would largely depend on the decisions taken on the other parts of the plan. 

As regarded the Air Committee, he thought that it was difficult to get anywhere without 
knowing where one was going, and he considered it logical to wait until the General 
Commission had examined the part of the plan dealing with air armaments. Only then would 
it be known exactly what questions were to be referred to the Air Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN wished to define the attitude he had adopted in regard to the work of the 
technical Committees. Those Committees had been set up before the General Commission had 
adopted the United Kingdom plan as a basis for discussion. Once this decision had been 
taken, the position was changed and he had not insisted that the Committees should continue 
their work. He had thought it best to leave it to the Chairman of each Committee to decide 
whether it could usefully discuss certain questi?ns in the light of the United Kingdom plan. 
Whe1_1ever he. had been consulte.d he had advised the Committees not to meet until some 
defimte question had been submitted to them. He thought that this was a logical attitude 
as the General Commission was not at present discussing a report but a draft Convention. ' 

. Mr. EDEN (United ~i~gdom) share~ the views ex~ressed by the Chairman. At the present 
hme the General Co~m!ss10n was work~ng on the baSIS of a draft Convention, and he did not 
see what the Comm1ttees could do unhl the former had expressed its views Moreover the 
~eeti~g.of the differe~t C~mmittees gave rise to difficulties in the matter of p~rsonnel,and, in 
h1s op1mon, the exammahon of the draft Convention should take precedence over all other 
work. 

1 See 1\Iinutes of the thirty·flrst me<•ting of the General Commission, page 23 1 See Document Conf.D.jC.P.u. 7· 
1 See !llinutes of the eighth meeting of the Political Commission, page ,56. 
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M. DovGALEVSKY (Union of So,;et Socialist Rt'publics) agreed with the Chairman. 
The Bureau ha.d ~n summof!ed to deal with a somewhat unt'Xpt'Ctt'd situation. \\'ht'n the 
Gen~al Comnuss1on resumed Its work on April 25th, the President had expressed the hope 
that 1t would be able to get t~rough that work quickly so as to complete the l'xamination of the 
draft and have the Convenbon rt>ady for adoption in two months' time. The very next day 
an ob~tacle had cropped up and the Bureau was now endeavouring to find a solution for this 
new. difficulty. So far, only expedients had bt'l'n proposed. The Sovil"t delt•gate agreed with the 
ChaJrm.an that these expedients should be rejected. 

W1th reference to M. Nadolny's proposal, he pointed out that this was also an expedient. 
M. Na.dolny had. proposed an innovation-namt'ly, the sr.stem of sevl'ral readings. He did 
not thmk th'!-t th1s would serve any useful purpose, and to Illustrate his contention he observed 
that the I_talia~ delegate_had already stated the course which he proposed to pursue; he would 
reserve h1s atbt';l~e Uf!til he knew what attitude would be taken by the other delegations. 
Under such cond1bons 1t was easy to be altruistic; at the first reading, which would be quickly 
completed, one would say nothing, but a second rl'ading would be nt'cessary later. He was 
therefore opposed to the inno.vation proposed by M. Nadolny, which he thought would be 
purely and s1mply a waste of bme. 

~- Dovg'!-lev~ky noted. that it was impossible to continue the examination of Part I. 
He ~d not thmk 1t ~as feas1ble to pass on to Part II, in rl'gard to which the dl'lt•gations, and 
parbcularly the Sov1et delegation, were not in a position to submit amendment9. 

As regarded the work of the Committet's, that matter had beeQ dt'finitely settled by the 
Chairman. 

In conclusion, there was no use looking for expedients which would deceive no one ; 
he made this statement at the risk of being accused of belonging to that unintelligent public 
opinion to which reference had been made. The Conference was faced with a situation for which 
it was not responsible-the impossibility of continuing its work. The obvious conclu~ion 
should be drawn. 

M. DI SoRAGNA (Italy) wished to reply to M. Dovgalcvsky, who had criticised, although 
very courteously, the Italian delegate's attitude. He explamed that this attitude was a 
consequence of the proposed procedure. The Italian delegation had undertaken to refrain from 
proposing amendments provided the United Kingdom plan was adopted without any sub
stantial modifications. If, therefore, the General Commission passed on to Part II without 
taking any decision on the important modifications proposed to Part I, the Italian dl'legation 
would be obliged to cover itself by submitting certain amendments which it would withdraw 
if it were decided to return to the original plan or if a reasonable agreement were reached. 
He did not think that this clearly defined attitude of the Italian dl'legation would in any way 
impede the progress of the Conference's work. 

M. DovGALEVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that he had not wished in any 
way to criticise M. di Soragna's attitude. He fully understood and respected the Italian 
Government's anxieties. In mentioning M. di Soragna's name, he had merely wished to 
illustrate his own views. His criticism was directed chiefly against M. Nadolny. It was certain 
that, if the procedure proposed by M. Nadolny were accepted and all the del .. gations adopted 
an attitude similar to that of the Italian delegation, no progress would be made by the end of 
the first reading. ' 

He repeated that the Conference was confronted with a situation which it had not created 
and for which it was not responsible, but the obvious conclusion must be drawn. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany), in reply to M. Do":galevsky, ~aid that he had f!lerely w.ished 
to propose a procedure which shoul~ be as prachc~ as ~ss1ble. He th'?ught 1~ e~scnt1al to 
ascertain the views of every delegation on the vanous pomts of the Umted Kmgdom plan. 
It was therefore necessary to go ahea~ and se~ what ame~~ments. would be proP?sed. . 

As regards the technical Committees, different deciSions m1ght be taken an the vanous 
cases. 

l\1 DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal) wished to point out that, strictly speaking, M. Nadolny'a 
propos~ that there should be several successive readings of the Unit~d Ki~gdom plan did not 
constitute a real innovation. This procedure h~d _already been apphed w1th ~xcellent results 
by the Expenditure Commission. That Cof!!mJssJon had ~~wn up .a volummous report, of 
which there had been three readings. The d1fferences of opm10n, wh1ch were very marked at 
the first reading, had been appreciab_ly reduced ~n the course of the work, so _that at the final 
reading the points of view of the vanous delegations had become much less d1vergent. . 

As regarded the technical Committt'l's, he thought that some of them should contmue 
their work. He reminded the Bureau that Sir John Simon had stated that the draft Convention 
contained no provisions relating to budge!ary limi!ation nor to traffic i~ arms, because ~he 
relevant Committees had not finished their work. The same observatiOn perhaps apphed 
also to other Committees. In fact, the technical Com!Jlittees mi~h~ render valuable assistance 
to the General Commission if they continued the1r work wtthm the framework of the 
United Kingdom plan. 

• See l\Iin ntes of the fiftieth meeting of the General Commission, page 399· 
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M. WESTMAN (Sweden) shared the vi~ws expressed ~y Mr. Ede~ and supported his proposal. 
As acting Chairman of the Committee on Effechves he. said ~hat, .when the Ge~eral 

Commission had adopted the United Kingdom plan as a ba.sis of discussion, the Committee 
on Effectives had at once examined its agenda and had unammousl:y agree? that many of the 
points submitted to it could be examined on the basis of the Uruted K~ngdom plan. .The 
Committee had accordingly resolved to continue its wo~k. It now ~emamed to be decided 
whether it was advisable for the Committee to suspend Its work, which was only half done, 
so as to enable the General Commission to continue its discussions, or whether it• would not 
be better to allow the Committee on Effectives to continue its work. Personally, he was of 
opinion that the only practical solution was to expedite the work of the Committee on Effectives 
and to arrange for it to sit during the next few days. · 

M. DJ SoRAGNA (Italy) said that M. de Vasconcellos had indicated that the United Kingdom 
plan should be supplemented on certain points and in particular by .a. chapter relating to 
national defence expenditure. M. di Soragna did not a~ny that addihonal chapters could . 
be added to the United Kingdom plan, but he wished to point out that this plan could also 
be considered as complete in itself and that there was nothing in it to show that such additions 
were necessary. 

The CHAIRMAN drew the following conclusions from the discussion which had just taken 
place: 

I. He proposed to recommend to the General Commission that the examination of Part I 
of the United Kingdom plan should be suspended and that the Commission should pass 
on to the examination of Part II. As regarded the amendments to Part II, he hoped that 
they would be sent to him without delay and, if possible, that same evening, so as to enable 
the General Commission to resume its work on the following day. 

2. He proposed that the Committee on Effectives should be requested to continue and 
accelerate its work. The Committee on Effectives might meet in the afternoon of that day, 
on Friday morning and possibly on Saturday, if the General Commission was not sitting. 
The Committee would study the question of effectives in the light of the United Kingdom 
plan. 

3· As regards the question of security, he proposed that the Committee previously 
set up by the General Commission to deal with the definition (in the widest sense of the term) 
of the aggressor should also examine the points raised by Article 6 of the United Kingdom 
plan, in accordance with M. Massigli's proposal. This Committee might meet at the same time 
as the Committee on Effectives, when the General Commission was not sitting. 

The Chairman's proposals were adopted. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that he had proposed that the Air Committee should 
continue its work. He asked the Bureau to take a decision on this point. · 

M. MASSJGLJ (France) supported M. Nadolny's proposal. If the Air Committee did not 
at once examine the question of air armaments in the light of the United Kingdom plan, 
there would be inevitable delay when the General Commission came to examine Chapter 3 
of Section II of Part II. · 

M. LANGE (Norway) recalled that the Committee had been instructed to consider the 
possibility of completely abolishing military aviation. The United Kingdom plan, which 
dealt with this problem in Article 35, raised- a preliminary question-that of the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. It would be difficult for the Air Committee to proceed with its 
w~k unless t~is ~reliminary questi~n was settled. Fur~her, as .several speakers had already 
pomted out, It might perhaps be difficult, from the pomt of VIew of personnel to organise 
the meetings of several Committees at the same time. ' 

In conclusion, he requested M. Nadolny not to insist upon the immediate summoning 
of the Air Committee. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) fully agreed with M. Lange. He had himself been a member 
of the Air Committee for a long time and he thought it better to wait until the General 
Commission had expressed its views on the question in order to avoid confusion. 

M: NADOLNY (Germany) still thoug:ht that it would be highly expedient for the Air 
Committee to study the problem forthwith, so as to enable the General Commission to take 
a decision on Article 35· While leaving the decision on this matter to the Bureau he wished 
to reserve the right to ask that the work of the Air Committee should be resumed when the 
examination of Article 35 was begun. 

Viscount MvsHAKOJI (Japan) fully endorsed M. Lange's observations. 

. Th.e CHAIRMAN proposed that the Air Committee should not be asked to resume its work 
tmmedtately. 

The Chairman's proposal was adopted. 
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FORTY-FIRST MEETING (PRIVATE) 

Held_ on Monday, May 8th, 1933, al II a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSON. 

57· QUESTIONS OF PROCEDURE CONCERNING THE CONTINUATION OF THE EXAMINATION BY 
THE GENERAL COMMISSION OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM 

DELEGATION. 

The CHA~RMA~ remin~ed the B~reau that, on April 25th,• the General Commission had 
started the discussiOn, article by article, of Part I of the United Kingdom draft Convention 
relating to questions of security. 

On April 26th,• the representative of the United States Mr. Norman Davis had made an 
i~portant declaration concerning the principle of consultation and its incorporation in a 
disarmament treaty, and ha:d ~oncl~ded by suggesting that before reaching a decision with 
regard to Part I, the CommissiOn mtght well pass on to other parts of the draft Convention 
adding that : ' 

" At the appropriate ~ime, the United States delegation would be quite willing to 
~ev~rt !o the general quest~on de.alt ~ith in. Part I with a view to giving a more precise 
mdicahon of the manner m whtch 1t considered that the United States could most 
effectively co-operate." 

The Bureau would also recall that, on the following day, April 27th,• the Chairman had 
suggested that, as a result of the statement made by Mr. Norman Davis, it would be a mistake 
for the time being to discuss Part I. Acting on the Chairman's suggestion, the Bureau had 
decided to make, among others, the following recommendation to the General Commission : 

" That the General Commission should suspend for the present the examination of 
Part I of the United Kingdom draft Convention and pass on to the examination of Part II." 

That recommendation had been accepted by the General Commission at its meeting on 
April 28th.• 

The General Commission had therefore proceeded to consider Section I of Part II of the 
United Kingdom draft Convention concerning effectives, and it was probable that, that 
afternoon, the Commission would complete the last part of that Section-namely, Chapter 3, 
concerning the methods by which the reductions and reorganisations entailed by the preceding 
chapters should be effected. 

At its first reading of the section on effectives, the General Commission had adopted 
Articles 7, 8, 10, II and 13. On the other hand, it had left over for further consideration 
several important items, notably Article 9 and its amendment concerning the question of 
trained reserves, Table I and the amendments thereto concerning actual figures of effectives 
and the question of the standardisation of European continental armies as provided for in 
Chapter 2. The amended Article I2 concerning police forces, thanks to the spirit of conciliation 
exhibited by the delegation most interested in that important question, had been adopted 
provisionally. 

Three courses were now open for the future progress of the work. The Conference could 
return to Part 1--<oncerning questions of security-but the Chairman understood that the 
United States was not yet in a position to enter into a discussion of such questions. On the 
other hand, it might take up for second reading Section I of Part II concerning effectives ; 
or it might proceed with the first reading of the subsequent articles of the draft Convention, 
beginning with Section II of Part II, Articles 19 to 22, concerning land material. 

The Chairman added that he had limited himself to setting out objectively the three 
possible courses. To his knowledge, the Bureau had never been called upon to take a decision 
so fraught with consequences as the decision it would have to take that morning. He asked 
the members of the Bureau to examine the question carefully before making up their minds. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said that as the draft had been submitted by his country, 
he must state the views of His Majesty's Government on the question before the Bureau. 
The United Kingdom Government thought that, when the first reading of Section I of Part II 

• See Minutes of the fifty-first meeting of the General Commission. 
• See Minutes of the fifty-second meeting of the General Commission. 
• See Minutes of the fortieth meeting of the Bureau. 
• See Minutes of the: fifty-third meeting of the General Commission. 
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was concluded, the Commission should immediately pass to the second reading. _His 1\lalesty's 
Government had never claimed that the draft Convention represented the pomt. of v~ew of 
the United Kingdom only ; on the contrary, that document was a balance~ text m wh1ch an 
effort had been made to reflect the different opinions which had emerged durmg the Conference. 
Mr. Eden drew attention in that connection to M. Bourqui~'s statement in .. th~ General 
Commission on May 3rd.• The Belgian dele~a~e had rem_inded h1s colleagues tha~ ~ httle more 
than two months previously, the Comffilsslon had discussed the_ standa~d1~abon of . the 
continental armies on the basis of the army with short-term serv1ce and lim1ted effecbves. 
There had been a thorough discussion, and every conceivable reaso~.of substance and method 
had been brought forward. Each delegation had taken up a pos1hon, and, at the end, the 
General Commission had been in favour of the principle". . . . 

That was one reason why the principle appeared in the draft Conv~nt~on ; 1t d1d not express 
the point of view of the United Kingdom only, but that of the maJonty of the Conference. 
Mr. Eden hoped he had shown clearly that, far from desiring to oppose minor amendments, his 
delegation wished to do its utmost to help forward the Conference. Nevertheless, a clear 
distinction should be drawn between minor amendments and fundamental amendments. 
There were, so to speak, a certain number of important supports. If they were rem_ove~ and not 
replaced by others, the whole edifice would be in danger of falling. T~e standardisation ?f the 
continental armies of Europe was one of those supports, as the ~elg1an delegate had. himself 
recognised. If the Conference was able to solve the problem of contmental armaments, 1t would 
have settled one of the most important and most complicated questions. 

The German amendment 1 not only undermined Chapter 2, but destroyed Table I of 
Chapter I, the fate of which depended upon the decisions taken with regard to Chapter 2. 
If the table disappeared, the whole of Section I would be compromised. Still further, the 
Conference would realise that the table of effectives depended on the question of material, 
the solution of which was dependent on the solution of the question of effectives. 

The delay caused by the request of one delegation could not constitute a valid argument, 
seeing that the purpose of that delay was to some extent constructive. It was due to that 
delegation's need for sufficient time to make definite proposals. 

The United Kingdom Government had examined the question carefully and was unable 
to suggest to the Bureau that the discussion of Section II, " Material ", should begin, as an 
important part of the previous section had not been settled. It should not be forgotten that 
the Conference had accepted as a basis for discussion the draft Convention submitted by the 
United Kingdom. If an important part of the draft were to disappear, the discussion would 
become valueless. Several delegations had already stated that they would only accept the 
document if its final form were more or less the same as its present form. What would be 
their position if a negative amendment were formulated against a fundamental part of the 
draft ? If the General Commission opened the discussion of a further section before it had 
settled the preceding part, it would probably compromise the success of its work. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that, when the Chairman had convened the Bureau, he had 
not been aware of the reason. Only later had he understood that the object was to decide 
whether or not to open the discussion on Section II. The German delegate had been very 
surprised, seeing that, as the Chairman had just pointed out, the General Commission had 
decided to leave Part I of the draft Convention aside and to turn to Part II. M. Nadolny did 
not understand why it was now desired to take up the discussion from the beginning. All the 
delegates would agree that the questions of material and effectives were closely connected. 
If no final decision could be reached on one, no final decision could be reached on the other 
either. 

The United Kingdom delegate had said that the draft Convention contained certain 
important chapters which were its main supports. For the German delegation, the question 
of equality of rights was also one of those supports and it would be unable to reach a definite 
decision on effectives or on other questions until it was aware of the attitude of the other 
delegations with regard to material and equality of rights. Obviously, the last word was not 
said at the beginning of a discussion, but that did not prevent the discussion being continued 
and an attempt being made to reach agreement instead of breaking off the discussion and going 
back to the beginning again. M. Nadolny was therefore very surprised that such a procedure 
should be suggested. . 
•. On t~e other hand, Mr. Eden had pointed out th3:t, ~ccording to several delegations, the 

Umted Kmgdom draft must be accepted more or less m 1ts present form with minor amend
ments. Frankly, M. Nadolny did not regard it in that light, and in this' matter he based his 
opinion on the statements made by t~e Prim~ Min~ster o~ the United Kingdom in presenting 
the draft. It was, above all, a bas1s for discussion With regard to which each delegate 
":as free t~ propose su~h am~ndments ~s seemed to him expedient in his country's interests. 
No doubt, 1t would be 1mposs1ble to arr1ve at a convention satisfactory to all but the German 
delegate greatly hoped that_a~ any rate an acceptable convention would be ~stablished. 

. ~e only method_ of amvmg a_t that go~ was to continue the discussion. At the end of the 
d1SC~Ss10n of Part II, 1t would be hme to dec1de whether it was necessary to take up the second 
readmg of Part I or Part II. He hoped that the Government of the United States of America 

1 See Minutes of the f1fty-fifth meeting of the General Commission. 
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w~u~d the~ ~e in a position to m~ke known its attitude. In any event, M. Nadolny did not 
thm a deciSio~ could be taken until the United States Government was in a position to do that. 

In con~lus10n, the ~erm~n delegation felt that the best procedure would be to invite all 
the del~gahons to su~mit t~e1r ~mendments to the various articles in Part II. It would then 
be possible to asce~ta~n their athtude. When the examination of Part II had been concluded, 
the General Commission would be in a position to adopt a resolution. 

. The CHAIRM~N. noted that there were two proposals before the Bureau : the United 
Kmgdom delegahon s proposal tha~ the Commission should return to the beginning of Section I 
of Part II •. an~ the Ger~an delegahon's proposal that it should discuss Article 19, which stood 
at the begmnmg of Sechon II, " Material ". 

M. KuNZL-jiZERS~Y (Czechoslovakia) reminded the Bureau, as had been made clear in 
the !lu~erous declarahons ~ade previously by his delegation, that his Government attached 
special Importance to a soluhon of the question of security. Nevertheless, in order not to hold 
up t~e work of !he Cc;mference, the Czechoslovak delegation had not objected to the proposal 
~.o adJOU!n t~~ discussion of Part I temporarily, and to open the discussion on Part II, Section I, 
Effechye~ . It ha~l, however, hoped that, in the interval, an approach would be made 

to a pr~hmmary soluh?n• at least of the question of effectives; that would have enabled the 
delegabo~s. on the basis of .the results secured in that sphere, to define their attitude as regards 
the.q,ueshon of the re~uchon of material. Unfortunately, no one knew to-day what was the 
posiho~ as regarded either security or effectives. It seemed essential therefore, before going 
on to d~scuss Se~ti<?n II, " Material", to know what the army of the future would be. That was 
a quest10n of pnnciple, coming within the province of effectives, which would have to be cleared 
up first, because the Czechoslovak Government's attitude to land armaments would depend 
O!l the s.olution given to this question. In his opinion, therefore, the Commission should for the 
tlme bemg proceed to a second reading to Section I, " Effectives ". 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) agreed that, logically, the reasonable course 
to follow would be to give the remainder of the United Kingdom plan a first reading. 
Unfortunately, events had not taken a logical course. On the question of standardisation, an 
amendment had already been submitted to the effect that this should not be effected in the 
framework of the Convention but after the signature of the latter and by the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. Similar amendments might, he feared, be expected if the 
Commission started the study of material in such circumstances. The German delegate had 
of course given it to be understood that he had not said his last word, and Mr. Wilson was glad 
to hear it. Would it not be possible either to enter a general reservation or to propose a positive 
amendment which would enable the Commission to take a decision ? Such a solution would 
facilitate matters considerably. Mr. Wilson, in any case, was prepared to accept the decision of 
the majority of the Bureau. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) agreed with the Chairman that the Bureau was called upon to take 
decisions of the greatest importance for the future of the Conference's work. A point had been 
reached where the situation had to be frankly faced and where, over and above questions of 
procedure, consideration should be given to the realities which those questions sometimes 
concealed. In this connection, it was a matter for congratulation that the Bureau was sitting 
in private, and he trusted that delegations would thus be able to give frank expression to 
their views. 

The situation was a follows : the General Commission had examined, at a first reading, 
the question of effectives. The German delegate had said that he was rejecting for the moment 
the chapter on the transformation of continental armies and that he proposed that it should 
be studied by the Permanent Disarmament Commission later. M. Nadolny had even definitely 
stated'lthat there could be no question of such transformation in the present Convention. This 
was a very important problem and a d.ecision re~arding i~ woul.d have fac~itated the 
consideration of the problem of equality o.f nghts. Whlle a n~gah~e attitude was ~em~ adopted 
in regard to this question, the considerahon was already bemg given to the apphcation of the 
principle of equality to the following chap~e~s. . . . . 

What would be the position, M. Mass1g_li wondered,. of some delegations, mcludmg. his 
own, if the Commission started to study Section II forthwith ? That, moreover, was the I~ea 
underlying the question raised by the Czechoslovak delegate, when he .stressed the necessity 
of knowing what would be the army of the fut~re. It was not sufficient to say that each 
country would keep a certain type of a~~y ; the s~e of that arm:y must also be known .. What, 
for instance, was the German delegate s Idea of his own country s army ? On that pomt, the 
Committee still had no information. But, for several reasons external to the Conference, the 
moment had arrived when behind diplomatic formulre, facts made themselves forcibly felt. 
It was necessary to know ~hat was happening and what was being planned. During the last 
week, schemes had been suggested ~hich_ appe~red. t? have the effect of re~toring conscriptio~. 
Was it going to be introduced while still mamtammg the present standmg army ? And It 
was at the same moment that countries which, he admitted, possessed numerical superiority 
in the matter of material were being asked to forgo some of that superiority ; the thing, of 
course, was impossible. 
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The French delegation, nevertheless, did not ask for exa~t fi_gures ; it. merely wante~ to 
know whether or not certain delegations agreed to the standardisation of arm~es. That queshol!• 
as had already been stated, was one of the main supports of th~ Convention. S~ Ion~ as 1t 
was not settled, the French delegate did not see how it was pos~1bl~ to open a d1scuss1on O!i 
another chapter. The General Commission, naturally, could dec1de 1ts ?wn proced~re: but lf 
it resolved to take up at once the examination of th~ ~uestion of matenal, M. Mass1gh would 
be obliged to confine himself to very vague general1t1es. 

l\1. NADOLNY (Germany), in reply to Mr. Wilson and M. Massigli, pointed out t~a.t.the 
German amendment was not in any way an ultimatum. For it~ form, .he bore no resp~ns1b1lit¥; 
he had merely based his text on the form given by the Umted Kmgdom deleg~t10n to Its 
proposal on military aviation. As to its content, the amendment should be cons1d~red as a 
proposal pure and simple. It was cl~ar, he repeated, that t~e last word ~as never satd at the 
first reading. It was not very certam when tt would be satd ; everythmg would depend on 
the attitude of certain delegations to other questions which Ge~man~ regard:d as fundamental. 
If the German delegation obtained concessions on other pomts, m particular, tha_t of t~e 
equality of rights, it would perhaps ch.ange its at~itude. The French de!egate has JUSt satd 
that the question of the transformation· of armtes was one of the mam. suppo~ts of the 
Convention. It was undoubtedly so for France, but there were other questions whtch, to the 
German delegation, were no less important supports of the draft Convention, particularly 
Article 8 of the Covenant, the basis of the whole Conference, which must, on no account, be 
violated. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom), referring to M. Nadolny's first statement, explained that, · 
far from questioning the close connection between effectives and material, the United Kingdom 
delegation, not only recognised this connection, but even held that the draft Convention had 
been drawn up so as to emphasise it. M. Nadolny had also said that he could give no opinion 
on effectives until he knew what decisions would be taken on the question of material. If he 
had always argued on those lines there would have been no very deep divergencies. In point 
of fact, the German delegation had already expressed its view on the question of effectives ; 
it had returned a negative answer. If it could substitute a constructive proposal for its negative 
amendment, the Commission would be able to continue the discussion. Without such a 
proposal, the United Kingdom delegate still thought it would be difficult to continue the 
discussion. 

M. DI SoRAGNA (Italy) thought that the Bureau should choose whichever of the two 
methods afforded the possibility of an opening which would enable the discussion to 
be usefully continued. The German delegation's arguments gave certain hints that the General 
Commission might have more chance of succeeding if it continued its examination of the draft 
Convention than if it went back to Section I. There were indeed certain connections between 
the various sections of the plan which might have a favourable influence. He did not see what 
would be gained by going back to the beginning. On the contrary, while there was nothing to 
lose by continuing, there might be something to gain. In any case, the delegates would at least 
feel that they had left nothing untried. The Italian delegation would agree to the procedure 
adopted by the Bureau. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) appreciated M. di Soragna's point of view, but wondered 
whether any progress would be made by saying that, instead of Articles I to IS, Articles I to 
41 would be examined. He personally did not think so. The reason why the General Commis
sion had been able to obtain some results in connection with a particular point in the chapter 
on effectives was because it had had already before it the reports of the Technical Committees 
and account had been taken of these in the United Kingdom proposal. That was not the case 
as regarded material ; in that matter, an advance could only be made on the lines of the 
resolution of July 23rd last; and that would not be going very far. ' 

. ~- NADOLNY (Germany)_ explaine~ that, on the qu~stion of effectives, his delegation's 
obJections referred to three pomts : tramed reserves, coloma! troops, standardisation of armies. 
Those three questions had still to be examined. In the field of material, there were also three 
poin~ : cfisa:rmament (qualitative limit!ltion), the fixing of .a ~gure, the effect to be given to 
equality of nghts. ~e German delegation could not commtt Itself until it knew the attitude 
of the other delegations. It trusted therefore that the Bureau would unanimously decide to 
propose that the discussion should be continued up to the end of Part 11. · 

}1. MASSIG~I (France) s~id that no one rejected the .P~nciple of qualitative limitation as 
regarded matenal, but he d1d not know whether the pnnctple of qualitative standardisation 
of armies would be accepted. That was where the difference lay and it was fundamental. 

~n the CHAIRMAN's suggestion, the continuation of the discussion was adjourned until the 
follcwing day. 
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FORTY-SECOND MEETING (PRIVATE). 

lleld on Tuesday, May 9th, 1933, at 4.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSO~. 

58. QUESTIONS OF PROCEDURE CONCERNING THE CoNTINUATION OF THE EXAMINATION BY 
THE GENERAL COMMISSION OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM 

DELEGATION (continuation). 

. The ~HAI~MAN reminded the Bureau that, at its last meeting, it had been in a somewhat 
diln~ult s1tuahon. Two _Proposals had been submitted to it, and, at the end of the meeting, the 
Chairman had thought 1t better, in the interests of the Conference, not to proceed to a vote. 
He had also suggested that he should be authorised as Chairman to consider what would be 
the best solution, and the Bureau had accepted his suggestion. Since then, the Chairman 
had ha~ an opportunity of conferring with the delegations more closely concerned. He had 
now to m_form t~e Burea? that a further delay would be necessary in order that the private 
conversabo~s might contmue ; he was convinced that that was the only means of finding a 
w~y out wh1ch. would enable the Conference to continue its work. Two or three days longer 
m1ght be required for those conversations, which the Chairman proposed to follow himself. 
If, on Thursday afternoon, he considered it likely that sufficient progress would be made, he 
would convene the Bureau for Friday morning and the General Commission for Friday 
afternoon. No one desired more than he that the Conference should be able to continue its 
work in spite of the unfavourable circumstances of the moment, and should, if possible, reach 
a conclusion which would enable a drafting committee to get to work and draw up a Convention 
towards June 12th. 

. The Chairman was more convinced than ever of the vital necessity of a Convention. He 
hoped that all the members of the Bureau still desired such a result, although according to 
the Press, from which the Chairman was obliged to obtain a certain amount of information, 
some members of the Conference appeared to have lost faith and to think that the delegations 
should abandon their efforts. That would be the most disastrous situation that could occur. 
The failure of the Disarmament Conference, after fifteen months' work, would have a 
demoralising effect on the efforts to be made in London in the economic sphere. The world 
had need of a Disarmament Convention, and, .far from growing less, its need increased from 
day to day. 

The Chairman therefore hoped that the members of the Bureau would approve 
the suggestion which he had just made, and which he personally felt was the best solution at 
present. As he had said, he would continue to follow the conversations as well as he could. 
If it were humanly possible, the Bureau and the General Commission would meet on Friday, 
but the Chairman would not hide the fact that if it appeared likely that a better under
standing would be reached by extending the time allowed for the present conversations, he 
would not hesitate to take the responsibility of recommending that those conversations 3houlJ 
continue for the rest of the ·week. He hoped that, in that eventuality, the work would be 
resumed not later than Monday, May 15th. He counted on the Bureau to ask the General 
Commission to work continuously, sitting twice a day, if necessary, in order to show the 
London Monetary and Economic Conference t~at no effo~ h~d ~een spared to achieve results. 
He pointed out that, in 1924, work. had contmued until m1dmght. It was the duty of all, 
including the Chairman, to work umnterruptedly for the success of the C~nference: 

No observations having been made on the above statement, the Chairman sa1d that he 
interpreted the silence of the delegations as signifying that his suggestions were approved 
unanimously. 

FORTY-THIRD MEETING (PRIVATE) 

Held on Friday, May 12th, 1933, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSON. 

59· QUESTIONS OF PROCEDURE CONCERNING THE CONTINUATION OP THE EXAMINATION 
BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED 

. KINGDOM DELEGATION (continuation). 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Bureau of the difficulties as regards procedure with which 
it had been confronted at the beginning of the week when, as he had explained at its meeting 
on Tuesday he had thought it better in the interests of the Conference not to proceed to a vote. 
The Burea~ would remember that the questions on which the vote might have been taken 
were whether the Conference should resume the chapter on effectives in second reading, or 
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should proceed to the discussion in first reading of Part. II, Section. II, of the United Kingd~m 
draft Convention. Having avoided the vote, the C:hatrman had mforme~ the Bureau ~~;t Its 
last meeting that a further delay would be necessary m the hope that, by pnvate conversations, 
some understanding might be reached. 

The conversations had not produced the desired results and he would presently ask Mr. 
Eden and M. Nadolny to make short statements on th~ positio'_l .. He ha~ the~efor~ reached 
the conclusion that the best procedure would be to begm a prehmmary discussion, m a very 
broad sense, of Part II, Section II," Material", of the United Kingdom draft. No amendments 
would be moved during that discussion, but the delegations would, of cour~e. be free to re.fer 
to the question of effectives in view of the close con~ectio~ between effectryes and m~tenal. 
They would also be free to refer to Article 94 of the Umted Kmgdom draft whtch dealt With the 
duration of the Convention. The moving of amendments would be reserved for a later stage. 

That procedure would be likely to permit delegations to elucidate certain important 
problems the solution of which would greatly ease t~e situl!-tion and, unles~ a!lother propo_sal 
was made the Chairman would ask the Bureau to consider th1s suggested prehmmary d1scuss1on . . 
and, if it approved, to recommend it to the General Commission. . 

If the preliminary discussion was approved, he proposed to convoke the Gene.ral 
Commission for Monday, May 15th, at 3.30 p.m. He made that suggestion on the understandmg 
that, in the interval, the United Kingdom delegation, which was responsible for the draft 
Convention adopted as the basis of the discussion, would make every effort to examine with the 
interested delegations the amendments submitted by the latter. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said that the Chairman and certain of his colleagues had been 
good enough earlier in the week to charge him with the responsibility of entering into 
conversations with his German colleague in an attempt to find a basis of agreement upon the 
problems which were holding up the work of the Conference. Those conversations had taken 
place, but unfortunately they had not led to the discovery of a basis for agreement. Mr. Eden 
had therefore reported on the position to the Chairman and those of his colleagues who had 
asked him to enter into the conversations. 

For his part, he could only add that he cordially agreed with the procedure suggested by 
the Chairman. It was clearly necessary that the Conference should examine at an early date 
the position in which it now found itself, and it seemed to him that the proposed procedure was 
admirably calculated to that end. He added that he was doubtful whether he would serve any 
useful purpose by examining amendments prior to the discussion, and would suggest that that 
examination should be held over until the results of the conversations were known. 

111. NADOLNY (Germany) said he had very little to add to Mr. Eden's explanations. He 
and M. Nadolny had done their utmost to reach an agreement. Personally, M. Nadolny was 
fully conscious that he had done everything in his power to enable the Conference to proceed 
with its work, while bearing in mind the interests of his country. While the conversations had 
not been successful, M. Nadolny was nevertheless under the impression, which Mr. Eden 
doubtless shared, that something had been gained and that the subsequent procedure 
contemplated by the Chairman would facilitate the Conference's progress. · 

He supported the Chairman's proposal, and expressed the hope that it would enable the 
Conference to achieve its aim. , 

M. MASSIGLI (France) simply desired to associate himself with Mr. Eden's remarks. He 
thought. the time had come_ to open a broad discussion ~uch _as that contemplated by 
the Charrman. It was essential to see clearly what was the situation, both in the Conference 
and outside. At the present time, it was no longer enough to hide the facts behind words · 
th~y must be faced. It was in that spirit that the discussion, to be opened on Monday, should 
ta~ place. 

The CHAIRMAN ~aid he could assure M. Massigli that he had used the expression " broad " 
because he was anxious that the Conference should face up to all the realities of the situation 
and that the discussion should be on the widest possible basis. He felt the Conference had 
reached a stage when it was up against the big problem of disarmament and after a broad 
discussion followed by a discussion on the articles and amendments relatlng to material the 
Conference would be in a fair way to complete a convention. ' 

The Chair_man realised that another part of the_ draft Convention ought to be strengthened 
and he hoped Jt would be-that _was to say the section r~lating to supervision. He was certain 
that that was absolutely essential and had heard sufficient from the different delegations to 
know t.h~t they felt the Conference must again see whether it could not add to the methods of 
supe!"'JSIO'_l and control when that part of the draft, which was now Part V was under 
cons1derat10n. ' 

If there were no further obse~a~ions, he would take it that the Bureau was prepared to 
recommend to. the General Coml!uss10n that the. ab_ove procedure should be adopted. He 
hoped ~hat thJS very h~ppy endmg was the begmnmg of serious work leading up to the 
conclusiOn of a convention. 

The Chairman's proposal was adopted. 
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FORTY -FOURTH MEETING 

Held on Tuesday, May 23rd, 1933, at II.30 a.tn. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSON. 

60. PROPOSAL BY THE BUREAU FOR THE EXAMINATION CONCURRENTLY BY THE GENERAL 
COMMISSION OF PART I (SECURITY) AND PART II, SECTION II (MATERIAl.), OF THE DRAFT 

CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION. I 

The CHAIRMAN s_aid that, as the Bureau was no doubt aware, the French delegation had 
proposed at th~ rneetmg of th~ General Commission on the previous day 1 that the Commission 
sho_uld ret;ace 1ts steps a~d discu.ss Part I (Security) of the draft Convention submitted by the 
Umted K:mgdorn ~elegahon, while the United States delegate, Mr. Norman Davis, had been 
very anx10us. to d1scuss Pa;t II, Section II (Material). 

The Charrrn~n had felt 1t necessary to consult with the heads of the delegations responsible 
for these suggestions, the authors of the plan upon which the General Commission's discussion 
was based, and the representatives of Germany and Italy. They had discussed the matter 
at very great length and-he was happy to say-in a very good spirit and had eventually 
adopted unanimously a suggestion he himself had made to the effect that the General Corn
mission shoul~ continue its discussion on Part II, Section II (Material), that afternoon, and 
on the followmg afternoon should begin a· discussion on Part I (Security). The two subjects 
would then be taken on alternate days, unless common sense indicated that two consecutive 
meetings were required for the same question. 

Material, of course, was covered in part by Articles I9 to 22, and the Chairman desired 
to make it quite clear that those articles would be discussed in first reading only. It might 
be found advisable to continue the same alternate method of discussion further, but the Bureau 
need not concern itself about that for the moment. 

Arbcle I had already been deleted from Part I (Security), but Articles 3 to 6 had still 
to be discussed. Article 6 was closely connected with the work of the Committee for Security 
Questions presided over by M. Politis, which was considering what should be included in 
Annexes X andY. The Chairman hoped that the Committee's report could be distributed that 
day. He was sure its Chairman would realise the urgency of the matter. 

The Chairman hoped the first reading of the articles on material would be brief. That 
also applied to the discussions on security. As much time as possible must be left for the second 
reading, when decisions of supreme importance would have to be taken. 

He hoped very much that his suggestion would prove acceptable to the Bureau. 
Sir John Simon had informed the Chairman that he would examine immediately the 

articles terming Part I of the United Kingdom draft Convention in the light of President 
Roosevelt's important statement and Mr. Norman Davis's speech of the previous day. If 
any consultations were necessary, Sir John Simon would see that they were carried through 
in the hope that he would be able to present a revised draft to the General Commission, 
if necessary, without delay. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Chairman of ~e. Committee for Security Que~tions, desired si~ply 
to say a few words with regard to the poSlhon of the work of that Comrn1ttee. The Cornrn1ttee 
had been instructed to study three questions : (I) the Soviet proposal with regard to the 
definition of the aggressor; (2) the Belgian proposal with rega;d to the establishment c;»t the 
facts in the case of aggression ; and (3) the French proposal with regard to the conclus10n of 
a European Pact on Security. 

During the past week the Committee had held many meetings and had prepared three 
texts with regard to the above proposals. In view of the cornJ?licated political and technical 
questions . involved it had been understood that the Committee would present a report. 
That report was t~ have been prepared by M. Politis and submitted to the Committee for 
approval. M. Politis had thought that the work could hav~ been carried. out during the next 
few days in order that the three texts and the report rn1ght be submitted to the General 
Commission during the week. . . . 

As the Chairman had pointed out that the question was urgent, M: P~hhs stated that ~he 
first two parts of the report were finished. They could therefore be d1stnbuted ~hat eve~mg 
to the members of the Committee who would be able to approve them on the followmg rnormng. 
Those two parts of the report c~uld then be distributed to the General Commission on the 
following day. 

1 Document Conf.D.157 and addendum. 
I See Minutes of the sixty-first meeting of the General Commission. 
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With regard to the third part of the report, M. Politis ~ou~d prepare it that da~. Although 
it would probably be fairly long, it could no doubt be d1stnbuted to .the Comm1ttee on the 
following day and examined on Thursday at the latest: The Comm1ttee would then haye 
concluded its work and the whole of the report would be m the hands of the General Commis
sion on Thursday evening. At its meeting on Friday, therefore-that wast~ s~y, at the seco~d 
of the meetings devoted to the question of securi.ty-the Gener:'ll Comm~sswn would be. m 
possession of all the texts prepared by the Committee for Secunty Questions together w1th 
the whole of the report. 

The CHAIRMAN said he was sure the Bureau would appreciate the statement of the Chair
man ol the Committee for Security Questions and would await the completion of the programme 
he had outlined. 

If there were no further observations, he would take it that the Bureau was prepared to 
recommend to the General Commission the proposal he had put before it. 

' 
The Chairman's proposal was adopted. 

FORTY-FIFTH MEETING (PRIVATE). 

Held on Wednesday, june 7th,· 1933, at 5.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSON, 

61. PROCEDURE FOR THE NEGOTIATIONS PRELIM~NARY TO THE SECOND READING OF THE 
DRAFT CONVENTION : DATE OF THE NEXT MEETING OF THE BUREAU. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he had convened the Bureau in case the members might wish 
to take decisions which it would be necessary to communicate to the General Commission 
at its meeting on the following day ; that would probably be the last meeting before July. 
He desired, moreover, to correct one or two misunderstandings. Various newspapers credited 
him with the intention of transferring to London certain discussions relating to the Disarma
ment Conference. He wished to make it clear that that had never been his intention. He simply 
hoped to take advantage of the presence in London of a large number of heads of delegations 
in order to institute with them the negotiations with which the General Commission had 
entrusted him. The list of the subjects for negotiation, to be found in document Conf. D./ 
Bureau/47• was a long one. To it must be added the measures which the President of the 
Conference had just been instructed to take, at the instance of M. de Madariaga, regarding 
trade in and manufacture of arms. The sooner the negotiations were begun the better. 

Lastly, it was being said very generally that the Bureau was to meet every day. Personally, 
he could not see the necessity for that until the negotiations entrusted to him should have 
reached a certain stage. Unless a meeting of the Bureau became necessary in the course of the 
negotiations (in which case he would not hesitate to convene it in London or even Paris), 
he proposed that the Bureau should meet on Tuesday, June 27th, in order that it might submit 
to the General Commission on July 3rd a revised text of a Convention. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) supported the Chairman's proposal. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that he would inform his Government of the Chairman's 
intentions. He did not know whether the French Government was proposing to send to London 
delegates who would able to take part in these negotiations. . · 

The CHAIRMAN explained that, if necessary, he would carry on his negotiations in Paris 
also. · 

Count RACZYNSKI (Poland) feared that the Polish delegation at the Economic Conference 
in London would consist solely of economic experts. Other delegations would no doubt be 
in t~e same_ position. It would b~ well ~hen to inform Governments of the plan proposed by the 
Charrman, m order that they might, 1f necessary, supplement their delegations. 

After an exchange of views, the procedure proposed by the Chairman, was adopted. 

62. FUTURE CONDUCT OF THE WORK OF THE COMMITTEE ON EFFECTIVES. 

M. WE.STMAN (Sweden) directed the Bureau's attention to the fact that there were still 
tome quesbo~ on the. agenda of the Committee on Effectives. He personally thought that 
those theoretical questions ~hould be settled before June 27th. 

There was a further pom! : Was the r~port which M. Politis was preparing on Article 16 
to come first before the Committee on Effecbves, or was it to be submitted direct to the General 
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Commission_? The sal!le question arose concerning the report which the United Kingdol!l 
an~ Hungana~ delegations. had been requested to frame on Section I, Chapter 3 (Standardi
sation of Contmental Arm1es), of the draft Convention.• 

The CHAIRMAN ~eplied t~at, as regards the first point, he had always left the Chairmen 
?f the s~veral Comrmttees qmte free to organise the work as they thought best. He thought, 
m the crrcu~nstances, that the Chairman of the Committee on Effectives would convene that 
Commi~tee in time for the Bureau to receive a report before the 27th. 

W1th regard to the last two points, as the General Commission would not be meeting 
and as the Bureau would be responsible for framing a text the reports could be addressed 
direct to the Bureau. ' 

M. MASSIGLI (France) wondered whether the suggestion was very practical. If it were 
proposed t? frame a compl':te draft Convention in the space of one week, the Bureau must have 
very defimte texts before 1t. Article 16, however, raised delicate questions, and M. Politis, 
who had be~n asked to report on that point, would certainly have very divergent opi1_1ions 
put before h1m. The same would be the case as regards Chapter III. The latter involved h1ghly 
techn!cal _questions, and M. ~assigli did !'ot think that any country would forgo a tech!'ical 
exarmnabon. He felt, accordingly, that 1t would be better for the question to be submitted 
first to the Committee on Effectives. 

M. POLITIS (Greece) gave certain information concerning the report which he had been 
asked to submit. Up to the present, he had received only eighteen replies, so that the 
documentary material was obviously far from complete. His impression was that it would 
be not so much a technical matter as a matter of method based on political considerations. 
He himself would probably submit in his report a previous question of a political character. 
If technical information were necessary, the Technical Committee concerned would be at 
hand. His impression, however, was that the question was not sufficiently clear to be settled 
independently of any technical body. In his opinion, the procedure proposed by the Chairman 
was the right one. The report which he was to frame would be submitted first to the political 
organ and then, if necessary, to the Technical Committee. 

The above proposals were adopted. 

FORTY-SIXTH MEETING (PRIVATE). 

Held on Tuesday, june 27th, 1933, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. HENDERSON. 

63. TRIBUTE TO THE MEMORY OF M. DE AGUERO Y BETHANCOURT. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he would, he felt sure, be interpreting the unanimous feeling 
of all his colleagues in expressing the regret with which the Conference had learnt of the death 
of M. de Agiiero y Bethancourt. . . 

He read the following telegrams exchanged With the Cuban Government, wh1ch would be 
duly communicated to the Conference. 

Telegram sent by Mr. Henderson to the Cuban Government on June 22nd, 1933· 

"On behalf of the Disarmament Conference and in my own name request Your 
Excellency convey Government of C~~a our great sorrow and heartfelt condolen.~es on 
the sudden passing away of M. de Aguero y Bethancourt. - Arthur HENDERSON. 

Reply received from the Cuban Government. 

" In the name of the Government of Cuba, I b~g Your E~cellency to accept and 
t the Disarmament Conference our most smcere gratitude for your message 

~~~;~pa~hy on the death of M. de Agiiero y Bethancourt. -Alberto HERRERA, Secretary 
of State ad interim." 
The Chairman added that the text of those messages would be duly communicated to 

the Conference. 

t See Minutes of the fifty-eighth meeting of the General Commission, page§ 459 and 46o. 



64. Fl'1TRE \\·oRK OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION. PROPOSAL TO ADJOURN THE COMMISSION 
UNTIL OCTOBER 16TH, 1933· 

The CHMR:II.o\N said that the Bureau would remember that, in accordance with a · 
recommendation it had made on June 8th 1 to the General Commission, the latter had agreed 
to entrust him as President with the necessary negotiations in order that, on the resumption 
of the work, a text might be ready for the second reading of the draft Convention. 

The Bureau would also recall that, in his statement made on June 8th before the General 
Commission, he had said that it should be understood that any Committee which still had work 
to do would continue to meet and that it would rest with the Chairman of the Committee 
to convene it when he thought fit. In that connection, Mr. Henderson had made special mention 
of the Committee on Effectives and the Technical Committee of the National Defence 
Expenditure Commission. · 

He was in a position to state that, in the interval between the last meeting of the General 
Commission and the present meeting of the Bureau, those two Committees had been working 
and that, in particular, the Committee on Effectives had finished the greater part of its work, 
as would be seen from the report it had submitted.• . 

As regards the negotiations with which the President had been entrusted, he had to 
inform the Bureau that, in view of the pressure of work of the delegates to the Monetary and 
Economic Conference, it had not been possible for him to obtain any progress which would 
justify the preparation of a new text of the draft Convention for the second reading. The 
position, therefore, was much the same as when the General Commission had last adjourned. 
Such conversations as had been possible had impressed upon him the importance of everything 
being done to harmonise the outstanding differences before proceeding to a second reading 
of the draft submitted by the United Kingdom delegation. The following points, on which 
a divergence of opinion existed, referred only to the most important questions but did not 
include a number of secondary points of difference : Non-recourse to force ; European or 
universal pact ; definition of aggression ; supervision and control ; sanctions to be used 
against any State violating the Disarmament Treaty ; air bombardment ; military and naval 
aviation ; abolition of aggressive land material (suggested by President Roosevelt) ; size 
of tanks and artillery ; trained reserves ; period of training for short-term effectives ; colonial 
forces; period for destruction of aggressive weapons; budgetary limitation; manufacture 
of and trade in arms. · . 

At its meeting on June 8tli, the General Commission had held the opinion that negotiations 
on several important points were indispensable ; the position remained unchanged, and the 
Bureau should consider the advisability of recommending the General Commission to give 
authority to him as President of the Conference to start the negotiations as soon as he could 
make contacts with the heads of delegations. The General Commission should be convened 
only after a greater measure of common agreement had been secured than was actually the 
case at present. 

It might be anticipated that those negotiations would occupy a considerable time. If 
progress could be reported towards the end of July, or if he felt that consultation with the · 
Burea~ would be helpful, he would, as President, co~voke ~he latter towards the end of July 
or dunng September, when the Assembly would be m sesswn. The session of the Assembly 
might provide a useful opportunity for completing the negotiations on any point not then 
settled. . 

If that pr?~amme worked satisfactorily, as everyone had reason to hope it would, the 
GeJ?-eral ~mm1ss1on could b.e convene~ on October 16th to. begin the second reading of the 
Umted Kmgdom draft, haVIng before 1t a text prepared w1th due regard to the negotiations 
reported to the Bureau by the President. If success were secured earlier the General 
Commission might authorise the President to convene it a_t such earlier date ~s he and the 
Bureau might consider advisable. · · 

The Chairman added that he had m<1-de a frank statement as to the situation and the 
proced~re which he C?ntemplated. He had thought at one moment that it would be possible 
to COJ?-tmue work dunng t~e month of. July on certain .controversial points, but the various 
questions were so closely bnked up w1th one another that, if the examination of the draft 
were begun without decisions bein_g taken thereon, chapter after chapter· being adjourned, 
that procedure would have a more disastrous effect upon the public than a definite adjournment 
there and then. · 

Further,· the delegates to the Conference would certainly· want a h~liday before the 
Assem~l~. T~e date of Oct~ber 16~h which. had been proposed for the meeting of the General 
CommiSSIOn did not seem, m the crrcumstances, too late, if the negotiations were to produce 
successful results. · 

M •. NADOLNY (Germany) t.hought he could speak in the name of all his colleagues in 
ex~ressmg regret that the Prmdent had not been able to succeed in his negotiations a fact · 
wh1ch must have been. a source of great ~sappointment to him. ' . 

M. Nadolny ques~1one~ whether an ~djournment until the autumn offered any guarantee. 
that the results obtamed m the meanhme would facilitate the resumption of the work in 

1 See Minuu1 of the .eventy·seventh meeting of the General Com"i' 'on SSl • 
• Document Conf.D.162. 
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October. Would the Presiden~ have any better success in his efforts by then ? Would 
~overnments be ready to negotiate ? M. Nadolny personally did not think so, nor did he think 
1t was necessary to adopt' that procedure. 

The ~eneral Commission had. to take a decision with regard to the draft Convention. 
Two posslbl~ means ha.d been env1~aged : . the Bureau might be asked to prepare a text for 
second reading or, agam, the Pres1dent mtght be asked to negotiate with the Governments 
concerned. That second solution, which had been finally adopted, had not brought about 
the r~sults hoped for, a~d, that .being so, it would be far better to revert to the first proposal, 
e~pec1ally as the queshons whtch the President had just enumerated might very well be 
~hscussed by the Bureau. Those questions, in point of fact, were legal rather than political 
!n ch.aracter. (for example, the definition of the aggressor). Such a procedure would make 
1t qmt~ poss1ble to f?et on. to the second reading, and, in view of the prevailing goodwill, all 
the pomts outstanding mtght be. sufficiently cleared up for it to be possible to lay before 
Governments the results thus achteved and to reach a solution fairly rapidly. 
. Governments must be apprised of the consequences that would ensue from any delay 
m the work o~ the Conference. In that connection, M. Nadolny recalled that that had been 
don~ when h1s Government had submitted reservations regarding the standardisation of 
~rm1es.. If f'?r other States. there were questions on which they could not pronounce 
1mme.dmtely, 1t would be poss1bl~, ~.ithout bringing the slightest pressure to bear, at all events 
to pomt out to _them the responstb1hty which they were incurring by delaying a decision. 
. Nor must. 1t be f?rgotten that a~ adjournment of the Conference would produce a very 
unfavourable 1!"~ress1'?n on the pubhc. The Conference had already been sitting for eighteen 
months, and, 1f 1t adjourned until the month of October public opinion would view that 
as an adjournment sine die. ' 

Th~ German delegation proposed, accordingly, that the Bureau should continue its work 
and do 1ts utmost to prepare for the examination on second reading of the draft submitted 
by the United Kingdom Government. 

The CHAIRMAN wished to dispel a misunderstanding. He had never said that he had not 
received assurances as to the possibility of success. On the contrary, he had said in his 
introductory statement that such conversations as had been possible had impressed ·upon 
him the importance of sparing no effort to harmonise outstanding differences before going 
on to the second reading of the draft submitted by the United Kingdom delegation. If he had 
not had assurances to that effect, he could never have said such a thing. He knew, however, 
for certain, that Governments were prepared to enter upon negotiations. 

A further point. The delegate of Germany had implied that the President had not been 
successful after two weeks of negotiations. That was no reason for saying that he had failed. 
The heads of delegations with whom he had been in touch had given him quite sound reasons 
for not discussing for the time being questions relating to disarmament, in view of the pressure 
of work which they had to handle at the Monetary and Economic Conference. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) thanked the Chairman for the frankness and clearness 
with which he had explained the situation. As M. ·Nadolny had said, two solutions were 
possible. A text might be prepared for the second reading, as had been decided some weeks 
previously or the Bureau might there and then get to work without adequate preparation. 
Mr. Eden' seemed to remember that the Bureau had unanimously decided that sound 
preparation was indispensable if it were des~red to reach an agreement at t~e secon~ reading. 
Since a few weeks previously, such preparation had been regarded as essenttal, he dtd not see 
why it should be less so now. In point of fact, it. was even more ~ecessary. . 

The reasons for which it had not been posstble for the Prestdent to make m London any 
rapid progress in his conversations were perfectly sound. From those conversations it might 
be gathered, however, that Governments were de~irous of p~rsui?g such ~egotiations. Far 
from delaying the Conference, they would enable 1~ to save hme m prepanng a text for t~e 
second reading. The method suggested by t~e C~atrman seemed, the.n, safer and mor.e raptd 
than that of engaging forthwith in the exammabon at a second readmg of a text whtch was 
insufficiently prepared. · . 

Lastly, M, Nadolny had spoken of the seriousness of th~ effec~s that an adjournment would 
have on public opinion. Everything depende~ on the way m whtch the matt~r was put before 
the public. Mr. Eden was convinced that, tf. t~e true reasons. for the adjournr~ent. were 
explained quite frankly and simply, world optmon would expenence no apprehenswn m the 

matter. d d h Ch . • 1 The United Kingdom delegation,. he state , supporte ~ e a1rman s proposa 
unreservedly, convinced as it was that hts method was the most hkely to lead to successful 
results. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that he was anxious to mak~ it plain that his word~ were 
not intended to imply any criticism of what had b~en done m Londoi_J by the Prestdent. 
He would be very grateful to the latter if he wo~ld gtve the Bureau deta1ls of .the assurances 
which he had received and would state from wh1ch Gover1_1ments he had r~ce!Ved them. 

Replying to Mr. Eden, M. Nadolny agreed that, according to the resolution adopted some 
weeks previously, it was understood t~at an agreement between Governments wo.uld do much 
to facilitate the work that.still remamed to be done. If, however, such a solutwn were not 
r 
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possible, another solution must be adopted-namely, the one which M. Nadolny had just 
suggested. At the same time, if the Chairman could inform the Bureau of the assurances which 
he had received, the situation might, perh~ps, assume a different "aspect. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that the Chairman and Mr. Eden had so clearly stated the 
reasons which, in the opinion of the French delegation, militated in favour of the proposed 
decision, that he had nothing to add to what they had said. Like the Chairman, the French 
Government considered that, in the circumstances, the time would be better employed in 
negotiations between Governments than in meetings of the Bureau. The French Government 
for its part was ready to take part in those negotiations. 

There must be no illusions as to the effect which an adjournment might produce on public 
opinion; the latter was interested, not in speeches, but in results. It was aware of the 
difficulties with which the Conference was faced and would take into account the fact that 
some little time would be necessary before a successful issue could be reached. furthermore, 
it saw things as they were, it weighed present events, and realised that circumstances were 
not always favourable to the negotiations of the Conference ; it well understood that a 
considerable number of Governments regarded as essential certain conversations and a little . 
time for thought. If, in the coming months, it observed that the international atmosphere 
had grown even slightly less tense, it would realise that, far from having worked against 
the desired ends, the Conference had actually brought their achievement nearer. 

The CHAIRIIIAN, in reply to the question asked by M. Nadolny, said he was in a position 
to state that, although his conversations had been of a private character, he had received 
assurances, not merely from the two Governments whose delegates had just spoken, but also 
from the United States of America, the Little Entente and the Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs of the Reich. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) thanked the President, but persisted in his belief that, in the 
present circumstances and in view of the general impression which would be produced more 
especially in the disarmed countries, which were impatiently awaiting the results of the 
Conference, it would be preferable to proceed at once with the second reading, while at the 
same time getting into touch with the various Governments. If, however, the Bureau accepted 
the ~hairman's proposal, M. Nadolny had nothing more to say at present. At the same time, 
he Wished to add that he regarded the assuranceS given by the Governments with regard to 
the opening of negotiations as an explicit undertaking on which it was possible ~o rely. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) asked what was to be understood by that last sentence. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) replied that he regarded the assurances given by the Governments 
as an undertaking to enter into negotiations with the President of the Conference. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) thanked the German delegate. 
The Chairman's proposals were adopted. 

T~e. CHAIRMAN considered that, in the circumstances, the General Commission, which 
had o~gtnally been summoned for July 3rd, might assemble at an earlier date for a meeting 
at wh1ch the Bureau would recommend the programme adopted and inform it of the decisions 
taken. 

Following an exchange of views, it was decided to convene the General Commission for 
Thursday, June 29th, at II a.m. 
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65. NEGOTIATIONS UNDERTAKEN IN ACCORDANCE WITH D 
THE ECISION OF THE GENERAL 

COMMISSION OF jUNE 29TH, 1933. 

The CHAIRMAN made the following statement : 

I vis1t~~"i:r~s.t~o~~~s~;!.1f!. t~eu~i~he~~dcr:;:J~~on taken at its mee~ing o~ June 29th, • 
and other representatives of the respective Governme~~~ ~~~h conv~rsattrons wr~h the heads 

, a vrew o secunng a greater 
1 

See Jolinutes of the seventy-ninth meeting of the General Commiss
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measure of a~eement on a number of points which had not yielded to negotiation during 
the first reading of the draft Convention submitted by the United Kingdom delegation. 

Useful conversations have been held between 1\Ir. Norman Davis and myself on several 
occasi?ns and~ when in Paris in July, I took the opportunity of having a conversation with 
our V1ce-Pres1dent, l\1. Politis. I also visited Prague and discussed the situation and the 
future wo~k of the Conference with Dr. Bene~. our Rapporteur. During those visits, I was 
accompamed by M. Aghnides, Head of the Disarmament Section, and two of his assistants. 

Believing that the General Commission was desirous of taking decisions on the second 
reading of the United Kingdom draft Convention only after every effort had been made to 
secure the greatest measure of common agreement, I left London on September 18th and 
returned to Geneva, and during my journey I had separate conversations with Mr. Norman 
Davis, Mr. Eden, and, on the morning of the 19th, with M. Paul-Boncour in Paris. 

In view of the published statements to the effect that my tour of the capitals failed in 
its object, it is necessary for me to say that the visits accomplished useful work and made it 
clear that, on most of the points outstanding, no serious difficulty stood in the way of agreement. 
I freely take this opportunity of expressing to all the Governments concerned, in the name 
of the Conference, my sincere gratitude for the frank manner with which they discussed all 
the points and for receiving the mission with more than ordinary courtesy. The negotiations 
on the whole have shown a marked disposition in favour of securing a first-stage Convention 
and on the majority of the points listed by the General Commission agreement could, I think, 
be reached without our encountering any insuperable difficulty. But on some of the more 
important questions, the approach was manifestly influenced by the present unsettled state 
of Europe and the ensuing distrust, fears and alarms. 

Nevertheless, when my visit to the capitals was concluded, the situation was clarified 
to a considerable extent in that I was made more aware of where the real difficulties lay and 
how some of them might be overcome. 

It may be helpful if I divide the outstanding questions into two categories-those on 
which agreement appeared to be relatively easy, and those which had shown themselves not 
so easy of adjustment. 

In the first category could be placed : 

(1) Non-recourse to force on a universal basis; 
(2) Definition of the aggressor ; 
(3) Control and supervision ; · 
(4) Standardisation of European continental armies : 

(a) Trained reserves ; 
(b) Effectives; 
(c) Colonial forces ; 

(5) Control of budgetary publicity ; 
(6) Bombing from the air ; 
(7) The early setting up of the Permanent Disarmament Commission ; 
(8) Naval questions. 

The second list of more difficult, though less numerous questions, includes : 

(I) The period of the duration of a first-stage Convention; 
(2) Size of tanks and artillery; 
(3) Reduction of land war material either by destruction or otherwise ; 
(4) Manufacture of and trade in arms ; 
(5) Military and naval aviation ; 
(6) Penalties against the violation of the Convention. 

Two opinions prevail on the question of the duration o! the Co~venti~n. Some count~ies 
have shown a decidedJreference for a five-year Convention, dunng wh1ch the destruction 
of the forbidden materi and the equalit.Y of ~g~ts m!ght be reali~d by stages. Other countries 
have suggested an eight-year Convent~on diVIded mto t~o penods ~f four years, the f?.rst 
of which for the sake of convenience m1ght be called a penod of expenence or of adaptation. 
The Permanent Disarmament Commission would be charged with the responsibility of deciding 
whether the machinery of control a~d supervision had been effective ; in which. ca~. the 
reductions embodied in the Convention would be effected durmg the second penod m the 
manner described in the Convention. 

The Bureau is of course aware that my negotiations were, so to speak, a first step towards 
securing a larger measure of agreeJ?lent likely to help us in the.preparation of th~ texts for 
a second reading. Those conversations were, ~s you know, c~ntmued between vanous heads 
of delegations and occasionally with myself! m Lond?n, Pans and Geneva. 

Two points have been found to be particularly d1fficult. 

(I) The system of penalties for th~ violation of the provisions of the Convention 
in order to give a greater sense of secunty. 

(2) The application of the principle of equality. 
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1 · f th P rmanent Disarmament Commission . 
. I have ~~ady refherred ~ot tlheiear yd~e~t~~gggu~~on ~n ~his subject which was well received Dunng my v1s1ts tot e cap1 as, rna h" . t 

at the time by all the statesmen with who~ I di.scu~sed \Jslom .in Article 84' that the 
The draft Convention now under consJderat!on ay~!in ~:~moned by the Secretary-

Permaneft Cor~iss~o~f ~:~o~;~i!hl"n ~i~e~r~o~~: f~~m th!entry into force of the Conven-
~~ne~~ e~e:~~ts e r~visional officers and to draw up its rules of procedure. That means ~hat 
!~i~ work could ~ot be undertaken till after ratificat.ion, ~hich involves a ~eat loss of. hme. 
In my opinion, it is unnecessary to wait for the ratification of. the. Conventlo~fi an~ still less 
for a further three months as certain Governments may reqUJre time f?r ratl . cation. 

I therefore venture t~ suggest that the Commission s~ould meet J~medJate!y on the 
si ature of the Convention by, say, twenty States. This .~•ght be pr?VJ~ed for e1ther ~y a 
re~lution of the Conference or by means of transitory provisions embodied I~ the Cfon:ven~on. 
In this manner the Commission would be enabled to perform, betwe~n the ~1mes o s1gna ?re 
and ratificatio~ of the Convention, all those provisional dutie~ mentlo.ned In the Conventu_>n 
and such other temporary tasks as the Conference may con~Jder des1rable to entrust ~o. 1t. 

The moment the Convention comes into force, the mach~nery set u~ by the CommiSSIOn 
in what may be called the pre-ratification stage will come mto operation. . 

If this proposal is accepted, t~e Commis~ion will be ready to assume 1ts permanent 
functions the moment the Convention enters mto force. 

I have already pointed out to you th~t the e~tent of com~on agreement so far secured 
does not cover all the outstanding contentious pomts. In the cJrcum~tances, I feel sure .that 
the Bureau will agree with me that it is essential that the ~onversatlons ~hould be actively 
pursued for another two or three days in order that a satisfactory solu~10n may be fou.nd 
for the differences of opinion still existing~ partic~larly as re.gards the q~estlon of the defens~ve 
weapons claimed by the disarmed countnes durmg the penod of expenence and the question 
of penalties. 

I feel equally sure that the Bureau will agree with me that, in view of all the preparatory 
work that has been done, there should be no delay in the meeting of the General Commission. 
The conversations to be undertaken in the next few days should be conducted with the object 
of clarifying still further the situation and narro"Ying the issues in time for. the ~eeti~g of 
the General Commission on October x6th. There 1s no longer need for techmcal dJscussJons. 
What is required now are political decisions. The General Commission would thereby be 
enabled, when it resumes its work on Monday, to embark upon the second reading of the 
United Kingdom draft. 

In preparation for the General Commission, the draft Convention has, at my request, been 
communicated to you in a tabulated form,• so that the Bureau should be put in possession, 
not only of the text of the United Kingdom draft as modified in the course of the first reading, 
but also of the amendments presented up to the present. · 

But, in view of the negotiations and conversations carried out both by your President and 
by most of the delegates present here, and which are continuing, it is obvious that some of the 
articles will have to be amended in the light of any agreements reached. Someone will therefore 
have to be appointed at some stage to assume the responsibility of presenting new texts. 
The United Kingdom delegation, which has already provided us with the original draft, 
adopted by us as the basis of the future Conv~ntion, is likely to carry out this work with 
greater ease than any other. If that delegation is good enough to assume this further respon_ 
sibility, I am confident that the Bureau and the General Commission would be grateful to it. 

In conclusion, may I say that I am not satisfied that sufficient progress has been made 
during .the conversations to justify the hope that an immediate public discussion, on one or 
two pomts, would serve any useful purpose ? On the other hand, I am profoundly convinced 
that further postponement of the General Commission would arouse suspicion and give 
credence to the sug!restion, alre!ldY free~y. circulated, that ~he Conference no longer intends 
to formulate a genume Convention prov1dmg for the reduchon and limitation of armaments. 
This is not my opi.nion.~y a!ly means, for, as.I have already stated, the negotiations have 
shown a marked d1sposJhon m favour of secunng a first-stage Convention and it is difficult 
to see how it could be otherwise, in view of the important decisions to .;.,hich the General 
Commission is already committed, especially when it resolved that a substantial reduction 
of world armaments shall be effected, to be applied alike to land, na:val and air armaments. 
. If the delegations are determined to appl~ the general principles contained in the resolu
hons.al~eady adol_>ted b~ the General CommJssJon, then success is assured, but I am convinced 
th.at.•t IS of the h1ghest Importance that we should press on without delay and without internussJon. 

!he conclusion I. have reached~ therefore, is that everything must be done, . by a 
conti~u!'-nce of the pnvate conversations and negotiations, to remove existing divergencies 
of opm10n and. to find a method o~ procedure .which .would enable us to do the remainder 
of our work With reasonable expeditiOn and WJtho';lt mcreasing the risk of failure. To this 
end, I suggest .that the Bureau at the close of th1s meeting should stand adJ" ourned until Saturday mormng at 10.30 a.m. 

'Document Coof.D.157. 
1 Document Conf.D.ri\J(r). 
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- . _Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) was convinced that the members of the Bureau would be 
parti~ularly gratefu_l ~o the President of the Conference for the tenacity he had shown in 
ca~ng out the mtsston, entrusted to him by the General Commission, of endeavouring to 
bnng about an agree~ent. He had only asked to speak in order to comply with the desire 
addre~ed by t~e Prestdent to the United Kingdom delegation, and to assure his colleagues 
th!'-t hts delegation would be only too happy to embody in definite terms any agreement which 
m1ght be reached, though he trusted that he would not be asked to try to make bricks without 
straw. 

The conver~atio!ls which had been carried on during the last weeks had dealt with the 
fundamental pomts m the problem. The United Kingdom Government was convinced that, 
unless agreement was reached upon these fundamental points it was useless to deal with the 
decorative details. ' 

Mr. Eden thought that it might be said that progress had already been made and, at 
least as far as c~ncerned certain delegations, they were nearer agreement. He recalled, 
however, the Prestdent's remarks regarding the insecurity of the European situation a fact 
which did not lighten the Conference's task. ' 

· 1\1. NADOLNY (Germany) thanked the President for his efforts to facilitate the task of 
the Conference, a!ld thus ~o work towards the establishment of a stable and general peace. 
He had pleasure m acce~tmg the procedure proposed by the President. 
. The German del~g~t10n had always considered it preferable to carry on the discussion 
m the General Commtsston and to proceed to the second reading of the United Kingdom draft. 
M. Nadolny hoped that the negotiations carried on by the President would make it possible 
to start the second reading with confidence in the ultimate achievement of the results which 
all delegations desired. 

· In accordance with the Chairman's proposal, the Bureau decided to meet on Saturday, 
October 14th, at IO.JO a.m., the meeting of the General Commission being fixed for .Monday, 
October z6th. 

FORTY-EIGHTH MEETING (PRIVATE) 

Held on Saturday, October 14th, 1933, at IO.JO a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. A. HENDERSON. 

66. NEGOTIATIONS UNDERTAKEN IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DECISION OF THE GENERAL 
COMMISSION OF JUNE 29TH, 1933 (continuation). 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Bureau that, at the last meeting, he had made a statement 
with regard to the conversations and negotiations which he had been authorised to carry 
through by a decision of the General Commission on June 29th. He had intimated that, in 
spite of all the efforts that had been made, one or two points had not yielded to negotiation. 
It had been thought that further conversations might be necessary, and he understood that 
those conversations had been carried on since the last meeting of the Bureau. The Bureau 
would, he felt sure, be most anxious to hear the result, and he could not do better than ask 
Sir John Simon, as being responsible for the draft Convention submitted by the Prime Minister 
of the United Kingdom in March, to make a statement as to the present position. 
· Before doing so, however, he desired to inform the Bureau that M. Motta had expressed 
regret at being unable to attend the meeting. 

Sir John SIMON (United Kirigdom) made the following statement: 
Mr. Henderson has invited me to give some account of the conversations to which I have 

been a party from time to time during recent week~, both at Geneva an~ elsewhere, and in 
which the participants have attempt~d to ascertam, by ~eans .of a fnendly ex~hange of 
views, what are the prospects of rea~hmg, agreement on vanous vttal matters. I w~ do the 
best I can to comply with the Pres1dent s _request. ~ feel ~hat I should sp~a~ p~amly and 
frankly, for the time has gone by for glossmg over ~fficulhes by vague OJ?hmtshc phrases. 
A system of agreed disarmament promptly entered mto and loyally camed <?ut ~oul~. I 
believe, be of the greatest value to the world, but I a~ equally clear th~t no~hmg lS gamed 
by interminable discussions which do not face essenhal matters on whtch differences may 
still exist. 

The account which I have to render is as follows : 
So far as the United Kingdom representatives are c~mcerned, we _have taken pa~t in 

meetings, at different times, with the French, German, l~alian and Amencan representatives, 
as well as in a number of talks with the representatives of some other Powers. Those 
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t . h ve led me to take the view that the draft Convention, which the United 
conversa tons a · · · ths ago and wht"ch has Kingdom Government put before the General Commtsston over stx mon . . 
been unanimously adopted as the general framework for the proposed agreement, will req~tre 
to be in some respects recast. The draft Conventi?~ is !it present drafted to cover a penod 
of five years · the discussions which I am summansmg mdtcate on the part of some Powers 
a wish that the period should b~ extended to p~rhaps eight years and, so far as I recall, no 
serious objection to this extens10n has been ratsed. 

lt was further proposed that this total period of eight years should be ?ccupied by t~e 
fulfilment of a continuous programme, designed to secure at the end !'f the penod two essenttal 
conditions : (a) a substantial measure of disarmame~t actually reahsed ~n~ completed ~n t~e 
part of the heavily armed Powers, and (b) the achtevement of the prmctple of equ~lit~ m 
a regime of security which, ever since December of last year, has been the declare~ obJecttve, 
not only of the Powers ~ho signed the J?ecl~ra~io!l of December uth,1 but of the Disarmament 
Conference itself. But, m order to attam th1s, Jt ts necessary to proceed by steps. Indeed, the 
method of stages has from a very early date been adopted as the necessary method by the 
general vote of the Conference. And when I spea~ of a programme w.hich w~u~d gradually 
unfold in action so as to secure at the end of the penod these two essenbal condtbons, I recall 
the language of Mr. Henderson, in his report to the Bureau on October gth, last, when he 
declared : 

" On some of the more important questions, the approach was manifestly influenced 
by the present unsettled state of Europe and the ensuing distrust, fears and alarms." 

The present unsettled state of Europe is a fact, and statesmen, in drawing up their plans, 
have to face facts. The need, therefore, for modifying the draft Convention so-as to accomplish 
this purpose by a process of evolution is clearly established. 

The scheme, therefore, which emerged for consideration, as the result of a number of 
these interviews, was one in which the proposed period of eight years would begin with the 
transformation of continental armies on the lines set out in the United Kingdom draft, together 
with the setting up, through the medium of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, of an 
adequate system of supervision, so that the sense of security, which the due observance of 
the Convention will afford, should provide the groundwork for the practical attainment of 
the twin ideas of disarmament and equality. Mr. Henderson has suggested that the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission might be set up as soon as the Convention is signed without waiting 
for ratification. If this suggestion is found feasible, it ought to be welcomed, for it aims at 
shortening the period when actual disarmament and attained equality would be effectively 
reached. It is understood on all hands that the supervision contemplated would be of general 
application. Its purpose would be to ensure that the undertakings contained in the Convention 
were being loyally observed. It is a matter for close consideration to determine how much 
of the eight years would be needed for the initial steps, to which I have referred. Transfor
matio~ of armies inv?lves technical questions which will govern the time-table, and, in the 
!Deantlme, a real_fe,elmg of confidence shou!d develop, when it is seen that the whole plan 
IS agreed ~o and IS m due process of execution. I must report that the period of four years 
was menboned by several Governments, though others have raised the question whether 
it could not be somewhat shortened. 

Whatever the length of this first stage may be, it is essential to make clear that the 
Con~ention itself wo"!lld have to contain, at the time of its signature, the detailed scheme 
of ~mament provtded for as the final result to _be attained by the time its full period of, 
say, e1ght years comes to an end. I have descnbed that disarmament as " substantial" 
and the extent of it has been the s~bject of ~et~?e~ discussion.. Since general phrases will 
not advan~e matter~, I add t~at by . substantial dtsarmament IS meant either the disarma
m':nt rrovtde~ for ID. the Umted Kmgdom draft Convention or some comparable variation 
of 1t. say qmte defimtely that the whole s~heme would not be satisfactory to my Government 
and we could not lend our own support to 1t unless the degree of disarmament by the heavily 
armed ~owers is both fully defined in the C?nv~ntion and really adequate. But there is another 
feat~r~ m the s':cond ~tage of the plan whtch IS equally definite. It is this: the result of the 
aboliho~ of vanous km~s of arma~ent and of prohibition against their further use, will be 
to constitute a common list of permttted arms, which would become the same fo ll t · d th th d.ff t" 1 · · f h r a coun nes, an . us e 1 eren 1a posthon o .t. e Powers whose armaments were limited b the eace 
!reatles would finall~ cease. Qua!ltl~Jes, and other detailed regulations, would o¥ cour~e be 
m each case the subJect of negohabon and agreement. 

The Bureau will therefore see that the plan I have outlined 1's 011e wh· h "f ·t d d d 1 all b d ld b . . . . 1c , 1 1 were a opte an oy y o serve , wou rmg mto practical operation the principle of rt f t t 
by the method of substantial disarmament on the one hand and the ap r t'equta 1 lly 0 s a .us 
of a common list of prohibited arms on the other. P 1ca Jon o a countnes 

1 
See Minute• of the twenty·eighth meeting of the General Comnu· · 

8SIOII, page zo7. 
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· B_ut ~his programme involves a feature which ap~ars to me to be essential. I must 
state 1t With complete ~ra!lkness to the Bureau. The scheme involves the principle that the 
Power~ now under restnchon of the peace treaties should not begin to increase their armaments 
~or~hWlth, but should express their willingness to conform to a time-table such as I have 
mdtcated. The Govemm~nt of the United Kingdom takes the view that agreement could 
not be reached on the bastS of a Convention which would provide for any immediate rearma
ment. .In speaki_ng of " no re-armament ", I do not mean to dispute the reasonableness, as 
the R~tch~wehr 15 _tr~nsformed into a more numerous short-service army, of a proportional 
numencal mcrease m 1ts armament. And there should be, from the beginning of the Convention, 
an agreement that no Government will manufacture or acquire any further weapons of any 
of the types to be eventually abolished. 

In our view! therefore, for the reasons indicated by Mr. Henderson in the passage I have 
quoted, t~e attamment o! the object which we all have m view at the Disarmament Conference 
mu~t be tn accordance With~ regular programme. We earnestly desire to establish, by inter
!1-atlonal agreement, the attamment of equality of status and we point out that it is attained 
m a most complete and effective way by providing for disarmament through the adoption 
and loyal ful!llment of such a programme as I have indicated. By accepting the principle 
of ~o l~mediate re-armament and co-operating with the rest of us in framing a Convention 
whtch 15 best calculated to restore the sense of confidence which has recently been so rudely 
shaken, the necessary conditions of success can be established. 

The statement I have been asked to make has necessarily involved some plain speaking 
an~ a perfectly clear declaration of our own point of view. I feel that if the General Commission, 
whtch meets on Monday, is now to do useful work, it is most desirable to ascertain what is 
the view of other countries on these essential points, and I sincerely trust that we may thus 
find a way of removing the obstacles which at present stand in the way of an agreed Convention. 

Mr. Norman DAVIS (United States of America) pointed out that Sir John Simon's state
ment contained an account of conversations in many of which he himself had participated. 
It also contained a very definite indication of the modifications Sir John Simon felt should 
be introduced into the United Kingdom draft Convention to make it more generally acceptable. 
Mr. Norman Davis was glad to be able to confirm Sir John Simon's account of the conversa
tions and to endorse and support the position he had taken upon the important questions of 
substance before the Bureau for immediate decision. He was the better able to give his support 
to the statement just made, because, as a result of the frequent and exhaustive conversations 
he had had during the past few days with Sir John Simon, they had come to the common 
conclusions so clearly and forcibly expressed in that statement. 

It was not difficult for Mr. Norman Davis to state his position in that frank and unequi
vocal manner. The report that had been laid before the Bureau, both in its broad outlines 
and in many of the points of detail, was in agreement with the position of the United States 
Government, as set forth in the communication which President Roosevelt had addressed 
to the heads of Government represented at the Conference in May last,• and with the statement 
which he himself had made ill the General Commission a few days later.• In those statements, 
his Government had taken the position that a Disarmament Convention could not properly 
be made an instrument for re-armament and that qualitative equality in armaments should 
primarily be sought through the reduction of the armaments of the heavily armed Powers 
and not through action on the part of others to attempt to build up. Under present conditions, 
steps were necessary in attaining that equality. It could not be achieved at one stroke. 

He would not attempt to restate, on that or on other points, the position which had been 
so adequately presented to the Bur~au. He only wished to emphasise one point to help r~assu~e 
those who were impatient or sceptical because of the long de~3:Y· From the conversations 1n 
which many of the members of the Bureau had ~ecently parttClJ?ated, he was mo~e than ever 
convinced of the sincere purpose of the more heavily armed countnes to ~ake eftecbve measur~s 
of disarmament a reality. He would add that no treaty would be satisfactory, as far as hts 
Government was concerned or would justify its participation i~ a syste~ of su_I>!!rvision 
designed to ensure its faithful observance, unless that treaty contamed prectse provtstons for 
such measures of disarmament. 

M. DI SoRAGNA (Italy) made the following declaration : 

The Italian delegation thanks ~ir John ~imon. for hi.s very clear an_d full statement on 
the present position of the very senous q!les~ton With whtc~ we are dealmg. We _also thank 
him for the programme of work he has mdicated and which we deduce from his remarks. 

J See Minutes of the fiity-ninth meeting of the General Commission, page 461. 
• See Minutes of the sixty-first meeting of the General Commission, page 474· 
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We shall be very glad once more to join ~ur efforts to those of all the other dele&atio~s 
on the lines he has laid down. We are hopeful and confident that t.he world ~ay find m t~Is 
programme, as we do, a positive basis for the subsequent work. 'Yhich has .s~I~ to be done m 
achieving the aim to which we all look forward in the same spmt of _conciliation and peace . 

.M. PAUL-BONCOUR thanked Sir John Simon and Mr. ~orman Davis for the accurate 
account they had given of the negotiations that were proceedmg among a numb~r .of Powers. 
Those negotiations had been undertaken at the request of the General Commission; ~hey 
could only be of a preliminary character, for questions affecting all the Powers could be decided 
only by the Conference itself. . · . . . . 

The conversations had led to results which were sufficiently Important to JUstify real 
optimism. . 

A United Kingdom plan, which embodied many of the features o~ an earlier French p~an, . 
had been accepted as a basis for discussion and had received .a first reading. It h!ld been realised 
that, if the second reading were to lead to good results, Important reser':at10ns f~rmul3;ted 
by certain Governments, includi~g the French Government, m.ust be taken mto cons1d~r~hon, 
as must also political events, which the Conference could not Ignore, and the exact position of 
various Powers in relation to the armament limitations established by international agreements. 
The United Kingdom plan must therefore be amended and revised in the light of those 
circumstances. 

M. Paul-Boncour wished to state explicitly that he accepted the essential principles 
just enumerated by Sir John Simon. 

Since realities had to be taken into account, the Convention, to be concluded for eight 
years, must be executed in two stages, of which the first must be a preliminary and preparatory 
stage. The political atmosphere of Europe must be improved before it would be possible to 
contemplate actually effecting substantial reductions in armaments, which must, moreover, 
be embodied in the Convention in the form of specific undertakings as soon as the conditions 
laid down for the first stage had been fulfilled. 

There was another equally strong reason for the preliminary period. 
Under the contemplated system, supervision was of capital importance. Effective super

vision was an essential feature of any system of security ; it was absolutely necessary that 
supervision should have been tried and found satisfactory and that the undertakings given 
should have been proved to have been faithfully observed before States could abandon part 
of the ~rmaments they possessed. . 

. W1th regard to the length of the first stage, it was not by any arbitrary choice that a 
per10~ of four years had been contemplated in the conversations of which Sir John Simon 
had given an account ; that figure was justified by several important considerations which 
M. Pa1;11-Boncour would advance at the proper time. He wished, however, to say forthwith 
that h1s Government attached the utmost Importance to that figure. · 

An equally essential point was that a disarmament movement should not begin by the 
rearming of the States disarmed by treaties. 

It 'Yas understood that equality of rights. should be brought about at the end of the 
Convention thr!'ugh gradual disarm.am~nt dunng the second stage, according to a specific 
programme which would be embodied 10 the Convention. 

Th.e G~neral Commission must pronounce without delay upon the principles laid down 
othefW!Se Its work would be useless. ' 

. B~o~ VON RHE!NBABEN (Germany) said that, in the absence of M. Nadolny, he desired 
to limit h1s observations to the folloWing declaration : . 

~ take it for .granted that the Bureau is aware that the view of the German Government 
on disar::mament IS marked by two claim.s or el~ments : ~a) real and substantial disarmament 
of the h1g~y armed P?wers •. and (b) the Immediate practical application of equality of status 
the q!lest10n of quantity bemg open for negotiation. In this sense I have taken note of th~ 
very Important statement of Sir John Simon and shall report it at once to my Government. 

'de M. BoURQUIN (~elgium) s~id that the Belgian delegation unreservedly concurred in the 
1 as expressed by S1r John S1mon and supported by those who had k f · 
see~ed to M. Bourquin absolutely essential that the efforts of the C~~e::n~ete~ h~~· I! 
end m rearmament. Moreover, he was convinced that a first sta h 5 0 no 
was ~bsolutely indispensable in the present state of affairs as if~~ufd a.s that COI_ttemp.lated, 
workmg of the Convention. It would be useless to build 'on nothi u 't~e exflir~ence 111 the 
faced. But u~doubtedly there was at present such a feelin of anxtg. e.re ties must be 
attempt at dis.armament unless guarantees calculated tog alla th:7 t!tught paralyse. anl 
. M. Bourqwn noted that once again the problem of security ?a,d a . e bng t~er~ obtame . 
111 a ne"': and more clearly defined aspect. The question was on nsen,. ut. a~ It appeared 
of secunty closely connected with measures of disarmame te 0~:ecurlty bn .disarmament, 
fun~mental condition of that form of security was to be f n d . hwas o ':IOU~ that the 
practical and efficacious supervision oun m t e orgamsahon of real, 

With regard to the length of th~ first stage l\1 B · 
observations. When the period had been fixed th · hu~qum SUJ.>J?Orted M. Paul-Boncour's 
have to be taken into account in order to 1·udg~ of .ttec ffimcal cond1hons of supervision would 

. 1 s e cacy. . . . 
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M: BEN~§ (Czechoslovakia), speaking as both Rapporteur and representative of Czecho
slovakia, des1red to make two .observations ll.ith regard to Sir John Simon's statement. . 

. The first was an observation of form. In his opinion, the second reading of the Umted 
Kmgdom draft could only usefully be embarked upon if certain questions of principle were 
settle4 first. Among these questions he mentioned: (a) the duration of the Convention and the 
estabh~~ment of a graduat~d plan divided into two stages; (b) effective permanent and general 
superVIsion ; and (c) prohibited or permitted arms and no rearmament. 

The st;cond o~servation related to the substance of the problem. M. BeneS unreservedly 
~oncurred.m the Ideas exl?ressed by Sir John Simon with regard to the three points he had 
JUSt men~10ned. He specially desired to emphasise his agreement in that connection as he 
was conVInced that, if those questions were not settled the General Commission would be 
unable to continue its work. ' 

M. POLITIS (Greece) replied on behalf of his Government to the question Sir John Simon 
had asked at the end of his statement. He was in complete agreement with Sir John Simon 
as to the two fundamental principles to which the latter had referred. The question of the 
princ~ple o! no rearma.me!lt was one which settled itself. It had been repeated on many 
occasions smce the begmmng of the Conference that it would be disastrous to the Conference 
and to its standing in public opinion if its efforts led to rearmament. The second question 
was the establishment of a first experimental period. In M. Politis' opinion, that period was 
absolutely essential for the purpose of creating a feeling of security, the need for which had 
often been indicated during the Conference's discussions. 

M. Politis hoped that agreement would speedily be reached on that point : otherwise 
the General Commission would be unable to continue with its work. Once agreement had 
been achieved, it would be necessary to work quickly, proceeding to an adaptation of the 
United Kingdom's plan on the two bases just mentioned. 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Bureau that Sir John Simon had concluded his statement 
with the following words : " It is most desirable to ascertain what is the view of other countries 
on those essential points." It appeared to the Chairman that, after the expressions of opinion 
the Bureau had just heard, it ought to decide to transmit Sir John Simon's report to the 
General Commission, not only for information, but also as a subject for discussion. 

If there were no objection to that procedure, a full report of the morning's proceedings 
would be sent to the General Commission as early as possible in order that the latter might 
open its discussion on Sir John Simon's report at its next meeting on the following Monday. 

The procedure proposed by the Chairman was adopted. 

FORTY-NINTH MEETING (PRIVATE) 

Held 01S Momiay, Octobef 16th, 1933, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. A. HENDERSON. 

67. DECISION OF THE GERMAN GOVERNMENT TO LEAVE THE CONFERENCE: MODIFICATIONS 

IN THE PROCEDURE TO BE PROPOSED TO THE GENERAL COlriMISSION. 

The CHAIRMAN informed his colleagues that immediately after the meeting on Satur~ay 
last he had received from Baron von Neurath, the German Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs, a telegram which he had at once communicated to the m~mbers of the .Conference, 
together with the acknowledgment he had sent pending an ~pl?ropnate reply, which he could 
not make without previously consulting the General Comm1ss1on. The telegrams exchanged 
were the following : 

" Berlin, October qth, 1933. 

"On behalf of the German Government, I have the .honour to ~ake ~o you the 
following communication : In the light of the c~urse wh1ch r~c~nt discussions of the 
Powers concerned have taken in the matter .of .diSarmame.nt, It IS now clear that. the 
Disarmament Conference will not fulfil what IS 1ts sole ~bject-namely, gene~al. disar
mament. It is also clear that this failure of the Confer~nceiSduesolelyt~the.unwilli~gness 
on the part of the highly armed States to carry out the1r contractual obligation to disarm. 
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This renders impossible the satisfaction of Germany's recognised claim to eq~aJ!ty of 
· hts and the condition on which the German Government agreed at the be~nrung of 

~:fis y~ar again to take part in the work of the Conference t~us no longer eXISts. The 
German Government is accordingly compelled to leave the Disarmament Conference. -

N .. Baron VON EURATH. 

To this telegram the President had sent the following acknowledgement : 

" Have the honour acknowledge receipt your telegram of Octob~r 14th wh;icl~ I !lm 
communicating to the General Commission of Conference for Reduction and L1m1tat10n 
of Armaments. - HENDERSON, President." 

His reason for having resorted to that procedure was that Baron von ~eura~h's teleg~am 
contained, as the members of the Bureau could see, certain estimates of the s1tuat1on ~n.whtch, 
although the Chairman might have anticipated the feeling of the General Comm15s10n, he 
could not take immediate action without consulting it. 

Those estimates-three in number-were as follows : 

(1) " It is now clear that the Disarmament Conference will not fulfil what is its 
sole object-namely, general disarmament." 

(2) " It is also clear t~at this failure of the Conference is ~ue solely to the ~n~
ingness on the part of the highly armed States to carry out the1r contractual obligation 
to disarm." 

(3) "This renders impossible the satisfaction of Germany's recognised claim to 
equality of rights." 

It had occurred to him that the General Commission might not like to let those statements 
pass unchallenged. He had therefore prepared a draft reply which he would submit to the 
Commission at the coming meeting and which he proposed to send to the German Government, 
unless the Commission had objections to that course .. The draft reply had just been communi
cated to the members of the Bureau.• 

The procedure proposed by the Chairman was approved. 

The CHAIRMAN also wished to inform the Bureau of the procedure which, he thought, 
the General Commission should follow as regarded the programme of work which had been 
discussed and approved by the Bureau at its last meeting. He proposed to suggest that, 
under the changed circumstances, the General Commission should do no more than take note 
of the Bureau's report on the matter. 

The Chairnran's proposal was approved. 

. The. CHAIRMAN then informed ,his collea~ues tha_t, in view of the entirely new situation 
w1th w~ch they were faced, certam delegations desired to consult their Governments. He 
was qUlte prepared to propose to the General Commission, with the Bureau's approval certain 
measures which would meet the wishes of those delegations or at least of those whlch were 
able to get into rapid communication with their Governments-namely that the date of the 
Bureau's next meeting should be fixed for Wednesday, October 25th ~nd that the General 
Commission should adjourn until Thursday, October 26th. ' 

. l\1. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) wished to know what the General Commission would do if 
tt met on October 26th. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that he was in the same state of perplexity as M. de Madariaga. 
That was w.hy he had suggested that the Bureau should meet on Wednesday, October 25th. 
The delegah?~S would then have consulted their Governments and it might perhaps be possible 
to take dec151ons. 

In any case, he wished to emphasise the fact that he was opposed to an adjournment 
When he had re~urned from Lond~n two days ago, he had hoped that the Conference would 
have completed 1ts work about Chnstmas time ; but the days were passing and it was t b 
feared that the Conference would shortly be celebrating its second anniversary. He there~or: 
hoped that on Wednesday, October 25th, the Bureau would be in a position tot k d · · 
on the course of the work to be followed by the General Commission. a e a eClSlon 

The procedure proposed by the Chairman was adopted. 

1 
For the text of the reply, see Minutes of the eightieth meeting o• the Ge 

1 
C . . 

• nera ommasston, 



FIFTIETH MEETING (PRIVATE) 

Held on Wednesday, October 25th, 1933. al 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. A. HENDERSON. 

68. ARRANGEMENTS FOR fURTHER NEGOTIATIONS AND FOR THE PREPARATION OF A REVISED 
TEXT OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION FOR SECOND READING. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, before the immediate programme was considered a brief review 
of the ~ecent P?sition might be helpful. ' 

At Its meetmg on June 29th,• the General Commission had agreed, on the recommendation 
of the Bureau, that the second reading of the draft Convention should begin only after a 
greater measure of common agreement had been secured. Monday, October 16th, was fixed 
a~ the date of the G~neral Commission's next meeting in the hope that, by then, the negotia
tions and conversations would have produced successful results. 

In a report to the Bureau on October gth,1 the Chairman had stated that two points 
had been found to be particularly difficult : the system of penalties and the application of 
the principle of equality. 

At the forty-eighth meeting of the Bureau, held on October 14th, Sir John Simon had 
made a statement on the position resulting from the conversations, which was supported 
by a number of delegations and was transmitted to the General Commission for consideration 
by a unanimous decision of the Bureau. 

The General Commission had met on October 16th,• when a telegram announcing the 
German Government's withdrawal from the Conference was read, together with the proposed 
reply. The General Commission had decided to adjourn until October 26th, to enable dclega· 
tions to consult their Governments. · 

Another important event had to be noted-namely, the fall of the French Government. 
In the report he had presented to the Bureau on October gth, the Chairman had definitely 

stated that sufficient progress had not been made to justify the hope that an immediate public 
discussion on some of the points outstanding would serve any useful purpose. The position 
remained unchanged in that respect, but the immediate difficulties might have been intensified 
by recent happenings. 

In deciding what was the best course to follow under existing circumstances, the Bureau 
should keep clearly before it two important poinh : 

(1) That the task of the Conference was to produce a Disarmament Convention ; 

(2) That the United Kingdom draft had to be the basis of the new Convention. 

For the Conference, at that critical moment, to adopt any policy which could be inter
preted as an indication of its inability or unwillingness to complete its task would be disastrous. 
It would be a serious blow to the League, to the cause of disarmament by world action, and 
to the honour of the Conference, as it would play into the hands of all those who for many 
months had said that certain Powers did not intend to reduce and limit their armaments. 

The Conference had a heavy responsibility upon it, which could only be discharged 
br the conclusion of a genuine Disarmament Convention within a. reasonable period of time. 
I he spoke plainly, it was because there had .been so many pubhshed stat~ments about the 
adjournment of the Conference until the commg year that _he must make. It kn~wn that he 
was definitely opposed to such a course .. He. was ~ot unmmdful !'f !he dil~icultles, .some of 
which rendered it inadvisable that pubhc discussiOn should begm Immediately Without a 
further effort to narrow the existing differences. But even that did not render it necessary 
for the Conference to adjourn, as had been suggested, for so long a period or to discontinue 
its work entirely. . . 

He strongly urged, therefore, that the General CommisSion be requested to authorise 
the Bureau to go forward with all ~he necessary .arrangem~nts, so as ~o enable the General 
Commission to begin its second reading on the basis of a reVIsed and entrrely up-to-date draft. 

1 See Minutes of the seventy-ninth meeting of the General Commission, page 637. 
1 See Minutes of the forty-seventh meeting of the Bureau. 
I See Minutes of the eightieth meeting of the General Commission. 
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If the Bureau decided to recommend that course, as. he stro!lgly hopt~d i!r!~~~~· :\:ri~~~ 
also recommend that t~e General Commishsion shdoultd agd~~ng~h:tdl~~~~d ofeet not later than 
effort to narrow the differences, but on t e un ers an I 

December -4th. 

M MAssiGLI (France) said that, as the Chairman had referred to ~e~ain even~s in ~ref~h 
~~~e~~ccruf~c1~~e ~~~:rtv~~~u~~o~o~itfh!~et~s~;:~0~f t:!e C~~~~~en~~ :~~~~~~n~tn;!. 
for on October 1/th the French Parliament had approved that programme by a maJonty 
of three-fourths. h" · 11 • · h thought While not taking a final decision until he had beard· 1s co _eagues v1ews, e . 
he might say that the proposal to ask the Burea~ or some other suitable body to contmue the 
work had the full support of the French delegation. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said, with regard to the gener~ situation, that His Mafesty's 
Government was fully determined to persever.e in the work of. disarmament. A~ to the tmm~
diate procedure to be followed, the plan outlmed by the Cha1rman seemed emmen~ly P!ac~l
cable and reasonable, and the United Kingdom Government would be happy to fall m w1th 1t. 

M. MoRESCO (Netherlands) asked for certain explanations with regard to the wor~ to 
be entrusted to the Bureau. He wished to know whether the Bureau would :'-mend the Urute.d 
Kingdom draft Convention in accordance with Sir John Simon's declaratl.on, or whether 1t 
would have to examine the amendments and any other proposals that m1ght subsequently 
be made. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, in the first place, it must be kept very clearly in mind that the 
Bureau had been from the beginning, and still was, the constitutional working organ of the 
Conference. 

It would have to see that, by some method or other, negotiations-which he hoped would 
be successful-were carried on with regard to the points still outstanding. A few days l?re
viously he had reported that several points had not yielded to conversations. Those pomts 
must be cleared up and the existing divergencies of opinion lessened, on the responsibility 
of the Bureau, though that did not mean that the Bureau would carry on the negotiations 
itself. 

It must be remembered that no text embodying the decisions reached during the first 
reading of the United Kingdom draft Convention had as yet been prepared, and that it might 
be necessary to make still further changes in the draft, if the coming negotiations were success
ful. He hoped that it would be possible to place a clean text in the hands of delegations a few 
days before the meeting of the General Commission on December 4th, in order that they might 
consider how far the revised text represented their views. 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland) was glad to note that the Bureau was unanimously of opinion 
that the Conference should continue. It would, indeed, be a great mistake to break it up. 
The really serious events that had recently occurred would not justify such a decision. 

By what method should the work be continued ? The Chairman had said that the Bureau 
was the body to which that task should be entrusted. Personally, M. Motta agreed with 
him. It would be difficult to find a body to substitute for the Bureau which had already been 
utilised successfully during certain earlier crises. M. Motta had been glad to hear the Chairman 
say that the Bureau would mainly concern itself with clearing up difficulties and with negotia
tions. At the same time-and he raised the question without settling it-he wondered whether 
the Bureau could undertake the delicate and decisive business of negotiation. If it were decided 
in the affirmative, he would support that view. 

As to the date on which the General Commission should meet again December 4th 
!II. Motta was not sure whether sufficient progress would have been made to e~able the discus: 
sions to continue usefully. He hoped it would. Nevertheless, the suggested date would perhaps 
be too near, if difficulties were encountered. In his opinion, it would be better not to take 
a definite decision at once, but to leave the Bureau to fix the date. 

He made no fo!m~l proposal, but in his opinion it would be enough to say that the 
Conference was contmumg, that the Bureau would work on the wording and adjustment of the 
draft Convention, that the General Commission would probably meet on December 4th 
but that the Bureau was free to decide otherwise. ' 

~he CHA.IRMAN ~xplained that the date had to be fixed not too far ahead in order to avoid 
creatn~g the 1mpress10n that the Conference was to be given a "decent burial". ·On the other 
hand, 1t could not be too e~rly, because o~ the very difficulties to which M. Motta had referred. 
After all, the. second readmg. must continue to depend upon a greater measure of common 
agreement bemg secured. If 1t had not been secured by the time the Bureau met,. the latter 
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migJl~ hav~ to take the responsibility of suggesting that that part of the General Commission's 
dec1s1o~ still op~rated. After long and careful consideration, the Chairman had come to the 
~onclus•.on that 1t was better to leave the matter as it stood and not to give any ground for the 
1mpress1on that, as t~e. Press had suggested, there was to be a long and indefinite adjournment. 
If the ~u~eau found 1t 1m possible to keep to the programme fixed, he was sure that the General 
C~mm1ss1on had sufficient common sense to understand that the date of its nt>xt meeting 
mtght have to be changed. 

M. Motta also. se~med to have some doubt as to whether the Bureau was the body to 
carry on the negob~t10ns. As the Chairman had said, the Bureau would be responsible, but 
would not ne~essarily conduct the actual negotiations. That responsibility had bet>n placed 
upon the Cha1rman b:y the General Commission some time previously. He had done h1s best 
and h:ad then stood as1de to allow the private conversations to continue. It might be nect>ssary 
for ~1m to ~ee to the conduct of the negotiations, but he would report to the Bureau if it 
was m meetmg. If, after that, some further plan had to be rt>sorted to in order to reach agree
ment, the Bu.reau would be at liberty to put forward any suggestions. 
. As the b1g ~ower~ were all ~epresented in the Bureau, it might assist towards a solution 
If some. of the dlfJiculbes were d1scussed there. The Bureau would, as it were, supervise the 
whole matter. 

M. MORESCO (Netherlands) understood, after M. Motta's observations and the Chairman's 
repl.y, that th~ date of the. next meeting of the General Commission would be fixed provisionally 
subJect to adJournment 1f necessary. In these circumstances, he wondered whether it was 
necessary to convene the General Commission if a decision were taken for a further adjourn
m~nt. He proposed that, in that case, the Chairman, who would remain in permanent contact 
w1th all the Powers, should be asked to adjourn the General Commission if the need arose. 

M. MASSIGLl (France) asked the Chairman whether the Bureau would meet after the 
General Commission on the following day. In M. Massigli's opinion, it would be essential 
for it to meet to organise its work in such a way as to prevent any misunderstanding as to 
what was meant by negotiations. He felt that the negotiations should take place at Gent>va, 
for the work was being done at Geneva and the Conference would continue there. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he had intended to call a meeting of the Bureau after the General 
Commission if time permitted, or, if not, on the following day. As the question might be 
raised in the General Commission, it might be as well for the Bureau to consider it, so that 
the President could state that the Bureau would meet immediately to fix its programme of 
work. Great advantage was to be gained by showing that the Conference had not fallen to 
pieces for reasons he need not name. 

In reply to M. Moresco, the Chairman thought it would be strictly in conformity with 
his responsibilities to postpone, still further, if necessary, the date of the General Commission's 
meeting. He did not suggest, however, that the General Commission should meet in ord~r 
to adjourn. The Bureau would, he hoped, meet several days before December 4th, and, 1f 
it were found impossible to distribute a new text by that date, he would consult it as to the 
advisability of an adjournment. 

He hoped that, on the understanding that the Bureau would meet after the General 
Commission's next meeting, it would approve his recommendations. 

M. Dl SoRAGNA (Italy) desired an explanation as to the meaning of the suggestion that 
the Bureau should be asked to prepare the text of a Convention. Did that mean a text accepted 
by all or on the contrary that the position of each question would be made clear ? In the 
latter'cas~ the Bureau couid doubtless do useful work, but in the former it would unquestion
ably enco~nter very great difficulties. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that it had already been decided, at a previous meeting, 
that the Bureau should prepare a text upon !'hich the G~neral ~m.mission could begin its 
second reading. It had been unable to do so oecause cert~m negoh3;hons had not been suffi
ciently fruitful, and the Bureau would therefore be responsible for seemg that by some method 
or other they continued. He hoped they would ~e su~cessful. -pte presel!t .text could th~n 
be brought up to date in such a way as to make 1t easier to cons1der than If 1t were taken m 
its present form. . p If h · • uld b Everyone was aware of the difficulties betw~en cer~am owe~s. t e1r VIews co e 
harmonised and the difficulties removed, very !ittle ~ght rema~n to ~ done. ~e would 
not say that the Bureau would come forward With a jaJI. ~Ufomplt, but 1t was anx1?us to be 
of the greatest possible assistance to the General Comm1s~10n. He felt sure M. di Soragna 
would agree that it would be better to proceed on the bas1s of a clean text. · 

Tlu CltairMaff'l ;roposah were approved. 



FIFTY-FIRST MEETING (PRIVATE) 

Held 011 Tlumday, October 26th, 1933, at 5.15 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. A. HENDERSON. 

09. EXECUTIOS OF THE \VORK ENTRUSTED TO THE BUREAU IN VIRTUE OF THE GENERAL 
CO~UIISSION'S DECISION OF OCTOBER 26TH, 1933 : DATE OF THE NEXT MEETING OF THE 

BUREAU. 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Bureau's recomme~dations had b~en accepte~ by the 
General Commission,• and that consequently, unless the Bureau dec1ded otherWise, the 
General Commission would stand adjourned until Dece~b~r 4th. . . 

The recommendations made to the General CommiSSion entwled a ce;ta1~ amount of 
work and responsibility upon the Bureau, and the latter must be under no. dlus1on a~ to th,e 
amount of work to be done or the difficulties to be overcome. There were, m the Cha1rm!ln s 
judgment, one or two important points to be determined at once. Should the Bureau contm~e 
to sit from now on to see what it could arrange by way of a programme of work, or was 1t 
preferable, owing to circumstances to which he need not refer, to adjourn for a few days ? 
The latter course might make it much easier to carry out some of the tasks that had to be 
taken in hand. 

If the Bureau could not continue its meetings immediately, Mr. Henderson hoped that 
the adjournment would not be for more than a fortnight-that was to say, until November 
9th. But, if it did adjourn, the members of the Bureau must appreciate the fact that they 
had undertaken to be responsible for any negotiations which might be necessary to remove, 
or at any rate to limit, such divergencies as existed on important questions. Some arrangement 
must therefore be made immediately for some sort of conversations or negotiations. 

Another point to be decided was whether the Chairman should have prepared for the 
Bureau's next meeting-on the assumption that the Bureau agreed to adjourn till November 
9th-a text of the United Kingdom draft Convention in the form in which it had left the 
General Commission at the end of the first reading, so that the Bureau could see exactly 
how the articles stood. 

The Chairman proposed first to consult the members of the Bureau on the question whether 
the latter should continue to sit day by day for the present or whether it should adjourn 
under the conditions he had suggested. 

Mr. Norman DAVIS (United States of America) thought that the members of the Bureau 
would want first to know what was going to be done between the present date and November 
9th. He did not as yet see a definite enough programme to be able to take a decision as to 
whether November 9th would be a wise date to fix or not. 

The _CH~IRMAN said that. if the Bureau were to continue to meet daily until about Novem
~r 9th, It did not _seem to h1m that very much could be done beyond the business transacted 
m the actual meetmgs of the Bureau. If, on the other hand, it were decided to adjourn until 
November gth, it would be possible to take up the question of the negotiations and see whether 
any were possible before the date in question. Whatever progress was made as a result of 
those negotiations could then be reported to the Bureau on November gth. That idea did 
not exclude his other suggestion-namely, that the Secretariat should prepare a roneoed 
text of the draft Conve~tion as it stood at the end of the first reading, so that, when the Bureau 
met on November gth, 1t would have before it the report on any negotiations that had taken 
place and a draft on which to begin work, in order that it might be in a position to make all 
the necessary_ arrangements to transmit a text to the General Commission. 

Th~ Cha1rman wanted to make it clear that, though he had taken the responsibility of 
suggestmg the 9th, he personally was prepared to begin work the next mormng and to sit 
from day to day . 

. Mr. Norman DAVIS ~United S~ates of America) did not object in principle to a short 
adJou~ment. He recogm_sed th~t 1t would probably be difficult to proceed on the following 
day, smce there was certam deta1led work to be done, as the Chairman himself had suggested, 
and t~e la_tter would probably find it necessary to have a number of consultations. A two
weeks adJournment, however, seemed to lllr. Norman Davis rather long. 

. The CHAIRMAN confessed that, if the Bureau decided to continue its meetings imme
~tehly, he would have to ask for three days' holiday, because he was anxious to take his seat 
m t e House of Commons on Nove-mber 7th. 

1 
S.,e Minuteo of the t>ighty-first meeting of the General Commission. 



-191-

M. MASSIGLI (France) wondered whether some useful work could not be done before 
November gth. The Bureau obviously could not meet on the 7th or 8th, as both the Chairman 
and another member whose attendance was indispensable had to be free for other engagements 
on tho~e dates. While, however, the members of the Bureau of course required to think 
matters over and while a short adjournment was necessary, M. Massigli considered that it 
would be. ~seful to have an exchange of views in the middle of the following week for the purpose 
of orgamsmg the work. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) considered that the Bureau's decision depended to some 
extent upon the course of work which it was going to undertake. It was, he thought, difficult 
for any member to determine that point without further consultation with his Government. 
Mr. Eden, ~or one, would find it very difficult to do so. He wondered, therefore, whether it 
was a possible solution to leave in the Chairman's hands the question whether the Bureau 
should meet next week or at a later date, giving the delegates some time to consult their 
Governments and to report to the Chairman their views. It would be a pity if the Bureau 
were to be conve~ed next week and were then to find that the time had not been long enough 
for the work which clearly must be done before any useful discussion could take place. 

M. DI SORAGNA (Italy) supported Mr. Eden's proposal. 

~· ~ATO (Japan) observed that for many weeks a discussion had been going on concerning 
cer~a~n Important questions which were essentially matters within the domain of European 
pohtlcs, the. question of equality of rights for example. In view of the position in which Japan 
had found 1tself for some months past, the Japanese delegation considered that it was not 
possible for it to interfere in discussions of that kind. The situation at the Disarmament 
Confe~ence had changed since the event of October 14th, but the questions on the solution 
of wh1ch depended the achievement of a tangible result were still matters within the domain of 
European politics. The Japanese delegation was experiencing some difficulty in accepting 
a certain part of the United Kingdom draft, but before taking up a final attitude, it seemed 
to it necessary that the ground should first be prepared by the Powers directly concerned and 
that the questions connected with the European situation should be cleared up. In these 
circumstances, the Japanese delegate considered that the European Powers should open 
fresh negotiations next week or at any other date deemed suitable by the Chairman. Until 
these conversations had had a satisfactory result, for which the Japanese delegation would 
wait patiently, the latter would refrain from taking part in the discussions. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that, at the General Commission's meeting that afternoon, a 
reference had been made to the possibility of another meeting of the Commission. As no 
desire had been expressed for such a meeting, he had taken it for granted that that was not 
necessary. Since the meeting, however, members of the Commission had asked him whether 
they were free to leave Geneva. He thought he would be interpreting the position correctly 
if he said that they were free and that for the present no meeting of the General Commission 
would be required. • 

Agreed. 

M. DE VASCONCELLOS (Portugal) recalled that he represented a technical committee 
with special conditions of work, which did not allow it to adjourn. 

He supported Mr. Eden's view which, in his judgment, reconciled, as far as that was 
possible, the different opinions expressed. . 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland) expressed his satisfacti_on at the way in which _th~ Chairman 
had stressed the inexpediency of a further convocation of the <:i~eral CommiSSIOn S<? lo~g 
as the situation had not developed and so long as there was no deciSIVe reason for convenmg 1t. 

M. Motta also supported the Unite~ Kingdom del~gate's view. He had been surprised 
to hear certain speakers say that an adjournment u!ltil Novem~r 9th would.be.too long. 
His personal feeling was the ~ery reverse. He _considered that time was an 1!ld1spensable 
factor in the developments which were ncessarr m order that !he Confer~nce ~lght co~e to 
a successful conclusion. For that reason, he enbrely concurred m the Cha1rman s suggestions. 

The important thing, however, was that, at its next meeting, the Bureau should be faced 
with a different situation from that existing to-day. He, therefore, supported Mr. Eden's 
proposal that the Chairman should be_ empowered to co~vene the Bureau when he had consulted 
the delegations of the Powers most directly concerned ~n ilie matter. There must be no un~ue 
haste. On the contrary, time must be allowed to play 1ts part, and there should be no meebng 
until the situation made it possible to do useful work. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) felt unable t? accept a decision as to the date of the resumption 
of the Bureau's work until two or three pomts had been cleared up. 

The present position was that t~e members of the Bure~u w~re being asked to decide 
between continuing the work, adjourmng for one week and ad]ournmg for two weeks. Before 
deciding, the members must know whether the Bureau was prep~red ~t on.ce, or would be 
prepared in one, or two weeks, finally to ~raw up a draft Con\tenbon, smce 1t was no l~n~er 
possible to do anything else. M. de Madanaga confessed t~at he could not express an opmwn 
on this point. It was his feeling that none of the delegations was absolutely clear as to the 



-192-

exact state of the work and of the previous negotiati?n~-more particularl:l:" after the events 
of October 1-4th-from the standpoint of general pnnCI~les_. Before draft_mg the text of a 
c..~m·ention, it would be well first to have the general pnnc1ples set forth m. a paper of two 
or three pages. In M. de Madariaga's opinion, the work could not be contmued until this 
rondition had been fulfilled. 

If therefore an interval of one or even two weeks was necessary to prepare for work, 
M. de ~adariaga' would like to know how this interval would be utilised, what consultations 
would be undertaken and by whom the negotiations w~uld be carrie? on. . 

He would be glad to be enlightened on these two pomts, after which he thought 1t would 
be easy to solve the question of dates. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that he had asked leave to speak after M. Motta, because he 
had feared that a misunderstanding was about to arise. Mr. Eden had proposed that the 
Bureau should leave to the Chairman the possibility of convening the various delegations 
next week if he thought it useful to do so. There were grounds for the view that the meeting 
of the Bureau itself could be held before the proposed date, but it must be remembered that 
certain delegates would be obliged to go home during the next few days. Agreement, therefore, 
might be reached for reassembling on November 9th. _M. ~otta, however, had seemed ave.rse 
to maintaining that date, or rather he refused to consider It final ; he held that the meetmg 
might be convened later, and that caused M. Massigli much misgiving because such an 
eventuality would amount practically to an adjournment sine die. 

It was necessary to choose a definite date, if need be one fairly distant, so as to enable 
all the members of the Bureau to obtain precise instructions from their Governments ; that 
date, once fixed, must be maintained. What was the question at issue ? It was to know how 
the various delegations conceived the work incumbent upon them of preparing a convention. 
Various types of convention could be envisaged. By November 9th, each delegate would have 
had the necessary time to have precise ideas on this point. 

The Bureau could not adjourn and merely say that certain negotiations were going to be 
undertaken. What would be the subject of negotiation ? Probably nothing tangible, as 
experience had already shown. 

The members of the Bureau would have to ask their Governments whether they were 
prepared to work out a draft Convention and on what principles. The various Governments 
could, of course, get into touch with one another. The problem had already been studied 
with sufficient thoroughness to make it possible for everyone, within some ten days, to have 
a definite idea of what was feasible and what was not. If all work were impossible, that must 
be stated clearly. Nothing could be worse than to resume the discussions and then suspend 
them on one pretext or another, for the delegations would then separate in infinitely less 
favourable circumstances. 

The CHAIRMAN was afraid that there was some misunderstanding as to the suggestions 
he had put forward. 

If it were proposed to continue the discussion immediately, the members of the Bureau 
must keep very clearly in their minds the fact that there were two pieces of work to be carried 
out. First, there was the question of bringing the text of the draft Convention into line with 
the position achieved at the end of the first reading, in order that the Bureau, when it met, 
might be able to go through the draft article by article, and satisfy itself as to whether the 
new text could be sent to the General Commission. That work would go on irrespective of the 
date fixed for the Bureau's next meeting, and he hoped that it might be possible for some text 
to be prepared by the Secretariat and sent for consideration to all the members of the Bureau 
as early as possible in the following week. The Bureau, when it met, would then be in a position 
to see at once exactly what it was to discuss. 

There was, howev~r, another and very important part of the work. He would remind 
the Bureau that som~ time previou~l~ ~he General. Commission. h~d charged him, as President 
of the Conference, w1th the responsibility of carrymg on negotiations. Did that responsibility 
rest. upon him or did it not ? If it did, w~s there any reason why, before the Bureau met 
agam, he should. not see what conversations he could have with two or three of the 
Governments which, as members knew, had very great difficulties and ascertain how far 
matters could b~ brought to such a point ~s would enable progress to b~ made ? Even supposing 
those conversations had not gone sufficiently far when the Bureau met again-say on the 
9th-there was no reason why they should not be continued while the Bureau was co~sidering 
the ?raft.that would then hav.e been submitted, part of the day being given up to.the 
conti~uation. of such conver~ations as might be necessary in order to lessen still further any 
mar~m of _difference that m1ght exist on certain very important questions, and part to the 
consideration of the draft. If the members of the Bureau would keep those two id 1 1 
before them, the Chairman thought it could be said that November gth was not ~as c ea~ Y 
as there would be certai": work which the Bureau could do. 00 ear y, 

Count RAc~YN~KI (Poland) associated himself wit~ the remarks of the French and s anish 
delegates. In h1s v1ew, ~here were two separate questions. The first was whether the Ifureau 
was ~greed to meet agam and. proceed to ":ork. The second was that of the date of the next 
meetmg, and. that was a queshon of exp~nd1ency. The point to consider was whi h d t ld 
~ th~ best m order to enable delegatwns to receive instructions from th · ~ a e wout 
Speakmg personally, the Polish delegate did not think th t elr ~>Vernmen s. 
would be able to adopt forthwith ad fin"t ·r h a many of the delegations present 
involved. e 1 e P051 IOn on t e substance of the various questions 
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_The Bureau, therefore, D?ight to-day decide in principle to rt>turn to work as soon as 
possible and to select a sufficiently distant date to make it certain that the question would 
be properly prepared and that the work could be usefully resumed. 

Mr. Norman_DAv~s (Uni_ted States of America) thought that the Chairman's explanation 
had cleared the situation satisfactorily. He wished, however, to ask one question. He under
stood that the Chairman proposed that November gth be fixed as the latest date, but if, as 
the _result of the con':"ersations, negotiations or developments in the next few days, the 
Chairman found that 1t would be useful to call a meeting of the Bun•au at the end of the 
coming week, he would do so. 

The CHAIRMAN replied in the affirmative. 

1\I. DI _SORAGNA (Italy) agreed with l\1. ll!assigli on many of the points he had raised. 
He would hke, however, to have an explanation on one. 1\I. 1\lassigli, he thought, had referred 
to the preparation of a draft Convention by "the Bureau as if the Bureau had received from the 
General Commission a mandate to that effect. 1\I. di Soragna had understood that there was 
no question of a mandate, but rather of a power. There was an important distinction here, 
and it was this distinction which had enabled him on the previous day to accept the Chairman's 
proposal as to the aim of the Bureau's work. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that there was some misunderstanding as to what he had said 
on the previous day. Hehadhadnoidea that the Bureau, either itself or through any Committee 
or through any means it could devise, was going to draft a new text of a convention. What 
he had said on the previous day, and repeated to-day, was that, with the help of the 
Secretariat, he would try to put into the members' hands the draft of the United Kingdom 
Convention as it had left the General Commission at the close of the first reading. That was 
an entirely different thing from preparing the text of a new convention. 

He had referred on the previous day to the only powers upon which the Bureau could 
go to work-namely, the decisions of the General Commission. The first decision of the 
Commission had been that the United Kingdom draft should be the basis of discussion, while 
its second decision, taken on June 29th, had been that that draft was to be the basis of the 
new Convention. During the first reading, certain committees had been set up, some of them 
presided over by the Vice-President. These committees had taken cert.ain decisions, and ~he 
Chairman's only idea had been that the members of the Bureau would Wish to have everythmg 
that had been agreed to at the first reading put before them in proper order. 

The proposals of the Chairman were adopted. 

FIFTY-SECOND MEETING (PRIVATE) 

Held on Thursday, November 9th, 1933, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman :Mr. A. HEXDERSOX. 

70. PREPARATION OF A CLEAN TEXT OF THE DRAFT CoNVENTION WITH A VIEW TO THE SECOND 
READING : APPOINTMENT OF A SMALL COMMITTEE TO MAKE PROPOSALS REGARDING THF. 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE WORK. 

The CHAIRMA~ recalled that, on October 26th, 1 ~he General Commission had de.ci~cd 
to stand adjourned until December 4th in order to perl1?1t of a further e~ort to narrow ex1sting 
d "ff Th G 1 Comm1"ss1"on at the same time had authonsed the Bureau to go 1 erences. e enera • ' h G 1 c · · 
forward with all the necessary arrangement~. so as to ~nable t e enera omm1ss1on to 
be in its second reading on the basis of a revised and entirely up-to-date_ draft. 

g It had been understood that an endeavour would be D?ade to place 111 the hands of _the 
d I t . f d b f re December 4th a clean text wh1ch would enable them to cons1der e ega 1ons, a ew ays e o . • . 
how far the revised text represented the1r v1ews. . . 

I th t t t h . h he had made to the CommiSSIOn and to the Bureau, he had also 
n e s a emen w IC · · d t d"t th 

h . d h "b"l"t f th Bureau having to set up committees 111 or er o expe 1 e e 111te at t e poss1 1 1 y o e . 
work of bringing up to date the draft Convention. 

1 See Minutes of the eighty-first Meeting of the General Commission. 

BUREAU OP TilE CONFERENCE U 
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He thought that the powers that the Bureau had obtained from the General Commission 
were wide enough to authorise the Bureau to i.oin to its co':"mittee~ the delegates of those 
other countries, not members of the Bureau, which were particularly mterested or had tabled 
amendments. · 

In accordance with the closing statement which he had made in the afternoon of October 
26th the Secretariat had circulated the draft Convention as it had left the General Commission 
at the close of the first reading. 1 That text contained certain decisions of proposals secured 
during the first reading either in the Commission itself or in committees, some of which had 
been presided over by M. Politis, the Vice-President of the General Commission. 

In that connection, he desired to recall that when, on June 8th, 1933, 1 the General 
Commission unanimously adopted the recommendation of the Bureau that the draft Convention 
·submitted by the United Kingdom delegation should be accepted as a basis of the future 
Convention, it did so with the understanding that such acceptance" would be without prejudice 
to amendments or proposals submitted before or during the second reading, particularly 
as regards additional chapters concerning the manufacture of and trade in arms and budgetary 
limitation ". · 

The Bureau would note that, on page 23 of document Conf.D.jBureau 49, appeared 
the provisional text of articles on publicity of expenditure prepared by the Technical 
Committee of the National Defence Expenditure Commission, in accoreance with the 
resolution adopted by the General Commission on June 8th. In that connection, he wished to 
inform the Bureau that on October 30th, 1933, he had written to M. de Modzelewski, Vice
Chairman of the Technical Committee, with regard to the complete draft of the articles on 
publicity of expenditure, a letter as follows : 

" I have been following as closely as possible the arduous work done by the Technical 
Committee in execution of the decision on publicity of national defence expenditure 
taken by the General Commission on June 8th last. · 

"By your letter of July nth last, you were good enough to transmit to me the 
first reading draft of the articles which the Technical Committee expected to propose 
for insertion in the Convention. 

" At the same time, you informed me that the second reading of the articles would 
take place after the study of the various annexes necessary to give effect to the decision 
of the General Commission. 

" In order to effect the necessary co-ordination of the documents which will have 
to be discussed by the General Commission, I should be very glad to know when the 
Te.chnical Cc;>mmitt~e expects to be able to submit .its. complete draft. I may perhaps in 
th1~ connection remu~d you that the General Commission, at its meeting on October 26th, 
decide~ to meet a~am not la.ter than December 4th, but I am sure it would be most 
useful1.f the Tec.hmcal Co~mit.tee could see its way to prepare its draft early enough to 
enable 1t to be circulated m pnnted form before the meeting of the General Commission. 

" (Signed) A. HENDERSON. " 

On November 1st, 1933, M. de Modzelewski had replied to him in the following terms : 

" I beg to acknowledge recei_Pt of your .letter of October 30th, 1933, concerning the 
work ~n~ert!lken by the Techmcal Committee of the National Defence Expenditure 
CommiSSIOn m pursuance of the resolution adopted by the 'General Commission on June 
8th last. 

·: Th~ Committee, to ~hom I submitted your letter, has directed me to inform ou 
that 1t Will doubtless be m .ll: position to pres~nt to ~he. General Commission belore 
~ecember 4th ~!ext .the defimhv~ text of the articles wh.Ich 1t proposes should be inserted 
m t~e. Convenhc;>n m order to g~ve effect to the ado phon of the principle of cont ll d 
publicity of national defence expenditure. · ro e 

" If! case t~e Committee is not in a position to add to these articles the com lete 
texts o.f l!lstruchons and other annexed documents, these will be forwarded t th G p 1 
CommiSSIOn shortly after December 4th. 

0 
e enera 

" (Signed) DE MODZELEWSKI. " 

He had said in the General Commission that the work that the B 
st.art was not intended to settle anything definitely over the heads of th~rd~ie w~~ abou~ t~ 
d1d not form pa~t of the Bureau. The Bureau, or any committee which it mi ga Ions w c 
confer With the mterested delegations, and especially with those whichhadt gt~ set up, would 
and the whole matter would eventually come before the General Com . . a e ll;mendments, 
absolutely free to decide upon every detail of the articles present d mission, which would be 

He had thought that he should briefly place before the Bur: · · · 
before the adjournment late in October in order that the B h ardthe. dec!SIODS adopted 
to decide upon the methods to be foll~wed as regards theufretau s ou kbe m a better position 

It b · h 'f u ure wor :was c;> v1ous t at, 1 a clean text of the draft Convention · · 
delegations m time to receive consideration before the meet' wfashto be Circulated to the 

mg 0 t e General Commission 

1 Document Conf.D.I6J(l). 
1 See Minut<·• of the seventy-seventh meeting of th G 1 · . . e enera CommiSSIOn, page 6Jo. 
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on December 4th, the Bureau must give careful attention to the programme of work and the 
procedure to be followed. 

There were several courses any one of which the Bureau could adopt : 

· I. It might at once begin a general discussion on the draft Convention in the light of 
what the General Commission expected the Bureau to do by way of preparation for its meeting 
on ?e~ember 4th .. At the c.lose of the general discussion, the Bureau could decide its procedure 
or mv1te the Pres1dent, V1ce-President and Rapporteur to report on the matter. . 

. 2. The Bureau could ~gin at once an examination of the draft Convention article by 
article and thereby ascertam what amount of common ground now existed. 

· 3· The Bureau could examine those questions upon which wide divergence of opinion 
was revealed duri!lg the first reading and satisfy itself as to whether a sufficient amount of 
agree~e~t now exlSted on any of those questions to warrant their being discussed in the General 
Comrruss10n. 

4· The Bureau could at once appoint a small Committee to deal with each part of the 
draft .Convention, with a~thority to c<.msult those delegations not represented on the Commit~ee 
especially those delegations responsible for amendments. Each Committee could appomt 
its own Chairman and Rapporteur. 

5· It might be that certain questions had been sufficiently considered to enable the 
Bureau to appoint at once a Rapporteur, giving him power to consult where necessary and 
to produce draft texts of new or amended articles on the question entrusted to him. 

The Bureau might perhaps think it advisable to appoint at once a small Committee, 
along with the President, Vice-President and Rapporteur, to submit a report as to which 
part of the draft Convention should be sent to a committee and which part was to be entrusted 
to a Rapporteur. The report could be circulated the following day and the Bureau could 
meet on Saturday, November nth, to consider it. If that suggestion were approved, he would 
suggest the names of half a dozen delegates to prepare the report. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) supported the last suggestion put forward by the Chairman. That 
suggestion, which was to appoint, according to the questions, either a small working 
committee or a Rapporteur, seemed to him a wise one. In the first place, it indicated the 
intention of the delegations, whatever the difficulties-which no one could underestimate
to continue the work in accordance with the mandate the:y had received. Secondly, it was 
an "elastic" proposal. There was no doubt that on certam of those questions, so varied in 
character, the work had reached a point at which discussions in a wide circle were no longer 
necessary. What was necessary was that the delegations should inform the Rapporteur in 
confidence of the limits of their possibilities. There were, on the other hand, other questions 
which had not been fully explored, and in such cases discussions between a very large 
number of delegations were desirable in order that the work might be further advanced. 

Lastly, Mr. Henderson's proposals offered the advantage-essential at that most difficult 
moment-of modesty and discretion. There was no question at that juncture of holding big 
public meetings where no really useful work could be done and where, on the contrary, there 
was the risk that ill-informed opinion, based on incomplete information, might mcrease 
the difficulties. It was essential to work discreetly and in silence until positive results could 
be produced. The Chairman's last suggestion seemed to comply with those various requirements, 
and M. Massigli was prepared accordingly to endorse that suggestion. 

The CHAiRMAN interpreted the silence of the other members of the Bureau as signifying 
that they associated themselves with M. Massi~li's remarks and that they regarded the l~t 
suggestion made by himself as the best. Such bemg the case, ~hey must. now proceed to appomt 
the small Committee suggested. The Bureau would adJourn until Saturday mormng
November nth-when he hoped that the Committee would~ able to sub~~t it~ recommenda
tions, and the Chairman was prepared to offer the Comm1ttee every fac1hty 10 the matter. 

The last suggestion put forward by the Chairman in his initial statement was approved. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the small Committee should include, in addition to himself, 
the Vice-President and the Rapporteur, and the delegates of France, the United Kingdom, 
Italy Spain Norway and Poland. The Bureau would note that he had chosen three represen
tativ~s of fieat Powers and three representatives of other Powers. 

The composition of the small Committee, as proposed by the Chairman, was approved. 

M. DI SoRAGNA (Italy) enquired why the. sm:UX Committee could ~ot get to work that 
very day. Unless the Chairman saw any ob]echon, he thought that h1s colleagues on that 
Committee would be prepared to meet at once. 



FIFTY-THIRD MEETING (PRIVATE) 

Held on Saturday, Novemb~r uth, 1933, at IO a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. A. HENDERSON .. 

71. PREPARATION OF A CLEAN TEXT OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION WITH A VIEW TO THE SECOND 
READING: REPORT-OF THE COMMITTEE SET UP BY THE B~REAU ON NOVEMBER 9TH, 1933· 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee set up two days befor~ had held two ~eetings 
the previous day at which it had gone very closely into the questiOn referred to 1t. The 
recommendations' made by that Committee were now submitted to the Bureau (document 
Conf.D./Bureau 50). 

Security. 

The questions of non-resort to force and the definition of the aggress?~ and the question 
of Article 6 of the United Kingdom draft would be entrusted to M. Pohhs. 

Approt,ed. 

Disarmament. 
EUectives. 

The question of effectives would be entrusted to M. Westman. -

Mr. CADOGAN (United Kingdom) noted that, in the first paragraph of this part of the 
report, there was a reference to Table I concerning the effectives for continental Europe. 
On the previous day, he had suggested to the Committee that that somewhat difficult 
question should be dealt with on rather different lines from the others, which were purely 
technical. His remark had been duly taken into account, and, as indicated at the end of the 
fourth paragraph, it had been agreed that the 'questions connected with the table might be 
entrusted to a Rapporteur. It might be better, accordingly, to delete the reference to Table I 
in the first paragraph. 

Since the meeting on the previous day, it had been pointed out to him that-in the 
General Commission, if he remembered rightly •-the United Kingdom delegation had been 
asked, and had agreed, to institute negotiations with regard to the figures to be inserted in 
the table. The United Kingdom delegation had, in that capacity, received from a number 
of other delegations figures which they would like to have finally inserted in the various tables; 
but the majority of those delegations had insisted that the information should be regarded 
as confidential, and the United Kingdom delegation had given an undertaking to that effect. 
It would thus be difficult for it to quote the information in question or to communicate it 
to a Rapporteur without authorisation from the delegations concerned. Moreover some 
of the Governments interested were not represented in the Bureau. . ' 

It might perhaps be useful to the Rapporteur to know what had already been done in 
the matter by the United Kingdom delegation, and he would, perhaps when he thought 
fit, get into touch with that delegation in order to consider the best way of s~ttling the question. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the Rapporteur, M. Westman, would be at the same time 
Chairman of the C?mmittee me!ltion~d in that par_t of the Committee's report. Obviously, 
he could not examu~e the question ~thout consultmg the United Kingdom delegation, and, 
~fore the confidential figure~ to wh1ch reference had been made were communicated to him, 
1t would be necessary to obtam the consent of the delegations concerned either by convening 
the~ to a. meeting or by. inviting them to meet the Rapporteur and a ~epresentative of the 
Umted Kmgdom delegation. 

Subject to the above explanations, th~ Committee's recommendation was approved. 

1 S•e minutes of the fifty-fourth meeting of the GPneral Commission, page 440, 
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Material. 

The Committee proposed that this question should be entrusted toM. Bene§ as Rapporteur. 
' . 
Mr •. CADOGAN (United Kingdom) submitted an observation of the same kind as before 

conct;rmng the table rel~ting to tanks. The United Kingdom delegation had already done a 
ct;rta.l.n ~mount of work 1!1 the matter, and the Rapporteur might be invited to get into touch 

. wtth 1t m order to examme what had actually been achieved. 

. The Committee's recommendation u·as approved due account being taken of Mr. Cadogan's 
remark. ' 

Naval Armaments. 

The Committee proposed that this question should be entrusted to M. Moresco as 
Rapporteur. 

Mr: CADOGAN (United Kingdom) asked that the words, " they [the United Kingdom 
delegation] would be only too happy to hand over to M. Moresco the results of the negotiations 
they have conducte_d in this respect", should be replaced by the words, " they would be onlr, · 
too happy to subm1t to M. Moresco certain suggestions resulting from the negotiations, etc. ' 

Mr. Cadogan's amendment was adopted, together with the section of the report in questio11. 

Air Armaments. 

The Committee proposed that this question should be entrusted to M. Lange. 

Approved. 

111 anufacture of and Trade in Arn1s. 

!he Committee proposed that this question should be entrusted to M. Komarnicki. 

Approved. 

Budgetary Publicity. 

M. DE VAsCONCELLOS (Portugal) noted that it was stated in the report that " no action 
at present seems called for". The work of the Technical Committee was, however, well 
advanced, and it would be expedient in so complex a question to take the same decision as 
for the questions already dealt with and to appoint a Rapporteur, whose report would be 
transmitted to the Bureau or possibly later to the General Commission. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the Committee's suggestion was the best, since the Technical 
Committee was just about to submit to the General Commission a final text, as stated in the 
report. The Committee, which had met on the previous day, had come to the conclusion 
that the Technical Committee should be allowed to finish its work and submit its final report 
to the General Commission. ' 

M. MASSIGLI (France) wondered, on reflection, whether the Committee which had met on 
the previous day would not have done better to propose the appointment of a Rapporteur 
who might have submitted a report to the Bureau, while leaving the Technical Committee 
to present its final text to the General Commission. The Technical Committee would have 
finished its work in a few days, and possibly its conclusions, at all events on certain aspects 
of the question, might be of interest from the standpoint of the Bureau's work on other points. 
While he was not suggesting that the matter should no longer go before the General Commission, 
it might save time if a report on the question of expenditure were submitted to the Bureau. 

He proposed, furt~er, th~t the expression" _na~ion~ defence expe~diture" b~ ~ubstituted 
for "budgetary publictty ", m order not to preJUdtce etther the queshon of pubhc1ty or that 
of limitation. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he'would defer to the Bureau's opinion, but reminded M. Massigli 
that the Technical Committee was not peculiar in this respect, and that other Committees 
were in exactly the same position. The Technical Committee would duly transmit its report 
to him as President of the Conference, and he would see that the report was brought to the 
knowledge of the Bureau. 

The Committee's recommendation was approved. 

Exchange of Information. 

The Committee's suggestion to leave this matter to the United Kingdom delegation was approved, 
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Chemical Warfare. 

The Committee's suggestion was approved. 

Miscellaneous Provisions. 

Permanent Disarmament Commission (Control, Supervision and Penalties). 

The Committee proposed that the. questi?nhs Mof tBhe Per~;~~n~~;:a_~s~:d a~~;!:r~ru~~-
vision should be referred to a Comrruttee Wit · ourqm 
and that of penalties to the President. 

Mr CADOGAN (United Kingdom) submitted an observation similar to that thich ~e ~hd 
alread · ut forward concerning Table I relating to effectives. There was a re erence. m e 
title ol &is part of the report to penalties. It had been agreed, hfoweve~ ~t }he n;ee:m~ t~~ 

revious day that that question, which was on a different plane rom t a o con ro , s ou 
~e treated so~ewhat differently, as was indicated in paragraph 3 of Part V of the report. 

. The CHAIRMAN proposed that the word " pen~ti~s " be deleted at the beginning of the 
first paragraph and that it be inserted at the begmmng of paragraph 3· 

M. MASSIGLI (France) proposed that, as the French word " sanctions ". w~. regard~d · 
unfavourably in certain quarters, it should be replaced by the express10n garanttes 
d'exkution ". . . . 

Further, effectives should, he thought, be included in the hst at the end of paragraph I. 

The Committee's recommendations were approved, due account being taken of the 
observations submitted. 

The CHAIRMAN in proposing that the Bureau should adopt the report as a whole, 
observed that the p;ocedure recomme!lde~ by the Bureau appeared to ha':"e given rise to certain 
apprehensions. It was feared that 1t m1ght have the effect of delaymg the work of the 
Conference. He was convinced that none of his colleagues would accuse. him of any such 
intention. He desired to state clearly that that procedure had been adopted as being the most 
practical and that it would not have the effect of delaying matters. The work to be done had 
been divided up and distributed between Committees and Rapporteurs, who would set about 
their several tasks at the beginning of the following week. The Committees would perhaps 
agree to meet more than once a day, and he hoped that it might prove possible in ten days or a 
fortnight to draw up reports which would be communicated to him. He proposed to convene 
the Bureau as soon as the work of any Committee or Rapporteur was complete, without 
waiting for all the texts to be handed to him. The other Committees or Rapporteurs would 
continue their work while the Bureau examined such reports as might be ready. An undertaking 
had been entered into, as regards the members of the General Commission, to place in their 
hands some days before December 4th a clean text, so that they might have time, if necessary, 
to consult their Governments. More than one meeting of the Bureau would be required to 
approve the various texts before they were distributed. It was very desirable that the texts 
should be circulated about November 29th, and it would require very strong pressure indeed 
before he himself, as President of the Conference, would agree to postpone the date for the 
convening of the General Commission beyond December 4th. 

The Bureau agreed that the EUectives Committee (Chairman and Rapporteur, M. Westman) 
should meet on the morning of Monday, November 13th, and that the Committee on Control and 
Supervision (Chairman and Rapporteur, M. Bourquin) should meet in the afternoon of the same day. 

M. DI SoRAGNA (Italy) observed that, both in the General Commission and in the Bureau, 
the Italian de~egation ha~ fre9uently s~o.wn that, in ~he. matter of procedure, it desired, 
whenever poss1ble, to fall m w1th the opm10n of the maJonty, especially when the proposals 
came from the President. It did so for several reasons. Above all, it felt very great deference 
for the President personally ; it had a very strong sense of esprit d4 corps, and it was actuated 
by a desire not to appear to create difficulties. 

It was his duty to say frankly to-day that the Italian delegation's acceptance of the 
procedure resulting from the Bureau's last meeting but one, from that of the Committee 
yesterday and from the Bureau's present meeting, had been guided solely by those same 
considerations of de.f~rence and esprit de corps. As to the substance of the question-that 
~as to say, the dec1s1on that had been taken to continue the discussion in committees and 
m the form of re~o.rts, even i~ the technical sphere of di~armament-the Italian delegation 
~elt that ~hat dec1s1?n was ne1th~r. really useful. ~or genumely expedient. Needless to say, 
1t appreciated so h1ghl¥ the ab1hty an~ quahhes. of the members appointed either as 
Rapp<?rt~urs or as Cha1rmen of the vanous comm1ttees that it was prepared to give proof 
of ophm1sm and to ho~ that they .would succ~ed in finding in the material they would examine 
some new a~pects wh~ch the. Itahan delegation was really unable to discern at the present 
~oment. HIS delegation des1red, above all, to rely on their prudence and wisdom to refrain 
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from attemp~in~ to infer too much from that material-that was to say, attempting to deduce 
there~om .P~Ciples ~nd suggestions, even of a technical nature, which might give rise to 
certam Ob]ect~ons or mvolve consequences reaching far beyond the technical sphere. In any 
case, the Italian delegation would avail itself, with the fullest freedom, of the procedure 
suggested by the Cha_irman to examine thoroughly the reports when they came before the 
Bu~eau and. adopt, Wlth regard to the action which should be taken on those reports, the 
att~tude ~h1ch seeme~ to it indicated from their contents and from considerations of general 
pohcy w~1ch the Itahan delegation and Government deemed of the first importance. 

In v1ew of. the foregoing observations, it might naturally be supposed that the Italian 
experts belongmg to the said Committees would have to confine themselves more specifically 
to the role of simple observers. 

. The CHAIRr:'AN, after thanking M. di Soragna for the kind way in which he referred to 
h1mself as P~es1dent of the Conference, wished to refer to an opinion expressed in the last 
part of M. d1 Soragna's remarks-namely, the opinion, which the Chairman was unable to 
share, that the wor~ entrusted to the Committees and to Rapporteurs was of a technical 
chara~ter. The Ch~1rman thought, on the contrary, that, in certain respects, that work was 
esse.ntlally of a political character. If he had imagined that the only purpose was to embark 
agam. upon the boundless ocean o~ technical problems, so fully explored last year, h~ would 
certamly not have thought of askmg th.e Bureau to sH up new committees or appomt new 
Rapporteurs. The Conference had now reached the most critical phase in its history. Work 
was proceeding slowly, more slowly perhaps to-day than ever, but that was certainly not due 
to any lack of goodwill on the part of the delegations. It was merely because it was now 
necessary to take certain grave and complete decisions upon which depended the outcome 
of the Conference, whether it would lead to a concrete Convention or to a failure which might 
give rise to a new race in destructive armaments. No one could contemplate an issue of that 
kind, and if the Chairman spoke that morning with some warmth it was b~cause it was the 
anniversary of the Armistice, and he was one of those upon whom the events preceding the 
Armistice had imposed heavy sacrifice~. In any case, he wished to say as categorically as 
possible that the procedure now contemplated was not restricted to purely technical questions, 
but constituted a fresh effort for the achievement of a substantial disarmament Convention. 

He wished in passing to mention the fact that the ugliest rumours were going round at 
the present moment. It had been agreed on the previous evening that the Committee's meeting 
would be regarded as strictly confidential. He had, however, been asked more than once 
whether that meeting had not provoked violent incidents between certain delegations. If 
such rumours were spread in the corridors, that meant that they were finding their way into 
the Press as well; it showed, therefore, that the promise fiven on the previous evening that 
the Committee's meeting would be regarded as confidentia had not been respected. In point 
of fact, the two meetings held on the previous day had been extremely helpful and animated 
with the best possible spirit. It was true that the Italian delegate had stated very clearly 
his attitude with regard to the· empty seat on the Bureau, but was there anyone either in the 
Bureau or in the General Commission who was indifferent to that situation ? 

Nevertheless, it was his duty as President of the Conference to recall that, at the meeting 
of the General Commission held on October 16th, 1 he had submitted the text of a telegram 
to be sent to Berlin, and, although certain objections had been raised, no delegation had voted 
against the despatch of that telegram. In these circumstances, was there not a danger that the 
results might be the reverse of those desired, if certain speculations were indulged in and if the 
idea were entertained that all work should be dropped because a certain seat was empty 
-temporarily, the Chairman hoped ? 

The Chairman trusted that the Italian delegate would not press the last remarks in the 
speech he had just made and that he would not confine himself to a position of observer during 
the work that was about to be pursued. Hitherto, the Italian delegate had taken an active 
part in all the Conference's work, and the Chairman would be grateful if he would immediately 
define his attitude after what he had himself just said as to the desire felt by all to see the 
chair at present empty occupied again, notwithstanding the difficulties o~ the mom~nt. The~e 
might be differences as to the methods to be followed and as to the time at wh1ch certam 
efforts should be undertaken but there was general agreement on the fact that no convention, 
whether European or world~ide, could be concluded unless Germany were a s_ignatory. The 
task entrusted to the Committees and Rapporteurs must be contemplated w1th the utmost 
seriousness. It was not a purely technical task, one of the kind that merely required the 
attendance of Italian delegates as simple observers. 

M. DI SoRAGNA (Italy) thanked t~~ Chai.rman for his observa~ions, ~hich gave him an 
opportunity of defining better his pos1hon w1t~ regard t? the vanous pomts. He ha4 not 

· said that during the forthcoming work the Itahan delegahon proposed to adopt the athtude 
of observer and that had not been his idea. He had merely spoken of the role of the Italian 
experts in the two Committees proposed, in view of the. opinion he had. expre~s~d as to the 
utility and expediency of the latte! s work .. If a delegation ~eld a negative opm10n _as to t~e 
utility and expediency of one spec1al ~omm1tt~e or an.oth~r, 1t was clear that, e':'en 1_f certam 
of its members took part in the meetmg~. therr contnbutlon to the work must mev1tably be 
very much less than it might have been d contemplated from another angle. 

1 See Minutes of the eightieth meeting of the General Commission. 
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f c f h ould give the assurance that the Italian 
With regard to the outcome o the on er.encef e -~ tinued existence and final success 

delegation and Government were no less ~nxEus or 1 T~~ considered it essential that the 
than any other Government o; perso~ :nd t~ro~=~gers that would be involved if it were 
Conference should succeed, an hapJ?recla eh de 1 t"on which was equivalent to an avowed 
obliged to end in failure or after avmg reac e a sou I 

failure. . f · · g the most desirable course 
There were, notwithstanding, different ways ~ concelvm ontinued existence and 

which any particular activity should take. So_m~ mlgh~ f~el :haJ ~~:t~ and in all conditions. 
success of the Conference would be assured 1f 1t wor e a a . . . t 1 
Others might hold the view that an. interval would _allobw a paffirh~u~ar SI~Up~~~~d 0 ~ige~~ ~~ 
and that the Conference's work, Without ever havmg een o cm Y su . • 
resumed on bases from which the negative elements ha~ been r~moved. This, however, was 
not the time to re-open a discussion on the different pomts of VIeW. d ff t 

Ever one agreed that the Conference was not closing, and that one ay every e ~r 
would ha~e to be made for its success. The real difference, t~erefore, w~s as to \~e co~~ephon 
of methods, and not as to the aim to be pursued. The ltahan delegah~n wou con. mue as 
heretofore to give its most loyal and sincere suppo~t to t~e Confe~ence s work, but ~~ ~?~ld 
not at the present stage refrain from defining the van~us pomts of v1ew and the respons1b1hhes 
incumbent upon each member in the method now bemg ad?pted for the work. 

The CHAIRMAN thanked M. di Soragna for his. explanations and apologised for having 
interpreted his previous remarks too narrowly. 

FIFTY-FOURTH MEETING (PRIVATE) 

Held on Wednesday, November 22nd, 1933, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. A. HENDERSON. 

72. ADJOURNMENT UNTIL A LATER DATE OF THE MEETING OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
ARRANGED FOR DECEMBER 4TH, 1933· , 

The CHAIRMAN reported that, being very much concerned with the present position of 
the Conference, he had invited into consultation the representatives of France, Italy, the 
United Kingdom, the United States of America, and the officers of the Bureau. A full 
examination of the situation was made in which the difficulties and dangers were considered. 
The unanimous opinion had been expressed that a supreme effort should be made to conclude 
a convention, and different methods were explored with a view to achieving that object. 
No decisions were taken, as it was fully appreciated that that function rested only with the 
Bureau or the General Commission. 

It was suggested that, under present circumstances, it was inadvisable for the President 
to convoke the General Commission for December 4th, as it had to be remembered that the 
work of the Commission when it met would be the second reading of the draft Convention. 
It was recognised that the existing divergences on several important political questions were 
too great to encourage any hope of a successful issue from a premature discussion in the 
General Commission. In consequence of that position, it was suggested that the Bureau should 
consider the advisability of agreeing to a postponement of the General Commission until a 
date during or immediately after the January session of the Council of the League of Nations, 
such date to be fixed by the President in consultation with the officers. 

If that postponement were agreed to by the Bureau, it would not seem necessary to 
convoke the General Co'?~ission for con~rmati?n• as t~e c:;eneral Commission. had agreed 
on October 26th 1 that, 1f 1t were found 1mposs1ble to d1stnbute the new text m time, the 
President would consult the Bureau as to the advisability of further postponing the meeting 
of the Commission. 

· The Bureau must also consider what methods should be followed with a view to making 
progress on important questions upon which agreement had not yet been reached. It had 
been suggested that the work of the Disarmament Conference would at that stage best be 
assisted by parallel and supplementary efforts between various States and the full use of 
diplomatic machinery. The hope had been expressed that those efforts would be at once 
undertaken with energy, with a view to advancing in every way possible the work which 
lay before the General Commission. It had also been suggested that Governments should 
keep the President informed of their efforts and that they should report to him the final 
results of those efforts. 

The P~esident, after consultation with tl!e officers ~nd the Chairmen of the Committees, 
should adv1se how far the work of the Committees should be carried on in the meantime·. 

The Chairman's proposals were approved. 

1 See Minutes of the eighty-first meeting of the General Commission.-
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FIFTY-FIFTH MEETING (PRIVATE) 

Held on Tuesday, April roth, I9J..J, 11/ 3.30 p.m. 

Chairnllw: :\lr. A. HE~DERSO~. 

73· PROGRESS OF THE NEGOTIATIONS UNDERTAKEN SllSCE THE LAST l\IEETING 01' 1'HE BUREAU. 
DATE Of THE NEXT MEETING OF THE BUREAU AlSO OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION. 

The CHAIRMAN, opening the meeting, apologised to the members for the postponements 
t~at ~ad taken place; but he could assure them the delay had been absolutely unavoidable, 
smce 1t had ~een necessary to work according to circumstances. 

The Charrman then drew attention to the note 1 summarising what had happened since 
the .Bureau last met, and indicating the chief points that emerged from a consideration of the 
vanous documents exchanged between the Governments in the course of the parallel and 
supplementary efforts that had been proceeding since the end of last year. 

There was no need to go over the ground already covered in that note. But he thought 
the record of events before the Bureau showed that, whereas agreement had not yet been 
reached on certain important points, there was nothing to warrant the conclusion that further 
effort would be unfruitful. Having conferred with the Governments chiefly concerned with 
the parallel and supplementary efforts, he found that a little further time was required. In 
the circumstances, it would, in his opinion, be highly inadvisable for the Bureau to do other 
than grant the required time. 

But before any further adjournment was entered upon, the Bureau should consider the 
future programme of work of the Conference. In this connection, it should be borne in mind 
that the Bureau had been charged by the General Commission last October • to go forward 
with all the necessary arrangements so as to enable the Commission to begin the second reading 
of the draft Convention on the basis of an up-to-date text. 

What, under existing circumstances, and having regard to all that had transpired since 
October 26th when this decision had been taken, was the best method of procedure ? In the 
light of the conversations which he had had with delegates, he had reached the conclusion that 
the Bureau should at the present meeting fix the date of the next meeting of the General 
Commission. This should not be fixed too early or too far ahead. 

In order to facilitate the work of the General Commission when it met, he would venture 
to suggest that a date should be fixed at the present meeting for the convocation of the Bureau 
in order .to make the arrangements necessary for circulating to the Ge~rral Commission an 
up-to-date text of the United Kingdom draft Convention. 

Those were the Chairman's proposals on procedure. They concerned two points : 
(1) fixing the date of the General Commission, (2) fixing the date of the Bureau. 

The Chairman would, however, ask leave to make one or two further observations. 
The general.situation was now such that he felt it his duty to draw attention to certain 

broad facts with which he believed it was imperative that the Bureau should reckon. 
Three years ago the League Council, at its May meeting, had extended a unanimous 

invitation to Mr. Henderson to preside over the Disarmament Conference. Twenty-six months 
ago-though his health was at that time greatly impaired-he had entered upon his duties 
with faith and devotion. Although there was even then a storm-cloud in the :Far East, the 
opening of the Conference proce.edings had been full ?f inspiration and ~ncouragement. The 
peace-loving people of every nation were roused to a high level of.enthusiasm and expect~ncy. 
There was widespread confidence that the Conference was openmg a new era by secunng a 
world agreement for the reduction and limitati?n of armaments; that Article_ 8 _of t~e I:eague 
Covenant was to be applied, and that the nat10ns would expenence a real dimmuhon m the 
unproductive military burdens which their peop~es ha~ had ~o long to bear. On all hands 
it was felt that disarmament had become a questiOn of Immediate urgency and ef paramount 
importance. It had seemed that at last the Governments were going to act on the promises 
they had so often and so solemnly made, that at last the .P~oples w~r.e to be given the peace 
for which they so ardently longed. Such we~e the prom1smg conditions, ?n February 2nd, 
1932 , under which the Conference had begun 1ts effort to secure a worldWide agreement for 
the reduction and limitation of armaments. 

1 Document Conf.D./Bureau 55· 
• See Minutes of the eighty-first meeting of the General Commiosion. 
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What was the position to-day ? In almost all the leading countries armame~t budgets 
were beginning to increase. A new race in armaments had already begun, although It had not 
yet gathered much momentum. That was the situation. What was th~ Bureau to d~ ? . 

There were sections of public opinion that had for long been saymg that the s1t~bon 
was hopeless, that the delegations had better cut their losses and go h~m.e. These sect10~s of 
0 inion had for years scarcely troubled to conceal their contempt and disbke of the whole 1~ea 
of disarmament through collective security and the reign of law. They contemplll;ted With 
equanimity a return to the conditions that had !ed to the world wa~. They urged, mdeed, a 
return to international anarchy, where every nation was a law unto Itself and all were armed 
against each other. . _ . 

But the delegates present at that meeting, charged with responsibility for the. ~estiny of 
their peoples, knew that to give up the enterprise of disarm!lment and of orgamsmg peace 
would not mean the end of their troubles. They knew tha~. 1f th.ey closed down t~-morr~w. 
they would all go home to face difficulties in comparison With wh1ch the troubl~s With wh1ch 
they were now wrestling would seem almost insignificant. They knew the pnce that must 
be paid for disarmament and peace. Most of them represented States that were pledged to pay 
that price by treaties concluded at the peace settlement. 

In December 1932, some of the chief Members of the Conference had agreed that the price 
should take the form of granting equality .of rights in a system of ~ecuryty. The Con!erence 
itself had repeatedly declared that equahty should be sought pr1ma~1ly by reductions of 
armaments, and particularly by the abolition, by stages, of all offens1ve weapons. ~t had 
consistently recognised that disarmament was a world problem only to be solved by umversal 
agreement. The whole enterprise of disarmament was based on the principle that nations 
could abandon reliance on their own force for safety only in proportion as they acquired 
confidence in the security promised them by international treaty obligations. 

Such was the great task upon which the Conference had entered two years ago. Such 
were the conditions that it had itself accepted as necessary to success. 

The delegations were bound to recognise that changes had occurred in the last few months 
that made the discharge of their task more difficult. But those changes had at the same time 
made still clearer the urgency and importance of the task and the grave consequences of 
failure. The Chairman appealed to those present, and through them to all the Members of 
the Conference, not to abandon the great enterprise to which they were committed, nor to 
fall into the error of supposing that they could diminish their difficulties by whittling down what 
they had set out to achieve. To attempt to do too little was courting failure just as surely 
as to pitch their hopes too high. He, for one, believed that the pressure of public opinion and 
the statesmanship of the Governments committed to the reduction and limitation of armaments 
by world agreement might yet turn this grave emergency into a great opportunity. He believed 
that it was their solemn duty to bring the Conference to a conclusion that would be in 
accordance with their treaty obligations and their own previous decisions, for only through 
such a conclusion could they stop the drift to ward a new race in armaments and put an end 
to the growing danger of war. · 

.Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) wished first to thank the Chairman, on behalf of the United 
Kingdom delegation, for his appreciation of the present situation and also for his eloquent · 
and moving appeal to the Bureau, an appeal to which Mr. Eden felt sure each member could 
not but be deeply sensible. . . 

In reporting upon the efforts made by the United Kingdom Government since the 
Bureau's last meeting, to promote an agreement upon the complex problems of di;armament 
it was not, he thought, necessary to go farther back than the memorandum addressed by that 
Government on January 29th last 1 to the Governments represented at the Disarmament· 
Conference. That memorandum had been in the hands of members of the Bureau for over two 
m~mths, and had recently been circulated again by the President of the Conference together 
w1th the text of the explanatory statement made by Sir John Simon in the House of Commons 
on February 6th.' The reasons which had moved the United Kingdom Government to circulate 
the me'!lorandum and the purpose which it was intended to serve had been fully set forth in 
the earher paragraphs of the memorandum itself and in Sir John Simon's speech and were no 
do.ubt, now f:'-miliar to the members of the Bureau. Mr. Eden need, therefore, do no more than 
bnefiy recapitulate them. 

The international exchanges which had begun immediately after the last meeting of the 
Bu~eau had been of undoubted utility in making clearer than had up to then been possible the 
athtude of the various Governments to the problem of disarmament. None the less it had 
beco'!le apparent to the United Kingdom Government by the close of 1933 that the utility 
?f th1s method was nearly exhausted. Some new effort of reconciliation was then in its 
JUdgment, r~quired. The main objective of such an effort had clearly to be a basis· of 
accommodation between France and Germany. Only thus could full benefit be drawn from the 
exploratory work already done through the diplomatic channel. The special interest of His 

1 Document Conf.D.I66. 
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Majesty's Government in avoiding a new race of armaments, and its special connection with 
~he work !>f the Conference as author of the United Kingdom draft Convention,• had encouraged 
~t to do I_ts utmost to compose differences of others which caused it so much concern, and 
Im~lled I_t to make a further contribution on its own account in pursuit of a solution. The 
Umted _Kingdom 0>vernment, therefore, while still adhering to its draft Convention, by the 
~derlymg conception of which it still stood and every article of which it would be happy to 
s1gn at the pr-:sen~ ~oment, were agreement possible, had proposed certain modifi~atio~s 
of the Convention m Its memorandum of January 29th. The revised plan proposed m this 
memo~andum w!lS far from being what the United Kingdom Government itself would regard 
as an Ideal solution. It would have much preferred and still preferred the terms of the draft 
Conventi<!n itsel_f. The memorandum of January 29th, however, represe~ted what had appeared 
to the Un~ted Kmgdom Government to be the plan best designed to secure a fair and reasonable 
compromise between the divergent points of view revealed by the diplomatic exchanges and 
to afford the be~t means of reconciling the varying and sometimes conflicting claims put forward 
under the headmgs of security, disarmament and equality of rights. 

. In order to make clear the character of the proposals made in the memorandum, it might 
be useful to recall the more important modifications which they sought to make in the United 
Kingdom draft Convention. 

In ~he first place, ten years was proposed instead of five years as the duration of the 
Convention. This period not only concorded with that of the non-aggression pacts proposed 
by the German Chancellor, but should facilitate, first, the accel?tance and realisation of a 
substantial reduction of armaments, which still remained in the Umted Kingdom Government's 
view the fundamental condition for its agreement to any arms Convention, and, secondly, 
the full realisation of equality of rights for all countries. 

So far as effectives were concerned, the United Kingdom Government would have been 
content, and, indeed, would have preferred, to maintain the figures of average daily effectives 
shown in Table I in its draft Convention ; but the German Government had suggested that the 
German figure should be JOO,ooo instead of 2oo,ooo, and, in view of this, the United Kingdom 
Government thought it possible that some accommodation might be found between this 
figure and the figure given in the draft Convention, subject to the condition, which the United 
Kingdom Government considered essential, that parity should be maintained between the 
average daily effectives stationed in the home country, as between France, Germany, Italy 
and Poland. The complication introduced into the question of effectives by the existence of 
so-called para-military training-that was to say, military training outside the army-might, 
it had been suggested, be solved by prohibiting such training and checking the prohibition 
by a system of permanent and automatic supervision, in order to remove once and for all 
this well-founded source of anxiety. 

As regarded land war material, the United Kingdom Government had made certain 
important proposals. First as regarded tanks, it had suggested that tanks above the 16-ton 
limit should be destroyed by given stages by the end of the fifth year of the Convention, 
instead of by the end of the third year as proposed in the original draft ; that the " further 
international examination " of the question of tanks contemplated but not provided for in 
Article 21 of ·the Convention should be held by the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
and completed not later than the end of the third year of the Convention, and that the new 
German short-term-service army, as it came into being, should be equipped with. tanks up 
to 6 tons, which the German Government regarded as necessary for defensive purposes. 

As regarded mobile land guns, the United Kingdom Government had departed from. the 
proposals of the Convention with great regret. But, as the German Govern ~?lent had main~amed 
that mobile land guns up to 155 mm. were necessary as par~ of the equi~m~nt of their new 
short-term-service army, and as the French Gove~nl?lent for 1ts pa~t also, m 1ts ~emorandu_m 
of January 1st,• had given this as the do":nward. hm1t of the reduction of the cahbr~ of mobile 
artillery authorised for all St~tes, the Umted Km~dom Governmen~ had f~lt _that 1t c~:mld no 
longer insist on the proposal m the draft Convention that the maximum limit of mobile land 
guns for the future should be us mm. Destruction of mobile ~and guns over 155 ~m. would 
be spread over seven years instead of three years as proposed m the draft Convention. 

, There remained the question of air armaments .. In ~his re~ard, the United Kingdom 
Government, while maintaining the proposals ~ontamed m Articles 34 to 41 of the draft 
Convention, had proposed to supplement them m such a -:vay as to ~~t a te~m to the post
ponement of the claim of those States not at _Present entitled to. Jl?ilitary aircraft .. It had 
suggested therefore that, if the Permanent Disarmament Commission had no~ decided on 
the abolition of military and naval aircraft at the end of two years, all countnes should be 
entitled to possess some military aircraft. 

'Document Conf.D.I57· 
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Finally, the United Kingdom Government had itself offered t.wo concessio!ls as. a. contri
bution towards agreement on the lines proposed. In the first place, It had s~~tet Its ~ilhngntess, 
if general agreement were reached on all other issues, to agree t<? the a~p 1~a IOn (l a sys e~ 
of permanent and automatic supervision, which, as the Umted Kmg om . overnmen 
understood it, extended considerably beyond the simpler proposals m~de m .the draft 
Convention which had already been generally agreed. The second concess!on, which was of 
even greater moment, was in the sphere of security or, more prope~Iy ~peakmg, guarantees of 
execution. It consisted in the extension of the principle of consultation m the event ?fa breach 
or threat of breach of the Pact of Paris, embodied in Part I of th~ dr~ft Convention, to the 
event of a breach or threat of breach of the disarmament Convention Itself. It would be the 
object of such consultation " to exchange views as to. the steps t<? ~e t~~en for the puq~ose 
or restoring the situation and of maintaining in op~ratlo~ the provisions of the Conv~nbon. 
This new provision would, in the view of the Umted :Kmgdom Goyernment, emphasise the 
inescapable duty of all signatories to do whatever was nght and possible to prevent or remedy 
any violation. -

In the concluding words of the memorandum, the view was expres~e~ that the return 
of Germany to Geneva and to the League ought to be an essential condition of agreement. 

Mr. Eden had thus dealt with the reasons which had induced his ~overnment to put 
forward its memorandum of January 29th and had given an account of 1ts contents. 

It now remained for him to deal with events since that date so far as the United Kingdom 
Government had been concerned in them. 

- Having put forward this memorandum in an attempt to find a mid<!.le way towards 
agreement, that Government had thought it desirable to follow up the issue of 1ts memorandum 
by way of personal contact with some of the Governments principally concerned. The purp?se 
of Mr. Eden's visits to Paris, Berlin and Rome in the second half of February had been to give 
any necessary explanations of his Government's point of view and to learn at first hand the 
attitude of these Governments to the memorandum itself. 

Of the result of his tour he would say two things. The first was that in each of the three 
capitals he had been assured of the sincere and even anxious desire of the Governments 
concerned to reach an agreement. The second was that, despite this, it had become evident 
that the United Kingdom memorandum would require amendment if it were to command 
general assent and to constitute the terms of an acceptable compromise. · 

The Italian Government, indeed, would not itself have found the memorandum impossible 
of acceptance, though it had legitimate doubts as to the likelihood of the memorandum 
proving acceptable to others. On the other hand, both the French and German Governments, 
while welcoming the memorandum, had subjected it to some criticism. 

The actual situation was therefore that the United Kingdom memorandum of January 
29th and the personal contacts which ensued had so far succeeded in that they had provided a 
fresh incentive, had led to further interchanges of views between the Governments whose 
differences had proved most stubborn of solution, and had secured a closer approximation· 
of those views. It was none the less clear that the United Kingdom memorandum was not 
going to produce agreement without modifications. Whether there were modifications which 
could be agreed between the Powers was as yet uncertain. If agreement were sincerely desired 
by all concerned, agreement ought to be possible. But the United Kingdom Government 
was very much concerned at the continued delay and at the changes in the situation: which 
might take place while waiting for agreement. 

At the moment, he could say nothing of the German view of the United Kingdom 
memorandum, since this had not yet been made public. His Majesty's Government was also 
waiting for a supplementary statement of the French attitude, inasmuch as the note it had 
recently received from Paris had been an interim and provisional statement, to be supplemented 
by a definitive reply which had been promised shortly. 

At the same time, Mr. Eden did not wish to conceal from the Bureau what he regarded 
as the difficulties of the situation. Those difficulties were still very great. This was, indeed, 
evident both from the documents before the Bureau and from the outcome so far of the efforts 
of the United Kingdom Government to find a compromise. There still subsisted two 
fundam~nt_al differences between the French and German views, which were insisted upon again 
and agam m the documents exchanged by the two Governments. These were first differences 
connected _with the computation of effectives and the account to be taken of ove;seas troops 
and of tramed r.eserves, on the one hand, an~ of para-military organisations on the other ; 
and, secondly, ~1fferences as to the date !'-t which. and the extent to which the future German 
sho~t-term-serv1ce army was to J:>e ~quipped Wt!h so-called defensive weapons at present 
deme_d to Ge!many. It .was ~ssentt~, if a Convention was to be achieved, that these and other 
formidable, If l~s~ crucial, dtfficulhes. sho~ld be resolved. These were, as Mr. Eden saw them, 
the hard actuahhes of the present sttuahon. 

. If ~e had spoken t.hus frankly, it was because be ~elieved that the situation demanded it. 
T1me \\as not o!l the s1de of agreement. If a Convention embodying disarmament was to be 
r~ached at all, It must be reached soon ; and assuredly on:Iy a Convention which included 
disarmament coul~ be r~garded as an outcome worthy of so much endeavour. What, therefore, 
seemed to the Um!e~ Kmgdom Government more important than the question of summonin 
the General CommiSSion was the course of the work in the next few weeks. The United Kingdo: 
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delegation had no. wish to interrupt exchanges of view between Governments direct while 
they were proceedmg usefully, but in its judgment these exchanges should soon have reached 
a stage when the. Bureau could take cognisance of them and of their outcome, and when the 
Bureau could dec1de upon steps to be taken in the light of the results which those conversations 
revealed. 

~e would therefore propose that the Bureau, if it adjourned at the end of the present 
mee~mg, should ~gree to meet again towards the end of the month-say about April 30th
leavmg the President of the Conference full discretion to postpone that date should he find it 
desirable to do so. 

M. STEIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) observed that from the report of April 
9th 1 and the statement by the Chairman, there was no doubt that the Disarmament Conference 
had not, during recent months, and more particularly since the Bureau's last meeting, emerged 
from the deadlock in which it had found itself. 

It was obvious that, fundamentally, the Conference had ceased work during the summer 
of 1933. The fact that after two years' work the Conference was reduced to a vain search for 
a way out of the deadlock justified the belief that the work which had led to such poor results 
was based on a grave and fundamental error. 

In the Soviet delegation's view, this fundamental error lay in the rejection of the Soviet 
proposal for total, general and immediate disarmament. The Soviet delegation was convinced, 
to-day more than ever before, that general and total disarmament was the only possible 
method of overcoming all differences between the Members of the Conference, of rendering 
effective supervision possible and of creating a guarantee of real, firm and durable peace. 

It was quite plain that in no case could the responsibility for the sorry results-if, indeed, 
the absence of any result could be termed a result-at which the Conference had arrived after 
more than two years' existence be laid at the door of the Soviet Union, whose proposals 
had in most cases been discarded. 

Still less, perhaps, could there be any question of responsibility resting upon the Soviet 
Union for the present position of the direct conversations, since it had taken no part in them. 

He thought it necessary to lay stress on the fact that the Soviet delegation's posi.tion 
in regard to the question of the reduction of armaments was still the same as before, and that, 
now as before, the Soviet Union was prepared to agree to any reduction in existing armaments, 
however insignificant, on the express condition, needless to say, that such reduction was 
universal-that was to say, that it applied to all countries without exception and obligatorily 
to all the Soviet Union's neighbours. 

Did the collapse of the efforts for at least a partial reduction of existing armaments 
necessarily involve an obligation to interrupt the work for strengthening the existing guarantees 
of peace and creating new guarantees by other processes and methods, even though they were 
less efficacious than the direct reduction of armaments ? Did the failure of the etlorts for the 
reduction of armaments necessarily mean that a general race in armaments on land, on sea 
and in the air was accepted as the sole and universal law ? Did that mean that the Disarmament 
Conference must help in the framing of a re-armament law ? Was there any need to point out 
that the general race in armaments had never served the cause of peace, but that, on the 
contrary, it had precipitated and set loose armed conflicts ? This inevitable consequence of 
the armaments race had been proved true more than once by history, and now again all 
mankind was faced with the menacing spectre of war. 

The Conference could not restriet itself to stating, more or less openly, that the efforts for 
the reduction of existing armaments had collapsed. The situation in which the Conference 
at present found itself was unquestionably a most disquieting one, but the Soviet delegation 
did not think that there was anything in it to prevent further efforts to enable the Conference 
to reach concrete results. Any such efforts would certainly have the Soviet delegation's support. 

During the Conference, numerous proposals ha~ been put forward whereby new guar~ntees 
for security might be created, and whereby, even 1f the danger of war coul~ not be ~O~JUr~d, 
certain barriers might at any rate be erected to stem the advance of war and 1ts matenahsat10n 
made as remote a contingency as possible. 

In the first place, the Soviet delegation considered it nece~sary to recall its own proposal 
concerning the definition of the aggressor. It would next remmd the Bureau of the French 
proposals to the Conference, and lastly of the proposal mad~ by the President of the United 
States of America· concerning a general pact of non-aggressiOn. 

The sterility of the work for the reduction of armaments had not led to inactivity on 
the part of the Soviet Union and had not arrested its systematic efforts for the consolidation 
of peace by all means. The Lon~on agreeme~ts on the defi.n~tion o! the ~ggressor had made 
that definition binding in all relahons entered ~nto by the SoVIet U!l10n With Po!and, _Turkey, 
Roumania Estonia Latvia Persia, Afghamstan, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, L1thuama 
and Finla~d A little later 'the same definition had been made binding among the Powers 
which had s~ed the Balka~ Pact. Only a few days previously the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics had extended for ten years the Pact of Non-Aggression and Neutrality existing 
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· If d L'th · Latv1·a · F1'nland and Estonia and had thus enhanced still between 1tse an 1 uama, , • 
further the feeling of peace in that part of Europe. 

The Soviet delegation would propose that, follo~ing t~e line of thede teffo~tsd for lr:~e 
made by the Soviet Union, the Conference should Immediately procee . 0 s u Y a e 
proposals before it for strengthening security, and th:'-~· first ofhall,lt should bn~t t~ha sub~es:r~ 
conclusion the interrupted discussion on the defimtlon of t e aggressor, WI e o Jec o 
making this definition binding on all Members of the Conference. 

The Soviet delegation therefore considered it desir3;ble that the work of the General 
Commission should be resumed at as early a date as poss1ble. 

M MASSIGLI (France) thought that the report circulated by. the Chairma~ on. th~ previous 
day, the terms he had used at the ·opening of the present meetmg, the com~ilatlon 1ssued by 
the Secretariat of the diplomatic notes exchanged,' and, lastly, Mr. E~e~ s very C?mpl~te 
statement, made it unnecessary for him to enter upon any long descnptlon of a s1t~at10.n 
of which all the factors were now in the hands of the Burea~. In or~er to explam h1s 
Government's position, he would therefore merely state some of 1ts essential aspects. 

It might be said that, up to October 14th, 1933, the Confer~nce had.tried t? bring about 
a progressive reduction of ar!llame~ts. It had.sou_ght to effect th1s .reduct~on ma1~ly by means 
of qualitative disarmament, tmmedtate quantltat~ve ~e-armam~nt m parb.c~lar ~~mg accepted 
only to the extent strictly necessary for the quahtabve reduc~1?n of certa1!1 m1htary systems 
under which an army of shock troops was supported by auxthary formations that could be 
used immediately. · 

That · also had been the aim of the formula which had been expounded in the Bureau 
on Octob~r 14th • and from which the French Government had not departed in its.m~morandum 
of January 1st,' while its desi~e for the reduction of ar.maments wa~ c.onfir!lled m. 1ts proposal 
for an immediate and proportional so per cent reduction of the extstlng arr serVIces. 

Certain new facts, however, had arisen since October 14th, in particular, the 
announcement of programmes of immediate re-armament, both quantitative and qualitative ; 
and when M. Massigli spoke of programmes he thought he was using a very moderate expression, 
since it might be asked how far some of the claims put forward were at present removed from 
their actual accomplishment. To these should be added another important declaration, which 
had not perhaps been sufficiently stressed : according to the terms of the last paragraph 
of the German document of March 13th,• the claims presented would in any case be maintained, 
irrespective of any formulre which the Conference might otherwise adopt-formulre relating 
to the status quo or formulre for a reduction of armaments. That point, too, was fundamental. 

Such were the circumstances that had faced the Conference with the grave problem due 
to two mutually incompatible terms : demands for immediate re-armament on the one side 
and, on the other side, disarmament for other countries. It was to that problem that the French 
Government had referred in its memorandum of March 17th,• when it stated that it could not 
understand that claims of this nature " should be regarded as an argument for calling upon 
other Powers to reduce their armaments in a manner prejudicial to their security ". While 
emphasising the fact that, in its opinion, to recognise these claims would lead to a complete 
alteration of the bases on which the Conference had been working hitherto the French 
Government recalled that those principles were common both to the League Co~enant and to 
the Disarmament Conference, and that, if they were to be disavowed, that could only be done 
by a vote of the General Commission. " Only the General Commission, with the participation 
of all the States concerned, would be competent to decide whether those principles by which 
its activities have hitherto been guided, are now to be abandoned." ' 

Such was the situation. It was a difficult one, no doubt, but that was no reason for 
failing to make an attempt to overcome the difficulties. The French Government was deeply 
and sincerely grateful to the United Kingdom Government for the efforts it had made to this 
end. It was not less sensible to the recent communications received from London for the 
purpose of clearing up one funda~en~al ques~ion, .that of the. guarantees of execution. The 
French Government had already tnbmated 1ts v1ews on th1s subject to the President of 
the Conference and was endeavouring to furnish very shortly as indeed it had informed 
.the Government in London, the further explanations desired by the latte~. 

The French Government earnestly hop~d that a solution could be found. M. Massigli 
h3;rdly needed to assure the Bureau that hts Government entirely agreed with the United 
Ktngdom Government that the work should be pushed on as rapidly as possible Referring 
a few moments :'-go to t~e events which, in ~is .opinion, made prompt decision~ necessary, 
Mr. Eden had satd that time pressed. M. Ma~s1gli. wo~ld like to remind his colleagues of the 
terms used by M. Barthou o!l· the same subJect m hiS communication to the President of 
Feb~ary 1oth.: 1 "Prese~t c.rrcumstances, :'-nd more particularly the increasing pace at which 
certa~ countnes. are co~tmumg to re-arm m contravention of the provisions of the treaties, 
necessitate a raptd solution of the problems with which the Conference is concerned." 

1 Document Conf.D.I66. 
1 See Minutes of the forty-eighth meeting of the Bureau, page 1s1 • 
•.Document Conf.D.I66(a). 
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If, therefore, a fresh interval was considered necessary for submitting, not solutions 
-. for ~hat would ~ ?ver-sanguine-but at any rate a clear and definite balance-sheet of the 
s1tuat1on, M. Mass1gli was anxious to inform the Bureau that the French Government would 
do everything in its power to see that such a balance-sheet '1\"llS presented to the Conference 
as soon as possible. 

M. SA_NDLER (Sweden) informed the Bureau that the Swedish Government was preparing 
a declaratlo!l' in which its view of the present situation would be expounded. He would 
merely outline three of the main points. 

. What was wanted was, firstly, agreement on a definite programme for substantial 
disarmament, such as to render possible the conclusion of a general disarmament Convention 
worthy of the name. 

~ext, d~cisions should be taken as to the immediate application of the principle of the 
equ~hty of nghts. This application should be designed in such a way that it would make it 
poss1b~e to arres~ :'-rmaments at the lowest possible level. . 

. Fmally, de~1s1ons ~~uld have to be taken for certain fresh guarantees of secunty, this 
bemg an essential condihon for a substantial measure of disarmament. 

M. ~dler therefore warmly supported the Chairman's appeal and the statements made 
br prev10us ~peakers calling for the establishment, not of a Convention on armaments, but 
o one on disarmament. . 

M. MorrA (Switzerland) said that, if he had understood the Chairman's views, the Bureau 
should. b~ conv~ned after a three weeks' interval to prepare the work of the General 
Comnuss10n, wh1ch would meet a few weeks later, towards the end of .May. Was there serious 
reason to hope that in three weeks the Bureau would be able to prepare the work of the General 
Commission ? As he had received no direct or precise reassurance on this point, M. Motta 
had intended to put the question, but M. Massigli had been kind enough to say that his 
Government-and there was no need to stress the preponderant and decisive part which 
it played in the questions under consideration-was also of opinion that the work must be 
expedited and that to allow time to run on might do more harm than good, and that he hoped 
that, within approximately three weeks, the conversations between the various Governments 
chiefly concerned would have resulted, if not in any solutions, at any rate in a precise, clear 
and complete balance-sheet of the situation. M. Motta wished to thank M. Massigli very 
sincerely for his statements. 

M. Motta would add that, however carefully the memoranda exchanged between the 
Governments were read, however closely the news in the papers was followed and however 
great the importance attached to the diplomatic reports received, the feeling still prevailed 
that the living word, as used at a meeting like the Bureau's present meeting, was still of far 
greater importance. He had arrived at the meeting with a feeling of uncertainty, one of half
depression, and he was happy to say that the statements made by the Chairman, Mr. Eden, 
M. Massigli and others had rather confirmed him in the impression, which was of very great 
significance at the present juncture, that, in the last analysis, there was general goodwill 
and that everyone regretted the impossibility of finding more speedily a method of reconciling 
the different points of view. The fact that there was no Government in the world which did 
not contemplate the failure of the Conference with dismay, the fact that everyone was 
endeavouring to work along the lines of conciliation was an essential element which must 
be borne in mind at the present time. 

The two main points of view which seemed to confront one another at present might be 
summarised as follows. On the one hand, there was the policy of fixing the present level of 
armaments ; that would entail a considerable measure of re-armament in some countries
almost re-armament on a large scale. On the other side, there was the policy of securing certain 
reductions of armament ; that would entail a moderate measure of re-armament in some 
countries and, dominating the whole, effective supervision, or, in other terms, first and foremost 
a Convention which would be not only controlled but guaranteed by all the States parties 
to it. It had no doubt been very reassuring to everyone to find that, from this angle, there 
had been a considerable change on the part of the British Empire .. The pact of pre-con~ultation 
was beginning to take shape, the guaran.tees for the execuhon o~ the ~onventlon were 
increasing, and that afforded the hope that, if. everyone really wanted It and 1f everyone went 
to work with goodwill success would be ach1eved. 

M. Motta noted wlth the utmost pleasure that countries like the United Kingdom, France 
and Italy had laid special stress on the need for Germany to resume her place at the 
Disarmament Conference and in the League. M. Motta had ventured more than once to 
emphasise this need. He was one of those who had viewed Germany's ·departure, not only 
with chagrin, but also with the deepest alarm. He h_ad ~!ways cons~dered that it was morally 
almost impossible to discuss a Disarmament Convention m Germany s absence. Recent events 
had confirmed the accuracy of this opinion, and M. Motta had observed with satisfaction 
that, latterly, even the German Government's language had, in matters connected with this 
problem, become more moderate and more temperate and was such as to afford ground for 
hope. B . . 

In conclusion, M. Motta thought that the ureau could, consc1entlously and with good 
reason for hope, accept the proposals put forward by the Chairman. 

1 Document Conf.D./C.G.ts8. 
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t I. ht misapprehension. M. Motta had M MASS!GLI (France) asked leave to correc a s Ig I M M . I' h d · b 'b' to him Mr Eden's proposa s. . ass1g 1 a 
done him a very great honour Y ascn mg · 1 to the United Kingdom 
stated that his Government intended to r~p!y v~y ;:~r~~rely stated that the French 
Government, but he had no~ suggested ~ny a e. e h was as familiar with the case 

~:~~n:a_~~~g~n~~s:ff~ ~~3~~~~s:~ ~~~;~~~ ::;e;ud~h~:id
0 

meet within three weeks: he 
was responsible for his proposal. 

Count RACZYNSKI (Poland) had ~o need to assure the Bureau that his countr;i-, like al~ 
those represented at the Conference, was determined to make every effort for J~e acd ~~vern~~ 
of a Convention which would be in accord with the Conference's manda~ ~n °'!-~ e tl onh 1~ texts and engagements forming the basis of the Conference. Poland a . cons1s en Y e 
the view that those texts and engagements implied a limitation a!ld ~educb?n of.armaments. 
During the years of discussion that had preceded the present meetmg.It had mvana~!Yh UJ?h~~d 
that view. In 1933, it had even made concrete propo~als for certam measures w IC • m 1 s 
opinion would facilitate the drawing-up of a Convention. The speeches pronounced at ~he 

resent' meeting appeared to provide ground for fearing that ther~ was now some q1;1est10n 
~f departing from the basis on which the work had gone forward h1t~er~.o an.d .of placmg ~he 
future work on a different one. Such a decision would, in Count Raczyns~l s ?Pimon, ~~ ou:s1de 
the competence of the Conference. It might have consequences wh1ch 1t w~s d1 cu t. to 
estimate at present, but which would, in any event, be extr.emely grave. The Pohsh. delegatwn 
considered that such a decision could not be accepted tac1tly and that, moreover, 1t could not 
be taken by one of the technical or special organs of the Conference or even by the Bure~u. 
Such a decision could be taken by the General Commission only. It must be a ~lear and ~e~.n~te 
decision, and all the representatives of the States taking part must face the1r respons1b1hbes 
when it was taken. 

The CHAIRMAN summed up the proposals before the Bureau. 
Mr. Eden had proposed that the Bureau should meet again on April ~ot~. the President 

of the Conference having the power to fix a date two or three days later 1f crrcumstances so 
demanded. · 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) pointed out that he had not specified any time-limit for the 
extension of the date of the next meeting. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that, like some of the other delegates who had spoken, he wanted 
to push on as rapidly as possible. Whether the time was extended for two or three days would, 
naturally, depend upon circumstances. If he found that the conversations or negotiations 
between Paris and London were about to come to a satisfactory conclusion, he would not 
convene the Bureau for April 30th, supposing, for example, May 2nd or 3rd would be more 
advantageous. . · 

M. Stein had proposed that the General Commission should meet at an early date. The 
Chairman himself had appealed to the Bureau to let the General Commission be convened 
not too early and not too late. M. Barthou and he, in their recent discussion, had thought 
that round about May 23rd might be a suitable time, and the Chairman would like to ask 
the Bureau to approve that date on the same condition as was attached to the convening of 
the Bureau. For example, if the Bureau decided to meet on April 3oth, or May 2nd, and found 
that May 23rd was a few days too early, it ought, he would suggest, to have the power to 
postpone the meeting for the two or three days that might be necessary. The Chairman 
wanted to make it clear, in both cases, that he was anxious not to send out a notice convening 
the delegations for a certain date and then find that he had to call an adjournment. The 
previous adjournments had been unavoidable, but he thought that a slightly bad impression 
had been created by the fact that there had been one adjournment after another. He would 
therefore prefer not to ask the Secretariat to send out the notices convening either the Bureau 
or the General Commission until he saw that those bodies were really going to meet on the 
particular date in question. 

M. Stein had suggested that the study of the question of the definition of the aggressor 
should be resumed. His suggestion would be circulated in the Minutes, but the Chairman 
did not see how the study of that question could be begun until the study of all the questions 
was resumed when the General Commission met. The question of the definition of the aggressor 
would not be overlooked. It was a very important one, and the Chairman, when he had stressed 
the importance of security in his opening observations, had had in mind, not only one form 
of secur!ty, but also ?ther forms, including the definition of the aggressor. 

At 1ts next meeting, the Bureau would try to prepare the up-to-date draft which was to 
be the agenda of the General Commission, and he was anxious that that agenda should be 
despatched to every Government if possible ten days before the meeting at which it would 
be considered. · 

Count CARTON DE WI ART (Belgium) thought that the documents which had been circulated 
and the exchange of views which. had just taken place showed that it would be inexpedient 
to fix too e~rly a date for convemng the General Commission. This convocation presupposed 
the as~mbl~g of the delegates of a lar~e .number ?f Powers and all the publicity entailed by 
the dehberat10ns of the General Comm1ss1on, and 1t was desirable to avoid such an upheaval 
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if the only result would be to note that it was impossible for the Commission to reach 
any re_su!t. ,He wo.uld, however, gladly accept the Chairman's proposal that the G~neral 
~mmlSSlOn s meehng should be fixed for May 23rd, subject to the option which the Charrman 
h1mseH had suggeste~. an~ provided that the information at his disposal justified the hope 
that a really useful discuss10n could take place on that date. · 

As regarded the Bureau's next meeting, which was much less important, Count Carton 
de Wiart saw no objection to fixing it for the end of the present month, the Chairman having 
the power to choose another date l;<ter-or even earlier-if he considered that desirable. 
It was well to leave the Chairmar- ·~certain discretion in this matter for it was necessary, 
in the present circumstances, above all to avoid any possible mistake ~f procedure or tactics. 

Count Carton de Wiart concluded from Mr. Eden's statement, which was of great interest 
to the Bl;lgian Government, that everything depended on the pace of the discussions which 
were takmg place between certain Governments. Nothing but satisfaction could be felt at 
the fact that those discussions had become really active and that a certain reconciliation of 
views had already been achieved, the importance of which could not be over-estimated, 
particularly in regard to the serious question of supervision and guarantees of execution, 
which the Belgian Government had always considered to be essential. 

Count Carton de Wiart added that he also was of the opinion that time was not working 
on behalf of the Conference and that therefore it was desirable that the present discussions 
should be pursued at a brisk pace. Time lost could not be caught up, and therefore, in 
agreement with the feelings so happily expressed by M. Motta, Count Carton de Wiart, on 
behalf of his Government, concurred in the dual proposition concerning the convocation of 
the Bureau and that of the General Commission, it being left to the President's discretion to 
vary the dates a little if he thought that circumstances so demanded. 

M. DI SoRAGNA (Italy) endorsed the views expressed by Count Carton de Wiart. 
The Italian delegation had felt the same anxiety as the Chairman in regard to fixing 

the dates of meetings which had later to be postponed. To do so produced an extremely bad 
impression. In point of fact, the question was less serious in the case of the Bureau, since, 
when it met, delegates saw one another, talked over the news, drew up a balance-sheet, as 
M. Massigli had termed it, and separated until next time. The question, however, was much 
more serious in the case of the General Commission. First of all, a large number of people had 
to leave their homes, and, secondly, it attracted far more public attention than did a simple 
meeting of the Bureau. 

M. di Soragna accordingly supported Count Carton de Wiart's proposal: but, while 
a margin of two or three days was entirely acceptable in the case of the Bureau, he hoped 
that it would not be stated in the Minutes that this margin applied also to the convening of 
he General Commission. The Chairman must be left discretion to fix the period he might 

tconsider necessary after consulting the Bureau. 

M. STEIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) supported the Chairman's proposal that 
the date of the General Commission's meeting be fixed for May 23rd. 

The· CHAIRMAN said that, if there were no objections, he took it that the procedure to 
which he and other speakers had referred was accepted ~y ~he Bureau. 

He would do his best to see that the General Comiruss1on was not summoned only to be 
postponed, but it must be borne in mind that the date menti~med was very nea.rly the begin.ning 
of June As the President of the Conference, he had a des1re to report on h1s stewardship to 
the next Assembly. It would be the third Assembly since his appointment, and it was, he 
thought, very natural that he should not w~nt to have to wait until the fourth Assembly. 

The proposed procedure was approved. 

FIFTY-SIXTH MEETING (PRIVATE) 

Held on Monday, May 28th, 1934, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. HENDERSON. 

74· SUMMARY OF EVENTS SINCE THE LAST MEETING OF THE BUREAU : PROCEDURE TO BE 
FOLLOWED IN CONNECTION WITH THE FORTHCOMING WORK OF THE CONFERENCE. 

The CHAIRMAN said that,· at its last session on. Aprilh xotdh, hthet tBhureGau had
1 
Cdecid~d •. in 

· · 1 th t •t ld m et again on or about April 30t , an t a e enera ommiSSion 
phnnclldpbe, a 1 wodu f Me y z·ud leaving the President a certain discretion as to the exact s ou e summone or a .r • 

dates • h I . h h . f h 
I. · f b t events he had arrived at t e cone us1on t at t e meetmg o t e n VIew o su sequen • u1 

Bureau, scheduled for Api:il 3oth, could serve no usef purpose. 

BUKU.U OF THB CONFBRBNCB 1'-
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A il d he had informed all the members of the Bureau of this opinion and asked 
themo;hef~er ~{ey would agree that the meeting should be held on the morning ~f May ~9th 
and that of the General Commission on the afternoon of the same day. The rephes ~eceiVed 
had led him to maintain the date of May 29th, but to summon the B~reau one day earh~r. 

In the report which the Chairman had had the honour to sub~tt to _the Bur~au at lt~ l~st 
t' he had endeavoured to give a summary 1 of the outstandmg divergencies of optmon 

mee 1
1ngd, by the exchange of notes memoranda, etc., which had taken place between the 

revea e • . d K' d d . h . d D b Governments of France, Germany, Italy and the Umte mg om urmg t e peno ecem er 
18th 1933, to March 17th, 1934· 1 

At the meeting of the Bureau held on April 1oth, a series of important statements had 
been made as regards the possibility of resuming the work of the Conference and as to the 
general lines that might possibly be adopted in order to reach an agre~m~nt. M~. Eden, of the 
United Kingdom delegation, had given a general survey of the negotiations which had taken 
place _since Nove!D~er last. Other members of the Bureau had commented also upon the 
situation then existing. 

Since the Bureau had met, several new documents of importance had been produced : 

(a) The memorandum, dated April 14th, 1934, by the Danish, Spanish, Norwegian, 
Swedish and Swiss delegations on the present state of the work of the Conference ; 1 

(b) The German statement of views of April 16th, 1934, on the United Kingdom 
memorandum of January 29th, 1934 ; 

(c) The letter of April 1oth, 1934, from Sir John Simon to the French Ambassador 
in London; 

(d) The memorandum by the French Government of April 17th, 1934· ' 

In order to enable the members of the Bureau to bring up to date the summary circulated 
to them on the eve of the last meeting of the Bureau, 1 he had prepared and circulated for its · 
convenience a further summary • of the principal considerations put forward in the papers just 
mentioned. · 

Since the circulation of this summary, the French Government had published a compre
hensive collection of documents. Certain of those documents have not been published 
previously-namely, those of November 15th, December sth and 13th, 1933· and April 6th 
and nth, 1934. 

In view of the opinion expressed in the French memorandum of April I7fh, it seemed 
that the diplomatic negotiations between the Powers could hardly be carried on any further. 
In order to obtain a clearer indication as to the points of view of various Governments, the 
Chairman had, in the beginning of May, had conversations in London with Sir John Simon 
and Mr. Eden as well as with M. Suvich, Italian Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs, and 
M. Grandi, Italian Ambassador. Subsequently, he had had various conversations in Paris, 
where he had been received with the utmost courtesy by M. Barthou, French Minister for 
Foreign Affairs. · 

M. Barthou had pointed out to the Chairman that French policy had not varied since the 
Conference suspended its political activities and the parallel efforts had been initiated. He 
had fur~her confirmed to the Chairman the contents of the French note of April 17th, which 
he considered to be a natural development of the antepenultimate paragraph of his letter 
to the Chairman of February Ioth, which had been distributed to the Bureau in the White 
Paper (document Conf.D.I66). _ 

The paragraph referred to read as follows : 

" The French Government could not accept an immediate reduction of its armaments 
which would be ·accompanied by an immediate rearmament of a qualitative character 
of the Powers bound by the military clauses of the Treaties." 

At this point the Chairman desired_ t'? remind the Bureau that, at its last meeting on 
October 26th, 1933 • the G~n~ral ~ommiss~on had decided to adjourn in order to permit of 
further efforts to_ narrow ex1stmg divergencies and, at the same time, to authorise the Bureau 
to go ~or~ard w1th all t~e necessary arrangements so as to enable the General Commission 
to begm 1ts second readmg of the draft Convention on the basis of a revised and entirely 
up-to-date draft. 

During the discussions on procedure :Which had taken place at the meetings of the Bureau 
on October 25th and 26!h, 19~~· 'the Charrman had called attention to the responsibility laid 
upon the Bureau by th1s deciSion of the General Commission. When suggesting on November 
22nd, 1933 ' that the work of the Conference would at that stage best be assisted by parallel 

1 Document Conf.D./Bureau.ss. pages 10 to 14. 
1 Documents Conf.D.166 and Conf.D.166(a). 
1 See Document Conf.D./C.G.Js8. 
• Document Conf.D./Bureau.s9-
: See Minutes of the eighty-first meetiug of the General Commission. 

See Mtnutes of the fiftieth and fifty-first meetings of the Bureau· pag l88 t 
'S 'I' t f h • es o 192. ee "tnu es o t e fift)•-fourth meeting of the Bureau pag . , e 2oo. 
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and suppleme~tary efforts between various States and the full use of diplomatic machinery, 
he h_ad made 1t clear that it was advisable that the various Governments should keep the 
Pres1dent of the Conference informed of their efforts and report to him on the final result of 
those efforts. 
. T_he Chairman had now put before the Bureau the various elements of the present critical 
~1tu~hon. It would be for the Bureau to examine the position and to decide what procedure, 
m VIeW of the recent events, should be recommended to the General Commission at its meeting 
on the following day. 

The Bureau might consider it advisable to await the statements of those who had been 
actively concerned with the private negotiations which would be made at the Gl•neral 
Commission before deciding to recommend any future plan of work. 

The Chairman wished to add one final word. Numerous statements had been circulated 
regarding the future of the Conference. Some of these seemed to him to be of a defeatist 
character. He ventured to hope that the Bureau would be of one mind in recommending to 
the General Commission that the gravity of the situation commanded more than ever an 
unfiagging determination to pursue their efforts towards securing a Convention in accordance 
with the mandate given to the Conference. 

M. BARTHOU (France) said that the recapitulation of past history in the Chairman's 
statement was. scrupulously faithful and accurate. There was, however, one point on which 
M. Barthou Wished to make a very simple but very definite correction, in order to prevent 
any misunderstanding in the General Commission. The Chairman's statement seemed to 
indicate that it was since the suspension of the Disarmament Conference's political work that 
France had affirmed the continuity of her policy. 

M. Barthou desired to point out that, presented in that way, France's policy would not 
be exhibited in all its continuity. It was not since the suspension of the Conference's t>olitical 
activity for the purpose of permitting conversations between different countries, but smce the 
opening of the Conference that France had, through her successive delegates, adopted a certain 
attitude in the Conference. That attitude had never changed, and, consequently, M. Barthou 
intended to demonstrate and to defend before the General Commission the continuity of 
French policy since the opening of the Disarmament Conference. 

With regard to the future, Mr. Henderson had said that certain attitudes were prompted 
by a sort of defeatism in regard to disarmament. He had appealed to the Bureau forJoint 
action based on confidence and good faith from to-morrow onwards. M. Barthou share the 
Chairman's sentiments. On behalf of the French Government, he declared that the Disarma
ment Conference, however arduous its development, must not be regarded as an incident 
that had been closed, but that a persistent effort must be made for its success. He added, 
speaking again on behalf of his Government, that he would use all his energy, his determination 
and his good faith in supporting the effort for which the Chairman had called. 

The CHAIRMAN noted that the members of the Bureau approved the proposals which he 
had put forward and which had been supported by the French delegate. The Bureau would 
accordingly await the declarations to be made in the General Commission. The Bureau or some 
other body would then be called on to take a decision as to the procedure to be adopted for 
the future. 

75· 

The proposal of the Chairman was adopted. 

FIFTY-SEVENTH MEETING (PRIVATE) 

Held on Monday, june ~Jih, 1934, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman: :Mr. HENDERSON. 

ACTION TO BE TAKEN WITH REGARD TO THE PROPOSALS SUBMITTED TO THE GENERAL 
COMMISSION ON MAY 29TH, MAY 30TH, AND jUNE IST, 1934·' 

The CHAIRMAN said that at the meetings of the General Commission on May 29th and 
30th and on June rst, • a nu~ber of proposals had been made by certain delegations. Those 
proposals could be divided into two categories : proposals ?f a general nature and ~roposals 
presented in a more definite f?rm. :r~e latter, _three m num~er, were ~ubm1tted by 
the delegation of the Union of Sov1et Soc1ahst Repubhcs, by the Turk1sh delegat10!1, suppor.ted 
by the delegations of the Little Entente an~ the Balka:n En_tent~ ; . and by the _Damsh, Spamsh, 
Netherlands, Norwegian, Swedish and Sw1ss delegations m a )Omt declaration. 

1 Tevfik Riistii Bey (Turkey) was ~nvited by the_ Chairman to attend the meeting as being responsible 
for one of the resolutions referred to m the diSCUSSIOn. 

• See minutes of the eighty-second, eighty-third and eighty-fourth meetings of the General Com
mission. 
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The texts of these proposals are as follows : 

1 . Draft Resolution submitted by the Delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. ' 

" Taking as a basis the report of the President of the Conference and the doc~m~nts 
which he has circulated, indicating that the parallel and supplement~r~ n~gohahons 
between certain Governments since the last meeting of the General Commtss10n m October 
1933 have not removed the obstacles which previously made it impossible for the General 
Commission to frame a draft Convention acceptable to all States and that they have 
not created conditions justifying hopes of a la~ger measure of success in the present 
discussion or of the establishment of a convenhon at the present moment ; 

" In view of the fact that the general political atmosphere which was not particularly 
favourable when the Conference opened can hardly be said to have improved during the 
course of the Conference (see the Statement of the President of the Conference of May 
29th) ; I 

" Continuing to recognise the great importance of a reduction of armaments, an 
indispensable measure in a general system for guaranteeing the security of States and 
decreasing the danger of war, but considering that a continuation of a discussion on the 
reduction of armaments does not at present hold out hopes of any really effective results ; 

'' Being still firmly resolved not in any case to cease its efforts to secure a unanimous 
decision on the reduction of armaments as soon as circumstances permit ; 

" Noting that the present international situation offers threatening indications of 
an increase in the danger of war and that the nations, alarmed by this danger, expect the 
Conference to take effective measures as rapidly as possible to safeguard peace; 

" Observing that the Disarmament Conference has included among its tasks, not only 
the establishment of a Disarmament Convention, but the framing of other measures of 
security for all States, that, in its resolution of February 25th, 1932,1 it provided for the 
study of all questions connected with the organisation of peace and that the lack of progress 
in the work hitherto undertaken in the field of disarmament with the political 
circumstances responsible for this lack of progress renders imperatively necessary the 
speedy adoption of all possible measures of security ; · · 

" The General Commission decides : 

" (1) To resume immediately the work which was interrupted of studying existing 
proposals for pacts of mutual assistance and the definition of the aggressor; 

. " (2) To recommend the Conference, in plenary meeting, in view of the special 
tmportan~e at the present moment of an extensive and continuous organisation for the 
safeguardmg of peace, to declare the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of 
J\rmaments a permanent body, to be described as the Peace Conference, with the following 
atms : 

" (a) Continuation of the task of securing an agreement upon the establishment 
of a Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments · . • 

"(b) Establishment of agreements and the adoption of decisions and measures 
creating new guarantees of security ; · 

" (c) Adoption of any preventive measures likely to prevent armed conflicts · 
" (d) Supervision of the execution of the conventions and decisions of th~ 

Conference ; 

. '' (e) Consultation in the event of a violation of international treaties for the 
mamtenance ?f peace." 

. [Note .. - The ~h~nge in the name of the Conference will in no way affect the rela-
tiOns previously eXtstmg between the Conference and the League of Nations.] 

" (3) To ins~ruct t~e Bureau of the Conference to reconsider the Rules of Procedure 
off the Co~fert~nce bm ~hthe hgcht off the ex~ension of its aims and to submit them, after revision 
or exam10a 1on y e on erence 10 plenary meeting." ' 

2. Draft Resolution submitted by the Turkish Delegation. • 

" The General Commission, 
"Considering that, as the President of the Conference observed i h' 

29th, the subject of securitY. has' occupied a prominent place throughou:st~peech onllay 
of the Confer~nce; for, 1f a nation believed itself exposed to the d e proc;eb•~gs 
overwhelmed 10 war by a more powerful enemy it would not f . f anger 0k. emg • re ram rom rna mg the 

1 Document Conf.D.jC.G.163. 
1 See Minutes of the eighty-second meeting of the General c · · 
I Se 'f" ommsSSIOD. 

e " mutes of the General Commission Volume I pa d 
• Document Coni.D.jC.G.162 • ' ' ges 12 an 15· 
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most ~omplete preparation against the danger of attack which its national resources would 
permit'; 

" And ~hat th_e whole object of the organisation of the League of Nations is to replace 
the prot~chon w~1ch every nation expects only from its own armed forces by guarantees 
of secunty pro~1ded by an international treaty, which explains the indissoluble bond 
created by Arhcle 8 of the Covenant between disarmament and security · 

"And that, as was rightly stated in the speech of the President of th~ Conference, 
referred to above, ' unless the principle of a community of nations,· upon which the 
League Covenant, ~he Locarno Treaties, and many other similar agreements had been 
founded, was genumely embodied in the Disarmament Convention and made a real 
force i!l int~rnatio_nallife, it was highly improbable that nations would consent to make 
reduchons m their armed forces ' · · 

"And that, in their recent ~emorandum, the ddt>gations of Denmark, Spain, 
Norway, Sweden and Switzerland laid it down that the Disarmament Convention must 
contain certain proposals concerning security ; 

" And that the first delegate of the United Kingdom stated, in his speech on 
May 30th,• that h~ agreed to these proposals in principle ; 
· "Andthat this solicitude for security was likewise expressed by the first dclt•gate 

of the United States of America in his speech on May 29th ; • 
" And that this was the preoccupation underlying the whole of the speech delivered 

at the same meeting by the first delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,• 
who, after asserting that an increase in the number of supporters of the definition of 
aggression already incorporated in a series of treaties would facilitate the application 
of other proposals dealing with security which had been made at the Conference, added : 
' There might be new proposals of a similar character-as, for example, proposals for 
sanctions of various kinds against an aggressor in the meaning of the Briand-Kellogg 
Pact ', with a graduated scale of such sanctions which might not be pursued to the point 
of military measures in the case of all States ; and that ' a more or less universal 
or European Pact of that kind might be supplemented by separate regional pacts of 
mutual assistance, as proposed on a former occasion by the French delegation ' ; ' there 
was no question of military alliances, or of the division of States into mutually hostile 
camps, or still less of a policy of encirclement ; care must be taken not to create univer~al 
pacts which would exclude any State wishing to participate, or such re~ional pacts as 
would not admit all those interested in the security of the particular region concerned ; 
in measures of security of this kind, the principle of equality of all States, without 
exception, could not arouse any doubts or hesitation ' ; 

" And that, as the first delegate of France observed in his speech on May 30th : 1 

' the problem of security is to-day raised in such a form that henceforward no country 
can evade its terms', especially since, through the regional agreements contemplated by 

_ Article 21 of the Covenant, the solution of that problem does not necessarily involve the 
unanimous participation of all States ; 

" And that the President of the Conference, in his speech referred to above, interpreted 
the feeling of all the delegations when he said that ' it was vital that the Conference should 
endeavour to restore general confidence in the system of collective international action 
against aggression, which the Cove~ant was intended to create ' ; 

. "Decides : 

" (1) To prepare, in accordance _with the proposal of the fi~st delegate of the Uni~ed 
Kingdom, protocols ready to be submitted to Governments for signature, on the followmg 
questions : 

" (a) Chemical warfare, 

"(b) Budgetary publicity, 

" (c) Immediate creation of t~e Permanent Disa~~ament ~ommission, which 
would at the same time be responsible for the supervision of disarmament and of 
security; 

" (2) To enter without delay upon an exhaustive study of the pro~lem of security, 
with a view to arriving, especially on the European plane, by f:eneral or regional agreements 
based on the principles set down in the Pact of Locarno a_nd m t~at of the Balkan Enten.te, 
at such solutions as might be best calcul~ted to m~ke. 1t possible to conclude forthwith 
a first general Convention for the Reduction and Limitation o_f Armaments ; 

" (J) To request the Bureau of the Conference to set up for that purpose a special 
committee on which all the Powers or groups of Powers directly interested in the practical 
settlement'of the problem of security and that of disarmament should be represented, on 
the understanding that that committee might invite any other Power to participate in 
any particular part of its work." 

a See Minutes of the eighty-third meeting of the General Commission. 
• See Minutes of the eighty-second meeting of the General Commission. 
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d Norwegian Swedish and Swiss 

Joint Declaration by the Danish, spanish, :'S!%::: !~ April I41h, 1934 I (Document 
Delegations concerning the memorandum 
Conf.D.fC.G.xsS). . Swedish and Swiss delegations 

" The Danish, Spanish, Netherla~ds, ~f{n~dg{~~he memorandum add~essed to the 
declare that they maintain the standpomt ~ last in particular as regards. disarmam~nt, 
President of the Conference on _April 1 4t finin 'in a concrete manner th~Ir observah?ns 
security and equality. Being desirous of de , g k they desire to submit the followmg 
on the state of the Disarmament Co~fe~e~c;o~ :;!~ination : 
considerations to the General CommiSSIO t time of reinforcing security to 

" (a) In view of the vital !mpor~anc~ a\~~:eri!e~he United Kingdom's draft, _as 
an extent going beyond the stipulations m~. memorandum of January 29th, a Spec1al 
modifi~d by the United Ki~gdom Governmenwi~hout delay the question of the guarantees 
Committee should be appomted to. exami~eto re ort to the Bureau ; 
of execution of the future Convention, a~ p the roblem of the institution-in 

" (b) The Bureau woul? study Wlt~ou~. delaypervisfon of the trade in, and of the 
connection with the ConventiOn-of an e ec i~e l:~ents of war. 
private and State manufact~re of, arms and. ~f the draft Convention of October 27th, 

" (c) In order to permit of a final readmg ld be re uested to revise or to arrange 
1933 (documen.t Conf.D.fBur~a~ 49)f t~e ~ur:~~ ~~usaid dra~\. including the four problems 
as soon as possible for the revision o t e &x "t d K" dom in his speech on May 30th
alluded to by _the first delegat~3f· the f ~ ~get;n~he setting up of the Permanent 
namely, chemical w_ar~are, pu city 0 • uand ~anufacture of arms and ammunition. 
Disar.mament <:omf!~ISS!on,dandkt~ettrade mnt the results of the studies referred to under 
In th1s connection, 1t shoul ta ~ m o. ac~ou • . 
(a) and (b) and the following mam pnnc1ples . . . 

"(x) Unconditional prohibition of bombardment f~om.the air, underta~mg by 
· the High Contracting Parties to proh~b~t in thei~ terntone~ any preparation for 
bombardment from the air and any trammg for th1s purpose , . 

" (2) Destruction, in the first period of application o~ the ConventiOn! ?f a 
number to be determined for each State of the aeroplanes wh1ch w?uld be ~roh1b1ted. 
in virtue of the United Kingdom draft (document Co~f.D.157, Article 37) • . 

" Destruction during a second period of the remamder of such aero~lanes , 
" (3) Study of the measures to be taken with a view to preventmg the use of 

civil aircraft for military purposes ; 
" (4) Prohibition of any manufacture of material of greater calibre or tonnage 

than those authorised for all States; 
" (5) Destruction, as provided in the United Kin~dom memorandu_m of 

January 29th, 1934, of tanks and mobile land artillery durmg the second penod of 
application of the Convention. · 
" (d) In order to prevent a general incre.ase. in armaments! the Bu~eau WOU;ld be 

responsible for causing the figures for land and air forces and matenal to be mserted m the 
tables appended to the draft Convention ; . 

" (e) In view of the necessity of consulting every State affected and especially of 
the fact that Germany is not taking part in the Conference proceedings, the Bureau would 
be empowered to take any steps that might enable it to complete the draft in respect of 
all countries. 

" It would also rest with the Bureau to convene when it thought fit the General 
Commission, which would be called upon to take final decisions. 

" The six delegations desire to observe that, while endeavouring to combine the 
various plans under consideration, they are anxious to maintain a proper balance and a 
state of equity. In complete good faith, they are asking for concessions from either side. 
They have greatly abated their aspirations in the matter of disarmament, and have 
sought to concentrate their efforts on preventing rearmament in the air; they have 
also contemplated an appreciable enlargement of their contribution to security by placing 
the question of guarantees for the execution of the Convention in the forefront. 

" Considering that, since action is now essential, they must refrain from doing 
anything that might jeopardise ~he agreement they desire and making no vain return ~o 
the pa~t, and pronoun~1~g no JUdgment on .the question of responsibilities, the siX 
delegah?ns .offer no opm10.n as to how far any particular attitude by any Government 
may be JUstified ; they desire to ask all the delegations this simple question : If all parties 
maintain their present positions, how is an agreement to be reached ? 

" T~e six ?elegation~ accordingly su~mit their concerted views to the other delegations 
for conside~ah.on. Pe!!dmg sue~ reception as may be given to their suggestions, they 
reserve the1r nght to mtervene m the course of the discussion in whatever manner they 
may think fit. They are attempting in this way to make their contribution to the common 
tas.k, a.nd they a:e firm in their convic~ion that only an act of prompt and generous 
sohda.nt~ can bnng about the conclusiOn of a Convention and so contribute to the 
orgamsat10n of peace." 

a Document Conf.D.fC.G.I61. 
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The General ~mmissi~n had decided to transmit these proposals to the Bure.au. in order 
that the latter might consider them and make suggestions to the General CommissiOn as to 
what further action should be taken upon them. 

The questions raised by the three sets of proposals which had been distributed to the 
m~mbers of the Bureau could be classed under the three general headings, Security, 
Dtsarmament and Procedure. 

Moreover, there was the Soviet proposal to transform the Conference into a Permanent 
Peac~. Conf~rence .. A unanimous vote of the Conference would be necessary to change a 
p~o.vtsiOnal mternationa~ Conference into a permanent one. But the most adequate means of 
giVmg effec~ to the ~o~Iet proposal would be for the Conference to adopt a special Protocol 
or Convention providmg for a Permanent Peace Conference distinct from the present 
Conferen~e. Even then, the League of Nations would have to deal with the change, not only 
because tt had prepared for and convened the Conference with a specific mandate, but also 
be~a~se it provided both the Secretariat of the Conference and its budget and furnished the 
bmldmgs. It would, of course, be for the Bureau to examine the question and make thereon 
the necessary recommendation to the General Commission. 

As regarded security, the only question which had not been so far considered bl the 
Conference or any of its organs was that of the guarantees of the loyal execution o the 
Convention. · 

The other questions enumerated in the three sets of proposals and falling under the. 
categories of Disarmament or Security had been the subject of long discussions in the various 
Commissions of the Conference, and, although some progress had been made in connection with 
them, there seemed to be little prospect of further progress until such time as the main 
P?litical difficulties revealed in the notes exchanged since January had been unequivocally 
disposed of. 

Finally, there was the question of procedure. 
The delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics pro~osed that the work on 

security should be resumed by the Conference at the point at which 1t had been left. 
·The six Powers proposed that the question of the guarantees of execution be examined 

without delay by a special Committee. 
The Turkish delegation proposed that a special Committee be set up to make an exhaustive 

study of the problem of security with a view to arriving-especially on the European plane
by general or regional agreements based on the principles set down in the Locarno Pact and 
in that of the Balkan Entente, at such solutions as might be best calculated to facilitate the 
immediate conclusion of a first general Convention for the Reduction and Limitation 
of Armaments. 

The six Powers suggested that, in order to prevent a general increase in armaments, the 
Bureau should be responsible for causing figures for land and air forces and material to be 
inserted in the tables appended to the draft Convention. They also suggested that the Bureau 
should be empowered to take any steps that might enable it to complete the draft in respect 
of all countries, including Germany. 

The proposals submitted by the Turkish delegation contained a similar suggestion 
consisting in the request that the Bureau set up a special Committee on which all the Powers 
or groups of Powers directly intere.sted _in the practical settlement of th~ probl~ms ?f s~curity 
and disarmament be represented, 1t bemg understood that that Committee m1ght mvtte any 
Power to participate in any particular part of its work. 

The six Powers proposed that. in order t? permit of a final read in~ of the. draft whi~h the 
General Commission had adopted as the basts of the future Convention by 1ts resolution of 
June 8th, 1933,' the Bureau should be requested to revise, or to arrange for the revision of, the 
text of the said draft. 

The analysis he had endeavoured ~o _offer to the ~urea~ sho~ed that, before making any 
recommendations to the General Commission on the pomts raised,tt must find adequate answers 
to the following questions : · 

Was it possible, at the present stage, to sta~t anew the work .o!' secur~ty and disarmament 
which the Conference had been compelled to mterrupt, recogmsmg as 1t had that, unless a 
solution of the wide divergencies of opinion still existing could be secured, no progress could be 
made in respect of both security and disarmament in the Conference ? 

If the reply to that question·were in the negative-and thirty months' experience should 
convince them of this-the question th~t aro~e was, What ~ethod s~o!lld th.e Bure~u recommend 
to the General Commission in connection w1th the solution of exiSting difficulties ? 

He was sure that the members of the Bureau would have realised, as he did, that the 
thought underlying both the declara~ion of th~ si~ Po~ers and the resolution. submitted b,Y 
the Turkish delegation was the necesstty of keepmg m mmd the urgency of secunng Germany s 
participation in the work about to be undertaken. 

In making that statement he drew a distinction between the two categories of tasks to be 
performed. So far he had co~sidered those que.stion~ which entailed a continuation of the 
work already dealt with in the Conference at vanous times. The Bureau was of course aware 

1 See Minutes of the General Commission, Volume II, page 630. 
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that most, if not all, of the questions concerning disarma~ent and shecurtty dhalt Jli!f ~n !~e 
osals made to the General Commission had, at some time or ot er, een an e .Y e 

~~':fterence or its organs. Most of them had ~een c~nsidered in the _course of the first readmg of 
the draft Convention submitted by the Umted Kmgdom delegation. . . . . 

He felt certain that the time had now come to deal with the mam political dlfli.culty 
which, both directly and indirectly, had frustrated all efforts, so far, towards secunng a 
Convention. . 

Some of the delegates had pointed out to him that, from the point of view of precedence, 
the political difficulty should first be solved if any progress were to be expected. 

Though the parallel and supplementary efforts. had been disco~tinued_. a careful 
examination of the notes exchanged between the respective Governments, JD p~rtlcula~, those 
of January Ist by the French Government,t January 29th b~ the Umted Kmgdom 
Government,t January 4th by the Italian Govern~ent/ and April 16th by th~ German 
Government,• revealed a serious endeavour to reconcile differences, and-. what was Important 
-they showed that the endeavour had in some measure narrowed the differences. 

If his interpretation of the position were correct, it was most important to the future of the 
work that the Bureau should recommend to the Gerieral Commission some method whereby 
the differences which still remained might be further minimised, or remov~d, so ~s. to ~ecux:e, 
as the six Powers and the Turkish delegation suggested, Germany s participation In 
the Conference's future efforts to build up a Convention. 

In this connection the Chairman reminded the Bureau that France hoped for the return 
of Germany to the L~ague and said that none of the problems examined by the two 
Governments could be solved outside the League and counter to the articles of the Covenant. 

The United Kingdom considered Germany's return to the League an essential condition 
to the signature of a Convention. 

Germany considered that her return to the League could not be considered until after the 
question of disarmament, and above all her equality of rights, had been decided. 

The Chairman could not bring himself to believe that a reconciliation of those positions 
was impossible, though it might be difficult. 

Surely then, in view of the tremendous issues involved in a failure of the Conference, the 
Bureau would prepare a resolution for submission to the General Commission asking for 
authority to take such steps-consistent with the decisions of the Conference-as might 
be necessary for securing the co-operation of all States in the completion of a Convention. 

Finally, he added that he was aware of the desire of certain countries to enter into pacts 
of mutual assistance and non-aggression, and of the great amount of work implied by the 
Turkish and Soviet proposals, and he felt convinced that the Bureau was in complete sympathy 
with those delegations and their supporters as regarded the usefulness of securing such 
agreements on security as would render possible the task of concluding a Disarmament 
Convention. But the question was whether, at that juncture, the work should not wholly or 
partly be l?'egotiate.d by the interested countrie~ at le!'-st in a preparatory manner, before it was 
actually discussed JD the Conference. Such a discussion could be usefully conducted only with 
the concurrence of all the Powers which had an interest in the matter. 

In the event of the General Commission approving the procedure just referred to, the 
examination by the General Commission of the proposals submitted to it during the past 
week might be kept in abeyance, pending the accomplishment of the tasks outlined. . 
• Perhaps the best procedure would be to throw the whole question open to general discussion 

before dealing with separate points. 

M. BAR THOU (France) did not quite understand the conclusions which, in the Chairma-n's 
view, should be reached by the Bureau. He did not wish to deny the very real effort that had 
been made; but, for the moment, the conclusions were not apparent to him . 

. ~n the absence of those ~efinite conc~usions, he proposed to endeavour to indicate the 
postho~ of the French del~gahon. The Charrman, whose goodwill, good faith and fairness were 
recogmsed by all, had pomted out tha~ the proposals before the Bureau were of two kinds, 
gene~al and concrete. In the course of h1s speech t~e general proposals had disappeared. There 
remamed the concrete proposals-. namely, the Soviet proposal, the Turkish proposal, which had 
the support of all the States signatory of the Pact of Athens, and, lastly, the proposal of 
the neutral States. 

These ~!early constituted a body of proposals the importance of which the Bureau 
~ould not fail to be aware. "!hese ~roposals came from~ large number of States, which were 
tmporta~t •. not only for their quahty, but also for thetr quantity. There were the neutral 
States, SIX m number; the States sign.atories of _the Balkan Pact, five in number : and to 
these eleven Sta~es he must add the Umon of Soviet Socialist Republics and he need hardly 
say, France. Wtth these, from the special point of view adopted by the Fr~nch delegation, 

1 See Document Conf.D.166. 
1 See Blue Book of the French Ministry for Foreign Affairs · 

et 11 Ia limitation des armements ••, 1934 (page 70). · " Negociations relatives 11 Ia reduction 
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should be placed China. What did these fourteen States want ? All, under different forms, 
.wanted the work of the ~onference to be inspired and govt>rned by considerations of security. 
No one v.:ould deny_that m the case of the Soviet Union. No one would deny it in the case of 
the Tur~lSh resolution. No one would deny it in the case of the neutrals' proposal. In this 
connecbon, M. Barthou desired to point out that, between the neutrals' proposal of April 
14th 1 ai?-d the. present proposal, there was more than a shade of difference in meaning. The 
neutrals preVIous proposal represented security as in some sort an accessory condition of 
agre~ment .. 'YJlat had happened since then ? The neutrals, who were independent, had 
~etam~d therr mdependence of judgment. They had reflected. And now the condition, which, 
m t~elr.former prop<>sa!, _appeared to be accessory, had become the most important proposal, 
the indiSpensable cond1~10n-the first paragraph of the text said as much. Moreover, the 
neutrals sh~wed no hes1tation in expressing their idea, since they went on to say that the 
proposals With regard to security, the conditions of security, should go further than the 
proposals p~t forward by the United Kingdom delegation. 

The attltude.of France was well known. M. Barthou would merely say that he did not 
abandon that l!-tt1~ude. He had add~d China to his list of countries which had put forward 
proposals of thiS kmd because the Chmese delegate had several times expressed the view that 
the condition of security took precedence of all others. 

Honour to.who~ honour was due I The question of security had never been put in more 
closely convergmg Circles of irresistible logic than in the first speech made by the distinguished 
and esteemed President of the Conference. 

. All the Po~ers whom M. Barthou had mentioned had referred therefore, directly and 
clearly, to secunty. Others had alluded to the subject ; but he would speak only of those who 
had expressed themselves most definitely on the point. The Bureau now had before it a proposal 
which was lacking in precision and which would have the effect of referring the study of 
1app1ochements between countries to individual negotiations. Once again, he must point out 
that the work of the Conference was governed and inspired by this problem of security. The 
Chairm.an, with his customary frankness and fairness, had pointed out that the question had 
been discussed for thirty months and that the Conference had met with differences which 
appeared to admit of neither reconcilia.tjon nor reduction. He concluded from that that 
something else must be tried. M. Barthou did not share that view. He found that there was 
at present in course of formation, not a majority, but an impressive number of delegations 
which favoured the idea of security. That notion of security was the foundation of the French 
attitude. He upheld that notion and did not abandon it. 

M. Barthou agreed as to the need for bringing Germany back to the League and the 
Disarmament Conference. The United Kingdom delegation, moreover, held the same view, 
as was shown by the terms of the United Kingdom memorandum of january 29th. The 
United Kingdom delegation had said that the return of Germany to the League was the essential 
condition to the conclusion of a Convention. M. Barthou would take this occasion-it would 
not be the only one-to bring the British and French attitudes closer together. It was a mistake 
to suppose that there had been any irreducible conflict on the previous Wednesday • between 
the French and the British position, or that the United Kingdom and France had definitely 
broken with one another. The United Kingdom and France were both great countries. They 
were ·entitled to express their opinions freely ; and reference to the records would at once show 
all men of good faith that there was no conflict of doctrine as between the United Kingdom 
and the French delegations. . · · 

As to Germany's return to the League, agreement, he noted, was complete; but 
he wondered what were the conditions under which that return should take/lace, and he 
ventured to ask the Chairman to define his proposals. So far as he ha understood, 
the Chairman's idea was to give the Bureau a roving commission. Was the Bureau to travel 
to Germany to ascertain her intentions and to bring her closer t? ;Franc~ ? If so, he must s~y 
clearly that any such journey was usele~s, as ~as shown_by the v1s1ts '_Vhlch Mr. Ed~n had pa1d 
to Paris, Berlin, Rome and then to Pans agam. These VISits had not y1elded the des1red results. · 
Was it conceivable that a new journey would succeed ? 

There was, he would emphasise, a French doctrine and a German ~octrine. We~e the two 
irreconcilable ? It was possible that. they were not. When t_ha~ mormng the question of the 
Saar had been settled in the Council, all the speakers had mv1ted France and Germany to 
·endeavour to develop and exten<;I t~e a~eement reached on the diffi~ult problem of the Saar. 
For his part, he accepted that mv1~at10.n. If agre~ment were possible b~tween Frl!-nce and 
Germany, France would help to bn!lg. 1t about w1th the utmost goodwill ; but, m so far 
as it was a question of giving a comm1ss1on for the purpose to the Bureau or to any members of 
the Bureau, he must say, respectfully but firmly, that he saw no point in su~h a propo~al. 

On the other hand, there was one question before the Conference, the question of secunty. 
Why postpone its examination ? Discussions had been going on for months, so far without 
success; but it might be that an understandin~ was not ~ar off. H~ proposed accordingly to 
take the proposals relating to security and cons1der them m good fa1th. When they ~ad been 
discussed it would be time to see what next. If an agreement were not reached, 1t would 
perhaps then be desirable to invite th~ President to start on his travels again ; but it would be 
preferable if agreement could be obtamed. He therefore declared on behalf of France that she 

• Document Conf.D.jC.G.1.;8. . . 
1 See Jlfinutes of the eighty-third meeting of the General CommtsS1on. 
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had taken up the attitude that security was a condition of disarmament: and, i; h say~g, he 
based himself on the very forceful remarks made by the President at the outset o ~ e wor no": 
in hand. He repeated that the position of France h.ad not changed. It was defimte and clear • 
he believed it to be reasonable and he stood by 1t. 

Mr. Norman DAVIS (United States of America) said that he had. obt~ined a very~ifferent 
idea from the Chairman's clear and accurate analysis of th.e s1tuat1on confrontmg the 
Conference. He did not think, however, that there was any real dtfference betwc:en M.Bar~hou, 
and the Chairman. He had not understood that the Chairman was propos~ng to adJourn 
the Conference in order to see whether Germany would return : that, h.e agreed with: M. Barthou, 
would be a mistake. On the contrary, he understood that the Chalrman.recogmsed tha~ the 
question of security had to be dealt with, but felt th.at it could be dealt Wit~ more effechv~ly 
and satisfactorily if Germany were present to negotiate an agreement covenng both secunty 
and disarmament. 

It was perfectly true, as M. Barthou had said, that fourteen nations h.ad indicated t~eir 
great interest in and preoccupation over the question of security, and .he beheved every nahon 
present recognised that it must be faced and dealt with as far as possible. On the other hand, 
there were more than fourteen nations that had a somewhat different idea as to the best means 
of obtaining security and felt, as did the United States, that the b~st way was i!' connection 
with disarmament. The United States was not interested in secunty alone as d1vorced from 
disarmament. 

But the main desire of the United States delegation was that the work should proceed. 
It was not desirable that Germany should capitalise her absence, and agreement could not 
very well be negotiated if she remained at a distance. If the Bureau were to proceed along the 
lines indicated by the neutrals and the Turkish group, real progress could be made, and there 
would be no need to suspend the work. He understood the Chairman and M. Barthou to be in 
agreement on that point. 

There was perhaps one difference in their points of view-namely, with regard to regional 
agreements. In his own opinion, the guaranteeing of the execution of any future Disarmament 
Convention was a matter with which the entire Conference should deal. It concerned every 
nation that became a party to such a Convention. At the same time, he was frankly of opinion 
that the whole Conference could not usefully enter into a full discussion of regional agreements 
in which only a few Powers were to participate. He saw no reason why negotiations should 
not be carried on concurrently with the Conference by the Powers concerned, but not under the 
Conference's wing. He did not think there should be any appreciable difference of opinion to 
prevent those Powers that thought fit to do so from proceeding along the lines he had indicated. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) pointed out that to some extent the three resolutions seemed 
to cover the same ground. In addition, a very large percentage of the subjects referred to were 
already dealt with in the draft Convention which the Conference had adopted as a basis for 
its future Convention and which had already been discussed at considerable length. Their 
future individual discussion, also at considerable length, would therefore hardly seem to serve 
any very useful purpose at the present time. · 

The esse~tials of the probl~m should. be borne in mind,and,in this respect, he was in entire 
agreement With the Chauman s analysiS of the problem and the course of action he had 
suggested. 

~n N ove.m ber 19.33~ 1 the CoJ_lference had decided to overcome. its main difficulties, if possible, 
by dtplomattc negohahon outs1de the Conference, not because 1t preferred a course involving 
negotiation outside the Conference, but because it realised-to put it frankly-that Germany's 
presence was necessary from every aspect of the work relating to security or disarmament. 

But the agreement sought was not reached and, as the Chairman had just reminded the 
Bureau, the essentials of the problem remained, in that the main political difficulties had stilt 
to be dealt w!th. In his !>wn view, th~y mus~ be dealt with if ~he Conference was to make any 
real progress m respect either of secunty or d1sarmament. While, however it was quite true as 
M. Barth?u. had said, that the main political difficulties had not been ~olved as a result of 
!dr. Edens Jo~rneys and the many efforts of others, something had been achieved in that the 
Issue had defimtely been narrowed and clarified. It would be a great misfortune if all the value 
of tha.t work were to be lost by the introducti!>n of a large amount of sometimes minor and 
sometimes extraneous matter, as a result of whtch the fundamental issues might again become 
obscure. . 

The essentials of the problem were now known and found their place in the documents 
referred to the ~eneral Commission during the P.ast few days. The Chairman had just mentioned 
the four mos~ 1m~ortant. It was no exaggeration to say that, if means of reconciling the four 
theses contamed m those four documents could be found, an essential measure of progress 

1 See Minutes of the fifty-fourth meeting of the Bureau, page 200. 
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wo~d have been recorded, but if they were not reconciled, very little progress would be 
achieved. · 

He therefore con~luded that means, perhaps by negotiation, perhaps by some other 
methoc;t. must be deVISed to reconcile t~e four points of view expressed in the notes. The 
last thmg he-or, he believed, any other member of the Bureau-would wish, would be to 
set up ~ large nuJ?lber of committees for the study of subjects which had already been 
exhaustively exammed and as to which it could hardly be hoped to make any progress until 
the main problem that beset the Conference had been solved. Such a course would not earn 
respect for the Conference, nor would it achieve any useful result. 

Referring briefly to the resolutions that had been moved, Mr. Eden said that M. Litvinoff 
had m~d~ a gallant. effort to meet some of the criticisms of his proposals in the General 
CommiSSIOn, f<?r wh1ch everyone was grateful. Mr. Eden, however, doubted the wisdom of 
~urther extendmg the scope of the Conference's work : it had surely sufficient material upon 
1ts hands. If and when it was able to record some achievement in that sphere of disarmament 
for 'Yhi~h ~t was reponsibl~, i~ wo~ld have done the League and the cause of peace the greatest 
serv~ce m 1ts power • . M: .L1tvmoff s last proposal, more particularly, seemed to place upon the 
Conference a respons1bil1ty of the gravest character, which went far beyond the scope of the 
present work. . 

The Turkish representative had. suggested the possibility of arriving-by regional 
agreements ~ased o!l the principles set out in the Locarno Agreements and the Balkan Entente 
-at a solution wh1ch would facilitate the conclusion of a Disarmament Convention. There 
was m~ch in t~at proposal which was constructive. Just as Locarno had served an~ still 
s~rved 1ts spec1al_purpose for one part of Europe, so other agreements conclud,ed on s1milar 
hnes between a hmited number of Powers in several parts of Europe might serve a similar 
purpose. He welcomed the proposal the more, since he understood that it was based on the 
same important principle as the Locarno Agreements, the principle that any such agreement 
must not be directed against any one Power or group of Powers. He fully appreciated that 
regional agreements of that kind might assist the final outcome of the Conference's work. 
At the same time, it did not seem to be any part of the duty of the Conference as a whole to 
take part in their negotiation, nor, indeed, was the machinery of the Conference best adapted 
for that purpose. 
. He therefore summarised the views of His Majesty's Government as follows. The United 
Kingdom Government was ready to- take part in any useful work serving the main objective 
for which the Conference had been called and for which it still laboured. It believed that the 
immediate task should be to reconcile the points of view expressed in the four notes to which 
the Chairman had referred. The Bureau should consider how that could best be done, whether 
by negotiation or by any other means, but it must be done if any progress was to be achieved. 
He would be sorry to see the Conference indulge in prolonged discussion upon other mattl"rs, 
for he feared that, were it to do so in the absence of representatives whose attendance all desired, 
it would neither add to the Conference's authority nor conduce to the successful issue of its 
labours. 

M. SANDLER (Sweden) wished to give a few explanations on the general structure of the 
joint declaration of the six delegations. The declaration referred explicitly to the memorandum 
of April 14th, and, in its very first words, repeated the views expressed m that memorandum. 
While he greatly appreciated the French delegate's remarks, he was anxious to emphasise 
the fact that the views of the six delegations had suffered no change. Those views could be 
expressed briefly as follows: it was impossible to bring about disarmament solely on the basis 
of the United Kingdom delegation's plan, but it was possible to take from that plan certain 
governing lines of action. It was desirable, in the view of the six delegations, to 
limit the discussions to certain points, while at the same time providing for a substantial 
measure of disarmament. It was essential also to take into account the existing position, the 
principal feature of which was a de facto rearmament. Finally, the principle of equality of 
rights must be applied but with moderation. That programme appeared to the six delegations 
not to be realisable w'ithout some strengthening of security over and beyond the United 
Kingdom delegation's original plan. 

As regards the questions raised ~y the Chair~ an, he .thought it essential, if the work were 
to continue to concentrate on defirute and practical pomts. An attempt must be made to 
reconcile th~ divergent points of view, while at _the same time conce~trating O!i certa_in essential 
points. The question of security _had been raiSe~. It was ~ question of pnmary 1mport~nce 
which must be considered • but 1t would be des1rable to d1rect the Conference s efforts mto 
a field where there would be some chance of success, and, in his view, it would be advisable 
in this connection to consider the guarantees for the loyal execution of the Convention. 
M. Sandler emphasised the fact that he contemp~ated _this d_iscussion taking place wit~in the 
framework of a general disarmament co~venhon ~mce, d all th~ qu~shons relatmg to 
disarmament were dropped, he saw no use m embarkmg on such a d1scuss1on. 

In regard to disarmament, a great deal of very valuable material w~s available. The 
United Kingdom memorandum of January 29th should, he s~ggested, be retamed and combined 
with the other plans which it was clearly necessary to take mto account. M. Sandler thought, 
however, that the Conference could not do any useful work until it had emerged from the 
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dl k Wh t was wanted was to complete the draft Convention ~~?ore es_pecially by 
~~~sen:nd~~e ~gu.res. That implied the necessity of consulting eac~ State, mcludmg a State 
wh1i~~ was not at the moment present at the Conference. No satisfactory results could be 
obtained without consultations in this sense. It was, therefor~, urge.ntl~ ~e.cessary to take 
t to find some method which would allow of such conversations bemg 1mhated. 

s ep~n conclusion, he associated himself entirely .with the Chairman's point of view. · 

~ount RACZYNSKI (Poland) wo~ld confine his remarks to the que.stion of procedure. He 
had the impression that if all idea of disarmament were dropped and If the concrete proposals 
with regard to security-' namely; the proposals of the Soviet :Union, Turke~ a!ld the g~oup of 
neutrals-were not to be discussed, the Conference would find Itself back agam m the v01d, and 
would be unable to do any work. . . 

He believed, however, that there was one d!rection in which it m!ght go forward w1th 
advantage. It was true that the question of secunty had already been .d•scussed ~~;nd analysed 
by a number. of Com.mittees, but it might be ~hat the proposals to wh1ch he had JUSt .re.ferred 
contained pomts wh1ch could be profitably discussed. He would not express any opm10n _on 
the substance of these problems, since the delegations would no. doubt have an opportumty 
of expressing their views in the course of discussions. But he des1red a! C?~ce to say that there 
was no ground for undue pessimism, or for rejecting in advance all poss1bihty of an agreement. 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland) had naturally followed the discussion which had just ta~en pl<~:ce 
with the closest attention. It appeared to him to show clearly that the present di_ffic.ulhes 
could not be overcome without an effort at conciliation between the States pnnc1pally 
concerned. Mention had been made of the French, Italian, British and German notes. He 
paid a tribute to the efforts made by all these Governments to define their ideas. Nevertheless, 
these notes possibly showed that the differences between the points of view were not as 
considerable as might be thought. M. Motta earnestly hoped that these States, and others 
which were equally concerned in the problem, would make an effort, either here or elsewhere, 
to bring their views more into line. · 

It was not for M. Motta to say what method should be adopted to arrive at such a 
rapprochement. But mention had already been made in the Bureau of the solution of the 
Saar problem and the success gained in connection with a question which had assumed such an 
acute aspect and under such disturbing circumstances. M. Motta therefore wondered whether 
it would not be possible to apply what he would call the Saar method, without defining it more 
closely, to the present differences. The important point was to find means for conversations. 
In his opinion, forms counted for little ; what was of capital importance was to make an effort 
at rapprochement. For this purpose, the position of each would have to change, since it was only 
by movement that success was possible. With entire modesty and with all the prudence that 
was indispensable in such a debate, he stated that he would be very glad if an effort in this 
direction could be encouraged. 

M. Motta then recalled that M. Sandler had defined the scope of the memorandum of the 
neutrals. It was true that the neutrals emphasised the importance of security and conferred 
on this question, if not entire priority, at any rate a certain degree of priority. The problem 
of security involved the question of regional pacts, pacts of mutual assistance and pacts of 
non-aggression, but this was merely a portion of the question which concerned only certain 
States or certain groups of States. On the other hand, the problem had a more general aspect
namely, the guarantees of execution of the Convention. These guarantees concerned all 
Powers. Emphasis had been laid on the means of giving satisfaction to those who demanded 
security, by guarantees as to the execution of the Convention, and, for this purpose, the 
procedure to be followed had been indicated. This problem should be considered as soon as 
possible by a special committee. M. Motta therefore wondered if it could not be agreed to 
propose that the General Commission should appoint a committee to deal with this particular 
task. 

Obviously, action should not be confined to this point. The Bureau should give its attention 
to the other matters. It must, indeed, be admitted-and this was axiomatic in M. Motta's 
view-that positive results could not be reached in the sphere of disarmamen't proper unless 
Germal!y came ba~~ to Geneva in one way or another. How could this be brought about ? 
\~ould 1t be by a v1s1t, by an appeal, or by some form of semi-official negotiations ? M. Motta 
d1d not know, but he again recalled the Saar method, which had made it possible to reach a 
result of primar:y importance f?r the :Oi~armament Conference and for world peace. It was not 
out of the q~eshon that, b~ usmg ~similar procedure, a Convention might be drawn up which, 
!hough med1oc~e an_d even msuffic1ent, would nevertheless be a sign of appeasement and would 
many case be mfimtely better than a race for armaments or no result at all. 

!II. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) wished to add some remarks toM. Sandler's statement regarding 
the me~orandum of the_ neutral.s. HeJo!nted c;10t that this memorandum represented, not the 
g~nerali_deas of the naho_ns which ~a signed 1t, but the con~lusions which they had reached 
w1th a VIew to cndeav~unng to extncate the ~onference from 1ts present unfortunate position. 
The proof ~as that this memo~an~um ~entloned chemical warfare and aerial bombardment 
-. tw? subJects of the Con~ent10n m wh1ch the Spanish Government had often expressed to 
h1m Its absolute lack of fa1th. 
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The memorandum put forward the idea of security-that was to say, security going beyond 
that contemplated by the United Kingdom Government in its memorandum of January 29th. 
The neu!rals had also recalled the necessity of applying the equality of rights conceded by the 
dec.laratlon «?f ~cember nth, 1932.• It was essential to recall this point, since it was a fact 
wh1ch was bmd10g on all, although none of the members of the Conference desired to see the 
level of arma~ents of any country rise above the lowest possible limit. In this connection, 
M. de Madanaga emphasised the fact that the reduction of armaments was an idea which 
existed in the minds of the neutrals as one of the aims to be attained. He did not share the 
recent pessimis~ of the Soviet delegation, and thought it nl'cessary to maintain this aspect 
of the proble~ m the programme of work. Indeed, if the debate were restricted to security 
alone an~ dlSarmament proper were abandoned, public opinion would regard this as a 
confirmation of. the sinister prophecies made concerning the Conference. Moreover-and this 

, was a ~ore Important reason-the reduction of armaments must be the necessary 
accompamment of security. The countries from whom security was demanded must receive 
guara~tees by the J?rogress of disarmament. If the cheque drawn on security had one day to 
be pa1d, the count(les called upon to take part in economic or financial action would no doubt 
be in a much easier position if the level of armaments was at a lower point than at present. 

M. de Madariaga did not conceal the fact that these problems were extremely difficult, 
but they ~ere based on realitie~. One must not be lured away by abstractions. Behind the 
scenes of dlSarmament and secunty, very grave events were taking place, and the Governments 
should reflect deeply before committing themselves. 

In his view, the reduction and limitation of armaments remained the basic idea of the 
Conf~rence. The question of security had been raised merely in order to attain disarmament. 
The 10tention of the neutrals was to obtain the advantages arising out of disarmament. Spain, 
in particular, wished to be able to devote to more humanitarian objects the sums which, if the 
Conference failed, she would necessarily have to expend on armaments. 

M. de Madariaga referred to a very important idea in Mr. Eden's speech, which had already 
been emphasised by M. Motta-namely, the obvious necessity, if progress was to be rt'alised, 
of reconciling the views expressed in the notes by the four Powers. Moreover, he wondered 
whether an effort at mediation was incompatible with the ideas underlying the memorandum 
of the neutrals. He did not think so. In his opinion, the two forms of action supplemented 
each other. Moreover, the method appeared to him to be fairly clearly outlined. A rapid and 
immediate procedure could be instituted at Geneva for examining the questions raised in the 
memorandum of the neutrals, without excluding questions of regional security. This work 
would be limited in time, and simultaneously an effort at mediation would be undertaken on 
the basis of the four notes. That would prevent this effort from assuming the character of 
diplomatic action which could only mature in the distant future. M. de Madariaga was not 
competent to state how this mediation would take place, but the question might be examined 
between now and to-morrow by the President, in consultation with the delegations principally 
concerned. 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the main question was not 
whether disarmament or security should have precedence, nor what was the comparative 
value of the two problems, but what was to be done • 

• 
Everyone must desire Germany's return to the Conference, and if that involved a journey 

to Berlin it might be worth taking. But, for his part, he questioned the wisdom of asking 
Germany to return to a Conference that had shown its inability to do anything without her. 

- He wondered whether she could not be induced to return by some other method-namely, by 
continuing the work. It was hardly f.air of M. de Mad!lriaga to call him a p~ssimist for suggesting 
that, while nothing could be done 10 the way of d1sarmament, somethmg could be done for 
security. · 

M. Litvinoff had made one proposal which stood by it~elf : the proposal to .transform t~e 
Conference into a permanent peace conference. The Charrman had tned to .discourage h1m 
by pointing out that a unanimous vote would be. n~cessary : legally, that m1ght ~e so. But 
why should it be assumed beforehand that unamm1ty ~ould not one ~ay be ach1eved 1 As 
to the special Protocol which would b,e necessary, accordmg to t~e C~a1rman, to set up a new 
conference, that was not M. Litvinoff s proposal. What he had 10 mmd. was that the work ol 
the present Conference should be extended, and that the Conference Itself sh?uld be made 
permanent. He was sure the jurists wou14 tak~ t~e necessary steps .to that e1_1d 1f the General 
Commission accepted the Soviet proposalm ~nnc1ple. He fully. reab~d that 1t w~s too recent 
to be put to the vote immediat~Y·. but wa~ qUite prepar~d to wa1t until the delegations had had 
time to consider it and to obtam mstructlons from the1r Governments. 

The Soviet delegation had also mad~ a proposal wit~ regard to security, a proposal which 
found expression in the Turkish resolution and at least m t.he statements of. the French and 
some other delegations. The United States delegate ha.d ~a1d that the quest10n could not be 
solved because some delegates might not be interested m 1t. It would be true of most of the 

I See Minutes of the General Commission, Volume n. page 208. 
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uestions to be discussed that some delegations were more interested ~han othe~s .. But t~e 
~ifference between disarmament and security was t~at the former reqmred unamm1ty, wh1le 
the latter only required agreement between a sufficient number of_ States. H~ w!ls sure that 
if a practical attempt were made to deal with the problem along the lines he had md1cated, some 
measure of success would be achieved. . . . 

He therefore supported the Chairman's proposal, in the General CommiSSion, 1 to app~nnt 
drafting committee for the purpose of ascertaining what was common to all the reso~uhons 

~fore the General Commission and submitting such a joint resolution as would meet w1th the, 
approval, if not of all, at least of the majority of the delegations represented. 

The CHAIRMAN assured M. Litvinoff that he had had no intention of preju~i~i!lg the Soviet 
proposal or discouraging the Bureau from accepting it. He had som~ r~spons1b1hty, ho":eve~, 
as Chairman of the Bureau and the President of the General Comm1ss1on, and had felt 1t h1s 
duty to explain the exact position. 

The drafting committee should, he thought, be small. He therefore suggested that it 
should consist of M. Politis as Chairman and M. Bene§ as Rapporteur, together with the 
Secretary-General and four to six other members. 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) ~roposed that the .drafting commi~tee 
should consist of the officers of the Bureau, together w1th those responsible for the vanous 
resolutions. 

M. LANGE (Norway) was somewhat embarrassed by the proposal just made by M. Litvinoff. 
What would be the terms of reference and the basis of the work of the drafting committee, the 
appointment of which was co~ttemplated ? In M. _Lange's ~pinion, the v~ry interesti!lg debate 
which had just taken place d1d not enable the pomts of v1ew of the vanous delegations to be 
clearly defined. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that it was usual, when appointing a drafting committee at 
the end of a discussion, to leave it to focus that discussion in a resolution. He was assuming 
that that line would be followed in the present case. 

Mr. Norman DAVIS (United States of America) did not think there was sufficient agreement 
to enable a drafting committee to do useful work. More progress might perhaps be made if 
the Chairman, together with the Secretary-General, were to draw up a statement, based on the 
discussion, for the Bureau's consideration. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) supported Mr. Davis's proposal. He felt that it would be 
extremely difficult for a drafting committee to draw up a resolution in the light of the discussion, 
which had not contained the necessary elements for such a resolution. 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that what he had in mind was not 
that the drafting Committee should report on the Bureau's discussions, but that it should try 
to reconcile the three resolutions and to submit to the General Commission a common text 
acceptable to those responsible for them. 

M. SANDLER (Sweden) supported the proposal of the representative of the United States 
of America. · 

The CHAIRMAN explained that his idea was that the drafting committee should make 
recommendations to the Bureau as to how the resolutions should be handled in the General 
Commission. With due deference to Mr. Norman Davis, he was afraid it would be impossible 
for the Secretary-General and himself to do what was required. He had, in fact intended 
to ask M. Politis to preside over the drafting committee. In taking the responsibility-as was 
his duty-of analysing. the p~ition as ~e found it, he had fe~t that he was making it easy for 
the advocates of secunty to d1scuss regiOnal agreements, while, at the same time efforts were 
being made to induce Germany to return. His suggestion had not been acceptable at any 
ra~e to one important delegation, and he therefore felt that it would be better for him to stand 
as1de. 

He assured the first delegate of France that the idea of visiting Berlin had never occurred 
to ~im. As to the efforts made in the past, to 'Yhich M. Barthou had referred, he might perhaps 
pomt out that there was a new Government m France-the ninth since the beginning of the 
Conference-and the _latter wa~ not quite sure.of the position the French Government adopted 
on some of the questiOns. Achon that had failed under previous Governments might succeed 
under ~h~ present one. He had therefore suggested that the Bureau should ask the General 
Comm15~10n to ~ake every effort to get Germany to return, in order that the Conference's 
work Irught conhnue. 

1 See Minutes of the eighty-fourth meeting of the General Commission, 
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Either a drafting committee could be appointed, or the discussion could continue on the 
following day, but, in the latter case, steps would probably have to be taken to adjourn the 
General Commission convened for the following Wednesday, and that would, in his opinion, 
have a very bad effect on public opinion. 

M. ~ARTH?U (France) had the greatest friendship for the Chairman and would be sorry 
to hurt hiS feelings, but he wished to avoid any misunderstanding. The Chairman had referred 
to the French delegation and said that nine Governments had succeeded one another in Paris , 
since the beginning of the Conference. He had been anxious as to the duration of the present 
Government and had wondered whether that Government's views would be the same as those 
of the Governm~nt which would succeed it. M. Barthou pointed out, in this connection, that 
there we~e certam Governments which changed their Ministers without changing their opinions, 
but that 1t was also conceivable that there were some Governments in the world whkh changed 
their opinio.ns without changing their Ministers. 

Revertmg to the point under discussion, M. Barthou agreed with the Chairman, since 
the latter had stated that there was no question of a fresh visit to Berlin. 

As regards the procedure to be followed for the future work of the Conference, 1\1. Bar thou 
endeavoured, with the mentality of the " average Frenchman ", to draw certain conclusions 
from the .discussio~ which had just taken place. 

He d1d not thmk the proposal put forward by Mr. Norman Davis was acceptable; he 
agreed with the Chairman that the Chairman and Secretary-General should not be asked to 
undertake work which had no prospect of success. The other proposals might possibly be 
amalgamated in order to reach a practical solution. The Chairman had already mentioned the 
names .o! M. Politis and M. Bend as members of the drafting committee. Some years ago, 
M. Pohhs had been the author of a valuable report on security. M. Bene~·s clear mind was 
entirely fitted to bring order into the confusion. Ill. Barthou therefore unreservedly approved 
these two appointments. This Committee would have to deal with three proposals ; it was 
therefore advisable that its members should include one of the authors of each of the proposals. 
Lastly, M. Barthou thought it was impossible to do useful work without the co-operation of the 
Chairman of the Conference and he urged him to join the draftjng committee. 

Mr. Norman DAVIS (United States of America) said that he had not the slightest objection 
to the appointment of 1\1. Politis and M. Bend, but had felt that, in the circumstances, the 
authority and moral influence of the Chairman of the Conference, acting with the Secretary
General, might more speedily lead to a measure of agreement. 

He had, of course, assumed that, if they thought fit, they would consult the delegations 
that had presented resolutions. However, he had no objection to amending his proposal to 
meet M. Barthou's suggestion. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed, for the following very substantial reason, that the delegations 
of France, Italy and the United Kingdom be represented on the drafting committee. 

He was convinced that it was the desire of the great majority of the Bureau and the 
General Commission-and he did not intend this to be overlooked-that the notes should be 
harmonised and that everything should be done to bring about Germany's return. That was 
essential, if a convention was to be achieved. Surely, therefore, those responsible for the notes 
should sit on the drafting committee; otherwise, that important aspect of the problem might 
be overlooked. 

Baron ALOISI (Italy) said he had followed with close attention the proposals that had been 
made. It had been suggested that a drafting committee should be appointed. If the 
representatives of the three Powers whom the Chairman had just mentioned were now to be 
added to that committee, its character would be completely changed, and he did not see how 
they could do, in one night, what the Conference had not succeeded in doing in eighteen months. 

The CHAIRMAN said that his position had been completely misunderstood. The work of 
the drafting committee would be to see that any programme of work for the General 
Commission suggested some method of narrowing the differences revealed in the notes. The 
actual work of narrowing those differences might take week~ to acco!Dplish, and it was 
certainly not his intention that that should be. done by a draftmg committee. 

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) supported the Presiden~'s proposal, .and earnestly appealed .tf! 
Baron Aloisi to agree to serve on the proposed Committee. He pomted out that Baron Al01s1 
stood for the Saar procedure, on which he had conferred such distinction, and he begged him 
to consent. 

Mr. Norman DAVIS (United States of America) withdrew his proposal. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) had no. obj~cti~n to the p~ocedure suggested by .the Ch~irman, 
but desired to make it quite clear that, m h~ VIeW, _the hnes of the speech Wit~ wh1ch Mr. 
Henderson had opened the meeting were the lines wh1ch the Bureau should follow If any useful 
conclusion were to be reached. . 

M. LITVINOPF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thought the situation was somewhat 
complicated. He also had no objection to the composition of the ~rafting committee. as 
suggested by the Chairman, but he doubted whether the Bureau reahsed what the drafhng 
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. . chad understood that it would reconcile the three resolutions. 
commtttee was reqture~ to do. ~· b t harmonising the notes exchanged between certain 
The Chairman had satd som~t ttnfh ap~~sence of a fourth Power which had also sent in a note. 
States, but that would necesstta ~ e . · 
that would not be easy t~ obtat~f notes and of visits, as a result of which the General 

There had been exc anges h r to decide what action was to be taken. It now seemed that 
Commis~ion had behn ~at~ed J~~:~af Commission had been called prematurely, that there must 
the Chatrman felt td a de VI'sits That being so, he wondered why the Bureau had 

• be more memoran a an more · 
been callhed at alit.. h t was to be done with the three resolutions ? They dealt with the 

In t e mean tme, w a · ht b d t 'I h · · 't t od at the present time, and an attempt mtg e ma e o reconct e t em. 
~~~~t~~~a~k 'w!s 

0
now being complicated by the proposal that the.notes sh~mld ~e harmonised. 

That was a work of weeks, months and even years. He would hke the sttuahon to be made 
more clear. 

Th CHAIRMAN repeated that the drafting committee would not ~e required to harmonise 
the not:s · it would recommend a method of dealing with the resolutions. Some of the points 
referred t~ in the latter were already contained in the dr~ft adopted as a. basis for a first 
Convention. The drafting committee would have to see wh!ch they w~re ; It would have to 
consider whether, for example, the guarantees of loyal exec~t10n-to ~hich some. of the Powers 
attached great importance-should be referred to a spe~tal com~tttee, and, If so, to. w~at 
kind of committee and so on. It would have to see whtch queshons should have pnonty. 
It would have to c~nsider whether-in accordance with a previous suggestion from the Chair 
-all security questions should be discussed in the Political Commission and all disarmament 
questions in the General Commission. 

At least two of the resolutions raised the important question of the return of Germany. 
How was the Conference to bring that about ? There had been some improvement as a result 
of the notes exchanged, but there were still differences. He desired to see them narrowed, 
minimised, removed if possible, and some method of doing that must be found. · 

On all these points, the drafting committee would make recommendations to the Bureau 
for subsequent discussion in the General Commission. 

He hoped the position was now clear, and that the Bureau would allow a drafting 
committee to set to work as soon as possible. 

Baron ALOISI (Italy) requested the Chairman, even after the explanations just given, to 
excuse him the honour of serving on the Committee. t 

~· BARTHOU (France) associated himself most firmly with Baron Aloisi's statement. 
He dtd not see wh~t would be the use of his serving on a Committee of that kind. He had not 
tabled an~ resolutton, and was therefore not qualified to serve on the drafting committee. 
He accordmgly asked the Chairman not to press him to undertake a duty that he would not be 
able to perform. 

T~e CHAIRMAN thought that, in the circumstances, the proposal to appoint a drafting 
comm!ttee ha~ better be abandoned. The Bureau would continue its discussion on the 
followm~ day.m order to see wheth~r ~greement could not be reached. That would probably 
mean adJ~urnmg t.he General ~ommtsston. The position seemed gradually to be getting worse, 
and he dtd not thmk he had tn the least exaggerated it. 

FIFTY-EIGHTH MEETING (PRIVATE) 

Held on Tuesday, june Sth, 1934, at J.JO p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. HENDERSON. 

76. ACTION TO BE TAKEN WITH REGARD TO TH p . 
CO~IloiiSSION ON' MAY 29TH MAY E ROPOSALS SUBMITTED TO THE GENERAL 

' JOTH, AND }UNE IST, 1934 1 (continuation). 

!he CHAI~MAN said that the position of the C 
pr.evtous evenmg was not only most unsatisfactor onference when the Bureau closed on t~e 
fatl.ed to agree upon a drafting committee, but theY but al!Uost hopeless. Not only ha~ tt 
whtch could only be reconciled if there exist d he was evtdence of two distinct tendenctes, 
each to make some concession to the other. e sue a measure of goodwill as would influence 

1 Tevfik Rllstll Hey (Turkey) was also p . 
• resent at the meetin ( 

g sec footnote on page 211). 
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That goodwill would, he hoped, be shown at the present meeting. If the position as 
~eve~led throughout the previous day wt>re fully maintained, the efforts of the Conference must 
meVItably be followed by disaster. 

On the follo~ing <;lay, the Bureau was expected to rt'port to the General Commission a 
plan of wor~ deahng_ With all the points comprehended in the three sets of proposals presented 
by the Sov1et, Turk1sh and six-Power delegations. 
- . In view of the impasse reached, he had taken the responsibility of preparing a programme 

whtch he thought dealt fairly with all the proposals. 
If the terms of his resolution were recommended to the Gt•m•ral Commission, it would 

enable the Conference machinery, either at once or at an early date to deal with all the points 
contained in all three sets of proposals. ' 

. ~t must be kept clearly in mind that, in accordance with the General Commission's 
dec1s1on, the draft Convention was still the basis of the Conference's work, and several of the 
proposals made already found a place in the draft . 

. It wa~ not his intention to exclude any proposal, or even any suggestion, from future 
consideration, but he honestly expressed his belief-after watching over the work for thirty 
months-that a settlement of certain important political issues was esst'ntial to any success 
which might eventually be achieved. 

The Chairman then read the following draft rt'solution : • 

" The General Commission; 
"Welcomes the marked desire which has been wieldy expressed that the Conference 

should continue its efforts to secure a Convention ; 
- · " Decides that the proposal of the delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Rt'publics 
to convert the Conference into a Permanent Peace Conference should, prior to its discussion, 
be referred to the Governments for their consideration ; 

" Considers that the proposal with regard to pacts of mutual assistance might, in 
the first instance, be most usefully negotiated by the Governments immediately concerned, 
the results being reported to the President of the Conference ; 

"Concurs in the view expressed by the Turkish dl'iegation that the participation in 
such discussions of any Power directly interested should be secured ; 

" Decides that the question of the guarantees of execution of the future Convention, 
raised in the first paragraph of the proposals submitted by the six delegations, should be 
referred to the Special Committee which has already dealt with the Miset•llaneous Provisions 
of the Convention under the chairmanship of M. Bourquin ; 

" Observes that the views expressed by the French, Italian, United Kingdom and 
· German Governments respectively in their notes of January 1st, January 4th, January 

29th, and April 16th, 1934, offer some prospect of securing an agreement ; 
" Requests the Bureau to seek, by any means which it may deem appropriate and 

with the co-operation of such other Power or Powers as it may find it necessary or useful 
to invite to participate in its work, the reconciliation of such divergences as still exist 
in the above-mentioned notes ; 

" Decides, as regards all other questions raised in the General Commission at its 
meetings of May 2gth, May 30th, and June 1st, 1934. to refer en bloc to the General 
Commission the questions relating to disarmament and to the Political Commission 
the questions relating to security, leaving it to them to co-ordinate these questions and 
to study them or have them studied by appropriate bodies created for the purpose as soon 
as there seems to be a likelihood of securing useful results ; 

"Considers, however, that, in order to enable the above Commissions usefully to 
discuss these questions, some prior political preparation is necessary and that a premature 
examination would inevitably give rise to the same difficulties as in the past ; 
- " Accordingly instructs the President to keep in to~ch with t~is work _of preparation 
and authorises him to initiate the study of the questions relatmg to d1sarmament or 
security, when sufficient progress on the special political problems has been made." 

M. LANGE (Norway) paid a sincere ~ribut.e to the effort which t~e Chairman had made 
to provide the Bureau with a basis for d1scuss1on at the present meetmg. In the text before 
the Bureau, M. Lange had found a number of ide~s which had also ~c1:ure~ t? him since 
the debate on the previous day. The text made a praiseworthy effort at d1shngu1shmg bct~een 
the varioils proposals. It was clear that they could not all be placed upon the same foohng. 

In the first place, M. Lange was happy to find that the proposal put forward by the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, which went b_eyond !he C~nfere!'ce's mandat~, wast? be referred 
to the Governments for examination. Its 1mmed1ate d1scuss10n would be 1mposs1ble. 

Similarly, it was undoubtedly wise to refer the ~xamination of the problem of ~he 
conclusion of regional agreements to the Powers most d1rectly concerned. It was n~t unt~l a 
later stage that the results of the efforts thus made could be brought up for constderahon 
within the framework of the Conference. 

M. Lange went on to stress the outstan~ing merit of the Chairman's pr?posal, which was 
that it placed the questions of security and disarmament upon the same fooh~g. ~oM. Lange 
and the group of countries in whose name he had the honour of speakmg, 1t would be 

I Document Conf.D.jBureau 6z. BUKEAU OF THE CONFERENCE 15. 
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inadmissible that the Conference should confine itself, even for a limited P.eriod, to ~onsidering 
the question of security while abandoning the problem of disarmament ~n the st~1ct sense of 
the term. It was only by pursuing its examination of these two questions -part -passu that 
results could be achieved. . 

Turning to the question of the guarantees for the execution of the Convention,. M. Lange 
recalled that the draft prepared by the six delegations contained a reference to th1s probl~m, 
and that the suggestion had, in the first instance, been put forw~rd ~y the French d~l~g.ahon. 
Examination of that proposal would be a valuable co~tnbu~10n to t~e actiVIties of 
the Conference in relation to disarmament. For the consideration of th1s :problem, the 
Conference might rely upon the Special Committee presided over by M. Bourqum .. M. La~ge 
attached great importance to this proposal, as the suggested procedure would make 1t pos~1ble 
to guard against war or threats of war as soon as the first clouds appeared upon the honzon, 
whereas the other measures grouped under the notion of security would only come into play 
when a conflict had already broken out. - . 

Upon certain other points in the Chairman's proposal M. Lange was. m some doubt. 
He feared that, by using expressions suggesting a more or less protracted adJournment of the 
work on disarmament proper, a very unfortunate impression might be made on public opinion. 
There would thus be a risk of opening the way to the armaments race which M. Motta had so 
eloquently conjured up the previous day. That was a very serious issue, and he would refrain 
from dwelling upon the dangers that were even now apparent in the schemes under 
consideration in various countries. 

M. Lange had not had time to prepare any precise amendments to the Chairman's text. 
He nevertheless pointed out that the next to last paragraphofthe resolution should be amended, 
as in his opinion it was desirable that the work should to a certain extent be begun in the 
Conference itself, and that, while such preparatory work was in progress, the political 
negotiations should be continued. In this way the prospects of success would be greater than 
if the Conference were to adjourn until results had been achieved in other respects. -

In conclusion, M. Lange stated that, subject to certain changes, the text before the Bureau 
might be regarded as a satisfactory expression of the general attitude of the group of delegations 
which he represented . 

. M. BECK (Poland) said he had made a rapid study of the draft resolution proposed by the 
Cha1~man. But he must say at once that he had certain reservations to make w1th regard to 
the s1xth and.seven~h paragraphs. Those :paragraphs referred to views expressed by France, 
Italy, the ymted Kmgdom. and Germany m various notes. These notes, he must point out, 
only comm1tted the respective Governments concerned. They had never been officially before 
the Confere~ce ; the Conference ~":d not been called upon to study them. Consequently, it 
was not entitled to express an opm1on. He therefore considered that the seventh paragraph 
should be amended or omitted. · 

. M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) proposed, in order to meet M. Beck's argument, to omit the 
s1xth paragraph and to simplify the seventh paragraph so as to read : 

" ~equests the Bureau to seek, by any means which it may deem appropriate the 
reconciliation of such political divergencies as still exist." - ' 

The reference to the eventual co-operation of one or more other Powers appeared. to him 
to be ~s~less, a~d he felt that what was useless was dangerous and would be better omitted . 

. S1.milarly, m par.agraph 8, he proposed to omit the words "as soon as there seems to be 
a likel~ood of secunng useful results ", which were useless in view of the contents of the 
followmg paragraph. 

As regards paragraph 9, he proposed the following text : 

d "Considers, however, that, ~xcept for the question of the supervision of the trade in 
an ma~ufa~ture of arms, wh1ch can be examined forthwith, some prior political 
prepka~.atlOn IS necessary to enable the above-mentioned Commissions to succeed in their
wor . 

Fu~the~: in thde last paragraph, he proposed to substitute for the word " when" the 
expressiOn as an when ". 

b M. ~ECK (Poland) said that it would simplify the proceedings if he accepted the 
o servahons and amendments proposed by M. de Madariaga. 

th lehe fH~IRMtN proposed the adjournmen~ of the meeting to allow of the preparation by 
e ere anat o an amended text on the bas1s of the foregoing observations 

The Chairman's -proposal was adopted. · 
(The meeting rose at 4.25 p.m. and resumed at 5 p.m.) 

The CHAIRMAN read the following revised text of the draft resolution : • 
" The General Commission : 
" (x) Welcomes the marked desire which has been Wl'd 1 

Conference should continue its efforts to secure a C . e Y expressed that the onventlon; 
1 Docum~nt Coni.D)Bureau 61 (t). 
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. . " (2) Decides that the proposal of the Soviet delegation to convert the Conference 
mto a Permanent Pe~ce Conference should, prior to its discussion, be referred to the 
Governments for thell' consideration · • 
. " (3) ~nsiders that the proposal with regard to pacts of mutual assistance might, 
m the first mstance, be most usefully negotiated by the Governments immediately 
concerned, the results being reported to the President of the Conference ; · 

. . " (4) . Con~urs in the view expressed by the Turkish delt>gation that the participation 
111 such_ d1scuss1ons of any Power directly interested should be st>cnred ; 

· " (5) De~ides. that the question of the guarantees of execution of the future 
Convention, ra1sed m the first paragraph of the proposals submitted by the six delegation!!, 
shoul.d_be referred to the Special Committee which has already dealt w1th the Misctllaneous 
Prov1s1ons of the Convention under the chairmanship of M. Bourquin : 

" (6) . ~e9uests the Bur~a:u to ~k. by any means which it may deem appropriate, 
the reconcihatlon of such pohhcal d1vergencies as still exist : . . 

" (7) Decides, as regards all other questions raised in the General Commission at 
its me~ti!lgs of May 29th, May 30th and June 1st, 1934, to refer lit bloc to the General 
Comm1sston the questions relating to disarmament and to the Political Commission the 
questions relating to security, leaving it to them to co-ordinate these questions and to 
study them or have them studied by appropriate bodies created for the purpose : 

"(8) · Considers, however, that.· except for the question of the supervision of the 
·trade in and manufacture of arms, which can be examined forthwith, some prior political 
preparation is necessary to enable the above-mentioned Commissions to succeed in their 
work: · 

" (9) . Accordingly instructs the President to keep in touch with this work of 
preparation and authorises him to initiate the study of the questions relating to 
disarmament or security as and when sufficient progress on the special political problems 
bas been made." 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) first desired on behaU of his Government to say, in the 
simplest and most categorical terms, that he was ready to accept without amendment the 
Chairman's draft resolution. He said that, without wishing to enter in any way into what might 
be the merits or demerits of the resolution, but simply because he shared the Chairman's view. 
In the Conference's present serious situation, it was a duty to rally round the proposal which 
was most likely to meet different points of view without attemyting detailed amendments, 
however desirable, to a document that was not, after all, an Acto Parliament, but a means of 
assisting the Conference at a time of great difficulty that might verr_ easily turn into disaster. 

· In the second place, he was prepared to support the Chairman 1 draft resolution because 
it did emphasise the need for a settlement of certain political issues, a settlement that was 
essential to any ultimate agreement upon other issues. 
. The representative of Norway had made the very natural comment that he feared the 
effect of public . opinion, in that, while other negotiations were taking place, only one 
Committee of the Conference would be at work. With conditions as they were at present, 
Mr. Eden did not believe the world would be impressed by anything which did not deal with 
realities. The time was long past when talking could impress anyone. The realities that had 
to be dealt with were expressed in the four documents to which many references had been 
made. . . 

Mr. Eden preferred the original text for the following reason. Para~aph 6 of the new 
text referred somewhat umempbatically, if be might say so, to what he believed to be the task 
before the Conference : " the reconciliation of such political divergencies as still exist ". From 
having been, as it were, the dominating _theme. of t~e original reso~uti~n, ~hat had become a 
subsidiary theme in the amended ~esoluhon. Smce 1t was the dommatmg ISsue, he preferred 
it to dominate in words as well as 1n fact. 

But that was a matter to which he did not attach undue emphasis: all he would say on 
behalf of his Government was that the original resolution was an earnest attempt to get the 
Conference out of a difficulty from which otherwise it might perhaps have found no escape. 

·For that reason he would wholeheartedly accept it, together with any drafting amendments, 
provided they would be registered with the least possible delay. 

' . 

. M Dl SoRAGNA (Italy) agreed in large measure with Mr. Eden's observations. 
· H~ would have endeavoured to facilitate an issue from the present deadlock of the 
Conference by refraining from intervening, if the Bureau bad been unanimous on the first 
text submitted by the Chairman ; but he could not maintain that attitude in regard to the 
revised text. 
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Ed • · · 'th regard to paragraph 6 of the new text, but did not 
He sh~re~ Mr. en~ 0~~mon .w; On the other hand he was not prepared to accept the 

attach ca_pltallmportance o ~ pou~.. hen .. in the last paragraph. . 

subs~~~~~:r.o~e·~iJ ~~tli~~~~e n~~ w;ding of ~aragrap~ 8. He th.o~ght!,o~~~a:r~~':;i~a~~~ 
was necessary also for the study of the question of t e supervlSion . 
manufacture of arms. · • · · 1 t t 

He could not accept the amendments to the Chauman s ong:ma ex · 

M DE MADARIAGA (Spain) thought it was too early to express. an op;!lion as- to 
the po~sibility o~ achieving unanimity. byhwith~a{;!lg t~etl~:t~~~~;~~~ ~r:J~e:e!~I~tion the 

He must pomt out however, that m t ere- ra :mg o I ld b d . bl t 
French of the new pa!agraph 6 had been changed by mistake. t wou e es1ra e o 
re-establish the old text as follows : 

.. Prie le Bureau de recherc~e~, par t?us }es moyens ~u'il jugerait appropries, 
Ia conciliation des divergences pohtlques qu1 ex1stent encore. • 

M. BARTHOU (France) was sure that no one present could have imagi~ed that his silence 
was an expression of his indifference in regard to ~he proposals of ~he Ch~1rman an~ Bureau. 

He agreed entirely with his colleague and friend, Mr. Eden, m saymg that th1s was .no 
time for speeches. Nevertheless, since men had not yet found any other means of expressmg 
their thoughts, Mr. Eden would not be surprised if he expressed, by m_eans of phrases, what ~e 
had to say on behalf of the French delegation. He would endeavour, hke Mr. Eden, to be brief 
and clear. . 

He would say at once, and in the clearest possible terms, that the French delegat~o~ was 
not prepared to vote for the text before the Bureau. In the first place, he had a prelimml!-ry 
observation to make which, in his view, governed the whole matter-nam~ly, that the questiOn 
which the Conference had discussed for a number of meetings, and wh1ch appeared to have 
dominated its work, was now placed at the end of the draft resolution b.ef~re the Bureau, 
instead of at the beginning. In other words, what had appear~d to the maJonty of delegates 
to be an essential condition for the signature of a Convention had .become an accessory 
condition ; he referred to the question of security. . . . 

M. Barthou did not propose to repeat-at least, to :ms1st upon-what he had sa1d on the 
previous day; but he would not hesitate to repeat until the last moment that, from the first 
day, all the observations that had been exchanged had been dominated ~Y. the problem of 
security. He might add that, on the day when the Conference took up agam 1ts work, he had 
had the liveliest satisfaction in hearing the President place the problem of security before all 
others. He had noted that the individual and collective proposals put to the Conference 
reinforced the attitude of the President ; security came before all else. 

But what was the present position in regard to security ? ' 
Security figured towards the end of the first, as of the second text, as a secondary and 

accessory condition. Thus, the terms of the problem were radically altered, The Conference 
was no longer where it had been on the first day. He for his part, speaking on behalf of the 
French delegation, could not accept such a mutation. And why ? It was not a question of 
shading, but of substance. If it were thought that the security problem came before all else, 
let it be said so and the problem put in theforefrontforconsideration.lfsecuritywereconsidered 
to be a secondary problem, let that be said with equal clearness. But a choice must be made 
between two standpoints : that of the first day-namely, that the security problem was the 
foundation of all else-and the standpoint which seemed to have emerged at the last meeting, 
that the security problem could be treated as a secondary issue. 

It would not be alleged that on this point-or, he hoped, on other points-the French 
delegation had modified its opinion. The French standpoint was the same to-day as it had 
been on the previo~s :Wednesday when he had had. the formi~able honour of laying it before 
the General Comm1ss1on.• There was no change m the att1tude of the French delegation. 

The Chairman's ~roposal relegated security to a secondary or a tertiary place. The French 
delegation persisted m saying that security should be a primary consideration. These two 
ideas, in consequence, were different, and M. Barthou, for his part, was not prepared to agree 
to any compromise which, on the pretext of effecting a reconciliation endeavoured to bring 
together that which should not be brought together. ' 

Two different standpoints I Two different attitudes I The attitude of the French 
delegation, which coincided with that of fourteen other delegations had not changed 

Having shown that on this point the proposed text was of such a ~ature that in sub~tance 
it was not acceptable, he felt obliged to add certain observations regarding oth~r parts of th~ 
text. 

It was clear that all the delegates would vote in favour of the first paragraph and would 
" welcome the marked desire which has been widely expressed • • • " He wo'uld himself 
haye preferred that the amendment proposed b~ M. de Madariaga should be introduced at this 
pomt. That, how~ver, had not been done_; but 1t "':as of small importance. Let it be supposed 
that Conference Circles were meant. He d1d not desue to raise difficulties in regard to the form. 
The Bureau was not dealing with questions of form. · 

1 See )linutd of the cighty·third meeting of the General Commission. 
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. He would continue with the first paragraph: ". . • that the Conference should continue 
1ts efforts to ~cu~e a Convention ". The fact of continuing to take part in the discussion at 
t~e present hme mdicated a desire that the Conference should succeed. 

The second paragraph was in the following terms : 
" Decides that the proposal of the Soviet delegation to convert the Conference h~to 

a Permanent _Peace Conference should, prior to its di5eussion, be referred to th1 Govtrta
menls for the1r consideration." 

That proposal should be borne in mind. But the draft resolution continued : 
'.' Considers that the proposal with regard to pacts of mutual assistance might, in the 

first mstance, .be most usefully negotiated by the Governments immediately concerned, 
the results bemg reported to the President of the Conference." 

Th~ proposal was such as to deserve attention. There would appear to be two stages in this 
connection. M. Barth_ou_was not concerned with the second stage: but what of the first stage ? 
Th~re must ~e nego~111:hons by~~~ Governments either in connection with the proposal of the 
Uruon of Sovtet Soc1al!st ~epublics or that for the negotiation of pacts of mutual assistance. 
What, then, was the meamng of paragraph 4, the terms of which were as follows : . 

" ~oncu!s in the view expressed by the Turkish delegation, that the participation in 
such d1scuss1ons of any Power directly interested should be secured " ? 
Wh~t discussions ? Discussions wit~ regard to the previous paragraph ? There could be 

no question of any other proposals. So 1t was the Governments who were to examine these 
proposals ; and then one was asked to share the views expressed by the Turkish del<•gation 
and so ensure that every Power directly interested took part in those discussions. But that was 
n?t mat.ter for the Conference. The proposal referred to the Governments questions of the 
h1ghest Importance. Let the Governments be left to take such initiative as they might desire I 

What was meant, moreover, by" Power directly interested" ? He was perfectly aware 
of what was meant. He proposed to come to the point. Obviously, the expression referred to 
Germany. 

He did not recoil before the problem. He had not waited forM. Motta's youthful audacity 
to say the word " Germany". He had mentioned Germany before M. Motta. He had been 
the first to refer to Germany when he alluded to Powers whose absence constituted a presence 
weighing on the Disarmament Conference, and he was not sorry he had done so. The reference, 
then, was to Germany. 

What was wanted ? The text of the resolution said that the Governments were to 
negotiate, to examine one proposal, to negotiate on another. That was understood. 

If that was what was meant, it was no longer a matter for the Conference, and M. Bar thou 
had no further motive for referring to the first four paragraphs which the Bureau was asked to 
discuss. He had nothing against these paragraphs ; they left the Governments entirely frl'e 
to negotiate. But he asked what relation there was between these independent negotiations, 
the freedom of which was to be assured, and the work on which the Conference was engaged. 
There was no objection, therefore, to the text ; he was prepared to admit it. But there was 
nothing to be gained from the text: and he felt that, in work of this kind, anything that was 
useless might be dangerous, and he was not prepared to lend his co-operation to anything which 
was useless and at the same time dangerous. 

The fifth paragraph referred to " guarantees of execution ". Guarantees of execution ? 
Very good I M. Bourquin would have the task of submitting a report on this subject to the 
General Commission. M. Barthou condoled with his distinguished colleague. He knew these 
guarantees of execution, because he had been seeking for them. 

There was a moment, before the German budget was officially revealed to the world, 
when the French Government had endeavoured to give the Government of the United Kingdom 
the reply for which the latter had pressed. The United Kingdom Government then said to the 
French Government : " What guarantees of execution does France want ? " M. Barthou 
had considered the question in all good faith: But he had fo~nd t~at guarantees of exe~ution 
in the vague were an entirely acceptable thmg ; but the d1fficulhes arose as soon as 1t was 
necessary to deal with realities. It was therefore a task of whose ~angers, and, he must almost 
say, of whose quasi-impossibility, he was aware. It m~an~ cove~mg the ground from the most 
minor offence to the most serious, from a contravention mvolvmg a benevolent reproof to a 
contravention leading to war ; and M. Massigli knew well the efforts which the French 
Government had made in this connection. He would not say that the avowals of the German 
Government had relieved the French Government of a difficult task ; but, if the day should 
ever dawn when he was in a position to expres~ his gratitude to the Germa? Government, he 
might say that the latter's avow~. by r~nd~nng the French G~vernment s labours useless, 
had relieved it of the difficulties w1th wh1ch 1t had been contendmg. 

He wished better luck to M. Bourquin. But he doubted whether M. Bourquin would 
prove any more successful than the French Government. 

Paragraph 6 was the central point of discussion. It had been amended at the request of 
M. Beck and M. de Madariaga. M. Barthou fully appreciate~ the mot_ive o~ both delegates. 
M. Beck was not concerned to know w~at h~d bet;n. the subject of diSCussion betwee.n the 
great Powers. Poland-he spoke in the fnendhest spmt-was a very great Pow~. and d1d not 
care for being left outside discussions between other great Powers. That exJ?la~ned M. Beck's 
statement that the Polish Government had no knowledge of all these negotlatlons and notes 
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It did not wish to talk of them ; they were not- Poland's uchanged between the Powers. 
affair. . . . d t t · greement with M. Beck, in which all 

M. de Madanaga m hls turn propose a ex ' m a d M · Barthou was not 

!'~~d:;: t~a~ ~:!:~ e;~~~i~ ~::;:e~~~=oiv~~~: ;~~l:~r~!;t~inly.not. N~ one could 

t'l:ink so. 

M (s · ) 'd that 1'f he had thought it would result in dropping the M. DE ADARIAGA pam sal , 
question, he would not have proposed the text. · 

M. BARTHOU (France) learned from M. de Madariaga. that interruptions w~re permissible. 
He had never yet interrupted. M. de Madariaga was creatmg a dangerous prece ent. . 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) remarked that it was an old habit at Geneva. 

M. BARTHOU (France), continu~ng, said he h~d not heard M. de Madariaga's interruption 
because M. de Madariaga had not mterrupted h1m. . . d . h 

Resuming his speech, he said that a text ha~ been proposed. wh1ch d1d not o a.way w.'t .. 
the difficulty, because it avoided and dissembled 1t. He agreed ~1th M~ .. Eden, ~ho, m a spmt 
of com romise, had accepted the wording of the proposal wh1ch or!g~nated m ~he Bureau. 
But he had added that it contained in paragraph 6 a central and essen hal problem , those were 
his actual words. · ' h · h' · t 

M. di Soragna, the Italian delegate, in his turn, ha~ agreed, fi~st of all, t. at t 1s pom was 
of importance and then he had added that it was not VItal. H~ d1sagre~d w1th Mr. Eden, but 
no matter. M. Barthou quoted the view of Mr. Eden because 1t was h1s own. Mr. Eden was 
right in saying that it was an essential and a central problem. . . 

What was that problem ? Had !hey. reached the poi~t where they were afra1d t? m~ntwn 
names? Would they recoil from h1stoncal or geographical facts ? The problem mduectly 
raised in paragraph 6, if that paragraph were completed and made clear, w!ls the problem of 
Germany. The problem that arose now, still under paragraph 6, was agam the problem of 
Germany. . . . . . 

What was it proposed to do ? Let 1t be sa1d clearly w1thout sheltermg behmd texts-
he would use a mild term to express his thoughts-behind obscure texts. Let them look at 
the facts. , 

The return of Germany to the League of Nations ? Granted. 
What had the French Government replied to the United Kingdom Government's 

memorandum of January 29th ? What had it replied after Mr. Eden's visits to the three 
c~H~? . · 

It had sent a reply on March 17th, the text of which he would read in order to make 
France's position quite clear and to prove once again how consistent she still was. When 
M. Barthou had read this passage he would make no further reference to the· subject, as it 
clearly defined the French position : 1 

"In the last resort, one must always come back to the League of Nations and to the 
Covenant on which the League is based. Whatever may have been said against the League, 
whatever attacks may have been made on it, the League is still the only organisation 
capable of furnishing a collective guarantee of peace. The Government of the Republic 
is still faithfully attached to that organisation. Accordingly, it was gratified to find that 
the United Kingdom Government made the return of Germany to the League of Nations 
an ' essential condition ' for the signature of an armaments convention. Germany can 
offer no better guarantee to world equilibrium than her return, free from all constraint, 
to the community of States to which she was admitted. Such a return would relax tension 
and thus permit of preparing and promoting agreements, of which France, wholeheartedly 
devoted to the caus~ of peace, once more affirms the utility.:• 

M. Barthou did not think words could be clearer. They were the words used 01i. January 
Ist and afterwards on April 6th and on April 17th. · 

They must not therefore avoid the difficulty ; they must face the question. They desired 
Germany to return to Geneva. Agreed. France held the same view. But what was to be done ? 
We~e negotiations to be opened with Germany? Once more the reply was, Yes. On what 
bas1s ? Would they wait for Germany to lay down conditions to the League which she had 
lef_t unnecessarily, as the Chairman had said, and without justification, as Sir John Simon had 
sa1d ? Would they c~mntenance negotiations of a kind which would humiliate the League ? 
M. Barthou would wa1t ~or someone to make the proposal before he discussed such an attitude. 
No one would propose 1t. 

Then, would Germany be asked to come and would conditions be imposed on her ? He 
perso~ally would not go so far.. There was. his note, the note of the French Government. 
Speakmg for the ~rench delegation _and for h1s Govern_ment, he desired Germany to return to 
the League of Natu;ms. He would hke her to return Without any kind of constraint. She had 
closed the door beh.'nd her ; let th.e door open to admit her. Let her come and take her place, 
and then the queshon would be discussed. They would discuss positions, they would discuss 

1 Docum~nt Conf.D.r66(a). 
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security, they ~ould d~scuss re-.armament, they would consider all the various conditions in 
resp~c;t <?f equality of nghts wh1ch were antagonistic one to the other, and make an effort at 
conc1hahon; but they_must not shirk_the problem. He personally would not accept para~raph 
6 because, w~atever m1ght have been mtended, that paragraph was ambiguous. 

Tha~ ~e!ng so, M. Barthou need not dwell on the following paragraphs; not that he scorned 
the p~oh1b1t10n ~f the manufacture of and trade in armaments, a problem which could be 
exammed forthw1t~, and he h~d even said so in his first speech on Wednesday last. Let the 
Bureau therefore giVe the Chairman a vote of confidence; he would support this vote, for he 
had great resp~ct and sympathy for Mr. Henderson . 

. On that pomt a!so the~e were two attitudes: the attitude of his frit•nd lllr. Edt•n, which, 
whde he understood 1t, he d1d not share. It was an attitude which was close to that of 1\1. Motta. 
Yesterday, M. Motta had said that it was better to have a bad convention than noconvention 
at all. M. Barthou would say : better no convention than a bad one 

Mr. ~den had ~aid that the Conference was not a Parliament where the delt'gates made laws 
and J?reCJse and .st~~c~ texts. He was quite right, but the Conft"rence was a gathl'ring which had 
heaVIer respons1bd1hes to the whole world than any Parliament had. 

. Mr. Eden had said that the Conference should face the real facts. M. Barthou would take 
h1s stand beside him. What were the real facts ? 

The Disarmament Conference saw before it such difficulties that a failure was to be fl'ared 
and that !his failure _would be a. disa;;ter. That failure and that disaster could be avoided only 
by bo~h s1d~s searchmg for clanty, bght, truth. An accommodating text ? That spelt illusion 
and d1sappomtment. To-morrow the whole world, which perhaps would have hailed as a relief 
what at Geneva would be called success, would say, " Is that all ? We are being fooled, not 
intentionally-delegates are all equally sincere-we are being fooled, there is no agreement on 
anything, the Conference is being prolonged by artificial means." 

No I He was not for accommodation. He was not for unanimity wht'n unanimity was 
impossible. The delegates present were familiar with the unanimitit's of the League of Nations 
and the Disarmament Conference I He had not bet'n there, he had either been a Minisll.•r at 
home carrying his responsibilities or a free citizen listening to the discussions and trying to 
make out what was happening at the League or in the Disarmament Conference. In what had 
their unanimity consisted ? Misunderstandings, clashes of views I The next day facts, the true 
facts, reasserted their rights and then the unanimity broke down ; there was a majority and 
there was a minority. Their intentions had been excellent ; but, whatever their intentions, they 
had acted badly. 

M. Barthou therefore said : "If I am not part of the unanimity, it can't be helped I 
I prefer to be alone if I think I am right. I uphold my view, the view of the French delegation ". 
Did that mean that he was asking his colleagues to admit failure or to go back on their views ? 
Quite the contrary. He asked them to return to their principles, those principles which had been 
laid down on many occasions and always, in any case, in the French notes. Yes I Let Germany 
come back to the League of Nations with equality of rights and assume her responsibilities. 
Security? Yes I For without it no convention was possible. But security was mentioned at 
the very end as if it were a secondary issue, whereas in reality it was the starting-point, the 
bridge, as it were, which should connect the various proposals with one another. 

Germany? She was not even mentioned, but she would understand. He therefore said, 
" Yes I Let Germany come back; let the League assert its rights; let the League uphold the 
principle of security which had seemed t~ ~im at one moment to h~ve the support of a .large 
majority." In any case, that was the pos1hon of the French delegation. M. Barthou bebcved 
the Bureau would do it the justice of admitting that the attitude was definite, clear and 
consistent. 

He had perhaps we~ried his hear~rs. ~e ha~ perhaps spo~en o':erlon$• when he would 
have liked to be quite s1mple; but, m a d1scuss1on of that kmd, m wh1ch each speaker 
committed his country and in which each ~new at the same ~ime that he w~s e'!gaging the 
League's responsibility towards the world, 1.t was not a ~ad 1dea that each m hts own way 
should say exactly what he thought. In h1s own way-1t was not perhaps the best way; 
but M. Barthou had at least been frank, he had spoken his own mind and that of the French 
delegation. 

The CHAIRMAN said that his remark that the Conference's position was most unsatisfactory 
and almost hopeless could not have ha.d stronger confirmation t~an it. had had in .the last 
speech. He had felt responsible for trymg to correct a very defimte m1sunderstandmg; he 
admitted that he had accepted the responsibil.ity of. trying t? ~ssist the Bureau of the 
Conference out of an impasse. He had done so w1th stnct tmparhaltty. He was now told that 
the subject that had been the outstanding question throughout the discussions, not only of the 
Bureau but also of the General Commission, had been relegated to the end of the document. 
He mu~t refuse to accept that statement, and, lest. it should be repeated in the Press, must 
challenge it, and challenge it with all the force of wh1ch he was capable. 

What was the position with which the Conferen~e was co~fronted ? It had been nec~ss.ary 
to fix a programme of work arising out of the re;;ol';'hons submttted to th~ General Commtsston. 
The first resolution had been presented by M. L1tvmoff, who-as the Cha1rman had understood 
from his speech in the General Co~mission on t~e first day-raised two very .im~ortant 
questions. As it was the first resolution to be submitted, ~e had naturally dealt w1th It first. 
Its first point related to the conversion of the Conference 1.nto a permanent P.eace conference. 
In referring to that point oin the Bureau on the preVIous day, the Cha1rman had used 
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· · · . ·d. d ~ f· r M Litvinoffhadraised no objection. The next point concerned 
~~~t~f~~~::a~::r~t~;~~ a~d ~on-:aggression, which the Chairman had placed second, as it 
was in fact part of the first resolution. . . . . 

He ob"ected to aspersions either by M. Barthou or by anyone else, <;m _h1s ImJ?a~hahty, 
d "f M ~arthou took up th~t position he would resign. So soon as his Imparhahty was 

t~puigned by any delegation he was prepared to leave the Chair. He ~ashhappy to tsa~ thak 
after the first six months of the Conference, one o~ the me~b~rs o . t .e presen rene 
Government had moved a resolution congratulating him upon his Impartiality. 

Coming back to the statement that security had been relegated to t~e background, ~he 
Chairman said that it was a new argument to him that pacts of m_utual ass1~tance had no~hmg 
to do with security ; they were a most important part of secun~y. But If wor~d secunty_-

h" h h himself desired and for which he had been fighting ever smce he had assisted to ~utld 
: 

1

~he Geneva Protocol in 1924--<:ould not be secured immediately, there must be ~egwnal 
sfcurity schemes. Yet, although that was mentioned in _the second paragraph of his draft 
resolution he had had to listen to a statement that the Prestdent of the Conference-who. oug~t 
to be imp~rtial-had relegated that big question to the end of t~e doc~ment. He earned his 
challenge still further. What was the mean.ing o~ paragrap!I 3 ? Considers that the proposal 
with regard to pacts of mutual assistance m1ght, "'the first ~~stance, be most usefull~ negotiated 
by the Governments immediately concerned, the results ~emg reported to the _President of the 
Conference." Was it not common sense to suggest that, 1f pacts of mutual asststance and non
aggression between seven, eight or nine Powers were to be secured, those Powers should 
themselves, in the first instance, discuss what the !?acts sho~ld cover ? They would th~n 
report to the President of the Conference, who would m turn br.mg the mat~er before the entire 
Conference. In spite of that, again he was told that the queshon of secunty was relegated to 
the background. . . , 

Paragraph 4 said that~he General Commission "concurs in the view ~xpress~d by the 
Turkish delegation that the participation in such discussions of any Power dtrectlr mterested 
should be secured". How could there be real security, a proper pact of mutua assistance, 
if someone living in the region the pact was to cover was ~gn~red ? Paragr~ph 4 was righ~ly 
included, and he did not intend to be a party to the encircling of any n~hon, whatever Its 
name might be, by means of mutual assistance pacts. As long as he had to gUide the ~onference, 
he would guide it to act fairly to anyone in a region for which a pact of mutual assistance was 
concluded. 

Had the next paragraph-which dealt with guarantees of execution-nothing to do with 
security ? During his presidency of the Conference a French Government . had attached 
the greatest possible importance to them as involving a very definite form of security, and had 
said that, if it could obtain strict control, effective supervision and penalties for the violation 
of the Convention, it would begin to feel that security was coming nearer. 

That was his reply to the charges brought against him. He really thought there might 
have been some appreciation of his efforts to get the Conference out of a difficulty, instead of 
an attack. That was the second day on which he had been attacked. He had, moreover, been 
attacked more in those two days than in the two and a half years during which he had presided, 
and he did not intend to tolerate it. 

After the last speech the position seemed absolutely hopeless. All M. Barthou had said with 
reference to the Chairman's opening speech was correct, but was he willing to take thespeech 
as a whole ? After all, it was not fair to refer to one part of it, leaving the other part aside. 
Anyone who cared to examine the speech would see that he had suggested that security and 
disarmament should be dealt with simultaneously, and that had been his position since the 
Conference opened. He had tried-and some of the speeches bore him out-to weigh up the 
whole position. He knew better perhaps than most the position of the different delegations 
and what was in their minds ; they constantly came to him and had no hesitation in telling 
him. He had tried to state the position impartially. · ' 

M. Barthou had declared that he could not support the resolution. Where then was the 
Conference ? On the previous evening it had proved impossible to form a drafting co:Omittee. 
Rather than allow the Bureau to meet with nothing to work on, the Chairman had spent a 
great deal of time, well into midnight and early that morning, to see what was the best course 
to follow. He had presented suggestions in the draft resolution, which M.Barthou was unable 
to acc~pt. In aU frien~liness he asked M. Barthou to prepare a programme of work himself. 
Meantime he woul~ ~dJourn the Bureau, though he was sorry that would mean postponing 
the General Comm1sston. If M. Barthou could ~o~ see his way to accept, there was only one 
course left open-to convene the General CommiSSion for the following day and to report that 
th~ Bureau had spent nearly eight hours in trying to prepare a programme of work and had. 
fa1led to reach agreement. 

The Ch~irman did n?t know how the Bureau would feel about that, but he knew how he 
would fe~l h1mself. He d1d not regard the Conference as a debating assembly. The Conference 
h!ld the hves of the entire youth of the world in its keeping. That was how it had appeared to 
htm. for the two and a half year~ during w~ich he had sat in the chair. He did not view the 
closmg_ down. of the Conference l!ghtly_. but 1t was no use trying to delude the public too long. 
He believed 1t ~as already very tmpahent, ~elt tha~ ~he Conference could do nothing but make 
spee~hes, that 1t could never take any practical deciSions. Resolutions and telegrams poured in 
to h1m, pleading for decisions which could not be taken. Let the Conference admit it 1 If 
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1\1. Barthou woul~ try ~o prepare a programme of work, the Chairman would readily give it 
m~t careful co~stdera~ton and would do all he could to influence others, provided it gave a 
farr, S<J,Ua_re and tmparhal representation of all the points referred to the Bureau by the General 
~mmlSSton and was not a one-sided programme, placing security on one footing and 
dtsarmament on another. 

. _Th~ Conference was a Disarmament Conference, a Conference for the Reduction and 
Lu~utabon of Ar~aments. While security was important, it was only important in so far 
as 1t led to reducbo~. He had been a member of several Governments himself, and had long 
c?me to the conclusion that, as long as some Governments had destructive weapons at their 
dtsposal, thMe eou/4 be "o s«t~rity. He believed, therefore, that the crux of the whole question 
was. to get tho~e we3:pons reduced to the lowest possible level, and then perhaps people might 
begm to sleep tn thetr beds feeling that they were secure. 

If he had spoken with some heat, it was because he felt the hopelessness of the position. 
He felt he could do ~othing to satisfy certain delegations, and, that being so, he could only put 
forward two suggesbons : (1) that the French delegation should try its hand at providm~ a 
programme ol work acceptable to the other delegations ; or (2) that the Bureau should dectde 
to call the General Commission on the following day and report that it had failed to agree 
which meant that the Conference would close. ' 

M: BARTHOU (France) said that he also appreciated the seriousness of the position. He 
had satd, before the Chairman had done so, that the question had taken tragic form and that 
the members of the Conference bore a heavy responsibility to postt'rity and to the world. It 
was the first time in the forty-five years during which he had belonged to a parliamentary 
assembly that he had found himself, outside that assembly, in the position of having to discuss 
the substance of things with the Chair. He admitted that that might cause him some 
embarrassment, but his embarrassment was dissipated in face of the responsibility which he 
assumed. Even if he could express regret for the speech he had made, his fault would be greatly 
mitigated by the speech the Chairman himself had made. M. Barthou had thus had an 
opportunity of appreciating the resourcefulness, vigour and flexibility of the Chairman's great 
gifts as a speaker. · 

It was necessary to make a distinction between the substance and the form and the personal 
question. 

As regards the form, M. Barthou asked the Chairman to refer to the official Minutes in 
which, he gave his word, he would not change a single word. If, after reading them, the Chair
man considered that he had exceeded the limits of courtesy, he would be willing to apologi8e, 
but he was sure that no criticism could be levelled at his speech. 

As regards the substance, M. Barthou had a draft resolution before him. He had examined 
that draft. He had felt that it did not give him, from the point of view which he 
considered to be essential, a solution of the question. He held that tt did not accord him the 
satisfaction which his reason and his responsibility required. He had dissected it, analysed it, 
discussed it. That was his right. If he had erred in the discussion, it was for the Bureau and 
the General Commission to tell him so, but he maintained that he had not exceeded his rights. 

The Chairman had told him that, since he rejected the draft resolutions before the Bureau, 
he should himself submit a text. 

M. Barthou would reply: that that was his business. As the head of an important 
delegation, he accepted all his responsibilities. He fulfilled his duties. He assumed his rights. 
It was for him and for him alone, on his own responsibility and being accountable to his 
Government, to adopt a course, and he had the right to decline an invitation, however high 
the quarter from which it came. Moreover, was that invitation necessary ? Had he not, as 
delegate of France adopted a definite attitude to-day, as at the previous meetings ? Had he 
not only yesterday asked the Bureau to adopt a ~ethod which seemed to him good-namely, 
to refer to a special committee all the draft resolubons tha~ had be~n placed before the Bureau. 
He maintained that proposal. He only asked that questions foreign to the proposals should 
not be blended with them. 

He agreed with M. Beck, a~ he had just raid, that neither the Bureau nor the ~eneral 
Commission was concerned to dtscuss notes exchanged between Governments, even In order 
to reconcile them with one another. That was the affair of the Governments, not of the General 
Commission of the Bureau. M. Barthou therefore maintained his proposal. It was possible 
that, if it had been put to the vote yesterday, it would have obtained that majority which he 
had believed to exist. 

He would say no more on the question of _su?stanc~. He did ':lot desire ~o. ~o.ntinue the 
discussion in private. He was ready to resume It m publ.Jc. In pubhc, r~spon!>lblhhes bec~me 
apparent and public opinion weighed carefully everythmg that was sa1d. H~ f!i11Y reahsed 
the seriousness of the mission he had accepted. He knew also .that he h. ad no.t sa1d JUSt n~w one 

. word which could hurt anyone's feel~ngs. He ha~ used the nght ?f dtsc~sston .. That nght he 
maintained He would exercise it wtth moderation but firmness 1n pubhc session. He would 
not appear in the role of a mem~e~ of a delega~ion arguing on the substance of things with the 
President of the General CommiSsion and Chatrman of the Bureau. 

There remained now the personal question and there he was perfectly easy in his mind. 
He also desired to appeal to Mr. Henderson's sense of fairness which M. Barthou was glad to 
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recognise. He asked him to read over his extemporisation in which he woul~ m:'-ke no change. 
Mr. Henderson would see that not for a single moment, either directlY: or mdtrectly, had he 
questioned the Chairman's impartiality. Bias on the part of a Chatrman meant ·that he 
favoured one side at the expense of the other, that he sought to bring pressure to bear on the 
assembly over which he presided, that he was not entirely independent in the ~ay he pres«;nted 
matters or that he did not present them in their true light. Had he said anythmg of the kind ? 
The Chairman had referred to the thanks which had been addressed to him on behalf of the 
French delegation. M. Barthou maintained those thanks. It cost him no e~ort either of 
polite observance or of complaisance to renew his thanks and his congratulations: He had 
belonged to parliamentary bodies for forty-five years. He had never met a Prestdent ·who 
exercised his powers with the authority Mr. Henderson had displayed in directing the business 
of the Conference. Mr. Henderson was fair, brave, hard-working; he had made a very great 
effort to arrive at a text which would find unanimous agreement. In doing so, the Chairman 
had obeyed the dictates of his conscience. M. Barthou's conscience imposed upon him the duty 
of declining to accept that text; but he had not criticised Mr. Henderson personally in any 
way or at any time, and he would ask him to read over his extempore speech as it had been 
delivered. The worst of attitudes was hypocrisy. He would have been a hypocrite had he cast 
any doubt directly or indirectly on the Chairman's impartiality. He had not done so, but the 
Chairman had taken him to task-severely at first and then in a friendly manner-and said 
that, if his impartiality was questioned, he would relinquish the presidency of the Disarmament 
Conference. M. Barthou, who was a newcomer, would not care to take the responsibility for 
such a misfortune. The President, who was, like himself, an old parliamentary hand, must 
acknowledge the right to exchange views and offer objections in the most courteous and friendly 
manner. He favoured freedom of speech. M. Barthou had used that freedom. That was all 
he had done, and he desired to tell the President as clearly as possible, as one man 
to another and as one old parliamentary hand to another, that he had not challenged his 
impartiality. He had the greatest respect for the President's authority and the greatest 
personal sympathy for him. The President would not resign. There might be a dash of opinion 
between the President and himself, but there could be no personal dispute. He would ask 
the President to remain at his post for the successful issue of the Disarmament Conference. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he was content to leave M. Barthou in the position of the editor, 
who always had the last word. 

The last speech •. however~ did not re~ieve him of this difficulty. On the previous day he 
had proposed a draftmg commtttee, to whtch he had sought to add M. Barthou. The committee 
would have had to prepare a programme of work. M. Barthou had declined to act. The Chair
man had therefore tried to provide a programme of work himself. M. Barthou declined to 
accept it. The Chai~man h_ad proposed that M. Barthou should prepare a programme of work. 
M. Bar~hou had agam de~lmed. It appeared that the only thing to do was to allow the debate 
to conhnue on _th~ followmg afternoon. In the meantime, he would take steps to adjourn the 
General Commtsston to a date to be fixed later when the position was clearer. 

FIFTY -NINTH MEETING (PRIVATE).• . 

Held on Wednesday, june 6th, 1934, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairma~t : Mr. A. HENDERSON. 

77· FUTURE PROGRAmiE OF WORK FOR THE CONFERENCE : DRAFT RESOLUTION PROPOSED 
BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION. 

T~e (~AIRMAN said that when the meeting closed on the previous evenin . · the Bureau ;a: dt~us~ng a programme of work which had been presented by him and w~tch remained 
e ore ~ e . ureau. Another programme of work had been handed in on behalf of the French 
tl~aho~. he took ~hat as an au~ry that the storm was over, that M. Barthou d h" If 
h t reahsed. the senousness and tmportance of the work, and that out of th an 1

11~~se 
t ey were gotng to try to prepare a programme upon whi h th B e reso u tons 
Commission could work. He understood that a third t fc e urea~ and the Ge.neral 

se o proposals mtght be submttted. 

1 
Cemal Hiisntl Bey (Turkey) also attended the meeting. 
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It therefore a~peared that at some stage a committee would have to be appointed, not so 
much for draftmg purposes as to try to co-ordinate the three sets of proposals. · 

He furthe~ understood that some delegations felt that it might be necessary for them 
to cons~t therr Governments on certain points. If so, the opportunity could not possibly 
be. derued them . 

. He !herefore suggested that when the French resolution had been submitted and 
a d1scuss1on ha~ taken place-if the Bureau desired-a co-ordinating or drafting committee 
sho!'ld be appomted. It might then be advisable, in order to enable delegations to consult 
the1r Governments, not to convene the Bureau before the following Monday (June nth). 
In that matter, he was entirely in the hands of the Bureau, but, if consultations had to take 
place, two or three days would not appear to be too long a period. If it were considered too 
long, ~owever, he would be pleased to have an intimation from the drafting or co-ordinating 
comm1ttee that it had finished its work and that the Bureau could be summoned earlier. 
. H~ would like the delegations to consider whether it would not be advisable to give a 

httle tlme t'? everybody to examine the whole position. If the Bureau met on Monday, June 
nth, to rece1ve the report of the co-ordinating or drafting committee, the General Commission 
could start work on the following day. 

M. BARTHOU (France) said there was one point only on which he proposed to reply to the 
Chairman's appeal. Questions of procedure would come up for consideration in due course; 
but it was not on questions of procedure that he wished to make his statement. He referred 
to the Chairman's remark that the storm of yesterday had passed over. Outwardly, it had 
passed over-at any rate, he hoped so. Inwardly, he was sure it had passed over. The fact 
was that, on the previous day, he and the Chairman, being of approximately the same age, 
had been concerned to prove each in his turn the vigour of his youth. They had 
now demonstrated what they wanted to demonstrate, and had no intention of continuing 
their exertions, which were only too liable to lead to profitless fatigue. He would content 
himself therefore with expressing the hope that all present would remember the example tht'y 
had given of their ardour, no less than the lesson now to be derived from the exhibition of 
their wisdom. 

He had said that there would be questions of procedure on which there would be something 
to say. One question of procedure would arise at the outset as to the conditions in which the 
Bureau was to continue its work. Was there any use in prolonging these more or less public 
" secret " meetings, which had all the disadvantages of secrecy and none of the advantages of 
publicity ? That was a point on which he reserved the right to submit certain considerations 
which he considered essential. · 

Secondly, there would be the question of procedure, on which he was in agreement with the 
Chairman, and thirdly the question of the date-too distant for his wishes-on which he would 
have something to say. 

M. Barthou then read the draft resolution proposed by the French delegation 1 and 
proceeded to comment on it paragraph by paragraph. 

" The General Commission, 
" Taking into consideration the resolution submitted to it respectively by the 

delegations of six Powers, the Turkish delegation and the delegation of the Umon of 
Soviet Socialist Republics ; " 

He reminded the Bureau of the proposal he had submitted two days earlier for the 
reference to a commission, either the Political or a Special Commission, of all the different 
resolutions proposed. There was now in addition the proposa~ ~ut forward on the previous 
day by the Chairman : and, though there was no reference to 1t m the first paragraph of the 
French draft, he thought it should receive the same treatment as the others and that therefore 
all these resolutions should be considered. 

. ·,. Convinced of the necessity of the Conference continuing its work with a view to 
arriving at a general Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments ; " 

This paragraph recalled the original, and the constant, object of the Conference. He 
imagined that all delegates were unanimous on this point, and that he need say no more on 
the subject. 

" Resolved to continue without delay the investigations already undertaken, without 
prejudice to any private negotiations into which Governments may wish to enter in order 
to promote final success : " 

· The first part of the paragraph called for no comment. Presumably all delegates wished 
to continue without delay the investigations already undertaken and to profit from the same. 

The second part of the paragraph (" without ~rejudic~ t? any .Privat~ negotiation~") 
meant that all Governments might, or would, ~ngage m negoh~hon~ w~th a v1ew to pro":Johng 
final success. He would say clearly that thts ~aragraph ratsed.mduectly the ques~10n of 
Germany. On this subject he would make a wntten statement, .m order to ex~ress w1th t~e 
utmost clearness his attitude and that -of the French delegation. That attitude was m 

I Document Conf.D.jBureau 63. 
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conformity with the statements he had made on the previous day. The statement was as 
follows : 

" The question of the return of Germany to the Conference weighs on our d~scussions. 
1 have already explained my attitude on this point. I repeat that no country will be more 
gratified than France if Germany returns to the Conference. No door. ~as be~n shu~. In 
the matter of the Saar, France has just shown her readiness to part1c1pate m. an mter
national engagement to which Germany is a party. But a n';lmbe_r of delegations have 
implied that, without Germany, ~he Conference could n~t c~ntmue lts wor~ .. The French 
delegation does not share that v1ew. In presence of th1s difference of opm10~, I sa~ on 
behalf of my delegation that it would be possible to draw u~ a programme of 1mmed1ate 
work, side by side with which those Governments which thmk fit can keep a fr~e han_d 
to take such diplomatic steps with the German Government as may be calculated m the1r 
opinion to induce that Government to resume its place at the Conference." 

There was consequently one initial idea which was perfectly ~lear. ~had the strongest 
interest in Germany resuming her place on the General Comm1ss1on and 111 the League. _He 
had said on the previous day that this opinion had been expressed in the clearest poss1ble 
manner by (amongst others) the French men:torandum ~f March 17th., He ha~_also said. on the 
previous day that the Conference should ne1ther submit to Germany s cond1tl~ns nor 1mpose 
conditions on Germany. The door must be left open, and the great Power wh1ch had passed 
out through that door must be free to pass in through it again, and take her place in the 
Conference on a footing of complete equality, and shoulder those responsibilities which, as 
from that moment, she would share with the present members of the Conference. 

The French delegation considered that the absence of Germany was no obstacle to the 
continuation of the work of the Conference. But it hastened to add that the presence of 
Germany would place that work in its true aspect, and would possibly enable a solution to be 
reached. 

The French Government had exchanged notes with the German Government which were 
not for the moment the concern of the Conference. But there might be Governments which 
would be in a position to take steps to invite Germany to return. The French Government 
could not raise the slightest objection to such steps ; and it was not to qualify but to affirm 
the complete freedom of these Governments in this connection that the French delegation 
had inserted in its declaration the sentence to which he was drawing the Conference's attention. 

The French resolution continued : · · · · 

"I. 

·: Having regard to the peculiar importance attaching to the prompt solution of 
certam problems to which attention was drawn at the beginning of the general discussion : 

"Takes the following decisions 

" (1) Security. 

·: (a) ~ince the r!!sults of the Conference's earlier investigations have enabled 
certam regtonal secunty agreements to be concluded in Europe during the past 
year, the General Commission requests the Political Commission to resume those 
i~vestigations forth~ith by such procedure as it may consider appropriate with a 
v1ew to the conclus10n of further agreements of the same nature and in order to 
determine their relationship, if any, to the General Convention.'.' . . 

M. Barthou said that on at least two occasions he had explained the importance of security 
He had nothing further to add. · 

" (b) The General Commission further requests the Political Commission to 
supplement if ~ecessary the provisions. adopted in the matter of supervision, and to 
proceed to devtse guarantees of execution, the study of which has hitherto been held 
over.'' 

. The French Govern~ent had always a_ttached importance to supervision. If he were not 
mtstaken, he had explamed on the prev10us day how much importance his Government 
attached to guarantees of execution and the attempts it had made to devise them. 

" (2) Air Forces. 

" The General Commission instructs its Air Committee to resume forthwith the 
studr o~ the ques~io!ls set d~wn i~ its. resoluti_ol? of July 23rd, 1932, under the heading: 
(I) Atr ~orces {t~ternaho_n_ahsah~n of c1v1l aviation, abolition of bombardment 
from the a1r, reduction of mtlttary a1r forces, etc.)." 

This paragraph dealt with a point which, in the opinion of the French delegation had been 
somewhat_ neglecte~ in the preceding discu~sions. It was of very great importan~e. at any 
~ate for hts del~gatton. He thought that 1t would present, for all delegations the same 
Smpo~tance as atr re_armament carried out in violation of the treaties. In that con~ection the 
r~aall;;~ representative had made suggestions, the importance of which the Conference w~uld 
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" (3) ., I manu acture of arul Trade iJJ Ar .. s. 

" The General Commission requests its Special Committee on Questions relating 
to the Manufacture of and Trade in Arms to resume its work forthwith and, in the 
bght of the state~ents made by the United States ddt.>gate at the meeting of May 
30th, to report to 1t as early as possible on the solutions it recommends." 

h"rln this_ connection, M. Barthou d~e-..y attention to the statements he had made at the t>ighty
t I _meetmg of the Gener~l Commission, on behalf of the French ddt.>gation, when he had 
explamed th~t that delegation attached importance to a consideration of the manufacture 
of an~ trade ~n arms. He had nothing to add on that point, except that the French ddt>gation 
remamed faithful to the. French Gov_ernment's previous action and to the statemt'nts 
M. Barthou had made on Its behalf dunng the same meeting. 

"These three Commissions will carry on their work on parallel lines and it will 
be co-ordinated by the Bureau." ' 

. Here ex~;>lanat~ons were less necessary, as M. Barthou could not but agree, in principle, 
with the ~hairman s J!roposal. The paragraph specified that the Commissions should work on 
parallel bnes, b_ut. their work would only achieve its purpose if it were co-ordinated, and the 
General CommiSSIOn should ask the Bureau to undertake that task. 

"II. 

" Having thus defined the most urgent tasks, the General Commission leaves it to the 
Bureau of the ~onference to take the necessary steps at the !?.roper time to ensure that, 
whe1_1 the President convenes the General Commission, it w1ll have before it a' far as 
possible a complete draft Convention." 

Se~tion II was brief, b~t important. What was the scope of that proposal ? The French 
delegation ~ad felt-and still felt-that there should be a complete draft Convention, that was 
to say, a senous and efficacious Convention. M. Barthou did not intend to revert to the previous 
day'~ discussion, but would confine himself to saying that the French delegation did not 
consider a bad convention better than no convention. It had always thought that a convention 
could be concluded. It wanted a complete convention. It defined the method of securing it In 
the second part of the draft resolution. 

"III. 

· ·~Being anxious that the new elements contributed to its efforts by the proposal 
of the Soviet delegation-that the Conference be declared a permanent institution under 
the title of the Peace Conference-should not be lost, the General Commission requests 
the President to submit that proposal (document Conf.D.jC.G.163) to the Governments." 

At first sight it had appeared to the French delegation that M. Litvinoff's proposal had 
fallen on the Conference like a bombshell. But, on reflection, it had realised that the bombshell 
might be beneficent. It had examined the proposal with an entirely open mind. Some 
objections, which had seemed to it very strong, had been less so. Consequently, the French 
delegation considered that, from the point of view of peace, it was an extremely interesting 
initiative. The delegations were not in a position to examine it at once and, above all, were not 
in a position to reach a decision. It was one of those questions which were outside their 
instructions. It was a question for the Governments, to whom it had not yet been referred. 
But the French delegation desired to emphasise its importance, and for that reason had found 
a special place for it in the draft res~lution. . . . 

In conclusion M. Barthou desired to remove a m1sunderstandmg which, he had 
just been warned his statements had created in the mind of one of his hearers. He had said 
that the French ~nd German notes could not be discussed in the Bureau. He would explain : 
The French Government and the German Government had taken up certain positions. Up 
to the present their positions had seemed to be irreducible, and although attempts had been 
made, and on~ delegate present had made a special ~ffort, !he t~o Governm~nts had not 
succeeded in reaching agreement. Nobody could put himself m their place and Impose upon 
them an agreement which they bad been unable freely to conclude. 

Mr. Norman DAVIS (United States of Am~rica) said. that, whit~ the Bureau must be 
grateful for the efforts that had been made m the vanous resoluh?ns to get an agreed 
programme of work unfortunately none of them had removed all the differences. 

He felt there h;d been enough discussion of the differences and that a little time for thought 
was needed. He suggested that it would really be dangerous, and not helpful at any rate, to try 
to settle them by open discussion and argument. ~e therefore _proposed that the Bureau be 
adjourned until Friday, June 8th, in the hope that, m the meantime, t~ere could be exchanges 
of views for the purpose of reconciling the differences. After all, the differences that had been 
accentuated in the Bureau were mainly differences of method, and they could be reconciled 
if dealt with in the proper spirit. 
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M MoTTA (Switzerland) thought the Bureau cou~d cong:rat~la~e itself that th~ French 
dele ation to whom the Chairman had addressed a fnendly mv1tation on th~ prev1ous day, 
had ~ubmitted a draft. M. Motta would not venture for the moment to examme the draft m 
detail or to criticise it. That would be quite inadvisable and e~en out of place .. 

He noted that there was a second draft, the draft submitted by the Ch3;1rman ~n the 
revious day, which had not been supported unanimously, bu.t at all events st~ constituted 

~very important contribution to the Bureau's work. The Cha1rman had be~n k!nd enough to 
say that there might perhaps be another proposal. M. Motta thought he had m mmd!!. proposal 
which might have been handed in by the group of six Powers. It was tru~ t~at the SIX Powers, 
on behalf of whom M. Motta had the great honour to speak, had met agam man endeavour to 
make a new contribution to the Bureau's work. . . . 

The delegates of those Powers had felt on the previous evening that the difficulties were 
very great. Perhaps there had been only a storm, which had passed, and the ':ery lofty words 
of the Chairman on the one hand and the eminent leader of the French delegation on th~ other 
had completely dispersed it. If so, the delegations would all be very glad. The~ ha~. m fact, 
t'ndeavoured to make a contribution, but, after a mo~e thorough e~ammauon, they 
had wondered whether, in the interests of prudence-wh~ch fo~ count.nes such as t.hey 
represented was a necessary and wise rule-it would be adv1sable 1mmed1ately to hand m a 
proposal of that kind. Had M. Mot~a handed.it in on behalf o_f the. six Powers, .the Bureau 
would he thought, have noticed that 1t had a fairly close connection w1th the draft JUSt han.ded 
in by M. Barthou, just as it had a certain conn.ection with the Chairman's draft of the prev1ous 

day. · P h d · d These were the conclusions at which the representatives of the s1x owers a arnve . 
It would inevitably, in their view, be necessary to set up a. drafti_ng committe~. It. 'Yas 
impossible usefully to discuss the two plans that had been submitted Without too eas!ly·ra1smg 
the difficulties which everyone desired to avoid. If, as the Chairman seemed to have suggested 
at the beginning, a drafting committee could be set up, the Bureau would then allow the group 
of six Powers to make its contribution to the drafting committee so that, in a spirit of friendship, 
a draft acceptable to all might be produced. . . , 

M. Motta apologised for not having handed in the proposal immediately, but the group of 
six Powers reserved its right to do so, and hoped that results would then be achieved. 

Mr. Norman Davis, the eminent representative of the United States of America, had just 
said that time for reflection was required. M. Motta was obliged to admit that all the questions 
discussed were of very great importance, were sometimes even incalculable-that it was a 
little difficult to ask even men accustomed to business, who had already acquired some 
experience, to decide such difficult matters immediately. Consequently, he thought Mr. 
Norman Davis's suggestion was perfectly legitimate. But perhaps the drafting committee 
could also set to work as soon as possible, if the Bureau agreed to appoint it. And as M. Motta 
had referred to the drafting committee, perhaps he might be permitted to add at once another 
observation which seemed to him essential. It would appear that the officers of the Bureau 
-that was to say, the Chairman, who was himself responsible for a proposal, the Vice-Chairman, 
the Rapporteur-General and the groups that had submitted proposals-should be represented 
on the drafting committee. But that was not sufficient. All the delegates were aware-there 
was convincing evidence-that the work of drafting could only be successful-and he spoke with 
the greatest respect and friendship-if France, the United Kingdom and Italy were members 
of the drafting committee. Furthermore, it seemed to him that the French delegation, which 
was responsible for a proposal, could not refuse to sit on the committee. And if France were 
represen~ed, the other countries.which he had mentioned should also.be repr~sented. 

SubJ~ct . to th.ose observations, M. Motta supported the Charrman s suggestion. He 
therefore mv1ted h1m to ask the Bureau to vote on a proposal to set up a drafting committee 
similar to that which M. Motta had just outlined. 

The question when the Bureau should meet again was one which only the Chairman could 
usefully decide. · · . 

M. BARTHOU (France) said that there were two points in the proposals before the Bureau 
which he could accept. . . . · 

The first concerned the United States proposal. He understood that a decision could not 
be reached immediately on extremely important questions. He would therefore make a very 
d~reet recommendation : ~hat the Burea';l should not meet at too late an hour on the following 
Fnday, and that the meeting should begm punctually at the time indicated. . . . . 

. "!he second point related to M. M?tta's proposal. Circumstances had changed France's 
pos1t1on. So long as no draft resolution had been handed in by the French delegation 
M. B.arthou considered tha~ there was some objection to its sitting on a drafting committee: 
particularly as the work m1ght bear on other points than those referred to the Disarmament 
Conference. ~e had asked that all the countries who. had handed in draft resolutions should sit 
on the Committee. But France had now handed m a draft resolution M Barthou was 
consequently acting consistently with himself and with the French deiegatlon in replying 
to M. Motta that France would sit on the Committee. · 

Mr. EDEN (Un~ted Kingdom) s.hared Mr. Davis's view that prolonged discussion in the 
Bureau of the details of the. resolutions wou.ld have certain disadvantages which all the tact 
of the speakers and the patience of the aud1ence could hardly serve to balance. He did not 
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intend to enter into a detailed discussion of the French resolution but there were one or two 
observations which he must make in order to prevent any misunde'rstanding as to the position 
of the United Kingdom Government. 

In the first place, on a technical point, rather than on a matter of policy, it was not quite 
correct to say that the~e were three resolutions to be sent to a drafting committee, if there 
was.to be,such a c«?mm1ttee. In his opinion, there was a very real distinction between the 
Cha1rman s resoluhon and the three resolutions referred to in the French text. The former 
was a j_ust and equitable attempt to meet the divergent points of view expressed in the three 
resoluhons which had been submitted, not to the Bureau, but to the Gent'ral Commission. If 
therefore a co-ordinating committee was appointed, its business would be to co-ordinate 
the text of the Chairman's resolution, the French resolution and M. Motta's rt'solution, should 
he submit one. 

He must also comment briefly on the general situation as it had been revealed to the 
Bureau. He made no concealment of the fact that he preferred the Chairman's resolution to 
the French resolution, but he did not propose to enter into their rival merits, although there 
were many comments he might make. There was one point of substance, however, as to which 
he wanted the delegates to be quite clear. In his opinion, the four notes in which the points 
of view of four Governments were recorded definitely concerned the Conference. They were the 
outcome of an invitation extended to the Powers by the Bureau in November 1933 to try, by 
diplomatic means, to overcome the difficulties in which the Conference then found itself. They 
belonged to the Bureau as much as any other documents which were the direct outcome of its 
work. He respectfully but firmly maintained that attitude. It was not a question of four 
Powers who had ventured to enter into conversations among themselves. They had entered into 
conversations because the Bureau had asked them to do so. They had brought back the result~ 
of their efforts, which were recorded in the documents, and with aU respect he submitted that 
those documents could not be ignored. 

In conclusion, he said that he had no objection to the proposed committt•e, although ht' 
reminded the Bureau that one of its chief difficulties some hours previously had been the setting 
up of a committee. 

While the Conference was debating at Geneva with the best intentions but not alway~ 
with the best results, conditions outside did not stand still; and he would not conceal his evt'r
increasing sense of anxiety at the present situation and the responsibility which lay heavily 
upon all the delegations. For his part, if accord was to be found betw~en the two resolution•, 
he would do his best to find it, but he must reaffirm his regret that the Burt>au had been unable 
to accept the Chairman's attempt to reconcile the three original resolutions. 

Mr. Norman DAVIS (United States of America) renewed his suggestion that tht're be no 
further discussion that day. A drafting committee might be necessary later on, but he did 
not think the moment had arrived. Some time must be allowed for reflection : if a committee 
were to ask him for information as to the position of the United States of America, he would 
at present be unable to supply it. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) said that he had no intention of discussing the question of 
substance which M. Motta had just cleared up. If he spoke, it was because the remarks just 
made by the United Kingdom delegate, particularly with regard to the four notes, forced him 
to do so. In order to clear up a misunderstanding that had occurred on the previous day, the 
Spanish delegate said that he h~d done. his utmost t~ mak~ it clear that h1s c~untry was in 
complete agreement with the pomt o~ VleW of the Umted Kmgdom representa~1ve. The four 
notes were an integral part of the Confe.re~ce's work. The Conference had spec1ally ~ntrusted 
the nations concerned with the negohahons, and, consequently, he fully recogmsed that 
the four notes must be studied in some way. 

He added that if, on the previous day, ~e had proposed a drafting .amendm~nt, he had 
acted in the same spirit as the group to wh1c~ he belonged had ac~ed m .Proposmg a draft 
resolution with the idea of facilitating the soluhon of the problems w1th wh1ch the Conference 
was faced: Had he thought that his amendmen~ wo_uld have been somewhat obscure to some 
delegations he would have refrained from movmg 1t. 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Rep~b!ics) said that, if the two !lew resolutions, 
forming a kind of compromise between the thre~ ongmal proposals, had been dlSCussed a.nd had 
rallied around them certain groups of delegaho~s, he would be prepared to ~gree w1th Mr. 
Eden that the resolutions submitted by the Charrman and th.e French delegat.10n and t~e as 
yet unborn resolution conceived by .M. Motta should be co_-ordu~ated by a dr!'f~mg comm1~tee. 
But that was not the case. There had been no actual d1scus~1on of th.e ongmal resolu.hons, 
and therefore the attitude of the authors towards the compromtses su~n:ntted by th~ Cha1rman 
a d th French delegation was not known. The authors of the ongmal resoluhons should 
c:rtaWy reserve ~he right therefore to maintain the.m and to defend them before the General 
Commission, unless they could accept a compromtse. 



- :240-

As regarded the United States proposal, other first delegates might, like M. Barth<;>~. be 
unable to stay long in Geneva. The departure of m~ny first delegat~s w~mld h~rdly facilitate 
the General Commission's work; if therefore an adJ<?Urn~ent were mev1table,1t. should be as 
short as possible. An adjournme1_1t of the ~ure~u until Fnd~y, Jun~ 8th, 'Yould gtve delegates 
nearly two days in which to cons1~er the Sltua~IOn, com~umca~e With the1r Governments and 
obtain instructions. In the meantime, a draftmg committee m1ght prepare a document to be 
presented at the next meeting. 

Count RACZYNSKI (Poland) said that the representative of the United Kingdom had 
expressed an opinion in h~s last statement with which the Polis~ delegation ~id not ag~ee. Up 
to a point, it was a question of procedure. It could not be demed that, dunng a meetmg held 
in November 1933. certain Powers had been asked to enter into negotiations for the purpose 
of facilitating the future work of the Conference. The results of those conversations had 
been put on record in documents submitted to the Parliaments of those countries, or brought 
to the notice of the public. But the documents as such had never been submitted to the 
Disarmament Conference and had never been discussed at a plenary meeting of the General 
Commission. 

It was difficult to understand why some documents, rather than others, should be regarded 
as documents to be considered by the Conference. The reports submitted contained numerous 
documents, reported many conversations. He did not see why four documents in particular 
should be regarded as submitted to the Conference, while others were not. The Conference 
could deal with them only in so far as they contained certain arguments : if it was to deal 
with them, all the ideas and information to be found in them should be submitted to the General 
Commission by the delegations concerned. The others would then be in a position to indicate 
their views. So long as that was not done, the Conference could not take them into account. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he had great sympathy with M. Barthou's suggestion that the 
Bureau might meet in public : the same suggestion had been made to him many times during· 
the past few days. While he did not wish to establish a rule that the.Bureau should always 
meet in public, because on some occasions the Bureau, like the Council, must meet in private, 
he thought that at any rate until the next meeting of the General Commission it might do so, 
unless its officers recommended otherwise. He hoped that would meet M. Barthou's point. 

M. BARTHOU (France) said that he was satisfied. 

. M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub_lic~) suggested that, as some first delegates 
m1ght have to leave Geneva, the General CommiSSIOn should be convened instead of the 
Bureau, in order to save time. If a drafting committee should prove necessary it could be 
appointed by the Commission. . . ' 

T~e _Bureau decided to meet at IO.JO a.m. on Friday, June 8th, and that the General 
ComnuSSion should be convened for 2.45 p.m. on the same day. 

SIXTIETH MEETING (PUBLIC).' 
. 

Held on Friday, June 8th, 1934, at 2.45 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. A. HENDERSON. 

78. FUTURE PROGRAMME OF WORK OF THE CONFERENCE ; AMENDED TEXT OF THE DRAFT 
RESOLUTION PROPOSED BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION. 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Burea_u that it had concluded its ~ork on the revious 
Wedne~day, J~ne 6th, on the understandmg that an effort would be made to co-ordinat~the two 
resolutions wh1ch then stood before the meeting.• A serious effort had been made t · 
that task! and he ~roposed t<? call upon the head of the French delegation to submit 

0a~c~~~~!~ 
text of hiS resolution. But, m order to clear the way he wanted to ask th h h 
amendments ~o his own draft t_o agree with him to withdraw that draft en~~~lwy ? a~ m~~e~ 
the Bureau m1ght have before 1t only the French delegation's new text. • m or er a 

1 Cemal Hiisnll Bey (Turkey) also attended the meeting. 
1 Draft resolution submitted by the Chairman (document c f D ' 

oubmitted by the French delegation (document Coni D /Bur ~11) ·( .fBu~eau 6z) and draft resolution 
lifty-nmth meetings oJ the Bureau). · · eau 3 see Mmutes of the lifty-eighth and 
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During t~e negotiati~ns that had taken place, his child had been under a foster-mother, but 
he was .sure .•t had been m very good hands, and he was quite prepared to accept the new 
conclus10ns m~orporated in the _French te~t. He could not carry his simile an:y further ; . s.o 
long as the_ child was not torn limb from hmb he was satisfied. And, to enter mto the spmt 
that he believed would characterise both the Bureau and the General Commission, he would 
ask those who had been associated with him in that text to allow him to withdraw it. 

M. LANGE (Norway) said that, as the Chairman's proposal had been withdrawn, there was 
no further reason for the amendments, and, for his part, he withdrew those he had moved. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) associated himself with M. Lange's statement. 

. The CHAIRJIIAN reminded the Bureau that the General Commission would meet at four 
o'clock. It might therefore be as well for the delegates to reserve their remarks until then, where 
possible. · 

· M. BARTHOU (France) pointed out that, at the meeting held on the previous Tuesday, 
June 5th, the Chairman had asked the French delegation to take the initiative. M. Barthou 
had then reserved his right to do so. However, the Chairman's advice was advice which must 
be listened to and respected. On the following day, therefore, the French delegation had 
brought a new child to the Conference. Was it altogether the same child as the Chairman's ? 
Had it changed ? M. Barthou did not intend to go into that point. In any event, he could 
say, following upon the remarks by the President of the Conference, that the French delegation 
had been most careful to spare, not only the child's limbs, but also its head and its heart. It 
therefore resembled on many points the child Mr. Henderson had handed to the Bureau. 

M. Barthou thanked the Chairman for the procedure he had recommended and, in 
compliance with his suggestion, would confine himself to reading the amended text of the 
French delegation's draft resolution. He would reserve for the General Commission the brief 
'comments which appeared to him to be necessary. · 

M. Barthou then read the amended text of the French delegation's draft resolution as 
follows : 1 · 

" The General Commission, 
. " Taking into consideration the resolutions submitted to it by the delegations of the 
six Powers, the Turkish delegation and the delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist 

-Republics respectively; 
"Taking account of the clarification of its work resulting from the French 

memorandum of January Ist, 1934, the Italian memorandum of January 4th, 193:4, the 
United Kingdom memorandum of January 29th, 1934, and the German declaration of 
April 16th, 1934 ; . 

" Convinced of the necessity of the Conference continuing its work with a view to 
arriving at a general convention for the reduction and limitation of armaments ; 

" Resolved to continue without delay the investigations already undertaken : 

" I. . 
" Invites the Bureau to seek, by whatever means it deems appropriate and with a 

view to the general accepta.nce of a Disar~ament Conve~tion, a solu~ion of the outstandi~g 
problems, without prejud1ce to .t~e pnvate co~versahons on wh1ch Governments w11l 
desire to enter in order to facilitate the attamment of final success by the return 
of Germany to the Conference ; 

• "II . 

.. ·Having regard to the peculiar importance present~d ~y the study and ~oluti~n ~f 
certain problems to which attention was drawn at the begmmng of the general d1SCuss1on : 

" Takes the following decisions : 

"(1) Security. 
"(a) Since the results of the earlier work ~f theConferen~e have enabled certain 

regional security agreements to be concluded lD Europe dunng the past year, the 
General Commission decides to appoint a special committee to conduct such 
preliminary studies as it may consider appropriate in order to facilitate the conclusion 
of further agreements of the same nature which may be negotiated outside the 
Conference. It would be for the General Commissi.on to determine the relationship, 
if any, of these agreements to the General Convenhon. . 

"(b) The General Commission decides to appoint a special committee to study 
the question of guarantees of execution, and to resume the work relating to supervision . . 

• Document Conf.D.fBureau ~· 
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'' (2) Air Forces. 
" The General Commission instructs its Air Coi_llmittee to resume forthwith the 

study of the questions mentioned in its resolution ·of. July 23rd, 1932, , under 
the heading : ' Air Forces '.• 

"(3) Manufacture of and Trade in Arms. 
" The General Commission requests it~ special C~mmittee on Qu~stions re~ating 

to the Manufacture of and Trade in Arms to resume 1ts work forthwith ~nd, m the 
light of the statements made by the United States delega~e at. the meetmg of May 
30th, 1934, to report to it as early as possible on the solutlons_ 1~ recommen.ds. . . 

"These Committees will carry on their work on parallel lines; and 1t will be 
co-ordinated by the Bureau. · · 

"Ill. 

" The General Commission leave~ it to the Bureau to take the necessary steps .at t~e , 
proper time to ensure that, when the President convenes the. General Comm1ss1on, 1t 

· will have before it as far as possible a complete draft Convention. 

"IV. 

" Recognising that the proposal of the delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics that the Conference be declared a permanent institution under the title of the 
Peace Conference calls for careful study, the General Commission requests ~,he President 
to submit that proposal (document Conf.D.fC.G.163) to the Governments. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said that, in accordance with the Chairman's 'advice, he 
would speak in .the General Commission. . . 

Mr. Norman DAVIS (United States of America) also intimated that be would speak in the 
General Commission. 

M. DI SORAGNA (Italy) stated, after a hasty though careful examination of the draft 
resolution just submitted to the Bureau, that the Italian delegation's attitude could be based 
on one principle only-namely, that the Conference could not resume• its work, work 
commensurate with its real spirit and purpose, until a preliminary and favourable solution 
had been found for certain fundamental political problems. That having been categorically 
laid down, it followed that the Italian delegation could accept no draft resolution that did not 
contain an equally categorical expression of that principle. · Any other formula, whether 
framed to contradict or modify or avoid the clear expression of that principle, or to combine it 
with principles inconsistent with it, .was of no interest to the Italian delegation. The latter 

· believed that that principle was more than a principle : it was a fact with which the cleverest 
and best adjusted of formulas had nothing to do. . . ~ 

The Italian delegation's attitude would be based on that principle in so far as the meetings · 
contemplated in the draft resolution before the Bureau were concerned. . · 

M. SANDLER (Sweden) also reserved bis'remarks for the General Commission. 

Count RACZYNSKI (Poland) apologised for his lack of discipline, but added that, after 
speaking in the Bureau, he would not weary the General Commission with a speech. 

He pointed ~>Ut that the .eminent representative <_>f France, in his brilliant extempore speech 
a few days preVIously, had mterpreted the reservatlons made by the Polish delegate and had 
undoubtedly formed very avowable reasons for them which might even be of some interest 
to certain other delegations. Count Raczyilski thought, however, that, to avoid any misunder" 
standing, he should make the real m~aning of the reservations more clear. · 

1 " The Conference, deeply impressed with the dangeroverhangingcivilisationfrom bombardmentfrom 
the air in the event of fut~re conflict! and determined t<? take all practicable measures to provide against 
th1s danger, records at this stage of 1ts work the followmg conclusions ; . 

" 1. Air attack against the civilian population shall be absolutely prohibited ; 
" 2. The contracting parties shall agree as between themselves that all bombardment from 

the air shall be abolished, subject to agreem_ent with regard to measures to be adopted for the purpose 
of rendenng eftect1ve the observance of this rule. . 

" These measures should include the following : 
.. " (a) . There shall be eftected a limitation by number and a restricting by characteristics of 

IDlhtary aucraft ; . 

" (b) Civil aircraft shall be. subm~tted to regulati<?n and full publicity. Further, civil aircraft· 
not conformmg to the apecdied !IIDl?tiODS sl;lall be subJected to an international regime (except for 
certaiD. reg1ons where such a reg1me 1S not SUitable) such as to prevent eftectively the misuse of such 
ctvtl aucraft." , · 
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In expressing doubts as to the advisability of mentioning the memoranda and documents 
· t:xchan_ged between certain Powers, the Polish delt>gation had, in the first place, been concerned 

only ~th procedure pure and simple, seeing that, in so far as it was aware, not all the documents 
mentioned had as yet been distributed to the members of the Conference. 
· · After that first remark, Count Raczyilski returned to the question of substance. It should 
be npted that, d~ring t~e discussions that had taken place, the General Commission had hit~e~to 
accept~d the Uruted Kmgdom draft as a basis for the future Convention. It had done so m 1ts 

· resolution of June 8th, 1933-that was to say, exactly one year previously. Its decision was as 
follows.: 1 

" That the draft Convention submitted by the United Kingdom delt>gation and 
· accepted :Is a basis of discussion by a formal decision of the General Commission should be 

accepted as the basis of the future Convention. Thi3 acceptance would be without prejudice 
to amendments or proposals submitted before or during the second reading, particularly 

· as regarded additional chapters concerning the manufacture of and trade in arms and 
. budgetary limitation," 

' 
During the discussions on the United Kingdom draft, the delegations represented had had 

pecasion to ~ubmit amendments, and the Polish delegation was among those who had done so. 
Revertmg to the texts submitted to the Bureau, he said that it would be difficult for the 

_ ~olish delegation to agree straight away' that the opinions-divergent, moreover~xpressed 
m those documents could be placed on the same footing, in the resolution before the Bureau, 
as the United Kingd-om draft, which had been accepted, after a full discussion in the General 
Commission, as a basis for the Conference's work. 

. The suggestions or points of view set out in the documents in question had not been 
discussed. The delegations had had no opportunity of taking up a position in the General 

· ,Commission. It was true that, on November 22nd, 1933,• the Bureau had invited certain 
(iovernments to undertake parallel and supplementary conversations. But there was no doubt 
on that subject ; the Bureau could not undertake to accept the results of those conversations, 

_ any more than it could now, after the conversations had taken place, take up a position as to 
their substance. 

The Polish Government had itself shown its willingness to work in the srhere which 
interested it more particularly, to work for a political detente which was the essential condition 
of any success. It did not intend to hamper the Conference's work. It appreciated the efforts 
that had been made by the Governments that had entered into conversations for the purpose 

·. of facilitating final success ; but it could not agree that the results of those conversations should 
immediately be adopted as a basis for decisions. Care must be taken to avoid a possible 
misunderstanding; it must not be supposed that the divergencies of opinion between all the 
delegations represented at the Conference were limited to those found in the documents 
mentioned in the draft resolution. 

· For the above reasons, Count Raczyilski was instructed to make a reservation in the 
meeting of the General Commission which would follow that of the Bureau, explaining the 
Polish Government's point of view: 

·. The CHAIRMAN explained that, as a~eed when. th~ parallel and supplementary efforts 
were launched, he had been kept informed of their progress, and, in his turn, had done all that 
was possible to keep, not only the members of the Bureau, but also the members of the General 
Commission informed. There were two very extensive memoranda dated April 9th and May 
23rd, • which contained full information on the documents that had been referred to in the 
Bureau which documents had been sent in either in full or in a summarised form. . . . 

, - Count RACZYNSKI (Poland) said that he had had no intention of criticising the Chai~man's 
action, What he had intended to convey was that the documents referred to had h1therto 
been st~died in private by th.e various delegations. O~ly d_u~ing a debate in the General 
·commission would the delegations be able to express therr opm10ns upon them. 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Scx:ialis~ Republics) said that he was. in sympathy with 
much of what the Polish delegate had sa~d With regard to procedure. He might have extended 
his observations to some of the parallel and supplementary negotiations which had accompanied 
the Bureau's proceedings. But it woul.d be difficult to do so, as there had been no regular 
procedure. He would not have dwelt on the point were it not that he felt convinced that 
one day that procedure-or rather the substitution of irregular for regular procedure-might 
·cause cdnfusion and lead to unpleasant consequences. 

As to the substance of the resolution, he would follow the Chairman's advice and reserve 
the short speech he had to make until the meeting of the General Commission. 
· The Bureau decided to send j01'Uiard to the General Commission the draft resohltion moved 
by the French delegation. • 

. ' 1 See Minot~ of the General Commissio,;, Volume II, page 63o. 
• See Minutes of the fifty-fourth meeting of the Bureau, page zoo . 

. • Documents Conf.D.t66 and Conf.D.t66(a). 
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SIXTY-FIR:ST MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Held on Monday, june nth, 1934, at 5 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. HENDERSON. 

• 
ACTION TO BE T,\KEN BY THE BUREAU IN PURSUANCE OF PARAGRAPH 1 OF THE RESOLUTION 

ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON jUNE 8TH, 1934· 
' -

The CHAIRMAN recalled that in the resolution adopted- by the General Commission on 
June 8th, 1934, paragraph I read ,as follows: 1 

• •• 

" Invites the Bure.au to seek, by whatever means i~ deems ap_Propnate and Wit~ a 
view to the general accepta.nce of a Disar!flament Conven.bon, a solu~10n of the outstandn~g 
problems· without preJudice to the pnvate conversations on wh1ch Governments will 
desire to ~nter in order to facilitate the attainment of final success by the. return of Germany 
to the Conference.'~ , 

He had two observations to make 1 (1) The resolution contemplated that the Governments 
were going to do something on the question, and he fervently expre.ssed the hope that they 
would do so; (2) it contemplated that the Bureau would do somethmg, but he thought that 
that body would have to wait until it had seen what the Governments had been able to 
accomplish. If the latter were too long about it, the Bureau would have to meet, and the 
Chairman would take the liberty of intimating to the members of the B1;1reau that ~e wou!d 
have to be left with the power to call them whenever he t)lought the busmess necessitated It: 

If there were no objection, he would take it that the members of the Bureau agreed to the 
foregoing suggestion. . · · 

The suggestion of the Chairman was approved. 

SIXTY-SECOND MEETING .(PRIVATE). 

Held on Tuesday, November 20th, 1934, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chainnan: Mr. HENDERSON. 

So. TRIBUTE TO THE MEMORY OF CERTAIN PERSONALITIES WHO HAVE DIED SINCE THE LAST 
MEETING OF THE CONFERENCE. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he felt it to be his duty, as President' of the Disarmament 
Conference, to make a brief reference, before the Bureau began its ordinary work, to certain 
sad and disturbing events which had happened since the last meeting. , 

As all his colleagues were aware, several countries had lost leading statesmen under 
particularly tragic circumstances, and the Bureau had been deprived of the counsel and 
co-operation of highly-valued colleagues. · . . .. 

He was sure he was voicing the sentiment of all the members of the Burea~ in expressing 
his horror and regret at the dastardly attacks which had cost the lives of Kin~ Alexander and 
M. Barthou, and of Dr. Dollfuss. 

He felt it necessary to make a special reference to the death of M. Barthou, who, during the 
last months of his life, had been so closely associated with the work of the Conference and 
he took the opportunity of saying how much he personally deplored the loss to the B~reau 
and to the Conference caused by that sad event. 

. The ~ore he ha_d been brou~ht into cont:'-c~·wit~ M. ~arthou,.the more he had appreciated 
hiS extens1ve expenence and h1s profound ms1ght mto mternahonal affairs. For his years, 
h_e had ~isplayed extraordinary VItality, and in all his effort~ he had been moved by a great 
smgle-mmdef:Iness of purpose : to prom?te the honour, .secur.1ty a!ld well-being of his country. 

The Cha1rm~n re!Dembered so well. hiS last con versa bon w1th h1m in June, when M. Barthou 
had spoken to h1m w1th almost affectionate regard and had invited him on the termination 
of his proposed visit to Rome, to come to Paris to be his guest at his ho'me. . 

He would venture to say one further word. 

1 
See Minutes of t)le eighty·fifth meeting of the General Commission. 
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.The ri!S?lution moved by M. Barthou in the Bureau on June 8th, 1934.• might be regarded 
as hiS last will. and testament, so far as the Disarmament Conference was concerned. Everyone 
kne!" h?w• With such remarkable energy and devotion, he was preparing the way for the 
realisation of a.U he hoped for from the operation of his resolution. Could not the Conference 
best honour hts memory by carrying to fruition the work on which he had actually been 
engaged at the time of his death ? · 

The Conference had also to regret the death of M. Dovgalevsky, the Ambassador in Paris 
of the Governme~t ?f the Union of Soviet Socialist Rt'publics, who had acted as substitute 
delegate for M. Ltt~moff on several occasions. M. Dovgalevsky, still in the prime of life, had 
brought t~ the se~ce of the Conference a knowledge of men and things far beyond his years. 
If the Chatrman mtght be permitted one personal remark in that connection, it was a pleasant 
memory t~at M .. Dovgalevsky and himself had opened the nt'gotiations which had t'Ventually 
led the Umted Kingdom to recognise the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Rt'publics. 

·(~I the Ch.airman's suggestion, the members of tlu Bureau thers stood for 11 moment in silence 
as a trsbute to the memory of those whose loss il so dNply deplored.) 

M .. MASSIGU (France) expre~sed his appreciation of the moving tribute which the Chairman 
had patd to the memory of Loms Barthou. The French Government and France as a nation 
would be deeply touched. On behalf of the French delegation, he desired to thank the Chairman 
most sincerely. · 

I~ w~s not. for .him to recall.all that. M. Barthou had stood for, or the place ~hat he had 
occupted m thetr mtdst-the Chatrman htmself bad done so better than M. 1\lassigh could ever 
hope to do. Nor was it for him to speak as a friend: that too the Chairman had done. 

Louis Barthou had been a tower of strength to his country, to Europe and to the cause of 
peace. He had fallen at the side of a great sovereign who had been at the same time an eminent 
statesman and one of the pillars on which the peace of Europe rested. 

That was no moment to point the moral, but, as the Chairman had so rightly said, Louis 
'Barthou had left behind him a work for others to accomplish. That work was to ensure peace 
in Europe by consolidating the reign of order, whatever obstacles might stand in their path 
and whatever elements of disorder might rise up to dismay them. The Conference, as all 
members knew, had it in its power to collaborate in such a work. He need not tell the Chairman 
how unreservedly to-day, as in the past, the French delegation offered him its help in bringing 
that work to a successful conclusion. . 

. M. LITVIN OFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) sincerely thanked the Chairman and 
the members of the Bureau who had joined with him for their kind expression of sympathy to 
his Government. In his friend, M. Dovgalevsky, the Bureau had lost a very devoted worker 
for international peace and for good international relationships. He had been in the service 
of the Commissariat for Foreign Affairs for a number of years, and wherever he was sent he 
had worked in the same sririt and with the same devotion to strengthen the relations between 
his country and the rest o the world. He was very fortunate in bringing about a rapprochement 
and friendship between the Soviet Union and the French Republic, which M. Litvinoff regarded 
as one of the corner-stones of European peace. He had also contributed to the success of the 
work of the Disarmament Conference, in which he had worked as M. Litvinoff's nearest 
collaborator, and was instrumental in bringing about the acceptance by one of the Committees 
of the Bureau of the definition of aggression. As the Chairman had rightly said, to continue the 
work of the Conference and bring it to a successful conclusion would be the highest tribute 

. that could be paid to his memory. · 

M. PFLUGL (Austria) thanked the Chairman for his brief allusion to the death of Dr. 
Dollfuss, who, at the moment he had fallen before the bullets of his assassins, had been head 
of the Austrian delegation to the Disarmament Conference. 

81. COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE DISARMAMENT CoMMITTEE OF THE 'WOMEN'S INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANISATIONS AND FROM THE INTERNATIONAL CONSULTATIVE GROUP. 

The CHAIRMAN drew the Bureau's attention to two communications which he had received. 
The first· was from the Disarmament Committee of the Women's International 

Organisations. He understood that it had been addressed to every member of the Bureau, 
and there was therefore no need for him to read it. 

The International Consultative Group had sent him a letter dealing with the present 
position of the Disarmament Conference, and he begged the Bureau's leave to read out a part 
of it, which seemed to him particularly opportune: 

"We greet with keen. s~tisfaction you.r plan that the Conference should achieve 
agreements quickly on P?blictty and regulahon for the manufacture and s.a~e of arms and 
munitions for war by au, land or sea, also on armament budget pubhctty, and on a 

l See Minutes of the sixtieth meeting of the Bureau. 



. 
permanent commission charged-as we understand it-· · to sup~rvise the execution· of these 
agreements and to continue efforts for further accords completmgthe structure of a general 
treaty on disarmament and. peace. 

" Against the abuses of the arms traffic, the memberships ?f our organisations · 
'throughout the world are particularly stirred. These bodies o! people m.many lands, aware 
of their danger after the disclosures of existing evils, have nsen to a~!1on as never before_ 
in a determination to get this perilous trade checked and controlled. . . · 

82. EXAMINATION BY THE BVREAV OF THE PROPOSALS MAD~ BY. THE PRESIDENT OF 1'HE. 
CONFERENCE ON NOVEMBER 5TH, 1934· 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that since the. last meeti.ng of the Bureau, held on Ju~e nth, 
1934. he had transmitted. to his colleagues' certain communications. . · · . . . : . · · 

. The first, dated July 13th, 1934, read as follows : • ·. · 
. ' . 

. " The General Commission, in its resolution adopted on June 8th, 1934.• invited the 
Bureau to seek, by whatever means it_deemed appropriate and with _a view to the g~neral 
acceptance of a disarmament convention, a solutiOn of the outstandmg problems Without 
prejudice to the private conversations on which Governments would desire to enter i~ 
order to facilitate the attainment of final success. . . .. · - ' 

"At a meeting of the Bureau held on June nth, 1934,1 the President pointed out that 
the resolution adopted by the General Commission on June 8th contemplated that the 
Governments would continue their efforts to secure a solution of outstanding problems. 
Action by the Bureau was contemplated by that ,resolution, but it see~ed necessary to · 
await the results of the steps to be taken by the Governments. · . 

" The Bureau at ·that meeting authorised me to -inform its members whenever it 
·might be considered that the situation made it necessary ~or them to meet. 

· "In the light of the information which he· has received as to the progress of the 
conversations between the Governments which are still continuing, the President has ' 

.the honour to inform the members of the Bureau that he has decided that it may most 
usefully be convened for September in the early days of the forthcoming session of tlle 
Assembly of the League of Nations. The President will notify the members of the · 
Bureau of the exact date on which it will be invited to meet." ·. 

The second, dated September nth, 1934. read as follows· : • . - ' 
' • • J • • • : • '' ' ' • 

.. You will perhaps remember that in my communication to you of July 13th~ 1934. 
I promised to notify the members of the Bureau of the exact date on which I would invite 
them to meet. " · ' · 

. " My intention at the time was to consult the representatives of the Governments 
engaged in the conversations foreseen last June, so that I might fix a date for the next 
meetin~ of the Bureau likely to permit it to carry out the duties entrusted to it by the 
resolution of June 8th, 1934. · ·. - . · · · 

"I therefore thought it necessary to come to Geneva on September 9th, whe~ I 
consulted nearly all the members of the Bureau, discussing with each of them the situation 
in general and the selection of a date a~ which the Bureau could usefully meet. 

" 1t al?peared from these conversations that the work entrusted to. the Bureau under . 
. the resolution of June 8th could best be undertaken following on' the efforts to be made: -
. ~y the_ Governments to secure a solution of the outstanding political problems and make·· 
1t possible for the ~ureau to take the necessary steps at the appropriate time 'to ensure . 

. that_when the Pres1dent convenes ~he General Commission it will have before it as far as. ' 
poss1ble a complete draft Convention'. · . · · 

.. ' . 

"You ~re of course aware that: sin~e t~e Bureau adjourned on·J~~e ilth, n.egotlations 
ha':e been m_progr~ss. between t_he ,P~II~Clpally interested· countries -witli a v,iew to the 
Umon _of Soy1et Soaahst Republics )Ommg the. League of Nations and the con<;lusion of 
an all-mclusJve Eastern Pact of Mutual Assistance and Non-Aggression. · 

' " The negotiati~ns for an Eastern Pact are still continuing and other negotiations are · 
also contemp!ated m the very near future. It seemed to me. undesirable · while these 
efforts are bemg made, to convene the Bureau. · . . ' 

1 Document Conf.D.fBureau 65. ' . · ' ' 
1 See document Conf.D.JC.G.J68 and Minutes of the General Comm1•551•0 n. · 6. s 1 
• See M' t f th . fi . , pages J e seg. mu ea o, e SIXty- rst meetmg of the Bureau. · · 
·'Document Conf.D.fBureau 66. 
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" Having been informed that the month of October would be devoted to these 
act~vilies, I have decided that, while in principle the first week of November might be 
a likely date for the meeting of the Bureau, I should proceed to further consultations 
!owards .the end of October and reconsider the position in the light of such further 
mformahon as I might receive. · 

· "!'-s. regards the work entrusted to the various committees in June last by the General 
Commission, I shall shortly be circulating a note summarising the action so far taken.• 

Finally, on November 5th, 1934, the following communication was sent to the members 
·,of the Bureau : 1 . 

:· :i. Referring to his communications of September 12th I and 24th, 1934.• the 
President of the Conference has the honour to bring to the notice of the members of the 
Bureau the following : 

" 2. As several months have elapsed since the Conference last met, the President 
ventures to remind the members of the Bureau of the fundamental commitments entered 
into by the Conference under the resolution of June 8th, 1934. 

. ' " 3· That resolution put on record the General Commission's conviction that it is 
necessary for the Conference to continue its work with a view to arriving at a general 
Convention for the reduction and limitation of armaments. 

. "4· For that purpose, the General Commission decided that, on the one hand, 
certain Committees should endeavour to make progress in various special fields : security, 
air forces, manufacture of and trade in arms; and, on the other hand, it contemplated 
amongst other things securing the solution of the outstanding problems by whatever 
means it deemed appropriate. 

' "5· It was, however, realised that the fundamental problems of disarmament 
could not be effectively dealt with until certain preliminary conversations between 
Governments had taken place, and it had been hope!~ that by this time a condition would 
have been brought about in which we could pursue our efforts successfully. The disastrous 
assassination of M. Barthou, who was conducting the conversations with such devotion 
and diligence, has most unfortunately delayed their happy conclusion. 

" 6. It will be remembered that, as stated in the President's last report, • the work 
allotted to the Committees has been satisfactorily, if partially, carried out. There is 
further work awaiting the Committee's attention. · 

" 7· In the opinion of the President, the changes which have taken place since 
June last, and the probable trend of political events in the near future, make it incumbent 
on the Bureau to reconsider its method of work without prejudicing the principles 
underlying the commitments entered into by the General Commission in virtue of the 
resolution adopted last summer. 

• " 8. It is therefore the opinion of the President that conditions are now such as to 
make it necessary to postyone until after the beginning of the coming year an attempt to 
deal with the problems o disarmament, and to modify the procedure of the Conference 
both as regards the questions which should become the immediate concern of the 
Conference and also the manner in which they should be approached. 

" 9· Consequently, the President ventures to put forward for the consideration of 
the members of the Bureau the following proposals : 

"• The Conference and its various organs have so far produced a certain amount of 
work in which agreement has either been reached or is in sight. The procedure which has 
been followed so far had in view the conclusion of a complete text of a Convention which 
would have been submitted as a whole for the signature and ratification of the countries 
represented at the Conferenc_e. In th.e opinion of the President, the time. has .come when 
such questions a~ are considered npe !"lay be advantageously ~rnbodied I~ separa~e 
protocols corning mto force o~e by one ~tho~t the Conference havmg necessarily to wait 
for the completion of the enhre Convention. 

" xo. Some of the subjects which are sufficiently advanced to come within this 
category are the following : · 

" (a) . The question of the regulation of the manufacture of and trade in 
arms; 

" (b) The question of budgetary publicity; 
"(c) The setting-up of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

" II. The President thinks that there are other questions which the Conference 
may find so mature as to be susceptible of similar treatment. · 

t Document Conf.D.fBureau 67. 
I Document Conf.D.fBureau 68. 
I See above. 
• Document Conf.D.fBureau 67. 
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" 12 On the other hand it should not be forgotten that the air qu~ti~n menti.~~ed 
in the J~ne resolution has not yet even been considered by the aphprop~~ e co~I_D~. ee, 
and should, therefore, be taken at the earliest opportunity w en e nego Ia IOns 
concerning it have sufficiently prepared the ground. · 

" 13. The President invites the members of the Bureau t~ be good enough to reflect 
on the advantages of this procedure, with which he hopes t~ey WlllNconcu~ whe~~he tBureau 
holds its next meeting, which he convokes for the mormng of ovem er 20 a 10.30. 

" 14. In issuing this sta'tement, the President wishes to emphasise the fact that ~he 
fundamental aim of the Conference has been, and remains !or the_future, the completion 
of a comprehensive Disarmament Convention. It was to th1s defim~e programm~ that ~he 
States represented at the Conference solemnly pledged themselves 1n the resolution wh1ch 
was unanimously adopted on June 8th." · 

It would perhaps assist the members of the .Bureau in comin~ to a decision upon .those 
proposals if he indicated the immediate steps wh1ch he would feel1t necessary to take m the 
event of their acceptance. · . 

It was suggested that the following questions were. sufficiently advanced. to .be 
advantageously embodied in protocols coming into force w1t~out . the Conferen~e havmg 

, necessarily to wait for the completion of an e~t~re Convention .=. the regulation of the 
manufacture of and trade in arms, budgetary pubhc1ty, and the settmg-up of the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. . · · 

If the Bureau decided to proceed along those lines, he would consult the Chairmen of t~e 
Committees which had been dealing with those questions-t.hat was to say : . the Spe~1al 
Committee for the Regulation of the Manufacture of and Trade m Arm_s •. the Comm1ttee dealmg 
with Budgetary Publicity, and the Committee on Miscellaneous Provisions-as to the date on 
which their work might usefully be resumed, and would propose to them that some date 
towards the middle of January might with advantage be. selected. · 

It would be for the Bureau, on receiving the reports of the three Committees, to consider 
what co-ordination, if any, was necessary with a view to the preparation of a final draft to be 
submitted to the General Commission. 

The Bureau had also to consider its further responsibilities under the resolution of June 
8th, 1934. It had already been notified of the action taken on the decisions embodied in that 
resolution with regard to Security, Guarantees of Execution, Air Forces and the Manufacture 
of and Trade in Arms in a statement circulated to the members of the Bureau on September 
24th, 1934.1 That statement summarised the work accomplished by the Special Committee 
on Security, the Special Committee appointed to study the Guarantees of Execution and the 
Special Committee on the Manufacture of and Trade in Arms. 

It ha~ not ye~ been possible to convene the Air Commit~ee, which was instructed to study 
the question of A1r Forces. He hoped that arrangements m1ght be made for that Committee 
to meet in due course. . . 

The Bureau, moreover, under the resolution of June 8th, had itself been invited to seek 
a solution of outstanding problems without prejudice to the private conversations on which 
the Governments were at that time engaged. · · 

The outstanding problems to which reference was made in that resolution included the 
negotiation of an Eastern European Pact, ":'hich ":'as to ~ave been the subject of consultations 
to be undertaken by the late 1\~. Barthou 10 Pans and 10 R~me. The assassination of King 
Ale_x~nder .and M:· Barthou had mterrupted the efforts to prov1de solutions for the outstanding 
political difficulties. . · · . · 

There remained one other question on which action was required by the Bureau-namely 
the proposa_l of. th~ Soviet delegat!on that the Disarmament Conference should be declared ~ 
~rmanent l!l~htuhon under the htle of the Peace Conference. That proposal, in accordance 
w1th the _deCISIOn of th.e Bureau, ~a~ bee!l forwarded to t~e Governments for thejr consideration. 
The replies so far received ~ere liJ?lted 1~ num~er, and 1t was to be hoped that other Govern
ments .would for~ard the1r rephe~, .wh1ch m1ght be considered and reported upon by the 
Comm1ttee on MIScellaneous ProviSIOns. 1 

The purpose of the present meeting was to consider the suggestions made in the stat ment 
of November 5th, and the procedure to be adopted. · . e 

· Mr. WILSON (United States of America) said that he was happy.to expr h" · t" 
f th f k t t t h. h h c · ess IS apprec1a 10n o e ran s a emen w 1c t e ha~rman had made on the present ·t t" H" h 

th f f th t ft . . . s1 ua 1on. IS speec 
was an? er proo o a un agg~ng zeal w1th wh1ch, for the past three ears he had uided 
the deliberations of the Conference. It was a speech characterised by th y · d' d l· 
which Mr. ~enderson had shown in the management of the work. e WIS om an alrness 

Mr. Wilson concurred most heartily in the emphasis which Mr H d '· h d 1 d · 
his statement, on the fact that, in spite of his su estio · e~ erso~ a Pace • 10 

t~e fundamental aim ~f the Conference had been and reg~ainedst for Imme~!ate frocedure, 
diSarmament convention. The Government of the United St the ~o~pletwn o a general 
believed, that without disarmament there was no sound basis fo a es a stated, and firmly 
from that conviction, and in the future, as in the past it woul~ peaC:. It had never wa':'ered 
to the final success of the Conference. • wor earnestly to contnbute · 

1 Document Conf.D./Bureau 67. 
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. Mr. Henderson had stated that there was at the moment little hope of the General 
D.Isarmament Conference reaching definite conclusions on the fundamt>ntal problems of 
disarm~ment. Mr. Wilson deferred to the Chairman's knowblge in that matter, and indt•ed his 
conclusiOns checked with what appeared to be the definite opinion of many European sta tt>snu•n. 

, Mr. Hend.erson. believed that it was possible to seize immediately upon certain se~tion~ of 
the work 111 which a large measure of accord had been realised and to put those sections mto 
such for~ that th~~ might be embodied concretely and immediately in autonomous trt>aty 
form, while recogmsmg at the same time that such results were bricks in the final edifice of a 
general disarmament convention and indispensable additions thereto. The subj~>cts which 
Mr. Henderson had mentioned were the manufacture of and trade in arms the establishment 
of a Permanent Disarmament Commission, and ~ublicity on budgetary expe~diture. There was 
rea~on ~o hope that these three items could rapidly be brought into the shape of a contractual 
obhgahon. 

The Government of the United States attached peculiar importance to the work which 
had. been done on the manufacture of and trade in arms. The Committee dt•aling with that 
subJect, as a result of a suggestion made by Mr. Norman Davis in his speech of May 2Qth last,• 
had presented a text of draft articles which had received general favour,• not only in the 
Conference itself but throughout the world. Since then there had been an ever-growing 
demand that something be done, and done without delay to regulate the manuf.1cture of and 
trade in arms. ' 

. The Americ~n delegation had endeavoured to study how much change would be essential 
111 the draft articles on that subject, and in the draft articles for the establishment of the 
Perma~ent Disarmament Commission, to render them capable of forming an autonomous 
treat~ 111cluding as well a chapter on the publicity of budgetary expenditure. It had had the 
tementy to prepare a text.• That text presented very little that was new. In its esst'nce it 
was drawn from the Bourquin report,• from the report of the Committl'e on the 1\lanufacturc 
of and Trade in Arms of July 1934,1 from the 1925 Treaty on the Traffic in Arms,• as wdl as 
from portions of the United Kingdom draft Convention.' Thus its fundamentals had already 
been considered, and considered favourably, by the various organs of the Conft•rt•nce. Its 
sources, while unchanged in principle, had been altered or amended in detail only to f1t the 
necessity of making an autonomous treaty without awaiting the realisation of a general 
disarmament convention. 

With the Bureau's permission, he would have the text distributed, and would therefore 
not enter in detail into its conception. It would suffice to state very generally what 
his delegation had tried to bring out. It had endeavoured so to amend the categories of the 
1925 Convention on Traffic in Arms as to fit modern circumstances. It had endeavoured to 
bring the full light of publicity to bear upon the production of arms, both State and private, 
upon the export and upon the import of arms. It had endeavoured to provide that that 
publicity should be transmitted to a permanent central organisation functiOning in Cieneva. 
It had endeavoured to provide that that organisation should have the duty of collecting, 
examining and publishing the information received ; of questioning the Governments further, 
if necessary, on those matters within the scope of the Convention ; of inspecting the accuracy 
of such reports. As a corollary to publicity, it had endeavoured to put in a system of graded 
regulation which bore heaviest upon armaments primarily designed and intended for war, and 
to a lesser extent upon a middle field which might, in case of an emergency, be used for war, 
and which bore lightest upon those articles which were primarily designed and intended for 
peaceful commercial production, but which, in the event of a great emergency, might serve some 
purpose in war. 

Thus, in the conception of the United States delegation, the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission was designed for the purpose of carrying out a srecific task and was thus 
inescapably bound up with the treatment of the manufacture o and trade in arms. Thus, 
the various sections, which might be worked out under 1\lr. Henderson's suggestion, formed 
an inseparable whole and should be subject to one ratification. While the three Committees
that on the Manufacture of and Trade in Arms, the Permanent Disarmament Commission, 
and the Committee on Budgetary Publicity-would work separately, in the opinion of the United 
States delegation it would be essential that the progress and results should be co-ordinated into 
a single document submitted to the Governments for single ratification. Indeed, he was 
emboldened to suggest to Mr. Henderson that, in consulting with the Chairmen of the various 

· Committees, he should give them instructions that, during its progress as well as at the end of 
their task, the work of the three Committees should be co-ordinated. 

In his remarks about the indivisibility of the work of the Committees, he by no means 
contemplated that the work of the P~rmanent Di~armament C~mmission should, i~ the final 
analysis, be confined to the treaty which was now m contemplation. Indeed, he believed that 

1 See Minutes of the General Commission, page 656. 
• Document Conf.D./C.G.171. 
• Document Conf.D.167. 
• Document Conf.D./C.G.16.f. 
• Document Conf.D./C.G.I6o. 
• Document A.16.1925. 
• Document Conf.D.IS7· 
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. . . . d n tion to enable it to operate also 
sufficient elasticity had been pt~vlded_m •.ts suggeste consldl ub d to in the future. . 
in connection with further treaties wh1ch 1t was hoped wou e agree . . . 

. · d ft t t uld not hope to be the final word 
All his colleagues would fully real1se that 1!- ra. ex co d t d indeed he would · 

on any subject. It was, of course, open to modification ~nd am.en me!l 'an b' uent! sta es of 
be much surprised if his own delegation did not feellt advisable. m 5

( rqon whichg there 
negotiation to suggest changes. Particularly was that true of certalf A~~cls 30 of the draft 
had been a minimum of profound discussion. He ~ited as an examp e 1. e . . : 

The draft his delegation ~as presenting covered only two parts of the pr?~osed treaty. 
The .third part-budgetary publicity-it felt, ~ee~ed mo~e elucidationbalndtt:c~s•~· Ft~~thef 
committee work should bring about a crystallisation of 1deas and ena e a n sec 1, n ° 
the treaty shortly to be ready for agreement. · · 

He believed that such a document as Mr. Henderson had suggested, ~o which th~ draft of 
the United States delegation might give elements of prec!si~n, would <;onshtute an achievement 
of the highest value. It should satisfy measurably the ms1stent demand of the peop!e~ of ~he 
world for a special regulation of arms production and traffic. It should go farm ehmmatmg · 
many of the evils of the trade. It would shed light into murky corners. It wo~ld tend to 
lessen between States that constantly increasing fear of the un~nown-a fear wh1ch was one 
of the profoundest causes of anxiety and distrust between !l~hons. He went even ~urther, 
and stated that the adoption of such a text would greatly facilitate the eventual adoption of a 
general disarmament convention. Furthermore, agreement upon. suc.h a document by _the 
States of the world would mean a lessening of anxiety and increased confidence, and m1ght -
even be the turning-point in the present deplorable situation. . 

It was submitted with the hope that it might expedite t~e immedi~te obj~ctiv~ in mind,. 
and that, after reflection, it would be found desirable to adopt 1t as a bas1s for discussiOn for the 
portion of the treaty with which it dealt. 

' . 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that two courses should be followed ~th regard to. Mr. Wilson's 
statement. . ' . · , -

First, he would ask the Bureau1s permission to send the text prepared by the ·united States 
delegation to all the Governments represented' at the Disarmament Conference. Seco~dly, 
he would ask for authority to submit a copy to the Chairman of each of the three Committees 
referred to in his speech, so that they could select from it any points that bore upon the work 
,which he hoped the Bureau would that morning ask the Committees eventually to undertake.·. 

' ' . ' 

M. LITVIN OFF (Union of Soviet' Socialist Republics) reminded the Bureau that, at the 
fifteenth session of the Assembly of the League of Nations, 1 he had suggested that stock be 
taken of the work of the Disarmament Conference and that it be decided in what directions, 
if .any,· it should proceed. 'He would not flatter himself that his suggestion had in any way 
contributed to the convocation of the Bureau, but in any case he was very glad that the latter 
had been convened and th~t the question of disarmament was once again being dealt with. 

Not much could be done at the present time. It would be remembered that the great 
obstacle that had been encountered throughout was the impossibility of ensuring universality 
of the obligations and restrictions which the States took upon themselves. That obstacle still 
existed, and he Wondered whether it might not also obstruct the work suggested by the 
Chairman !l'ith regard to the manufacture of and trade in arms, budgetary publicity and the 
establishment of a Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

. He was afraid that few delegations would be willing to accept any restrictions-· for -
example, on the manufactu~e and purchase of arms-unless those restrictions were accepted · 
by all the other mo~e or less Important States. The .sa~e remark applied to budgetary publicity. 
Consequently, he d1d not know what recommendatiOn 1t was proposed to make on the regulation 
of the traffic in arms. 

-The Bure~u should be grateful to ~r. Wilson for his suggestion on behalf of the United 
States delegation, that some of the art1cles of the draft Convention on the Traffic in Arms 
should be separated and made quite independent of the future General Disarmament 
Convention. It would be easy for his own Government to adhere to such articles as there was 
no priv~te t;nanufacture of arms in his country, and his Government would be glad to sign a 
conven~10n if other Governments would come into line with its views. He was not sure that that 
sugg~shon would be acceptable to other delegations without regard being had to universality 
but m any case the matter could be proceeded,with. ' 

'Yith regard to the set~i!lg-up of a Perma~ent. Disa~ament Commission, he ·did not see 
what 1~ wo?ld be able to do~ Jt~ work were restncted to disarmament problems and there were · 
no obl~g~t10ns. and no restnctl?ns on ~rmaments. To establish. a Permanent Disarmament 
Comm1ss1?n w1thout a convention ~n d1sarmament would be to put the cart before the horse . 

. He had himself proposed the ~stabhshmen.t of a permanent peace conference precisely because 
he was aware that for some t1me to come 1t would not be possible to deal with the question of 

1 See record of the twelfth plenary meeting of the Assembly Of!ici!.ll Jour--• s · 1 S 1 t No. 125. _ •. . ...... pec1a upp_ emen , 
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di~armament proper .. He had :proposed that !he scope of that permanent body should. be . 
~dened so that 1t could deal Wlth other queshons akm to disarmament : queshons dealing · 
With J>E;ace and security. He was very grateful to the Chairman for recalling to mind the 
suggeshon he ~a~ m~de in the General Commission. That suggestion was still before the 
General CommiSSIOn m the form of the draft resolution he had submitted.' It would seem 
hardly practical or expedient to allow one body to deal with permanent disarmament and later 
on to ask another body to deal with security and peace. To restrict the scope of the activities 
of the permanent body would be to prejudice the solution of other problems. 
. If it were the Chairman's in'tention to instruct some committee of the Bureau to deal 

simultaneously both with the proposal for a Permanent Disarmament Commission and with 
the other parallel proposal to establish a Permanent Peace Conference, whatever form it might 
take, he would be content. Otherwise, he would have further remarks to make. 

- · ~~e CHAIRMAN recalled that he had suggested that the Committee on Miscellaneous 
: ProvlSlons should deal with the question raised by 1\l. Litvinofl in the General Commission. 

He had also suggested that the Governments that had not replied might do so, and he was quite 
prepared to appeal to them-since the question must be faced and settled in one way or the 
other-. to send in a reply of some kind to be dealt with by the Committee. There was no reason 
why 1t should not also consider the statement just made by M. Litvinoff. 

. He could not agree, however, that there was little or no work for a Permanent Disarmament 
!=ommission to do. It was quite true that if it were set up as speedily as rossible, ns he hoped 
1t would be, its powers would, for the time being, be strictly defined and !united, but he hoped 
that as the work of the Disarmament Conference proceeded the powers and scope of the 
Commission's work would be extended .. 

He suggested to M. Litvinofl that the time might come when the permanent body might 
be called by another name. It would always be within the competence of any delegation to raise 
the issue as to what it should be called. 

• · So far as the delegation of the powers of the present Conference to the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission was concerned, he pointed out that it had very extensive powers. 

· It was only necessary to consider the number of subjects discussed at the first reading of the 
··draft Convention presented by the United Kingdom delegation. He himself remembered taking 

out at one time fifteen or sixteen different subjects that had been discussed and might be 
embodied in separate articles in a comprehensive Convention. 

He desired to make it quite clear that, so far as he was concerned, as President of the 
. Conference, it would not be allowed to die. Even if a Permanent Disarmament Commission 
were set up-and he hoi?ed it would be-the Conference must, in his judgment, continue. 
There was an English saying : "The longest way round is sometimes the nearest way home ". 
Perhaps the Conference was taking the longest way round to reach the nearest point to a 
Disarmament Convention. The members were dealing, as practical men, with the actual 

. circumstances with which they were confronted at the moment. They were giving up nothing; 
they were trying to do a piece of work which they hoped would assist in creating a better 
atmosphere, so that after January, or during January, as he would arrange if he was authorised 
to do so, the Conference would really get down to work. The three Committees, as the United 
States delegation had suggested, might meet together occasionally, and also their Chairmen, 
and try their hands eventually at co-ordinating their work. But the final co-ordination must 
be left to the Bureau, as was stated very definitely in the resolution of June 8th, 1934. 

He hoped he had made the position clear. He did not think there was very much difference 
between M. Litvinofl and himself. Both wanted some form of permanent organisation . 

. M. Litvinofl wanted that organisation to have extensive powers: it could have whatever 
powers the Disarmament Conference delegated to it ; it could be given whatever name the 
Conference decided upon.~· · 

' The Chairman added that, in suggesting that the Governments' replies on the Litvinoff 
proposal should be considered by the Committee on Miscellaneous Provisions, he had, of course, 
intended that the whole question of the position and powers of the Pen;nanent Disarmament 
Commission should be reconsidered in the light of what was done that morning, so that the 
whole question would be before the Committee-namely, M. Litvinoff's proposal to set up a 
Permanent Peace Conference and the question of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, 
as changed if need be as a result of the points of view put forward that morning. 

M.·DE MADARIAGA (Spain.) said that he desired fir~t to associate himself with the proposals 
submitted by the Chairman. Seeing that circumstances were not favourable for work on a bigger 
scale the Bureau must confine its immediate action to such objects as were within its reach • 
at the moment. 

AsTegards the definition of those objects, he was also in agreement with the Chairman. 
• He was very glad that the U~~t~d States. delegatio~ had submitted to th~ Bureau 
a document summing up the possibilities of achievement m regard to three questiOns. He 

l See Minutes of the Bureau, page 2IZ. 
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regretted, however, .that it ha~ not been able to s~bm!t a text on budg~ta~y publicitf'. That 
question, the Spamsh delegation had always mamtamed, was an essential elemen m any 
practical solution of the disarmament problem. _ . .. 

He was glad, too, that the United States delegation had proclauned -the necessity of 
adopting a single instrument. Work dating back three years had not ye~ led to results, and the 
Chairman's proposal for separate protocols was naturally very att~active. Nevertheless, .the 
arguments put forward by the United States delegate in favour of a smgle text wer~ compellmg, 
and that text would stand a far better chance of acceptance if it contained somet~m~ concrete. 
In support of that view, he would refer to the observations submitted by ~· L1tvmoff. 

As regards trade in and manufacture of arms, he had been somewhat disconcerted by ~he 
modesty of Mr. Wilson's suggestions in that sphere. Mr. Wilson ha~ spoken only of public1~y. 
While reserving judgment until he had had an opportunity of exammmg the document wh~ch 
had been announced, he feared that Mr. Wilson might not have go~e far enou.gh .. ~he ?~amsh 
delegation had always attached great importance to that question, and, m 1ts op!mon, a 
Disarmament Convention without any supervision over manufacture of and trade m arms 
would be of less use in the cause of peace than a sound Convention on manufacture of and trade 
in arms without a Disarmament Convention. 

That view, he was convinced, would be confirmed by experience, pr?vided .that the 
Convention on control of manufacture of and trade in arms was really effective. . , 

In that connection, he pointed out that any form of supervision that conce~ed only the 
statistics of the respective Governments on the tonnage, value, or even the cahbre and type, 
of the arms exported would simply serve to throw dust in people's eyes. Supervision must be · 
based on a system of licences. There must be a licence for every weapon manufactured and that 
licence must accompany the weapon at the time of manufacture, sale, export, transport 
in transit, and import. It wa~ essential that all licences should form the subject of a system 
of control at Geneva and that that system should constitute what was meant by publicity. 

M. de Madariaga referred next to the enormous difficulties met with in all the serious 
political issues that had arisen at Geneva when there had been any question of defining the 
conduct to be adopted by States Members and non-members of the League as regards the 
supply of arms and implements of war to countries parties -to a conflict. He hoped that it 
would be possible, in one form· or another, to insert definite provisions on the subject when 
drawing up the Convention on Trade in and Manufacture of Arms. 

As regards M. Litvinoff's obseJ:Vations on the Permanent Disarmament Commission, he 
fully endorsed what the Chairman had already said. In his opinion, the Permanent Commission 
could not do really useful work in the matter of disarmament unless it also possessed political 
power~ .. It 'Yas essential, ho":ever, to draw a distinction between the political powers of that 
CommiSSIOn m the matter of disarmament and the general political powers of the League which 
constituted the real Permanent Peace Conference. ' 
. In. his capa~ity as Chairman of the Air Committee, he desired to point out that it had been 
1mposs1ble for h1m to.convene the Com_mittee with any conviction that it could do really useful 
w?rk. If t?e delegations represented m the Bureau could enable him usefully to convene the 
A1r Comm1ttee, he would do so without delay. _ 

He desired next to consult th~ Chairman in r~gard to a question of procedure. He wished 
to kno.w whethe~ the draft sub!fl1tted by the Umted States delegation would be sent to the 
Committee appomted to deal w1th that question as a basis for its work or for its information. 

Th~ ~~AIR~AN said, in reply to M. de Madariaga's question, that he could not take the 
respons1b1hty, smce the Bureau had not yet seen Mr. Wilson's document of askin th B 
to send it to the Committees a~ a basis for. their work. He would, hoV:.ever, beg pre~ar~~e~~ 
ask th~ Govern'!lents to whom 1t ~as .sent-many of whom would not be represented on· the 
Comm1tt~es wh1ch 'Yould deal w1th 1t-to send t? the Chairman of the Committee an · 
observa.hons they m1ght have to make on. the vanous points raised by the United Statis 
dclegahon. That should meet M. de Madanaga's point. • 

f thM-JFLtiG
1
L C(Austr!a).emphasised the fact that six months had passed since the adjournm-ent 

o e enera ommlssJon and no progress had been made in the work f th c f 
That setback, together with the armaments race which was the outco o. e on erence. 
~eal danger for peace. It was a situation which Austria like the othme of Jt, c.reated a very 
Ignore ~nd which necessarily influenced her attitude in 'the field of ;r countnes, could ~ot 
would hke !o give a brief account of that attitude. Austria had sparedsarm~ment. M. Pflug! 
the conclusiOn of a general convention for the reduction of armam t n~he ~rts to prolll:ote 
to ac~de to measures for ensuring security as an essential cond .~!!- s. f eh ad never .failed 
equahty of rights. , 1 Ion or t e restoration of 

In the meantime, however-and that' time must now be m 
had been deprived of all security in face of the growth of arm· easturtehd by years-she herself 

T 
. . · amen s roughout the world 

. hat Situation, paradoxical in itself, was not all how . · 
mdependence to defend, and no State placed in that sit 't· hevdr. Austna had her own 
of how to remain strong and independent abroad as well ua 10tnh a ye! shown her an example 
means and without equality of defence. as a orne Without possessing proper 

For that reason, the Austrian Government was com ell d t 
the Bureau in its wisdom that the equality which wa P . ed. 0 takbe that opportunity to ask 

s 1D lspensa le to Austria should be 
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obtained either as the outcome of ne.,otiations between great Powers leading to a resumption 
of the. Conference or-since it was at present proposed to adopt other means as a temporary 
expedient-by some other method. 

. ~t ~as needless to enlarge upon the danger incurred by Austria on account of her military 
u~fenonty, throu~h her inability to avail herself freely -of her means of defence in the 
crrcumstances whtch at present existed in Europe and which the other countries took into 
account, and to in~ist upon the duties imposed upon her by her international obligations which 
redoubled her nahonal interest in what was her most _vital possession. 

· There was also no need to dwell upon the long time which must elapse before the work 
of the Conferenc~ could be resumed. That was the reason that had led to the proposals which 
the ~ureau had Just heard regarding the adoption of such conventions as might be feasible 
outstde the scope of a general convention. 

Without overlooking the desirability of adopting conventions of that kind, which would 
form a first step towards a general settlement of the question, the Austrian Government 
~eg_rette~ t_hat it could not see in ~he new development any sign of an advance towards what, 
m 1ts o~mton, b~sed.on the pressmg inte_rests of its country, formed the counterpart of other 
convenhonal obhgahons-namely, equahty of rights to defence. 

M. Pfliigl was therefore instructed to state that, although it would in no way refuse its 
collaboration, the Austrian Government could not see its way to sign such other conventions 
until an agreement was reached in regard. to the claim which M. Pfliigl had just set forth. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said that he was happy to be able to support, on behalf 
of His Majesty's Government, the procedure suggested to the Bureau in the Chairman's 
statement of November 5th and confirmed in his speech that morning. It was all the easier 
for him to do so, since Sir John Simon himself, as long ago as May 3oth last,• had suggested 
the possibility of making progress by drawing up a number of protocols on specif1c subjects. 
In the circumstances of the present time, that seemed, indeed, to be the only procedure that the 
Conference could follow. The course of its work must inevitably be affected by political events 
taking place outside those walls, and it was scarcely possible at that time to make definite 
plans for the future course of the work of the Conference beyond the three subjects set out in 
the Chairman's statement-namely, the regulation of the manufacture of and trade in arms, 
budgetary publicity and the setting-up of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

In that connection, Mr. Eden desired to say that he appreciated the force of the remarks 
made that morning by M. Litvinoff on the subject of universality. It might be that failure 
to achieve universality would affect the efficacy of the Conference's work : but, all the same, 
he was glad to find that it was M. Litvinoff's view, as it was his own, that that fear should not 
stop the Conference from working on those .three subjects. In that respect, he particularly 
welcomed the statement made by the representative of the United States Government. The 
United Kingdom delegation had been very glad to hear of the proposals which were to be 
circulated.• He was sure that, taken together with the draft articles which were the outcome 
of the work of the Committee of the Conference, to which he had no doubt they were related, 
they would greatly assist the work on that subject. 

He cordially agreed with the Chairman and Mr. Wilson that it was highly desirable to deal 
with those subjects, even apart from and in advance of the main problems of the Conference. 
Whenever the Committees to deal with them were called together, the United Kingdom 
delegation would be happy to do its utmost to further their work and to assist them to arrive 
at agreed results with the least possible delay. He himself was sufficiently optimistic to believe 
that once they got to work their labours would not be either too prolonged or too diflicult. 

At the same time, he would like to utter one word of warning. The work of the Committees 
was no doubt important. His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom, as he had already 
made clear wished to see it brought to a successful conclusion, but at the same time it was very 
far from r:garding work upon one, or even all, of the three subjects as an adequate result for 

. nearly three years' effort by the Disarmament Conference. Those objectives were useful, but 
they were not the main ?bjective, and it was that mai!l object!ve that the Conference m~st 
keep continuously before 1t: that was to say, the concluston, posstbly by stages, of a convenhon. 
for the reduction and limitation of armaments. Only by the conclusion of such a convention 
could it hope to meet some of the most stubborn of the political difficulties of the present time 
and only thus could appeasement finally be brought to the nations of the world. 

Mr. Eden therefore repeated that, on behalf of His Majesty',11 Government, he cordially 
endorsed the proposed programme. The United Kingdom delegation would help to the best 
of its ability to further the work of the three Committees, but the great problems with which 
the Conference was confronted remained and must be solved. The lesser could be no substitute 
for the greater, as the Chairman, in the last paragraph of his statement, had wisely reminded 
the Conference. It seemed necessary to remind the Bureau of that at the present time, for in 

• See Minutes of the General Commission, page 665. 
• See document Conf.D.167. 
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· to success more than once to lose hope 
three years of work the Conference had been too nJar f th political problems that beset the 
utterly even at this hour. While the stubbo~afealt!Y 0d'd ~ot even now, justify despair. · 
Conference was only too well known, those di cudltehs 1 ced~re suggested by the Chairman. 

With those few comments, he warmly endorse e pro 
- ' I ... 

· · · · . ) · 'd that while it would be premature 
M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. sal t tes'dele ation until he had seen 

for him to move amendments to the proposal of t~e Umt.ed S a r it ing mind and perhaps pass 
it, he desired to raise one ~atter so that delegat~ohns bmi~ht be:sition to discuss it at the next . 
it on to their Governments m order that they m1g t em a P . 
meeting. . , f bl' 'ty ·not only to the manufacture 

What he desired to suggest was the. extensiOn ° pu ~cit beaver efficacious means of 
of and trade in arms, but also to the transit of armbs. tThl at migr\he enfor!ement of embargoes, 
control, not only over the manufacture of arms, u a so ove . , . . . . . . 
which were assuming great importance at prese~t. · · d atisfaction that they would be 

Turning to the proposals before the Bureau, e ex~resse :h C mittee on Miscellaneous 
dealt with by one and the same body. Whether that bo y was e om be some inconsistenc 
Provisions or the Bureau did not matter. There w~uld seem, hocwever~ t~ d he hoped thaf 
with what had been said about the Permanent Disarmam~nt ommission, an. . • 
if it were set up, a permanent name would be found for It. · . · ', t . · th ;: · • 

Mr Henderson appeared to assume that it would take some time to ascer am e o~mions 
of the Governments on M. Litvinoff's proposal, but they_ ~ad already had sufficient time to 
consider it, and he was stire they had already formed an opm10n. It .wa~ not neces~ary for t~em 
to send in a written reply to the Secretariat ; they could express the1~ VIews to their delegations 
in order that the latter might place them before a subsequent meetmg.ll d di B t h 

He agreed with th~ Chairman th~t the Co~ference shoul~ not be ~ owe. to . e. u _ e · 
wanted it not only to hve, but to be mfused. with fresh and VIgorous life .. 

M Litvinoff added that he had no intention of proposing that anything should be done·-
~utsid~ the framework of the League o_f Nations. · · · · 

. ' 
I 

M. DI SoRAGNA (Italy), noting that the argument~ pr~viously adduced w~re based on the 
essential engagements undertaken by the Conference m _vrrtue of t~e resolution of June 8th, 
1934, thought it desirable to recall the fact that. the Italian delegah.on had not vot.ed for that. 
resolution.• It intended to retain the freedom It had reserved for Itself then, as mdeed was. 
natural since in the meantime nothing had taken place which could justify Italy in changing . 

. her decisions. Moreover, the independence of judgment which the Italian delegation ~aimed 
seemed to it particularly necessary, since the work of the Bureau appeared to be tending, not 
only towards recommendations for the work of certain Committees, but also towards the. 
completion of protocols which would ultimately have to be adopted. It was primarily .on 
that point, which naturally connoted the acceptance to a certain extent of an undertakmg 
by the delegations associating themselves with the instructions given for that purpose, that 

· M. di Soragna intended to claim freedom of judgment for the Italian delegation. · 
He felt bound to add that, as regards the protocols, the Italian Government felt very 

definite doubts, in view of the impossibility of ignoring, even for a time, the fact that all the 
elements of disarmament were completely interdependent. Moreover, in carrying on tb.e work, 
the aim was to achieve something final, which, however, ·would be calculated to increase the 
difficulty of accession on the part of certain States for which the treaties of peace had created ·, 
a special situation, whether or not these States were now present, at Geneva. ·· · 

As to the constitution of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, M. di Soragna had 
been struck by M. Litvinoff's observations ,on the uselessness of such a Commission. Such a 
body might be either of an investigatory or of a supervisory character. If it were 
an investigatory body called upon to do the work because the organs of the Conference could 

· no longer do it, what could such a Commission do, composed as it would be of the sam'e 
persons representing the .same State_s? If it were a supervisory body, M. di Soragna begged 
to point ou~ that the Italill:n. delegati~n had always expressed on that point its clear conviction 
that any kmd of supervlSlon was mseparable from a general disarmament convention 
and it still adhered to that principle. . . , ' 

As regarded the question of the manufacture of arms, the Italian case had been already 
in~ect~y formulate~ at the time when Italy unreservedly accepted the MacDonald plan, 
'which did not compnse the manufacture of arms. That attitude meant-unlike the view held 
by M. ~e Madariaga-that a disarmament convention could be drawn up without a special 
conv~ntion on t~e manufactur~ of arms. In~ee~. the provisions of a convention of that kind 
duphcated certam clauses relatmg to the qualitative and quantitative limitation of armaments. 
M. <J! Soragna could not say that the Italia~ delegation would not eventually be prepared to · 
cons1~er ~he manufactu~e ~~ ar~s ~Is~. but It would have to be in close connection with the 
quanh~ative and qualitative limitation of armaments and, indeed, would have to be 
subordmated to the latter. 

In conc!u~i_on, M. di Sorag~~ stated that the ltali~n delegation would of course not assume 
any !esponsibility for s~ch deCISions as the Bureau m1ght take in regard to the instructions to 
be giVen to the Committees. · · · . · 

1 See Minutes of the General Commission, page 687. 
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. M. UNnf!.r (Sweden) simply wished to state that the Swedish delegation associated itself 
Wit~ the Chairman's proposals and that it also accepted the suggestions put forward by the 
U~1ted ?t3:tes delegation concerning the plan of work-suggestions which seemed to it to come 
qu1te w1thm the scope of the Chairman's communication. 

The Chairman had wisely resigned himself to the inevitable in proposing that the 
~onference should confine itself, for the present, to a limited number of special and very 

-Important questions, until political circumstances should make it possible for it to take up 
the main work again. 

~e- ad~ed that his Government attached special importance to the three questions 
mentu;med m the Chairman's statement, particularly the regulation of the manufacture of and 
~rade m arms, and that he hoped that it might be possible quickly to achieve positive results 
m that sphere on the basis of the United States proposals. 

M. MA_SSIGLI (France) observed that the Chairman had himself pointed out the connection 
between his proposals and the resolution of June 8th, 1934. and it was, moreover, a well
known fact that the three questions submitted to the Bureau for examination were those on 
which the French delegation had always insisted as constituting important features in any 
Convention that might be established. The French Government was in full agreement, as 
regarded the programme, and thought that good work might be done on those lines. True, 
the delegate of Italy, with that somewhat brutal frankness to which he had accustomt•d his 
colleagues-and which M. Massigli, for his part, very much appreciated as a tokt>n of frit•ndship 
-had just uttered a warning and voiced a somewhat sceptical opinion. M. Massigli felt, 
however, that experience would show that the Conference could do very valuable work in 
that way, and the Italian delegation's collaboration would, he felt sun•, not be lacking. 

The CHAIRMAN desired to clear up what was, he thought, a little misunderstanding on the 
part of M. di Soragna. He appeared to claim, as a point in his favour, that the United Kingdom 
delegation had not included in its draft a chapter on the traffic in arms. The reason for that 
was that a Committee had been sitting at that very time, and its report had not been received ; 
it was not that the United Kingdom delegation was not in favour of taking any action. He 
.ventured to say that, if Mr. Eden were asked, he would reply that his Government was strongly 
in favour of some action being taken. 

M. DI SORAGNA (Italy) thanked M. Massigli for his friendly words and assured him that 
it was chiefly from him that he had learnt that frankness was the best form of diplomacy. 

To avoid any misunderstanding, he desired to point out that he had spoken not of traffic 
in arms but of manufacture. 

He wished to take advantage of that opportunity to inforin the Chairman that he had had 
no intention of compromising the United Kingdom delegation in any way. He remembered 
quite well that it had been said at the time that certain things could be added to the draft 
presented to the Conference ; he had not intended to engage the responsibility of any but the 
Italian delegation. · 

The CHAIRMAN expressed satisfaction at the spirit in which the discussion had taken place 
that morning. He thought there was general agreement that action should be taken on the 
lines indicated in his note of November 5th, his speech that morning, and the subsequent 
suggestions he had made for dealing with both Mr. Wilson's document and M. Litvinoff's 
statement. He ventured to express the hope that that spirit might be continued, that all the 
members, whatever position they had felt compelled to take at that meeting, would work for 
the speedy execution of the programme just discussed, with the definite intention-and he 
wanted to emphasise that point-to make a start and never to be satisfied until something 
had been achieved in the way of the larger Convention upon which the Conference had set its 
mind at its opening nearly three _years previously. -

The Chairman's proposals were adopted. 
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·• 
NOTE BY THE SECRETARY-GENERAL. 

The Secretary-General has the honour to communicate to the Members of the Conference 
for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments the attached preliminary report which 
the late Mr. Arthur Henderson, President of the Conference, some time before his death, 
requested him to distribute. 

It was the intention of the President that this document should be issued as a provisional 
statement on the progress of the work of the Conference which might, at some later date, 
facilitate the compilation of a final report, to be submitted to the Conference. He had reason 
to believe that the need for such a document had long been felt by delegations to the Conference, 
by Government departments dealing with disarmament questions, and by the public at large, 
which was following its proceedings. . 

The President hoped that this statement would be received as a sincere attempt to present 
an impartial survey of the great mass of material lying scattered through the long succession 
of documents distributed to the Conference, and that it would be regarded, not only as a 
progress report to the Conference, but as an instrument of work and a guide to its proceedings 
and documentation. 

Geneva, November I935· 
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INTRODUCTION • 
• 

SCOPE AND PURPOSE OF THE PRESENT REPORT. 

The purp?se of the present preliminary report is to present a short chronological record 
of the procee~ngs of the Conference, a summary of its technical work on specific problems and 
a general reVlew of the results achieved 

It is not sug~este~ that the report ~11 meet the requirements of those who desire a full 
accou~t of the d1scuss1ons and decisions of the Conference or an exact presentation of its 
techmcal work. To convey an accurate impression even of the decisions of principle adopted 
by th_e Confe!ence would need a document much longer than could be usefully presented 
on th1s ?ccas10n. Such a. record would necessarily have to include the considerations and 
res~rvabons urged b~ part~cular delegations and a precise description of the conditions under 
wh1ch t~e relevant ~1scuss1ons took place,l while to convey an exact appreciation of technical 
result~. 1t wo.uld '?bv10usly be necessary to go into the various problems in much greater detail 

. than 1s poss1ble m a report of these dimensions. 
It is ~oped, however, that the present document may serve as a useful guide to the Confe

rence and 1t has_been presented in such a way that those who desire a more detailed description 
of events than 1s here conveyed or futher information on technical matters may consult the 
necessary records and documents. 

PERMANENT OBLIGATIONS UNDER ARTICLE 8 OF THE COVENANT.1 

The Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, which was convened 
under resolutions adopted by the Council in January and May 1931,8 cannot be considered 
apart from a series of events and decisions to which it is closely related. It forms part of 
the continuous work done under the auspices of the League over a period of years for the 
maintenance of peace and the fulfilment of permanent obligations lying upon the Members 
of the League which will remain valid as long as Article 8 stands as part of the fundamental 
law of the Covenant. 

The obligations accepted under Article 8 of the Covenant as necessary to the maintenance 
of peace have three definite objects in view : 

(1) National armaments are to be reduced in accordance with plans formulated by 
the Council and adopted by the Governments, these plans being subject to revision at 
least every ten years ; 

(2) The Council has to advise how the evil effects of the manufacture by private 
enterprise of munitions and implements of war can be prevented ; 

(3) Members of the League are to exchange full and frank information as to the scale 
of their armaments, their military, naval and air programmes and the condition of their 
industries adaptable to warlike purposes. 

SHORT HISTORY OF THE PREPARATORY WORK. 

In execution of these obligations, the Council, in May 1920, set up, in virtue of Article 9 
of the Covenant, a Permanent Advisory Commission for military, n~val and air questions, 
a body of technical experts appointed by the Members of the Counc1l. The first Assembly 
of the League, however, meeting in Sept~mber 1~20, reco~nise~ that disarmament was. more 
than a technical question and that, for 1ts pr~cbcal soluhon, 1t was n~cessary t.o cons1der a 
whole series of political, social and econom~c problems. It accordmgly decl<;J.~d that a 
Temporary Mixed Commission should be appomted composed of accepted authonhes on the 

• military, political, social, economic and financial aspects of the subject. The Temporary 

1 Note by the SeCf'elaYiat (July 1936) :The printed edition of the present document contains as ~ootnotes observations 
put forward by certain Governments after having examined the roneoed text of the document asc1rculated 10 November 
1935· . 

I A.rlicl• I : 
1. The Members of the League recognise that the maintenance of peace requires the red.uction. of national 

armaments to the lowest point consistent with national safety and the enforcement by common action of Jnternational 

obligations. . a! . . d . t f h St t hall f u1 te 
2 • The Council, taking account of the geographic sttuatton an ctrcums ances o eac a e, s orm a 

plans for such reduction for the consideration and ~ction of t~e. several Governments. 

3 Such plans shall be subject to reconsideration and rev1s1on at least every ten years. 

4: After these plans have been adopted by the several Governments, the limits of armaments therein fixed shall 
not be exceeded without the concurrence of the Counc1l. . . . . . 

Th M he f the League agree that the manufacture by pnvate enterpnse of mumtlons and Implements 
of w!; is 0 een :: gr~~: objections. The Council shall advise bow the evil effects attenda~t upon such manufacture 
can he pre!nted, due regard being had to the necessities of those Members of the League wb1ch are not able to manu
facture the munitions and implements of war necessary for the1r safety. . . . 

6 Th M he f the League undertake to interchange full and frank mformation as to the scale of the>r 
arma~ents.ethe~;n mir~t!y, naval and air programmes and the condition of such of their industries as are adaptable 
to warlike purposes. 

1 See Annex 1, extracts from the resolutions adopted ~y the Council in January aod May 1931, nndeJ which the 
Conference was convened and Mr. Arthur Henderson appo1nted as Pres1dent. 
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)[i:ttd Commission 11-orkM for four years. .Its discussions ~entred mai!ll~ upon the ultimate 
rel~tionship ~tw~n disannament and ~unty and resulted m the subm1SS1on to the Assembly 
in IQ.lJ of a draft Treaty of Mutual ASS1stance. 

·The draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance was based on the fund.amental. idea th~t war as a.n 
instrument of ~on must hen~eforth _be regarded as an m~ernatio~al c':lme, and 1t 
combinM the principle of a generalmternatio~al system of collective se~unty Wlt~ a system 
of supplementary defensive agreements or reg10nal pacts between particular natlons. The 
draft Treaty ...-as communicated to the Governments, but was not accepted as a satisfactory 
solution of the problem.1 · 

. The Assembly in 1924 accordingly abandoned the draft Treaty and framed a more com
prehensive plan, the Geneva Protocol of 1924, whereby an attempt was made to create. a 
complete system of compulsory arbitration and resistance by common action to acts of 
aggression. The relationship bet~·een security and disa~a_ment was again ~mphasised, the 
entry into force of the Protocol being made to depend expliotly on the adoptlon by a general 
Disarmament Conference of a plan for the reduction of armaments. . . 

Discussions which took place in the Council in 1925 showed that the Protocol, accepted 
by the previous Assembly and signed by fourteen States, would not be generally accepted, 
and the Government of the United Kingdom, which was one of the States with views in 
opposition to the Protocol, suggested, as an alternative, that the Covenant should be supple-
mented bv special arrangements to meet special needs. · 

The Protocol was accordingly set aside in favour of a partial application of the regional 
system, which was soon afterwards embodied' in the Locamo Treaties signed on October 16th, 
1925- These Treaties guaranteed the territorial status qU() as between Belgium and Germany 
and as between Germany and France and provided for a peaceful settlement of disfutes 
between these countries. Following their signature, Germany became a Member o the 
League in 1926. 

Meanwhile, the Council, acting in accordance with a resolution adopted by the Assembly 
in September 1925, set up a Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, which, 
from the spring of 1926, worked under the direction of the Council and submitted to that 
body in December 1930 a final report and a draft Convention. The work of the Preparatory 
Commission was supplemented by technical reports from a Committee of Budgetary Experts 
and by the report of Committee of Experts appointed to fix rules for the adoption of a standard 
horse-power measurement for aeroplane and dirigible engines. All these documents were 
sent to the Governments invited to take part in the General Conference for the Reduction 
and limitation of Armaments in accordance with the resolutions adopted by the Council 
in January and May 1931. . 

\VAS THE CoNVOCATION OF THE CONFERENCE PREMATURE l , 

' . 
The opinion has been expressed in certain quarters that the Council, when deciding in 

January 1931 to convoke the Conference, acted prematurely. It would be for the Council 
to answer such criticism, but a few facts may perhaps be recalled in this connection. It may 
even be asked from another point of view whether the convocation of the Conference had not 
been too long delayed. 

In January 1931, eleven years had passed since the entry into force of Article 8 of the 
Covenant, which laid upon Members ~f the League !he obligation to reduce their armaments. 
More tha:n five years had elapsed Sl!lce the ~ppomt_ment of the Preparatory Commission 
for the Disannament Conference and Slnce the s1gnatones of the Final Protocol of the Locarno 
Conference had made the following declaration : 

~ ~e representatives. of the Governments represented here declare their firm 
conviction th.at the entry mto force of. these Treaties and Conventions will contribute 
greatly to bnng about a moral relaxation of the tension between nations that it will 
h~lp pow~ully towards th_e solution of many political or economic problems in accordance 
~th the tn~es~ and sentlmen~ of peoples •. and that, in str~gthening peace and security • 
m Europe, tt will hasten effectively the disarmament proVlded for in Article 8 of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations. 

" They undertake to give their sincere co-operation to the work relating to disar
~ment already undertaken by the League of Nations and to seek the realisation thereof 
m a general agreement. H 

• ~nually, at each ~sion of the Assembly of the League, a number of States had shown 
· tmpatience at the delay tn the preparatory work for the Conference and on several occasions 
the Assembly h:ad formally expressed the wish that this work shouid be pressed forward and 
that the first Disarmament Conference should be called at an early date. Thus on September 
25th, 1928, the Assembly declared : ' 

• The pr~t conditions of ~urity ~t up by the Covenant of the League of Nations, 
by the Treaties of Peace, and, tn particular, by the reductions in the armaments of 

cora~~:::.':!;':, ~'i.:,';:..IJul~r~ : Theao!'~~.!.~!le~tion pointe on~ the following: "Tbe draft Treaty wu 
~~ •. men • wu -.-- 0 "I II> llu Of'f'OIIIion of ID1fJI ofllum, 1111/toufilt U ltllll "'""" 

• N'IU l>yllu Seue~Miat (July1936): The Freueh delegation h ind' ted tb 
pref«abbe to draft tbia Mlltellce u lol..,_. . " Although the 1 :S. u:a at,in their opinion, it would have been 
w 11 's 11p ia tile ,....,Ia • arbitcatioa eec:urity diwma t ,u mental principle of the Protocol which had beeD 
ia applyt.c it, to proceed by the metbod of r~a,.:.,., on men._ wuh'-rru.h lntalnecl, It wu therefore tboucbt preferable, 

, '""1YY- ~reemenw, w "" wu IOOD afterwardl embodied. • • • " 
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certain countries under these Treaties, and also by the Locarno Agreements, would 
allow of the conclusion at the present time of a first General Convention for the Reduction 
and Limitation of Armaments. " 

~eari~g ~n mind tlie work of the Preparatory Commission and that of other Committees 
work1!1g W1th1n the framework of the League, it can hardly be maintained that the necessary 
techrucal preparations for the Conference had not been made. 

POLITICAL CONDITIONS AT THE OPENING AND DURING THE COURSE OF THE CONFERENCE. 

. It may •. ~owever, be questioned whether, when the Conference met early in I932, there 
eXlsted a m1mmum of conditions, political and moral, indispensable for ultimate success, or 
whether the political preparation of the Conference was adequate. 

At the .Counc~l meeting of January 193I, several members, particularly France, Italy 
and the Umted K1~gdom, expressed the opinion that, in order to ensure the success of the 
Confe!e~ce, a cons1derable amount of political preparation was necessary and that active 
negotiation~ between the Governments on the principal political problems outstanding 
were essential. 

Un.fortunately, owing to circumstances which it is not here necessary to recall, little 
or nothmg wa~ d?ne in the year between the convocation and the actual meeting of the Confe
rence .to. obta11_1 m advance some measure of agreement upon fundamental issues between 
t~e pnn~1pally mterested Powers, and, when the Conference came together, none of the political 
~fficulties foreshadowed during the proceedings of the Preparatory Commission and reflected 
m. the ~raft Convention framed by that Commission had been solved as between the Powers 
pnmarily concerned. Suggestions differing widely from one another were, therefore, submitted 
from the outset, and these suggestions had to be discussed by the Conference before it could 
take any useful decision on outstanding political problems. 

It was soon evident that, unless those problems were previously solved, the initial impetus 
of the Conference would spend itself in a series of fruitless discussions. Indeed, time after 
time, the progress of the Conference was checked because the settlement of these political 
questions had not been sufficiently prepared in advance. 

DURATION OF THE CONFERENCE AND SCOPE OF ITS WORK. 

Even had there been adequate political preparation for the work of the Conference, it 
would hardly have been reasonable to expect that its work would be of short duration. 
Important conferences for the reduction and limitation of armaments had been held in the 
past, such as the Naval Conferences at Washington, I921-22, Geneva, I927, London, I930, 
and the Conferences at Rome in 1924 and Moscow in 1927. Never before, however, had there 
been a general effort to achieve disarmament embracing all States and all categories of forces 
and weapons. . 

The Washington and London Conferences, limited in scope and membership, lasted 
three and a half months and three months respectively. The scope of the Conference which 
opened in February 1932, unlike these previous Conferences, was not limited to drawing up an 
agreement between a small number of Powers and relating to special categories of armaments 
which might be defined with comparative ease. It brought together sixty-one States Members 
and non-members of the League out of the sixty-five States which had been invited to take 
part ; its discussions were intended to cover the whole field of armaments; it was required 
to consider cognate subjects, such as the manufacture of arms and trade in arms; last, but 
not least, it had to deal with the difficult and complex problem of the organisation of a 
collective peace system under the heading of security. 

All these efforts had to be made on a general scale and in regard to questions in respect 
of which the States concerned were peculiarly sensitive to the claims of national loyalty 
and the principle of national sovereignty. The armed forces of a country are considered as the 
most obvious expression of its sovereignty and independence, and never before in the history 
of the world had an attempt been made to place an agreed and accepted limit upon the exercise 
by nations of their sovereign right~ in this particular sphere. The ~eac~ Treaties had imposed 
disarmament obligations on certam Sta!e~, and c~rtam general obhgation.s ha~ ~een assumed 
by the signatories of the Covenan~. But.lt 1s one thmg for a ~tat~ to accept m pnnc1ple ~ general 
obligation and quite another thing to 1mplement such obligations by means of ~etailed.pro
visions binding upon the military system .of every. St3:te and based ?n ~ system. of.mt~rnational 
limitation and supervision.l. The effective l!;PPlic~ti~n of the pnnc1ple of lim1t~t10n, apart 
from any question of reductlon, would constitute m 1tself an unprecedented ach1evement. 

'Nou by lA• S1cr11anal (July 1936) : The ~rench delegation has submitted the following observations ,..,garding 
thia sentence : "The last sentence but one of thts paragraph mtgbt lead to the belief that States that had contracted 
general obligations wished to avoid giving effect to them in practice. It should be ,..,membered that theae obligations 
were definite, but conditional; the breakdown of the Conference is due, not to such a cause, but to the fact that the 
conditions on which the ,..,duction of armaments was made to depend under the Covenant could not be fulfilled." 
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The limitation of armaments, moreove!• cannot be consi~~red as ~n iso!ated ~roble_m. 
Disarmament is only one aspect of an orgamsed peace system, and expenence m dealing With 
the roblem before and dunng the Conferen.ce ha~ clearly shown. that a~ ~ffort to limit and 
red ~ armaments necessarily entails the d1scuSS1on of much w1der -pohhcal problems. It 

u became ob,.;ous that the Conference would have to face the problem of collaboration 
:O~e political field between Me"!bers and non-members of the. League, a haf!"onisation 
of the ( 0 ,-enant and the Briand-Kellogg Pact, and the elaboration of a collecbve system 
for the preservation of peace. 

SPECLU. DIFFICULTIES INHERENT IN THE POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC SITUATION DURING THE 

CONFERENCE. 

In addition to these general difficulties inherent in the problem of disarmament, there 
were special difficulties created by the conditions obtaining when the Conference met. 

The effects of the serious events in the Far East which were in progress at the beginning 
of the Conference should not be forgotten, and it was inevitable that one of the first passages 
in the opening speech of the President of the Conference should refer to them. 

Two serious armed conflicts in another continent took place during the Conference, a 
conffict between Colombia and Peru and a conflict between Bolivia and Paraguay. 

Fnrther, when the Conference met, the world was faced with the most serious and wide
spread economic and financial crisis in history. Economic difficulties were creating political 
unrest, and political unrest was still further aggravating the economic and financial difficulties. 
The direct bearing of these economic and financial conditions upon the problem of disarmament 
will be generally appreciated. They complicated the solution of the problem by profoundly 
afiecting international relations, while the burden of more than 20,000 million gold francs 
annual expenditure on armaments weighed heavily upon the States which were grappling 
with the immediate problem of finding work or relief for their thousands and millions of 
unemployed. 

Finally, numerous important political developments which took place within many 
countries while the Conference was in session also had their effects in the international field. 
Successive changes in the Governments of some of the States represented at the Conference 
undoubtedly troubled and delayed the progress of its work. 

Striking a balance between the forces which favoured and those which endangered the 
success of the Conference, there would appear on the credit side the immense volume of 
technical preparatory work accumulated from 1920 to 1932 by the various bodies of the 
League and culminating in the draft Convention produced by the Preparatory Disarmament 
Commission, the political efforts which found expression m the draft Treaty of Mutual 
Assistance, the Geneva Protocol, the Model Treaties drafted by the Committee on Arbitration 
and Security, the series of resolutions on disarmament adopted by the Assembly on the 
proposal of its Third Committee, the General Act for the Pacific Settlement of International 
Disputes, the Convention on Financial Assistance, the Convention to strengthen the Means 
of preventing War, the Washington and London Naval Treaties, the disarmament of Germany, 
Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria, the Briand-Kellogg Pact, the numerous treaties of non-aggres
sion, conciliation and friendship signed between the majority of the countries participating 
in the Conference, and the armaments truce initiated by the League Assembly and put into 
effect by the Council in 1931.1 . 

On the debit side would appear the series of events which weakened the faith of the 
nations in the efficiency of the system of peace and security embodied in the Covenant. 
~e of these eve!lts,located in _Europe, hampered the early progress of the League. Others, 
which took place m South Amenca or the Far East, had a more direct bearing on the destinies 
of the Conference, in that they happened just prior to its meeting. Nor were the internal 
political changes y<~ch .oe«;urred ~n certain States calculated to smooth the path of the Conference, 
as, whatever therr m~nDSlc ~ents, they were f~lt by some countries to constitute a threat to 
the sy~ of secunty wh1~h they were amnous to- establish. All these events, creating 
as they did a general uneasmess, struck at the roots of mutual confidence between nations 
and trou~led th~ atmosphere of the Conference from the very start. The effect was manifest, 
not only 1n publ_1c meet~ngs of. the Confe~ence, but also during the private negotiations carried 
out by the Pres~dent himself m the vanous capitals or at Geneva. 

METHODS OF WORK OF THE CONFERENCE. 

nd ~ Conference decid~ at ~n. ~arly •tage of its proceeding•, that, in dealing with its long 
a difficult task, a certa1n tleX1bl11ty as. to methods must be maintained. No road was left 
unexplored and no •tone left untumed 1n the efforts made by its members to advance the 
work of the Conference. 

I KQu opeci6e ref«- to- of tbae iaatnmenta wiD be foalld ID Chapter n. 
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General discussions of maTor principles and problems at plenary sessions of the Conference 
and in. its main Commissions have been supplemented by the technical and detailed work 
of spec1al and expert committees. 

The Officers of the Bureau of the Conference 1 have often been entrusted with the task 
of removing or minimising differences both at Geneva and elsewhere. 

Diplomatic negotiations have on several occasions taken place under the auspices of 
one or more of the Governments represented. 

The Conference adopted, as far as possible, the practice of holding its meetings in public 
so that public opinion might closely follow its work. Here, perhaps, it should be emphasised 
that public opinion, owing to the initiative of a number of international organisations and to 
practical collaboration between them, has shown itself more active and better informed 
than at any other international conference. Prior to the opening of the Conference, some of 
these organisations adopted resolutions setting out their point of view as to the way in which 
the various aspects of the problem of disarmament should, in their opinion, be approached, 
and their representatives were given access to the Conference. A special plenary meeting 
was held on February 6th, 1932, at which a great number of petitions were solemnly presented. 

Delegations of international or national organisations have from time to time been 
received by the President and their resolutions and recommendations published in the 
Journal of the Conference. Many thousands of letters, messages and resolutions, official or 
personal, have been addressed to the President by representatives of organisations or private 
persons in many lands or forwarded to him from meetings held on behalf of the Conference all 
over the world. 

ARMAMENTS TRUCE. 

The Assembly, on September 29th, 1931, adopted a resolution requesting the Council to 
urge the Governments invited to the Conference to prepare for this event by undertaking, 
for a period of one year, as from November Ist, 1931, to refrain from any measure involving 
an increase in their armaments, and the Council on the following day decided to communicate 
this resolution to the States concerned. Fifty-five Governments replied to this invitation, 
and on November 14th the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, in a Circular Letter 
to the Governments invited to the Conference, communicated an opinion from the President 
of the Council, based on these replies, to the effect that, in so far as no State intimated any 
objection to this course, the proposed armaments truce might be regarded as having been 
accepted under the conditions laid down by the Assembly. • 

, The oflicers of the Bureau were : the President of the Conference (Mr. HENDERSON), the Vice-President and 
the Rapporteur of the General Commission (M.I_'oLITIS and M. BBNBI), and the Secretary-General of the Conference 
(M. AvBNOL), assisted hy the Director of the Dtsarmament Sectton (M. AGHNIDEs). 

•Annex 2. 
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CIL\PTER I.-CHRONOLOGICAL RECORD OF THE CONFERENCE. 

OPENING OF THE CONFERENCE, FEBRUARY 2ND, 1932. 

The Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, meeting on February 
snd, I9JZ, was attended by sixty States, including eight States not members of t~e League 
of Nations.1 · . 

The Council of the League of Nations, which convened the Conference, had not sub!llltted 
a formal agenda, and no such agenda was adopted by the Conference. It was understoo"
that the general aim of the Conference was explicit in Article 8 of the Covenant. 

The President of the Conference, in his opening speech on February :znd, 1932, represented 
that the task of the Conference might be defined under three heads : 

(•) To arrive at a collective agree'?ent on ~n eflectiv~ l?rog;amme of pra~tical 
proposals ~y to secure a substantial reduction and limitation of all national 
armaments; 

(b) To determine that ~o armaments might be maintained. outside the sc?pe of 
the treaty by which all the nations represented were to make the achievement of uruversal 
disarmament their common aim ; 

(c) To ensure.continuity of advance towards the ultimate goal of t~e C.onfere~ce, 
without detracting m any way from the fullest measure of success for 1ts 1mmediate 
effort, by planning the holding of similar conferences at reasonably short intervals of 
time.• . 

APPOIMTllEMT OF OFFICERS AND COlllliSSIONS OF THE CONFERENCE, FEBRUARY 1932. 

The Conference appointed a Committee to report on the credentials of delegates and a 
Committee to draw up its rules of procedure.• 

Rules for the hearing of petitions were drafted by a Sub-Committee and adopted by the 
Conference. • 

On February 6th, 1:932, the Conference, at an extraordinary public meeting, heard 
petitions presented by women's, students' and labour organisations, religious groups and 
League of Nations Unions.1 

In accordance with its rules of procedure, the Conference set up a Bureau to assist the 
President in directing its work. It was agreed that the Bureau should consist of the President 
and V~ce-Presidents of the Conference and the Chairmen of the Commissions on which all 
the delegations would be represented, together with the Honorary President of the Conference 
(lL Motta, delegate of Switzerland). Subsequently, M. Politis, delegate of Greece, as Vice
Chairman of the General Commission, was invited by the Conference to be a member of the 
Bureau.• 

On February 8th, the Conference constituted a General Commission composed of one 
representative of each de1egatiou.7 

On February 24~. ~he General Cof!l~On was aut~orised ~o set up, as and when the 
need arose, such comm1~<_>ns, sub-comllllSSl?~s and comlllltt~ as ~t might consider desirable.• 

The General CommiSSion elected M. Politis (Greece) to be 1ts V1ce-Chairman and M. Bene§ 
(~zechoslovakia) to be its Rapporteur ... It constit~te~ five Commissions on which all delega
tions would be represented : the Political Com!lllsSlon,• the Land Commission the Naval 
Commission, the Air Commission and the National Defence Expenditure Comnrlssion.u 

~ ~-~ Stateo wen iDYited by the CoaDcil in ~931. I~ •. after becoming a Member of the League of Natiou, 
- iDYited aa NOftiDber 193~· The four Statee whach wen snVJted but which have never been repr-nted at the 
~ wen : Ecaaclor, Nacangna, Panguay and Salvador. A lilt of the Stateo ~nted at the Conference 
• annevd 1-'- 3). 

• ~ Keetingll, Seria A, Vol. I, page 40· 
• Doc1lment Coaf.D-44(1), Conf«ence Docamentl, Vol. I, page 73· 
• Doc1lment Coaf.D.S4, Conference Docamenta, Vol. I, page 76. 
• ~ .Heetilll!', Serieo A, Vol. I, pagea 53 and 187. 
• A ~ate of each of the following fourteen coantrieo wu elected Vice-Preoiclent of the Conference on February 

sth •. '9P :. UDited ~clom, .Ffaace• I tal~, Umted Stateo ~America, Germany, Sweden, Japan, Spain, Argentine, 
Brllfl••, t:moa of Soviet Soci• urt Republica, Czec.,.lovakia, Poland, Allltria. Plenary Meetingo Seriet A Vol I 
..... ''" aacl 53· • • . • • 

• ~ Meetilll!', Serieo A, Vol. I, page 54-
I Pleeary Meetilll!', Seria A, Vol. I, pa~e 176. 
• N~ ,.,. 1114 ~_.., (Jal! 1936) :The French delegation ohaervet that : " It would be aciYiaabla to point 

o.t that,_ i1 the Polatio:al Com~ reached no agreeme.nt, it wu beca- certain delegation& ref-d to enter Into 
~~ aa r~<h oecanty. It would aloo be aclv~~able to point out that, though thil Commiooion otopped 
-n<r after oome time, that wu cootrary to the opinaon of tbe French clelalfation. " 

"MJa.teo of the General CommiHion, Seriea B, Vol, I, paget 1 and 2, ,
5
. 2,. 
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GENERAL PROGRESS OF THE WORK OF THE CONFERENCE AND ITS COMMISSIONS, 
FEBRUARY TO jUNE I932. 

The p~riod from February 8th to February 24th, was devoted to plenary sessions of 
the Conference, during which the representatives of more than fifty countries submitted 
verbal or written proposals or made general declarations of policy.1 

On February 24th, the Conference decided to communicate to the General Commission 
the draft Convention drawn up by the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Confe
ren~e, together with the draft texts and proposals submitted by the various delegations. 11 

. .A?n February 25th, the General Commission adopted the following resolution as a guiding 
pnnc1ple : .. 

" The General Commission resolves to carry on its discussions within the framework 
of the draft Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, full liberty being 
reserved to all delegations to develop their own proposals in subsequent debate and to 
move their amendments in the form of modifications, additions or omissions at the 
appropriate point " '· 

The Rapporteur of the General Commission, acting upon this resolution, prepared a 
" Co-ordinated Table of the Draft Convention and of the Proposals referred to the General 
Commission ".6 He further drew up a ·~List of Questions referred to the Commissions for 
Examination ",• containing suggestions for their distribution to the Commissions. These 
documents were supplemented by a" Report on the Programme of Work of the Conference."' 

It was decided that, in giving effect to the resolution, the General Commission should 
itself deal with questions of principle, technical questions being referred, if and when necessary, 
to the special Commissions. It was understood that the special Commissions would in all 
cases report to the General Commission. Questions not requiring any preliminary discussion 

~ from the point of view of principle were to be referred immediately to the special Commissions, 
which might, however, at any time submit to the General Commission any question of principle 
on which they required a preliminary ruling. The special Commissions, during their preli
minary discussions, noted that very few technical questions could be usefully studied until 
the General Commission had for their guidance taken certain general decisions. 7 

The Political Commission, on March I5th, I932, appointed a Committee on Moral 
Disa~ament to consider proposals submitted by the Polish delegation. • 

CRITERIA FOR THE REDUCTION AND LIMITATION OF ARMAMENTS : RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED 
BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION IN APRIL I932. 

The General Commission, on April nth, entered upon a discussion of certain questions 
of principle affecting the substance of the problem of the reduction and limitation of armaments. 
In the course of the ensuing two weeks, the four following resolutions were adopted : 

" (I) In view of the opinions expressed during the discussion at the Conference 
for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, the General Commission considers 
that the· reduction of armaments, as provided for in Article 8 of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations, shall, aft~r this Conference has_ taken th_e first decisive step of gene_ral 
reduction to the lowest poss1ble level, be progressively achieved by means of successiVe 
revisions at appropriate intervals. " 1 

" (2) In view of the proposals submitted by various delegations c~m~erning the 
criteria for the limitation and reduction of armaments, the General Comm1sS1on declares 
that, in determining those cri~eria, the pro~sions of Article 8 of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations shall be applied, and that, m consequence, armaments must be reduced 
to the lowest point consistent with national safety and the enforcement by common 
action of international obligations. 

1 Classified and analysed in document Conf.D.1o2. Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 148. 
1 Plenary Meetings, Vol. I. page 176. . . 
• Noll 1>y lh• Secr1tarial (July 1936) : The delegation of the U.S.S.R. bas requested that the followtng two 

parag~aphs be added to the report : 
.. The Government of tho U.S.S.R. bad presented a draft convention for general, complete and. immediate 

disarmament which they had previously submitted to the Preparatory ComllllSSJon. The general CommiSSion refused, 
on February •sth, 193,, to take the principle of general and complete disarmament ~ ~he basis of tho work of the 
Conference ; this decision was taken by a large majority, three delegations o?iy voting 1n 1ts favour. . . . 

"The Delegation of the U.S.S.R. bad also presented as an alternative another draft convention en~sagtng 
a reduction of all existing armaments amounting to as much as fifty per cent. for heavily-armed Powers. Th1s draft, 
ali htly modifving the Soviet draft convention for tho reduction of armaments presented to the PreparatoryCommlSSJOn g ,. c . . .. in 1928 was not retained by the General omnuSSlon. 

• Minutes of tho General Commission, Vol. I, page 15. 
• Document Conf.D.Io2, Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 148. 
• Document Conf.D.103, Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 175. 
'Document Conf.D.Jol, Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 146. 
• Document Conf.D.76, Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 117. 
1 Resolution unanimously adopted on April 19th, 1932 (document Conf.D./C.G.••J. Minutes of the General 

Commission, Series B, Vol. I, pages 81 and 82. 
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• It will be neeess:ary, further, to take account of the geogra.p~ical situati"on and special 
drcumstances of each State.. . . . ~ . . • · : : 

• The Gt>neral CommissiOn deCJ.dt>s that the afplication. of these cntena and the 
mt>thods by "·hich the ~uction and. limitation ? a,!"ffiaments must be .effected shall 
be immediately e.umined from a practical standpomt. 1 

. . 

• (J) Without prejudice to other proposals which fall to be discussed tnder later 
heads of the agenda, the Conference declares its approval of the principle of qualitative -
disarmament-4.• .• the selection of certain classes or descriptions of weapons the possession 
or use of which should be absolutely prohibited to all States or internationalised by means 
of a general Convention. aoa . · · 

• (4) In ~g to apply the pri~ciple o~ gualitative disarmament, as defined i.n 
the previous resolution, the Conference 1s of optruon that the range of land, sea an"B. atr 
armaments should be examined by the competent special Commissions with a view to 
selecting those weapons whose character is the most specifically offensive or those nftlst 
efficacious against national defence or most threatening to civilians. •• · 

The Land, Naval and Air Commissions resumed their work on April 26th, entering upon 
a detailed consideration of the armaments to which the principle of qualitative disarmament 
should apply in accordance v.ith the terms of the resolution adopted by the General Commission, 
and the General Commission suspended any further study of the questions on its agenda 
pending their reports. The discussions in the special Commissions under the resolution 
adopted by the General Commission were concluded in the first week of June and their reports 
-.-ere duly forwarded to the General Commission. . 

On May xoth, a special Committee was set up to enquire into the question of chemical 
and bacterial weapons and methods of warfare, a problem common to land, sea and air 
armaments and not confined specifically to any one of them.& · 

Further, on the proposal of the delegation of the United States of America, the General 
Commission decided, on the same day, to set up a Committee to study all pertinent information 
relating to figures for effectives with a view to preparing for the use of the General Commi~ion 
a report upon the numerical strength on a comparable basis of the effectives maintained by ' 
each countiy. 

The reports of the Land, Naval and Air Commissions and of the special Committee on 
Chemical and Bacterial Weapons were published at the beginning of June. It was clear from 
these reports that agreement concerning the weapons to which the principle of qualitative 
disarmament should apply had not been reached in the Commissions. The Bureau of the 
Conference &C<:?rdingly invite~ the delegations .to prepare the-ground for such agreement 
by means of pnvate conversations. 1 • 

. All the delegations to the Conference, with but few exceptions, took part in these conver
sations. 

THE PROPOSALS OF PRESIDENT HoOVER, JUNE 22ND, 1932. 

Meanwhile, on June 22nd, 1932, while the private conversations concerning qualitative 
disarmament were still proceeding, a declaration from President Hoover of the United 
States of America, embodying definite proposals, was submitted to the Conf~rence. •. 

The general principles underlying these proposals were as follows : 

(1) The Briand-Kellogg Pact meant that the nations of the world had agreed that 
they would use their arms solely for defence ; 

(2) The reduction of armaments should be carried out by increasing the comparative 
power of defence through decreases in the power of attack ; , 

. (3) The ~g relativity as between the armaments of the world, which hla grown 
up m mutual relati~ to one another, should be preserved in making reductions ; 

(4) The reductions must be real and positive and effect economic relief · · 
(5) The problems ~f land forces, air forces and naval forces were inter~onnected 

and the proposals subm1tted should not be dissociated one from another. 

On the basis of these principles, the United States delegation proposed that the arms 
of the world should be reduced by nearly one-third. 

In regard to land f"'!'ces, the proposal involved the abolition of all tanks of chemical 
warfare and of large mobile guns. · ' 

In regard to effectives, there .. sho~ld be a reduction of one-third in strength of all land 
arms ovof ~r ternaland abovdere the so-called police component ", or strength necessary for the mainten-
ance m or . 

o1 u:e =J~ol.~ pagOJJIJ:oW91 • adoa April zoth, 1932 (aoca~~~e~~t Conf.D./C.G.24). Mlautee 
Raol ' , a 93. 

c-' . ...~:.";t:;r-~: ~. 08 April zzad, 1932 (document Conf.D./C.G.X.(I)) •. Minatee of the General 
0 Raolatioa Daaaimoaaly adopted OD April ad ( eo.....;.;,, sm. B, Vol. I, page 116• 22 

• '932 doea~~~e~~t Conf.D./C.G.z8(z)). Mlnatee of the General 
• S. MID- of the Ge!Mral <A>mmiaion, Seriee B Vol I noae 120 
'The -11(1 of the Baroaa prior to SeptA.mber ' t ' 'r..., ' 
• DoauneDt Coat 1.1 rz6 Conference Doeamen•- v211

1 •1' 932
• •- private aad no Mlnatee •- kept, 

- • • w, o • • page 2'9· 



-17-

Iii regard to air fore&&, all bombing-planes should be abolished arid a total prohibition of 
all 'bombardment from the air enforced. · 

. In regard to naval forces, it was proposed that the treaty number and tonnage of battle
ships should be reduced by one-third ; that the treaty tonn:fge of aircraft-carriers, cruisers 
and destroyers should be reduced by one-fourth ; that the treaty tonnage of submarines 
should be 'feduced by one-third and that no nation should retain a submarine tonnage greater 
than 35 ,ooo tons. · 
. The General Commission, recognising that these proposals were calculated to give fresh 
Impetus to the <;:onference, devoted several meetings to their general discussion in order to 
enabl~ the different delegations to state their views. All the delegations which took part in 
the discussions declared themselves in favour, in varying degrees,. of President Hoover's 
proposals.' In certain cases, such acceptance was accompanied by reservations rendering 
unlikely a practical or immediate application of the proposals.• 

• 
CONCLUSION OF THE FIRST PHASE OF THE CONFERENCE : RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE 

GENERAL COMMISSION ON JULY 23RD, 1932. 

Following upon these proposals, the Conference was led to survey the whole problem 
of the reduction and limitation of armaments, and the Bureau of the Conference decided that 
the results at which the Conference might arrive before suspending its work should be set forth 
in the form of a resolution covering the points on which agreement had been reached and taking 
into account the proposals submitted by President Hoover. · 

. After consulting the various delegations, M. Benes, as General Rapporteur, submitted a 
draft resolution, which was discussed point by point in the General Commission and which was 
fin~ly adopted on July 23rd by forty-one votes, two delegations voting against a and eight 
abstaining.' · 

The general sense of the resolution was declared in its introductory paragraphs : 

" The Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, 
" Profoundly convinced that the time has come when all nations of the world must 

adopt substantial and comprehensive measures of disarmament in order to consolidate 
the peace of the world, to hasten the resumption of economic activity, and to lighten 
the financial burdens which now weigh upon the peoples of the world ; 

" Desirous of avoiding a competition in the power of armaments which would be both 
ruinous to the peoples and threatening to their national defence ; 

" Recalling its resolutions of April 19th, 2oth and 22nd, 1932 ; 
" Firmly determined to achieve a first decisive step involving a substantial reduction 

of armaments, on the basis of Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, and 
as a natural consequence of the obligations resulting from the Briand-Kellogg Pact ; 

"Welcoming heartily the initiative taken by the President of the United States of 
America in formulating concrete proposals for a substantial reduction of armaments 
by the prohibition of certain methods of warfare, by the abolition of certain material, 
and by reductions varying in magnitude and amounting for certain armaments to the 
proportion of one-third ; · · 

"Bearing in mind also the draft Convention of the Preparatory Commission, the 
statements and proposals made to the Conference by a number of delegations, and the 
reports and resolutions of the various Commissions of the Conference : 

" Decides forthwith and unanimously, guided by the general principles underlying 
President Hoover's declaration : 

''!' (1) That a substantial r~ducti?n of world armaments. shall be effected to be 
applied by a general Convention alike to land, naval and a1r armaments; 

(2) That a primary objective shall be to reduce the means of attack." 

P~rt II of the resolution,' embodying conclusions relating to the first phase of the Confer
ence, set out the special points (air forces, artiilery, tanks, chemical, bacterial and incendiary 
warfare and supervision) on which agreement had been reached. · 

Under Part III of the resolution, dealing with the preparation of the second phase of the 
Conference, the Bureau was re.queste~ to continu~ its work during the p~riod of adjou~ment 
of the General Commission w1th a view to frammg draft texts concermng the questions on 
which agreement had already been reached. Points which called for detailed examination 

'Minutes of the General Commission, Vol. I, pages 121-153· . . . 
• The United Kingdom delegation, for example, tabled alternative proposals. more particularly an reference to 

naval armaments. See page 74 and docum~nt Conf.D.133 (Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 265). . . 
• G many and the Union of Soviet Soctahst Repubhcs. The German delegation, 1n the course of the dtscusston, 

d er ftic' al declaration tQ the effect that the German Government could not undertake to continue to take part 
;:a thee a!o~k ;f the Conference unl,..ss its proceed~ngs we~e i? future conducted o~ the. basis of a recogniti~n of legal 

l't b tween the States. The Soviet delegatton, whtch m the course of the dtscusston had proposed an tmmediate 
equat'.tY t' e duction of all categories of armaments by one-third, voted against the resolution on the ground that 
quan 1 a tve re . d · th d' t' f d' t it did not go as far as certain delegations de~ue t~ e uec ton o tsarmamen . 

, Afghanistan, Albania, Austria, Bulgana, Chma, Hungary, Italy and Turkey. 
• See Annex 4· 
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be examined by the Bureau or by the appropriate b<?dies Qf th~ Confe~~nce whh the 
~to f th Go-rnments concerned in order that defimte conclustons m1ght l>e framed 
assastance o e ·~ · h f 11 • • t t' d · h' as soon as the General Commission met aga~n. T e o owmg pom s were men 10ne m t 1s 

• • connection : 

(1) Etlectives ; . 
(l) Limitation of national defence expenditure; 
(J) Trade in and manufacture of arms ; 
(-4) Naval armaments ; 
(S) Violations of provisions relating to the prohibition of the use of chemical, bacterial 

and incendiary weapons and bombing from the air. . 

It was expressly stated in the resolution that its adoption in no way prejudged the attitude 
of the Conference towards any more comprehensive measures of disarmament or towards $lJe 
political proposals submitted by various delegations. 

Finally before adjourning, the Conference decided, in a final paragraph of the resolution 
adopted on jury 23rd, to recommend to the Governments to renew, for a period of four months, 
as from No,-ember 1st, 1932, the Armaments Truce accepted under the resolution adopted 
by the Assembly of the League of Nations on September 29th, 1931. 

ATTITUDE OF THE GEIUL\N AND SOVIET DELEGATIONS TO THE CONFERENCE, SEPTEMBER 1932 

The Bureau of the Conference met on September 21st, 1932, to begin the work assigned 
to it under the resolution adopted by the General Commission on july 23rd, 1932. ' 

The President of the Conference read a letter from the German Government, dated 
September 14th, recalling its attitude towards the resolution of july 23rd. The German 
Government now stated that, as its efforts to clear up through diplomatic channels the question 
of the recognition of the principle of equality of rights as between nations had proved unavailing, 
Germany was unable to take part in the further work of the Conference. It would, however, 
follow the proceedings of the Conference with interest, and its further attitude would be 
determined by the course which they might take.• 

At the same time, the President informed the Bureau that the Soviet Government did 
not propose to send representatives to sit on the technical Commissions of the Conference 
until the General Commission had taken important decisions of principle implying a reduction 
of existing armaments.• 

\VORX OF THE BUREAU, SEPTEMBER TO NOVEMBER 1932. 

The Bureau, at meetings held during September, October and November 1932, considered 
most of the items mentioned in the general resolution of July 23rd. It dealt, in particular 
with the following questions : · · ' 

Supervision ; 
Prohibition of chemical warfare and violations of the prohibition to use chemical 

bacterial and incendiary weapons; , ' 
Trade in and manufacture of arms and ammunition. 

I 

KEKORA!iDUll ON SECUIUTY AND DISARliAliENT SUBMITTED BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION, 
NOVEMBEit 14TH, 1932. ~ 

On ~~ember 4th, the Bureau heard a statement by M. Paul-Boncour (France) prior to 
the sub~SSlon, on Noyember 11th, by the French delegation of a memorandum dealing with 
the questions of secunty and disarmament.• . . . . . 

The Fre_nch memoran~um was based on the principle that th~ reduction of armaments 
was neussarily bound ap With the security conditions existing or to be created. The aim of the 
Conference should be to stre~~hen defenc:e by the r~du~tion ~~ forces bf aggression and to this 
end~-work out a form of mil1tary orgamsabon wh1ch m a giVen region and in given political 
condit100s would render aggression more difficult. 

The French G~emment, considering it idle to attempt to solve all the questions involved 
by ~~ of a unr~·ersal plan, sutlg~sted that, in addition to a General Convention for the 
Lim~tat100, Reduction and SupeCVlSIOn of Armaments, a special plan should be drawn up for 
Ear~. 

_apter I provi~ed that all States should recognise that a war in violation of the Pact 
<>f Pans was neresunly a matter of concern to them all, and that, in the case of such a breach 
or threat €If breach, they ahould be called upon to take concerted action. Further, any breach 

•Mi- of tbe Barea., Seriee C, Vol. I. pagee 3 and 4• .,..,_of tbe Bareaa, Sen. C, Vol. 1, P"ffe 3· · ,.,: !:"•wat CGolf.D.1.f(>, CoDlere...,. Doc:u~~~e~~ta, Vol. II, f&&e 433. Minute. of the Bureau, Serie1 C, Vol. I, 
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of the Pact of Paris should involve prohibition .of all economic and financial relations with the 
aggre~sor State, the States declaring their determination not to recognise any fait accompli 
resultmg from a breach of an international undertaking. 

Chapter II stipulated that the application of the principles laid down in the preceding 
chayte~ should enable the States Members of the League of Nations to give full effect to their 
obligations under the Covenant and, in particular, under Article 16. 
. Chapt~r III outlined a system for Europe which was, however, only practicable on condi

tion that! lf n~t all! at least a sufficient number of States, taking into account their size and 
geog~<l:ph1cal Situation, adhered to it. This chapter contained both political and military 
proVISIOnS. . 

It was proposed that, with a view to reducing the offensive character of national forces, 
the lan_d defen~e forces of the continental States of Europe should be standardised, in accord
a_n<oe w1th a un~f?rm type, as short-service armies with limited effectives. In estimating effec
~!Ves, the C?~ditions peculiar to each State, and, in particular, the inequalities and variations 
m the recrmtmg resources of the signatory Powers, should, in conformity with Article 8 of the 
Covenant, be borne in mind. Likewise, account should be taken of pre-regimental and military 
instruction received in political formations and effectives in the home police forces. 

National armies were to possess no powerful mobile material, and especially no material 
such as would permit of attack upon permanent fortifications. On the other hand, each State 
wo.ul~ permanently maintain at the disposal of the League, for purposes of common action, 
a limited number of specialised units consisting of relatively long-service troops equipped with 
powerful material. In addition, each State would maintain, under international supervision, 
stocks of the mobile land material forbidden to national armies, to be placed, should occasion 
arise, at the disposal of a contracting party on whose behalf collective action was taken. 

Other chapters of the memorandum contained proposals dealing with naval and air 
armaments . 

PROPOSALS SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION ON NOVEMBER 17TH, 1932. 

On November 17th, 1932, Sir John Simon (United Kingdom) submitted to the Bureau 
a series of proposals embodying a programme of work for the Conference intended more 
particularly to meet the claim to equality of rights submitted by the German Government.• 
Sir John Simon emphasised that, although the Treaty of Versailles was a binding document 
and could only be modified by common consent, the disarmament imposed on Germany was 
clearly intended to be the prelude to a substantial measure of general disarmament which had 
yet to be effected. · 

His proposals began with a suggestion that all the European States should solemnly 
affirm that they would not in any circumstances attempt to solve any present or future 
differences between them by resort to force, and it was emphasised in this connection that 
acknowledgment of the moral right to parity of treatment put forward by Germany entailed 
upon Germany as upon other countries the acceptance of such an obligation. It was then 
urged that the claims of Germany to equality should be met so far as they did not involve 
measures of rearmament. The limitations imposed on the armaments of Germany should 
be contained in the same Disarmament Convention as that defining the limitations to be 
imposed on the armaments of oth~r. nations; they sho_uld last for the sarn_e period ~nd_ be 
subject to the same methods ?f reviSion. In t~e new D1sarmamen~ Convention, the pn~c~ple 
should be embodied that the kmds of arms perm1tted to other countnes should not be proh1b1ted 
to Germany. In other words, the principle of qualitative equality should be acknowledged. 

This principle· applied to categories of arms and not to the amounts, which must be 
separately and subsequently treat.ed. By what mean~ and by w_hat s~ages ~he l?rinciJ?le ~f 
qualitativ~ equality could be applie.d. must be the ~~b),e~~.8f ?~t~~~~-d ,d~S~l!~SIOI?~ 1!.1 !~~.JI<jh ~t • 
wasessenhaltha~Germanyshoulcj.JOI~ .•.• , . : 1 ... : .... ·, ., .. 1 ''· '-" .,., .1,. 1'•1 .. • ·" ··1, 

The general proposal, thus defi~ed, was ~upplem~nted by d,et~1led, prqposal& :as t~ naval., 
material, tanks, mobile land guns, a1r forces al).d effechye~. , ., 1, . 1 . . .. •• , , . 1 1 .. 

EQUALITY OF RIGHTS : DECLARATION OF THE FIVE PoWERS OF DECEMBER 12TH, 1932. 
'. 

During the autumn of 1932, negotiations took place betwe~n the representa~ives of the 
United States, the United Kingdom, French, German and Italian ~overnments m or~er to 
render possible the continuation of the work of the Conference With the collaboration of 
Germany. Agreement was reached on December nth, 1932. 

• Minutes of the Bureau, Series C. Vol. I, pages 89·94· 
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tiations was incorporated in the following communication made 
The ~u~,!>f. ~thesefnt~~ United Kingdom to the President of the Conference on December bv the Prime ,utms er o 

1.Jth, I9Jl : 
• Th Governments of the United Kingdom, France and Italy have declared that 
orthe p~nciples that should guide the Conference for the Reduction and. Limitation 

on~-\mtaments should be the grant to Ge':ffiany, and to ~he othe~ Powers dis~~:rmed by 
(>f • f ualit of rights in a svstem wh1ch would prov1de secunty for all nahons, and 
!~~t[hi~ p~cipl! should find itse~f embodie~ i~ th_e Convention containing the conclusions 
of the Conference for the Reduction and Liffilt~tlon. of. Af!Daments. 

• This declaration implies that the respecb~e hm1tahons of the .armame~ts of all, 
States should be included in the P.rop?sed D1sarmame11:t Conv_enbon. . It IS. clearly 
understood that the methods of apphcabon of such equahty of nghts wlll be diSCussed 
by the Conference. . . · . . • 

• 2 On the basis of this declaration, Germany has s1gmfied her willingness to resume 
her pia~ at the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

• 3. The Governments of the. United Kingdom, France, Germany and Italy a~e 
readv to join in a solemn reaffirmatiOn to be made by all European St:'-tes that they Wlll 
not in any circumstances attempt t~ resolve any pre~nt or fu.tur_e difference~ betv.:een 
the sirnatories by resort to force. ThlS shall be done Without preJudicetofullerdiscusslOns 
on th~ question of security. 

• 4- The five Governments of the United States of America, the United Kingdom, 
France Germany and Italy declare that they are resolved to co-operate in the Conference 
with the other States there represented in seeking without delay to work out a Convention 
which shall effect a substantial reduction and a limitation of armaments, with provision 
for future revision with a view to further reduction." 1 

This declaration was noted by the General Commission on December 14t~, 1932, in the 
following temts : · 

• The General Commission of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation • 
of Armaments, taking note of the conclusions reached in the conversations of the five 
Powers as stated in the document handed by the British Prime Minister to the President 
of the Conference and reported to this Commission to-day : 

•, (1) ExpresSes its thank.s to the British ~rime Minister and. his. co-signatories for 
the success of their efforts, wh1ch have resulted 10 a notable contnbubon to the work of 
the Conference ; 

• (2) \Velcomes the declaration that the five Powers are resolved to co-operate 
in the Conference with the other States represented in seeking without delay to work 
out a Convention which shall effect a substantial reduction and a limitation of armaments. 
"ith provision for future revision with a view to further reduction." • 

It was emphasised during the discussion in the General Commission that conversations 
such as those which had taken place between the five Powers did not constitute a precedent, 
and that there could be no question of decisions being taken out of the hands of the Conference 
or of presenting it "ith agreed solutions. The five-Power agreement was not to be regarded 
as an act of the Conference, and it in no way modified the rights of the General Commission.• 

\\'ORK OF THE BUREAU AND OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION FROM jANUARY TO MARCH 1933· 

When the Conference continued its work in January 1933, Germany, following on the 
adoption of the declaration of December uth, 1932, resumed her collaboration. 

The Bureau, at meetings held between January 23rd and 29th, 1933, continued its 
discussions on the questi?n .of supervisi~n and of chemical, incendiary and bacterial weapons. • 

The General Co~IDlSSI~>n met agam on February 2nd, 1933. Its first meetings were 
devoted to a general diSCUSSIOn of the French memorandum of November 14th 1932. During 
this discussion, the Soviet delegation submitted a draft definition of the aggressor.• 

On February 9th and 1oth, the Bureau considered a programme of work of the Conference 
submitted by the United Kingdom delegation.• 

The General Commission decided, on February 13th, to send at once to the Political 
Commission the various proposals concerning security and to retain for its own consideration 
the proposals concerning " effectives ", " land war material", " air " and " naval forces ". 

. The General Commission, at meetings held between February 13th and March 6th, 
~ the questions r«:lating t? effectives and air material. On March 9th, it took up 
the SUbJ~ of land ma~enal and _mstructed a Drafting Committee, under the chairmanship 
of .M .. Poht_~S, to frame e1ther d.efirut_e proposals or a questionnaire bringing into relief the main 
pnnaples mvolved. A quest1onna1re was drafted and circulated to the General Commission 
on March 15th. 

• See Miaatoe of the Geueral Commiloioa, Seriee B, Vol. JI, page zo8. 
:See Muuotoe of the Geaeral CommiHion, Seriel B, Vol. II, pagH Z14·ZI5. 

See Mi- of the Genoral Commiuioa, Seriee B, Vol. II, pagH zo8-z 14 
• Mo- of the Bareaa, Seriel C, Vol. I, pageoo 113-148 (See Chapter VIU Chemical Jn•eodiary aod Bacterial 

Warfat"~). , , ·-
: Mi- of the r_,....al Commiloioa, Seriee B, Vol. II, page Z3?· 
I>oca- c-f.D.J54, Coolereuce Doeamenta, Vol. II, page 47Z. 
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DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION, MARCH 16TH, 1933· 

The Gener~l Commission, on March 16th, 1933. heard a statement by 1\lr. Ramsay 
MacDonald (Umted Kingdom) prior to the submission by the United Kingdom delegation 
of a draft Disarmament Convention.l · 
. _Mr. MacDonald expressed the opinion that the method by which the Conference had been 

makmg a. thorough survey of problem after problem and group of problems after group of 
problems m compartments had now yielded its maximum usefulness and that it was necessary 
t? present .a complete scheme. Only in the presence of a balance-sheet showing, on one 
Side, w~at 1t was going to give, what risks it was going to run and, on the other side, what it 
was gomg to get by way of security and by a diminution of the risk it was prepared to run, 
would each Stat~ be able to answer the various compartmental questions. 

The draft Disarmament Convention submitted by the United Kingdom delegation was 
based on an assumption contained in the statement issued by the five Powers on December 
11th, 1932, that the Conference would effect a substantial reduction and a limitation of 
armaiD:ents, provision being made for future revision with a view to further reductions. It 
recogmsed, ho":ever, that there must necessarily be a period of transition. 

The followmg were the characteristics of the transition period : 

" First of all, the period was fixed ; it was not indefinite ; the draft suggested five 
years. The second characteristic was that reductions in armaments were proposed in 
order to prove the delegations' bona fides to the world. The present Conference was 
not a Rearmament Conference. The third characteristic was a proposal for international 
control in order to ensure that the Convention, signed solemnly by all the delegations at 
Geneva, woul,d be carried out and not shirked by any. The fourth characteristic was 
the setting up of bodies like the Permament Disarmament Commission to study further 
reductions and to seek solutions for unsolved difficulties. The fifth was the affording 
of opportunity for political work for the purpose of restoring confidence, so that the fears 
with which the Conference had had to contend would be removed before its next 
meeting, fixed for a few years hence. " 

In regard to the organisation of peace, the articles of the draft proposal laid down quite 
clearly that no nation which had signed the agreement to be concluded by the present Confer
ence could be indifferent to the breach of the Pact of Paris by any other nation. 

In regard to disarmament itself, the United Kingdom delegation had tried to fit into 
the framework of the draft Disarmament Convention prepared by the Preparatory Commission 
a solution which a thorough examination of all questions by the Conference had led it to 
believe would represent a just basis for negotiation and which would result in a settlement 
of the problem. 

There was a general discussion of the draft Convention at meetings held from March 23rd 
to March 27th, 1933-1 

THE UNITED KINGDOM DRAFT CONVENTION ACCEPTED AS A BASIS OF DISCUSSION 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON MARCH 27TH, 1933· 

The General Commission, on March 27th, at the close of the general discussion, 
unanimously adopted the following resolution : 

" The General Commission, 
" In view of the results of the general discussion concerning the draft Convention 

submitted by the United Kingdom delegation ; 
" Noting that this draft remains within the general framework of the draft Convention 

drawn up by the Preparatory Commission ~nd, at the sam~ time, embodies new eleme!'ts 
resulting on the one hand, from the studies undertaken m pursuance of the resolution 
of July 2Jrd, 1932, and, on the other hand, from the decisions taken si!'ce the beginning 
of the session on the basis of the previous proposals of other delegations, and notably 
of the French delegation : 

"Decides, 

" (1) To take this dr~ft as a basis for its. subs~quent discussions, the v~~ous 
delegations retaining the nght to l?ropose. mod1~cations, al!'en~ments or additions 
according to the wishes then mamfested m their commumcations to the General 
Commission ; 

" (2) . To proceed, at its next meeting, ~fter the ~aster vacation, to the 
examination of this draft, part by part and article by article. 

" Delegations wish~ng t~ ~ubmit amendments to Part I of the draft are requested 
to communicate them m wntmg to the Secretary-General of the Conference not later 
than April 2oth, 1933· " 
Forty-two delegations voted for the resolution. No delegation voted against it. 

, Document Conf.D.rs7(r), Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 476. Minutes of the General Commission, 

Series B, Vol. II, page 35•· . 1 Th b · -• · 
, Minutes of the General Commission, Senes B, Vol. I , pages 361-403. e su stantive propos ... s embod1ed 

in the draft Convention are indicated and discussed rn the followmg chapters. 
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So . · t d 1 •gation accepted the decisions of the Commission, but could not associate 
itseU ~~th ~~\he~ ~nsiderations. It objected, in particular,. to the refere~ce made to the 

· of J 1 23rd 1932 against which the Sov1et delegation had voted. 
resolution u Y • • "t" th S · t d I t• The German del~gation stated that it was in the same poS1 10n as e OVl~ e ega 1?n, 
b · ted against the resolution of July 23rd, 1932. There were other pomts to wh1ch 

thaVl~:an del~ga· tion had raised objections and it could therefore agree only to paragraph 
e'U'<' •• 1 

1 and the text of the dea5lon. . . · . . 
Tb Italian del~gation voted for the resolution, observmg, however, that 1t was 1n the same 

"tione as the Soviet and German delegations in so fl!-r as concerned t~e reference t? the 
ie:tution of July 23rd, 1932, having abstained from votmg on that resolution. It assoc1ated 
itself -..-ith the German and Soviet reservations.1 

• • • • . · • 
The Hungarian delegation stated that it was m th~ same 5ltuabon as the Itah3:n delegation 

as regarded the resolution of July 23rd, 1932: and. 1t made the same reservations as that 
del tion to the second paragraph of the con5lderati?ns.1 

• · · ·' • • 
~he Austrian delegate stated that, since the Austnan delegati?n had reframed from vot~ng 

on the resolution of July 23rd, 1932, he. must adopt the same attitude as the delegates wh1ch 
had made reservations in that connection.1 · · · . · 

·,•; ., 

FIRST R.EADDIG OF THE DRAFT CoNVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION: 
WORK OF THE CONFERENCE FROM APRIL 25TH TO jUNE 8TH, 1933· 

The General Commission, rising on March 27th, 1933. met again on April 25th to examine, 
part by part and article by article, the draft Convention submitted by the United Kingdom 
del tion. · · · 

~eanwhile, the technical bodies of the Conference bad under consideration questions 
relating to the definition _of the aggressor, the calculation of effecti~es, the regulation of t~e 
trade in arms and the pnvate and State manufacture of arms and 1mplements of war, while 
questions of security were examined by a special Committee set up by the Political Commission. 

At a moment when special difficulties, particularly the question of the priority to be given 
to the problem of eflectives or material, threatened the progress of these discussions, two 
important statements were made outside Geneva, but of importance to the work of the 
Conference. On May 16th, the President of the United States of America addressed a message 
to the heads of States, whi~ was communicated formally to the President of the Conference, 
urging that the ultimate aim of the Conference must be the complete elimination of offensive 
measures, recommending that, in the meantime, no nation should increase its armaments, 
and suggesting that all the nations should enter a solemn pact of non-aggression. On May 
I7th, the German Chancellor, in a speech to the Reichstag, stated that the German Government 
desired to seek equality of status, not by the rearmament of Germany, but by the progressive 
disarmament of other countries. • · ' 

The General Commission completed its first reading of the draft Convention on May 30th. 
On June 6th, the Commission noted a resolution communicated to the President of the 

Conference by the Chairman of the Committee for Moral Disarmament and discussed a report 
from the Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in, and Private and State Manufacture 
of, Arms and Implements of War.• On June 7th and 8th, the Commission considered a report 
from the National Defence Expenditure Commission.• . . , _ 

THE UNITED KINGDOM DRAFT CoNVENTION ACCEPTED AS A BASIS 'FoR THE 
FUTURE CoNVENTION, jUNE 8TH. I933· 

. 
~inally, on June 8th, 1933, the General Commission adopted the following recommendation 

submitted by the Bureau of the Conference : . . . 

• That the '!raft ~nve1;1tion submitted by_ ~he United Kingdom delegation and 
... -~ted, as a ,baSlS of ~uSSlon by a formal dec1s1on of the General Commission should 
-,: :_be ~ted: as ~hi!· b!151S, of the future Conve.ntion. This acceptance would be without 

.• _preJ';ldic~ to _!1-mendments. or .P.roposals subiUltted before or during the second reading, 
particulir1y' as regar4ed. ~dit~onal chapters concerning the ·manufacture of and trade 

-' . 11J ll;rp!S and !ludgetary liiUltatlon," • . . . 
_, .. ·.•J..,:.'.;_£ "'~- ,,,,~.,_ - ,·,r,_· ··.'· . . ~ 

- ,). ' J.:. 
. :.·.: ·:.1 -~·· __ ,;·.:_,..~:- '·'~: ... -.· _ r ;, ;<!. .-.-_. •• '! ·,· '"!"; ._.· .•·.:. •. r 
,,. :::.... •• ,.,. , )..,4'•'• -... ~ ....... •, ~-~ .. j... ... •. ' • - ' 

ADJOCRlUIENT-01' THE GENERAL CoMJliSSlOH.: DI;~OMA~I~ N~GOTJAT~~NS FROM 
TO OcTOBER. 9TH, 1933. 

.. 
jUNE 8TH 

oft~~ General Commission ~hen decided t<_) adjourn for a f~ weeks in view of the meeting 
onetary and Economic Conference In London. The Bureau of the Conference was ----

'See Cbapt.or J, pace 17. 

:~ ~='1~."- c-o-al Commiloioo, Seri.ee B, Vol. II, pag88 461•467• 
• !lee Chap~« VII, 
'lee MJ- of the c-o-al Commiloioa, Seri.ee B, V~ •. U, Pase 630 •. 
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mea~while instructed ~o prepare a text of the draft Convention for a second reading, and the 
· P.res1den.t was authonsed to undertake any negotiations which might be necessary with a 

v1ew to 1ts preparation. 
The President •. at a meeting of the Bureau .held on June 27th, reported that he had been 

unable to make sab.sf~ctory progress with his negotiations. I The Bureau thereupon convened 
the General CommiSSion ~o me~t on June 29th, and the General Commission, after hearing 
a statement from.the Pres!de.nt m the same sense, decided to adjourn until October 16th, 1933· 

Th~ Hungana!l deleg~t10n abstained from voting upon this decision, and the German 
d~legabon, protestmg agamst the adjournment of the Commission did not associate itself 
With !h': vote of the Commission under which the President was a~thorised to continue his 
negotiations.• 
. The Preside~t of the. Conference visited Paris, Rome, Berlin, Prague, Munich and London 
m July and contmued h~s negotiations during September in London, Paris and Geneva. 
. The Bureau me.t agam ~:m October 9th, 1933, and the President of the Conference informed 
1t of the conversat~ons .":h1c~ had taken place in the course of his negotiations.• He had 
noted a marked disposition m favour of securing a first-stage Disarmament Convention, 
~ut the approach of the Governments to some of the more important questions was clearly 
mfluenced by the unsettled state of Europe and the anxieties to which it had given rise. 

Agreement appeared to be relatively easy on the following questions : 

(I) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

Non-resort to force on a universal basis · • 
Definition of the aggressor ; 
Control and supervision ; 
Standardisation of the European continental armies : 

(a) Trained reserves ; 
(b) Effectives ; 
(c) Colonial forces ; 

(5) Budgetary publicity and control ; 
(6) Bombing from the air; 
(7) Early constitution of the Permanent Disarmament Commission ; 
(8) Naval questions. 

The following questions had not proved so easy of adjustment : 

(1) The period of the duration of a first-stage Convention ; 
(2) Size of tanks and artillery ; 
(3) Reduction of land war material, either by destruction or otherwise ; 
(4) Manufacture of and trade in arms ; 
(5) Military and naval aviation ; 
(6) Penalties for a violation of the Convention. 

MEETINGS OF THE BUREAU AND OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON OCTOBER 14TH AND 
16TH 1933: WITHDRAWAL OF GERMANY FROM THE CONFERENCE. 

Sir John Simon, as head of the United Kingdom delegation responsible for the draft 
Convention, giving to the Bureau, on October 14th, 1933, an account of the conversations 
in which he had recently participated, stated that, as a result of views expressed by the 
representatives of France, Germany, Italy, the United States of America and other Powers, 
he had come to the conclusion that the draft Convention would, in some respects, require 
to be modified. It had been drawn up on the assumption that it would cover a period of 
five years. The recent discussions, however, appeared to indicate that the period should 
be extended to perhaps eight years. It would be necessary, moreover, to proceed by stages, 
since it was not possible to ignore the disturbed condition of Europe. . 

The proposed period of eight years would, therefore, begin with the transformation 
of the continental armies into short-term service armies and with the application, through 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission, of an adequate system of supervision. A period 
of four years had been mentioned by certain Governments as necessary for this initial stage, 
though other Governments thought that the perio.d should be shorter.. . 

The object of the full continuous programme of d1sa"!lament was to bnng about ultimately 
a substantial reduction in the armaments of the heavily armed Powers and to secure the 
application of the principle of equality withi!l a ~ystem of security. It w~ therefore essential 
that the Convention should at the time of 1ts s1gnature, embody a detailed and agreed plan 
of reduction on the lines laid down in the draft Convention submitted by the United Kingdom 

• Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I, pages 176-178. 
• Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, pages 637-643. 
• Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, pagea 178-181. 
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~tion The degree of disarmament expected of the heavily armed Powers must be 
full 'deti~ in the Conl"ention and must be really adequate. Moreover, as the result of the 
~tion of Cf'rtain weapons, or prohibition of their further use, a common list of armaments 

!nowed for all countries would, m effect, be established. This would pu~ an end to existi~g 
differences in the situation of the Powers whose armamen~s had been ~imlted.by the ~reabes 
of Peace. The quantities of these arms and methods of disarmament In detail would m each 
ca..<e be the subject of negotiation and agreement. . . . 

It 11-as an essential feature of this programme that the Powers whose armaments had 
been restricted by the Peace Treaties should not begin to increase their armaments immediately, 
but should conform to the process above described. Agreement, in the view of the United 
Kin.,<Tdom Go\-ernment, could not be reached on the basis of a <;onvention which contemplat.ed 
immediate reannament, and no Government would be authonsed to manufacture or acqmre 
any further weapons of the types to be finally suppressed. Since, however, the Reichswehr 
was to be transformed into a more numerous short-term-service army, it would be necessary 
to provide for an appropriate numerical increase in its defensive armaments. 

The delegates of the United States and France agreed, in general terms, with the statement 
made by Sir John Simon, and the representative of Italy said that his delegation would 
be happy to associate its efforts with those of the other delegations dn the lines laid down. 

The representative of Germany reminded the Bureau that the attitude of his Government 
was determined by two claims : First, there should be a real and substantial disarmament 
of the hea\ily armed Powers; secondly, there should be a practical and immediate application 
of the principle of equality of status, the question of quantity being left open for negotiation.1 

Immediately after the meeting of the Bureau, the President received from the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of Germany the following communication, dated October 14th, 1933 : 

• On behalf of the German Government, I have the honour to make to you the follow
ing communication : In the light of the course which recent discussions of the Powers 
concerned have taken in the matter of disarmament, it is now clear that the Disarmament 
Conference will not fulfil what is its sole object-namely, general disarmament. It is also 
clear that this failure of the Conference is due solely to the, unwillingness on the part 
of the highly armed States to carry out their contractual obligation to disarm. This 
renders impossible the satisfaction of Germany's recognised claim to equality of rights, 
and the condition on which the German Government agreed at the beginning of this 
year again to take part in the work of the Conference thus no longer exists. The 
German Government is accordingly compelled to leave the Disarmament Conference. 
-Baron VON NEURATB." 

On October 16th, 1933. the General Commission considered the reply which the President 
. proposed to send to the German Government and authorised him to transmit it. The reply 

was in the following terms : 

• I have now commui?-icated to t~e. General Commission Your Excellency's telegram 
of October 14th announcmg the decision of the German Government to discontinue 
participation in the work of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments 
and indicating the reasons for that ~ecision.. The Germa~ Government took this step 
at a ~oment when the B~reau had Just decided to submit to the General Commission 
a definite Pf?~mme. This_progra_mme, to be comp~eted within a limited period, provided 
for. the realisation progre551vely, m accordance 'With resolutions of the Conference in 
which Germany herself concurred, of reductions of armaments comparable to thoSe 
contemplated in. the draft <;onvention su~mitted to the General Commission. This 
progra~me prC?VIded al;;o. 'With corresponding .measures C?f security, for the realisation 
of ~uality of nghts, which the German Government has always placed in the forefront 
of 1ts demands. I regret therefor~ that this grave decision should have been taken by 
your. Government for reasons which I am unable to accept as valid.-HENDERSON 
President of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments." ' 

. -
The representatives of the Union of Soviet Socialist R~publics, Poland and Turkey 

declared_t~t they_could not fully accept th~ text of the reply, on the ground that it alluded 
to negotla~ons which had taken place, outs1de the ~nference, between certain States. The 
representatlve of H.ungary,_ moreover, observed that hiS country was in a special osition with 
regard to the questwn of disarmament and must regard the disarmament pp bl p · th J' ht 
of that position. • . .o em m e ig 

The General Commission,_in view of the entirely new situatlon with which the dele ations 
were faced and of the Detesslty they were under to consult their Gov t d'g d 
untiJ October :z6th.l • .. . . ernmen s, a Journe 

' . 

'Mi- of the Barea11, Seriee C, Vol. II, Jlal! .. 181-185 
'M•- of the Geueral Commileioll, Sen.. B Vol Ill • ee 6 6-6 8 
o(_.. (~ zrot, 1?3), Germany ~6ed ttu. Seer • pa~ · 4 4 ' . 

J.cac• of •a.uoa.. etary General of ber Withdrawal from membenblp of the 
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WoRK OF THE BUREAU OF THE CONFERENCE, OCTOBER 26TH TO NOVEMBER liTH, 1933· 

The General Commission of the Conference, on October 26th, authorised the Bureau 
~o go forward :with the necessary arrangements to enable the General Commission to begin 
1ts second reading of a revised text of the draft Convention.' 

I~ was unanimously of opinion that the Conference should continue to work for the 
estabhs_hment. of a Disarmament Convention based on the draft Convention submitted by 
the Umted Kmgdom delegation. It was obvious, however, that further efforts would have 
to. b~ mal_le, by ":ay of negotiation between the Powers principally concerned, to clear up 
ex1st1?g d1vergenc1es and to enable a text, revised and brought up to date in accordance with 
the ~1ews of the various delegations, to be placed before the General Commission for a second 
readmg. 

It was understood that the revised text would be prepared by the Officers of the Bureau 
in consul!ation with the delegations which desired to submit amendments or suggestions, 
and that 1t would take into account the different trends of opinion and the feelings expressed 
during the past discussions in the General Commission and elsewhere. It was further under
stood that all the delegations represented on the General Commission remained free to express 
their views on the text submitted and to propose amendments. 

The General Commission then adjourned, to permit of a further effort to narrow existing 
divergencies, until December 4th, 1933. 

The Bureau of the Conference held further meetings on October 25th, October 26th, 
November gth and November nth, in application of the decisions of the General Commission.• 
It appointed Rapporteurs to consider and report upon the questions of security, land material, 
naval armaments, air armaments, the manufacture of and trade in arms, guarantee of 
execution of the provisions of the Convention and its duration. The clauses relating to effec
tives and those embodying the miscellaneous provisions of the Convention, covering, in 
particular, the constitution of the Permanent Disarmament Commission and the establishment 
of a system of supervision, were referred to special Committees. 

It was understood that the work undertaken in accordance with these arrangements 
was not to be restricted to purely technical questions, but to include further efforts to obtain 
a substantial Disarmament Convention by the solution of outstanding political issues. Special 
emphasis was laid on this point at the meeting of the Bureau held on November nth, 1933, 
in the course of which the representative of Italy expressed considerable doubt as to the 
expediency of further technical discussions and was assured by the President that, in certain 
respects, the work proposed was essentially of a political character. 

The work of revision was undertaken on the basis of a text, prepared by the Secretariat, 
of the draft Convention as it had left the General Commission at the close of the first reading 
on June 29th, 1933. This text embodied the proposals approved during the first-reading 
discussions either in the General Commission or in special technical Committees.• 

The Rapporteurs entrusted with the task of revision, on beginning their work in November, 
were at once confronted with a number of difficulties which appeared to require the previous 
solution of certain political problems. 

The President accordingly summoned the officers of the Bureau, with the representatives 
of France Italy the United Kingdom and the United States of America, to a consultation. 
The Bure~u on November 22nd, 1933, after considering the situation in the light of the result 
of this con~ultation noted that the existing divergencies of opinion on certain important 
political questions w~re too great to enco~ra_ge any hope of a successful issue from a premature 
discussion of texts in the General Comm1ss1on.' 

PARALLEL AND SUPPLEMENTARY EFFORTS, NOVEMBER 1933 TO APRIL 1934· 

The Bureau intimated that the work of the Conference would at that stage best be assisted 
by parallel and supplementary efforts between various States and the full use of diplomatic 
machinery. It was understood that these efforts would be undertaken at once with energy 
and that the Governments would keep the P~esident of the Conference informed.of_their progress. 

The Bureau decided that, in the circumstances, the General <:;omm1ss1on should be 
adjourned until a date during or immediately after the January sess1on of the Council of 
the League. . 

The Officers of the Bureau, meeting m Geneva on Ja!luary 1_9th an~ 2oth, ~934. to fix a 
date for resuming the work of the Co!lference, felt that 1t was mexp~dient t_o mt~rrupt the 
parallel and supplementary efforts still m progress. They also felt that It was h1gh_ly un_portant 
that the General Commission should be enabled t? meet at an early da~e ~nd contmue 1ts ~ork 
without further interruption. The Governments m charge of the negotiations ~ere accordmgly 
asked to inform the President, before February 1oth, 1934. of the results ach1eved. 

1 Minutes of the General Commission. Series B. Vol. III, pages 648-652. 
1 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. II, pages 187·200. 
1 See Annex s. Document Conf.D.I63(1). 
• Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. II, page 200. 
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The President, under this arrangement, received early in February copi~s of the memo
randa which had been exchanged between the Governments of the Umted Kmgdom, France, 
Italy and Germany.l . 

The French Italian and German Governments declared their views on the more Important 
qu~tions at iss~e. while the United Kingdom, in a.memorandum ~ate? January 29th, 1934,_ 
indicated the lines of a compromise whi~h, it believed, !lfter r~v1ewmg the results of the 
discussions and closely studying the recent mterchanges of v1ews, m1ghtbe generallyacc~ptable.1 

The United Kingdom ~overnment, in f?rwarding_ its memor~ndum to the President. of 
the Conference, informed h1m at the same tlme that 1t was sending _Mr. E_den, ~ord Pnyy 
Seal, to the capitals of the States most directly concerned to ascertam the1r attitude to 1ts 

pro~officers of the Bureau, meeting on February 13t~. 1934. decided that the diplomatic 
progress achieved was still inadequate to justify a meetmg of the Burea~ a~ an .early d~te. 
They felt that opportunity should be afford~~ for further efforts to narrow ex1shng diverge~c1es, 
more particularly in view of the proposed VISits of Mr. Eden to several of_ the European cap1tals. 
They decided provisionally that the Bureau should be convened for Apnl xoth, 1934· 

Two days later, Mr. Eden left London upon his mission. · · • 

MEMORANDA EXCHANGED BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENTS : STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT, 

APRIL lOTH, 1934· 

The President of the Conference, at a meeting of the Bureau on April xoth, 1934,1 

• See documeuts Conf.D.166 aud Couf.D.166(•J. Documeuts concemiug the date of the resumptiou of the 
wed< of the Confenouce aud uHJespondence between the Presideut of the Confenouce aud the Governmeuts of the 
l.'nited Kiugdom, France and Italy. (Conference Documents, Vol 111.) 

• Tbe proposals and ~uggestions of the United Kingdom Goverumeut may be summarised as follows : 

Agteement was most likely to be reached ou a broad basis which combined the regulatioa of armaments with 
assnrauces iD the political field. Theno were two choices before the Confenonce. Either it must agree upou a Couveu
tiou which would involve the abaudoning of certain classes of weapons by the most heavily armed Powers, or it must 
RaCh agreement oa the basis that the most heavily armed Powers were unable or unwilling to disarm, but that they 
would uDdertake Dot to increase their preseDt armaments. The United Kin~dom GovemmeDt could not contemplate 
the -=oad alternative as au acceptable conclusion of the work of the Conference. It accordingly proposed adjust
ments iD the text of the United Kingdom draft Convention with a view to obtaining an agreement on the basis of the 
Drst alternati..... ' 

Ftrst, it was pro~ to e:rtend the principle of consultation iD the eveut of a breach or threat of breach of the· 
Pact of Paris to the eveat of a breach 01' threat of breach of the Disarmameut CoDveDtioD ibelf. The UDited Kingdom 
GovemmeDt pointed oat in this connection that a further contribution to security had been suggested by an oiler 
of the German Chancellor to coaclude pacts of non-aggressioD with all_the Deighboars of Germany for a period of ten years. 

Secoodly, the United Kiugdom Government emphasised that the principle of equality of rights was no less esseu
tial iD the matter of armaments thaD the principle of security. Both principles mast have their practical applicatioD. 
Germany had voluntarily renounced auy claim to possess ofleusive weapons aud limited herself to the normal defensive 
armaments ""!nired by the army with which she would be provided nuder the Convention. The German Chancellor, 
m«eota, had advanced his claim to defensive armaments oD the supposition that the heavily armed States were Dot 
ptejWed to abaudon any portion of their existing weapons. A positive coDtributiou to disartnameDt by the heavily 
armed Powen would, presumably, reduce the demands which Germany might otherwise pat forward. 

The United Kingdom draft CoDYeDtion had assigued to Germany 200,000 eflectives on a basis of eight monthl' 
.-vice. The German Government had ouggested JOO,ooo elfectives on a basia of twelve months' service, aud accommo
datioa might presatnably be fouud between these two ligures, provided it were understood that there would be parity 
in the tnatter of eflectives as between the home forces allotted to France, Germany, Italy and Poland. 

It was suggested that the redaction of the European continental armies to a standard type should be completed 
ia, at -· four years. 

Tbe United Kingdom Government suggested that military training, outside the army, of mea of military age 
should be prohibited, thia prohibition being checked by a system of permanent and automatic oupervisiou •. 

The United Kingdom Government expressed the view that certain countries would require for their otandardised 
armies an iDcreased number of auch weapons u were at present possessed by their smaller long-service armies. Two 
weapons. in particular, had to be considered-namely, tanks aud mobile laud guns. The United Kingdom Governmeut 
suggested that the masimam limit fCII' tanks should be 16 tons; tanks over 30 tons would be destroyed by the end 
of the 6rst year, tanks owr :10 tons would be destroyed by thG enll of·the thircl year,· aDd taokt over 16 tons by the 
~ af the fifth year. The Gertnan short-term service army might be equipped with tanka up to 6 tons, which the Germau 
C"..overnmeat considered Dec-ory for defence. For mob1le land guns, the. maximum limit provided iu the draft 
Coavention ":'1 beea 115 mm. (4-S'). The G~an Government maintailled, however, that mobile land guns up to 
15.5 mm. (6.1 ) were neceoaary u part of· the eqmpment of t~ _pr<JPO'ed new short-term =service army. The United 
King~ Gcmomment was poepared to• accept tbe higher liiDlt.au~t~~~· -It ~posed .that guns .over 35o mm. 
hJ-7 ) should be destroyed by the eud of the first year, those over 220 mm. (8.6 ) by the end of the fourth year aud 
those OYer 155 mm. (6.1') by the eud of the seveuth year. • · · 

A~le 3S of the U~ited Kingdom draft Convcntiou J?r~vided that the Permanent Dioarmament Com;,ission 
ohoald ammediately conuder schemes for the complete abohtaou of mahtary aud naval aircraft dependent apoD the 
effectiYe supen-ioiou of civil aviation to prevent its - for military purposes. The UDited Kingdom Governmeut 
- proposed that Germany and ot~er States Dot at pr-nt _eutitled to military aircraft 1hould postpone their claim 
to aach weapona pending ~he decuuon of the _Pertnanent D11ar~meut CommisoioD u to their abolition, it being 
aadentood, however, that, •! the Pertnanent Duarmameut Co~~·••aou. had not decided Ia favour of abolition at the 
ead of two yean, all coautries would be entitled to J'OSMM military a~rcraft. 

The United KiiiiJdom Government affirmed Its wllliiiiJDeM, If geueral al!feement were reached oD aU other luuea, : :~~w:ation af a oystem af pertnaneDt aDd automatic aupervilioD, to come luto force with the obligations 

Vol. •1~;_jatesof the Bureau, SeriesC, Vol. II, pages 2o1-209, aud docum~ut, Couf.D./C.G.I64 (CoDference DocumeDts, 
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summarised as follows the outstanding differences of opinion revealed in the memoranda 
exchanged between the various Governments : 

(a) Reduction of Armaments. 

The. French Government was in favour of a supervised reduction of armaments 
progressively effected to a level permitting of the achievement of equality of rights within a 
system of security. Equality should be reached by stages and by reductions successively 
effected by the armed countries and not by the rearmament of the countries disarmed by 
the Treaties of Peace. 

~ermany would accept any measure of disarmament accepted by the other Powers. 
She d1d not conclude, however, from the notes exchanged with the heavily armed Powers that 
they contemplated any measure of disarmament sufficiently effective to modify her general 
attitude. · 

The Italian Government, though its policy would continue to be one of disarmament, 
had come to doubt whether the armed Powers would be able to agree upon such measures 
of disarmament as would permit of a solution of the present situation and at the same time 
keep the demands of Germany within the limits originally contemplated. 

(b) Elfectives. 

The German Government considered that, for a fair comparison of effectives, account 
should be taken of trained reserves and of.oversea troops stationed near enough to the home 
country to enable them to be used at home for military purposes. It was prepared, before the 
Convention was signed, to determine what was to be understood by military organisations 
outside the army and to define the activities prohibited to such formations. 

The French Government considered that French and German effectives could only be 
compared in respect of effectives intended for the defence of the home territory. Comparison, 
moreover, was only possible if all forces with a military character were subject to limitation. 
It did not refuse to consider the limitation of oversea effectives, and was prepared to include 
oversea forces and the mobile reserve stationed in the home country in the system of limitation. 
It made explicit reservations with regard to the claim of the German Government to raise 
its regular army without delay to a strength of 300,000 men, equipped with the necessary 
material, without any preliminary enquiry into the present position of that army. 

The Italian Government presumed that the German demand for 30o,ooo men was based 
on the assumption that the armed countries did not intend to reduce their effectives. It 
considered that the whole problem of reduction and standardisation was too complicated and 
suggested an agreement on the status quo. 

(c) Equality of Rights and Date on which the Future German Army should be eqnipped with the 
Necessary Defensive Arms. 

Germany claimed that her army could not be deprived of all its military power during 
the period of conversion of the Reichswehr into a short-term-service army. The necessary 
armaments must be made available to Germany at the time of conversion. 

France did not consider that Germany might acquire the armaments retained by the other 
Powers but at present ~~nied to her until. ~fter the con_versi?n of the German army and the 
absorption of the pre-m1litary and para-military formations mto the regular effechves to be 
limited by the Convention. · ·. . 

Italy, noting that equality of nght~ had been ac:corded to. Germany and the other disarmed 
States expressed the view that the mam and practical question was no longer how to prevent 
the re~rmament of Germany, but how to avoid its being effected outside all regulation and 
control. 

(d) Security. 
I 

Franc~ considered agreenient,was unlikely unle~ a regulation of armaments was combined 
with assurances in the political field and means to gtv~ effect to such assura~ces. It sho~1ld be 
possible to correct any evident breach of ~h.e Conve~ti.on by means ~f sanctions ~roporhonate 
to its gravity. Aggression should be exphcttly proh1b1ted ~nd.effechvely dealt.w1th under ~he 
Covenant of the League, which remained the only orgamsation able to furmsh a collechve 
guarantee of peace. · . . . . . 

The French Government agreed w1th the Umted Kmgdom and Itahan Governments m 
desiring to secure the return of Germany to the League. . . 

Germany suggested that the Eur?pe~n Powers should s1gn pacts of non-aggressiOn, to be 
renewed after ten years, without preJUdice to the Agreements of Locarno. 

(e) Duration of the Convention. 

The original draft Convention submitted by ~he United Kingdom Go~ernmen! provided 
for a duration of five years. The French delegation suggested a Convenhon for e1ght years, 
providing for a reduction of armaments from the fifth year. 
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The United Kingdom Government subsequently suggested. th.at the Conve!ltion should 
be for a period of ten years, leaving intact, however, the pnnctple of reduchon accepted 
by the Conference in several resolutions. . . , . 

The Italian Government proposed a period of stx years for the ~ur.ah~n of a Conventton 
which, however, would provide, not for a reduction, but only for a hmttahon of armaments. 

PAR.o\LLEL AND SUPPLEMENTARY EFFORTS CONTINUED·: ,APRIL lOTH TO MAY 28TH, 1934· 

The Bureau decided to adjourn until April 30th, i934, it being u~d~rstood ~hat the 
President had discretion to extend this date and that the General Commtss10n, subject to a 
similar understanding, would be convened for Mar. 23rd, 1934· 

The United Kingdom Government, on April 1oth, 1934, asked the F~enc.~ Government 
whether, in the case of agreement being reached on " guarantee~ of execuhon of the. future 
Convention, the latter would be prepared to accept as a bast~ for ~uch a Convenh.on the 
United Kingdom memorandum of January 29th, 1934, as modified m accordance wtth the 
proposals made by Chancellor Hitler to Mr. Eden and communicated to the French Govern
ment. If the answer to this question were in the affirmative, what was the exact nature of 
the guarantees of execution which the French Government would propose ? 

The French Government, in a memorandum dated April 17th, 1934, represented that the 
German Government had wished to impose its determination to continue every form of rearma
ment, and that, particularly by the adoption of a budget for 1934-35 showing very considerable 
increases in the army, navy and air estimates, it had, whether of set purpose or not, made further 
negotiations impossible.• • 

France accordingly felt that, even before seeking to discover whether an agreement 
could be obtained upon a system of guarantees of execution sufficiently efficacious to permit 
of the signature of a Convention which would legalise a substantial rearmament on the part 
of Germany; she must first consider the conditions of her own security, which, moreover, 
she did not separate from that of other interested Powers. · 

The return of Germany to the League of Nations might have furnished the opportunity 
and means of removing her misgivings in regard to security, at least in part. The presence 
of Germany at Geneva was equally necessary for the realisation of a satisfactory system of 
guarantees of execution. No favourable indications had, however, been given on this point. 
The French Government, for its part, could not abandon in principle this essential and necessary 
condition. Even less could it assume the responsibility of such· a renunciation at the very 
moment when German rearmament was being claimed, prepared and developed, without any 
account being taken of the negotiations entered upon in accordance with the wishes of Germany 
herself. · · 

The French Government expressed the opinion that the work of the Disarmament Confer
ence should be resumed. That work should not be abandoned, but taken up at the point at 
which the Conference left it when it invited Governments to proceed to an exchange of views 
outside it. · · 

The President of the Conference, exercising the discretion conferred upon him by the 
Bur~u. decided that the meeting of the Bureau ~~anged for April 30th should be adjourned 
until !.lay 28th, 1934, and that t~e General Commtsston should meet on the following day. 

The Gef~I!an G~vernment, m a statement dated April 16th, declared its willingness to 
accept the Umted Kmgdom memorandum of January 29th, 1934. as the basis of the Conven
tion, subject to certain important modifications.• It agreed to postpone reductions of the 
armaments of other Powers until the end of the fifth year of the Convention on the under
standing that the red~~tions would be effected during a second period of five years. It agreed 
to ensure the non-mtlitary character of the S.A. and the S.S. forces, to be verified under a 
system of supervision. It considered it impossible, however, to wait two years for appropriate 
mean~ of aerial defenc_e, and claimed from the c;>Utset .a defensive air force of short-range 
machines up to a maxtmum of 30% of the combmed atr forces of Germany's neighbours or 
50~ of the mili.tary _:Urcraft P?~ssed .by France, it being understood that Germany would 
attain full equality wtth the pnnctpal atr Powers at the end of the second period of five years. 
The German Gove~ment stated in con~lusion t.hat the return of Germany to the League 
could. only ~ conSidered after the questions of dtsarmament and, particularly, of Germany's 
equality of nghts had been settled. · · · " 

. ' 

.. , 

WORK OF THE BUREAU AND THE GENERAL COMMISSION, . MAY 28TH TO jUNE 8TH, 1934· 

. When the Bureau met. on !'._lay 28th, 19~4. it had before it, in addition to a summary of the 
vanous ~otes exchanged smce 1ts last meetmg between the United Kingdom, French, German 
and I.taban Gove!'"me~ts,1 .a memoran~um, dated April 14th, 1934, submitted by the Danish, 
Spamsh, N~rwegtan •. Swed~h an~ Swtss delegations on the present state of the work of the 
~ference.. The stgnatones, wtth whom the Netherlands delegation stated that it was 
10 subs~ntial agree'?lent, contended (1) that it would be necessary to limit the Disarmament 
Convention to certat;'l branches o! armaments, postponing a comprehensive solution until a 
later date ; (2) th~t 1t was essential to adopt a certain substanti~l measure of disarmament 

: Dtx:ament Conf.D./C.G.165, Conference Document., Vol. III. 
l.locament Collf.D.JC.G.1.58, Conference Docament., Vol, Ill. 
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and that. it was not.sufficient to accept a limitation of armaments at the status quo; f3)-that the 
~onvention should u~volve a moderate practical realisation of the principle of equality ; (4) that 
It would. not b~ possible to secure a Convention of even limited scope without a reinforcement 
of secunty gomg beyond the proposals contained in the United Kingdom memorandum of 
January 29th, ~934, particularly in respect of concrete and definite guarantees for the execution 
of the Conve~t10n; and (S) that Germany's return to the League of Nations would undoubtedly 
represent an l_IDport.ant contribution to the solution of the problem of collective security. 

T~e President '':!formed the Bureau that, at the beginning of May, he had met the repre
sentat~ves .of the Umted Kingdom,France and Italy in order to obtain a clearer indication as 
~o .th~1r v.1ews. .The French representative had confirmed the French note of April 17th, 
ms1sting, m particular_. that his Government could not accept an immediate reduction of its 
armaments accompame~. by an immediate rearmament of a qualitative character of the 
Powers bonn~ by the m1htary clauses of the Treaties. 

The P~es1dent suggested that the Bureau, before deciding on any future plan of work, 
sho.uld awrut the statements to be made in the General Commission by those who had been 
actively conc~rned with the private negotiations.t 

The President, on May 29th, 1934, inviting the General Commission to decide how the 
work of the Conference was to be continued, emphasised that the situation was really critical.• 
The parallel and supplementary negotiations between the Governments had not resulted in 
the rem~:>Va! of several outstanding differences, and the task of the Conference was not rendered 
any easier by the fact that the general political atmosphere, which had not been particularly 
favourable when the Conference opened, could hardly be said to have improved during the 
course of its proceedings. 

After a review of the decisions previously taken by the Conference, the President directed 
the attention of the Commission to three important problems : 

. (1) Agreement on air as on land armaments depended upon some solution of the 
problem of national security ; 

(2) There was a danger of a competition in air armaments unless they were speedily 
regulated by international agreement ; 

(3) There was a need for prompt action to secure agreement for the international 
control of the manufacture of arms and the trade in arms. 

The President, emphasising the importance of the question of security, declared that, 
unless that principle was genuinely embodied in the Disarmament Convention and made a real 
force in international life, it was highly improbable that nations would consent to reduce their 
armed forces. It was vital that the Conference should restore a general reliance upon the 
system of collective international action against an aggressor. 

The President further urged that a general reduction in the armaments of the world would 
itself be an important contribution to the security of nations. Article 8 of the Covenant 
linked disarmament and ·security inseparably together. The whole League system was 
intended to substitute international treaty guarantees of security for reliance by each nation 
on its own armed forces alone, and that system could not become effective unless national 
armaments were drastically reduced and limited by international agreement. 

During the meetings held on May zgth, May 3oth and June 1st, the General Commission 
heard statements from the delegations of the United States, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom, France, Poland, China, Sweden (speaking on behalf .of the 
delegations which supported the memorandum of April 14th, 1934), Turkey, Roumama and 
Greece.• 

The General Commission, in view of the numerous proposals submitted by the various 
delegations and the wide divergencies of opinion revealed, d~ci.ded to adjourn its proceedings 
in order to allow the Bureau to prepare for the General Commission a programme of work based 
on the proposals and observations which had been put forward. . . . 

At meetings held by the Bureau on June 4th, June 5th and June 6th, 1934, two d1stinct 
divergencies revealed in the General Commission vyere further ~ccentuate~. • 

The French delegation, supported by the So':1et and Tu~k1sh delegation~, urged that. the 
Conference should take up immediate!~ the quest~on of s~cunty, the delegations of the Little 
Entente being also inclined to lay special emphasis on th1.s aspect of the probl~m. All. these 
delegations were, in fact, of opinion that the Con.ference _might. usefully resume 1ts work lml!le
diately, and that it should give prior. and .special co':ls1deration to t~e problem of secunty. 

The Soviet delegation proposed m this connection that the Disarmament Conference 
should be replaced by a Permanent Peace Conference with powers to discuss any question 
affecting the peace of nations. . . . . 

Other delegations in particular those of the Umted Kmgdom and Italy, were mclmed to 
doubt whether any fu;ther useful work could be ~one on the pr?blem ~f. secu~ity, o~, inde~d, 
on any of the questions before the Confer~nce, until the outsta:nding political difficulti~s wh1ch 
stood in the way of securing an agreed D1sarm~ment Convention had been removed-m other 
words, until Germany had resumed her place m the Conference. 

• Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. II, pages 209·211. 

• Minuteo of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. III, page 652. 
'Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. III, pages 6sz·679· 
'Minuteo of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. II, pages 211·240. 
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The ·~clegations of Denmark, Spain, the Netherlaf!ds, No~ay, S~eden and Switz~rland 
stood midway between these extremes. These _delegations, while puttmg fo~ard for Imme
diate discuSSion certain definite proposals for dis~rmament and .for strengthe~mg the system 
of security and guarantees of execution, emphaSised the necesstty of consultmg every State 
conc-erned, and drew special attention to the fact that Germany was not at the moment taking 
part in the proceedings of the Conferen.ce. . · · , . 

It was fully realised by the delegations whtch thought that &:" lm!"e~tate .effo~t should be 
made to bring back Germany to the Cof!ferenc~ that any s.tep tn thts. dtrect_JOn mvolved an 
endorsement of the principle of the equaltty of nghts, to whtch the Umted Kmgdom, France, 
Italy and the United States of America had agreed on December nth, 1932, and a resumption 
of the negotiations between Governments with a view to removing the divergencies of opinion 
revealed in the notes exchanged between them. , ' ' .. 

PROGRAMME OF WORK OF THE CONFERENCE : RESOLUTION• ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL 
COMMISSION ON JUNE 8TH, 1934· 

As a result of further discussion and negotiation, a text was submitted to the Bureau 
by the French delegation on June 8th1 and adopted by the General Commission in the following 
form :1 

" The General Commission, 
" Taking into consideration the resolutions submitted to it by the delegations of 

the Six Powers, the Turkish delegation and the delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics respectively ; . . 

a Taking account of the clarification of its work resulting from the French memoran
dum of January 1st, 1934, the Italian memorandum of January 4th, 1934, the United 
Kingdom memorandum of January 29th, 1934, and the German declaration of April 16th, 
1934; 

a Convinced of the necessity of the Conference continuing. its work with a view 
to arriving at a general convention for the reduction and limitation of armaments ; 

" Resolved to continue without delay the investigations already undertaken : 

.. I. ... 
a Invites the Bureau to seek, by whatever means it deems appropriate and with a 

view to the general acceptance of a Disarmament Convention, a solution of the out
standing problems, without prejudice to the private conversations on which Governments 
will desire to enter in order to facilitate the attainment of ,final success by the return 
of Germany to the Conference ; . · · · · · 

·n. 
. . 

"H~ving regard to th~ peculiar importance presented by the study' and solution 
o~ cert_am problems to whtch attention was drawn at, the beginning of the general 
discussiOn : . , 

"Takes the following decisions : · 
' ' 

" (1) Security . 

. " (a) Sin~ the results of the earlier work of the C~~ference have enabled certain 
reg10nal secun!y _agreem.ents to be c.oncluded in Europe during the past year, the 
G~neral Co~JIUSSio.n deodes t<! appomt a special Committee to conduct such preli
mmary studies as tt may constder appropriate in order to facilitate the conclusion 
of further agreements of the same nature which may be negotiated outside the 
~nference. It would be for the General Commission to determine the relationship, 
If any, of these agreements to the General Convention. . . . 

"(b) The ~eneral Commission decid~ to appoint a special Committee to 
study th~ 9uesbon of guarantees of executiOn, and to resume the work relating 
to superviSion. . · .... •. 

" (2) Air Forces. 1 · · · · · ., 

• The General Co_mmission·_ inst~ct~ its Mr Committ~e to resu~e f~rthwith 
the s~udy of the 9uest1ons mentioned m tts resolution of July 23rd 1932 under the 
heading:' :r. Air Forces '.• · · · · ' · · ·. · · ! · · ' 

-'---'-'--''---- "I I• I ... 
'Minutes of tlwo Bureau, Seriee C, Vol. II, page 24o. · . '· , . •. . , . · . . . 1 

: ~·n~ ol the Geaeral Co!"miMioa, Seriea B, Vol. III; pagee 68r-688; . . . . · • , · 
Ihe ConfereDU, deeply 1mpr-.J With tlwo danger overhan i · ilia · ' 

in the event of future conflict, and determined to take all rae . g "' CIY tion fr~m ho~bard~ent from the air 
at tb;. atage of ita work tbe following eoneh•iona : P ~cable meuur01 to prov1de agaiDat thto danger, records 

• lr) Air atW:k against the civilian population ahall be aboolutely pr h'blted. ' • 
• h) Tlwo Htl(b Contracting Partieo aball agree u betwee tJwo 0 1 • . 

•hall be aboli•hed. aubject to agreement with recard to n llllelvee that all bombardment from the a~r 
ef1ective tJwo ot.ervance of tbia rule. meuaree to be adopted for tbe purpoae of rendering 
• Tbae meaaaree abould Include the following : 

• (11} Tlwore •hall he eft'ectecl a limitation by number nc1 
• (b) Civil aircraft ahall be aubmittecl tore ulation 11 11 fOit~etion by eharacteriatle. of military aircraft: 

to tlwo apecified limitationa ahall he aabjected t! an Inter andt::!fubbcity. Further, civil aircraft DOt conformln11 
•etPme ia nat auitable) aaeb u to prevent effectively t~- na. rfeghna (except for certain regiona where auch a 

... llllluae o aacb civil aircraft. • 
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"(3) M anufacture of and Trade in Arms. 

"The General Commission requests its special Committee on questions relating 
. t.o the manufacture-of and trade in arms to resume its work forthwith and, in the 
bght of the statements ~ade by the United States delegate at the meeting of May 
29th:,I934, to report to 1t as early as possible on the solutions it recommends.1 . 

!hese Committees will carry on their work on parallel lines, and it will be 
co-ordmated by the Bureau. 

"III. 

"T~e General Commission leaves it to the Bureau to take. the necessary steps at the 
proper time to ensure that, when the President convenes the General Commission it 
will have before it, as far as possible, a complete draft Convention. ' 

. "IV. 

" Recognising that the proposal of the Soviet delegation that the Conference be 
declared a permanent institution under the title of the Peace Conference calls for careful 
study, the General Commission requests the President to submit that proposal to the 
Governments." • 

The United Kingdom delegate welcomed the programme of work as embodying a balanced 
agreement which might aid the immediate future of the Conference and contribute to the 
final and universal agreement sought by all. He emphasised that his Government could not 
agree to the indefinite continuance of vague and inconclusive debates. He observed that 
the difficulties which had arisen during the recent discussions had been due in a large measure 
to the absence of a great Power whose co-operation was essential. He expressed the hope 
that the German Government would see its way to play its part and enable the Conference 
successfully to conclude its work. 

The American delegation accepted the resolution as providing a programme of work 
by which it would be possible to proceed usefully towards the achievement of an ultimate 
agreement for a reduction and limitation of armaments. 

The Soviet delegation noted that a prominent place was reserved in the agreed programme 
for the problem of security. It expressed the hope that the Soviet proposal for a permanent 
peace conference, which was to be forwarded to the Governments, would be seriously studied 
by the Governments and that the necessary instructions would be given to their delegates with 
a view to its discussion. 

The Swedish delegation, speaking for the group of neutral Powers, noting that an important 
place had been found for the problem of security, did not think that sufficient emphasis had 
been laid upon the decisive importance of disarmament. It reserved the right of the neutral 
delegations to urge their views at a later stage, being anxious that the main object of the 
Conference-namely, the reduction and limitation of armaments-should not be neglected. 

The Hungarian delegation made a formal declaration regretting that the draft resolution 
was not such as to enable the Conference to achieve practical and tangible results within as 
short a period as possible in the real sphere of the Conference-namely, in material disarma· 
ment. Hungary expected the Conference to fulfil its duty under Article 8 of the Covenant 
and, by removing the unfair inequalities which still existed, to give effect as soon as possible 
to the principle of equality of rights. 

The Italian delegation was unable to vote with the delegations approving the resolution 
on the ground that the Conference could not resume its work until_ certai~ fundament~! 
political problems had been solved. It could accept no draft resolution wh1ch_ was not m 
harmony with that principle. Italy, however, was always ready to co-operate m the work 
of the Conference with complete goodwill. 

The Austrian delegation associated its~lf with the attitude assumed by the representatives 
of the disarmed States present at the meetmg. . ·. 

The Bulgarian delegation hoped that the pr~posed pro~am~e woul~ shortly le~d _to the 
conclusion of a general Disarmament C:onvention confirmmg m practice the pnnc1ple of 
equality of rights with security for all nations. , ". . , . · 

The Polish delegation entered a reservation to . the effect that the referen.ces in the 
resolution to diplomatic notes exchanged between certau~ Gove!nments m~st no~ be mterpreted 
as implying that the Conference accepted them as a bas1s for 1ts future d1scuss1ons. 

The Persian delegation felt it necessary t<;> m~ke a reservation with r_ef?ard to any resolution 
that might weaken or prejudice directly or md1rectly the letter or spmt of the Covenant of 
the League, more particularly Articles I~ and 16, and declared that 1t could only accept the 
resolution provided that point was defimtely cleared up. 

• See note 4 on page 3>. 
1 Document Conf.D./C.G.l6j, Conference Documents, Vol. Ill. 
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EFFECT GIYEN TO THE PROGRAMME OF \VORK ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
JuNE uTH To NovEMBER 2oTH, 1934 . 

... d . . . 
The General Commission, on June uth, took the necessa~y ec1s1ons to g1ve pract~cal 

effect to the resolution adopted on June 8th, 1934.1 The Sov1et proposal for the establish
ment of a Permanent Peace Conferenc~ was duly. referred to the Governments represented 
at the Conference with a request for the1r·observahons. . 

The Committee on Security, appointed under the resolution. adopted by the Gene.ral 
Commission on June 8th, met on June 18th, Cl934· . qn J~ne 25th, 1t adopted a report wh1ch 
has not yet been considered by the General omm1ss1on. . . . 

The question of guarantees of exec?tion was referr~ to the Comm1ttee on Miscellaneous 
Provisions presided over by M. Bourquu~. The Committee, ~n June 28th, 1934;, appr~ved a 
note submitted by its Chairman embodymg the result of preh~mary conversations With !he 
delegations of the United Kingdom, Fra~ce, Poland, Roumar.ua, the Netherlands, the Umon 
of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Umted States of Amenca.1 

The air question has not yet been considered by the appropriate Committee. 
The Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in and Private and State Manufacture 

of Arms and Implements of War, reinforced by representatives of delegations which d~si~ed 
to be associated with its work, adopted, on July 2nd, 1934, a report to the General Comm1ss1on 
embodying its conclusions upon a sche~e for the co~trol of the manufa~ture of arms and the 
trade in arms submitted by the delegation of the Umted States of Amenca.• · 

The resolution adopted by the General Commission on June 8th, 1934, contemplated 
that the Governments would continue their efforts to secure a solution of outstanding problems, 
and the President was authorised by the Bureau to inform its members when he thought the 
situation might make it necessary for them !o meet. . . 

The President, on July 13th, 1934, notified the members of the Bureau that, m the hght 
of information which he had received as to the progress of the conversations between the 
Governments which were still continuing, he had decided that the Bureau might most usefully 
be convened for September, in the early days of the forthcoming· session of the Assembly 
of the League of Nations.• 

Negotiations were then in progress between the countries principally concerned with 
a view to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics joining the League of Nations • and the 
conclusion of an Eastern European Pact of Mutual Assistance and Non-Aggression. The 
President, during a visit to Geneva early in September, was informed that the month of 
October would be devoted to these activities. He accordingly decided that the Bureau could 
not usefully meet prior to November 1934.7 

MODIFICATIONS IN THE PROGRAMME OF \VORK OF THE CONFERENCE 
BY THE BUREAU ON NOVEMBER 20TH, 1934· 

.. 
DECISION ADOPTED 

The President, on November sth, 1934, subsequent to the assassination of King Alexander 
of Yugoslavia and M. Barthou, Foreign Minister of France, at Marseilles, circulated to the 
members of the Bureau a communication suggesting that the probable trend of political events 
in the near future made it necessary for the Bureau to reconsider its method of work, without. 
prejudice to the principles underlying the decisions taken by the General Commission on 
June 8th, 1934.• He expressed the view that it would be necessary to postpone until after 
the beginning of 1935 any attempt to deal with the problems of disarmament and to modify 
the procedure of the Conference both as regarded the questions to be immediately considered 
and the manner in which they should be approached. He pointed out that the Conference 
had examined a number of problems in regard to which agreement had either been reached 
or was in sight, and he expressed the view that such questions as were considered ripe might 
be advantageously embodied in separate Protocols coming into force one by one without the 
Conference having necessarily to wait for the completion of an entire Convention. 

He mentioned the following subjects as being sufficiently advanced to come within this 
category : 

(a) The regulation of the manufacture of arms and the trade in arms; 
(b) Budgetary publicity; 
(c) The establishment of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

He further observed that the air question, to which reference had been made in the 
resolution adop~ed by the ~eneral Commission on June 8th, 1934, had not yet been considered 
by the appropnate Comm1ttee and he urged that arrangements should be made to deal with 
this problem at the earliest opportunity. 

• Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. Ill, pages 688-6<)2. 
: Docament Conf.D./C.G.r6C)(r), Conference Documents, Vol. Ill (- alao Chapter II, Security). 

Docament Conf.D.jC.G.r7o, Conference Documents, Vol. Ill <- alao Chapter XI B Guaranteee of Exe· 
~). . . 

• Docament .Conl.D./C.G.r71, Confereau Documents, Vol. III <- allo Chapter IX Control o1 the Manufacture 
ot Arn. and the Trade In Arm.o). ' 

: Docament Conf.D./Barean 65 (Minutes of the Bureau, alxty-leeond meeting, Seri .. c, Vol. U). 
, The U.S.S.R. became a t.lernben of the l.eaflue of Natinna on September r8th, 1934• 
• Docament Conf.D./Bareaa 66 (Minutes of the Bureau, aixty-leeond meeting, Serl .. C, Vol. II). 

Docament Conl.D.flfureaa 68 (M.inatee of the Bureau, lllxty--.,ud meetin1, Seri• c, Vol. II). 
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The President emphasised, in conclusion, that the fundamental aim of the Conference 
had always been and still remained the completion of a comprehensive Disarmament Conven
tion, and he reminded the members of the Bureau that the States represented at the Conference 
had pledged themselves to th~ definite programme in the resolution which had been unanimous
ly adopted on June 8th, 1934 . 

. '!he Bureau of the Conference, meeting on November 2oth, 1934. was invited to take a 
declSlon upon these proposals.• 

The delegatio~?' of the United States of America, in approving the proposals, insisted that 
th.e fundamental atm o~ the Conference had been, and remained, the completion of a General 
Dtsarmament. C~nventlon. It stated, in reference to specific items, that its Government 
attached spectaltmportance to the work which had been done on the manufacture of and trade 
in arms and implements of war. It further suggested that the work of the three Committees 
of the Conference which would presumably consider the three specific problems mentioned 
by the Prestdent should be co-ordinated into a single document and submitted to the Govern
ments ~or a single r!ltification, urging that the adoption of such a text would greatly facilitate 
the ultimate adoptwn of a General Disarmament Convention. 
. T~e So~iet delegatio~ observed that the great obstacle encountered by the Conference 
m <;Ieal~ng wtth the qu~stlon of disarmament had been the impossibility of ensuring that the 
ob.hga~wns and restnctlons accepted by the States would be universal. It wondered whether 
tht~ dt!ficulty. would .not also obstruct the work on the three specific problems in regard to 
whtch tmmedtate action was suggested. It further doubted whether a Permanent Disarma
!"ent Commission could be usefully appointed until definite obligations and restrictions 
m respect of .armaments had been accepted and it recalled in this connection its proposal 
for t~e estabhshment of a Permanent Peace Conference to deal with questions of peace and 
secunty. 

The Spanish delegation supported the proposal of the American delegation that a single 
text covering the three specific problems should be prepared. 

The Austrian delegation stated that Austria, in view of the lack of progress of the Confer
ence and the resulting armaments race, now felt compelled to insist that equality of rights 
in the matter of security and armaments should be accorded her either as the outcome of 
negotiations between the principal Powers leading to a resumption of the work of the Conference 
or by some other method. The Austrian Government, though it would in no way refuse its 
co-operation, would be unable to sign conventions outside the scope of a general Convention 
until her legitimate claim to equal treatment had been satisfied. 

The United Kingdom delegation agreed with the President that it was highly desirable 
to deal with the three subjects on which immediate action was possible, even apart and in 
advance of the main problems of the Conference. It emphasised, however, that the main 
objective of the Conference was the conclusion, possibly by stages, of a Convention for the 
reduction and limitation of armaments. The great problems with which the Conference was 
confronted remained and must be solved. 

The Italian delegation reminded the Bureau that it had been unable to vote for the 
resolution adopted by the General Commission on June 8th, 1934. Nothing had in the mean
time occurred to change its attitude. The Italian Government felt very definite doubts as to 
the possibility of adopting separate protocols, since all the elements of disarmament were, 
in its opinion, interdependent. Such a procedure might even increase the difficulty of securing 
the accession of certain States, for which the Treaties of Peace had created a special situation. 
The Italian delegation would not therefore assume any responsibility for any decision which 
the Bureau might take in issuing instructions to the appropriate Committees. 

The Swedish delegation, associating itself with the proposals of the President, agreed that, 
for the present, the Conference. mus~ necessarily confine. itself .to a lim.ited number. of sp.eci!LIIY 
important questions until political ctrcumstances made tt posstble for Lt to resume tts pnnctpal 
task. 

The French delegation accepting the proposal of the President, stated that it had always 
regarded the three proble:ns whic.h were be!ng offered f~r immediate consideration to be 
important features of any Convention that might be estabhshed. 

The President noting that the delegations were generally in agreement as to the procedure 
to be followed suggested that the proposal of the Soviet delegation for the establishment of a 
Permanent Pe~ce Conference, together with any obse~ations ~eceived from the. Governments 
on that proposal, should be considered by the Committ~e which would de":l ~tth the whole 
question of the position and powers of the Permanent DI~armament Commisston. . . 

The three Committees dealing with .the three spe~Ific .problems. under constderatlon 
might meet together occasion~lly .with. ~ vtew to a co-ordmatlon of thetr work, but the final 
work of co-ordination should, m hts optmon, be left to the Bureau of the Conference. 

The President emphasised in conclusion that t.h~ immediate. results. to be secured by the 
suggested procedure were no alternative for the ongmal and ultimate. a.Jm of the Confe~e~ce. 
He insisted, more particularly, that, even though the Permane.nt J?t~armament Com~LSSl~n 
were, in fact, established, the Disarmame~t Conference must_. 1~ hts Judgment, contmue m 
being. The powers of the Permanent Dtsarmament Commtsswn would at the outset be 
strictly defined and limited and its comp~tence would only extend. a~ the work of the 
Disarmament Conference proceeded and as tt delegated to the ColllmLsSlon further powers 
and further specific duties. 

• Minutes of the Bureau, Series 0, Vol. II, page 246. 
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As a result of the decision taken by the Bureau on November 2oth, 1934. arrangements 
\\'el'e subsequently made to call together in February 1935 : 

(•) The Special Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in and the Private and 
State Manufacture of Arms ; 

(b) The Technical Committee dealing of the National Defense Expenditure Com
mission; 

(c) The Committee on Miscellaneous Provisions (Establishment of a Permanent 
Disarmament Commission). • 

EFFECT GIVEN TO THE PROGRAMME OF WORK ADOPTED BY THE BUREAU ON 
NOVEM.liER 20TH, 1934 : FEBRUARY J4TH TO APRIL 13TH, 1935· 

The Special Committee for the Trade in and Private and State Manufacture of Arms and 
Implements of War met on February 14th, 1935. It took as its basis of discussion " Draft 
Articles for the Regulation and Control of the Manufacture of and Trade in Arms and the 
Establishment of a Permanent Disarmament Commission ", submitted by the delegation 
of the United States of America,l considered in relation to the texts adopted by the Special 
Committee on July 2nd, 1934.1 

The Special Committee was in session from February 14th to April 13th, 1935. It entrusted 
to a Technical Committee the definition of the categories of arms to which regulation would 
apply. The provisions relating to the regulation of the manufacture of arms was entrusted 
to its Sub-Committee on Manufacture and those relating to the regulation of the trade in arms 
to its Sub-Committee on Trade. 

The question of the composition and powers of the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
was considered by the Committee on Miscellaneous Provisions on February 18th and 21st, 
1935, and was subsequently discussed by the Special Committee in plenary session from 
March 26th to April ISt, 1935, at meetings attended by the members of the Committee on 
Miscellaneous Provisions. _ 

~pecial questions were referred to .a hoc Sub-Committees, including the question of the 
trans~t o! arms and implements of war, while a number of questions were referred for elucidation 
and adVlce to_ the Technical Committee of the National Defence Expenditure Commission. 

The Special Committee, on April 13th, 1935, adopted a report which was forwarded to 
the Governments by the President of the Conference. • 

The final meeting of the Special Committee was attended by the President of the 
Conference. 

The President, afte~ consulting the delegations of States prese~t in Geneva, decided that 
for the moment no meetmg of the Bureau might be usefully convened. 

'Document Conf.D.tfJ7, Confereace Docamenta Vol III 
'Doxam.ent Conf.D.jC.G.171, Conference Doca~nta" vi III S 
'JJocament Conf.D.t68, Confereace Docamenta Vol' IIJ. ~ .,. above, page 32, 

Special Committee and ita Sub-<:ommitU. in Cha ' IX ' ference will be found to the concluliona of the 
aDd Chapter XI, Permanent IJioarmam.ent Comm ... · pter • Control of the Manufacture of Armo and Trade In Arm•: 

100, 
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CHAPTER 11.-SECURITY. 

TREATIES, PACTS AND CONVENTIONS PRIOR TO THE CONFERENCE. 

A_rticles 51 and 52 of the draft Convention framed by the Preparatory Commission for 
the. D!Saf!I!.ament Confe~enc~ 1 laid down the procedure to be followed in the event of com
plaints ansmg out of a vu~labon of the Convention, any such violation being declared a matter 
of concern to all the parties. 

The draft C~nv~nt~on, however, contained no specific provisions dealing with the main 
problems ~f secunty m 1ts general aspects. This omission was not due to any neglect of the 
p:oblem e1!he: by the Preparatory Commission or by other bodies of the League which, 
d1rectly or mdir~ctly, h!ld been c_oncerned with the preparation of the Conference. Reference 
has been made m the mtroducbon of this report to the successive efforts which resulted in 
the d:aft Treaty of Mutual Assistance of 1923, the Geneva Protocol of 1924 and the Locarno 
Treaties ?f 1925. -r:he Preparatory Commission, in continuation of these preliminary attempts 
to est!lbhsh a p~acbcabl~ system of collective security, appointed in 1927 an Arbitration and 
Secunty Comm1ttee, wh1ch drafted a General Act for the Pacific Settlement of International 
Disputes. The. General Act, as finally approved by the Assembly in 1928, contained three 
Model _Con~enbons dealing respectively with conciliation, judicial settlement and settlement 
by arb1t~abon. It represented the most considerable effort made up to that time to organise 
a colle~bve peace system and, when the Conference met, it had been accepted by nineteen 
countnes. 

The Arbitration and Security Committee also drafted a series of Model Treaties for the 
guidance of States wishing to make special regional agreements among themselves. The five 
models thus established covered the pacific settlement of disputes, mutual assistance and 
non-aggression. Of these, the most important from the point of view of security was Model D, 
which dealt with the problem of mutual assistance. These instruments were approved by 
the Assembly in 1928. 

The scheme embodied in the General Act, approved by the Assembly in 1928, was 
supplemented later by a Convention to improve the Means of preventing War, framed by the 
same Committee and adopted by the Assembly in 1931. A Convention on Financial Assistance, 
under which a State victim of aggression might, with the permission of the League, raise loans 
guaranteed by the signatories, had, moreover, been adopted by the Assembly in 1930. This 
Convention, when the Conference met, had been signed by forty States, its application, however, 
being contingent upon the. application of a scheme for the reduction of armaments. 

Concurrently with this development of security within the League, other events were 
taking place outside it directed towards the same end. Of these, by far the most important 
in the field of security was the adoption of the Paris (Briand-Kellogg) Pact for the Prevention 
of War as an Instrument of National Policy. The Pact came into force in July 1929, and the 
Assembly began to consider amending the Covenant of the League so that the two _inst~men~s 
might be brought into harmony. It should be noted that throughout these discussions 1t 
was again explicitly recognised that any suc_h progress towards a co~ple!e and general 
renunciation of war was intimately connected With the acceptance and application of a general 
Convention for the reduction of armaments. 

The view of those who urged that disarmament must proceed·side by side with a develop
ment of security and could only be effect~d in pr?portion to the af!lount. of sec'!rity obtained 
was emphasised by a n~mber of deleg:~:t10~s dunng the general d1scuss1on wh1c_h took place 
during the plenary meetmgs at the beg~mung of the Co~ference. It found particularly clear 
expression in proposals submitted by the French delegation on February 5th, 1932.1 

SECURITY PROPOSALS SUBMITTED TO THE CONFERENCE, NOVEMBER 1932 TO FEBRUARY 1933· 

The French delegation, on November 14th, ~932, su~mi~ted t.o the Confe:ence a ~e~eral 
scheme for the establishment of a sys~em of col.lect!ve secunty m wh1ch_ ~tat;s m1ght parbc1pate 
to an extent which varied with the1r respective mterests and necess1bes. It proposed that 
measures to guarantee security should be taken separately or concurrently (1) by all Po:wers 
taking part in the work of the Conference, (2) by all the Mem~ers. of the League of Nations, 
and (3) by the States forming part of a spec1al European orgamsabon. 

• Document C.687.M.288. 1g3o.IX, Conference Document.., Vol. I, page 28. 
• Document Conf.D.s6, Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 113. 
• Document Conf.D.1 46, Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 435· 



(I) It was suggested that all the Powers taking part in the w.ork of the Conference should 
effectively subscri~ to the followi~g.principles, generally recogmsed to be a necessary conse-
quence of the Pact for the Renunc1at1on of War : . 

( 11) Any war undertaken in breach of the Pact of Paris is a matter of interest to all 
the Powers and shall be regarded as a breach of the obligations assumed towards each 
one of them ; 

(b) In the event of a breach or threat of breach of. the Pact of ~aris, the s~d P<?w.ers 
shall concert together as promptly as possible with a v1ew to appeahng to public opm1on 
and agreeing upon the steps to be taken ; 

(c) In application of the Pact of Paris outlawing ~ar, any bn;ach of t~at Pa~t shall 
involve the prohibition of direct or indirect econom1c or financ1al relations wtth the 
aggressor country. · The Powers shall undertake to adopt the necessary measures to make 
that prohibition immediately effective ; 

(d) The said Powers shall declare their det~rmi.nation no~ to recc;>gnise any de /f!clo 
situation brought about in consequence of the v10lation of an mternational undertakmg. 

(2) It was argued that the application of the above principles would make it pos~ible 
to give full effect to the obligations devolving upon the Members of the League of Nations 
under the Covenant and under treaties concluded in conformity with the Covenant, such as 
the General Convention to improve the Means of preventing War and the Convention on 
Financial Assistance. An effective and loyal application of Article 16 of the Covenant was, 
in particular, considered as an essential feature of the scheme. 

(3) The proposals for a special o~ganisation of a sy~telll: of security for Eur.ope we~e 
submitted as a development of the reg10nal system embodied m the Locarno Treaties and 1t 
was understood that any such European organisation of peace would have to be accepted by a 
sufficient number of Powers, regard being had to their importance and geographical position, 
to ensure the security of each of them in all circumstances. 

It was proposed that the measures adopted for Europe should include both political and 
military arrangements.l 

The fundamental object of the political arrangements was to define the conditions in 
which each of the States forming part of the European organisation would be entitled to the 
co-operation of the other contracting States. 

It was, in particular, proposed : 

(11~ That these arrangements should establish the right to assistance in cases of 
aggress10n ; 

(b) That the object of the assistance should be to put an end to the aggression 
and to create a de facto situation which would allow of a fair settlement of its consequences; 

(c) That the Council of the League should decide that assistance should be given 
on simply ascertaining that an attack or invasion had taken place, a special commission, 
established in each of the signatory States and appointed by the Council of the League 
of Nations, being set up to facilitate any steps that might be necessary to ascertain 
the facts; 

(d) That the peaceful settlement of disputes between States signing the European 
agreement should be ensured by their compulsory accession to the General Act for the 
Pacific Settlement of International Disputes ; 

(e) That, in the event !lf one of the signatories refusing to conform to methods for 
the peaceful settlement c;>f disputes, or to ex~ute an arbitral award or judicial decision, 
or to take necessary acb~n whe~ the Council of the League had established that there 
had been a breach o! an l~temabonal u.nderstanding, the other party should submit the 
matter to the Co~mcil, wh1ch w~uld dec~de what steps were to be taken, the contracting 
Powers undertaking to lend assiStance 111 carrying the decision into effect · 

. ((} That the Council, in the cases considered above, should take its decision by a 
m&Jonty vote. .. . 

On pecember 12th, 19,32, the Prime Minister.of the United Kingdom, in a declaration 
co.mmumcated to the Pres1dent of the Conference,• submitted a statement by the United 
Kingdom,_ France, Germany and Italy to the effect that they were willing to join in a solemn 
reaffirmabon, to be made by all European States, that they would not in any circumstances 
attempt to resolve _any present _or future differences between them by resort to force. It was 
underst~ that.th1s reaffirmat10n. of an admitted principle would be made without prejudice 
to fuller d1SC~ss1ons on the quesbon of security. 

The United Kingdom delegation, in a programme of work submitted to the Conference 
on January 30th, ~1,133! proposed that the Political Commission should be instructed to study 
the method ~f gtvmg effect t<? the above declaration of principle. It was also suggested 
that a co~m1tt~ of the ~ontmental E~ropean Sta~e~. should be immediately constituted 
to st~dy, wlth a '?e.w to.the•r.mutual secunty, the poss1bliity of reaching political arrangements 
defimng_the condit10ns m wh1ch each of them would be entitled to the co-operation of the other contractmg States. 

'For the military meaaurea, - Chapter III, Effoctivea and Chap•- IV Land M •--· 1 
'Cbrouok · aJ Record nd D ' ~• ' a ... ,,a · 
• Doca_:c Coni 0 1.', ~~~f~e~-- •Doco. oc~~evnt1Co1n1f.D.I51, Conference Documenta, Vol. II, page 447· · · J.,, '-'VII ~· .-. umen .... , o . , page 472• 
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SECURITY PROPOSALS REFERRED TO THE POLITICAL COMMISSION, FEBRUARY IJTH, 1933· 

The Gene~al Com.mission, following a general discussion of the plan submitted by the 
French delegation, wh1ch took place between February 2nd and February 8th, 1933,1 decided, 
on F~bruary 13th, to refer to the Political Commission the various proposals concerning 
secunty wh1c_h_ had been placed before the Conference.• 

The ~ohtical ~ommission_ met from February 14th to !\larch xoth, 1933, to consider 
the questio1_1s_ relatmg to secunty referred to it by the General Commission. 

. In add1tion to the proposals contained in the French memorandum and in the United 
Kmgdo~ programm~ ?f work, it considered a proposal submitted by the Soviet delegation 
concermng the defim~10n of th_e ~ggressor • and a proposal by the Belgian delegation on the 
procedure to _be used m estabhshmg the facts in cases of aggression or threat of aggression.' 

The Sov1et proposal established five criteria for the definition of an aggressor : 

(a) Declaration of war; 
(b) Invasion by armed forces of the territory of another State without declaration 

of war; 

[c) Bombardment of the territory of another State by land, naval or air forces, 
or w1lful attack upon its air or naval forces ; 

(d) The introduction within the frontiers of another State of land naval or air 
forces without the permission of such State; ' 

(e) The establishment of blockade of the coast or ports of another State. 

The text of the Belgian proposal was as follows : 
. "I. . There shall be set up at the seat of the Government of each of the High Contrac

ting Parties a Commission for establishing the facts, consisting of x members (five, for 
example) chosen from among the diplomatic agents and military, naval and air attaches 
accredited to the said Government. · 

" II. The members of this Commission shall be appointed, in conditions to be 
agreed. UJ?On, by the Council of the League of Nations (or by the Permanent Disarmament 
CommiSSion), which shall also designate the President of the Commission. 

" III. Any High Contracting Party which believes itself to be the victim of, or to 
be threatened with, any aggression or violation of its territory shall have the option 
of calling upon the Commission set up at the seat of its Government to establish all the 
facts likely to throw light on the situation and, if necessary, to determine responsibilities. 

" IV. A High Contracting Party making use of this option must, at the same time • 
notify the Secretary-General of the League of Nations (or the Secretary of the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission) as quickly as possible. The latter shall immediately notify 
the Government of the High Contracting Party accused, in order that the latter may 
without delay have the facts established on its side by the Commission set up at the 
seat of its Government. 

"V. If the Commission considers it useful for the accomplishment of its task to 
verify certain facts other than those to which its attention has been drawn by the com
plainant Government, it shall inform the latter, which shall decide what action should 
be taken in this respect. 

" VI. Any Commission before which a request for the establishment of facts has 
been laid shall, as soon as possible, make a detailed report on the result of its mission 
and on the conditions in which it has been carried out to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations (or to the Secretary of the Permanent Disarmament C?mmission). 

"The Commission shall supply the Council of the League of Nations and the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission with any supplementary written or verbal 
explanations which it may be asked to give in this connection. 

" VII. The decisions of the Commission shall be taken by a majority vote, the 
members of the minority having the right to add to the report a note explaining the 
reasons for their disagreement. " 

DISCUSSIONS IN THE POLITICAL COMMISSION, FEBRUARY 14TH TO MARCH lOTH, 1933· 

The Political Commission first considered the proposed declaration of non-resort to force 
applicable to Europe, and on March 2nd, 1933, adopted a draft declaration and a report 
defining its intention and scope. • . . . . . . 

On March xoth the Political CommiSSion mstructed a Committee, under the Chmrmanshtp 
of M. Politis, to con'sider (1) the question of ~he. definition of ~he aggressor on the b.asis of the 
Soviet proposal, (2) the procedure for establtsh~ng the f~cts m the _cas~ of ag:gress1on on ~he 
basis of the Belgian proposal, and (3) other questions relating to secunty, mcludmg the question 
of mutual assistance. 

• Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, pa~es 215-262. 
• Minutes of the General Commission. Series B. Vol. II, page 263. 
• Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, page 237. 
• Document Conf.D./C.P.u, Series D, Vol. 5 (anne~). 
'Minutes of the Political Commission, Series D, Vol. s. pages 11-30 (see below, pa~e 39). 



(LASSIFICATION OF THE SECURITY PROPOSALS BEFORE THE CONFERENCE. 

The subsequent discussions of the Conference in the field of security may be conveniently 
arranged under the following headings : . _ 

I. General undertakings concerning security ; 
II. Undertaking not to resort to force; 

III. Definition of the aggressor ; 
IV. Procedure for the establishment of facts constituting aggression ; 
V. Mutual assistance. 

Questions concerning the establishment of breaches of the clauses re~ating to t~e limitation 
and reduction of armaments and the sanctions or guarantees of execuhon attachmg to those 
clauses, although connected in certain respects with security, are dealt with in a special 
chapter ot the report (see Chapter XI, B). 

I. Getleral Uftderiakiflgs COfiUf'fliflg Security. 

The general question of security was covered by Part I of the draft C<?nventi<?n su~mitted 
by the United Kingdom delegation <?n March 16th, 1933,1 .th~ relev~nt artt~les bemg discussed 
at a first reading which took place ui the General CommtSSlon dunng Apnl and May 1933.1 

Mr. Norman Davis, in the course of this discussion, speaking on behalf of the delegation 
of the United States of America, submitted as an illustration, without, however, committing 
himseH to the exact words, a form of declaration which the United States was prepared to 
make in ratifying the Convention : 

• Recognising that any breach or threat of breach of the Pact of Paris (the Briand
Kellogg Pact) is a matter of concern to all the signatories thereto, the Government of 
the United States of America declares that, in the event of a breach or threat of breach 
of this Pact, it 'lllill be prepared to confer with a view to the maintenance of peace in the 
event that consultation for such purpose is arranged pursuant to Articles • . . 
and • . • of Part I of the Disarmament Convention. In the event -that a decision 
is taken, by a conference of the Powers in consultation in determining the aggressor, 
with which, on the basis of its independent judgment, the Government of the United 
States is agreed, the Government of the United States will undertake to refrain from 
any action and to withhold protection from its citizens if engaged in activities which 
would tend to defeat the collective effort which the States in consultation might have 
decided upon against the aggressor. "1 

The United Kingdom delegate, as a result of the discussion which took place in the General 
Commission,• presented three new articles to be substituted for Articles I to s of the original 
text, and it was decided on May 24th, 1933, that these new articles should supersede the 
first five articles of the original draft, on the understanding that the delegates might study 
them at leisure and submit amendments at a second reading.• 

The new articles were as follows : 

• Article I.-In the event of a breach or threat of breach of the Pact of Paris, either 
the Cou~cil or Assembly of the League of Nations or one of the parties to the present 
Conventic;m who are not members of the League of Nations may propose immediate 
consulta~ton between the Council or Assembly and any of the said parties to the present 
Convention. 

' Document Conf.D.IS7 (Conference Documenta, Vol. II, page 476). See aloo Chronological Record, page 21. 
Articles I to S of Part I of the draft Convention were u followa : 

• Arlide 1.-The following articlea (2 to 5) are concluded between thooe of the partiea to the present Convention 
who are partiea to the Pact of Paris. 

• Arliele 2.-lt is hereby declared that any war undertaken in breach of that Pact is a matter of interest 
to aD the High Contrading Partiea and ahaD be regarded u a breach of the obligationa aaaumed towarda each 
one of them. 

• Arlide 3·--:In the event of a breach or threat of breach of the Pact of Paria, a conference between the High 
Contractin~ Partiea shall at once meet at the requeat of any five of them provided that at leaat one of the Govern· 
menta mentioned by name in Article 4 joina in that requeat. Such request may be addres..,d to the Secretary· 
General of the ~ae of .Nati0118,. whoae duty it will then be to ID&ke arrangementa for the conference and to 
aotilr the Hif!_h Contracting Partiea accordingly. The meeting ohall take place at Geneva unleu any other 
-~·place IS agreed upon. ' . 

• Arlide 4.-Any concluliona reached at ouch meeting ahall, to be valid, require the concurrence of the repro· 
aentativ .. of the I">OVemmenta of the Umted Statea of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland, France, Germany, Italy, Japan and the. Union of Soviet Socialist Republico, and of a majority of the 
repreaentativea of the other Govemmenta participating In the conference, eXcluoive in each case of the parties 
to the di.tpute. . 

• Arlide 5.-It shall ~ the object of the said con"ference, if called in view of a threat of brllliA:h of the Pact, 
to agree upon the otepo whiCh could be taken in reapect of ouch threat and, in the event of a breach of the Pact 
of Pana being found to have occurred, to determine which party or partiea to the diopute are to be hold reoponaiblo. • 
• M1natea of the General Commiaaion, Seriea B, Vol. 11, pagea 405·~19 and 494·499 
1 Minatea of the General Commiaaion, Seriea B, Vol. II, pagea 495 and 496 ' 
• Minutea of the General Commi..non, Seriea B, Vol. II, pagea 405.419 ' 
• Minutea of the General Commiaaion, Seriea B, Vol. II, page 494. ' 
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" Article 2.-It shall be the object of such consultation : (a) in the event of a threat 
of a breach of the Pact, to exchange views for the purpose of preserving the peace and 
avertin~ a conflict; {b) in the event of a breach of the Pact, to use good offices for the 
restoration of peace; .and {c) in the event that it proves impossible thus to restore the 
peace, then to determme which party or parties to the dispute are to be held responsible. 

. "Article 3;-~he pro~isions of the above article do not in any way prejudice the 
nghts and obli~abons of the Members of the League, nor conflict with nor limit the 
powers and duties of the Assembly and Council under the Covenant." 

Article 6 ?f the original United Kingdom draft Convention provided that special regional 
~greements mtght be concluded by certain of the contracting parties, such agreements to be 
Incorporated as annexes to the Convention 1 

This artic~e. as a result of the discussions in the General Commission, was further amplified, 
a n~w text ~emg frame?.by the Committee dealing with security questions sitting under the 
chatrmanshtp. of M. Pol~bs. The amended article, being closely connected with texts framed 
by the Secunty Commtttee for a proposed Act concerning the Definition of the Aggressor 
and ~ draft European Security Pact, was reserved for further consideration on the ground 
that tts final form and content would necessarily depend on the decisions to be taken upon 
these two related texts.• 

II. Und~taking not to resort to Force. 

On ¥arch 2nd, ~933, the Political Commission, to which the United Kingdom delegation 
had prevtously submttted a draft declaration to be signed by all the European States adopted 
t~~~q~t: ' 

"The Governments of . . . 
" Anxious to further the cause of disarmament by increasing the spirit of mutual 

confidence between the nations of Europe by means of a declaration expressly forbidding 
resort to force in the circumstances in which the Pact of Paris forbids resort to war : 

"Hereby solemnly reaffirm that they will not in any event resort, as between 
themselves, to force as an instrument of national policy. "1 

It was emphasised in the report which accompanied the declaration that the question 
of the universal scope of the obligation was to be a matter of subsequent enquiry by the 
Conference. Various delegations expressed strongly the hope that the declaration would, 
in fact, subsequently assume a universal character. 

It was also pointed out in the report that the text was not to be considered as an inter
pretation of the Pact of Paris, but as embodying an obligation distinct from the Pact. The 
principle underlying the declaration was that it should remove any doubt to which the use 
of the word "war" might give rise. 

Finally, it was observed that the object of the declaration would not be secured if it 
merely involved a renunciation of resort to force for the settlement of a dispute, since there 
might well be resort to force in the absence of any formal dispute. 

On May 19th, 1933, the President of the Conference read to the General Commission 
a message from Mr. Franklin Roosevelt, President of the United States of America, proposing : · 

" That all the nations of the world should enter into a solemn and definite pact 
of non-aggression ; 

" That they should solemnly reaffirm the obligations they had assumed to limit 
and reduce their armaments and, provided these obligations were faithfully executed 
by all signatory Powers, individually agree that they would send no armed force of 
whatsoever nature across their frontiers."' 

• Article 6 was in the following terms : 
• Special regional agreements made by certain of the High Contracting Parties for providing information 

intended to facilitate the decisions to be given under Article 5 and for co-ordinating action to be taken by these 
Parties as a result of such decisions are contained in Annexes X and Y. • 
Annex X was to consist of a series of provisions for establishing the facts of aggression. Annex Y was to consist 

of a European Security Pact in two separate chapters, the first dealing with the obligation not to resort to war and 
the second with the subject of mutual assistance. Document Conf.D.157(1). Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 
476). . . 

• The new text of Article 6 as framed by the Secunty Comm1ttee was as follows : 
• The High Contracting Parties recognise that the pro~isions of Annex Y of the presen~ ~onven~ion are 

likely to contribute to the maintenance of peace, a.nd accordmgly agr.ee_ to b~e there_on any dectst~ns wh1ch thev 
may have to take, particularly in the Pt"rmanent Disarmament Co~~ISSJOD, wtth a Y_Ie~ to preventtng any breach 
of the Pact of Paris by a Power which has signed Annex Y, determmmg the responsibility should such a breacb 
occur and fixing the consequences. . . . . . . 

. • The High Contracting Partieq ag~ee to refralD f~om any action wh1ch mtght hamper the app_hcahon of t~e 
measures to be taken in the cases proVIded for by Articles 4, 5 and 6 of Annex Y and not to recogmse any de Jnc.o 
situation brought about by the breach of an inter~ational obligation on the part of a State recognised as the 
aggres~or in application of the provisions of the sa1d annex. . . 

• The High Contracting Parties Members of the League of Nations. also undertake to comply With the 
provisions of Article 6 of the said annex as regards the application of Article 16 of the Covenant of the League 
of Nations to the signatories of the said annex. . . . . . 

• The High Contracting Parties Members of the League and Sl~natonf's of the Convenhon for Ftnanctal 
Assistance, signed at Geneva on Oci?be~ 2nd, 1930, likewi~ und.ertake to comply with the provisions of Article 6 
of the said annex as regards the apphcation of that Convention. 
(Document Conf.D./C.G.Jo8(a), Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 6<)o. 
• Document Conf.D.156, Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 475· 
• Minutes of the General Commission. Series B, Vol. II. page 46z. 
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III. Defireiliort of tlu Aggressor. 

An act defining the aggressor, based on a proposal subn:titted by ~he Soviet delega~i<;»n,l 
was framed by the Committee dealing with securit~ quesb?ns appomt.e~ by the Pohbcal. 
Commission on March 1oth, 1933, to sit under the chatrmanshtp of M. rohbs. . 

It defined as the aggressor a State which was)he first to comm1t one of the followmg 
five actions : 

(I) Declaration of war; 
(2) Invasion of the territory of another State ; 
(3) Attack on the territory, vessels or aircraft of another State ; 
(4) Establishment of a naval blockade ; 
(5) Provision of support to armed bands invading the territory of another State 

M. Politis, as Chairman of the Committee, in a report dated May 24th, 1933,1 stated t~at 
• certain members of the Committee (United Kingdo!ll• Germany,. Hung~ry, Italy, Span~, 
Switzerland) showed a preference for an elastic definition of aggress1on whtch would permtt 
the international authorities to take all the circumstances into account". 

The General Commission noted and discussed the draft Act on May 24th, 25th and 29th, 
1
933·• · · · · h" h th G alC . The President of the Conference, summmg up the poSltion m w 1c . e .ener ommts-

sion found itself as a result of its discussions, observed that two very defirute hnes o.f .thought 
had run through the debate. There were those who. wished to ~ay down a defimbon of a 
rigid character and those who wished to accept somethmg on the lines of the reP<;»rt _presente? 
by M. Politis. The President suggested a consultation between s~me o_f the pnn.ctpal ~ar~l
cipants in the debate-Mr. Eden (United Kingdom), M. Dovgalevski (Umon of So'?et ~oc1alist 
Republics), M. de Madariaga (Spain) and M. Politis (Rapporteur).-and bo~d 1t might. be 
possible, without destroying the work of the Committee, to obtam something on the lines 
of the report not quite so rigid as the definition proposed. 

The consultation suggested by the President has not so far led to any general agreed 
definition of the aggressor. 

It should be noted, however, that, at the beginning of July 1933, conventions based on 
the proposed definition of the aggressor and embodying the provisions of the Act presented 
to the General Commission, were entered into by the following countries : Afghanistan, 
Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Uthuania, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Turkey, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Yugoslavia.• 

IV. Procedure for the Establishment of Facts constituting Aggression. 

The Committee presided over by M. Politis unanimously accepted an " Act relating to 
the Establishment of Facts constituting Aggression "1 based on a draft submitted by the 
Belgian delegation. • 

The object of the Act was to secure impartial and immediate findings in regard to facts 
constituting aggression. · 

It provided for the appointment, on the request of a High Contracting Party, of a 
commission consisting of five members selected by the Government concerned from a list 
of ten persons of different nationalities (diplomatic agents and military, naval or air attaches 
accredited to the Government) nominated by an international organisation. The Governments 
would be sole judges as to whether they required to make use of the services of such com
missions and have the S?l': power to decide what should be submitted to their investigations. 

The General (:omnnSSlon, on May 30th, 1933, noted and gave a first reading to the Act.' 

V. Mutual Assistance • 

. The Committee presided over by M. Politis also drew up a European Pact of Mutual 
Assistance.• It conSlsted of two chapters, and States might accede to the Act as a whole or 
only to Chapter I. 
. . ChaJ?ter I, consisting of two articles, without laying down a system of assistance, comprised 
In Its Article I an engagement not to resort to force, and its Article 2 provided for an engagement 
to adhere to the ~neral Conyention to improve the Means of preventing War.' 

. _Chap!er II, wt~hout laymg ~own an engagement to afford assistance, was designed to 
facilitate Its operation so far as 1t was contemplated under treaties or under the Covenant 
of the League. 

Article 6 of the Pact embodied a definition of the aggressor based on the Act defining 
the aggressor to which reference has already been made above. ' 

• See J>alre 37 above. 
• Docamenta Conf.D./C.G.Io8 and 1o8(11), Conference Documents Vol II page 679 
• Minatee ot the General Commiation, Seriea 8, Vol. Jl, pagee 499.'502 $ro:517 and ;47-559 

, . • Troatiea of : (riJuly 3rd •. 1933 : AfJ!'haniatan, Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Ptnia, Poland, Roumania, Turkey, 
UDJOD of Soviet Social~t Republice: (2) J~IY.4th, 1933: Czechoslovakia, Roumania, Turkey, Union of Soviet Socialist 
)L,pablra, Yagoelav11. 131 July 5th, 1933 • Lithuarua, Unron of Soviet Socialiat Republica (l<!e nealy Seri11, Volume 
CXLVIJ, No. 3391 :Volume CXLVIII, Not. 3405 and 3414). 

• Doca- Coaf.D.fC.G.Io8. Confermce Docamenta, Vol. II page 68
4 
• 

• See J>alr• 37· • 
: Mmalea ot the General Commiaoion, Seriee B, Vol. II, p&Jie 559. 
• Coot.D./C.G.r&/1(11), Conference Docamenta, Vol. U, paJ(e 685 • 

.,.,. ~ of September 26th, 1931 (document C.658(r).M.269(r).1931.lX), Conference Documents, Vol. ll, 
r--:r- ~' z~ 
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I t 1~ic~ ~· s1tip~ated that the recommendation relating to military assistance as con tem
p a ~ t~n : IC e I • P!iragraph 2, of the Covenant should be binding upon contracting States 
m re a I?n o contractmg States situated in a particular area. 

f O
AtrtbJcle Iodembodied an undertaking to accede to the Convention for Financial Assistance 

o c o er zn , 1930.1 
. Discussion of the European Pact in the General Commission revealed a divergence of 

Vlewsf, and the Commission, having noted the text decided that the question should be held 
over or a second reading.• ' 

~he resolution adopted by the General Commission on June 8th, 1934. alluding to regional 
secunt.y agree!flen.ts already concluded in Europe, provided for the appointment of a special 
CommJt~ee ~th Instructions to "conduct such preliminary studies as it might consider 
a~propnate m ?rder to facilitate the conclusion of further agreements of the same nature which 
m1ght be negotiated outside the Conference" a 

Th~ special Co!llmitt~e, in a report to the General Commission, submitted a number of 
conclus1ons conc~rnmg re~onal sec~nity agreements. • It urged, in particular, that they should 
conform to the . rule.s la1~ down m the big general pacts (League Covenant, Pact of Paris) 
and ~e b.rought mto !me Wlth the special agreements previously concluded by the contracting 
Parties el~her betwee_n themselves or with third States ". Such agreements, moreover," should 
not be dnected aga1~st any Ppwer or group of Powers ". The clauses relating to security 
of the Mo~el Collective Treaty of Mutual Assistance (Treaty D), approved by the League 
AsseJ?bly m 1928•, were recommended by the special Committee as a suitable basis for the 
frammg of such agreements. 

The General Commission has not yet discussed or noted this report. 

SUMMARY OF EVENTS AND CONCLUSIONS. 

. Ap~reci~ble progress in the preparation of a system of collective security has been made 
m two. dnecbons as. the result of the work of the Conference. 

Fnst, substantial agreement was reached in the General Commission as to the measures 
which should be taken for a consultation of States in the event of a breach or threat of breach, 
of the Pact of Paris, and these measures were embodied in the first three ~rticles of the United 
Kingdom draft Convention in conformity with the decision taken by the General Commission 
of. the Conference on May 24th, 1933. It was a feature of the proposed consultation that it 
might be set on foot by the Council or the Assembly of the League of Nations or by one of the 
States not members of the League. The object of the consultation was to provide for an 
exchange of views for the purpose of preserving peace and averting conflict in the event of a 
breach or threat of breach of the Pact of Paris, to facilitate the use of good offices for the 
restoration of peace in the event of a breach, and to determine which party or parties to the 
dispute was to be held responsible in the event of it proving impossible to restore the peace. 
Special significance was given to the first reading of these articles by the formal declaration 
made by the representative of the United States of America that the Government of the United 
States would be prepared to confer with a view to the maintenance of peace in the event of a 
consultation being arranged in accordance with the measures laid down. It was understood 
that the delegates at the Conference would make a further study of the articles and they 
reserved the right to submit amendments at a second reading. 

Secondly, definite progress was made by the adoption, on March 2nd, 1933, by the Political 
Commission of the draft undertaking not to resort to force, to be signed by all European States. 
It should be noted in respect of this undertaking that various delegations strongly expressed 
the hope that it would subsequently assume a universal character, and it should be recalled 
that the President of the United States, in a message to the Conference on May 19th, 1933, 
proposed that all the nations of the world should enter into a solemn and definite pact of non
aggression. 

The position is less clear in regard to the definition of the aggressor, the proce~ure for 
the establishment of facts constituting aggression and the problem of mutual assistance. 
An Act defining the Aggressor was noted and discussed by the General Commission in May 
1933, but there were certain delegations-in particular, those of Germany, Hungary, Ital:y, 
Spain, Switzerland and the United Kingdom-which showed a pre!erence for a more elashc 
formula. The President of the Conference suggested a consultation between some of the 
principal participants in the discus_sion, but these consult~tio!ls have no~ so far taken place. 

An Act relating to the Establishment of Facts cons~Jt~hng AggressiOn, adopted by the 
Security Committee and submitted to the General Commission on May 30th, 1933, was to be 
applied only as requested by the Governments concerned. . . . 

A European Pact of Mutual Assistance, framed by th~ S~cunty Committee and. s~bm1tted 
to the General Commission on May 3oth, 1933. gave nse m the G~neral CommiSSion to a 
divergence of views, and the question was left over .for a s~cond readmg. . . . 

The question of regional agreements was agam cons1d~re~ by a spec1al Committee m 
accordance with the resolution adopted by th.e General Commission on June 8th, 1934. ~ut the 
report of that Committee has not yet been discussed or noted by the General Commission. 

' DocumPnt C.611( r).M.l37(1).rnJo.IX. 
I Minutes of the Gent'ral Comm.is~ion, Series B, Vol. 111, pages s6o~.l67. 
• Chronolo~ical Record, pag-e 30. 
• Document Conf.D./C.!;.r6<)(r}, Conference Documents. Vol. III. 
'See above, page 35· 
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CHAPTER 111.-EFFECTIVES. 

PRoVISIONS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION FRAMED BY THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION 

FOR THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE. '· 

Article 2 of the draft Convention framed by the Preparatory Commission for the Disarma
ament Conference 1 provided that the average daily effectives of the land, ~ea and ~ir armed 
forces and formations organised on a military. basis of each of the contractmg parties should 
not exceed, in _each of the categories defined In tables annexed to the Convention, figures to 
be specified in the Convention. . . . . 

Article 3 stipulated that average daily effecbves should be reckoned by diVldmg the total 
number of days' duty performed in each year by the number of days in each year, thus 
establishing that the limitation and reduction of effectives should apply only to effectives 
with the colours, whether men performing their period of service wi~h the active army or 
reservists undergoing training_ ~r serving fo~ a longer. or shorter .~nod. . 

Article 4 embodied a defimbon of formations orgamsed on a military basis. 
The tables annexed to Articles 2, 3 and 4 of the draft Convention defined each category 

of effectives and established for each of them average daily effectives which were not to be 
exceeded in the military forces of the contracting parties or in their land formations organised 
on a military basis. Separate tables were provided for forces stationed in the home country 
and overseas. · 
- Articles s to 9 of the draft Convention, dealing with the period of service of eflectives 
recrnited by conscription, provided that for each of the contracting parties the maximum 
total periods of service to which such effectives were liable in the land, sea or air armed forces 
or formations organised on a military basis respectively should not exceed the figures to be 
fixed by the Convention, an exception being provided, however, to meet the situation which 
might arise for certain countries at a given moment owing to a falling-off in the number of 
births. It was stipulated that for each man the total period of service should be the total 
number of days comprised in the different periods of service for which he was liable under 
the national law. 

Part IV of the draft Convention, relating to exchange of information, included three 
articles covering information to be annually communicated in respect of eflectives. 

Article 30 provided for information to be exchanged through the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations in regard to the average daily number of effectives reached during the course 
of the preceding year in the land, sea and air armed forces and formations organised on a 
military basis of each of the contracting parties, to be accompanied by an explanatory note 
showing the elements on which the figures supplied were based. 

Article 31 provided for information to be exchanged as to the number of units compulsorily 
receiving preparatory military training during the preceding year. 

Article 32 provided for an exchange of information at the end of each year concerning 
the provisions. of t~e respective l~ws of the_ contractin&' parties ~elating to the total number 
of days compnsed m the first penod of service of eflecbves recruited by conscription and the 
total duration in days of the ensuing periods. 

PROPOSALS SUBMITTED TO THE CONFERENCE, FEBRUARY 1932. 

Proposals relating to effectives were submitted by various delegations during the general 
discussion which took pl~ce at plenary meetings of the Confere!lce in February 1932.1 

The German delegll:t10n, for example, prol?osed that.effecbves should be recruited only by 
means of voluntary enlistment. The delegations of Sweden, the Netherlands and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics submitted proposals for the limitation and reduction of trained 
reserves, and the German, Soviet and Turkish delegations for a limitation of police and gendar
merie f'!f~· ~-e Scn:iet delegation propose~ that ciy~I bodies organised on a military basis 
by s~alised m1ht~ 1nstru~to~s, together with the _m~btary training of the civilian population 
at the instance of CIVIl associations, should be proh1b1ted. The German delegation proposed 
that th~ maintenance of milit~ry air force P.~rsonn~l should be prohibited, while the Soviet 
delegation proposed that effectlves of the m1btary a1r forces should be reduced in proportion 

• Doea111e11t C.6117.M.z1111.19)".IX, Conference Document., Vol. I, pag"" 7·30· 
• The propooa.lt tabmitted to the Conference during ito plenary meetinga in February 193• are analyoeclln docurnent 

Coaf.D.tcn (Confereacc Doeamento, Vol. I, page 15<f·1,8), In which all the neceooary reference• will be found. 
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!~ r~d~cti~ns made in _the number of machines in service. The Turkish delegation proposed 
e e u~t10n of ~ffechves to a maximum equal for all nations by means of an annual 10% 

decreas~ m the difference between actual strength and the maximum fixed, while the Soviet 
delegation prop?sed .a method of progressive and proportional reduction of peace effectives 
based ~m a classification of States according to the amount of their armaments. 

, . Fmally,_ the French delegatic;m, supported by the delegations of Haiti, Denmark and Bul-
gana, subm~tte~ proposals providing for a contribution by each of the contracting parties 
to the conshtuhon of a permanently available international police force. 

CONSTITUTION AND PRELIMINARY DECISIONS OF THE LAND COMMISSION, FEBRUARY 25TH 
TO MARCH 9TH, 1932. 

The Land ~ommis~ion, con.stituted by the General Commission on February 25th, 1932,1 

noted that, while c_er~am questions relating to effectives had been reserved for discussion by 
the G_eneral ~ommission as involving decisions of principle, there were a certain number of 
questu?n~ wh1ch were regarded as suitable for immediate examination by the Technical 
Commis~10ns of th_e Conference.• It observed, in particular, that Articles 2 and 3 of the draft 
Convention ~ont:"-med certain definitions and a method of calculating average effectives in 
regard to. which 1t "':ould be necessary to come to an agreement, especially in view of the fact 
that the mterpretahons given to these definitions and methods by the various Governments 
had differed widely. 

APPOINTMENT OF A TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ON DEFINITIONS, JIIARCH 9TH, 1932 . 

. The Land Commission decided to postpone the discussion of any questions of principle 
until the necessary decisions had been taken by the General Commission, but to appoint at 
once a Technical Committee to consider the interpretations placed by the various Governments 
on the terminology used in Articles 2, 3 and 4 of the Convention in the information which they 
had forwarded to the League of Nations.• 

·REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ON DEFINITIONS, MARCH I 6TH, 1932. 

The Technical Committee, on March 16th, 1932, confined itself to examining the definitions 
contained in Articles 2 and 3 of the draft Convention, basing its report on replies to a question
naire circulated to the various delegations. 

The replies received indicated that three conceptions of the term " effectives " had been 
adopted either separately or jointly by the Governments in supplying information in regard 
to their effectives. Certain Governments had adopted the conception of theoretical or legal 
effectives ; others had adopted a conception of budgetary effectives ; a third group had based 
their returns upon real or actual effectives. 

Legal or theoretical effectives were expressed in terms of numbers fixed by the army laws 
or regulations or obtained by a full application of existing legal provisions. These numbers 
represented a maximum and did not as a rule take into account temporary and unforeseen 
absences.• 

Budgetary effectives meant either the number of ~ffe~tives <;>n which t~e budgeta~y 
estimates were based or the number which could be mamtamed w1th the credits opened m 
the budget. Budgetary effectives were therefore an estimate or probable average of the 
number of days' maintenance. . , 

Actual or real effectives were the number of persons performmg a days duty. The number 
might be recorded on a given day or obtained by taking the average number of persons perform-
ing days of duty over a certain period. . . . . . . 

The Technical Committee noted the vanety of mterpretatwns g1ven by the different 
Governments and the resulting absence of uniformity in their returns.' 

APPOINTMENT AND CONSTITUTION OF THE COMMITTEE ON EFFECTIVES: RESOLUTION ADOPTED 
BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON 1\lAY lOTH, 1932. 

The General Commission, on May 10th, 1932, adopted the following resolution submitted 
by the"United States delegation :• 

" Since the question of • effectives ' is upon the agenda to be considered by the 
Conference in the near future, and 

1 l\·('tnntt>s of the General Commission, Se-ries B, Vol. l, pa~e 21. 
t V I I e 175 1\finutr:. of the Land Commission, geries • Document Conf.D.IoJ, Conferenre Documen l, o · . par, · 

D, Vol. I, pa~e r. . y 1 I 
• ~Iinutcs of the I and Commission, St"nes D. o · • pag-e 4· . . . 

• · 1 (j 1 •)· The French ddeJ!ation oh.<;e-rves that one of the mam dJfficulhC's encountered by • Note by the Secreta,. a u Y l9Jt.· · d d h · h · 
th r r · ld unrecorded unless the following passage were ad e to t IS paragrap . 

e on {'TC'nr:e wou go · . · h · 
· · t tl•et'r special leuislation, legal efJecbves were far h1gher t an real effechves and 

• In Rome countnc~. owmR 0 ~"' · · · · · ) f 1 1 fl t. ld h t1 t" · 1 tl t reduction (and a forltcrr a hm1tatton o ega e ec 1ves cou ave no e ec . were purely theoretic a , so 1a a 
• Document Con f. D.,'C.T.4, St>ries ~·Vol.~· pages, Joo-toS .. 
• Minutes of the General Commission, Senes B, \ ol. I, pa~e J.Zo. 
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.. Since any reasonable, just and acceptable steps for the mutual limitation and 
reduction of efiectives must be based upon. c~mpara?le figures! and 

" Since the various countries, in submtttmg thetr figur~~ m rega~d to the str~ngth 
of average daily efiectives and formations organised on a mthtary basts, have not mter-
preted the terms employed in the same sense ; and, . . 

• In consequence, since no figures on a comparable basts are avatlable for the use 
of this Conference: • al c 'tt f 

• It is the opinion of the Bureau that. there b~ set up a Techmc o_mm1 _ee or ~he 
purpose of studying all pertinent information relating to figures for efiecb':'es With a ':Iew 
to preparing a report as to the numerical strength, on a compar~b~e basts, of efiec~1ves 
maintained by each country, for submission to the General Comm1ss1on. . T~e Commtt~ee 
will invite representatives of each country concerned to ap~ear before 1t. m. connect! on 
with the study of any figures submitted by that country, m order to a1d m reachmg 
the desired conclusion." · 

The Committee consisted of representatives of the following delegation~ : Argentine, 
Belgium, the United Kingdom, ~ranee, G«:rmany! I_taly, Jap3:n, Poland, Swtt~erland, the 
United States of America, the Umon of Sov1et Soc1altst Repubhcs and Yugoslavia. 

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON EFFECTIVES, jUNE 9TH, 1932. 

The Committee on Efiectives forwarded a report to the General Commission on June gth, 

I93
2

·
1 

' b 'bl t bt . • 't 'I be report embodied a text declaring that 1t had not een poSSl e o o am unamm1 y 
upon the precise definition to be used as a basis !or the_ compilation of ~omparative tab!es 
of the average daily efiectives of the armed_ forces m s~rv1ce, actual or realised, ~f th~ part!~ 
to the Convention. It declared that certam reservations bad been made, relatmg, m parti
cular, to persons receiving para-military training, and that it would be for the General 
Commission to take a final decision on these matters. Varying definitions of para-military 
training had been submitted by the French, Italian and Soviet delegations. 

The Committee decided that, pending a decision of the General Commission, the furnishing 
by States of the information in regard to which reservations had been made should be optional, 
and that any final conclusions as to the possibility of rendering the figures of effectives compar
able should be suspended. 

The Committee further drew the attention of the General Commission to a certain number 
of questions which bad not as yet come up for discussion and in regard to which the question 
of the competence of the Committee bad been raised. 

The Committee on Effectives, after forwardin~ its report to the General Commission, 
suspended its work until the necessary decisions of principle had been taken.• 

THE PROPOSALS OF PRESIDENT HooVER : RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION 

ON jULY 2JRD, 1932. 

The proposals of President Hoover, submitted to the General Commission on June 22nd, 
1932, embodied specific suggestions relating to land effectives.• 

_It was suggested that there sho!f.ld b~ a reduction of one-third in the strength of all land 
arm1es ~er and above the so-called pohce component " or forces necessary for the mainten
ance of mternal order. Under the Peace Treaties, Germany had been assigned a jolice 
comp~>nent. of roo,ooo troops for_ a population of 65 million people. It was propose that 
a baste pohce component of soldters should be accepted for all nations proportionate to the 
average !bus allowed to Germany and the other disarmed States, 'allowances being made 
for forces required by Powers with colonial possessions. · 

The General Commission, in the resolution adopted on July 23rd, 1932 •, decided: 

(a) That a strict limitation and a real reduction of effectives should be brought 
about; . 

(b~ That fC!f this J?Urpose the Bureau should examine, with the co-operation of such 
deleg~t10~ as ?t constdered necessary, the P!Oposals of President Hoover regarding 
efiecbves, 1t bemg understood that these studtes would take into consideration in the 
case of each country, the actual conditions of defence and the number and character 
of its forces. 

'Doxameat Coaf. D./C.G.3Q, Coaference Document., Vol. I, page 275. 
'The Committee on Effectiv• u eo1111tituted by the GeMral Commi .. ion on May 1oth l9ll did not meet again. 

!!;.~ oac«eded by the Special Committee on Effectiveo appointed by the Bureau of the Coniorenc~ on September 2Jnd, 

• Docament Conf.D.126, Conference Documento, Vol. I, page 259. 
•See AnDeX .f, docameat Coaf.D.tyJ(l). 
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CONSTITUTION OF A SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON EFFECTIVES : DECISION TAKEN BY THE BUREAU 
OF THE CONFERENCE ON SEPTEMBER 22ND, 1932. 

~he Bureau of the C:onference, on September 22nd, 1932,1 decided that the question of 
effechves should be studted by a special Committee consisting of delegates of the countries 
represented on the former Committee on Effectives. with the addition of delegates of countries 
members of the Bureau, but not represented on the former Committee. It was understood 
that the m~mbers of. the special Committee would be Government delegates and not experts. 
The Commtttee was mstructed to determine its programme and submit a report to the Bureau 
of the Conference. 1 

MEMORANDUM ON SECURITY AND DISARMAMENT SUBMITTED BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION, 
NOVEMBER 14TH, 1932. 

The Fre~ch d~legation, on November 14th, 1932, submitted to the Conference a memo
randum deahng wtth questions of security and disarmament.• 

The Fre~ch memorand~m was based on the principle that the reduction of armaments 
was necessanly bound ~p ~tth security conditions existing or to be created, and the object 
of the proposal~ embodted m the memorandum was to strengthen defence by reducing the 
forces <_>f aggressiOn.. !he mil_itary provisions of the plan had a twofold object : first, to reduce, 
accordmg to the prmctples la1d down by President Hoover, the offensive character of national 
forces; and,_ secondly, ~o specialise certain elements with a view to urgent operations to be 
undertaken m comm~n m accordance with the provisions of Articles 8 and x6 of the Covenant 
of th~ Leagu~ of Nahons. The plan had finally a third aim : the impossibility of comparing 
effechves bemg one of the main obstacles to their reduction, it was sought in the French 
memorandum to make them comparable by the adoption, as regards armies, of a standard 
type (selected from among those that might least easily lend themselves to aggression). 

It was proposed that, to attain the first of these objects, the land defence forces of the 
continental States of Europe should be reduced to a uniform general type-that of a national 
short-term-service army with limited effectives. In estimating effectives, the conditions 
peculiar to each State and, in particular, inequalities and variations in the recruiting resources 
of the signatory Powers should, in conformity with Article 8 of the Covenant, be borne in 
mind. Likewise, account should be taken of pre-regimental training or military training 
received in political organisations and of effectives in the home police forces. 

Each of the contracting parties would, in fulfilment of the second object of the scheme, 
permanently maintain at the disposal of the League for purposes of common action a limited 
number of specialised units consisting of relatively long-service troops equipped with powerful 
material. 

The general organisation of the proposed system would be carried into effect within a 
period to be fixed and by successive stages, guarantees being afforded that there would be no 
increase of forces or expenditure on armaments by any State save under exceptions duly 
justified and accepted by the Conference. 

Overseas forces would not be directly affected by the continental system embodied in 
the memorandum. They would be strictly calculated and specialised in view of their particular 
duties. 

PROPOSALS SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION, NOVEMBER 17TH, 1932, 
AND jANUARY 30TH, 1933· 

The United Kingdom delegation, in proposals sub_mitted to t~e Bureau on Nove_m~er 
17th, 1932, emphasised, in special reference to the subJect of ~ffechves, th~t the admtsston_ 
of Germany's claim to equality of treatment a~d freedom to readJUSt her _fight~ng forces ~h~uld 
be governed by the condition that such readJustment sho~ld _not conflict wtth the pnnc1ple 
of the limitation and reduction of armaments. A reorgamsat10n of the German forces must 
not involve an increase of Germany's powers of military aggression.• 

The United Kingdom Governmen_t. was favou~ably impressed by the proposal submitt~d 
by President Hoover in regar~ to m~htaTJ: effechves and was prepared to accept them m 
principle as constituting a basts for dtscussJon. . 

The United Kingdom delegation, in a programme of work submttted to the Bureau of the 
Conference on January 3oth, 1933,6 proposed that the Bureau : 

(I) Should, in accordance with the plan for the calculation of land forces co~tain_ed 
in the proposals of President Hoover, compute the. t~tals of personnel of the pollee 
component" (the irreducible component) of the ex1stmg land forces of each country, 

'Minutes of the Bureau, Series C. Volume I, pa~e 19: . 
, The work of the Special Committee on Efiectives •• summansed below, pages 5-'·53· 
, Document Conf.D.I 46, Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 435· Chronological Record, page 18. 
• Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Volume I, page 93· 
• Document Conf.D.154, Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 47•· 



both metropolitan and overseas, instructing the Committee on Effectives to submit for 
this purpose recommendations concerning the ratios to be employed : 

(l) Should agree upOn the percentage by which the" defence component" (~he excess 
over the "police component") of each State should be reduced, such reduction to be 
effected by a certain date or dates to be specified ; 

(3) Should determine the stages and methods by which the conti~ent~l European 
armies might be brought into harmony with the general type. of orgamsabon adopted, 
referring, if necessary, for advice to the Committee on Effecbves. 

WORK OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION, FEBRUARY 13TH TO l\IARCH 6TH, 1933 : 
APPOINTMENT OF A DRAFTING COMMITTEE. 

The ~eral Commission discussed, on February 13th, 1933. ': proposal of the United 
Kingdom delegation that outstanding questions in regard to effecbves should be forwarded 
to the Special Committee on Effectives appointed by the Bureau on September 22nd, 1932, 
with instructions to report within a period of twenty-one days.1 • • 

The French delegation urged that it was impossible for the Gen.eral CommiSSIOn to take up 
the question of land material until it wa:s kno~n what t.ype o~ armtes would be called upo~ to 
use that material, and pressed for an 1mmed1ate constderabon of the problem of effecbves 
in the General Commission. The German delegation represented, on the other hand, that 
the General Commission might well discuss the prohibition of certain material while the 
Special Committee on Effectives was simultaneously fra!l'ing i~s recommendat!ons in accord
ance with the terms of reference suggested by the Umted Kmgdom delegation. . 

The General Commission finally decided to retain for its own consideration proposals 
relating to effectives and to discuss them in the light of the proposals embodied in the French 
memorandum of November 14th, 1932, and the programme of work submitted by the United 
Kingdom delegation. · 

A Drafting Committee was instructed to study these proposals and to draw up a list of 
questions in regard to which the General Commission would have to take decisions of principle 
before they could be referred for detailed examination to the Special Committee on Effectives.1 

A list of questions was submitted to the General Commission on February 16th, 1933.1 

The Commission noted that there were three series of questions to be considered: (a) ques
tions relating to the French plan for the standardisation of the European continental armies, 
(b) questions relating to effectiv~ in general, and (c) questions relating to overseas effectives. 

STANDARDISATION OF EUROPEAN ARMIES : DISCUSSION IN THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
ON FEBRUARY 16TH, 1j'TH, 22ND AND 23RD, 1933· 

The first question put to the General Commission-namely, whether it was of opinion 
that the European continental armies should be standardised by being converted into armies 
with a short-term service and limited effectives-gave rise to a preliminary exchange of views 
between members of the Commission at meetings held on February 16th, 17th, zznd and 23rd, 
1933·' 

On February 17th, the French delegation submitted the following draft resolution: 

" The General Commission notes : 
"(a) That only a military status of a definitely defensive character is compatible 

with a regime of security. 

"(b) That in continental Europe an army with a short-term service and limited 
effect~ves is !he type_ o_f m!lit~ry organisation w.hich represents the most defensive character 
and wtth wht_ch mobdtsabon IS sl.owest a~d whtch therefore is the most capable of ensuring 
that the pactfic procedures provtded form the Covenant can be set in motion without the 
~e of Na!ions, in case of aggression, ~eing fac~d with an accomplished fa~t. 

It constde~s that the g.eneral adoption of thts type of army will in itself bring about 
a general rec;tuct!on of effecb_ves both by a decrease in the number of men called up and 
by a reduction m the duration of servtce; that in addition it will render the effectives 
comparable and will permit of the application of methods of calculation like those which 
have been proposed by the United States delegation and of which the Effectives Committee 
has undertaken the study. · 

. "It decides to pass on to the study of the conditions in which this general adoption 
m1ght _be brought about on the European continent in order to lead to an equality of 
defensiVe status between the Powers of that continent " 
~e German d~legation, on February 22nd, ~933, urgi~g that the aggressive possibilities 

of armtes would be mfiue?lced not~ much by the mtroduction of a particular standard military 
system ~by a su!>stanbal reduction of !lrm!lments in accordance with the right of all States 
to secunty, submttted a counter resolutiOn m the following terms : 

'S... abcwe, pafte 45, and below, pageo 51· 53· 
• Minuteo nl the General CommiHion, Sen .. R, Vol. TJ, pageo 264·270. 
:~mateo of the c;_eaera1 Commillrion, Seriee B, Vol. II, page 276. 

·-of the General CommillrioD, Serieo B, Vol. II, page~ 277·J03· 
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" The General Commission notes : 

" (a) That only armies of a specifically defensive character are compatible with a 
system of security ; 

"(b) Th3:t, in order to give armies a defensive character, it is necessary, in the first 
place,. to depnve them ?f the means of aggression by abolishing arms of a specifically 
offensive character (f!·IObile heavy guns, tanks, air forces, prohibition of air bombardment) 
and ~.o fix the qu~ntity of war material authorised for each army ; 

(c) That, m o~der to e~tabl_ish a system of security, it is further necessary to 
carry_ ou~ a substantial _reduction m the effectives of powerfully armed States and an 
equahs_atwn of the eff_ecti:ves of all States. It is understood that, in this respect, oversea 
forces m overs~a terntones near the home country, and oversea forces stationed in the 
home country Itself, should be regarded as part of the home forces. 

" In this connection, before pronouncing on the principle of the standardisation 
of types of army, the General Commission decides : 

"_(a) Itself to settle ~it~ou~ delay the question of the abolition of specifically 
offensive weapons and the limitation of authorised war material · • 

" (b) To instruct the Committee on Effectives to frame rules for the reduction and 
equal!sation of effectiv~s on the basis of the principles of the Hoover proposal, and to 
submit a recommendation on the subject to the General Commission within 
days." 

The United ~!ngdom delegation, observing that many delegations would be unable to 
accept a_fi_nal decisiOn up?n effectives until decisions had been reached upon material, argued 
that decisiOns upon effectlves might nevertheless be taken subject to satisfactory conclusions 
being reached upon material at a later stage. 

The Italia~ ~elegation argued that the two problems of effectives and material, being 
commensurate m Importance, should be placed on the same footing and, with this conception 
in mind, submitted a resolution in the following terms : 

" The General Commission notes : 

"(a) That only a military status of a definitely defensive character is compatible 
with a system of security ; , 

" (b) That, in continental Europe, an army with short-term service, limited effectives 
and a corresponding limitation of material in service and in reserve would be the type of 
military organisation which represents the least aggressive character and with which 
mobilisation is slowest, and which therefore would be the most capable of ensuring that 
the pacific procedures provided for in the Covenant can be set in motion without the 
League of Nations, in case of aggression, being faced with an accomplished fact. 

" It considers that the general adoption of this type of army would permit more 
easily of the realisation of a general reduction of armaments, both in the sphere of effectives 
and in that of material; in addition, it would progressively render the different armies 
more comparable with one another; in particular, as regards effectives, it would assist 
in the application of methods of calculation like those which have been proposed by the 
United States delegation, and of which the Committee on Effectives has undertaken 
the study. It is understood that, in this connection, overseas forces stationed in the 
vicinity of the home country and in the home country itself should be considered on the 
same footing as the forces of the home country. 

" The General Co'mmission decides to entrust to the Committee on Effectives the study 
of the conditions in which this general adoption might be brought about on the European 
continent; and decides, at the same time, to instruct the Draf~ing Committee to draw 
up as soon as possible a similar questionnaire as regards matenal." 

The General Commission, on February 23rd, took a vote upon the resolutions submitted 
by the delegations of France, Germany and _Italy. Of!e delegation voted !n favour of the 
German resolution, five in favour of the Ital1an resolution and twenty-one m favour of the 
French resolution.1 

QUESTIONNAIRE SUBMITTED BY THE DRAFTING COMMITTEE : DECISIONS ADOPTED BY 
THE GENERAL COMMISSION IN FEBRUARY AND MARCH 1933· 

The General Commission, during meetings held between February 23rd _and 1\Iarch 6th, 
1933, in reply to the specific questions submitted on February 16th, 1933, decided :1 

(1) That the European conti!lental ar_mi~s should J:>e st~ndardised by being converted 
into armies with short-term service and hm1ted effecbves, 

• Document Conf.D.fC.G.H(>), Conference Documents, Vol. II, pages 669 and 670; Minutes of the General 
Commisaion, Series B, Vol, II, page 283. and penultimate paragraph of page 285. . . 

, or tl d · · 1e were taken by a majonty vote on a show of hands, whde others were regarded as hav1ng 
1e~e ecisions, son b' ti' t th · · 1 · 1 d F th t' 
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(l) That this transformation should not apply either to all or part of the effectives 
stationed overseas ; · 

(J) That pre-military training should be reckoned in the period of training ; 

(.J) That military training received in any form elsewhere than in the army should 
be reckoned in the period of training ; 

(S) That professional or long-service military personnel should be limited on common 
bases; 

(6) That the effectives of police forces of a military cha~acter should be limited on 
common bases ; 

(7) That any excess in the effectives of pol~ce forces of a mili~ary c~~racter should be 
set off by an equivalent reduction of professional or long-serv1ce m1htary personnel; 

(8) That the numerical limitation of effectives should apply to average daily effectives; 

(9) That it should be prohibited to mainta~n in the f~rces assign~d for t~e defence 
of the home territory units consist~ng of professiOnal effecbves ?r _soldiers servmg lo~ger 
than the period fixed for the national army, apart from spec1ahsed elements retamed 
for common action ; 

(:10) That the division of eftectives stationed in the home country into two components, 
one irreducible and the other reducible, should in principle be accepted ; 

(u) That, in order to obtain a basis for calculating the strength of the irreducible 
component for home territories, a first approximation should be based upon figures of 
population, it being understood that the index figure thus ob!ained in terms of profes
sional soldiers would be subsequently adjusted in order to take mto account the character 
of the forces of each country and that corrections would be made in consideration of the 
special conditions of States; 

(12) That the eftectives of countries with armaments fixed by the Peace Treaties 
should be taken as a basis for calculating the irreducible component and that persons 
receiving military training elsewhere than in the army should, for the purpose of establish
ing such eftectives, be added to the eftectives fixed by the Peace Treaties ; 

(IJ) That the reducible component should be obtained by subtracting the irreducible 
component from the total effectives and that legal effectives should be taken as a basis 
of calculation ; 

. (14) That account should be taken in calculating total effectives of all persons receiv-
ing military training in any place or in any form whatever; 

' 
(IS) That a special system of limitation should be provided for certain categories 

of effectives, the definition of the categories and the system to be applied being referred 
to the Special Committee on Effectives ; 

(r6) That Governments might be left completely free tjapply reductions to whatever 
- categories of effectives they might choose; . 

(17) That naval effectives employed in shore operations or coast defence should 
be considered jointly with land effectives; · 

(r8) That naval effectives should be considered in relation to naval tonnage. 

The General Commission decided to postpone a decision as to the proportion in which 
the reducible component when established should be in effect reduced and to refer to an •4 hoc 
committee all questions relating to effectives overseas. 

The General Commission, in taking these decisions, referred a series of technical questions 
to the _Special Com~ittee on Eff17tives al?poi~ted on September 22nd, 1932, and asked that 
Comm1ttc:e for adY!ce upon certam questions m regard to which a decision was postponed. 
~~ Spectal Comm1~t~, for e:c3:mple, wa:' ~ke~ t? determine the criteria of military, pre
mlli~ and para-military trammg, t~~ d!stmgu1shmg characteristics of professional or long
servJ~ personnel and the factors dectdmg whether a military character might be attributed 
t? police f~ces. I_t was further asked t? define t~e different categories of personnel (profes
~~~~ soldters servJn~ ~ong terms: consc~tpts, _recrutts under instruction, militiamen and reser
~ '!! ~urse of tramu~g or outstde ~he1r penods of training) and to study the special systems 
of limttabon t'? be provtded for certam of these categories. Finally, it was directed to furnish 
tables~ _efiectlVes for ~ach country as they would be if the principles approved by the General 
CommiSSIOn were applied . 

. The i!llportant question whether a distinction should be drawn between the effectives 
stationed 1n the home country and the effectives stationed in overseas territories was reserved.' 

• The ee.-a1 Commiaioa tponed lder 1 1 · 4 llairerelatin"foeffectiv.,.otatio~::linov...:'!"ter ~n ° t~• qu .. tlon In view of tho fact that tho 1poclal queotion• 
<A>af.D./C.G.43.) Confereuce IJocamento, Vola~ u:";a~og~:.)me up forclloc:uooion at a later ltage. (See document 
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DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION, 
.l\IARCH 16TH, :1;933. 

Onb M_atrtchd I 6th, 1933, the draft Convention framed by the United Kingdom delegation 
was su m1 e to the General Commission.' · · 

C~apte~ ~ of. Section I of Part II of the draft Convention embodied provisions for the 
numencal hm1tat1on of effectives. 

Article 8 provided that the average daily effectives in the land sea and air armed forces 
of each of the contracting parties should not exceed figures laid do~n for each party in tables 
annexed to the Convention. 

Fifteen Powers we~e me'_ltioned by name and the following figures assigned to them 
for total land forces, m~ludmg the oversea forces of such countries as possess them : 
5oo,ooo men for the Umon of Soviet Socialist Republics, 400,000 for France, 25o,ooo 
for ItalJ!. 2oo,ooo for Germa?Y· 2oo,ooo for Poland, 170,000 for Spain, 15o,ooo for 
Roumama, 10o,ooo for Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia, 75,000 for Belgium, 6o,ooo for Bulgaria, 
Greece, Hungary and Portugal, 75,000 for the Netherlands, while a maximum of 5o,ooo men 
was_propo_sed for each other European continental State. The effectives laid down for forces 
stationed m the home country were : 5oo,ooo men for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
200,000 for France, !taly, Germany and Poland, 150,ooo for Roumania, 12o,ooo for Spain, 
10o,ooo for Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia, 6o,ooo for Belgium, Bulgaria, Greece and Hungary, 
50,000 for Portugal, and 25,000 for the Netherlands. 

The principle was laid down that figures for the effectives in the sea and air armed forces 
should be related to the naval and air material allowed to each country. 

Article 9 defined the categories of persons covered by the term "effectives ". 

Article IO provided that the contracting parties should prohibit any military training 
whatsoever except in organisations under the control of their respective Governments. 

Article II defined the method whereby average daily effectives should be reckoned and 
the factors to be taken into account. 

Article 12 defined the characteristics which would determine the inclusion of police forces 
or similar formations in the total effectives allotted to each of the contracting parties. It was 
laid down that a police force or similar formation would be included in the total effectives if 
it had one of a given list of characteristics, such as the possession of certain specific weapons, 
training of a military character other than certain kinds of training specifically excepted and 
equipment such as would enable it to be employed by units in tactical operations. Doubtful 
cases would be referred to the Permanent Disarmament Commission, which would be required 
to give a decision on the military capacity of the forces in question in the light of the specified 
characteristics and taking into account certain confirmatory conditions. 

Article 13 defined the characteristics of the naval effectives to be included among the 
effectives of the land armed forces. 

Chapter 2 of Section 1 of'Part II of the draft Convention embodied special provisions 
for the organisation of the land armed forces stationed in continental Europe. 

Article 14 provided that these special provi~ions applied only to th~ land arme~ forces 
stationed in continental Europe, and under Article 15 troops whose pnmary function was 
to provide drafts or reinforcements for overseas garrisons were explicitly excluded. 

Article 16 provided that the maximum total period of service _for the effecti_ves i_n the land 
armed forces stationed in continental Europe should not exceed eight months, 1t bemg under
stood that the maximum total might, in special cases to be decided by the Conference, be 
extended to twelve months. 

Article 17 defined the total period of s~rvice for ~ach effective as the total nm:nber of days 
comprised in the different periods of service to wh1ch he was hable under nahonal law or 
by the terms of his contract. 

Article 18 provided that effectives whose lengt_h of service was _greai:er than that prescribed 
in Article r6 should not at any time exceed certam fixed proportiOns of the average strength 
of the land armed forces to which they were attached ;.nd that they should not be grouped 
into units except in the case of such speciali~ed_ units as might be all~wed. under the Conyenhon. 

The United Kingdom delegation, subm_1ttmg th~ draft C?nventlon, md1cated_ that 1t ':"?uld 
be necessary to a.dd to Section 1 deali~g w1th effechves. a t_lurd chaJ?ter embodymg provisions 
as to the methods bv which the reductions and re?rgamsatwn~ entailed by the pre-:wus ~h~p
ters would be achieved. These I?rovisions were ultnnat~y subnutte~ to t~e General CommiSSion 
by the United Kingdom delegatwn on !\lay 4th, 1933. m_ three ar~1cle~. 

Article A provided that reductions i'_l the average daily_ effechves m the land armed for~es 
of the contracting parties should be earned out as follows . 30 per cent of the total reduction 

• 1 Chronological Record, pa~e 21. . . s a1 A d 
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required by the end of the second year from the coming into force of the Convention, 75 per 
cent by the end of the fourth year and zoo per cent by the end of the fifth year. · 

Article B provided tha~ any increases in ~~:verage daily effectives should be carried out at 
a rate not exceeding that la1d down for reductions. 

Article C provided that reductions in the existing long-s~rvice personnel of c~>nntries 
which were required to transform their armies in accorda~~:ce w1th ~he system prescn~ed for 
continental Europe should, as in the case of the average da1ly effectlves covered by Article A, 
be effected in the proportions of 30 per cent by the end of the second year, 70 per cen~ by _the 
end of the fourth year and zoo per cent by the end of the fifth year from ~he commg mto 
force of the Convention, allowance being made, however, for such long-serv1ce personnel as 
might be allowed under Article 18. 

FIRST RE.U>ING OF THE PROVISIONS RELATING. TO EFFECTIVES OF THE UNITED KINGDOM 
DRAFT CONVENTION IN THE GENERAL COMMISSION, APRIL 28TH TO MAY 8TH, 1933. 

The General Commission, after a· general discussion of the draft Convention submitted 
by the United Kingdom delegation, which t.ook place between Marc~ 25th a~d March 27th, 
1933.• entered upon a first reading of the art1cles of the draft Convention relatmg to. effechves 
on April 28th, 1933. The discussion gave rise to nume_rous amendments and sever&:Jtmportant 
questions of principle were raised, more particularly m regard to proposals submitted by the 
German delegation.• 

The German delegation represented : 

(z) That the word " effectiv~ " should cover, not o~y reservists calle_d to ~he col~urs 
at a given moment, but all the tramed reserves who, haVIng completed the1r active serVIce, 
remained on the rolls and were liable, under the law, to follow periods of training and to 
pedorm military service in time of war; 

(2) That police forces should be regarded as having .a J_Dilitary ch~racte~ in the event 
of their possessing all and not only one of the charactenshcs defined m Article I:Z of the 
draft Convention, and that the military organisation of such forces should be taken as 
one of the chief criteria ; 

(3) That a special provision should be laid down to prevent the use of armed forces 
stationed in overseas territories from being used outside those territories; 

(4) That the question of the standardisation of the European continental armies 
was not yet ripe for an immediate decision and should be referred for consideration to the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission to be established under the Convention. 

The French delegation represented that the amendments proposed by the German dele
gation in effect destroyed the plan and purpose of the Convention submitted by the United 
Kingdom delegation. The United Kingdom delegation expressed its misgiving at the extent 
and significance of the German amendments and the United States delegation confessed itself 
somewhat concerned at the turn taken by the discussion. 

The German delegation, in support of its amendment to the effect that trained reserves 
should be taken into account in the calculations of effectives, argued that a reservist during 
the first few years following his period of service had a much greater military value than a 
soldier with the colours who was not fully trained. It submitted a proposal that a reservist 
who had done no training during the year should be reckoned as having performed one week's 
duty-in other words, that a reservio;t should represent one-fifty-second of a soldier with the 
colours. The French delegation refused to accept this proposal and maintained that the German 
amendment destroyed the principle underlying the formula of average daily effectives .. 

. ~e Ge!fllan delegation, ?n May 1st, 1933 •. moved its amend~ent relating to the charac
teristics wh1ch should determme whether a pohce force should be mc!uded in whole or in part 
in ~he calcula!ion of effectives, but accepted, on May 4th, 1933, the general provisions of 
Art~c~e 12 subject to amendments accepted by th_e United Kingdom delegation and with. the 
add1t1on of a p~ragraph to the effec~ that a certam percentage of the police force mainta~ned 
by any contractmg party and possessmg one or more of the characteristics defined by the article, 
might be exempted from inclusion in the effectives of the land armed forces of the contracting 
party. The figure was provisionally fixed at 10 per cent.• 

The German amendment proposing that the contracting parties should undertake not to 
use the armed forces stationed in distant overseas territories except for the maintenance 
of order and for defence was declared to be inacceptable both by the French and United 
Kingdom delegations. 

The amendment submitted by the German delegation to the effect that the question 
of. tbe standardisatio'! o~ the European continental armies should be referred to the Permanent 
Disarmament CommiSSIOn was firmly opposed by the French delegation. The German 

• Minuta of the General Commi .. ion. Series B, Vol. II, pa~eo 361·403. 
• Mmuta of the General Commi .. ion, Serk .. B. Vol. I I, pa~"" 42o·4'"'· 
• Moaulel of the General CommU.ion, Series B, Vol. II, pages 4H·4H· 
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delegation, in moving it.s amendment, questioned whether a professional long-term-service army 
such as the German Retchsw~hr could necessarily be regarded as having an offensive character 
and •. fu~ther, pleaded that, tf standardisation was necessary for the purpose of comparing 
armtes, tt would be necessary to standardise, not only the armies of continental Europe, but 
those of the world at large. 

The Fre~ch delegatio~ represente? that the proposal of the German delegation would in 
effect res~lt t.n the P?sses~IOn by certam Powers of mixed land forces in which a regular army 
would extst stde by stde wtth an army of militia or short-term-service effectives. Such a system 
would endow a cou~try possessing it with the most formidable army for aggression conceivable. 
The Fre~ch de.legatton could only agree that the question of standardisation should be postponed 
for constderatton by the Permanent Disarmament Commission if, at the same time, the level 
of armed forces and the systems laid down in the Treaties of Peace were maintained until a 
final decision was reached. 

The German delegation, on May 22nd, 1933, in a statement addressed to the General 
Commission, withdrew its amendment and agreed that the question on the standardisation 
of armies should be settled by the Convention to be concluded, reserving, however, the right 
to express its point of view regarding the particulars and execution of the measure. The with
drawal of its amendment by the German delegation followed a speech made by the Chancellor 
of the Reich on May 17th, 1933, in the Reichstag. 1 

The discussion in the General Commission turned mainly upon the amendments submitted 
by the German delegation. Important proposals, however, were also submitted by other 
delegations. The Soviet delegation, for example, presented a series of amendments to the 
effect that the provisions laid down in the draft Convention in respect of the European conti
nental armies should be universal. It moved the deletion from the draft Convention of the 
articles and phrases which suggested that a distinction would be drawn between armies stationed 
in continental Europe and elsewhere and proposed to introduce a general provision to the 
effect that the maximum total period of service for effectives in the land armed forces of all 
nations should not exceed eight months. 

The delegations of the United States and Canada declared that it would be quite impossible 
for them to accept a system of military organisation based on conscription in time of peace. 
The Soviet delegation nevertheless maintained its amendments.2 

The Soviet delegation further declared itself unable to express any final opinion on the 
numbers of effectives proposed for certain of the contracting parties under Article 8 before 
knowing the numbers which would be assigned to States not yet included and, particularly, 
to States in the vicinity of Soviet Russia. The Soviet delegation emphasised that the figures 
for effectives assigned to the different countries had more than an absolute value and that their 
relative value was of even more importance.8 

The draft articles embodying the methods whereby the reductions and reorganisations 
involved by the provisions of the draft Convention should be effected! submitted by the 
United Kingdom delegation on l\Iay 4th, 1933, were dtscussed at meetmgs of the General 
Commission held on l\lay sth and !\lay 8th, ~933.• . . . 

The French delegation represented that tt was tmposstble t? dectde whether th.e rat~ of 
reductions or increases proposed was or was not acceptable wt.thout further constde.ratton. 
Certain delegations agreed that the whole question wa~ t_oo techmcal to be at once constder~d. 
Other delegations were prepared to accept the provtstons as they stood. The Hunganan 
delegation, supported by the Austrian delegati~n •. moved an ame~dment to the effect that 
the reductions or increases should be effected wtthm a shorter penod. . . 

It was finally agreed that no immediate decision .could be tak~n on these provisiOns. . 
The General Commission, concluding its first readmg of the articles of the draft .conventiOn 

relating to effectives, noted that final decisions in regard to th~ amen~men~s submitted by the 
various delegations remained reserved and would come up agam for dtscusston at a later stage. 

WORK OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON EFFECTIVES, SEPTEMBER 30TH, 1932, TO jUNE 30TH, 1933· 

The S ecial Committee on Effectives, appointed by the Bureau of the Conferen~e .on 

S t b p d 1932 in accordance with the resolution adopted by the General CommissiOn ep em er 22n , , h • 
on July 2?rd H)32 finished its work on June 30t • 1933· 
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The Special Commit.tee referred t~e questio!l of over.seas ~ff~tives t~ a Sub-Co~mittee 
consisting of representatives of countr1es p~essmg .colom~s, w1th mstruchons to cons1der the 
factors to be selected as a basis for calculating the 1rreduc1ble components. 

The Special Committee decided that naval and air effectiv~s should provisionally be 
omitted in calculating effectives covered by the proposals of Pres1dent Hoover. 

The Special Committee, on October 14th, 1932, a~p?inted a Tec~nical ~ommittee of 
Experts, with instructions (a) to examine the charactenstlcs of t~e vanou~ pohce forces. and 
similar formations belonging to the States represe~ted on. the Sp.eclal Committee on .Effecbves, 
so that the Special Committee might later determme wh1ch pollee forc~s of the vanous States 
should be taken into account in calculating effectives, and (b) lo determme the part of the naval 
forces to be assimilated to land forces in establishing the irreducible component .. 

The Technical Committee submitted a report to the Special ~om~itte~ on October 28th, 
1932 (document Conf.D.fC.S.E.IJ). The recommendations conta1!led m t~1s report served as 
a basis for the provisions of Articles 12 and 13 of the draft Convent1on submttted to ~he General 
Commission by the United Kingdom delegation on March !6~h. 19~3·1 They l.a1d d_ow~ in 
respect of police forces and similar formations the character!shcs wh1ch. should, tn P!lnCiple, 
determine their inclusion, in whole or in part, in the calculation of effechves and spec1fied the 
categories of naval shore services to be assimilated to land effectives. 

The General Commission, on Marcil 6th, 1933, referred to the Special Committee on Effec
tives the whole series of decisions taken in the course of its meetings held between February 
23rd and Marcil 6th, 1933. together with a series of technical questions on which further advice 
was required and which still awaited decision• (document Conf.D.fC.S.E.1J). It further 
instructed the Special Committee to furnish tables of effectives for each country as they would 
be if the principles approved by the General Commission were applied. · 

The Special Committee on Effectives, following the decision adopted by the General 
Commission on March 29th, 1933, to take the draft Convention submitted by the United 
Kingdom as a basis for its further discussions, instructed its Technical Committee to study 
the questions arising under the draft Convention. It was noted, in particular, that it would 
be necessary to resume the examination of the characteristics of the various police forces 
and similar formations and to consider the question of military training given outside the army 
and of pre-military training. 

The Special Committee, on June 13th, 1933. considered a report submitted by its Technical 
Committee,• and decided to forward the report to the General Commission without expressing 
any opinion on the non-technical aspect of the questions involved and without prejudice 
to the attitude which the various delegations represented on the Special Committee might 
take up when these questions came up for discussion by the General Commission. 

The Technical Committee, submitting its observations in regard to police forces and similar 
formations, informed the Special Committee that it had examined the police forces of thirty
nine States in the light of information contained in replies to Circular Letters which had been 
addr~ t~ the va~ious Governments. It had further examined the police forces in the over
seas te.mtones o~ rune S~ates. For each of these two categories of police forces the Technical 
Comm1ttee submitted a hst, drawn up according to countries, of the police formations which it 
considered should be included in their total effectives. · 

The Technical Committee, in considering naval effectives to be assimilated to land effec
tives, had examined information furnished by the delegations of twenty-five countries, and 
co~cl~ded that the rules to be applied in ?etermining the categories of naval personnel to be 
ass1m1lated to land forces were construed m the same way by the various Governments . 

. !Jle '!echnical Committe~ considered. the problem of pre-military training and military 
tra1runf! gtven elsewhere th~n m _the ar~y m the light of information received from thirty-eight 
delegatiOns. Each delegation, m a C1rcular Letter addressed to it by the President of the 
C?nferen~ on :March 16th, 1933, had be.e!1 asked to supply the Special Committee on Effectives 
w1th part1_culars. of all cases of ~re-m1htao/ traini'_lg ~r military training elsewhere than in 
the army m th~·~ sever~_countnes. The mformahon mcluded particulars as to the number 
of persons rece1~mg tra•m.ng and t_he nature and duration of such training.' 

. ~e Techmcal Comm~t~ee dec1d~~ to study simultaneously by countries the information 
gtven 1n respect of pre-m1htary trammg and military training elsewhere than in the army, 

• See above, pa~e 49.) 
• See above, page _.s.) 
:Document Conf.D.16z. Conferenc~ ~ocumenu, Vol. II, page 583. 

Delegations were aaked to base therr tnformat.on on the following definition of military training : 
• By military traininf{ il understood any tra· · · to 

with military regulationo in force in each Statemmg gtven penons not le•• t~an t8 years of age, In accordance 
wjth a view to preparing those who receive ·it 1 or 1 ~ ~orhdance watb reg~lataoru containing aimilar provisioM 

. . . . or terv1ce an t e armrd Ioree• 10 war time 
• The pnnctpal cbaractertJttca of ouch training are the following : · 

• (1) Technical and tactical training in the uoe of individual and coli t' d 1 • 
• ( ) T · · f ~-ld . ec tve arma uoe n war, z ra.n1ng or uc terYJ.Ce in varied terrain. 

• In addition, individual caaea will have to be examined, taking intn account e•pecially the followins criteria: 
• (1) Training of cadrea in indoor (on the map) and outdoor ex · . 
• ( t: erct»et , 

z) oe of milit.uy meano ol liaiaon and aignalling. 

• Phy•iul and athletic traininu properly roo-call d · 1 
mUJtary trainin,." 0 ' c • given or any reason whatever, mu•t not be- comlidered P 
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mil_itary traimng being often given by the same organisations both to young men before their 
enlistment and to fully grown men. 

The Committee received and considered information furnished by twenty-five countries 
and accepted their figures. 

The information affor~~d in regard to pre, military training by the delegations of Germany, 
Italy, Hungary, yugosl~vJa, Czechoslovakia, Poland and Bulgaria gave rise to long discussion 
and reve_aled seno_u_s d1ffere!lces of opinion. Certain delegations maintained, for example, 
that Italian pre-m1htary tr~ming was in every way similar to the training of recruits during 
the fir~t fe"'Y weeks af~er enlistment and proposed in calculating effectives to count all the time 
compnsed m t_he Itah3:n programmP. of pre-military training, a decisiOn which would add to 
the average da1ly effechves of Italy about 24,000 men. A proposal to that effect was provision
n~lly adopted by s~ven. votes to five with five abstentions. Similarly, the Committee, by 
mne "Yot_es to two WI~~ eight abstentions, considered that the training given in certain German 
assoCiations had a m1~1tary character. Statements by the Hungarian and Yugoslav delegations 
t<;> the. effect. that ne1~her pre-military training nor training elsewhere than in the army was 
given I~ their countnes we~e disputed by other delegations. Statements submitted by the 
delegatiOns of C::echosloyakia, Poland and Bulgaria also gave rise to objections .on the part 
of other delegations, wh1ch held that the activities of certain associations in those countries 
must be regarded as being in some respect of a military character. 

The Techni<:al Commit~e~, in its general conclusions, noted that large organisations in 
!lumerous countnes gave trammg to young men between 18 and 20 years of age, varying widely 
~~ character. . T~ere were organisations which gave military training of the same kind as was 
given to recrUits m the armed forces during the early months of their service and, at the other 
extreme, there were athletic associations in which membership might be voluntary or compul
sory .. The Technical. Committee did not consider that the definition of military training, 
submitted by the Special Committee on Effectives, succeeded in drawing a distinct line between 
these different kinds of training. It doubted, moreover, whether it was possible to draw such 
a line, since purely athletic or labour associations might have a military value. The Technical 
Committee, emphasising the importance of the problem, expressed the fear that countries 
might seek to make up for a short term of service by measures which would enable them to 
devote the entire period with the colours to technical and collective instruction, having ensured 
that recruits before coming up for service should have received pre-military training in prepa
ration for their service. It expressed the view that recruits receiving highly specialised training 
for eight months, combined with pre-military courses of instruction, would be, in fact, even 
better soldiers than had been trained under the old system. 

The Technical Committee, while confessing that it had not succeeded in finding a solution 
of the problem as a result of its technical examination, recommended, among other things 
that all physical exercises which had not a purely athletic character should be prohibited in 
all organisations not under the supervision of the State; that, in organisations under the super
vision of the State, the annual number of hours of non-continuous exercises of military prepara
tion, including training and exercises without arms, should not in any case, except in military 
schools, exceed a specific number of hours per man and should be given according to regulations 
and programmes to be communicated to the Permanent Disarmament Commission ; that ~II 
physical, athletic or pre-m.ilita~~ training _of ~oung peoJ?le and of _con:pulsory labour s~rv1ce 
of youths previous to their m1htary service mvolvmg mcorporahon m perm~~ent umts or 
continuous service should be prohibited, except in th~ case ~f _Preparatory m1htary s~~ools 
in the strict sense and specialised high schools of physical trammg ;_ ~nallY:, th~t all m1htary 
training given elsewhere than in the army ~ho~ld be absolutely p_ro_h~bJted, 1~ bemg left to the 
Permanent Disarmament Conference to satisfy Itself that the prohJbJhon was m effect observed. 

The Special Committee, on June 27th, 1933, was instruct_ed, on the basis of a.n amendm_ent 
moved to Article 8 by the Polish delegation and of a declaration made by the ~w1ss del_egah<_m, 
to study the question whether an absolute maxiJ?um shou_Id be fixed for effechves servmg w1th 
the colours at any time of ~he year. The SJ?eCJ~l Committee forward~d to the. G_eneral Com
mission the text of an arhcle to be embodied m the draft Convention, prov1dmg that the 
effectives of the land forces of each of the contracting parties ~hould at no time ex~eed the 
figures laid down for that party in an annexed tab~e. In th1~ table w<;>uld be lrud down 
the figures of total personnel having completed their first penod of serVIce and recalled to 
the colours. I 

ADOPTION OF THE UNITED KINGDOM DRAFT CONVENTION AS THE BASIS OF THE 
FUTURE CONVENTION AND NEGOTIATIONS OF THE PRESIDENT WITH THE HEADS OF STATES, 

juLY To OcToBER 1933. 

The General Commission, on June 8th, 1933, adopted the draft ~onvention submitted 
by the United Kingdom delegation as the bas1s of the future Convention. 

Th P "d t f the Conference on October 9th, 1933. gave an account to the Bureau 
e res! en ° ' r· · d d I t" t th C f of the results of his negotiations with head~ of States, II misters an e ega 10ns o e on er-

ence in July, August and September 1933· 

• D t c f D 16.• Conference Document3, Vol. II, page 6j.f. 
ocum~n on . . .,.. 

• Chronological Record, page 23. 
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He stated that among the questions on which agreement appeared to be relatively easy 
was the standardisation of the European continen~al armies, incl~ding the questions which had 
arisen under that head on trained reserves, eftectlves and coloma! forces. · 

WORK OF THE COMMITTEE OF THE BuREAU (EFFECTIVES), NOVEMBER IITH TO 
DECEMBER 5TH, 1933· 

The Bureau of the Conference, on November nth, 1933, appo!nted a special Committee 
to make a further study of the problem of eftectives. The Comm1ttee was composed of the 
delegations of France, the United Kingdom, Poland, the ~ethe~la~ds, Hung_ary, Yugoslavia, 
Sweden the United States of America and the Union of Sov1et Socialist Republics. The Bureau, 
in appointing the. Committee, stated that, as certain aspects. of the _question o_f eftectives ~ad 
not even formed the subject of a preliminary study, the Comm1ttee might deal w1th the question 
as a whole.1 · · 

The Committee found it was not possible.to deal finally with ~II the q~estions relating_ to 
eftectives, and accordingly decided to confine 1tself to certam defimt~ ques~10ns correspon~mg 
"ith specific articles of the draft Convention submitted by the Umted Kmgdom delegation. 

(1) The Committee considered the provisions of Chapter 3 of S_ection I of Part_II ~f the 
draft Convention dealing with the provisions governing the reduction and reorgamsabon of 
eftectives. 

The Committee adopted a series of articles providing for progressive reductions or increases 
of average daily eftectives and progressive reductions of long-term-service personnel according 
to a system of percentages to be fixed for each of the first five years of the period of application 
of the Convention. The articles further provided for a gradual dissolution of units composed 
of long-term-service personnel or their conversion into short-term-service units, and fixed a 
maximum period of service for eftectives other than long-term-service personnel. 

The provisions framed by the Committee were based on the assumption that the process 
of reduction and reorganisation would be spread over a period of five years, and that figures 
would be based upon actual and not legal eftectives. 

The Committee recommended percentages of 30, 75 and 100 for the second, fourth and 
fifth years respectively. The percentage applicable at the end of the first year, though 
relatively low, should, nevertheless, be appreciable in order to permit of supervision, and the 
percentage applicable at the end of the third year would depend upon certain technical 
investigations. The percentages in question should be laid down as soon as possible and in 
any case prior to the signature of the Convention. It was understood that increases would 
synchronise with reductions. 

(2) The Committee, on November 15th, 1933, was invited by the United Kingdom dele
gation to prepare, in view of the exchange of information which would be required under 
Part III of the draft Convention, a list and description of the returns to be forwarded by 
Governments to the Perman~nt Disarmament Commission in respect of questions relating to 
eftectives. The Com';llittee prepared a ~ist of ~ocuments for submission by the delegations 
to the competent sefV!ces of the1r countnes, ask10g the Governments to state whether it would 
be possible to furnish the proposed documents or others of a similar character. 

. The ~mmittee observed that it had confined itself to the question of a normal exchange 
of Information between Governments and that it was not dealing with the question of documents 
to be produced in the event of an investigation under Article 69 of the draft Convention. 

(3) The Committee considered the ratios to be fixed under Article 18 of the draft 
Convent!on between long-term-service or pro~essional elements and the average strength 
of eftect1ves throughout the year. The Committee noted that the General Commission had 
~ecided to add to ~icle !B a sec~nd paragraph which would, in effect, prohibit the existence 
m short-term-service armies of umts composed of professional soldiers. 

The Committee cam~ to the conclu~io~ that it would be difficult to lay down a uniform 
percentage for a_II countnes, and the maJonty of the. delegations preferred that specific limits 
should be fixed_ 10 the case_ of each country for effecbves whose length of service might exceed 
the n~mal per1od. It po10ted out, however, that such a system would necessarily be more 
comph~ted than the system of ratios as embodied in Article 18 of the United Kingdom draft 
Convention. · 

(4) The ~mmitt~ fu'!her considered question.s arising u_nder Articles 16 and 17 of the' 
draft ~~vent10n ~ea!mg_ With the lenf?th of t~e penod of service. It unanimously approved 
t~e pnDClple of a bmitabon of the penod sU~Ject to ~emporary exceptions justified by special 
ctrcurnstances, such ~a ~emporary decrease 10 the birth rate, which might make it impossible 
for a country to achieve Its average strength under normal conditions. 

The Committee considered three possibilities : a general maximum limit distinct limits 
for the severa~ arms, and an. avera9e limit. It expressed no definite opinion ~s to the merits 
of ~hese solutions. The Umt~d Kmgdom delegation, however, emphasised that a maximum 
hmit. ~xed at the lowest possib!e level was one of the fundamental principles underlying the 
provuuons of the draft ConventiOn. 

•CbrOIIOio:!ical Record, J>alle 25. The German delegation had .,.ithdrawn from the Conference oa October t•th, 1933 , 
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Thhe question ?f a minimum level for the period of service was also raised in view of the 
fact t at States might adopt a shorter term of service in order to give military training in the 
army to a greater number of men. 

The Committee also discusse~ whether the limits to be accepted should be fixed in respect 
of each country or g_roup of cou~tnes or all the contracting parties. A suggestion was accepted 
~y .the French, Polish, Hunganan an~ Yugoslav delegations to the effect that, in respect of 
hm1ts, there sh~uld be .a system of adjustment within the framework of regional groups. 

~he Committee did not fee~ itself able to express any final opinion on these various 
questwns or to put fo.r':"ar? defimte. proposals, and it expressed the view that it would be for 
the com_Petent authonties m the vanous countries thoroughly to examine the points which had 
been ra1sed.1 

DIPLOMATIC NEGOTIATIONS AND EXCHANGE OF MEMORANDA BETWEEN GOVERNMENTS, 
OcTOBER 1933 TO APRIL 1934 . 

. The Bureau of the Conference, following the withdrawal of Germany in October 1933. 
decided that the work of the Conference might best be assisted by parallel and supplementary 
efforts between various States.1 

Notes and memoranda as a result of this decision were exchanged between the Govern
ments of the United Kingdom, France, Germany and Italy. 

The United K~ngdom Government, in a memorandum dated January 29th, 1934, noted 
that Germany, which, under the terms of the United Kingdom draft Convention, had been 
allowed an army of zoo,ooo men on the basis of eight months' service, was claiming to be allowed 
an army of 300,000 men on the basis of twelve months' service. The United Kingdom Govern
ment expres~ed t~e view that accommodation might presumably be found between these two 
figures, provided It was understood that there would be parity in the matter of effectives as 
between the home forces allotted to France, Germany, Italy and Poland. It was further 
suggested ~hat the reduction of the European continental armies to a standard type should be 
completed m, at most, four years, and that military training outside the army of men of military 
age should be prohibited, this prohibition being checked by a system of permanent and 
automatic supervision. 

The President of the Conference, at a meeting of the Bureau held on April roth, 1934, 
reviewed the outstanding differences of opinion between the various Governments in regard to 
effectives as set forth in the memoranda exchanged between them.3 

The German Government considered that, for a fair comparison of effectives, account 
should be taken of trained reserves and of oversea troops stationed near enough to the home 
country to enable them to be used at home for military purposes. She was prepared, before 
the Convention was signed, to determine what was to be understood by military organisations 
outside the army and to define the activities prohibited to such formations. 

The French Government considered that French and German effectives could only be 
compared in respect of effectives intended for the defence of the home territory. Comparison, 
moreover, was only possible if all forces with a military character were subject to limitation. 
She did not refuse to consider the limitation of oversea effectives, and was prepared to include 
oversea forces and the mobile reserve stationed in the home country in the system of limitation. 
She made explicit reservations with regard to the claim of the Germ~n Government to raise.its 
regular army without delay to a strength of 300,000 men, equipped w1th the necessary matenal, 
without any preliminary enquiry into the present position of that army .. 

The Italian Government assumed that the German demand for 300,000 men was based 
on the assumption that the armed countrie~ did not intend .to ~educe their effect!ves. She 
considered that the whole problem of reductiOn and standardisation was too complicated and 
suggested an agreement on the status quo. 

The German Government, in a statement dated April 16th, 1934, ag:reed in principle to 
ensure the non-military character of the S.A. and the S.S. forces, to be venfied under a system 
of supervision.' · 

The French Government in a memorandum dated April 17th, 1934, expressed the opinion 
that the German Governme~t appeared to be less anxious ~o SUJ?P:ess or adap.t to civilian 
purposes her para-military organisations than to perfect their tra1?mg f~r wa~hke purposes. 

There has been no discussion of the specific problem of effectives, either m the Bureau 
of the Conference or the General Commission, since April 1934· 

SUMMARY OF EvENTS AND CONCLUSIONS. 

The results achieved in dealing with the problem of effectives, as with oth«:r .disarmame~t 
problems, cannot be accurately measured by the proposals made and the decisions taken m 

a Preliminary Report of the Committee of the Bureau (Ef!octives). Document Con!. D./Bureau 53· Conference 
Documents, Volume III. 

• Chronolo;..:ical Hecord, pa.•,!e 25. 
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the course of the proceedings of the Conference. Political events ~on~tantly outran ·~hese 
proposals and decisions, which served rather ~s landmarks of what m1ght'bave been ach1eved 
at a given moment than as evidence of effective progress. 

Among these landmarks was the proposal of President Ho.over, submit~ed .to the General 
Commission on june 22nd, 1932, that there should be a reduction ?f one-th1rd 1.n the strength 
of all land armies over and above the forces necessary for the m!lmtenance of mternal ord~r. 
The General Commission on the following day adopted a resolution to the effect that a stnct 
limitation and real reduction of effectives should be brought about. 

Of paramount importance to the work of the Conference ":as the pro~osal of"the French 
delegation, submitted on November 14th, 1932, for the reduction to ~ umfor~ gen~ral type 
of the land defence forces of the continental States of Europe on th~ bas~s o! a~:m1es w1th short
term-service and limited effectives. This proposal was adopted m prmc1ple by the General 
Commission in February 1933, together with a series o! decisions relating. to the method~ a~d 
conditions in accordance with which the transforma.bon. should be carne~ out, the. cntena 
to be applied in estimating effectives and the_ ~etermmahon of the categones of servtce .to _be 
included in their computation. Of these dects1ons, however •. some were t~en by a ma)onty 
vote on a show of hands, while others were regarded as hav1ng been unammously approved 
in the absence of any declared objection to the principle involved. 

The articles embodied in the draft Convention submitted by the United Kingdom delegation 
to the General Commission on March 16th, 1933. represented an effort to declare and obtain 
approval for principles and decisions approved by the Conference or in regard to which agree
ment seemed at that moment likely to be secured. These articles, however, gave rise to 
numerous amendments and counter-proposals, which were reserved for a second reading. 
The German delegation abandoned its proposal that the question of the standardisation of the 
European continental armies should be referred for consideration to the Permanent Disarma
ment Commission, but reserved its views regarding the particulars and execution of that measure. 
The articles laying down the methods and rate of progress whereby the provisions of the draft 
Convention relating to effectives should be carried out were also reserved, it being recognised 
that no immediate decision could be taken upon them. No agreement, moreover, was reached 
in regard to perhaps the most striking feature of the proposals put forward by the United 
Kingdom delegation, under which definite figures for effectives were assigned to the several 
Powers. The subject was frequently discussed, both in the General Commission and in the 
Special Committee on Effectives, but it was impossible to reach agreement either as to the 
figures themselves or as to their method of computation. The results represented by the 
decisions taken by the General Commission in February and March 1933, and by the articles 
of the United Kingdom draft Convention as adopted on a first reading in April and May 1933, 
should be read in the light of these observations.1 

Valuable work, on the other hand, was done by the Special Committee on Effectives, which, 
with the assistance of its Technical Committee, explored all the more important aspects of the 
problem of effectives and provided the basis for any decisions of principle which the Conference 
might be called upon to take. The Special Committee on Effectives, appointed in September 
1932, accepted the principle of dividing effectives into reducible and irreducible components, 
and adopted a basis for calculating the strength of the irreducible component for home 
territories. Definite conclusions were reached by the Special Committee in October 1932 
in regard to the categories of naval effectives to be assimilated to land forces and in regard 
to_ the ch~cteris~ics _of police for~ and ~imilar formati?ns which should, in principle, deter
mme the1r mcluswn 1n whole or 1n part m the calculation of effectives. These conclusions 
were ~mbodied in t~e U~ited ~ingdo!D draft Convention submitted in March 1933 ; but, 

· followmg a first-readmg d_1scuss~on, which revea!ed serious divergencies of opinion, they were 
re~«:""ed for_f';lrther consider~tiOn, toge~her w1th the question of para-military and pre
military traimng, to a Technical Committee, which examined them in the light of detailed 
information supplied by delegations to the Conference. 

Further studies, based on the provisions of the draft Convention and on detailed information 
supplied by the delegations: resulted _in the framing of a technical report which, in June 1933, 
w~ forwarded by_ the ~pec1al Committee to the General Commission. Definite recommend
ations ~ere subm1tt~ !n regard to naval effectives and in regard to police forces and similar 
formatiOns, but no opmwn was expressed on the non-technical aspect of the questions involved 
and the attitude of the various d_elegations re~resented on the Special Committee wa~ 
ex~rc;ssly reserved. No agreed solutwn was found m respect of para-military and pre-military 
tra1mng. 

Tl_le questi~n . of oversea effect!ves was, in October 1932, referred to an ad hoc Sub
Commitu:e C0~1Sbng of represe?tabves_ of countries possessing colonies. No decision was 
reac;hed either m tha~ Sub-Comm1t~ee or 1.n the General Commission. The German delegation, 
dunng the first readmg of _the Um~ed Kmgdom draft Convention in the General Commission 
pr~ that the con~rac~mg parties should undertake not to use the armed forces stationed 
m diStant oversea territories except for the maintenance of order and defence. That amend
ment was declared to be unacceptable both by the French and United Kingdom delegations.• 

• S.. above, pat( .. 49-JI. 

Mit·.!.~!~ fpooiti<oati tof !!'A• varloutAarticJe. relatinl! to effectlv .. embodied in the United Kingdom draft Convention 
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Further techni~al stu.dies undertaken by the Special Committee appointed by the Bureau 
of the Conference on November nth, 1933, have not yet been considered by the Conference. 
Among other things, the Special Committee adopted a series of provisions relating to the reduc
tions and reorganisations of effectives to be carried out under the United Kingdom draft 
Co~!-vention during the first five years of its period of application, the term of service and the 
ratios to be fixed between long-term-service or professional elements and the average strength 
of effectives. 

The question of effectives thereafter became the subject of diplomatic negotiations between 
the Governments. The German Government, which, under the United Kingdom draft 
Convention, had been allotted 2oo,ooo men on the basis of eight months' service, claimed, in 
January 1934, to be allotted an army of 300,000 men on the basis of twelve months' service. 
Subsequent developments outside the Conference are described in the previous section of the 
present chapter.1 

• See above, page 55· 
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CHAPTER IV.-LAND MATERIAL. 

PROVISIONS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION FRAMED BY THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION FOR 

THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE. 

The draft Convention framed by the Preparatory. C«?m~ission for the J?isarmament 
Conference contained only one article providing f~r the bmttatlon of 1!'-nd matenal-namely, 
Article Io-which provided that the annual expendtture of each contractm~ p~rty on the upkeep, 
purchase or manufacture of war mat~al for 1~~ armaments sho~ld be bmtt.ed to figures l~td 
down for each party in accordance wtth condttlons to ~e p~escnbed.. Ar!tcle IO embodted 
a decision, taken by a majority of sixteen ~otes to t~r~, wtth s!x ~bstenttons, m the Pr~p~ra~ory 
Commission, to apply to land war matenal t~e pnnctple of md.trect or budget_ary hm1~atton. 
The principle of direct limitation to be apphed to land mate~tal had been d1scussed m_ the 
Preparatory Commission with inconclusive results, a r~lutl_on to the effect that dtrect 
limitation should apply resulting in a vote of nine delegations m favour of the proposal and 
nine against it, with seven abstentions.• 

PROPOSALS SUBMITTED TO THE CONFERENCE, FEBRUARY TO APRIL 1932. 

Proposals for a direct limitation of land armaments were submitt~d by various delegat!ons 
during the general discussion which took place in February 1932, dunng the plenary meetmgs 
of the Couference, and in the General Commission during March and April 1932. These pro
posals. both oral and written, showed that a large number of delegations considered the met~od 
of indirect limitation of land war material to be inadequate, and they provided for varymg 
degrees of direct limitation and reduction. Far-reaching suggestions for an absolute prohibiti~n 
of certain classes of land material were put forward. The delegations of Austria, Italy, Latv1a 
and Switzerland, for example, proposed that all kinds of heavy artillery should be prohibited ; 
the delegations of Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom proposed that mobile heavy artillery 
should be prohibited; the delegations of Belgium, Portugal and. the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics moved that the prohibition should apply to heavy long-range artillery ; the Chinese 
and Turkish delegations, that it should apply to heavy artillery above a calibre to be specified; 
the German delegation, that it should apply to heavy and field artillery and to mortars and 
trench mortars above a calibre to be specified. Proposals to the effect that tanks should be 
prohibited were submitted by the delegations of Austria, China, Germany, Italy, Latvia, 
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

During these preliminary discussions, many important questions of principle were raised 
which applied to the land, sea and air armaments of all countries. The French delegation, 
for example, supported by other delegations, asked that powerful land material subject to 
prohibition should be placed at the disposal of the League of Nations in the event of the appli
cation of Article 16 of the Covenant. The German delegation, supported by the delegations 
of Anstria and Hungary, were of opinion that the disarmament measures laid down in the 
Treaties of Peace should be regarded as an indicative. model for the reductions to be applied 
to all ~he Members of the League. These 5:'-me delegations, supported by the delegation of 
Bulgarta, urged that only one system of d1sarmament should be applicable equally to all 
States. The Itali~n ~elegation also urged that equality of rights as between all States should 
be a?opted as a pnnople and that there should be a perequation of armed forces at the lowest 
poss1ble levels. 

The Tur~ish delegation proposed that, within ten years, the land, sea and air armaments 
of all conn~nes should be reduced to an equal limit, while the Soviet delegation proposed 
that redu~tons shoul~ be effected at~ rate directly proportional to the extent of the armaments 
of the var1ous countnes on a determmed date, such reductions to be less drastic in the case of 
wea~ States and to have regard to alliances or military agreements existing between the 
part1es. 

Among the ~en_eral_ questions of prin~iple raised by delegations putting forward specific 
pr~ls for a hm1t_abon of land matenal were the criteria to be applied in deciding the 
lim1tabons or reduct~ons to be effe<;ted by each country, the extent to which the special cir
curns~nces of the d1fferent countnes ~us.t be taken into account, the period within which 
reductions should be effected, the apphcatton of a progressive system of reduction by stages, 

waa' Doeament C.6<)o.M.zll9.1930-IX. ~nference Document., Vol. I, page 4o. Article 10 of the draft Convention 
ia c~~'"tiT !,~h';:';~=_. 1o at. Nataonal Defence Expenditure Commi••lon, whoae proceeding• are tummarised 
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the creation of an internat" 1 f f h . · 
of qualitative and qu t"t ~(;mar o;ce . or t e application of sanctions, the relative importance 
should be de endent ~n ~ a lve lmlt~tw~, the extent to which the reduction of land armaments 
of the privat~ or St t P n t~e orgamsabon of a collective peace system, the need for a control 
and equality to a a e maru ~ctu;e of armaments, the application of the principle of uniformity 
budgetary limitati~~~;ra re ucbon of armaments and the combination of quantitative with 

CONSTITUTION OF THE LAND COMMISSION, FEBRUARY 25TH, 1932. 

On February 25th xg32 th G 1 C · . all delegat· · ht b' • e enera ommission set up a Land Commission, on which 
Land Arm~~~~~gand ~';~:~~ee~~~d by a delegate, for consideration of questions dealing with 

QUALITATIVE DISARMAMENT. 

The principle of a qu l"t t" I" "t t" f I f. . a 1 a 1ve Imi a 10n o and material was urged upon the Conference 
~s one? ~ts basic p~oblems by the United States delegation in a resolution moved in the General 

ommiSSion on Apnl nth, I932.1 The resolution was in the following terms: 

" Whereas all States of the world are animated with the same legitimate concern 
for the defence of their territory and peoples · 

"Wh ' . . ereas many States now feel that they exist under the menace of aggression from 
their neighbours · • • 

' Wherea~ that fear of aggression _is primarily caused and intensified by the existence 
of ~eap«;>ns wh1c~ can break down national defences such as fortifications-in other words, 
which give supenority to attack over defence· 

" W~ereas the establishment of a consta~t superiority of defence over attack would 
pro"!~te m the peoples of ~ll.States_a feeling of security: 

. The General Commi~Ion bel!e:ves that the abolition of aggressive weapons would 
conshtute_a first and essential reqms1te, not only for the reduction of armaments, but for 
the ~~tabhshment of security; 

And resolves : 

. " I. (a) That the following weapons are of a peculiarly aggressive value against 
land defences-tanks, heavy mobile guns and gases-and as such should be abolished ; 
and 

"(bl To request the Land Commission to draw up and submit to the General 
CoJ?lmission a plan for_s~rapping tanks and mobile guns exceeding 155 mm. (6.1•) in 
cahbre and for the abohbon of the use of gases in war; 

" 2. (a) That an undertaking by the States not to avail themselves of the afore
mentioned weapons in the event of war is equally essential; and 

" (b) To request the Political Commission to draw up and submit to the General 
Commission texts for these purposes." . 

The discussion which ensued in the General Commission on the general principles raised 
by Article I of the draft Convention was concentrated largely upon the problem of a qualitative 
reduction of land armaments. 

The Swiss delegation welcomed the proposal submitted by the American delegation as 
removing the discussions of the Conference from a theoretical and general plane and providing 
a scheme which embodied a possible solution. 

The United Kingdom delegation, while welcoming the suggestion that heavy mobile guns 
should be limited at I 55 mm. (6.1•), observed that another weapon providing means of aggres
sive attack was the heavy tank, whose weight and power gave it a great capacity for crushing 
obstacles of defence. 

The German delegation approved the principles of the United States proposal, assuming, 
however, that it was only a first step toward the measures of disarmament which the heavily 
armed Powers were required to undertake under Article 8 of the Covenant. 

The French delegation, welcoming the American proposal as to land armaments, proposed 
that they should apply also to bombing-planes and battleships of over IO,ooo tons and large 

a The proposals submitted to the Conference in the course of its plenary meetings are analysed in document 
Conf.D.1o2 (Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 148), in_which all the n~essa.ry references wi~l ~ fou~d. The ;pro~als 
submitted to the Confcrenct during- the discussions whtch took place tn the General Commtsston, wtth the dtscus~•ons 
relating to them, will be found in the Minutes of the General Commissio~, SE-ries B. Vol. _I. p~ges 36-1_16. T~e specific 
question of the qualitative and quantitative limitation of land ~ar matenal was necessanly disc1;1ssed t.n the bg:ht of the 
gt'nc-ral principles and criteria to be applied in the general r~duction of armam~nts contemp~ated 1n_Art1cle I of the dr~ft 
Convention. and most of the relevant proposals were submitted by th_e dele_gatlons as question~ w~1ch w~uld necess.anly 
be raised under Article 1, The General Commission entered upon a discussion of the general pnnc1ples r:used by Article 1 

on Aprilt tth, IQJ2, and these discussions were concluded on April.z.znd, 1932. 
• See also pa..:e 4 3· 
• Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. I, pages 40 and •tl· 
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submarines adding, moreover, two essential elements missing from the _United ~States 
ro ats-'namdv, supervision and sanctioll8 in respect of any country _d1s~egardmg its 

~nJ;:'akin,.<'S. The French delegation pointed out that the principle of quahtatl~e reduction 
11-as implicit in its proposal that the more powerful armaments by land, .sea or a~r should be 
placed at the disposal of the League of Nations. It doubted whether 1t was e1t~er politic 
or moral indiscriminately to deprive a country, which might be forced to defend 1tself from 
aggression, of the most powerful weapons of war, ~nd in this connectio!l. dre:-v a definite 
distinction between the term" aggression", with wh1ch was connoted a pohtlcal1dea, and the 
term • offensive ", which referred to a method of using military weapons. It emJ?hasised 
that the real criterion lay in the intentions of the country concerned and that e~ectlve self
defence must involve the possibility of employing the technical mean~ of offens1ve w_arfare. 

The delegations of Umguay, Yugoslavia and Poland were generally m agreement With the 
views in regard to security, sanctions and the organisation of peace urged by the French 
delegation. • · . . 

The Spanish delegation, while insisting that the most offensive armaments were those 
which could most easily be used for purposes of aggression, emphasised t~e need for an inter
national institution which would, in effect, determine the quantity andquabty of the armaments 
which countries would retain, and expressed its sympathy with the proposals of the F~ench 
delegation that the possession of certain categories of armaments should be vested 10 an 
international authority. · 

The Italian delegation, referring to the proposals which it had submitted to the Conference 
for the abolition of aggressive weapons of all kinds, including heavy artillery, tanks, capital 
ships, submarines, aircraft-carriers, bombing-aircraft and chemical and bacterial weapons, 
represented that these proposals aimed at a simultaneous and complete abolition of all arms 
which determined in a particular manner the aggressive capacity of a State.1 It considered 
that the immediate destruction of all such means of war was the more desirable method of 
abolition, but it was prepared to accept a system of destruction by· instalments and in 
accordance with methods appropriate to the special requirements of the various categories 
of armaments. 

The Soviet delegation observed that the wider proposals which it had submitted for a 
substantial, progressive and proportional reduction of armaments did not exclude qualitative 
reduction or the abolition of certain classes of armaments, and recalled, in this connection, 
that it had provided in its proposals for a total abolition of tanks and heavy artillery of a calibre 
considerably lower than 155 mm. (6.1•). It appeared, however, that isolated proposals 
for the abolition of any given kind of armaments were likely to meet with serious obstacles, 
owing to the varying relations between different categories of armaments as between the 
several States. · · 

The Japanese delegation expressed its sympathy with the proposals of the United States 
delegation, but urged that the qualitative principle must be discussed simultaneously in 
relation to all three categories of armaments-by land, sea and air. It further represented 
that the qualitative reduction of material must necessarily be considered in its relation to other 
f~ors whi_ch i~flu~nced_ the ~urity of n:'-tions, such~ the existence of superior forces or a 
~bed Sltuatl?n m ne1gh~our~ng countnes. I~ urged,m conclusion, that, in view of existing 
realities, a certain moderation m efforts to achieve a first stage of world disarmament was 
necessary. 

The Turkish delegati?n 'Yelcomed pr~posals for the suprression of certain weapons, but 
formally_ moved a resolu_bon m fayour of 1~s ?wn solution o the disarmament problem by a 
substantial and progressive reduction of eXIstmg armaments directed towards an equalisation 
of forces as between the different States. 

The Pe_rsian del~ation expresse? the view that an abolition of aggressive weapons could 
not be earned out_ w1thou~ an ~ff«7tlve control of t~e armaments industry, and submitted a 
pro~ for the mtematlonalisabon of all factones producing arms, munitions and war 
matenal. · 

F~y. the delegation of Denm:'-rk submitted a resolution to the effect that the General 
CommlSS!o~ _should request t~e spec1al Commissions of the Conference to draw up plans for 
the proh!b1~1on of a~s spec1ally <;alculated to give_ the aggressor a pronounced advantage 
and to Specify the different categones of such arms, 1t being understood that the prohibition 
!"ould_ extend to all forms of manufacture and preparation of such arms and to all training 
m therr nse. 

QUALITATIVE DISARMAMENT RESOLUTION' ADOPrED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION 

ON APRIL 22ND, 1932. 

~e ~eneral Com':llission, on Apri122nd, 1932, adopted a resolution inviting its competent 
CommiSSions to examme the range of land, sea and air armaments with a view to selecting 
th~ weapons whose character w~ most spe~~fically offensive or those most efficacious against 
national defence or most threatenmg to CJVlhans.• 

vot.'t~r..~ tubmitted by the Italian delegation, - document Coni.D.ao6. Conference Document.o, 

'Mona* of the Cenual Commi .. ioo, Serieo B, Vol, I, page 116. 
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. The Land Commission, as the result of a meeting held on April 26th 1932 concluded that 
1~ re~~e~t of la~d material, t_he weapons which were" most efficacious ag~inst n~tional defence.: 
5 ou e cons1dered as. be~ng those _whose character was " the most specifically offensive ", 
and t~at the ~rs~ two cntena named m the resolution of April22nd might thus be held to form 
on~ smgle cntenon. It further decided that, without dealing successively with the whole 
s!ne~ of land. arl?aments, it would confine its examination to those armaments which had 
\rea Y been md1cated as requiring special treatment under concrete proposals submitted to 
t( )e Conference. .It decided in accordance with this conclusion to consider (1) artillery, 
2 armoured veh1cles, and (3) certain fortifications.! 

QUALITATIVE DISARMAMENT : REPORT OF THE LAND COMMISSION TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
OF jUNE 7TH, I932. 

The Land. C~mmission, sitting from April 28th to June 6th, I932, forwarded to the 
General CommiSSion, _on June 7th •. I932, a report based upon replies received from a Committee 
of ~xperts to a senes of techmcal questions concerning artillery and armoured fighting 
veh1cles.1 

T~e report of. the Land Commission contained certain unanimous conclusions in regard 
to art1llery matenal, together with an indication of the views of the various delegations in 
regard to points on which no agreement could be reached. 

Artillery. 

The Land Commission unanimously decided : 

(_I) That ~ll artille.ry might be used for offensive and for defensive purposes, but 
that 1ts offens1ve capac1ty became greater with the increase of its power and range ; 

(2) That the types of mobile artillery most threatening to national defence were 
those which were capable of destroying permanent fortifications of considerable strength 
-namely, in the case of permanent fortifications of great strength, artillery of a calibre 
exceeding 320 mm. (I2.6") ; and, in the case of permanent fortifications of medium strength, 
artillery of a calibre of about 250 mm. (10") ; 

(3) That in a lower category of an inferior power should be included pieces of a calibre 
between 2SO mm. (Io') and about IOO mm. (3.9"). 

(4) That artillery of a calibre under IOO mm. (34) could only be effectively used 
against the least strongly protected personnel and objectives of the battlefield. 

Unanimity was not reached, however, as to the threatening character in relation to 
national defence of artillery of the lower category between 2SO mm. (Io') and IOO mm. (3.9"). 
Some delegations considered that this category was more necessary for national defence than 
threatening to it, while other delegations placed at IOO mm. (34) or ISS mm. (6.I") or 
220 mm. (8.6") the limits above which artillery might be regarded as threatening to national 
defence. Certain delegations urged, moreover, that the limit of calibre above which the 
artillery of a State was of an essentially offensive character was necessarily relative and that 
it might be lower in proportion as the means at the disposal of the defender were weaker. 
Among the specific factors mentioned by certain delegat!ons as deter~ining_ the_ limit of the 
calibre above which artillery must be regarded as possessmg an essentially offensive character 
were the power of the artillery capable of resisting it, the nature and protection of its objectives 
and the strategic situation of the combatant~. . . . . 

Certain delegations, in regar~ to the tlmd cnteno~ defi_ned by ~he General ~ommisswn, 
took the view that artiiiery matenal of over 200 mm. (8 ) cahbre havmg an effective range of 
more than 2S km. (ISl miles) w~s the most m~nacing to the civil popula.tion. Other d~legations 
attributed this character to artillery of a cahbre of over I05 mm. (4.I ) and an effective range 
of over IS km. (91 miles). There were also delegations who thought it necessary to include 
in the zone of the battlefield tactical reserves which might be 50 km. (3I miles) away from the 
front. 

Armoured Vehicles. 

There was a very marked divergence of yiews in the Commission on t~e subject of armour~d 
fighting vehicles and no unanimous conclusiOns were reached. Difficulties arose as to the ~Is
tinction established between tanks and armo_ured cars, as well as ~m the fundamental qu~stH~n 
whether, and to what extent, the different kmds of armoured veh1cles answered to the cntena 
defined by the General Commission. . . . . . 

A large number of delegations were of opmwn tha~ a~l tanks should be mcluded m the_hst 
of weapons to which the criteria of the General Commi~sion would apply. These del_egatJons 
urged that, however useful tanks might be for defens1ve purposes, the menace which they 

, 0 t C 1 0 
1 

... 
1 

Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 227. The Land Commission noted that chemical 
acumen on . . • . b "a! C "tt f th C f warfare gases would, as an aggressive weapon, be considered y a spec1 omm1 ee o e on crence. 
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constituted to national defenc~ in the hands of an aggressor outweighed the advantages which 
they might confer on the defence. They accordingly considered that tanks of whatever type 
should be regarded as particularly efficacious against national defence and for that reason as 
specifically offensive. The delegations taking this view could not agre~ that tanks should be 
included among the weapons most dangerous to civilians, since their achon could be regulated 
v.-ith precision and confined to military objectives. 

A second large group of delegations proposed to in?lude amo~g the weapons. t<? w~ich 
qualitative disarmament should apply only tanks exceedmg a certam tonnage. D.1stmchons 
v.-ere drawn between heavy tanks of a weight from about 25 tons D;P~ards, medlUm tanks 
of a weight between about 20 and IO tons and light tanks below the hm1t ?f IO to~s: It was 
suggested that tanks between the limit of about 20 and 25 tons had offens1ve qual.1hes which 
should render them liable to qualitative disarmament, whereas tanks of a lower we1ght should 
not fall within this category. The delegations which took this view were of opinion that tanks, 
whatever their type, were not particularly dangerous to civilians. · 

The report of the Land Commission embodied a memorandum submitted by the French 
delegation, in which it was argued that only tanks specially designed ~or t~e purpose and of a 
minimum weight of 70 tons could be effective against permanent fortifications and that 'there 
was no technical reason for regarding armoured fighting vehicles as more specifically offensive, 
more efficacious against national defence, or more threatening to civilians than any other 
means of warfare. 

Further differences of opinion arose in regard to armoured cars. Certain .delegations 
regarded armoured cars of all types as liable to qualitative disarmament, whereas other delega
tions, even among those which were in favour of including all tanks in the list of specially 
offensive weapons, unreservedly excluded armoured cars. 

The Commission submitted a number of general observations regarding the possible 
conversion and use of agricultural or commercial motor-vehicles for military purposes. Some 
delegations urged that it would be useless to prohibit or restrict the lighter classes of tanks 
and armoured cars, in view of the ease with which they might be replaced by certain vehicles 
used for economic purposes, while other delegations applied a similar argument to all armoured 
fighting vehicles, contending that, ~f these vehicles were subject to qualitative disarmament, 
countries with a powerful metallurgical industry might encourage the construction of non
military vehicles capable of being easily adapted to military use. 

F orli /icaliom. 

_The_ Commission s~bmitted no conclusions or recommendations in regard to fortifications, 
finding 1t extremely difficult to make any practical proposals on the subject. It decided 
ho'!ever, to forward to the G~neral Co~mission a !lo~e submitted by the German delegatio~ 
urgmg that fortresses possessmg certam charactenshcs fulfilled all three criteria laid down 
h:r the General Co~mission and should therefore be liable to qualitative disarmament, together 
With the observations of such other delegations as had submitted memoranda on the subject. 

ACTION TAKEN BY THE BUKEAU OF THE CoNFERENCE UPON THE REPORT OF THE LAND 
COllliiJSSION: RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON jULY 23RD, I932 . 

. The Burea!I o! the. Conference, . noting that divergencies of views still existed on the 
SUbJect. of q~ahtatlve disarmament m the Land, Naval and Air Commissions, invited the 
delegatio~, Jn June 1932, to make further efforts to seek an agreement by means of private 
conversations among themselves. 

~e .results of these conversations ~ere embo~ied in a resolution ~dopted by the General 
Com!D•s;;•o~ on July 23rd, 1932, recordmg the pomts on which agreement had been reached 
and md1cat1ng t~e methods to be followed in continuing the work of the Conference.' 

I 
The resolution adopted on July 23rd contained the following paragraphs dealing with 

and armaments: · · 

(a) Land Artillery. 

. I. All h~vy land artillery of calibres betwt>en any maximum limit as determined 
JD the succeedmg paragraph and a lower limit to be defined shall be limited in number. 

2. The limitation of calibre of land artillery shall be fixed by the Convention. 

of Subjec~ to an effec~ive f!lethod b~ing established to prevent the rapid transformation 
guns onbexed mountmgs mto moblle guns, different maxima for the calibre of land 

guns may fixed as follows : 

• Aaaes of. 
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(a) A maximum limit for the calibre of coastal guns which shall not be less than 
the maximum calibre of naval guns; ' 

(b) A maximum limit for the calibre of guns in perman~nt frontier or fortress 
defensive systems ; 

- (c) A maximum· limit for the calibre of mobile land guns (other than guns 
employed for coastal defence). 

(b) Tanks. 

The maximum unit tonnage of tanks shall be limited. 

CONVERSATIONS WITH A VIEW TO FIXING A LIMIT FOR HEAVY ARTILLERY AND TANKS, 
SEPTEMBER TO NOVEMBER 1932. 

The Bu~e3:u of the ~onference, on September 22nd, 1932, invited the Chairman of the 
~and CommiSSion to get mt~ touch with the various delegations with a view to fixing limits 
m respec~ of number and calibre for heavy land artillery and a maximum tonnage for tanks.' 
The Chai~man ~f the Land Commission, on November 15th, advised the Bureau that his 
conv':rsabon~ With the. various delegations had not sufficiently advanced to enable him to 
subm1t d~fim.te conclusiOns, and proposed that the Bureau should, for the moment, adjourn 
the exammabon of the questions relating to heavy artillery and tanks. The Bureau acquiesced 
in this proposal.• 

MEMORANDUM ON SECURITY AND DISARMAMENT SUBMITTED BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION, 
NOVEMBER 14TH, 1932. 

The French delegation, on November 14th, 1932, submitted to the Bureau a memorandum 
on questions relating to security and disarmament which contained political and military 
provisions in respect of land materia!.• 

The object of the military provisions was to reduce the offensive character of national 
forces and to place in special categories certain armaments with a view to emergency operations 
to be undertaken by the nations in common in accordance with the terms of Articles 8 and 16 
of the Covenant. The national armies, standardised in accordance with a uniform type, 
would no longer possess powerful mobile land material, more particularly material which 
would enable attacks to be carried out upon permanent fortifications. Each Power, on the 
other hand, would permanently-hold at the disposal of the League of Nations, for purposes of 
common action, a reduced number of specialised units composed of troops subject to a more or 
less long-term period of service and equipped with powerful material. In addition to this 
specialised material, mobile land material prohibited to the national armies would be stocked 
in each State under international control, to be placed, if necessary, at the disposal of a party 
entitled to the benefits of a collective intervention. 

The unification of war material belonging to the different countries would be progressively 
acbieved and a regular and permanent system of supervision would be organised, subject to 
investigation at least once a year. 

The successive stages in establishi~g the proposed organisa~ion woul~ be achieved_ in such 
a way that there would be no increase m the national !orces or m the ~ah?nal expenditure on 
armaments of any State, save in cases where exceptions were duly JUStified and approved. 

EQUALITY OF RIGHTS IN RESPECT OF LAND ARMAMENTS : STATEMENT TO THE BUREAU 
BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION ON NOVEMBER 17TH, 1932. 

The United Kingdom delegation, on November 17th, 1932, submitted a ser!es of proposals 
which were intended to meet the views of the German Government concermng equality of 
~b~ . 

It was indicated in these proposals that the dr3;ft Disarmament Co.nvention should 
recognise the principle that the categories of arms perm1tte~ to other countnes should not be 
prohibited to Germany, it being understood that the question of figures and amounts would 
be dealt with at a later stage. 

The United Kingdom delegation suggested, in respect of la~d armam_ents, that all tanks 
exceedin a certain weight should be abolished and tha~ the m~x1mum weight. should be fixed 
with a vi~w to prohibiting those tanks which were specially smtable for offensive employment 
in battle. 

• Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Volume I, page 19. 
• Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Volume I, page 83. 
• Chronological Record, page 18. 
• Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Volume I, pages 89-94. 
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The United Kingdom delegation, in regard to large mobile land guns, expressed the view 
that the best method of according equality of treatment to Germany would be to effect a 
general reduction of their calibre. 

PROGRAMME OF \VORK OF THE CONFERENCE : PROPOSALS SUBMITTED 
BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION ON jANUARY 30TH, 1933. 

The programme of work submitted by the United King~om ~elegation to t~e Bureau 
on February 9th, 1933,1 contained the following proposals dealmg wtth land matenal : 

The Bureau shall : 
(x) Fix the maximum tonnage of tanks ; 
(2) Fix for the future the maximum calibre of mobile land guns ; 
(3) Decide whether there should be a limitation of" the number of tanks of allowed 

tonnage and of mobile land guns of allowed calibre ; . 
(4) If a limitation of the number of tanks is accepted, decide as to the disposal of 

tanks exceeding that limit. 

\VORK OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION, FEBRUARY TO MARCH 1933· 

The General Commission decided, on February 13th, 1933, to retain for its own consider
ation the proposals relating to land material, and on March 9th, 1933, ~er.e was an exchange 
of views in regard to these proposals between the members of the Commtssto~. 1 

The Polish delegation submitted a proposal to the effect that a Commtttee of Experts 
should be entrusted with the task of framing a list of weapons known or in use, giving their 
chief characteristics, special attention being directed to the maximum calibre, weight, efficac~, 
rapidity of fire and maximum range of artillery. States parties to the Convention, once thts 
list had been adopted, would undertake not to possess, manufacture or import weapons 
exceeding the characteristics laid down. The object of the proposal was to prevent States, 
in the event of a qualitative reduction of armaments being adopted, from evading the purposes 
of the prohibition by means of scientific discoveries and improvements which would enable 
weapons below the limit to be rendered more effective. 

The General Commission instru~ted a small Committee to prepare a questionnaire defining 
the essential questions of principle which would have to be decided in relation to any practical 
system of qualitative or quantitative limitation. . 

The questionnaire prepared in accordance with this decision was forwarded to the General 
Commission on March 15th, 1933.• 

DRAFT CoNVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION, 
MARCH 16TH, 1933. 

On March 16th, 1933, the United Kingdom delegation submitted to the General Commis
sion a <~Taft Disarmament Convention. Provisions dealing with land material were embodied 
in Articles 19 to 22. • ' 

Article 19 provided that the maximum limit for the calibre of mobile land guns should be 
fixed at 105 mm. (4.1'). Existing mobile land guns might be retained up to 155 mm. (6.1'), 
but all replacements or new construction of guns should be within the maximum limit of 
105 mm. (4.1'). The maximum limit for the calibre of coast-defence guns was fixed at 
4o6 mm. (16'). . 

Article 20 defined a tank for the purposes of the Convention. 
Article 21 provided that the maximum limit for the unladen weight of a tank should be 

16 tons. 
Article 22 provided that all !Dobi~e l~nd guns above 155 mm. (6.1') and tanks above 16 

tons shoul~ be _destroyed, one-thtrd wtth!n twelve months and two-thirds within three years 
of the commg mto force of the Convention. It was further stipulated that all guns above 
105 mm. (4.1;) should be destroyed as soon as they were replaced by new guns of, or below, 
105 mm. (4.1 ). 

FIRST READING OF THE UNITED KINGDOM DRAFT CONVENTION, MAY 20TH TO 23RD, 1933· 

Art!cles 19 to 22 of the draft Convention were read for a first time in the General Commission 
at meetmgs held on May 2oth, 22nd and 23rd, 1933. 

'!Jie provisions of the _draft Convention relating to land material were first discussed in 
the l1ght of a message delivered to the Conference on the previous day from the President 

. . 
• CbrOM!or(jcal Record, pasce 20. 
:Minute. of the General Comm.i.uion, Serieo B, Vol. Ir, pa~eo 3H·352. 

br the Iloeu~JJ~:tJtConf.D.JC.G.5r: Conference Doeument.o, Volume II, pa~e 67n. The queationnaire wu not examined 
the General CommriMJOD, whrch, on March 27th, 1933, accepted u a buis for ito further discuooions of land material 

':~~"""'"of the draft Convention oul>mitted by the United Kin~dom dele~ation on March r6th, 1933· 
~ical Record, J>a~~e 21. Document Conf.D.157(r). Conference Doeument.o, Vol. II, page 479· 



65-

of the United States of America suggesting, among other things, that the ultimate objective 
of the Conference was the complete elimination of all offensive weapons, and that the Conference 
should lay d<;~wn the stages and methods by which such elimination should be effected.1 

The t!m~ed States ~elegation, in submitting the proposals of President Roosevelt to 
the. Co~mJSSJo!l, ~mphas1sed that the United States of America was prepared to join other 
nabons. m abohshmg weapons of an aggressive character. It recalled that almost a year before 
the Umted States Government had submitted proposals along those lines which had received 
the_ approval of a large number of States, but which had not been acceptable to certain dele
gations ~~d had not therefore been adopted. The United States delegation, observing that 
the proviSions embodied in the United Kingdom draft Convention represented a real measure 
of disarmament, accepted it as a definite step towards the ultimate objective of the Conference. 

The General Commission entered upon a detailed discussion of the provisions of the 
draft Convention on May 23rd, 1933. 

. Amend'!lents wer!! submitted suggesting different maxima for the calibre of the various 
kmds of arbllery, wh1le the Chinese delegation submitted an amendment to the effect that 
the number as well as the calibre of mobile land guns and coast-defence guns should be limited.• 

Articl~s 20 and 21, rela~ing to tanks, gave rise to several amendments. The delegations 
of Afghamsta?, Turkey, Chma and Hungary proposed that all tanks should be abolished. 
Oth~r delegab?ns suggested different maxima for tanks, the Italian delegation proposing a 
max1mum of SIX and the Japanese delegation a maximum of twenty tons. It was also sug
gested that the number of tanks not exceeding the prescribed maximum of tonnage should be 
limited. 

!n respect of the time-limits within which artillery and tanks exceeding the prescribed 
max1ma should be destroyed, it was suggested that shorter periods than those mentioned in 
the draft Convention might be fixed. 
· The German delegation expressed itself as in favour of the complete abolition and 

destruction of heavy land material, but accepted the provisions of the United Kingdom 
draft Convention as a preliminary step. 

The French delegation, referring to its memorandum of November 14th, 1932,1 recalled its 
proposal that weapons exceeding the limits authorised by the Convention should be inter
nationalised and not destroyed. The French delegation, moreover, supported by the Polish 
delegation, submitted reservations of a general character whereby their acceptance of the 
provisions relating to land war material was made conditional upon the decisions to be taken 
in regard to other questions before the Conference, such as the organisation of an effective 
system of supervision, control of the manufacture of arms and 'the establishment of acceptable 
provisions relating to nafional security. 

The Turkish delegation, observing that under Article 19 heavy land artillery would be 
abolished, whereas heavy naval artillery would be left unaffected, drew attention to the special 
situation which would arise in respect of the defence of the Straits of the Dardanelles and the 
Bosphorus. It urged that the special provision in favour of heavy coast-defence guns should 
be extended to the cities of the Straits, in order to ensure that no fleet would be able to block 
their free passage, as gu;tranteed by Turkey, to the ships of Europe and the entire world. 

It formally submitted the following draft resolution : 

" The General Commission decides to set up a special Committee, composed of repre
sentatives of Mediterranean and Black Sea riparian States, together with representatives 
of the United States of America and Japan, to consider the situation of .the Straits 
(Dardanelles and Bosphorus), as put forward by the Turkish delegation." 

The Commission decided to postpone the discussion of this resolution until the second 
reading of the draft Convention. 

DIPLOMATIC NEGOTIATIONS, jULY TO OcTOBER 1933· 

The President of the Conference, reporting to the Bureau on October 9th, 1933, on. the 
result of his negotiations with the various Govem~ents, ~la~sified as among the quesbons 
which had not proved easy of adjustment th~ m~x1mum hm1ts t<;~ be fixed fo~ t;nks and 
artillery and the reduction of land war matenal e1ther by destruction or otherw1se. 

The delegate of the United Kingdom, in a statement to the Bureau on October 14th, 1933, 
giving an account of the conversations held at Ge~e~~ and ~ls~where between t~e _heads 
of delegations, and referring, in particular, to the poss~b1~1ty of g1vmg effect to the _PnncJple of 
equality between States in the matter of armaments, ms1sted tha~ the degree of .disarmament 
to be effected by the heavily armed Powers should be fully de~n~d m t~e Conyenhon and really 
adequate.• He pointed out, moreover, that the result of abohshmg vanous kmds of armaments 

• Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, page 462. 
• Minutes of the General Commission. Series B, Vol. II. pages 481·493. For an analysis. with specific references. 

of the various amendments submitted, see Annex S to the present report. 
• Document Conf.D.146. Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 435· 
• Chronological Record, page 2 3-
' Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Volume I, pages 182. 
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nd of prohibiting their future use would be to constitute a common list of permitted weapons 
!-hich would become the same for all countries, and that the differential position of the Powers 
"·hose armaments were limited by the Peace Treaties would thereby finally cease. Quantities 
and other detailed regulations would, he contended, in each case be the subject of negotiation • 
and agreement. . · 

He recalled that the draft Convention of the United Kingdom Government, which had 
been adopted as the general framework for the Disarmament Convention, ~ad been framed to 
CO\-& a period of five years. Certain Powers, however, had expressed a w1sh that the period 
should be extended to perhaps eight years. It was further proposed that this total period 
of eight years should be occupied by the fulfilment of a continuous programme designed to 
ensure at the end of it two essential conditions-namely. a substantial measure of disarmament 
realised and completed on the part of the heavily armed Powers, and the achievement of the 
principle of eq~ality in a regime of security which, since D~cembe~ uth, 1932, had be~n 
the declared obJective of the Conference. The proposed penod of e1ght years would begm 
with a transformation of continental armies on the lines set out in the United Kingdom draft, 
together with the setting up, through the Permanent Disarmament Commission, of an adequate 
system of supervision. This preliminary stage would be followed by a period during which 
the detailed scheme of disarmament which was the final objective of the Convention would be 
attained. 

The delegate of the United Kingdom further emphasised that one of the essential features 
of the programme was that the Powers whose armaments were limited by the peace treaties 
should not begin to increase their armaments immediately, but should express their willingness 
to conform to a definite time-table. It was the view of the United Kingdom delegation that 
no agreement could be reached on the basis of a convention which would provide for any 
immediate rearmament and that no Government should manufacture or acquire any further 
weapons belonging to any of the types to be eventually abolished. Since, however, in accord
ance with provisions already accepted by the Conference, the German Reichswehr was to be 
transformed into a more numerous army, recruited on a short-term basis, it would be necessary 
to provide for a proportional numerical increase of its defensive armaments. 

SuBSEQUENT PROCEEDINGS OF THE CONFERENCE, NOVEMBER 1933 TO DECEMBER 1934· 

Following the withdrawal of Germany from the Conference on October 14th, the General 
Commission, on October 26th, 1933, authorised the Bureau to go forward with the necessary 
arrangements to enable it to begin a second reading of the United Kingdom draft Convention 
on the basis of a revised text.l It was understood that the revised text would be prepared by 
the officers of the Bureau in consultation with the delegations which desired to submit 
amendments or suggestions. 

}'he revision of the provisions r~ardi~g land war material was entrusted by the Bureaur 
on November nth, 1933, toM. Benes, actmg as General Rapporteur of the Conference. · 

A revised text of the provisions of the draft Convention relating to land war material was, 
in accordance with this decision, prepared, containing the articles as adopted on a first reading 
together with the proposals and amendments suggested.• ' 

PARALLEL AND SUPPLEMENTARY NEGOTIATIONS BETWEEN GOVERNMENTS 
NOVEMBER 1933 TO APRIL 1934. 

• 

~eBureau, on November 22nd, 1933, agreed that the work of the Conference might best 
be assiSted by parallel and supplementary efforts between various States and the full use of 
diplomatic machinery.• . , 

Memoranda and notes were exchanged during the period October 1933 to April 1934 
between the Governments of the United Kingdom, France, Italy and Germany • 
. ~e United Kingdom Go':ernme~t. in a me~orandum dated January 29th, i934. declared 
1tseU m favour of a Convention wh1ch would mvolve the abolition of certain categories of 
armaments in the possession of the most heavily armed Powers. • 

. I_t emp~ise~ the impo~ance of the principle of equality of rights in respect of armaments, 
pomtl;'18' out m th1s connectlon.th!lt Germany had voluntarily renounced any claim to possess 
offensive wc;apons_ and would hm1t her~lf to the normal defensive requirements requued by 
the army With wh1ch she ~oul<i; be provide~ under the Convention. The German Chancellor, 
moreover, had advanced h1s cla1m to defensive armaments on the supposition that the heavily 
arme-;1 St~tes were. not prepared to abandon .any portion of their existing weapons. A positive 
contnbut10n. to d1sarmame~t by the ~eav1ly armed Powers would presumably reduce the 
demands wh1ch Germany m•ght otherwise put forward. · 

• Cbr~ical Record, page 2~. 
•S.C ADDeS 5 (Document Conf.D.163I1)). · 
: Minatoe of the flareaa, Serielo C, Volume J, pal(e 200, Chronolofdcal Record, pal(e 2~. 

l'<x a tam"':"" of the general reoulta of thu exchan•e of viewo,- Chronological Record pagea 25.2 8. 
•IJoca....,t Conf.D.166. Conference Docamenta, Volume Ill. ' 

• 
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· T~e United Kingdom Government expressed the view that certain countries would require 
for the~r standardised armies an increased number of such weapons as were at present possessed 
by the1~ smaller long-service armies. Two weapons in particular had to be considered in this 
connection-namely, tanks and mobile land guns. The United Kingdom Government 
suggested that the maximum limit for tanks should be I6 tons. Tanks over 30 tons 
would be destroyed by the end of the first year, tanks over 20 tons by the end of the th~rd 
year an? tanks ov~r I6 to!ls by the end of the fifth year. The German short-term-service 
army might be equipped With tanks up to 6 tons, which the German Government considered 
necessary for defence. For mobile land guns, the maximum limit provided in the draft 
Convention had been us mm. (4·S'). The German Government had maintained that mobile 
land guns up to ISS mm. (6.I') were necessary as part of the equipment of the proposed new 
short-term-service army, and the Government of the United Kin"dom declared itself ready 
to accept that higher limit. It proposed that guns over 3SO mm. (I3.7') should be destroyed 
by the end of the first year, those over 220 mm. (8.6') by the end of the fourth year and those 
over ISS mm. (6.I") by the end of the seventh year. 

The German Government represented, amonu other things, that her army could not be 
deprived of all its military power during the perlod of conversion of the Reichswehr into a 
short-term-service army. The necessary armaments must be made available to Germany 
at the time of conversion. 

The French Government did not consider that Germany might acquire the armaments 
retained by the other Powers but at present denied to her until after the conversion of the German 
army and the absorption of her pre-military and para-military formations into the regular 
effectives to be limited by the Convention. 

The Italian Government doubted whether the armed Powers would be able to agree upon 
such measures of disarmament as would keep the demands of Germany within the limits 
originally contemplated. Noting that equality of rights had been accorded to Germany and 
the other disarmed States, it expressed the view that the main and practical question was 
no longer how to prevent the rearmament of Germany, but how to avoid its being effected 
outside all regulation and control. 

PROGRAMME OF WORK OF THE CONFERENCE : RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL 
CoMII{ISSlON ON JuNE 8TH, I934· 

The General Commission, meeting from May 28th to June 8th, I934· discussed a programme 
of work of the Conference in the light of the negotiations which were still proceeding between 
the Governments. 

The delegations of Denmark, Spain, Norway, the Netherlands, Sweden and Switzerl~nd, 
in the course of this discussion, submitted the following proposals relating to land war matenal :1 

(I) Prohibition of the manufacture of land war material of a calibre or tonnage superior 
to those authorised for all States ; 

(2) Destruction of tanks and mobile land guns as provi.ded in the Uni~ed .Kingdom 
memorandum of January 29th, I934. during the second penod of the applicatiOn of the 
Convention ; 

(3) Determination by the Bureau of the Conference of the figures ~elati~g to la~d war 
material to be inserted in the tables annexed to the draft ConventiOn With a v1ew to 
preventing a general increase of armaments. 

The programme of work adopted by the General Commission on June 8t~. I934. defining 
the most urgent tasks of the Conference, contained no reference to the subJect of land war 
material.• 

SUMMARY OF EVENTS : CONCLUSIONS. 

The draft Convention framed by the Preparatory Commissio!l con~ai!led. no provisions 
for a direct limitation of land material. Proposals, !lot only for a direct limitatiOn, but for an 
absolute rohibition of certain classes of land ~atenal were, however, .put forward by 3: large 
number !£ dele ations during the plenary meetmgs of the Confer~nce m February a~d m the 
General CommFssion during 1\Iarch and April I932, and the ymted Stat.es delega~10~ gave 
d fi 't h t these suggestions by moving a form~! resolution embodymg the pnn~1ple of 

e m e s ape 0 . th r thmgs that tanks and heavy mob1le land 
qualitative disarmament, suggestmg, amonalg 0 e 1·n pr'1·nciple welcomed by the General 

I ld b b r shed These propos s were, • 
guns s IOU e a 0 1 · . d · 't d ·1ts competent Commission to examine the 
C . . h' h on Apnl 22n I932, mvi e ommission, w IC • . ' 'th · w to selecting those weapons whose character f 1 d and a1r armaments WI a v1e . . 
range 0 an • ~efiaall ff si've or those most efficacious agamst national defence or most was most spec! c y o en 
threatening to civilians. 

• Minute!l of the General Commission, Series B, Volume Ill, page 676. 
• Chronologicru Record, pages 30·31. 
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The report of June 7th, 1932, of the Land Commission to th~ General ~ommission; dealing 
with the technical aspects of qualitative disarmament, was mconclus1ve. The technical 
e.'l:perts to whom the question was entrusted found that it was no~ always easy. to fix limits 
either for land artillery or for tanks at which they became specifically offen~1ve weapons. 
Though certain types of mobile land artillery and tanks mi~ht be regarde~ as defi.mtely offe~sive 
wt'apons. unanimity ·was not reached as to the threatemng character m. relation to nabo~al 
defence of artillery of a calibre between 2SO mm. (9.8") and xoo. mm. (3.9 ), ~~;or of. tanks With 
a 11-eight of less th:'-n 20 tons, while the~e was ~ very marked divergence of VIews m the Com
mission on the subject of armoured fighting veh1cles 1n general. The Bureau of the Conference, 
in June 1932, invited the delegations to make further efforts to seek agreement by means of 
private conversations among themselves. . . . 

The results of these conversations were embod1ed m the resolution adopted by the General 
Commission on July 23rd, 1932. It was agreed that th_e limitati_on of the calibreofland artillery 
should be fixed by the Convention and that the max1mum umt tonnage of tanks should also 
be limited. It was further laid down that limitation by numbers would apply to all heavy land 
artillery of calibres between a maximum laid do'_Vn. in the C_onvention and a lo~er_limit also 
to be defined. The Chairman of the Land CommiSSIOn was, m September 1932, IDV!ted to get 
into touch 11ith the various delegations with a view to fixing these limits ; but! 0!1 Nov~mber 
xsth. :1932, he was obliged to advise the Bureau that the result of these negotiations d1d not 
enable him to submit definite conclusions. 

The negotiations in regard to land material which took place subsequent to November 
:1932 were largely conditioned (a) by the proposals put forward by the French delegation 
on November :14th, 1932, which embodied suggestions, among other things, for the standardisa
tion of the European continental armies and for the retention of powerful land material under 
international control, to be placed if necessary at the disposal of a party entitled to the benefits 
of collective intervention, and (b) by proposals put forward by the United Kingdom delegation 
on November 17th, 1932, which were intended to meet the views of the German Government 
concerning equality of rights. The specific aims of the Conference during the period November 
1932 to March 1933 were to fix a maximum calibre for mobile land guns and a maximum tonnage 
for tanks, and to decide whether there should be a limitation by number of these categories 
of material 

The technical work undertaken with a view to fulfilling these intentions was, on March 
x6th, 1933, superseded by the submission to the General Commission of the United Kingdom 
draft Convention, provisions dealing with land material being embodied in Articles :19 to 22. 
The maximum limit for the calibre of land mobile guns was fixed at xos mm. (4.1"), and all 
replacement or new construction of guns was to be kept within this limit. Existing mobile 
land guns might, however, be retained up to ISS mm. (6.1"). The maximum limit of the 
unladen weight of a tank was fixed at 16 tons. All mobile land guns above ISS mm. (6.1") 
and all tanks above 16 tons were to be destroyed, one-third within twelve months and two
thirds within three years of the coming into force of the Convention. These provisions were 
discussed in the General Commission in May 1933, and various amendments were submitted 
suggesting difierent maxima for the different categories of land material, and different time
limits within which material exceeding the prescribed maxima should be destroyed. The 
:t:re_nch delegatio~, moreoyer, ~eferring to its _proposal that weapons exceeding the prescribed 
limits should be mternatlonalised, made the1r acceptance of the provisions relating to land 
material conditional upon the organisation of an effective system of supervision, particularly 
as ~egards m~ufacture of arms and the establishment of acceptable provisions relating to 
national secunty. 

The maximum limits to be fixed for tanks and artillery and the reduction of land war 
material, eit~er by des~cti_on or otherwise, were not again considered by the Conference, 
but w~re subjects of neg~babon between the Governments. The President of the Conference, 
reportmg to the Bureau m October 1933 on the result of his conversations with the heads of 
States, classified this question as among those which had not proved easy of adjustment. 
The de~egate ~f the Un~ted King~om, i~ his s~atement to the Bureau of October 14th, 1933, 
dealt,_ ~~ particular, w1th the d1fficulbe_s '_Vh1ch had arisen in the attem~;>ts to settle by 
negotiation t~e methods wh~reby th~ pnnc1ple of equality between States 1n the matter of 
~all!ents might be progressively ach1eve~. The nature of these difficulties, the circumstances 
1n W~Jc~ Germany, on October 14_th, Withdrew from the Conference, and the subsequent 
neg~1atJo~ beh~•een G?Vemments 1~ the period between November 1933 and April 1934 are 
descnbed m the Immediately precedmg paragraphs.l 

It _should be recalled in conclusion ~hat the General Commission, on October 26th, 1933. 
authonsed th~ Bureau to go_ forwa~d w1th the necessary arrangements to enable it to begin 
a second readmg of the Umted K1ngdom draft Convention on the basis of a revised text, 
prepared by the officers_of the Bureau ~n consultation with the delegates who desired to submit 
amendme!lts or suggestio~. ~e rev!~d text of the ~rc;>visions relating to land war material, 
prep:'-red m accor~nce with this deciSion, and contammg the articles as adopted on a first 
feadl~, t~ether With the proposals and amendments suggested, may be regarded as rresenting 
the st~uatJOn to date, so far as the work of the Conference is concerned in respect 0 land war 
matertal.1 • 

' !lee above, pa~.,. IJ6.68. 
'!lee Allllell: 5 (IJocament Conf.D.If.oJ(I)). 
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CHAPTER V.-NAVAL MATERIAL. 

PROVISIONS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION FRAMED BY THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION 

FOR THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE. 

. The provisions of the draf! Convention framed by the Preparatory Commission for the 
Disarmament Confer.ence relatmg. to naval material were based on the Washington and 
London. Naval Tre~ties, and certam articles and annexes of those treaties were reproduced.' 

_Article I I provided t_hat the global tonnage of the vessels of war of each of the contracting 
parties, o~her than certam vessels specifically exempted from limitation, should not exceed 
a figure laid down for such party in an annexed table. 

Article. I2 _pro_vid~d for the distribution in tonnage by categories of the limited global 
tonnage, this distnbution to be shown for each of the contracting parties in a table annexed 
to the Convention. • 

Article 13 provided for a modification of the distribution of tonnage by categories under 
Article I2, subject to specified conditions, and rules for transfer. These rules provided that 
~ccount should be taken of the special circumstances of each Power and of the classes of ships 
n~volved ; th.at Powe.rs whose total tonnage did not exceed a certain figure (1oo,ooo tons being 
gtven as an Illustration) should have full freedom of transfer in regard to surface ships, and 
that, as regards other Powers, the amount of the transfer permitted should vary in inverse 
ratio to the amount of their total (global) tonnage. 

Articles I4, IS and 16 limited the standard displacement and gun calibre of capital 
ships, aircraft-carriers and submarines. No capital ship was to exceed 3s,ooo tons standard 
displacement or carry a gun exceeding 16 inches (406 mm.) in calibre ; no aircraft-carrier 
was to exceed 27,000 tons standard displacement and certain restrictions were placed on the 
number and calibre of their guns ; no submarine was to exceed 2,ooo tons standard displacement 
or carry a gun exceeding 5.1 inches (I30 mm.) in calibre. 

Article 17 prohibited the acquisition or construction of vessels of war exceeding these 
limits by any of the contracting parties. 

Article 18, with Annex IV, provided for the replacement of vessels of war limited by the 
Convention. 

Article 19 provided that no preparation should be made in merchant ships in time of peace 
for their conversion into vessels of war, other than the necessary stiffening of decks for the 
mounting of guns not exceeding 6.1 inches (ISS mm.) in calibre. · 

Article 20 provided that a contracting party engaged in war should not use as a vessel 
of war anv ves~el of war under construction within its jurisdiction for another Power, or such 
a vessel constructed and not delivered. 

Article 2I prohibited the disposal b_y gift, sale or any mode of. transfer of any vessel_ of 
war in such a manner that such vessel mtght become a vessel of war m the navy of any foretgn 
Power. 

Article 22, with Annex V, provided for the dis_Posal of vessel~ of war surplus to the t'!nnage 
figures allowed under the Convention .. Such dtspo;;aJ compnsed s~r3:ppmg, conversion to 
hulks, conversion to target use and retention for expenmental or for trammg purposes. 

Article 23 permitted the retention, in a n~n-seagoin~ ~ondit!on, of existing ships which, 
prior to a specified date, had been used as stationary trammg-shtps or hulks. 

Article 24 provided that the annual expenditure of each contracting party ~n the upkeep, 
purchase and manufacture of war. material for nayal armal!lents sho~l.d be hmited to figures 
laid down in the Convention and m accordance with prescnbed condttions. 

Article 34, included in Part IV of the dra~t Conv~ntion (Exchange of Information), 
provided for the communication by the contractmg parttes to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations of the date of laying d'!wn the ~eel an~ the d3;te of completion of each ':es~el 
limited under the Convention, together with certam particulars. m regard to the charactenshcs 
of the vessels in question. This inf~rmation w~s to ~e ~ommum~ated by_the Secretary-General 
to all contracting parties and pubhshed by him withm a specified penod. 

Article 3s provided for the communicatio~ to th_e Secretary-Gene~al o~ the names and 
tonnages of vessels constructed in accordance wtth Article I9 or already m bemg . 

• Th t
. 

1 
a1 onnel and chemical warfare from the naval point of view are covered by Chapter lll e ques tons o nav pers 

and Chapter VIII of this report. 
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PROPOSALS SUBMITTED TO THE CONFERENCE, FEBRUARY 1932. 

Proposals going much further than those contained in the draft Convention ~ere submitted 
to the Conference during its plenary discussions in February 1932. Some delega~10n~ sugges~ed 
the total abolition of certain naval weapons, while others advocated a reduction m the stze 
and power of such weapons or a more drastic limitation by numbers.l 

The German delegation proposed that no future war vessel should exceed ~o,ooo tons. or 
carry guns of over II inches (280 mm.) in calibre. It further suggested that atrcraft-carners 
and submarines should be abolished. . 

The Spanish delegation proposed that no State shoul~ bud~ war. vessels of over Io,~oo 
tons or capable of carrying guns of over 8 inches (203 mm.) m ca.hbre, an~ that no submerstble 
vessel should have a displacement exceeding I,ooo tons. or a radtus of action greater than that 
to be determined by the Conference. . . 

The Soviet delegation proposed that countries havmg ~ fleet of an aggregate tonnage 
exceeding soo.ooo tons should reduce it by so%. such reducbo~ to affe~t both the aggregate 
tonnage of the entire fleet and the tonnage of each category, wtthout nght of transfer. The 
countries having a fleet with an aggregate tonnage of Ioo,ooo to 500,000 to!ls were to redu~e 
it both as regards aggregate tonnage and the total ~f each of ~e ca~egone~ up to ~o% m 
accordance with a scale of progressive and proportiOnal reduction ~th a hm1ted nght of 
transfer. States having a fleet with an aggregate tonnage not exceedu~g IOO,ooo. tons were 
to retain it at its present level, with unlimited right of transfer. 'rh~ SoVIet delegation further 
proposed that all aircraft-carriers should be destroyed and that h!l'uts sho~ld be placed up?n 
the tonnage of warships and the calibre of the guns mounted m warshtps constructed m 
replacement of vessels of the corresponding classes or categories retained. A limit of Io,ooo 
tons displacement was proposed as a maximum for warships, and a calibre of I2 inches 
(304.8 nun.) as a maximum calibre for the guns carried. 

The Argentine delegation proposed that countries not signatories of the Washington and 
London Treaties should undertake not to build or acquire capital ships of over Io,ooo tons. 
· The Chinese delegation proposed the abolition of capital ships, aircraft-carriers and 
submarines. · 

The Japanese delegation proposed a reduction in the unit size of capital ships and the 
.calibre of their guns, a reduction in the tonnage allotted by existing treaties to aircraft
carriers, prohibition of the fitting of aircraft landing-platforms or decks on naval vessels other 
than aircraft-carriers and, if this measure were adopted, the abolition of aircraft-carriers. 

The Italian delegation proposed the simultaneous abolition of capital ships and sub
marines and the abolition of aircraft-carriers. 

The Yugoslav delegation proposed the abolition of all naval forces the purpose of which 
was to make war at a distance and their restriction to what was necessary for defence of national 
coast-lines. 

The United Kingdom delegation proposed (without attempting to draw up anything in 
~e nature of an e_xhaustive list) that the following questions should be closely studied with a 
VIew to the adoption of such proposals as might seem practicable: the abolition (and prohibi
tion) of ~ubm~es as a humanitarian measure and consideration of the most practical method 
of reduong the stze of war vessels and the maximum calibre of guns carried by them. 

The Turkish delegation, in accord with its suggestion that the armaments and armed 
forces of all countries should ~e equalised within ten years by successive reductions of IO% 
each year, proposed that warshtps of a tonnage to be determined and carrying guns of a calibre 
to be determined should be abolished. 

The delegation of the United States of America proposed that the Washington and 
London Naval Agreements should be prolonged as soon as they were completed by the adher
ence of France and Italy, and th~t there should be a proportional reduction of the naval 
tonnage allowed under those Treaties as soon as all the parties to the Washington Agreement 
had enter«;d that framework.. It further suggested the abolition of submarines. 

The Netherlands delegation proposed to prohibit the use of automatic contact mines in 
the open sea. 

The French delegation included among the categories of material to be retained onlv 
by those Po!l'ers who ~ndert~k to pl~e them at the disposal of the League for rurposes of 
comm~n actiOn (1) capttal shtps ca~mg guns exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.) or 0 a tonnage 
exceedmg 10,000 tons and (2) submannes exceeding a tonnage to be determined. 

CoNSTITUTION OF THE NAVAL COMMISSION, FEBRUARY 25TH, 1932. 

On Fe~ruary_ 25th, 1932, the General Commission set up a Naval Commissio~ on which 
all delegab011.1 mtght be represented by a delegate, and referred to it for cons.ider~tion a Jist 

'The prt>p<Aa!o oubmitted to the Conference · F br 
of tbe draft Cotaventil>la in docamento Coni D 99 ::'nd "c; u~'6 l93• are ourveyed and co-ordinated with the provioion• 
Sp<cjllc: relereaca to the vano111 propooala ;,.ill be loun:':o' th!:·d.;::":~~ lJoc:umento, Vol. I, pageo 93 and 148. 
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of q~estions. deali_ng with naval matters. I The list comprised the articles in the draft Con
vention deah!lg With I?erso~nel (from the naval point of view), the material of naval armame~ts, 
exch_ange of mformabo~ (m regard to naval matters), chemical warfare (from the ':laval pomt 
of VIew) and proposals m regard to naval matters made during the plenary meetmgs of the 
Conference. 

~h~ Naval Commission considered that it could only usefully examine Articles II to 16, 
c?ntau~mg. general provisions for the limitation of naval armaments, after their previous 
dtscusston m the General Commission, and it notified the General Commission to that effect.• 
The same applied to Article 19, dealing with the preparation of merchant vessels for warlike 
purposes. 

FIRST READING BY THE NAVAL COMMISSION OF ARTICLES 17 TO 23 OF THE DRAFT CoNVENTION 
WITH THE RELEVANT ANNEXES, FEBRUARY 27TH TO jUNE liTH, 1932. 

The Naval Commission, at meetings held between February 27th and June nth, 1932, 
adopted provisionally at a first reading, subject in certain cases to abstentions or reservations, 
the following articles and annexes of the draft Convention framed by the Preparatory 
Commission, mostly in the original text. • 

Article 17.-Undertaking not to acquire or construct war vessels exceeding the 
limitations prescribed by the Convention (Minutes of the Naval Commission, Series D, 
Vol. II, page 4). 

Article 20.-Undertaking not to use in war any war vessel under construction for 
another Power (Minutes, page 7). 

Article 21.-Undertaking not to dispose of war vessels so that they might become war 
vessels in the navy of a foreign Power (Minutes, page 8). 

Annex III : Definitions (Minutes, page 14).-Provisionally adopted as a guide for 
the conduct of the Commission's work. · 

Article 18.-Undertaking to comply with prescribed rules for the replacement of 
war vessels limited by the Convention (Minutes, page 94). 

Annex IV.-Rules for the replacement of war vessels (Minutes, page 93). 

Annex V.-Rules for the disposal of war vessels (Minutes, page 109). 

Annex I.-Exempt vessels, characteristics (Minutes, page III). 

Article 23.-Retention of ships used, prior to April xst, 1930, as stationary training
ships or hulks (Minutes, page 112). 

Article 34.-Information to be communicated on laying down and on completing 
a war vessel (Minutes, page 113). 

The most important change made in the draft Conve~tion f!amed by the Preparatory 
Commission was an increase in the age for replacement of capt tal shtps f~om twenty to twenty
six years (Minutes, page 85). 

APPLICATION TO NAVAL ARMAMENTS OF THE PRINCIPLE OF QUALITATIVE DISARMAMENT, 
APRIL 22ND TO jUNE liTH, 1932. 

On April 22nd, 1932, the General Commission adop~ed a resolution,• in regard t~ ~he 
application of the principle of qualitative disarmament, whtch ~equested the Naval Commtsston 
to examine the range of sea armaments with a view to selecting those weapons : 

(I} Whose character is the most s_pecifica~ly offensive;. 
(2) Which are most efficaciou~ agams~ ?~bona! defence, 
(3) Which are most threatemng to ctvthans. 

A th It f discussion 1 at meetings from April 26th to May 27th, the Naval Corn-s e resu o . . 
1 mission adopted a report to the General Commtsston. . 1 · d 

Th di · · th Naval Commission were not confined to the matters dtrect y ratse e SCUSSIOnS 1D e . · d th · · J · h 1 · f th G ral Commission Certatn delegations state etr vtews on nava m t e reso uhon o e ene · 

D ment Conf D 103 Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 179. 
• Chronolo~ical Record, page 15· ocu D is. voi. I page 273. 
I Document Conf.D.fC.G.~. co.nfer:nce octn;~n a~d v ~ere referred to a Su~Commission, which reported 
• Points raised in connecti<!n _wtth 

1
nnexes th 1931 The Commission noted the report (Minutes of the Naval 

on them to the Plenary Commlsston on une II • • 

Commission, Series D. Vol. II, pages ll.J·Il8. 
1 Chronological Record, page ~6: 5 . D Volume 11 pa~es zz-81, 113 and 114. 
'Minutes of the Naval CommtssiOD, Docenes • ts Vol I p• age 215. 
'DocumentConf.D.Ju. Conference umen • . ' 
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problems in general and on the special needs and circumstanc~s of the~r particu~ar cou.ntries, 
thus indicating the fundamental considerations which determmed then respechve atbtudes. 
Among the questions discussed were : 

The abolition of certain forms of naval armaments ; 
Reductions of unit tonnage and combatant power ; . ., 
Difficulties arising in the application of the term ~ aggress1on ; 
The definition of the relative offensive and defens1ve power of the different types 

of war vessels. 

The Naval Commission, summing up the results of its discussion and defining its task, 
adopt~ the following resolution : 

• The Naval Commission, 
• Having found that nearly all naval w.eapons possess to some extent both an 

offensive and defensive character at the same time ; 
• Being convinced that it is very difficult, if not impo~sible: from a P.urely techni~al 

point of view, to define the criteria of these arms ~o far as th.e~r mamly o!fenSlve or defensive 
character is concerned, since this character vanes according to the Circumstances of the 
different countries : . . 

• Has come to the conclusion that it can most usefully answer the quesbons put by 
the General Commission in giving them the following interpretation : 

• Supposing one State either (a) adopts a policy of armed aggression, or 
(b) undertakes offensive ope~tions against anot~er State •. w~at are t~e weap«?ns 
which, by reason of their spet~fic character and, Without preJudic~ to the1r defensive 
purposes, are most likely to enable that policy or those operations to be brought 
rapidly to a successful conclusion ? " 

It was understood that delegations, in indicating the weapons which they considered 
to be the most specifically offensive and the most efficacious against national defence, might 
intimate whether they based their attitude on hypothesis (a) or (b), as stated in the resolution 
of the Naval Commission, and that they might also, if they so wished, refrain from distinguish
ing between criteria (I) and (2) of the resolution adopted by the General Commission on 
April 22nd, I9J2. 

General reservations to the report were made by the German and Soviet delegations, 
and efforts to establish a single text acceptable to all the delegations were unsuccessful. It 
was therefore necessary to compile the report as a series of statements by delegations or groups 
of delegations setting forth their particular points of view. The general tenor of these 
statements, apart from the explanations, qualifications and amplifications attached to them, 
may be summarised as follows : 

A. As regards Capital Ships. 

I. The delegations of certain States, including those possessing the greatest number 
of the largest sized capital ships, considered that these vessels came under none of the 
three criteria (1), (2), (3) of the General Commission's resolution, whether considered 
under hypothesis" fa) or (b) of the Naval Commission's resolution. 

2. Other delegations considered that such vessels came under all three criteria 
of the General Commission's resolution when they exceeded a certain tonnage and carried 
guns exceeding a certain calibre, in some cases specified. 

3- . Othe~ delegations considered that under (a) of the Naval Commission's resolution 
all cap1tal ships were : 

{I) Specifically offensive ; 
(2) Efficacious against national defence ; 
(3) Threatening to civilians. 

B. As regards Aircraft-carriers. 

I. ~e delegat!ons of certain S!ates, one of them possessing aircr~ft-carriers, stated 
that an a1rcraft-camer could not of Itself be utilised for offensive purposes. 

2. The deleg!lti~n of a State possessing aircraft-carriers represented that they did 
not come under cntena {I), (2) or (3) of the General Commission's resolution. 

J. ~e delegations of certain States, some possessing aircraft-carriers and others 
not, ~1dered that these vessels came under all three criteria of the General Commission's 
resolution. 

:4· ~e delegation of a _State pos!'essing aircraft-carriers stated that, in certain 
&peclfi~ c1_rcumstances, they d1~ not co.me under (I), (2) or (3) of the General Commission's 
resolutJ_on, on th_e other ha~d, 1t cons1der~d that, if a State adopted a policy of armed 
ag~reY.11on, all a1rcn~ft-carn~~. were specJ~cally offensive, efficacious against national 
defence and threatemng to CIVIlian populations. 
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C. Submarines . 

. ~h.e delegations of certain States considered that submarines were most threatening 
to CIV!hans, but not mo~t specifically offensive and not most efficacious against national 
defence. 

Another del~gation considered that submarines came under (I) and (2) and that 
they were (3) spec1.fically th.reatening to civilians. 

Other delegations cons1dered that the defensive character of the submarine was clearly 
preponderant and that submarines were indispensable to the defence of certain Powers. 
They ~eclared. that th.ese vessels were (I) not specifically offensive, (2) not particularly 
efficacious agam~t national defence and (3) not threatening to civilian populations. 

The delegations of other States considered that the offensive character of submarines 
would become pr~pond~rant ~f capital ships were non-existent. They stated that, 
conseq~ently, (a) 1f cap1tal sh1ps formed part of fleets, submarines were necessary for 
defensive purposes, and (b), if capital ships did not form part of fleets submarines would 
have a specifically offensive character. ' 

~he delegations of certain States represented that, in the event of a country adopting 
a pohcy of armed aggression, submarines were specifically offensive and efficacious against 
national defence. 

Several delegations considered that heavily armed submarines of large tonnage were 
most. capable of offence and most efficacious against national defence, but that their 
effectiveness for these purposes diminished in proportion to the decrease in their tonnage 
and armament to such an extent as to make those of lesser tonnage preponderantly 
defensive. They consequently considered that submarines of large tonnage came under 
criteria (I) and (2). 

These delegations considered, further, that submarines were not specifically threaten
ing to civilians so long as they conformed, in the same way as do other vessels, to the rules 
of international law. 

One delegation considered that, compared with surface craft, the submarine was a 
far less effective weapon, afloat or submerged, and was therefore a weapon indispensable 
for the defence of a Power with an inferior navy. 

This delegation further considered that any fear that submarines might be so used 
as to endanger civilians had been removed by the rules of international law, and that 
consequently they could not be said to be : 

(I) Specifically offensive ; 
(2) Efficacious against national defence; 
(3) Threatening to civil populations. 

This delegation also stated that the defensive character of submarines did not al~er 
according to their size, and that the type best adapted to a given country naturally vaned 
with its peculiar conditions. . . . . 

Several delegations declared that the fear of danger to CIVIlians from submannes 
had been removed by international law. Other delegations were of the contrary opinion. 

D. Automatic Contact Mines. 

The delegations of several States stressed the specifically offensiye character ?f mines 
laid outside a coastal zone to be determined. They drew attentiOn to the difference 
between mines which once laid were beyond the control of those who had laid them 
and other naval weapons. . . . . . 

Other delegations considered that mmes la1d w1thm the coastal zone to be determmed 
were definitely defensive. 

The Commission was of opinion : 

(I) That contact mines were not particularly efficacious against national 
defence ; and 

(2) That, when laid outside a coastal zone t? be determin.ed, t?ese mi~?es expose? 
non-combatants to very serious dangers, especially when laid w1tho~t t~mely noti
fication or on a sea-route necessary to non-combatant and neutral sh1ppmg. 

Several delegations, while supporting the proposal to consider automatic contact 
mines laid in the open sea as specifically d.angerou~ to non-combatants, stated that they 
regarded such mines as a very effective anh-s~bmanne defence and could only recommend 
their prohibition if submarines were also abolished. 

Certain reservations and proposals in regard to the above were put forward. 

River War-vessels and Monitors. 

The dele ations of certain European States c~nsidered. that river war-vessels a_nd 
't g d'ng a specified tonnage and gun-calibre specmlly constructed for serv1ce 

monEl ors excee. 1 rs came under criteria (I), (2) and (3) of the General Commission's on uropean nve , 
resolution. 
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Other European delegations considered that river war-vessels came under none of 
these criteria. . · · · N t' h 

The Commission decided to refrain from expressmg ~n opm10n. o mg t a~ the 
question of river war-vessels and monitors bad ~nsen only m regard to European ~Ivers, 
it pointed out that they existed also in other contments, and should therefore becons1dered 
under a broader aspect. As the Commission had not~ the necessary data for a g~n~ral 
examination of the problem, it referred these observations to the General Comm1ss1on, 

THE PROPOSALS OF PRESIDENT HooVER, JUNE 22ND, 1932. 

Proposals submitted to the Conference in June 1932 by .1\lr .. Hoover, President of the 
United States of America,• contained the folloWing proposals relatmg to. naval forces : 

" I propose that the treaty number _and tonna&'e of ba~tleships shall be reduced by 
one-third · that the treaty tonnage of a1rcraft-carners, cru1sers and destroyers shall be 
reduced by one-fourth ; that the treaty tonna&'e of submarines shall be reduced by one
third and that no nation shall retain a submar~ne tonnage greater than 3~,ooo tons. 

" The relative strength of naval- arms in battleships and air~raft-carners as between 
the five leading naval Powers was fixed by the Treaty of Wa~mgton. 

" The relative strength in cruisers, destroyers and submannes was fixed as between 
the United States, Great Britain and Japan by the Treaty o! London. ~or th«: purpose 
of these proposals it is suggested that the French and Itahan strength m cru1sers and 
destroyers be calculated as though they had joined in the Treaty of London on a basis 
approximating the scrcalled accord of March 1st, 1931." 

The proposals of President Hoover were discussed in the General Commission on June 
22nd and following days.• Upon the naval proposals no decisions were taken. 

STATEMENT OF VIEWS BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION, jULY 7TH, 1932. 

On July 7th, 1932, however, the United Kingdom delegation submitted a statement 1 

urging, in regard to the naval proposals of President Hoover, that, in view of the widely 
scattered responsibilities of the British Navy, it was not practicable to cut down the number 
of its naval units beyond a certain point. It recalled that numerical reductions in the British 
Navy had already been effected on a very large scale and affirmed that cruiser numbers would 
require special consideration. The delegation felt, however, that it would be possible to secure 
by other means a large diminution in naval armaments, urging, in particular, that the present 
treaty limits of unit size and gun-calibre were far too high, and that very large reductions, 
amounting to about one-third both in the case of capital ships and cruisers, might be made 
in future construction. 

The following specific proposals were put forward by the United Kingdom Government 
for immediate adoption by international agreement : · · 

(1) Reduce the maximum size of any future capital ship to 22,000 tons and the 
maximum calibre of the guns carried to II inches (280 mm.) ; 

(2) Reduce the maximum size of cruisers hereafter constructed to 7 ooo tons and the 
maximum calibre of the guns carried to 6.1 inches (155 mm.) ; ' 

{3) If international agreement on point (2) could not be secured the Government 
of the United Kingdom would ~till urge tha~ the maximum size of capital ships should be 
reduced to 25,000 tons and the1r guns to 12 mches (305 mm.) as a maximum ; 

(4) Reduce the maximum for aircraft-carriers to 22,000 tons with 6.x-inch guns 
(155 mm.); _ 

(5) Abolish submarines ; 

(6) Reduce destroyer tonnage by approximately one-third, contingent upon the 
abolition of submarines; -

. (7) If submarines could not be completely abolished fix their maximum surface 
d1~placement at 250 tons, with a strict limitation both of 'total tonnage and number of 
umts. 

. There was n_o discussion in the General Commission of this statement of the United 
Kmgdom delegation. 

• ChrOM!ov)ca.l ILoc;:,rd, J>'ll!e 16. 
'M•- of the General Commiloioa, Seriea B, Vol. I, pagea uz and foUowing 
•llt>eament Conf.D.JJ). Conference Docamenta, Vol. I, pagea 265·268. · 
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CONCLUSION OF THE F p IRST HASE OF THE CO:SFERENCE : RESOLUTION' ADOPTED BY THE 
GENERAL COMMISSION ON jULY 23RD, 1932. . 

T~e General Commission, on July 23rd, 1932, adopted a resolution 1 which included th!' 
followmg passage dealing with naval armaments : 

"A_s regards the proposals made by President Hoover and other related proposals 
~onc~~run~ naval armaments, the Conference invites the Powers parties to the Naval 
t rea l:s 0 Washington and London, which have already produced important results, 
t? con ~r together and to report to the General Commission, if possible before the resump-
lon of lts work, as to the further measures of naval reduction which might be feasible as 

a pa~~ of the general programme of disarmament. 
h The Confe_rence further invites the naval Powers other than the Powers parties to 

t e above Treaties to make arrangements for determining the degree of naval limitation 
they are prepared to a~cept in view of the Washington and London Treaties and the 
gene~.al programme o~ disarmament envisaged in the present resolution. 

. ~he Bureau Wlll b_e kept _inf~rmed of the progress of these negotiations, which it 
Wl!l be 1ts duty to co-ordi~ate Wl~h~n the framework of the General Convention in prepar
ation for the comprehensive dec!Slons of the General Commission." 

The delegate of the United Kingdom, when the Conference resumed work in September 
1932, undertook to keep the Bureau informed of the progress made in regard to naval questions 
under this resolution. 

PROPOSALS OF THE FRENCH DELEGATION, NOVEMBER 14TH, 1932. 

The French memorandum dealing with questions of security and disarmament, submitted 
to the Conference on November 14th, 1932,1 contained the following reference to naval matters: 

"As regards naval forces, the solutions to be contemplated, whether in connection 
with security or in connection with the limitation and reduction of armaments, necessarily 
find a place within a general framework applying equally to all maritime Powers. But 
the conclusion at the Washington Conference of the Pacific Agreement which made 
possible the signature of the Naval Treaty of 1922 has clearly shown the advantage of 
regional understandings of a political character for the purpose of facilitating the reduction 
of fighting fleets. If such was the effect of an agreement whose scope was limited to 
certain restrictions on the use of naval bases and a simple undertaking on the part of the 
signatories to consult one another, it is reasonable to suppose that very much larger 
reductions of tonnage would be facilitated by agreements organising, with all the necessary 
stipulations of detail, the co-operation of fleets in cases analogous to those contemplated 
in Section A of Chapter III.' This applies in particular to the case of the conclusion 
of a Mediterranean Pact between the naval Powers concerned." 

The French delegation assumed that it would be in accordance with the spirit of the 
Hoover proposals for the principal reductions in naval armaments to be effected, in the cate
gories of vessels recognised as being the most offensive, by means of a qualitative reduction 
of the characteristics at present fixed for certain types of war vessels. 

It further observed that, in the matter of quantitative reductions: it was desirable to 
apply real and positive reductions of ~onnage, while leavi~g the relah:ve strengths o_f the 
various naval Powers as they stood, and 1t suggested that, subject to a spec1al system apphcable 
to fleets whose aggregate tonnage did not exceed Ioo,ooo tons, the uniform percentage of 
reduction to be accepted should apply to the aggregate tonnages declared by the naval Powers 
in 1931. 

The naval proposals of the French delegation were an integral part o! the gene:al system 
of security. They accordingly provided t_hat ve~els of every category, m proporh_ons to be 
fixed by the Convention, should be hel~ m readin~ss to supply the emergency assistance to 
which any State a victim of aggression might be enhtled. . . . 

There was a general discussion of the French memorandum m the General Comm1sswn 
on February 2nd, 1933. and following days. No decisions in regard to the naval proposals 
were taken. 

PROPOSAL OF THE JAPANESE DELEGATION, DECEMBER 9TH, 1932. 

The Japanese delegation, in a memorandum _submitte~ t? th_e Conference on Decem be~ 

9th, 1932, put forward a Proposal for the Reduction and L1m1tahon of Naval Armaments. 

'Annex ~· C f D V I II •Ch 1 · al R rd pa•e 18 Document Coni.D.146. on erence ocuments, o. , pa~e ~35·4J<l. rono o~tc eco , !'I • • 

1 Or~anisation of assistance in case of aggresston. 
• Document Coni.D. 15o. Conference Documents, Vol. 11, page 444· 



It was suggested : 

(I) That .fhe general outline of agreements to be co~cluded sh~u_ld form .the subject 
of prior nt'gotiations between the United States of Amenca, the Bnhsh Emptre, France 
Italy and japan, as contemplated in the General Commission's resolution of july 23rd: 
I93l; 

(2) That the agreements should be of two kinds-general and special-discussions 
on matters of general interest being followed by those on matters of a sectional and detailed 
character ; ' 

(3) That a distinction should be made between powerful naval vessels, possessing a 
high dt'gree of relativity as between Powers, and less powerful vessels, which, being 
closely related to geographical situation and special circumstances, were primarily 
necessary for defence, and that these two types of vessels (capital ships, aircraft-carriers 
and A-class cruisers, on the one hand, and B-class cruisers, destroyers and submarines, on 
the other hand, should be dealt with separately. 

The japanese delegation proposed, in effect, that a general agreement, covering the naval 
armaments of the five leading naval States and reducing their offensive power, should be 
supplemented by special agreements between groups of Powers with related interests. For 
the purposes of these special agreements, the world would be divided broadly into the Pacific, 
Atlantic, European and South American regions or groups. 

The japanese delegation put forward the following concrete proposal for the general 
agreement: 

.. I. The maximum unit me and gun-calibre of vessels to be constructed in the 
future shall be reduced and limited as follows : 

Gun-calibre 
Type Tonnage Inches (Mm.) 

Capital ship 25,000 14 (355) 
A-class cruiser . • 8,ooo 8 (203) 
B-class cruiser • • 6,ooo 6.1 (155) 
Destroyer (including flotilla-leader) 1,500 5.1 (130) 
Submarine • • . • • • . • . • . • I,8oo 5.1 (130) 

" Aircraft-carriers shall be abolished and at the same time the construction of aircraft 
landing-platforms or decks on naval vessels be prohibited . 

.. 2. The st~ngth. of th~ United States of America, the British Empire, France, 
Italy and japan m capttal ships and A-class cruisers shall be reduced to the following 
figures: 

United States 
British Empire 
japan • • • • 

" Capital Ships. 

Tonnage Number of Unita 

275,000 II 
275,000 II 
200,000 8 

".For France and Italy the maximum tonnage shall be fixed at 150 ooo (number 
of uruts not fixed), and within that limit the·actual tonnage to be allowed each Power 
shall be agreed upon between the Powers concerned. 

"A-class Ct'uisers. 

Tonnage Number of unita 
United States . • • • 96,ooo 12 
British Empire . • g6,ooo 12 
Japan . • • • • • 8o,ooo 10 

. "For Fra1;1ce_ and lt~ly: the maximum tonnage shall be fixed at 56,ooo. (number of 
umts, 7) and wtthtn that lim1t the actual tonnage to be allowed each Power shall be agreed 
upon between the Powers concerned. 

: 3· The maximum tonnages, applying uniformly to the United States, the British 
Emptre, France, Italy and Japan forB-class cruisers, destroyers and submarines shall be 
fixed as follows : 

Type 

B-class cruiser . . . . . . . . 
Destroyer • • • • • • 
Submarine . . . . . . . . . . 

So far these proposals have not been discussed. 

Tonnage .. .. .. .. 150,000 .. .. .. .. 1.50,000 .. .. . . • • 7.5,000 
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PROGRAMME OF WORK s -UBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION : DISCUSSIONS 
IN THE BUREAU OF THE CONFERENCE IN jANUARY AND FEBRUARY 1933· 

It was suggested in the pro f k b · · Kingdom dele f J gramme o wor su mitted to the Conference by the Umted 
Conference sh;:1~

0~ 0~ anua_ry 30th, 1933.1 that, as regards naval forces, the Bureau of the 
x e maximum tonnage and maximum calibre of guns for : 

(1) Capital ships ; 

(2) Aircraft-carriers (if to be retained or replaced) ; 
(3) Cruisers ; 
(4) Destroyers ; 

(5) Submarines (if to be retained or replaced). 

The United King_do_m delegation ~nformed the Bureau that, in accordance with the desire 
of the_ General CommissiOn, conversations were proceeding between the Powers parties to the 
Washm_gton and London Naval Treaties, but had not yet reached a stage at which it would 
be pos~Ible to make a rep~rt to the Con~er~nce. The United Kingdom Government, however, 
was domg, and would cc;mtinue to do, all m 1ts power to find the basis of a satisfactory agreement 
between these Powers m regard to naval armaments.• 

The Chairman of the Naval Commission expressed the view that it would be useless for 
the Bureau to attem_Pt. as sugg~sted ~y th~ United Kingdom delegation, to fix the maximum 
tonnage and gun-~~bre ~or c_apit~ ships, aucra~t-carriers, cruisers, destroyers and submarines. 
The Naval Comrmssion, m discussmg the questions referred to it by the General Commission 
had be_en. fac~d _with dive~gencies of opinion between the great naval Powers, and the Generai 
Comnnssion, m 1ts resolution of July 23rd, 1932, had recommended that a further consideration 
of these matters should be postponed until the Washington and London Treaty Powers had 
agreed on a reduction of the maximum figures. • 

The Bureau decided that this part of the suggested programme of work should be referred 
to the General Commission. The item of naval forces was not however reached and conse-
quently not discussed by the General Commission. ' ' - ' 

DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION ON MARCH I 6TH, 193J : 
NAVAL PROVISIONS. 

The naval provisions of the draft Convention submitted by the United Kingdom delegation 
on March 16th, I93J,' were based on the retention of the Washington and London Naval 
Treaties pending the Naval Conference to be held in I9J5· It was proposed, however, that the 
existing system should be completed by bringing France and Italy within the framework 
of the London Naval Treaty and that States not already bound by the Naval Treaties should 
stabilise their positions and maintain the status quo-any new construction undertaken in the 
meanwhile being only in replacement of tonnage over age-until the meeting of the Naval 
Conference in 1935. It was intended that the Naval Conference to be held in 1935, in accord
ance with the Washington and London Naval Treaties, should be followed by a conference 
in which all the naval Powers would participate, and that it would establish generally the 
limitations to be observed after December Jist, 1936. It was a feature of these provisions that 
they would free Germany from the naval clauses of the Treaty of Versailles and bring her into 
the Conventions on the same footing as the other naval powers. 

It was understood that none of the provisions of the draft Convention would prejudice 
the attitude of any Government at the I9J5 Naval Conference. They would no~ cre~te any 
permanent ratio for any category of vessels nor any precedent as to w~ether, and If so m what 
manner, tonnage remaining over age on December Jist, 1936, for which replacement tonnage 
had not been laid down, might ultimately be replaced. 

It was proposed that the Permanent Disarmament Co~mission to be set up under another 
part of the Convention should make the necessary preparations for the .1935 Nav.al Conferen_ce, 
and that it should examine, for report to that Conference, such techm~al que.sho_ns regar~mg 
qualitative reduction in the sizes of vessels and such other relevant questions as1t rmght consider 
appropriate for consideration by that Conference. 

1 Chronological Record, page 20. 
1 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I, page 150. 
' Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I, page I 54· 
• Chronological Record, page 21 • Document Conf.D.t 57( 1). Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 480. 



DRAFT CO!'IVE!'ifiON SUB:IIITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION 
'llf THE GENER.\L COMMISSION DURING MAY 1933· 

DISCUSSIONS 

The naval pro•;isions of the draft Convention submitted by the United Ki~gdom delegation 
were discussed in the General Commission on May 25th and 26th, 1933. and vanous amendments 
were presented.• The points raised included references to the following features : 

The omission of qualitative disarmament; 
An alleged differentiation in treatment of the large and small n.av~ Powers ; 
The inclusion in a Convention designed to be of general applicatiOn of references 

to the Washington and London Naval Treaties; . 
The omission of the provisions in regard to transfer between categones embodied 

in the draft Convention framed by the Preparatory Commission ; 
The fact that the draft Convention did not provide for a final settlement of the 

naval question, but only for the maintenance of the status quo pending the Naval 
Conference to be held in 1935.1 

The United Kingdom delegate, co~menting on the di~ussion, x:ec~pitulated that ~he 
essential purpose of the draft Convention was (a) to retam the eJOstmg Naval Treabes, 
(b) to complete them, where incomplete, by bringing France and Italy within the framework 
of the London Naval Treaty, and (c) to ask States not already bound by the Naval Treaties 
to stabilise their position and maintain the status quo until the meeting of a general Naval 
Conference to be held in 1935. 

The United Kingdom delegation, referring to the question of transfer between categories, 
further declared that, prior to a second reading of the Convention, it was prepared to discuss 
special difficulties with the delegations concerned in the hope of meeting their views without 
upsetting the general balance of the Convention. · · 

The General Commission agreed that the amendments submitted by the various delegations 
should stand and that the United Kingdom delegation should carry on negotiations in regard 
to them. It was understood that, in the event of these negotiations proving unsuccessful, 
the amendments would come up again on the second reading of the Convention and that a 
vote would be taken upon them. 

Further amendments to the naval provisions of the draft Convention were subsequently 
notified. The amendments have not, so far, been discussed by the Conference, but were 
taken into consideration by the Chairman of the Naval Commission in negotiations which he 
was authorised to undertake at a later stage. 

The draft Convention, including its naval provisions, was adopted at a first reading by 
the General Commission on June 8th, 1933, as the basis of the future Disarmament Convention, 
without prejudice to amendments or proposals which might be submitted before or during the 
second reading.• 

AiRCRAFT-cARRIERS : STATEMENT MADE BY THE jAPANESE DELEGATION ON JUNE 8TH, 1933· 

The Japanese delegation, on June 8th, 1933, stated in the General Commission that it 
could accept a complete prohibition of bombing from the air if it were freed from certain 
apprehensions with regard to its national security. 

To this end it would be necessary: 

(x) To provide for the abolition of aircraft-carriers and the prohibition of the fitting 
of war-vessels with landing bridges or platforms ; 

(~~ To draw up a!l agreement which would effectively prevent the use of civil aircraft 
for military purposes m war. 

The Japanese delegate then. referred ~o the London Naval Treaty, which, he said, had 
created an atmospitere h;avy w1th uneasmess and apprehension. Its conclusion had been 
followed on every s1de by mfiaf!lmatory sp~ch_es not calculated to tranquillise the minds of the 
people concerned, and the feeling of secunty m the various countries had not been enhanced 
as a consequence of the 1930 Naval Conference. 

The delegation of the United States of America observed in reply that the issues raised 
by the statement of t~e Jap_anese delegate might involve a discussion which would necessarily 
be; prolonged, and whi~h nnght_ delay the realisation of the immediate objective of the draft 
Disa~ment Conv~n~10n; w!tile the U_nited Kingdom delegation, pointing out that the 
quest10'! of the abolihon of a1rcraft-camers would in any event have to be considered prior 
to t~e ~aval Conference of 1935, represented that its immediate discussion would complicate 
the LSSues ~t _that moment before the Commission. The delegate of Japan thereupon assured 
~~elegCoJ?lmLsswn that he was ready to study the problem in private conversations with the 
uc atJ.ons concerned. 

'~~teo of the General CommiMioa, Serieo B. Vol. IT, p&l(eo ,a2-510 and 51a.52s 
• • '"" ot-.-vauoa. aDd amend menu aubmitUd in the eou f t•--- d' · · f 

D.t63't) 1- An...,. 5 to the preoent report). ne 0 
,..,.. IOC:Wioiona are aqalyoed Ill document Coil . 

•C.br<IIV~ .Record, page 21. 
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The President of the Conference, as one of those who had been responsible for the London 
Naval Treaty, declared that he could not accept the reflections upon that Treaty of the Japanese 
delegate.1 

NEGOTIATIONS WITHIN THE CONFERENCE SUBSEQUENT TO THE FIRST READING OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION, jUNE 29TH, 1933, TO MARCH 27TH, I934· 

The Pr~sident ?f ~he C~nference, on October gth, 1933, reporting to the Bureau upon the 
r~s';llts of hts negotia_tions. smce the adjournment of the General Commission on June 29th, 
dtvtded th~ outstanding disarmament questions into (a) those on which agreement appeared 
to be relatn:ely easy and (b) those which had shown themselves not so easy of adj ustrnent. 
Naval questions be placed m the first of these categories.• 
. The_Bureau of _the Conference, on November nth, 1933. taking steps with a view to the 
preparation of a rev:tsed text of the draft Convention for a second reading, appointed M. Moresco 
(Netherlands), Chatrrnan of the Naval Commission, to act as Rapporteur for naval questions. 
It was understood t~a~ _M. Moresco would confer with the United Kingdom delegation, which 
had assumed responSibthty for conducting negotiations with other delegations upon the subject.• 

The Rapporteur, in a report dated March 27th, 1934,t gave an account of his subsequent 
negotiations with the various delegations. He indicated generally that no appreciable changes 
had occurred in the positions already assumed by the delegations, and he concluded his report 
as follows : 

" At present the questions of land and air armaments are more to the fore than that 
of naval armaments, which, it should be noted, are already limited in certain regards for 
certain Powers, and it would seem reasonable to suggest that the naval question should be 
taken up as soon as the general situation has been eased by the solution of the other 
problems now exercising the minds of the Governments and delegations. 

" It should further be recalled that the naval problem will be dealt with in a compre
hensive way at the Conference to be held in 1935. Any agreement reached now would 
necessarily be of short duration, which would be unsatisfactory from the point of view of 
building programmes." 

Since this date, no further action in the naval sphere has been taken by the Conference 
or any of its organs. 

PARALLEL AND SUPPLEMENTARY NEGOTIATIONS BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENTS, NOVEMBER 1933 
TO APRIL I934· 

The Bureau of the Conference, on November 2nd, 1933, decided that the work of the 
Conference would at that stage be best assisted by parallel and supplementary efforts between 
States and the full use of diplomatic machinery.• 

The following passages from the memoranda and notes exchanged between the Govern_
rnents of the United Kingdom, France, Italy and Germany, between December 1933 and Apnl 
1934, refer to naval armaments. 1 

(a) Memorandum of the Italian Government, January 4th, 1934: 

"7· In regard to naval arrnarne!lts, _uncle! reserve ?f the exarninatio!l. of precise 
explanation which Germany would g~ve m thts conn_ectw_n, .eventual reviSion of th~ 
conditionS' applying to German naval armaments ought, m pnnctple, to be postponed until 
the next Naval Conference." 

(b) Memorandum of the United Kingdom Government, January 29th, 1934: 

"r7(d) Naval Armaments.-His Majesty's Government,. for their part, still st~nd 
by the naval chapter of the draft Convention. They apprect~te, however, that the time 
which has passed since they put forward that draft Convention last M~rch has broug~t 
much closer the assembling of the N<~;val ~onfer~nce of I935· Should 1t be thought, m 
view of this consideration, that the SituatiOn pnor to the 1935 Confer~nce ~auld appro-

nate! be dealt with by some simpler arrangement than that contamed m the naval 
~ha te~ his Ma'est 's Government would be prepared to make proposals to that end 
· dp ' ]Thy suggest however that prompt agreement on other matters, and 
tn ue course. ey • ' . t. ld b f t · tance embodiment of that agreement in a worl_dwtde Conven ton, wou e_ o ~rea assts 
to the naval discussions proposed in Article 33 of the draft Convention. 

(c) A memorandum of the German G_overnrnent, dated January 19th, 1934, asking for an 
elucidation of a number of points, enqutred as to the attitude of the French Government 
in the rna tter of naval arrnarnen ts. 

1 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, pages 63t·635· 
• Chronological Record, page 23. 
• Chronological Record, page 2 5· C 1 ence Documents, Vol. Ill. 
'Annex lll to document Conf.D./C.G.t64, on er 
• Chronological Record, page 25· ts v 1 111 
• Document Conf.D. 166. Conference Documen . o · · 
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The French Government replied on February 14th that, i.n view of the general circumstances 
then existing, the German questionnaire, of which the enquuy as to naval armaments formed 
part, served no useful purpose. 

(d) The Danish, Spanish, Norwegian, Swedish and Swis~ delegat~?ns, in a memorandum 
circulated to the Conference on April 14th,l expressed the vtew that the problem of naval 
armaments might be left until 1935 ". 

(e) A memorandum of the French Government, dated April 17th, 1934 : 

• 5. . . . The German Government intends to .increase immedi~tely .on a formidable 
scale, ~ot only the strength of its army, but also of tts navy and of 1ts atr force. . ." 

SUMMARY OF EVENTS AND CONCLUSIONS. 

The provisions of the draft Convention framed by the Preparatory Commission for the 
Disarmament Conference were based on the Washington and London Naval Treaties, and the 
discussions of the naval problem during the Conference were largely determined by .the fact 
that these instruments were subject to revision at a Naval Conference to be held lD 1935. 
A large number of delegatio~, however, durin~ the discussions w.hich took plac~ at the plenary 
meetings of the Conference m February, subiWtted proposals whtch went constderably further 
than these provisions, and were intended to apply universally to all States. It was! for examl?le, 
suggested that capital ships should be abolished, that no vessels should be built exceeding 
xo,ooo tons or carrying guns exceeding a certain calibre, and that submarines and aircraft
carriers should be suppressed. 

The discussions on qualitative disarmament which took place in the Naval Commission 
in April and May 1932 were inconclusive. The Commission finally decided that it was very 
difficult, if not impossible, from a purely technical point of view, to define the criteria for 
selecting those naval weapons whose character was the most specifically offensive, or most 
efficacious against national defence, or most threatening to civilians. Certain delegations, 
including those possessing the greatest number of the largest-sized capital ships, considered 
that these vessels came under none of the three criteria, that aircraft-carriers could not of 
themselves be regarded as offensive weapons and that submarines, though most threatening 
to civilians, were not most specifically offensive or most efficacious against national defence. 
These propositions were contested by other delegations and no definite agreement was reached. 

The proposals submitted to the Conference in June 1932 by President Hoover involved 
a reduction in the treaty number and tonnage of battleships by one-third, a reduction in the 
treaty tonnage of aircraft-carriers, cruisers and destroyers by one-fourth and a reduction 
in the treaty tonnage of submarines by one-third. The United Kingdom delegation, unable 
to accept these proposals, submitted on July 7th, 1932, counter-suggestions : a reduction in 
the maximum unit size of capital ships, cruisers and aircraft-carriers, and of the calibre of 
the guns carried by them, to be in future constructed, together with the abolition or restriction 
in the size, total ton~e and number. of submarines. Neither the proposals of President 
Hoover nor those subiWtted by the Uruted Kingdom delegation were discussed either in the 
General Commission or in the Naval Commission. 

The resolution adopted on July 23rd by the General Commission, which concluded the 
first phase of the work of the Conference, invited the Powers parties to the Naval Treaties 
of Washington and London to confer together and report to the Conference as to any further 
~easures of naval reduction which might be feasible as part of a general programme of 
disarmament. _ 

Pr?J>OS;als re~ting to naval arma~ents ~ubmitted on November 14th, 1932, by the French 
delegation lD thetr memorand~m dealinl? Wlth questions of security and disarmament and a 
memorandum on. naval quesbons submttted by the Japanese delegation on December 9th, 
1932, were not disc~d by the Conferenc~ .and no .dec~sion was taken with regard to them. 
The French proposals mvolved real and postbve qualitative reductions of tonnage which would 
leave unaffected the mutual relation between naval armaments and a qualitative reduction 
of the characteristics of certain types of war-vessels. 

The Japanese del~gation proposed, in effect, that a general agreement covering the naval 
forces o.f the five leading States and reducing their offensive power should be supplemented 
by special agreements between groups of Powers with related interests. The scheme included 
pr~ls under the ~eneral agreement for a reduction in the maximum unit size and gun
calibre of all cate~ones of war-vessels. 

The United Kmgdom delegation, on January 30th, 19J3, proposed that the Bureau of the 
Conference ~hould. make ~n attempt to fix a maximum tonnage and a maximum calibre of 
guns for capttalsh•ps, crutsers and destroyers, and, if they were to be retained or replaced, for 

'DotDmeat Coai.D.fC.C.158. Conference Doc:Dmeotl, Vol. III. 
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aircr~ft-carriers and submarines. The Chairman of the Naval Commission, however, expressed 
th~ Vle:W that the only pos~ib~e course, in view ~f the differences of opinion which had already 
ansen m the Naval_C_omm1ss1on on these queshons, was to await the progress of events. . 

~he naval provlS!ons embodied by the United Kingdom delegation in the draft Convention 
subm1tt_ed t? the Gen~ral Commission on March 16th, 1933, were intended to complete the 
system m e":1stence pnor to the Conference. The stipulations of the \Vashington and London 
Naval Treaties were to be retained pending the Naval Conference to be held in 1935 ; France and 
Italy were to be brought within the framework of the London Naval Treaty, and those Powers 
not already bound by the Naval Treaties were to stabilise their positions and maintain the 
status quo-any new construction undertaken in the meanwhile being only in replacement 
of tonnage over age-until the meeting of the Naval Conference in 1935. The only new feature 
of the proposals put forward at this stage was a suggestion that the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission to be set up under the Convention should make the necessary preparations for the 
Naval Conference to be held in 1935. 

The naval provisions of the draft Convention submitted by the United Kingdom delegation 
were discussed in the General Commission in May 1933. The observations and amendments 
submitted on this occasion included, on the one hand, reservations in regard to particular 
points on the part of the Powers which were parties to the Naval Treaties and, on the other 
hand, of protests from delegations which considered that the embodiment in a general Disarma
ment Convention of provisions contained in treaties between certain naval Powers was an 
inadequate and not very appropriate solution of the general problem of naval disarmament. 
Attention was more particularly directed to the omission from those provisions of any form 
of qualitative disarmament. 

The provisions embodied in the United Kingdom draft Convention were adopted, at a 
first reading, on June 8th, 1933, but without prejudice to the observations, amendments and 
proposals of the various delegations. Meanwhile, the United Kingdom delegation w~s autho
rised to discuss with the delegations the difficulties which had arisen and to conduct w1th them 
negotiations with a view to a second reading. . 

The last report to the Conference dealing specifically_ w~th naval questions was subm~tted 
on March 27th, 1934, by the Chairman of the Naval Comm1ss1on, w~o stated th.at no appreciable 
changes had occurred in the positions already assumed by the vanous delegations. Smce that 
date, no further action in the naval sphere has been taken by the Conference.' 

R h ld be made to the following events which have since occurred : 
• eference s au . . . 

1 
h T t 

t f J an gave notice in accordance With Arhcle XXII oft at rea y, On December 29th, 1934. the Gove~nmen o ap • 
of its intention to terminate the Washmgton:~vt T::rr.;r December 31st 193r,, and, also in accordance with its 

Consequently, this Treaty _will ce~e t~ utdr:ne~r;: in conference within o~e year from December 29th, 1934. 
Article XXlli, all the contrachng parties s 0 and German Governments, by an exchange of not~•. reached agreement 

On June 18th, 1935, the Umted Kmgdom 1 t. n to the aggregate naval strength of the British Commonwealth 
that the future strength at the Germany navy tn rea 10 

of Nations should be in the prol'ortiouof 35: 100;.. to the submarine tonnage to he possessed by Germany and the 
This agreement also contamed stipulations h total submarine tonnage of the British Commonwealth of Nations. 

ratio to be observed between that tonnage and t e 
. h' h has elapsed between the drawing-up of the present report 

Nole by 1111 Secretarial. -During the penod w '~ts have occurred and should be added to the above note: 
and its publication in printed fo~m, the followmg ~ mber 9th, 1935, to March 25th, 1936, which resulted in the 

r. The Naval Conference lD London from e 
Naval Treaty, signed on March 25th, 1936 ; d to July 2oth, 1936, at which was concluded the Convention 

3 The Conference at Montreux from June 22n 
6 !;lealiu'g with the Regime of the Straits, dated July 20th, l93 · 

6 
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CHAPTER VI.-AIR MATERIAL. 

PROVISIONS OF THE DRAFT CoNVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION 

FOR THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE. 

The provisions relating to air armaments coni.ained in the draft Conyen~ion fr~med by the 
Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference were embodied m Art1cles 25, 26, 
27, 28, 36 and 37· 

Articles 25 and 26 provided that the number and total horse-power of aeroplanes capable 
of use in war, in commission and in immediate reserve in the armed ~C?rces of t~e contracting 
parties, or in their land, sea and air formations organised on a m1htary bas1s, should not 
exceed certain figures to be laid down by the Convention. · 

Article z6 embodied similar provisions limiting the number, total horse-power and total 
volume of dirigibles. . . 

Article 27 provided for the adoption of standard rules for measunng the horse-power 
of aeroplanes and the volume of dirigibles.1 . 

Article z8 provided that the contracting parties should refrain from prescribing the embo
diment of military features in the construction of civil aviation material, that they should 
undertake not to require civil aviation enterprises to employ personnel specially trained 
for military purposes, that they should undertake not to subsidise directly or indirectly air 
lines principally established for military purposes, and that they should undertake to encourage, 
as far as possible, the conclusion of economic agreements between civil aviation undertakings 
in the different countries. 

Article 36 provided for publicity in respect of the air material limited under Articles 25 
and 26, and Article 37 provided for publicity in respect of the number and total horse-power 
of civil aeroplanes and dirigibles. 

PROPOSALS SUBMitTED TO THE CONFERENCE BY THE DELEGATIONS, FEBRUARY 1932. 

During the gen~ral discus;;ions '!f the Conference in plenary meeting from February 2nd 
t? 24th, the deleg~tions submi~t.ed, m sp~eches a.nd memoranda, a series of proposals with a 
~ew to strengthemng the proVISIOns relatmg to a1r armaments embodied in the draft Conven
tion.• These proposals may be summarised as follows: 

1. Abolition of military aeroplanes (Germany, Denmark, Sweden, the Hejaz). 
z. Abolition of military dirigibles (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). 

. .3· Abo_lition of military aviation, combined with the internationalisation of civil 
aVIation (Spam). 

4· Abolition of aerial bombing (Netherlands).• 

5· Abolition of bombing aircraft (Austria Belgium China Hungary Italy Portugal 
and Switzerland). ' ' ' ' ' 

6. Reduction of air armaments to an equal limit for all States to be attained within 
ten years (Turkey). ' 

. . 7· Progr~ive and pro~rtional reduction of air armaments on the basis of material 
ex1stmg at a spec1fic date (Umon of Soviet Socialist Republics). 

~- Creat~o~ of a~ intern~tional air force and placing at the disposal of the League 
of Nations of m1btary au-machmes above a certain tonnage or volume (France). 

9· lnternationalisation of civil air transport under a system to be organised by 
the League (France). . 

10. Internationalisation of ci~il aviation (Belgium, Spain). . 
. . II. lnternationalisation or strict intefJlational control of c1· '1 · t' (D k Sweden). · . . • . , · . . . . . . .. , . . . VI av1~ wn enmar , 

:. , I , •I • ,") ; ; "1: • " I. ·1 1 1 , , I , • , 1 

Sov
. 12. I;"~rnational ~ontrol of civil aviati~n (Switzerland Germany'and the Union of· 
Jet Sociahst Republics). ' 

____ I.::_J_. Publicity relating to non-military aviation (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). 

• A special Committee of Esperta, meeting in the oprin11 nf had 
nalnto be adopUd forthe meaaurementofthe hone- 1 

1931• prepared for the Conference the otandard 
K.JJ,.J93J.VIII and c.26o.M.u6.J931.vrn. Conf=.;oc-oplane,;nd dirip,ible engines, ·(See document• C.259· 

•The pr<~ are analysed in document Coni D J02 amento, olume U, pag.,. 298 and 30t.) 
reterew..,. to them in detail will be found. · · (Conference Documento, Vol. I, page 14H), In which opeclfic 

'The Uai~ Killl(dom dele~atioa proposed that the A' c · · 
wb<.le prot.lem of -ial bombiDfl Ia ito wideet sen.oe. ar omm11110D ohould make a practical examination of the 
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CONSTITUTION OF THE AzR COMMISSION, FEBRUARY 25TH, 1932. 

T~e _General Commission. of the ~onference, on February 25th, 1932, constituted an Air 
Comm1ss_10n for the study_ of at~ questions as a whole. The proposals submitted to the Confer
ence dunng the general d1scuss10n were referred to the Air Commission together with the text 
of the draft Convention. ' 

PROGRAMME OF WORK OF THE AIR COMMISSION, MARCH 1932. 

The Chairman of the Air ~?mmissi?n•. at a meeting held on March xoth, 1932, represent~d 
that_ t~e whole p~oblem of .mthtary avtahon turned upon the question of its total or parhal 
abol.thon. ~erta.m ~elegatu?n.s proposed that this measure should be adopted, together with 
the mternatlonahsahon of CIVIl aviation · others had demanded the abolition of certain cate
gories of_a~r _armament~, such as dirigible~ or bombing aircraft; while still others had proposed 
the prohtb.thon of certam weapons. There was also a French proposal to the effect that certain 
types of atrcra~t should be surrendered to the League and that certain other types should be 
placed at t~e _dtsposal of the League for the establishment of an international air force. Finally, 
the CommiSSIOn would have to consider the question of civil aviation. It had been suggested 
that. c~vil aviation should be internationalised, or supervised, or subjected to a system of 
pubhctty. 

The Air Commission, on March 14th, decided that it could not undertake a technical 
discussion of the question of the internationalisation of civil aviation until the General 
Commission had given a decision of principle on the subject. The General Commission, how
ever, on March x6th, 1932, adopted a resolution to the effect that a previous technical study 
of the internationalisation of civil aviation and its possibilities of execution would be likely 
to facilitate a decision on the question of principle, and it formally requested the Air Commis
sion to undertake such a study and submit any conclusions which might be likely to assist it in 
forming an opinion either with regard to the internationalisation of civil aviation or any other 
measure calculated to prevent signatory Powers from using civil aviation for military purpo~es. 

The Air Commission, on March 17th, 1932, feeling that it required further techmcal 
guidance and information before undertaking this task, instructed its secretariat to undertake, 
with the assistance of the competent international organisations, an objective study of the 
problem, and authorised. its office~s to circulate to th~ de_legations ~ que~tionnai~e i!lviting the1~ 
to furnish all necessary mformahon as to the orgamsat10n of thetr nahonal avtahon systems. 

QUALITATIVE DISARMAMENT RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
ON APRIL 22ND, 1932. 

Under the resolution on qualitative disarmament adopted by the Gen~ral Commission 
of the Conference on April 22nd, 1932,1 the Air Commission was asked to dectde : 

I. What are the air armaments whose character is the most specifically offensive ? 
II. What are the air armaments which are the most efficacious against national 

defence? 
III. What are the air armaments which are the most threatening to civilians ? 

The Air Commission, meeting on April 27th, 1932, after a preliminary exc~ange of v~ews, 
a ointed a Sub-Committee to prepare a basis of discussion. The Sub-Comr~nttee submt~ted 
aPfe ort to the lenary Commission on May x8th, ~932. The r~port gave nse to a detatled 
d . p · h' ph ncluded on June 8th 1932 wtth the adoption of a final report to the ISCUSS!On, W IC CO • ' 
General Commission. • 

' 1 } ' _ ' I Ji, ' ; · . . : I ! ; , ,, I . 

REPORT oF THE AIR CoMMISSION, juNE 8TH, 1932. , 
' ' ' . ' . . ' : 

· Th A' c · · · · th's re' port' to the G!me'ral Comnii5sio"ri';stated thai the offensiveness e 1r ommtsston, m 1 h h h' h th t d · · ffi a ainst national defence, and t e t reat w IC ey represen. e 
of atr armaments, thetr e ca~y g . t f the w1· de differences in the geographtcal 
f · ·1· · ..... t ary constderably on accoun o 
or .c~vl tans ~ .. us v . h 1 t' f their vital centres and the state of their anti-

P?Sthon of dtflerentl cfu~~~:s, din~e~c!u~o~~t any qualitati~e question in con~~tion with air 
atrcraft defences. t ur P . h t't t' e considerations. The Comm1ss10n, however, 
armaments was closely bound up w1t quan I a IV . 
found it possible to set down certain general conclusiOns. 

• Minutes of the Air Commission, Series D, Volume III, pages I-to. 

1 Chronologicl\l Record, pages IS·I6. D nts Vol I page 245. For the discussion which preceded the 
I Document Conf.D.I•3·. Conferen~e A'oc~m~roi;sion 'series D, Vol. III, pages IQ-92. 

adoption of the report, see Mmutes of t e 1r o • 
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These conclusions were formulated as follows: 

I. 01/eRS.it~ Character. 
(a) All air armaments ca~ be use~ to some extent for offensive purposes, without 

Prejudice to the question of the1r defens1ve uses. . 
If used in time of peace for a sudden and unprovoked attack •. a1.r armaments assu?le 

a particularly offensive character. In effect, before t.he S~ate VICtim of the aggresston 
~an take the defensive measures demanded by the Situation, or befor~ the Leag.ue of 
Nations or States not involved in the conflict could undertake ~revenhve or. med!~tory 
action the aggressor State might in certain cases be ~ble rap1dly to. obtam m1!1~":ry 
or psy~hological results, such as would render difficult e1ther the cessation of hostthttes 
or the re-establishment of peace. · · . . 

(b) ch;l aircraft, to the extent that they ~i~ht be mcorporated mto the armed forces 
of a State, could in varying degrees subserve m1htary .ends: . 

(c) Independently of the offensive character wh1ch a1r ar~aments ~ay denve ~rom 
their use, their capacity for offensive action depends on certam of the1r constructional 
characteristics. . . . 

(d) The possibilities of offensive action of aeropl~nes earned by atrcraft-camers 
or warships equipped wit~ .landing-platforms (~r landmg-decks) must be regarded as 
being increased by the mob1hty of the vessels wh1ch carry them. . . 

(e) The capacity for offensive action. of air armaments ~esultm~ from such construc
tional characteristics should first be cons1dered from the pomt of VIe~ of the .efficacy of 
such armaments against national defence, and secondly from the pomt of v1ew of the 
threat offered thereby to the civilian population. 

II. Efficacy against National Defence. 

(a) The aircraft forming a part of the air armaments of a ~ountry that may be 
regarded as most efficacious against national defence. are those wh1ch are capable of _the 
most effective direct action by the dropping or launchmg of means of warfare of any kmd. 

(b) The efficacy against national defence of an aircraft forming part of such arma
ments, and considered individually, depends upon its useful load and its capability of 
arriving at its objective. · 

(c) The efficacy against national defence of means of warfare of every kind launched 
from the air depends upon the material effect which they are capable of producing. 

III. Threat to Civil Population. 

(a) The aircraft forming part of the air armaments of a country which can be regarded 
as the most threatening to the civil population are those which are capable of the most 
effective direct action by the dropping or launching of means of warfare of any kind ; 
this efficacy depends primarily upon the nature of the means of warfare employed and 
the. manner in which they are employed. . . 

(b) The degree of threat to the civil population represented by an aircraft forming 
part of those armaments, and considered individually, is in proportion to its useful load 
and its capability of arriving at its objective. 

(c) The means of warfare, intended to be dropped from the air, which are the most 
threatening to the civil population are those which, considered individually, produce the 
most extended action, the greatest moral or material effect ; that is to say, those which 
are the most capable of killing, wounding and immobilising the inhabitants of centres 
of civil population or of demoralising them, so far as concerns immediate consequences, 
and, so far as concerns future consequences, of impairing the vitality of human beings. 
Among these means the Commission specially mentions poisonous gases bacteria and 
incendiary and explosive appliances. · ' 

IV.-l_'he useful load of aircraft and. their capability of arriving at their objective 
are determmed by a large number of vanable factors. Where useful load is concerned, 
the Air Commi~ion has noted among these variable factors, for purposes of examination, 
the unladen we1ght, the horse-power and the wing area for aeroplanes the volume and the 
horse-power for dirigibles. . ' 

The Commission further presented a technical study of the efficacy and the use of air 
armam~nts, a commentary on the conclusions of its report and statements by various 
delegations. 

~o~e of the more important conclusions. embod!ed in the report were adopted only by 
a !fl":Jonty vote, and the report must b.e read m the hght of the statements made in the Com· 
m1ss1on and of the comments, ~eservations af!d. declarations appended to the text. 

n,us .. the German delegation was of opm10n that all military aviation, and especially 
the droppmg of ~ean~ of warfare of every km~ from the air, was subject to all three criteria. 
An am~!fi~t m thts sense was, however, r~Jected by twenty-two votes to seven. Austria, 
~ulgana, Cbma •. Hungary, Turkey and the Umon of Soviet Socialist Republics voting with the 
Gerrru.n delegatiOn. 
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_The referenc_e to possib_ilities of the offensive action of aeroplanes carried by aircraft

earners or warsh1ps was s~b]ect .to a reservatio~ by the United States delegation, with w~ich 
the ~ortuguese ~nd the ~mted_Kmgdom delegations associated themselves. These delcgatwns 
consl~ered that ~t was m1sl_eadmg to suggest that aircraft based on ships were more specifically 
offensive than aucraft takmg off from bases close to land frontiers. 

Another important quest_ion on which a more general difference of opinion was expressed 
rel~ted to. the e~cacy of a1r armaments against national defence. Nineteen delegations 
des1_red to !~elude m the report a statement to the effect that the air armaments most etlicacious 
agamst national defence might also in certain circumstances be the most efticacious for defensive 
purposes. Twenty-two other delegations considered that it was unnecessary to insert this 
statement. 

There wer_e further differences of opinion as to the factors necessary to determine the 
usef~lload of aircraft and their capability for arriving at their objective. Eighteen delegations 
co.ns1~ered that, for purposes of practical comparison, unladen weight alone was an adequate 
cntenon. · 

Th~ technic~! ~tudy of the efticacy and the use of air armaments embodied in the report 
of the ~1r Commission was undertaken as the result of a questionnaire submitted by the French 
delegation. The study was based on the assumption that the offensive character of air arma
ments could not be determined arbitrarily, but must depend on the conditions which they 
must fulfil in order to be effective against whatever objectives might be assigned to them and 
on the defence r~quirements ~hich they would have to meet. It was, for example, clear that, 
for many countnes, the effectiveness of air armaments against national defence was due princi
pally to the fact that they were able to attack the vital centres of a State and thus weaken 
internal resistance. Twenty-three delegations voted for including this study in the report 
and twelve delegations voted in the contrary sense. The delegations which voted against 
its inclusion were of opinion that the study was unnecessary for the purpose of giving a clear 
and adequate reply to the questions put by the General Commission. 

The Air Commission was unanimously of opinion that air bombardment was a grave threat 
to civillans. Certain delegations maintained, in regard to the means of carrying out such 
bombardment, that it was impossible to draw a distinction between the different kinds of air 
armaments and that all military aviation complied with the criteria laid down by the General 
Commission. Other delegation!f contemplated the possibility of designating bombing aero
planes as the most specifically offensive, the most etlicacious against national defence and the 
most threatening to civilians. Certain delegations thought that it would be possible to fix 
a limit based on technical data, above which the majority of aeroplanes should be regarded as 
specially suitable for bombin~, and sug~e~ted that this limit might be fixed at an unla~en 
weight of 1,500 t<;> 1,6oo kgs. w1th the ~dd.ibon of 300 to 400 kgs. fo~ s~aplanes .. ~':le delegatwn 
regarded as subject to the three cntena of th~ General Comm1ss10n al_l dmgi~l_es and all 
aeroplanes seating two persons an? over, pro~1ded they fulfille~ certam cond1t~ons as to 
unladen weight, horse-power and wmg area, wh1le another delegation proposed to mclude all 
kinds of air bombs and all appliances for the aiming and launching of such bombs. 

lNTERNATIONALISATIONOR CONTROL OF CIVIL AVIATION : DISCUSSION IN THE AIR CoMMISSION 

FROM JUNE 14TH TO 24TH, 1932. 

The Air Commission, on June 14th, 1932, entered upon a general discussion of the inter
nationalisation or control of civil aviation. 

The Commission had before it for the purpose of this discussion documents prepared in 
accordance with instructions given to its Secretariat on March 17th, 1932.1 

The Chairman of the Commission, as delegate of Spain, sub'?itted ~. memora_n.dum 
embodying general principles which might permit of the. total or pa~Ial ab<?hti<;>n ?f _military 

· t' The memorandum was based on the assumption that, while the mtnns1c mterests 
avla wn. . h fi . 1 rt f G t of aviation, still at an experimental st~ge an~ ~eedmg t e nanc1a suppo o ~overnmen s, 
must be adequately safeguarded, aviation acbv1ty must •. at evei'J:' stag_e, be subm1tt_ed to some 
form of control by an international institution. All air m~tenal ~1thout exception should 
b · t t' 1 ·schemes and estimates for the construction of a1rcraft should be approved ecome m erna wna , d · · 1 d 
b an international body; aviation pilots. and staff should be rega~de as mternatwna an 
t6'eir military training prohibited; statistic~ of

1 
the movement of a1rcraft all over the world 

should be recorded by an international service. 

th d. a1 of the Air Commission included the following : 
1 The documents at e tspos 

· ti n of national aviation (document Conf.D./C.A.B. Addendum); 
Inform_ati~n as to the

1 
ohrga~usta 0 tionalisation of civil aviation prepared by the Belgian dt"legate, l\1. de 

An objecttve study o t e tn erna 
Brouckhe (docume?t Conf.Dth.fC.AiA.9)i nsport Co--operation Committee (document Conf.D./C.A.15, C.467.M.237· 

A report submttted by e r ra 
1932·Vlll); ts ·u be found as annexes to the Minutes of the Air Commission (Series D, 
The above-mentioned documen Wt 

Vol. Ill). . t 't tion in re~ard to the publicity of civil aviation, with a collc<:tion of 
A study concerrung t~e presen 8~ ua e or ublication of information relating to civil aviation, prepared by 

provisions in force concernmg the exc ang d Tr~nsit of tbe League (document Conf.D.53, C.9s-~1-47.193>.VIll. 
tho Organisation for Commurucabons an 
Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 323). 

C A 6 
M' tes of the Air Commission, Series D, Volume III, pages 94-95. 

'Document Conf.D./ . ·3 • mu 
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The -n~ral discussion in the Air Commission was concluded on June
1 
24t~. If932·

1 
Many 

. o- · ~articular those of Belmum and France declared themse ves m avour of the 
d..Iegahons. m r--. . . o· • 

· ciple of intemat10nahsat10n. bl t 1 . . 
pnn The German delegation stated that it would not oppose any r~a~ona ~ con ro of ctvtl 
· · · "ded d fi 'te progress were made in the matter of mtlttary dtsarmament. It anahon, pro'\, e m h C f f Amb d ex ressed the view, however, that the measur:e~ tak~n. by t e . ~n erence o assa ors 
";~ a view to preventing the use of German ctvtl avtatton for mthtary ends would be found 

adeqT~te..delegations of the United States of America and Canada emphasised the. regional 
charact:r of the question and presumed that internationalisation would not necessanly apply 
to the continent of North America. · . 'b'l' 

The Soviet delegation considered that it was essential ~o prevent a!ly posst I tty of 
transforming civil into military aircraft and represented that thts.was a more tmpor!a~t matt~r 
than intemationalisation. It agreed with the German deleg_ahon that the rest.ncttons latd 
upon the disarmed Powers by the Conference of Ambassadors m 1919 would provtde adequate 

safegt~ards. . b' t t d 'l't . . . The United Kingdom delegation urged that .t~e ess':ntt~ o ]~ was o emt 1 anse. ctvtl 
aviation, but expressed itseH as ready to parttctpate m dtscussmg the problem of mter-

nationalisation. 1 · 1 · th h The French delegation, on June 22~d, 1932, sub~itted the fol owmg proposa s m e ope 
that they would be accepted as a practical compr~mtse : 

(x) Absolute prohibition of aerial, chemical, bacterial and incendiary warf~re ; 
(2) Prohibition of aerial bombardment, apart from the field of battle or atr bases 

and long-range artillery emplacements ; . . . 
(3) Fixing of a maximum tonnage per unit of unladen wetght. for mthtary aeroplanes, 

limitation of the number of military aeroplanes in excess of. thts tonnage essen hal for 
defensive purposes and the placing of these machines at the dtsposal of the League ; 

(4) Continental intemationalisation of commercial transport aviation ; 
(5) Fixing on a similar basis of maximum tonnage per unit for non-internationalised 

civil aeroplanes ; 
(6) Corresponding measures concerning the trade in arms and the private manufacture 

of arms.• 

DRAFT RULES FOR CIVIL AVIATION FRAKED BY THE SUB-CoMMITTEE OF THE AIR COMMISSION, 
JULY 18TH, 1932. 

The Air Commission, on June 24th, 1932, appointed a Sub-Committee to draw up for 
the plenary Commission draft proposals based on the suggestions submitted by the various 
delegations. 

On July 18th, 1932, the Sub-Committee appointed by the Air Commission on June 24th 
adopted a report embodying draft rules for civil aviation. • 

It was stipulated that the contracting parties should refrain from prescribing military 
characteristics in the construction of aircraft and should prohibit the construction of civil 
aircraft with a view to their possible use for military purposes. They would undertake, in 
particular, to ensure that civil aircraft were not provided with apparatus, armaments or 
appliances which might facilitate their employment for military purposes. They would not 
require or encourage, either by subsidies or otherwise, the construction or maintenance of com
mercial aircraft exceeding the normal requirements of civil aviation. They would refrain from 
requiring civil aviation enterprises to employ staff specially trained with a view to military 
activities and prohibit all supplementary instruction or special training for such a purpose. 
Finally, they would undertake to supply an international organisation with statistics relating 
to their civil aircraft and to subsidies granted to civil aviation and with special particulars in 
regard to civil aircraft exceeding a limited maximum of unladen weight. 

Several delegations append~ important reservations. The French delegation declared 
that the work of the Sub-Commtttee had confirmed its opinion that no rules for civil aviation 
could ~ffectively prevent it~ emplorment for ~ili~ry purposes, and represented that it was 
~nhal to .d~legate to an l!l~em~honal organt~~ton: not merely a right of inspection, but a 
ng~t of deciSI~D and supervtston_m respect c;>f ctvt~ atrcraf~. These views were shared by ~h.e 
Po~IS~ de_legahon. ·The Hunganan delegation satd· that tt could only accept rules for· ciVIl 
.avtatto';l if t~ey formed. part of .a plan for the abolition of military aviation. The Swedish 
delegation dtd not constder th~ ~ules as adequate, and doubted whether it would be possible 
to base !lpon them. a total abolition or even any serious limitation of military aviation ; while 
the Sovtet delegation represented that the effects of the rules would necessarily depend on 
the decisions taken in regard to military aviation •. 

' Kina ... of the Air CommiMion, 5eru.. D, Vol. III, paJ!es 93·116. 
• Mina..., of the Air CommiMioa, paJ!e 108. The French delegation had oubmitted two previouo 10u of prop011alll, 

the 6nt bei~ CA>Dtaiaed in t~ orif!inal French plan oubmitted to the Conference on February 5th, l9.l• (document 
Conf.V.y;} aad the oecond bei~ oabm1tted to the Confereno:e on April 14th, 1932 (document Conf.D.II5) (Conference 
D<xameau, V<>I.J, page 113, &Jid Vol. II,~~ 346). The Un1ted K10gdom dele11ation, on June ••nd, 1932, 1 tated that, 
thoaJ!b It bad '-a unable to 8CCept the or•g•nal propooq of the French d•legatlon It wu prepared to give to the new 
propooaio 1ta c"-t attention. ' 

• .lJon,_t Conf.V.jC.A.7o(r). Seri .. D, Vol. III. 
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ABOLITION OF BOMBARDMENT FROM THE AIR AND CONSEQUENTIAL MEASURES : 
RESOLUTION; ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON jULY 23RD, 1932. 

Th~ General Co~mi~sion: on July 23rd, 1932, adopted, by forty votes to two, with eight 
abstentions, a resolution whtch contained the following provisions as to air forces : i 

" I. Air attack against the civilian population shall be absolutely prohibited. 
" 2. The High Co!ltracting Parties shall agree as between themselves that alF 

bombardment from the atr shall be abolished, subject to agreement with regard to measureS 
to b~. adopted for the purpose .of rendering effective the observance of this rule. · 

These measures should mclude the following : 

(a) There shall be effected a limitation by number and a restriction by charac.; 
teristics of military aircraft ; • 
.. (b) Civil aircraft shall be submitted to regulation and full publicity. Further, 

~IV!l a1r~raft no~ conforming to the specified limitations shall be subjected to an 
mternahonal reg1me (except for certain regions where such a regime is not suitable) 
such as to prevent effectively the misuse of such civil aircraft." 

APPOINTIIIENT OF AN AIR COMMITTEE COMPOSED OF THE PRINCIPAL AIR POWERS TO CONSIDER 
THE ABOVE RESOLUTION, FEBRUARY 16TH, 1933· 

The Bureau of the Conference, on September 26th, 1932, requested the Chairman of the 
Air Commission to submit a report indicating the best procedure for the study of the above 
resolution. 

The Chairman, submitting a report on October 24th, 1932,1 proposed that an Air Committee 
should be appointed with the following agenda : 

(r) General regulation and publicity for civil aviation and an international regime 
to be applied to civil aircraft whose characteristics exceed the limits laid down for military 
aircraft; 

(2) Restriction on the characteristics of military aircraft; 

(3) Quantitative limitation of military aircraft ; 
(4) If necessary, further measures to be adopted in order to render effective the total 

abolition of aerial bombardment. 

The General Commission, on February 16th, 1933, i~ accordai?ce. with. this proposal, 
constituted an Air Committee of twenty members, representmg the pnnc1pal a1r Powers. 

PROCEEDINGS OF THE AIR COMMITTEE, FEBRUARY 20TH TO MARCH I]TH, 1933· 

The Air Committee met on February 2oth, 1933· . 
The Committee, after a prelimin~ry discussion of 1ts programme of work, adopted, on 

March xst, 1933. the following resolution : 

"The Committee finds : 

" (x) That its present work is based entirely on the .hypo~hes_is ?f .the t~tal abolition 
of military and naval aviation and bombing from the au, wh1ch 1t IS 1ts object to make 

possible; · b d' d 'th · t 
" (2) That the only two preliminary questions s~1ll. to e .1scusse WI a v1ew o a 

decision as to the abolition of military and naval avtahon are · 

" (a) lnternationalisation, 
. " (b) Air police force ; · , . , . , , , . ,. . . . , : 

.. vi ws ex ressed in the discussion on these two quest_10~s are d1rectly 
. !3) That all the e anc~ of the abolition of military and naval aviatiOn, and that, 

~ondlhonal upo~ the a~cJ>!s to the scope of that measure, the opinions expressed and the 
~ n? _agreeme~t ~s ~~at~ee subject of civil aviation will be null and void. . . . 

. ectslons reac e. . th C 'ttee's intention to report to the General Commission as 
" (4) That 1t IS e omm1 . , h,. .. . . . , , . , · · 

early as possi~le and in any case before March nt . 

. in accordance with this resolution, entered upon a 
The Comm1ttee, on March xst, I933; the internationalisation of civil aviation and for the 

discussion of the me~sure~ to fbe tak~~~o view to rendering possible the abolition of military 
constitution of an a1r pohce orce WI . as of rinci le were made. The case for the inter
aviation. Further it?po~ta~t declar~tt~~eatio~ of a lorce of air police, submitted by M. Pierre 
nationalisation of civ1l avtahon and tt e 'th varying degrees of opposition and reserve by other 
Cot Air Minister of France, was me WI • 

' Annex 4· C f D ' Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 368. 
• Document on . .14 · 
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ddt>gates on the Committee, which, in view of the divergenc~es of OJ?inion ~till re~aining, 
arJX'inted a Drafting Committee to establish a list of the ~am qu~shons raised _dunng the 
discussion. A questionnaire framed in accordance with these mstruchons was submitted to the 
plenary Committee on·March 13th, 1933. . 

The questionnaire framed by the Sub-Committee indic9:ted the numerous .P?mts on .~hich 
it was necessary to reach agreement in order to render pos~1ble tl~e total abo!Iho~ of m1htary 
and naval aviation and of bombing from the air. It raised, m pa~hcular, the questions whether 
anv scheme of regulation or internationalisation would necessarily apply to the w~ole world, 
to "Europe alone, or to certain regions geographically defi!l~d; whether ~h~ reg:ul~hon of civil 
aviation was essential for the purpose of preventing the m~btary use of CIVIl av1atu:m; whether 
the application of any rules to be adopted should be supe~1sed by the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission or some other body; whether air lines operatmg over !~lore th~n one ~ountry ~ho?ld 
be internationalised; whether it would be necessary to set. up a!l mternahon_al a1~ orgamsahon 
consisting of representatives of all the contracting parhes w1th commercial a1~craft under
takings; what should be the constitution, objects and powers of such _an International 
o~isation. The questionnaire also contained a section devoted to questions which would 
n~ilv arise in the event of the creation of an international air police force. Was the 
creation of such a force necessary to avoid the possible use of civil aviation for military purposes? 
Should it extend to the whole world ? In what circumstances and by what constitutional 
means should it be called upon to act ? How should it be recruited, distributed, officered, 
controlled and financed ? (Document Conf.D./C.G.fC.A.8.) . 

The Chairman of the Air Committee, on March 17th, 1933, expressed the view that the 
discussion could not usefully be continued until it was definitely ascertained whether there 
were any countries which did not desire any kind of interference with their civil aviation and 
whether these countries were nevertheless prepared to agree to the abolition of military and 
naval aviation. The delegations of the United States of America, the United Kingdom, 
Italy and Japan thereupon moved that the Committee should adjourn in order to allow the 
delegations of distant countries to consult their Governments. The United Kingdom delega
tion, in particular, felt that it was essential to further progress that the attitude of continents 
other than Europe towards the problem of the internationalisation or control of civil aviation 
should be clearly ascertained.I 

DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION, MARCH 16TH, 1933· 

Meanwhile, on March 16th, 1933, the United Kingdom delegation submitted to the 
General Commission a draft Convention embodying in Chapter 3, Section II a series of articles 
dealing with air armaments.• ' 

. Article 34 of the draft Convention provided for a complete abolition of bombing from the 
arr except for police purposes in certain outlying regions. 

~ide 35 provi~ed that the Permanent Disarmament Commission should immediately 
devote Itself to workmg out _schemes f?~ a compl~te abo!ition of military and naval aircraft, 
to be dependent on an effectiv_e supervision of civil aviation to prevent its misuse for military 
P~· ~e Permanent D1sarm_ament Commission was alternatively instructed, should it 
prove ImposSibl~ to ensu~e an effective supervision of civil aviation, to determine the minimum 
number ~f mach1_nes reqmred by each contracting party consistent with its security, obligations 
and parti~ar orcumstances. It was understood that these schemes would be reported to 
a second Disarmament Conference. 

Article 36 pro'?ded that the num~er of aeroplanes capable of use in war should not, at 
the en~ of th~ penod of th~ Convention, exceed figures laid down for each of twenty~six 
countnes specified as ~ses.smg such aeroplanes,• and that the stat11s quo existing on January 
1st, 1933, should be mamtamed for the other contracting parties. 

AJ:ticle 3~ fixed a limit for aeroplanes capable of use in war of three tons unladen weight, 
excepho_ns bemg allowed for troop-carriers and flying-boats. 

Arbcle 38 provided that no dirigible should be constructed or acquired during the period 
of the ~nventlon by any of the contracting parties for war purposes. 

Art1cle 39 provided a definition of unladen weight. 
Article 40 pr~ded that aeroplanes capable of use in war in excess of the number indicated 

for each contr~mg party shoul~ be put out of commission or otherwise dis osed of b the 
end of t_he penod of the Convention and that at least half of such excess h pld h b yn so 
dealt w1th by June 30th, 1936. s ou ave ee 

Article ~~ provided that aeroplanes exceeding the maximum unlad;n wei ht fixed b 
the ConventiOn. should be destroyed by the end of the period of the ConventionS and that !t 
least half of the1r number should be destroyed by June 3oth, 1936. 

• There have'-" no farther meetin~o of thio Committee 
• Chri>MI<~kal Hecord, J>ai!O 21. Doc a meat Coni D 1•7.( ) c 1 •nw. l:oiwt Ki dtnn France Ita! a · · .~ 1

' • ~n e~enceDocumento, Vol. II, pa~e 4R.1. 
Ameri<:a,y..,....,o>pta:!·c.;.,h,.Jov~kia r:ofa.f.:':i t~=~':;~ of Sov.•et SocJahlt Hepublico and the United State• of 
·~; Cb•na and TarbY, 100; Greece, Norway 'si~ s! d U~O!!I;v~···""; ll•l•{lum, the Netherland• and J{oumania, Lttt·-. !Y>; Finland and Portugal, 25. ' ' e en an WJtzerland, 75; Denmark, Estonia, Latvia and 
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DISCUSSION AND FIRST READING OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION IN THE GENERAL COliMISSION, 

MAY 27TH TO jUNE 8TH, 1933· 

!~e Genral Commission, on May 27th, 1933, entered upon a general discussion of these 
P.roviswns. . mendments. were submitted by various delegations and their discussion gave 
nse to a senes. of declarations and observations.l 

. The SJ?amsh delegation sub~it~ed an alternative draft Convention in four chapters and 
t-wenty articles, b~s~d on the pnnc1ple that aircraft would not henceforth be used for war 
purposes and prov1dmg for the establishment of an international directorate of civil aviation. 
It was proposed th~t. the c~ntracting parties should undertake to prohibit the construction, 
storage or sale o~ !lllhtary atrcraft or any ground equipment or training of pilots for military 
p~rposes. Provi~Io.n was made for the establishment, under the authority of the international 
directorate of aviation, of a system of main international air lines and rules were laid down 
with r~gard to their administration, material and staff. A special' chapter of the C~nvention 
~mbod1e.d measures for the organisation by the international directorate of aviation of an 
mternahonal for~e of air police with specific duties. 

The delegations of Hungary, Austria, China and Germany submitted amendments in 
fay~mr of the total :'-bolitiol?- of military aviation, the German delegation moving that all 
military and naval a1r matenal should be destroyed within two years of the coming into force 
of the Convention. 

~.rticle 34 of _the United Kingdom draft Convention, which provided for the complete 
·abol~t10n of bo!llbm~ from the air except for police purposes in outlying regions, gave rise to 
con_s1derable diSC?SSion, special attention being directed to the exception defined in the 
article. T_he Soviet delegation urged that no exception to the general rule prohibiting bombing 
from the au could be allowed and this view was strongly supported in varying degrees by other 
delegations, more particularly by the delegations of Poland, Switzerland, Norway, the United 
States of America, China and Germany. Certain delegations proposed intermediate solutions 
to the effect that the exception should apply only to regions outside Europe or to police measures 
taken by the contracting parties within their own territories. The United Kingdom delegation 
explained that, in providing for the exception contained in Article 34, it had merely in view the 
maintenance of order in inaccessible districts, representing that the only alternative method 
was the despatch of expeditionary forces, which might involve heavy casualties and prove in 
effect to be a less.humane method of dealing with a situation. The Japanese delegation declared 
that it could accept the complete prohibition of bombing from the air only if the total 
abolition of aircraft-carriers and of war-vessels equipped with landing bridges and platforms 
were accepted. It further stipulated that an agreement would be necessary for the effective 
prevention of the use of civil aircraft for milit~ry purpos~s: . . . 

Several delegations insisted that the aboht.wn of m1htary av1atwn ~mst. ?e conti!lg~nt 
upon an effective regulation of civil aviation, whtle others considered that, If m1htary avmtwn 
were abolished, civil aviation should be internationalised. 

The case for the internationalisation of civil aviation was strongly urged by the French 
delegation, whose attitude upon this question received suppo~t fr?m the Polish, l{?umani~n. 
Czechoslovak and Yugoslav delegations. The French de~egation, m ~he absence ~f ~nterna.ho
nalisation, pleaded for a supervision of civil aviation sufficie?tlY effective to r~nder 1t Impo?s•ble 
for civil aeroplanes to be used for military purpo~es, p_m_nti?g out th~t, If the matenal. of 
military aviation were limited in quality and quantity, CIVIl aircraft, which would nece~s.anly 
tend to increase in speed and power, would become ll:ll th~ ~ore.da_ngerous from the miht.ary 
point of view. It contended that. measures. conce~nmg CIVIl aviatiOn s~ould be progress1:ve, 
following the stages contemplated m the Umted Kmgdom draft Cof.Iventwn ~or the reductic;m 
of military aviation. The French delegatio? was pr~pared to abohsh bm.nbmg from .the a1~, 
to limit air material quantitatively by fixmg maximum. numbers for a1rcraf!, ~o hnut ~·r 
material qualitatively by fixing a maximum unladen weight and to reduce ex1stmg rnatenal 

by stages. . . . d . d d t 1 tl t. I f 
Th G 1 C ·551·0 n as a result of th1s discussion, ec1 c o regan 1e ar IC cs o e enera omm1 , . h · b d ,. t 

the United Kingdom draft Convention relating to a1r arm~ments as avmg een rea a .1rs 
time and to take no further action until the draft Convention came up for a second read. mg. 

h d · · ld h to be reached on all the amendments proposed. The delegations w en ecisions wou ave · · d d 1 · 
h "l · "t d t mmun1"cate directly to the Umted Kmg om c egatwn any were meanw 1 e mv1 e o co . . · f d d" 

I b t . h"ch they desired to submit m preparatiOn or a secon rea mg. proposa s or o serva Ions w 1 

A B A RAPPORTEUR FOR AIR QUESTIONS, NOVEMBER liTH, 1933· 
PPOINTMENT BY THE UREAU OF 

h 1 decided that a Rapporteur should be appointed 
.. The .Bureau, on ~ovemfbehr 11 ~ • 9311.{y' of Article 34 concerning the abolition of bombing 

to consider the question o t e umversa 

. . . . B Vol mell,pages529·5~6,anddocument Conf.D.163(1) (Annex 5 to 
1 Mmutes of the Geneoral Commtsston, Senes • u 

the present report). 
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from the air as well as questions connected with civil aviation regarding w~ich precise measures 
should be provided for in the Convention ". The Bureau expres~ed the v~ew that. the question 
of the complete abolition of military aviation and t~e. correlative question~ wh1ch would be 
raised with rt"gard to civil a\iation by such an abolition were matte~s :OVh1ch should be left 
to the mature consideration of the Permanent Disarmament CommiSSIOn as contemplated 
in the United Kingdom draft Convention.1 

• . • • 
Dr. Lange (Norway), Vice-Chairman of the Air Comm1ttee, was appointed to act as 

Rapporteur.• . 
The Rapporteur in a memorandum addressed to the President of the Conference on 

November 24th, 1933:• stated that several of the delegations which had. submi.t~ed amendments 
to the United Kingdom draft Convention refused to take up any defimte pos1tlon ~n the .ques
tion of air armaments, on the ground· that these problems c~uld ?nlY be solved If studied in 
the light of the general political situation or of problems ra1sed 1.n other spheres, and more 
especially in the light of naval problems. The.Japan~~ delegation, for ex:'-r:npie, m:'-de its 
consent to the abolition of bombing from the a1r cond!tlo~al upon the abolition of aircraft
carriers. The French delegation considered that. the y-anous ~pects of armaments were 
interdependent and that the value of a separate diSCUSSion on a1r armaments would only be 
. relative. The Italian delegation, while accepting the United Kin~d'?~ draft Cony-ention 
in general, was unable, in existing circumstances, to discuss the poss1b1lity of acceptmg any 
amendments to that draft Convention. 

The United Kingdom delegation stood by a declaration by the Under-Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs in the House of Commons on July 5th, 1933, to the eff~t t.hat there would 
be no question of allowing the Conference to break down as a result of any ms1stence upon the 
exception embodied in Article 34.• The delegations of the United States of America and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics were unreservedly in favour of the complete abolition 
of bombing from the air. · 

The Rapporteur, as a result of his conversations with the delegations, submitted to the 
President an amended text of Article 34 in the following tenns : 

"The High Contracting Parties accept the complete abolition of bombing from the 
air and undertake to prohibit in their territory all preparations for such bombardment 
and all training in its methods." 

Owing to the reservations made by some of the delegations, no thorough examination 
of the question of the supervision of civil aviation seemed to be possible. The delegations, 
however, generally agreed that the preparatory work to be undertaken with a view to the 
complete abolition of air armaments should be entrusted to the Permanent Disarmament 
Cor:nmission, .while ~h~ delegatio~s of the United Stat~ of America, France, Japan and. the 
Umon of. SoVlet SOCialist Republics supported a suggestion that the parties to the Convention 
should bmd the!Dselves to participate in a Conference to meet during the period of application 
of t~e. Conven~1?n for the purpose of discussing and, if possible, finally accepting the total 
abolition of military and naval air armaments. · 

PARAI.LEL AND SUPPLE.MENTARY NEGOTIATIONS BE~WEEK GOVERNMENTS, NOV.EMBER 1933 
TO jUNE 1934. 

The Bur~au of the Con~erence, on November 22nd, 1933, decided lb~t the work of the 
Conference m1ght best be ass1sted by parallel and supplementary negotiations between various 
Governments and a fn!l use ?~ rliplomatic machinP.ry. • . 

. As a result of th1~ deciSion, memoranda were exchanged between the German, United 
Kingdom, F~ench_. ~tahan and United States Governments.• 

. The mam '?PiniOns and proposals of the Governments relating to air armaments may be 
bnefly summansed. · 

The F~enc.h Government, in !1 note dated January 1st, 1934, stated that, from the outset 
of the appJ!catio~ of the Convention, France not only agreed to the abolition of bombardment 
from the arr, subJect to th.e con?itions defined in the resolution of July 23rd, 1932, but would 
;en be prepared to con_s1der, If sucbt!l general reduction was accepted by the principal air 
orces an~ was accoml?amed by an effechve supervision of civil aviation and aircraft manufacture, 

a proport.lOnal reduction o~ so% o_f her air material at that time in service. The ultimate aim 
?f these

1 
important re~uchons. shoul~ be the abolition of all national military aviation and 

1ts rep acement by an mternational a1r force. . . · · · 
The «?er":lan Government, replying to the'French note'on Januar' I th I eri' uired 

w~et~er, m v1ew .o~ the method of reduction contemplated in the Fre~ch9 m~m~~:~du~ the 
!r~ctpl~ of equahsmg all the major air fleets at a common lev~l would be retained: whether, 
t:~~et 0~ =~~;.y~i;'e/~r: 1~~~fh~~et~~5!· :~~e of th~ C~nvention, Germany must continue 
entirely on the facts ascertained in th fi t Y t m. apph~ m the se~ond stage ":o~ld depend 
of the 1a . . e rs I age • Wlthm what penod the abohbon of 50% 

aerop nes at present In service would be carried out ; whether the aeroplanes would 

'Document Conf.D./Bureaa 50(1). Conference Document. v 1 III 
: ~otoe ol the Bareaa, Serieo C, Vol. 11, pa~e 197. ' 

0
' '· 

•"'-- ament Conf.D.JC.G.164, Annex II. Conference Document. Vol 111 
""" ~· 8?. ' . . 
:cbr~al ~d. P"'C• •5· 

Iloeamenta Conf.D.1t.6 aad 166(111). Conference Document., Vol, 111. 
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all be destroyed : what was to be the scope of the supervision of civil aviation and aircraft 
m~n~facture : whether the Co':lvention would provide specifically for the abolition of milita~y 
av1ahon by a stated date and_, 1f so, at what date would the prohibition of bombing from the a1r 
be absolute ~nd ge!leral and, If not, what definite limitations would be attached to it. 

T~e Umted Kmgdom, in a me'!lorandum dated January 29th, proposed that the provisions 
of Article 36 of the draft Convention should be amended in the following sense : 

" If the Permanent Disarmament Commission has not decided on abolition at the 
end of two years! all countries shall be entitled to possess military aircraft. Countries 
would red_uce or mcrease by stages, as the case might be, in the following eight years, so 
as to att~m by _the end of the Convention the figures in the table annexed to Article 41 
of the Umte.d Kml?dom draft Convention or some other figures to be agreed on. Germany 
woul~. obtam panty with the principal air Powers by these stages and corresponding 
prov!Sl~ns would be_ made for other Powers not at present entitled to possess military or 
naval aircraft. It IS, of course, understood that all construction or fresh acquisition of 
weapons of the kinds which are to be destroyed during the life of the Convention would 
be prohibited." 

The Italian Government, in a letter dated January 4th, 1934, addressed to the British 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, expressed the view that a Convention might be realised to remain 
in force up to December Jist, 1940, providing in particular for the prohibition of the bombard
ment of civil populations. It added that, in the field of prohibition of bombardment from 
the air, more radical measures might be possible when the rule of the interdependence of land, 
sea and air armaments so permitted. It further noted that such a measure ought greatly 
to facilitate the solution of the problem of the parity of German air armaments. 

The Danish, Spanish, Norwegian, Swedish and Swiss delegations, supported by the 
Netherlands delegation, addressed to the President of the Conference, on April 14th, 1934, a 
memorandum stressing the view that it would be necessary to be content with a Convention 
limited to certain branches of armaments and to postpone a comprehensive solution ~J?til 
later. They proposed, in particular, that any decision concerning the maintenance or abolition 
of military aviation should be postponed, measures being taken, however, to prevent. an 
aggravation.of the exist~ng situation and .t? strength~n.t~e propos~ls embodied in the Umted 
Kingdom draft Convention by an unconditional prohibition of aenal bombardment.1 

• 
PROGRAMME OF WORK OF THE AIR COMMITTEE : RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL 

COMMISSION ON jUNE 8TH, 1934· 

The General Commission, meeting in May 1934, not.ed tha~ the par~ll~l and suppl~me~tary 
negotiations between various States had not yet made 1t _poss!~le to elimmate essenha~ differ
ences and, by a resolution adopted on June 8th, 1934, 1t d~c1ded, an"!ongst. other thmgs •. to 
instruct its Air Committee to resume the study of the questions mentioned m the resolutwn 
of July 23rd, 1932, under the heading' Air Forces' ".1 

• . . 

The Chairman of the Air Committee, however, after consultmg the deleg~twns, ~~d. not 
think that any useful purpose would be served by s_ummoning_ the

1 
Committee wh1le negotiations 

between the Powers ]~Jincipally concerned were shll proceedmg. 
The President of the Conference, at a meeting of.the Bureau held on No~ember 20t~. 1934, 

observing that the air question had not been considered by the appropnate Committee as 
recommended in the resolution of ~une 8th, 1934, u~ged that arrangements should be made to 
deal with the problem at the earliest opportumty. . 

1 No further action, however, has as yet been taken m the matter. 

SUMMARY OF EVENTS AND CONCLUSIONS. 

~-
. · · f th d ft Convention submitted by the Preparatory Commission provided 

The pro:v1~10n~ 0 e ra r and totaf horse-power of military aircr~f~. Proposal_s, 
only for a hm1tat1on of the ~umbewith a view to strengthening these prov1s10ns. Certam 
howeve_r, were at ondcehsutbmtal!ttebd I"fon of military aviation, while others recommended the 
delegations suggeste t e o l!: o I I 

abolition of bo'!lbing fromh the ~'\ th t these further measures would depend on the adoption 
It was real!sed frof!l t e. o_u se ea ulatin civil aviation with a view to preventing States 

of methods for mterna~10nahsmg ?r ~ g f gilitary purposes. During the discussion which 
from adapting and usmg such av1at1on or m 

• See Chronological Record, page 28. 
• See Chronological Record, page 3°· Documents, Vol. III. 
'Document Conf.O./C.G.J74· Conference 
• Chronological Record, page 32. It" the deleD"ations again considered that the situation in re~ard 

h A . c ·uee on consu m~ f'o ' • d. • The Chairman oft e 1r . omm1. • he Air Committee to resume 1ts procee mgs. . . . 
to air questions did not render 1t posSible. for t • . March 1935, the right to possess adequate m•htary aJr forces 

It should be recalled in this connection, that, •n 
was publicly clointed by the German Government. 
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took place in the Air Commission in June 1932, many de!eg~tions, i~ partic~lar t~os~ of Belgium 
and France, declared themselves in favour of the prmc1p!e of m~e~natl?n~hsatlon. Other 
dele~::ations were of opinion that measures for the regula:tton o~ ctvtl avtahon. analogous to 
those taken by the Conference of Ambassadors in 1919 w1th a vtew to preventmg the use of 
German civil aviation for military ends would be adequate. 

The Air Commission, on July 18th, 1933, with a view to precl!'ding the adaptation ~nd 
employment of civil avia~ion for military purpos~s, adopted a sen~s of draft rules !or CIVil 
uiation. Several delegations, however, appended 1rnport:mt rese~atu.ms.. More parhculru:ly, 
the French delegation adhered to its opinion that, failing mternattonahsatlon, no rules for CIVil 

aviation could effectively prevent its use in war. 
The discussions in the Air Commission on the subject of qualitative disarmament also 

gave rise to important divergencies of opinion. The Cornrni;;sion, inyited to. state which air 
armaments were most specifically offensive, the most efficactous ag~m.st national defence or 
the most threatening to civilians, in its report to the General C~rnn:nss1on on June 8t~, 1932, 
stated that the extent to which air armaments fulfilled these cntena must vary constderably 
on account of the wide differences in the geographical position of different ~ountries, ~he location 
of their vital centres and the state of their anti-aircraft defences. Certam delegations were of 
opinion that all military aviation, and especially the dropping ?f 111eans of warfare of _every 
kind from the air carne under all three criteria. But a declaration m that sense was reJected 
bv the Cornmissi~n. while nineteen delegations desired to state that the air armaments most 
efficacious against national defence might also, in certain circurnstanc_e~. be the most efficacious 
for defensive purposes. The Commission was unanirnc;msl~ of optmon that. ~ornbar~rn~nt 
from the air was a grave threat to civilians. Some delegations mfel!ed that all m1htary avtahon 
should accordingly be brought within. the sphere of qualitative dtsarrnarnent. <?ther dele~a
tions, however, suggested that bombmg aeroplanes should be regarded as forrnmg a spectal 
category for which limits based on technical data might be fixed. 

The General Commission, in its resolution adopted on July 23rd, 1932, decided that air 
attack against civil population should be absolutely prohibited, all bombardment from the air 
being abolished subject to agreement with regard to measures to be adopted for the purpose 
of rendering the abolition effective. The measures contemplated by the General Commission 
included a limitation by number and characteristics of military aircraft and the application 
to civil aircraft of a system of regulation and publicity. An Air Committee, consisting of 
representatives of the principal air Powers, was appointed to make a further study of the 
problem. • · 

In the discussions which took place in this Committee in March 1933, the whole question 
of the interdependence of measures for the restriction or total or partial abolition of military 
aviation and for the internationalisation of civil aviation was again considered. The Com
mittee based its work on the assumption that military aviation and bombing from the air 
would be suppressed and, in the light of that hypothesis, it discussed the problem, not only 
of the internationalisation of civil aviation, but also the proposals put forward by the French 
delegation for the constitution of an air police force. The case for these measures submitted 
by the French delegati?n was met with varying degrees of opposition and reserve by other 
delegates on the Committee, and, on March 17th, 1933, on the motion of the delegations of the 
United States of America, the United Kingdom, Italy and Japan, the Committee adjourned 
in view; of the fact that the discussion could not usefully be continued until it was definitely 
as:certat~ed _w_het~er _there were any countries w~ich did not desire any. kind of interference 
wtth thetr ctvtl avtahon and whether these countnes were nevertheless prepared to agree to the 
abolition of military and naval aviation. 

The_ provisio~s relating to air arrnarne~ts. embodied in the United Kingdom draft 
Convention s~b!Dttted to t~e General Co~rntsston on March 16th, 1933. provided for the 
co~plete abohtton of b?rnbmg from the atr except for police purposes in certain outlying 
regwns. It was rec~msed th~t. a cornp!e~e ab?li~ion of military and naval aircraft must 
depend on an effective supervtston of ctvtl avtation, and it was left for the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission to study the possibilities of this alternative with a view to measures 
to be taken b~ R; S~ond Disar!Darnent Conference. The Convention provided at once, 
however, for a hmttahon to defimte figures of aeroplanes capable of use in war. 

~e provisio':IS of the Unit~d Kingdom dx:aft Convention were read a first time, but they 
gav.e _nse to a senes of dc;clarahons and observ~tions w~ich, in effect, postponed any definite 
dectswn to a second readmg. The c~ for the mternahonalisation of civil aviation was again 
strongly. urged by the French delegation, whose attitude received support from the Polish, 
R~Jl!maman: C~h~lovak and Yug~lav delegations. The French delegation, in default 
of m~mabonahsabon! pleaded for tts . effective supervision, and the Spanish delegation 
subm1tted an alterna~1~e draft .<:onventwn in four chapters and twenty articles providing 
for .the col!lplete abolltlo.n _of ~d1~ary and naval aircraft and the establishment of an inter
national directorate of ctvll av1atlon. 

The question of air materi~ was not again _formally discussed by any Committee of the 
Conference, but became the subJect of conversations and negotiations between the delegations 
~o the ~~erence and between the. Governments concerned. The Bureau, in November 1933· 
JD a~mtmg a Rapporteu! for a1r question~ to keep in touch with the delegations to the 
Con erence, exp~essed th~ v1ew. that the question of the complete abolition of military aviation 
and the correlatl~e que;stwn w1th regard to civil aviation were matters which should be left to 
the mature CODl!lderatJOn of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. The Rapporteur, 
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as a result of his conversations with the delegations in a memorandum addressed to the 
President of t.h~ Conference· on November 24th, 193j, submitted a text providing for the 
complete abohhon of bombing from the air and the prohibition of all preparations for s~ch 
bombardm~nt and training in its methods; but he at the same time reported that, ow!ng 
to reservaho~~ made ~~ so~e .of the delegations, no thorough examination of the question 
of the superv1s1on of c1v1l av1ahon appeared to be possible. . 

The res.ults of the parallel and supplementary conversations between Governments m 
· respect of au armaments, which took place outside the Conference between Novembe~ 1.933 

and June 1934, are briefly summarised in the preceding paragraphs.l The General Comm1ss1on, 
meeting in May 1934. noted that they had not eliminated essential differences, and, on Ju~e 8th, 
1934. it instructed its Air Committee to resume the study of the questions mentioned m the 
resolution of July 23rd, 1932, under the heading of "Air Forces". 

No further action, however, has been taken in the matter, and the position, so far as the 
proceedings of the Conference is concerned, remains as it stood upon the conclusion of the first 
reading of the United Kingdom draft Convention in June 1933. 

• See above, pages 90·91• 
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CHAPTER VII.-NATIONAL DEFENCE EXPENDITURE 

(UMITATION AND PUBLICITY). 

'' 
PROVISIONS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION FRAMED BY THE PREPARATORY, COMMISSION 

FOR THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE. 

The draft Convention framed by the Preparatory Commission con~ained a series of articles 
providing for the limita~ion and pu~licity of na~io~al .defence expend1ture. . . 

Article 10 and Art1cle 24 proVlded for a hm1tat1on of annual expend1ture on matenal 
for land and naval armaments respectively. . 

Article 29 provided for a limitation of the total9:nnual expen~1.ture of e3:ch of th.econtract
ing parties on armed forces and formations orgamsed on a m1htary bas1s ; Art1cle ,33. for 
publicity of expenditure by categories of material for land and naval armaments; Art1cle 38, 
for publicity of total expenditure on national defence. 

The report dravm up by the Committee of Budget~ E~perts set up bf the Preparatory• 
Commission I contained detailed proposals for the apphcabon of the arbcles of the draft 
Convention concerning limitation and publicity. 

PROPOSALS SUBMITTED TO THE CONFERENCE, FEBRUARY 1932. 

Supplementary proposals were submitted or questions raised during the plenary meetings 
of the Conference in February 1932.• 

The delegations of Sweden, Switzerland and the United States of America put forward 
proposals which involved a combination of budgetary with quantitative limitation. 

The delegation of Poland expressed approval of the limitation of aggregate expenditure 
allocated to armed forces and formations organised on a military basis, but urged that it was 
necessary to examine the ratios to be established between the expenditure of countries which 
had a fully organised defence system and that of countries which had been obliged to build 
up a national defence system within recent years. 

The Soviet and Danish delegations proposed that budgetary expenditure should be reduced 
proportionately to the amount of direct reduction. 

Various delegatiollS--e.g., the delegations of Sweden and Germany-insisted on a thorough 
examination of the budgetary method of limitation, more especially with a view to the difficul· 
ties caused by fluctuations in the purchasing power of currencies, while the German delegation 
questioned whether it was expedient to limit expenditure in view of the abandonment of the 
gold standard by_ certain co~ntries and the resultant changes in purchasing power. 

Th~ Norweg~an del~gahon submitt~d proposals for the limitation both of aggregate 
expe!l~Iture and expend1ture under part1cular chapters. The Soviet delegation urged that 
prOVISions should be adopted for the abolition of secret funds and a unification of military 
budgets. . 

. The ~el~ations o~ G~rl!lany, the Netherlands, Spain, Switzerland and the Union of 
~et Soc~alist _Repub~Ics Insisted on a complete system of publicity in respect of armaments, 
m confm:n!ty With Article~ of the Covenant. No specific proposals were submitted regarding 
the pubhetty to be estabhshed for annual expenditure on armaments. 

APPOINTKENT OF A NATIONAL DEFENCE EXPENDITURE COMMISSION (LIMITATION AND 
PUBLICITY), FEBRUARY 25TH, 1932. 

_The General Commi~ion of the Conference, on February 25th, 1932, decided that a 
National J?efence Expend1ture Commission should be constituted. The Commission met for 
the first tJme on February 27th, 1932. · - . - · 

:Che ~mi:;sion was asked to deal with the following questions without awaiting their 
previous dlSCUSSion by the General Commission : · · .. ' 

(x) !o-limita!ion of _total annual expenditure as provided by ~rticle 29 of the draft 
Convention and, m part1cular, proposals for : · · · 

. (a) A_ thorough study of budgetary methods having regard to fluctuations 
m purcha'lmg power ; ' 

(b) Budgetary limitation relating to total expenditure and to individual 
chapters; 

_____ (c) The abolition of secret funds and unification of the military budget; 

'lk.oe•meat C.18z.H.6<).1931.X. 
Doe~;::;:J:~t ~":~t~ to the Conference in February,I93Z are analy""d ill documeDt Conf.D.Ioa. (CoDlerenc• 
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( ) p bl' . f • 2 u ~c~ty o land and naval expenditure, as provided under Article 33 ; 
(3) Pubh~1ty .of total expenditure, as provided under Arti~le 38 ; 
(4) Exammabon of the report of the Committee of Experts on Budgetary Questions : 

(a) The part of the report concerning publicity; 
(b) The part of the report concerning limitation in so far as it dealt with the 

questions enumerated under Item {1) above. 

T~e ~ommission, in co~si~eri1_1g its programme of work on March xoth, 1932, noted that 
the prmclple of budgetary hm1tatwn had been reserved by the General Commission both in 
respect of land and naval material. I 

PRELIMINARY DtSCUSSION (MARCH TO MAY 1932): APPOINTMENT OF A TECHNICAL COMMITTEE. 

T~e Nation~! Defence Expenditure Commission, on March 16th, 1932, appointed a 
Tec~mcal Comm1~tee. of twelve members, with power to CC?-Opt other experts, to study the 
deta.1ls of the application of a syste~ of publicity and limitation of expenditure on armaments. 
D~nng the m~nths of March, .A~nl .and May 1932, a preliminary discussion of the principal 
pomts conce.rnmg bu~get~ry hm1tahon and publicity took place in the plenary Commission, 
but the detailed exammatlon of the whole matter was carried out by the Technical Committee. 

The terms of reference of the Technical Committee as laid down by the Expenditure 
Commission, were as follows : ' 

. " (a) To st.udy the d?~umentation regarding national defence expenditure supplied 
m accordance w1th the deciSion of the League Council, dated May 23rd, 1931 . . . ;1 

" (b) To study the documentation, information and additional explanations to be 
supplied . . . by the delegations of the States represented at the Conference ; 

" (c) To study the technical questions in connection with the limitation and publicity 
of expenditure which the Commission may subsequently consider it advisable to refer to 
the Committee ;• 

"(d) To submit to the Commission in due course reports on the questions referred to 
it for examination." 

The Commission at the same time invited the delegations to furnish as early as possible 
complete information on the budgetary systems in force in the various countries to be 
considered and reported upon by the Technical Committee. The Technical Committee, in 
order to obtain the necessary information, framed a questionnaire, which was distributed 
to all delegations. . 

The Technical Committee devised a written and oral procedure designed to secure an 
effective examination of the necessary data. A very considerable number of questions were 
put in writing to the delegations, and, finally, the entire documentation received was discussed 
by the Committee in the presence of the delegates of the Powerconcerned. For each country, 
a summary of the essential facts was drawn up.' 

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMIIIISStON, JULY 23RD, 1932. 

The resolution adopted by the General C~mmission on July 23rd, 1932 1
, contained the 

following reference to National Defence Expenditure: 

" (a) The Conference shall decide, on the resumption of ~ts. la~ours, taking .i~to 
account the special conditions of each State, what system ?f hm1tat1on and pubhc1ty 
of expenditure on national defence will provide the peoples w1th the best guar~nt~e of an 
alleviation of their financial burdens, and will prevent t~e measures .of quahtat~ve and 
quantitative disarmament t.o be inse~ted in the Convention from bemg neutralised by 
increases or improvements m authonsed armaments. . 

" (b) With a view to the decisions to be taken under th.1s head, ~he Confer~nce 
re uests the Committee on National Defence Expenditure and 1ts Tec~mcal.Comm1ttee 
to qcontinue and complete the work entruste? to Its organs and to subm1t the1r ~eport ~s 

'bl Th Conference requests 1ts Bureau to draw up, on the bas1s of th1s soon as poss1 e. e . d k' · t 'd t' th · t 1 1· h'ng the purpose a1med at an ta mg 1n o cons1 era wn e repor , a p an accomp IS 1 . , . 
special conditions of the vanous States. 

. . . . E . d't Commission Series D, Vol. IV, page •· 
• Minutes of the National Defence xpen 1 ure h Le ' ue of Nations, dated !llarch 3oth, 1931 (C.L.63.193r. 
• By a Circular Letter from the Secretary-General oft e ~g the attention of the latter was directed to Chapter 4 

IX), communicating this decision of the Counctl to Governme~ ~5 recommending the various States to fill in, by way 
of the report of the Committee of Experts on Bud~etary Qu~ ~lodel Statement of actual expenditure framed by the 
of experim•nt, and before the opening of the Confere~ce, ~y to this circular letter, before the setting-up of the 
experts. The do.cuments forwarded by Governments .'~~lculars with regard to the Position of Armaments 1n the 
Techmcal Comm1ttee, have been pnnted 1n the senes 
Various Countries". .t C mm•ssion the questions referred, after discussion, to the 

'As will be seen from the Minutes of the Expend• ,::;e .t~ ·n the rePort of the Committee of Experts on Budgeta~y 
Technical Committee cover practically all the pmnts ~e ~1 

m:nission (March to May 1932). 
Questions or in the plenary meetings of the Expend1ture 0 • 

• l>ocument Conf.D.158. Vols. II and Ill. 
Annex 4· 



REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE, APRIL 8TH, I9JJ, 

The Technical Committee published its report on April 8th, I933·1 The report was the 
result of a yE-ar's almost continuous work, including the examination of the information 
fumiwed by a considerable number of Governqtents re~resented at the Conference relative 
to tht>ir budgetary systems and national.defence expenditure.. .. . 

The Technical (ommittee took "national defence expenditure to mean all expenditure 
nt'Ct'ssitated or entailed by the creation, maintenance and training in !ime of. peace of armed 
fort"E'S and formations organised on a military basis and by measures Immediately connected 
with the preparations for national mobilisation. . 

In order to secure a uniform presentation of the figures, the Committee established a 
common framework or Model Statement in which States might enter all their national defence 
e:..:penditure. 

The Committee was of opinion that actual payments made in the course of a financial 
period should be taken as the juridical basis for either the publicity or limitation of expenditure. 
It recommended, however, that the States should every year forward to the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission, not only their closed accounts and Model Statements based thereon, 
but also draft estimates, budgets as adopted and a simplified Model Statement of estimated 
expenditure. 

The Committee recognised that it was possible for all practical purposes for States to draw 
up a complete statement of their national defence expenditure within the meaning of the 
Convention, and that it was also possible for an international supervisory body to verify 
with a high degree of accuracy. the manner in which the total amount of national defence 
expenditure was calculated. 

Three of the members of the Committee (the Japanese, Italian and German experts) 
submitted a joint reservation expressing the view that, technically, a period of from four to 
five years would be necessary, during which the system of publicity alone could be applied, 
after which it would be possible to ascertain whether the system of budgetary limitation 
recommended in the report could be adopted. They drew special attention to two difficulties 
in the way of an immediate application of a system of limitation-namely, the delay which 
occurred in the publication of budgets and accounts in several countries and the fact that 
fluctuations in the purchasing power of currencies might, in the present state of the world, 
render the system inoperative. 

The United States expert on the Committee limited his concurrence to measures on 
budgetary publicity and made full reservation on all subjects relating to budgetary limitation. 

It was recognised that the separate limitation of expenditure in respect of land, naval and 
air forces or the separate limitation of land material and naval material would have the effect 
of compelling certain countries to modify considerably their accountancy systems and would 
give rise to difficulties from the point of view of supervision. 

~e ~eport of the Technical Committee was discussed by the National Defence Expenditure 
~mffilSSIOn between May 22nd and ~7t.h, 1933. The results of the discussion were incorporated 
m a report 1 adopted by the CommissiOn on June Jrd, I9JJ, and thereafter submitted to the 
General Commission. 

REPORT ADOPTED BY THE NATIONAL DEFENCE EXPENDITURE COMMISSION, JUNE JRD, I933· 

(a) Geflet'aJ Condusiom. 

The Expenditure Commission was unanimously of opinion : 

(I~ That the States whose documentation had so far been examined by the Technical 
Committee ~ould be abl~ to draw up, for practical purposes, complete returns of their 
total expenditure on national defence as set forth in the Technical Committee's report.; 

(2) !hat, in view of the pr~n~ system of accounting of a number of States, it was 
n_ot possible, for puryoses of limitation, to separate, with sufficient possibility of supervi· 
Slon, (a) the exr;enditure on each of the three forces, (b) the expenditure on land and naval 
matenal respectivel_y, .as had been contemplated in the draft Convention proposed by the 
Preparatory CommiSSion ; 

_(J) Tha~, as the accoun.ts of most countries were drawn up at present, it was not 
possible t~ give effect to ~1cle 33 of the draft Convention, which provided for publicity 
of expenditure by categones of land and naval material • 

(~) That the expe!ldi!ure of the various countries o~ armaments could not generally 
speakmg, serv~ as a cntenon for a comparison of their armaments, but that a c'omparison 
of the ex~nd1tu~e return~ of the same country from one year to another would enable 
the evolutu~n of Its ~nanc1al outlay on its armaments to be followed and would provide 
very usefulmformabon on the vanations of its armaments. 

(b) Bases of a Possible System of Limitation. 

The Commission agreed that a system of global limitation of expenditure on national 

• ll<xament C<n>f.D.158, Volamee I aad II. 
• lx.ocameat Conf.D.161. (Conference Doc:umenu, Vol. II, page 577.) 
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defendc~ offering the g~eatest possibilities of realisation would in "present circumstances, 
accor mg to the Tech01cal Committee's proposal, have to be bas~d on : 

. (1) The definition and conventional list of items of national defence expenditure 
given m Cha~ter II of the Technical Committee's report; 

(2) A )llllform presentation of such expenditure in accordance with the Model 
Statement recommended by the Technical Committee (Chapter III of the report) ; 

(3) T~e _paym~nts made_ and entered in the published accounts (Chapter IV of the 
report) Withm penods and m forms suitable for the requirements of the Convention 
(Chapters V and VI of the report) ; 

(4) A special pr~edure designed to take into account fluctuations in the purchasing 
power of the currencies of the different countries ; 

(S). A special procedure for taking into consideration unforeseeable and exceptional 
expenditure (Chapter XV of the report). 

(c) Technical Possibility of applying a System for the Limitation of National Defence Expenditure. 

The C~m.mission w~s divi?ed as t~ th~ possibility of inserting in the first Convention a 
clause providmg for an Immediate application of the principle of global limitation of national 
defence expenditure. 

A majori_ty, consist.ing of eighteen delegations, was of opinion that it was already at 
present techmcally possible to apply the principle. They were aware that the putting into 
force of lim~tation would c3.l:l for modifications in the accountancy systems of several States, 
but they did not regard this as a valid argument against the conclusion of a Limitation 
Convention, since any measure of international disarmament necessarily involved internal 
reforms. 

Other delegations, whether they accepted the principle of limitation (Japan), or whether 
they held the view that a trial period of publicity would be necessary in order to decide whether 
limitation was feasible (Austria, Bulgaria, Cuba, Germany, Hungary and Italy), considered 
that all the technical conditions necessary for the application of the proposed system were not 
at present fulfilled in all States and that it was not accordingly possible to apply the system 
immediately. 

These delegations, with which the United States delegation associated itself generally, 
expressed the opinion that the enforcement of publicity during a period of four or five years 
would be necessary before it could be ascertained that all the technical conditions necessary 
for limitation could be fulfilled and considered that the situation would have to be re-examined 
at the end of this period to decide whether it would be possible to put the system of limitation 
into practice. 

The arguments brought fo~w3:rd duri!lg. th~ disc~ssi~:m regarding the possibili~y of ~n 
immediate application of the pnnciple of limitation pnncipally centred round the ~Ifficulti~s 
caused by fluctuations in purchasing power and the present state of accountancy m certam 
countries. 

(d) Base of a Possible Publicity System. 

The Commission was unanimously of opinion th~t a syste~ of publicity_ for national 
defence expenditure on the lines defined by the Techmcal Committee was possible. 

DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION, MARCH 16TH, 1933· 

The draft Convention submitted by the United ~ingdom d~l~gation on ~larch 16th, 1933, 
contained no article dealing with budgetary limitation or publicity! a_nd this. fact was ~oted 

· d · "t discussion in the General CommiSSion. Sir John Simon, 
by vanous. delegates u~mg I .s dom ointed out on March 27th, 1933. that this omission 
representative of the U01ted Km~al C • P ·u d aling with the matter was still continuing 
~as du~ to thde fahctt~htat thethspecg~t be~~~~o ~=fr:in from prejudging the results of its work, 
1ts stud1es an t a 1 was ou . ·1 bl hortly 1 
on which {t was hoped that a final report m1ght be ava1 a e very s . 

PROPOSAL MOVED BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION, JUNE 7TH, 1933· 

F h d 1 gation circulated the following draft article, which was 
On June 3rd, 1933. the hredncl et e ·n the General Commission on June 7th :• 

formally moved by the Frenc e ega e 1 . . . 
. · nal defence of each of the H1gh Contractmg Parties 

" The total expenditure on nabo .t ·n the table appended to the present section. 
shall be limited to the figure fixed1!ort~ ~ of this limitation are defined in the annex to 

:· The conditions for the app ICa 10 

the present section. h t . t be meant by national defence expenditure and 
" (The annex will define w a lS / f on of limitation on the basis of the recom

will determine the rules fo~ the. al:p 1~at '6 of the report of the Expenditure Commission 
mendations made in connectiOn WltC pom ·u ) .. 
and in the report of the Technical ommi ee. 

. . s ies B Vol. II. page 400 . 
• Minutes of the General CommlSSl~D, ser. B Vol. 11, pages 612 and 613· 
1 Minutes of the General Commtss•on. enes • 7 



DISCUSSION OF THE REPORT OF THE NATIONAL DEFENCE EXPENPITVRE COMMISSION : 

MEETINGS OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON JUNE 7TH AND 8TH, I~33 • 

The General Commission considered ~he report of the National Defence Expenditure 
Commission on June 7th and 8th, I933·1 

.· • • ' h T h • 
The Chairman of the National Defence Expenditure Comm1;SS10n state~ that t e· ec meal 

Committee bad examined completely the information subiDltted by nmeteeJ?-, States and 
examined partially information communicated by ten other Sta!es. . The nat~onal defence 
expenditure of the twenty-nine States examined represented 90 Yo of the national defence 
expenditure of the whole world a:nd amounted to over f.our milli~ds of g~ld doll~s. . . 

He recalled that the General Commission bad put certam defirute q~estions. Fust, 
was an immediate, supervised, aggregate limitation of national defence expend1ture ?Y b~dget-

means possible ? The Expenditure Commissio~ h~d answered th3;t . question In ~he 
!2'n:ative by a large majority, while a considerable mmonty ~ad an~wered xt 1~ the affirmative 
subject to certain conditions and provided the system was not xmme~xately applied. Secondly, 
was immediate supervised publicity of national defence exp~dxture by bud~etary ~eans 
possible ? That question had been unanimously answered lD t.he affirmatlv~. Thxrdly, 
was a separate limitation of expenditure on l~d, naval and ~r ~orces poss1b!e ? The 
Expenditure CoiDinission had unanimously rephe<f: to that question xn ~e negative. . 

The most important part of the system submitted for approval co~sted. of the Model 
Statement, in which all national defence expenditure would be entered 1~ a unifo~ manner 
for all States. The scheme had been unanimously adopted by the Technical ComlDlttee as a 
framework in which both limitation and publicity might operate. Both the liinitation system 
and the publicity system, moreover, found their essential field of operation in the system of 
general supervision to be adopted under the draft Convention. 

The Rapporteur-General of the National Defence Expenditure Commission pointed out 
that it had been instructed to examine the technical conditions for the possible application 
of a snitable system of limitation and publicity. It bad not been asked to decide whether 
such limitation or publicity was desirable. There had been general agreement regarding the 
principles which should form the basis of any system of limitation, but a difference of opinion 
as to whether all these conditions were at present fulfilled. The main difficulties which, in 
the opiilion of a minority of the CoiDinission, stood in the way of an immediate application 
of the system were fluctuations in the purchasing power of currencies and the present state 
of accountancy in certain countries. Uuanimity had been reached as regards the technical 
possibility of a system of publicity of expenditure, and even those delegations which were 
opposed to the immediate application of the system of limitation were in favour of applying 
a system of publicity which, if put into efiect for a period of four or five years, would indicate 
whether the diffi.cnlties anticipated really existed. 

The French delegation, supporting its resolution,• argued that budgetary limitation 
would fulfil one of the aims of the resolution adopted by the General Commission on July 
23fd, :rg32, which aimed at " lightening the financial burdens which weighed upon the peoples 
of the world". Budgetary limitation would constitute the most tangible sign of the persevering 
efiorts made by the Conference, and it was impossible to conceive of a true Disarmament 
Convention without it. 

The Roumani~ de~eg~tion, spea~ o~ behalf of the delegations of the Little Entente,• 
was. not opposed tn pnDCiple to l_L limt~ation of expenditure, provided it was based upon 
Arbcle 8 of the Covenant and prOVIded diSarmament by the indirect method of the limitation 
of expenditure w:as subordinated ~o the special conditions of each State. The three delegations 
;r::I~r::!:· subject to that prOVIso, to agree to an immediate application of the principle of 

. . ~e United Ki~om d~legation reseryed its opinion on the principle of budgetary 
bmttatton, r~tmg that It would be wtse to decide first to institute provisionally and 
at once, for a period of years, a system of budgetary publicity. The working of such a system 
would show to '!hat extent budgetary limitation was feasible. . . 

Arguments 10 favour f>l an imm~iate introduction of a system of budgetary limitation 
were urged by the deleg3;t1ons of_Belgxum, P!>Iand, Sweden, Spain and Norway. 

The Ger~ .de~at~on ~nstdered that 1t would be preferable not to introduce a system 
of b!Jdgetary liiDltati'?D•.xn V!ew of .the grave objections which had been raised. It referred 
part~arlyb~~!he vanattons 1D accountancy systems of the different States and the fluctuations 
ttnhet P1~r:ct ofmg .P

1
.owta er ofpendcurr~ncy. The German delegation was nevertheless in favour of 

pubhCI y Iru 1 ry ex 1ture. 
r ·t!::e ~~~0 ~e~~n, af~r reviewing the arguments for and against including budgetary 
•m•. ton 1D e r. nve~t~on, expr~ the view that it would be better to await a second 
read~ng before takmg a ~a~on,. parttcularly in view of the fact that several dele ations 
oonsidered that budgetary l~mtf;abon ~as a supplementary form of indirect limitationg which 

l~tat~Y be usek fully studied m detail when the provisions relating to the direct forms of 
liD1 lOll were nown. 
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Finally, the Japanese delegation . h'l . . . 
as a method additional to direct r '.-; / e behe':'mg m the utility o£ budgetary limitation 
again~t its immediate application a~~u !I- lOn, realise~ the force of the arguments advanced 
cally Impossible to apply the method i:-~:~:~1~e VIew that, for the moment, it was techni-

RESOLUTION ADOPT ED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION, jUNE 8TH, I933· 

The General Commission on June 8th, I933. finally decided-: t 

{r) That the President of th c nf · h 
negotiations with the various def ~· erence s. ould be entrusted with the necessary 
might present, proposals in respe~fa o~o~~e )f:~~~rly ~hose. which had presented, or 
and that he should submit the results of such I a I~~ t? nahonhal defence expenditure 
for discussion at its next session . · nego Ia lOns to t e General Commission 

shou~~) c~!:':i;he firs~ ~eneral Co~v~nti~.n fo! the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments 
defence expendft~~~s~~~Je~~\~h~n~~!;;~~i~~~ of the.~rin~ip\~ of pu~l~city _of _national 
the report of the Technical Committee of the N:~~~:_r~~~~~e Eexpceonndi~ttuiornsCmdic~te~ in 

( ) 
Th t h T · . e omnuss10n; 

sh. la a t. e echmcal Committee. of the ~ational Defence Expenditure Commission 
ou prepare the nece_ssary draf~ articles, with annexes, to give effect to this decision ; 

{4) That the Te~~mca} Committee should continue, in view of a universal a lication 
~ta~e~~stem of publicity, Its examination of the documents transmitted by tlff various 

' (5) T~at the Secretary-General should be asked to send an urgent appeal to Govern-
ments which had not yet submitted the necessary information to do so without delay in 
order to enable the Technical Committee to complete its work. ' 

DRAFT ARTICLES FRAMED B~ THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE, DECEMBER IITH, I933· 

. 
The Technical Committee, in accordance with the instructions thus received from the 

Gene~al Commission, fram~~- the necess¥)7 articles and, on December uth, 1933, adopted 
unammously a draft of the mstruments necessary for the application of a system of publicity 
of national defence expenditure ".2 

. 
The draft contained a series of articles to be incorporated· in the Convention and five 

annexes conveying the necessary instructions. · 
The contracting parties undertake to give publicity to all national defence expenditure 

by whomsoever incurred and whatever the nature and origin of the resources from which the 
expenditure is met. 

The contracting parties shall communicate regularly to the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission their draft budgets, budgets and closed accounts, all these documents to be 
despatched within thirty days of J;heir publication. The communication will include the draft 
budgets, budgets and closed accounts of the Defence Departments and those of other Ministries 
whenever they contain national defence expenditure; the same applies to colonies, protectorates, 
etc. · 

The contracting parties shall also forward for each financial year two summary statements 
showing, in relation to the grand total of the initial nati?nal defence expendit~e ~uthorisations, 
what changes have been ma~e in that total from the time ~hen. the authonsations wer~ fi~ed 
up to the end of periods of mne and fifteen months respectively, recko_ned from the begmrung 

of the financial year. . . Finally the various States shall despatch, withm fourteen months of the end of the 
financial ye~r, a statement of the p_ayments effect~d both by .the centr~ Government, regional 
or public bodies, colonies, etc. This statement Will. be fille~ m a_ccordm~ to a mod~l dra~ up 
by the Technical Comfll:ittee and in accordance with detailed mstruct10ns prescnbed m the 
annexes to the draft articles. . . · . For the first two financial years after the commg I~to force of. the Convention, the 
contracting parties shall also fo~~d a statement of the estimates of national defe~ce expeD:d
't · th arne form as that utihsed for the statement of payments. For the third financial 
1 ure 1n e s ·11 b d · · l'fi d f t b 

d f II Wl
'ng financial years, the statement WI e rna e m a s1mp 1 e onn o e 

year, an o o c · · · d' t db the Permanent Disarmament ommission. . 
m lC; e th Y f les contain detailed provisions as regards the examin.ation an~ ':erification 
by theu~er~a~:~~ Disarmament Commission of the documents commumcated to It m the field 

of nalional de:en~ ed;:f~d~~~1~ contain detailed instructions as regards th~ methods to be 
follow~:~;sth~ G~vernments in filling in the ~odel statements -of expend1ture and other 

documents. 

' Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. II, page 629. 

• Document Conf.D.fC.G.x6o. 



-100-

DRAFT ARTICLES NOTED BY THE GENER,\L COMMISSION, JUNE liTH, 1934, 
• 

The kxts framed bv the Technical Comniittee were forwarded to the General Commission 
in Januarv 1934 and noted by the General Commission on Jun~ nth, 1934·. . 

The General Commission, while reserving its right to examme the text~ m ~etail on a later 
occasion, recomniended the Governments, with a view ~o the future al?phcahon ?f a system 
of publicitv of national defence expenditure, to transmit t~ the Techmcal Comnuttee ~efore 
October x5th. 193-1. to the extent they were 3:ble, the vanous docu.ments

1 
scheduled m the 

te.:\:ts relating to the last budgetary year for which they could be furmshed. 

\\"ORK OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE, jANUARY TO DECEMBER 1934, AND SUPPLEMENTARY 
REPORT. 

The report of the Technical Committee published in A:pril 193~. as alre~dy noted, was 
based on a complete examination of the documentary_ matena~ subnutted by mneteen Powers 
and a partial examination of the documentary rnaten~ submitted by ten other Powers.• 

The report was issued with the following reservatiOn : 

" It is regrettable from the point of view of the universality of its ~ork that the 
Committee has not yet been able to examine the documents of all the co';lntnes repr~sented 
at the Conference and it is therefore necessary to make all reservations regardmg the 
application of the ;ystem of limitation and publicity to those countries. . . " 1 

The General Commission, on June 8th, 1933, in adopting the principle of publicity of 
national defence expenditure, requested the Technical Committee " to continue, in view of 
the universal application of a system of publicity, its examination of the documents transmitted 
by the Yarious States ". 

The Committee, in the course of a new session from January 17th to March x6th, 1934, 
follo\\ing a more summary procedure than that previously applied, concluded its examination 
of the documents referred to it. In the case of a number of countries, the documentary 
material supplied by the Governments was far from complete, and the Committee was therefore 
compelled to have recourse to other means of obtaining the particulars required regarding 
their budgetary systems and defences. It referred for this purpose to the general documentary 
material available in the records of the Secretariat of the Conference and in the library of the 
League of Nations. 

It was possible for the Committee by these means to draw up for all the States represented 
at the Conference summaries of essential information. 

The Committee, in the autumn of 1934, considered whether the draft Convention for 
publicity of national defence expenditure which it had previously framed could be applied 
by the States whose documentary material had since been examined or whether the Govern
ments of these latter States would have special difficulties in subscribing to the obligations 
which would be imposed on them by the draft Convention. 
. ~_a result of these fur1;her studies, the ~o!Dmitte~ in a Supplementary Report • expressed 
1ts opm1on that the conclusiOns formulated m 1ts previOus report remained valid, and that the 
pro,isions of the articles of the draft Convention held good. It introduced a few minor 
changes in the text of the original draft of the annexes to the Convention. 

I~ conclusion, _the ~ommittee, in the light ?fits examination of the further documentary 
matenal placed at 1ts disposal, made the followmg observation : 

. "The financial rules customary ~n the States whose budgetary material served as a 
bas1s for the first report of the Committee are not always applied with the same strictness 
!n all States.. I~ the Governments_. while realising the difficulties that they may encounter 
m_ the appbcatwn o~ the _provisi?ns of. t~e Co~v~ntion, are prepared to apply them 
faithfully, the. Commtttee 1s _unammous m 1ts opm10n that, technically, it is possible to 
ensure the satisfactory workmg of the system which it proposes." 

St:PPLEKESTARY REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL COlUIITTEE CIRCULATED TO GOVERNMENTS, 
jANUARY 1935. 

In January 1935, the ~upplementary report of the Technical Committee as well as the 
final draft 5 of the Convent~on o~ publicity_ of national defence expenditure were circulated to 
Governments. The Commtttee, m a covenng letter, made the following observations ; 

" ~e C~mmittee desires t? point O!Jt. fir_st, that, in submitting its final draft for a 
Conven_ti?n• 1t h~ only taken mto consideration the technical requirements of a system 
of ~ubhc1ty of natiOnal defence expenditure.- . Accordingly, should it be thought advisable 
ultJ!Dat~ly to ~ordmate budgetary pubhc1ty with other forms of publicity this co
?fdiDatJOn s~~ould, from the technical point of view, be achieved by means of suppiementary 
m~truments mdependent of the system of budgetary publicity proper. 

• :~ ~e Jor_ 
•s..e y~e ~-
•J><~o"""'t Conf.D.rsll, Vol. J, pa~e 6. 
• IJo'~Dfnl:nt ConU~.r S~- V'JI. II L 
•J><'-o"""'t CanUJ.fC.G.rf..olr}. 
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. " ~he stipulations of the draft Convention on budgetary publicity comprise all the 
obhgatlons.the obse~ance of which~ requisite for the application of the proposed s:ystem. 
The Committee cons1ders, moreover, that, in present circumstances, it is not poss1ble to 
ask ~?e Powers to. agree to an extension of these obligations. . 

. !he Comm1ttee recalls that its draft Convention has been drawn up Without 
preJ'!~ICe to the general pro':'isions which may be adopted as regards supervision. 

~t also. draws attention to the fact that subsequent decisions of the Conference 
regardmg po~1ce forces. and similar formations would make it possible to define, as regards 
these formations, the 1tems of expenditure to which budgetary publicity should relate." 

APPLICATION OF THE SYSTEM OF PUBLICITY : RESOLUTION ADOPTED 
BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON jUNE liTH, 1934· 

• • 

.The General Co~mission, on June nth, 1934, noted a statement submitted by the 
Cha1rman of the N_abonal Defence Expenditure Commission observing that the budgetary 
documents at the d1sposal of the Technical Committee for a considerable number of countries 
refe~ed ba~k to the years ~929 and 1930, and urging that the Technical Committee should be 
~rov1ded With more rece~t mformation. The General Commission, in view of these representa
tions, adopted a ~eso~utlon on June nth, 1934, recommending the Governments, with a view 
to the future apphcabon of the system of publicity of national defence expenditure to forward 
to the Technical. Committee the various budgetary documents (budgets, acco~nts, model 
statements of estimated and actual expenditure, etc.) .relating to the last budgetary year for 
which they could be furnished.l 

The object of the request was : 

(I) To complete and keep up to date the budgetary information already communicated 
to the Conference ; · 

(2) To draw the attention of Governments to the system of budgetary publicity 
as contemplated in the draft Convention, and to familiarise the various departments 
with the practical working of the system ; 

(3) To provide the Conference with documents which would make it possible to pro
ceed quickly with the preparatory work of an administrative and technical character 
which might be necessary at a later date, with a view to ensuring that the system of 
budgetary publicity might be effectively applied as quickly as possible. 

The Technical Committee, at meetings held in March and April 1935, framed certain 
general principles to be applied in the examination of information received from the Govern
ments, and it decided, on April 16th, on rising for the Easter recess, that this work should be 
resumed at a date to be determined by the Chairman. 

PUBLICITY IN RESPECT OF THE TRADE IN AND MANUFACTURE OF ARMS. 

The Technical Committee of the National Defence Expenditure Commission, during the 
meetings of the Special Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in and Private and State 
Manufacture of Arms and Implements of War between February 14th and April 13th, 1935, 
was invited to consider a number of questions relating to the system of publicity to be adopted 
in connection with the control of the manufacture of and trade in arms.• 

One of the main objects of the requests addressed to the Technical Committee and of the 
advice which it tendered to the Special Committee was to secure co-ordination between the 
provisions relating to publicity to be adopted in the field of trade and manufacture and the 
provisions relating to publicity in the budgetary field. · 

The Technical Committee was, for example, consulted as to a rearrangement of thecate
gories of arms and implements of war to be embodied in the draft Convention on Trade and 
Manufacture with a view to bringing them into line with the conventional list of items 
on national defence expenditure embodied in the draft Convention on Budgetary Publicity. 

The Technical Committee was requested to advise in regard to the particulars which 
should be shown in the event of a return of estimates of annual instalments of expenditure 
on arms and ammunition being required from the Governments, and as to the determination 
of what should be regarded as constituting expenditure on manufacture for purposes of 
Article 7 of the draft Convention, in w~i~h it was proposed. that Governments s~ould forward 
to the Permanent Disarmament CommiSSion a return of national defence expenditure proposed 
in respect of the manufacture and purchase of arms and implements of w_ar in categories I! II 
and 111. The Technical Committee was further asked to what extent 1t would be poss1ble 
for Governments to communicate modifications introduced during the financial year in annual 
programmes of manufacture and purchase and ~hether it would be possible to relate and 
synchronise returns made under the draft Co~venbon for the control.o~ trade and manufacture 
with those required under the draft Convention on Budgetary Pubhclty. 

1 Minutoa of the General CommiS!Iion, page 69•· 
1 See Chapter 1 X, Regulation of the Trade in and Private and State Manufacture of Arms. 
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The replies to these questions framed by the Technical Committee, for the mos~ part 
of a provisional and hypothetical character, were append~d to the ~eport adopted on Apnl 13th 
by the Special Committee on the Regulation of the Tr!de m and Pnvate and State Manufacture 
of Arms and Implements of War.1 

SUMMARY OF EVENTS AND CONCLUSIONS. 

The Conference, in dealing with the question o~ national ?e~enc~ expenditure, began 
with a programme framed in general terms which proVJded. for a hm1!ation of ann~~ expendi
ture on war material and on the armed forces and formations orgamsed on a m1htary basis 
of the various States. This general scheme, moreover, pr?~ided for pub.licity, not only.in 
respect of total expenditure on national defence, but for pubhc1ty of expenditure by categones 
of material for land and naval armaments. 

The technical work of the Conference in this field, though it resulted in limiting this 
programme, also resulted in giving much greater preci'>ion to thos~ portions of ~t which ;t. 
majority of the Governments were prepar~d to accept, It may, m. f~ct, .be claimed ~h:'-t, 
from the technical point of view, the reqmrements of a system of hm1tatwn and pubhc1ty 
of national defence expenditure are now entirely clear. • 

No particular difficulties were encountered in the field of publicity, and the relevant 
articles of the draft Convention with their annexes are available for immediate application. 

Differences of opinion, however, were expressed, in the Technical Committee of the 
National Defence Expenditure Commission and in the Expenditure Commission itself, as to the 
possibility of an immediate application of an effective system of budgetary limitation. The 
Technical Committee recognised that it was possible for States to draw up for all practical 
purposes a complete statement of their national defence expenditure and that it was also possible 
for an international supervisory body to verify with a high degree of accuracy the manner in 
which the amount of national defence expenditure was calculated. Certain members of the 
Technical Committee, however, expressed the view that, owing, among other things, to the 
present fluctuation in currencies and the different methods of accountancy used by Govern
ments, a period of from four to five years would be necessary before it would be possible to 
ascertain whether budgetary limitation on the lines recommended in the report of the Committee 
could be adopted. Opinion in the National Defence Expenditure Commission was also divided. 
!'- majority considered that it was already technically possible to apply the principle, though 
1t 'Yould necessarily caH for modifications in the accountancy systems of several States ; but 
an lmporta.nt minority did not think that all the technical conditions necessary for its application 
were m bemg. 

The General Commission, on June 8th, 1933, after a discussion which again reflected 
these. differe~c~s of opinion, accordingly decided that, while the draft Convention should 
~ontam .PrOVISions f?r. the immediate al?pl!cation of the principle of publicity subject to 
mternational supervision, further negotiatwns would be necessary with the delegations 
concerned before any further progress could be made in framing provisions for a limitation 
of national defence expenditure. 

The Technical C.ommittee thereafter fra~~d the necessary articles, and on December nth, 
1933, adopted ~~ammously a draft of the mstruments necessary for the application of a 
syst~m of I?ubhc1ty of national defence expenditure ". A slightly revised draft Convention 
was ISSued m December 1934. · 

It should be noted, in estimating the technical results achieved by the Conference that 
gen_er~ a~reement was reached as to the principles which should form the basis of any system 
of hmitaho~, ~nd that the work of t~e Technical Committee of theN ational Defence Expendi
ture CommiSSion has thrown considerable light on the military expenditure and genera:! 
budgetary systems of all the States represented at the Conference. 

'Document Conf.D.J68 (Anne" 3). Conference Documents, Vol. III. 
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CHAPTER VIII.-CHEMICAL, INCENDIARY AND BACTERIAL WARFARE. 

GENEVA PROTOCOL, JUNE 17TH, 1925. 

' . On June 17th, 1925, a Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, 
Potso~ous or Other Gases and of Bacterial Methods of Warfare was signed at Geneva by the 
follo~mg States: Germany, the United States of America, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, the British 
Empire, Ca.nada, the Irish Free State, India, Bulgaria, Chile, China, Colombia, Denmark, 
E~pt, ?pam, Estonia, ~byssinia, Finland, France, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Japan, Latvia, 
Lithuam_a, Luxemburg, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, the Netherlands, Persia, Poland, Portugal, 
Roumama, Salvador, Siam, Sweden, Switzerland, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, Turkey, 
Uruguay a~d Vener:uela .. Whe!l the Conference met on February 2nd, 1932, thirty-three 
State~ had either ratified or defimtely acceded to the Protocol. It was provided by the Protocol 
th3:t tt ~ould come into force for each signatory Power as from the date of deposit of its 
ratification. 

PROVISIONS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION FRAMED BY THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION 
FOR THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE. 

Article 39 of the draft Convention framed by the Preparatory Disarmament Commission 
was in the following terms : 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake, subject to reciprocity, to abstain from 
the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases and of all analogous liquids, 
substances or processes. They undertake unreservedly to abstain from the use of all 
bacterial methods of warfare." 

The German delegation, when this text was adopted, submitted a reservation declaring 
that the effect of prohibiting the use of chemical weapons would be incomplete unless it referred 
also to preparations for their use. 

PROPOSALS SUBMITTED TO THE CONFERENCE, FEBRUARY 1932. 

Supplementary proposals going further than the provision embodied in Article 39 were 
submitted by various delegations during the general discussion in plenary session of the draft 
Convention framed by the Preparatory Commission.1 

There. was a general agreement that the use of such weapons should be prohibited, and a 
large measure of agreement to the effect that such prohibition should not, as provided by the 
draft Convention, be subject to reciprocity. The delegations of Austria, Denmark, Germany, 
Haiti, Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden, Turkey and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
moved, moreover, that there should be a prohibition of the preparation of chemical weapons 
and of training in their use. The delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics proposed 
that all appliances used for purposes of chemical aggression or bacterial warfare should be 
destroyed. The delegation of Denmark submitted that the manufacture of chemical products 
should be subject to control. The delegations of France, Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia 
proposed that the provisions relating to these prohibitions should be subject to special sanctions. 

APPOINTMENT OF A SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON CHEMICAL AND BACTERIAL WARFARE, 
MAY lOTH, I9JZ. 

The General Commission of the Conference, on May 1oth, 1932, noted that the prohibition 
of chemical and bacterial weapons and metho~s of warf~re was a pr?blem commo'.' to land, 
sea and air armaments, and appointed a Special Commtttee to consider th~ queshon. The 
Special Committee met on May 18th, 1932, and, on May JISt,_ 1932, submitted a report to 
the General Commission.• 

1 Document Conl.D.Ioz. ·Conference Documents, Vol. I, pages 170 and 171. 
• Document Conf.D.uo. Documents of the Conference, Vol. I, pages 21o-Z15. 
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. 
REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMI'fU:E, MAY JIST, 1932. 

The Committee, considering the problem in the light of the resolutions on. qualitative 
disannament adopted by the General Commission on April 22nd: 19~2,1 ~ad to dec!de whether 
chemical weapons and methods of warfare came under the three cntena latd. down--;J.e., wh~ther 
they were amongst those most specifically offensive in character, most efficactous agamst national 
defence or most threatening to civilians. . 

The Special Committee was unanimously of opinion that chemtcal weapons and meth<?ds 
of warfare answered to the third criterion, and there was general agre~me~t th~t the thud 
criterion was sufficient to justify their inclusion within a s,rste~ of q':lalttahve d!sarmament. 
The majority of the members considered that !"1 three cntena app~ted. Certam memb.ers, 
however, represented that chemical weapons mtght be equally effective both for and agamst 
national defence. 

The Special Committee expressed the view that bacterial w!lrfare should be include~ in.a.. 
system of qualitative disarmament quite irrespective of whether 1t a~swered any of the cntena 
laid down by the General Commission, being so particularly odwus that tt revolted the 
conscience of humanity more than any other form of warfare.• • 

PROHIBITION OF CHEMICAL, BACTERIAL' AND INCENDIARY WARFARE: 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL ·~MISSION ON JULY 2JRD, 1932. 

·The General Commission, in a resolution adopted on July 23rd, 1932,1 decided that 
" chemical, bacterial and incendiary warfare should be prohibited under the conditions 
unanimously recommended by the Special Committee ". 

• Chronological Record, page 16. 
• The special Committee submitted to the General Commission the following resolutions : 

• I. Clumical Weapo .... and MeaNs of Warfare. 

• The Committee considers : 
• That chemical substances, whether elements or natural or synthetic compounds, as well as appliances or 

devices for releasing them, can be described as weapons or means of warfare only in virtue of the use that is made 
of them, for they may be employed or made with a view to entirely different and essentially peaceful uses : 

• That, when used for the purpose of injuring an adversary, they answer to one or other of the criteria laid 
down in the General Commission's resolution of April 22nd, 1932, and, in any case, more particularly to the third 
of those criteria. 

• It decla~?S that there should be included in qualitative disarmament the use, for the purpose of injuring 
an adversary, of all natural or synthetic noxious substances, whatever their state, whether solid, liquid or gaseous, 
whether toxic, asphyxiating,lachrymatory, irritant, vesicant, or capable in any way of producing harmful effects 
on the human or animal organism, whatever the method of their use. 

• It also declares that appliances, devices or projectiles specially constructed for the utilisation of the said 
noxious bodies with a view to injuring an adversary should be included in qualitative disarmament. 

• It observes that, unless the use of explosives liS such is included iu qualitative disarmament, the above 
definition cannot be extended to the noxious substances arising from the combustion or detonation of explosives, 
provided that the latter have not been designed or used with the object of producing noxious substances. 

• It further observes that the above definition should not apply to smoke or fog used to screen objectives 
or for other military purposes. provided that such smoke or fog is not liable to produce harmful effects under normal 
conditions of use. 

"II. Baclel-ial W1apons aK4 Meus of Warfare. 

• The Committee considers : 
• Th~t the n.se of pathogenic microbes fo~ the purpose of injuring an adversary is condemned by the conscience 

of humantty, qu1te apart from the fact that tt answers to the criteria laid down by the General Commission in its 
resolution of April 22nd, 1932, and more particularly to the third of those criteria. · 

• It declares th'.'t all metho~s for the projection, discharge or dissemination in any manner, in places inhabited 
or n?t• of pathogeniC .mtcrobes tn whatever phase they may he (virulent or capable of becoming so), or of filter
passtng Vt~uses, o~ of tnfected substances, whether for the purpose of bringing them into immediate contact with 
human betngs, anu.nals or plants, or for the purpose of affecting any of the latter in any indirect manner-for 
~mple, by polluting the atmosphere, water, foodstuffs, or any other objects-should be included in qualitative 
disarmament. 

• III. (a) lNUndiary Projecliles. 

• The Committee considers : 
• That the use of incendiary projectiles involves a particularly grave menace to civil' 
: It declares that projectiles. specifically intended .to cause fires should be included in q~:~::.tive disarmament. 

. It observes that th1s defin1tton does n'.'t apply e1ther to projectiles specially constructed to give Jip:ht or to be 
lummous and, generally, to pyrotechniCS not tntended to cause fires or toproj'ectiles of all k' d bl f d · 
incendiary effects aceidentaJly. • 1n s capa eo pro ucJDg 

• It considers that qualitative disarmament should not extend to proj'ectiles d · d 'fi 11. f d f 
2uai t · ft 'd d th t th d . es1gne spec1 ca y or e ence -, ns atrcra , provt e a ey are use exclusively for that purpose. 

• (b) Fla,.,.pyojecl<ws. 

• The Committee considers : 
• That the use of llame·projectors is calculated to cause needless uff · · · 

whether it answers to any of the criteria laid down by the G al C •. .en?g• qu•te. apart from the question 
• It declares that appliances designed to attack persons ~nye~ om;:'tSSiflon s resol~tton of Apnl 22~d, 1932 .. 

qualitative disarmament. re, sue as ame·projecton, should be tncluded tn 

• Annex 4· 
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The delega_tions of Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Spain, the Netherlands, Norw~y, 
?weden and Swi~erl~d represented that the prohibition of these methods of warfare. nec~ssanl_y 
mvolved a consideration of the question of prohibiting their preparation or traimng m thetr 
use. 

The Sovi~t delegation voted against the decision, on the ground that its Government 
~ad already stgned the Geneva Protocol of 1925, which contained the same provisions, and 
It formally moved that the States represented at the Conference, in so far as they had not 
do~e S? already, should undertake to sign the Protocol of 1925 within three months and to 
ratify It as soon as possible . 

. The r~Iution adopted on July 23rd by the General Commission provided that "rules 
of m~e~ational law should be formulated in connection with the provisions relating to the 
p~ohtbttion of the use of chemical, bacterial and incendiary weapons and bombing from the 
a1r, l!-~d should be supplemented by special measures dealing with the infringement of these 
prOVISIOnS ", 

PREPARATIONS FOR CHEMICAL, BACTERIAL AND J NCENDIARY \\' ARFARE 
AND THE PROBLEM OF VIOLATIONS: ACTION TAKEN BY THE BUREAU 

ON SEPTEMBER 21ST, 1932. 

~he Bureau, on September 21St, 1932, having considered whether the prohibition of 
chemtcal warfare should be extended to cover preparations for chemical warfare in time 
of pel!-ce, requested the Secretary-Gener.:cl>f the League to submit a report on the following 
questions: 

(1) ~hat is the state of expert opinion as to the practicability of prohibiting the 
preparation of gas as distinguished from prohibiting its use in warfare ? 

(~) Whet~er there is any sufficient reason why the preparation and possession of 
machmes and mstruments for the use of gas should not be forbidden ? 

(3) Whether training in the use of gas should not be prohibited ? 1 

The Bureau, on the following day, requested Ill. Pilotti (Italy), the Chairman of the 
Special Committee, to submit a report on the subject and on the problem raised by possible 
violations of the prohibition of chemical, bacterial and incendiary warfare.• 

REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE BUREAU BY THE CHAIRMAN OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE, 
NOVEMBER 8TH, 1932. 

The Chairman of the Special Committee submitted his report to the Bureau on November 
8th, 1932.1 . 

The conclusions of the report may be summarised as follows : 

The contracting parties renounce as against any State, whether or not a party to the 
present Convention, and in any war, however unlawful such war may be on the part of their 
adversaries, the use of chemical and bacterial weapons for the purpose of injuring an adversary, 
the use of projectiles specifically intended to cause fires or the use of appliances designed 
to attack persons by fire.• 

All preparations for chemical, incendiary and bacterial warfare shall be prohibited in 
time of peace as in time of war, but this prohibition shall not apply to material intended 
exclusively to protect individuals against the effects of such warfare or to the training of 
individuals in measures of protection. 

A special section shall be set up in the Permanent Disarmament Commission to deal 
with questions relating to preparations for chemical, incendiary and bacterial warfare. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission will establish the fact of the use of chemical, 
incendiary or bacteriological weapons. It will have the right to carry out for this pu!"Pose 
any preliminary enquiries, both in the territory ~ubject to the autho~ity of ~he complam~nt 
State and in the territory subject to the authonty of the State agamst whtch a complamt 
is made. · 

The declaration of the Commission establishing the fact of the use of chemical, incendiary 
or bacterial weapons will entail immediate action on the l?art of third S_tates. It wi_ll be their 
right and duty to bring pressure to bear on the offendm~. State; thud S~ates wtll, at the 
earliest possible moment, decide, if necessarr. on the p~m~tve 0~ o~her action _to be taken; 
the State victim of the breach will have the nght of retahation wtthm the fighting area. 

DISCUSSION OF THE REPORT BY THE BUREAU OF THE CONFERENCE, 
• NOVEMBER 8TH TO liTH, 1932. 

The report submitted by the Chairman of the Special Committee was discussed by the 
Bureau at meetings held from November 8th to nth, 1932.5 

1 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I, pages Io-U. 

'Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I, page 20. 
• Document Conf.D.142. Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 370. _ . 
• Certain substances and w~ns used in the normal process of warfare were explic1tly excepted. 
'Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I, pages 56-78. 
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Certain delegations maintained that the question whether the pro~ibition of chemic:", 
incendiary and bacterial methods of warfare should be absolute ?r. ~elatlve m~st necessa~1Iy 
depend on the conclusions to be reached in regard to the proh1b1tl0n of the!r .P_reparabon 
and the forms of control or penalties to be provided as guara~tees th~t the proh1b1t1ons woul~ 
be effective. This fact was recognised even by those delegation~ wh1ch urged that the prohi
bition should be absolute and subject to no exception and ~h1ch represented that the use 
of chemical weapons, even by way of reprisals, should be forbidden. 

The prohibition of all preparations for chemical warfare gave rise to a prolonged discussion 
and serious divergencies of opinion. · 

The Japanese delegation declared itself in favour of th~ absolute .and un~versal prohibit.io~ 
of the use of all noxious gases and even of the use of defens1ve matenal, u~gmg that a proh1b1-
tion strictly enforced and made universally compulsory would render 1t unnecessary even 
to consider a study of the means of defence. 

The French delegation desired that preparations for purposes of. chemical .warfare sh~uld 
be prohibited, but hesitated to prohibit the preparat~on o~ defens1ve n:'a~enal, sugg.estmg, 
however, that the private manufacture of such matenal m1ght be proh1b1ted or subject to 
strict Government or international supervision. . . 

The delegation of the United States of America represented that insufficient ~onsideration 
had been given to the matter of preparation. Would it n~t be necessary. to prov1de for group 
protection and training and for the maintenance o!_matenal for remedymg ~he effects of. gas 
which had been illegally used ? No really final deciAion could be taken unbl these questions 
had been discussed. · 

The United Kingdom delegation felt it was necessary to know exactly what were the 
chemical appliances and substances suited exclusively for the conduct of chemical, incendiary 
and bacterial warfare before any final decision could be taken on the subject of preparation. 

The Swiss delegation, observing that there could be no real distinction between material 
intended exclusively for war purposes and material which might be used for both peaceful 
and military purposes, also thought that further expert opinion must be obtained. Was it 
possible for a State to renounce all defensive preparations ? 

The Bureau finally decided to ask the Rapporteur of the Special Committee to draw up 
a list of the questions which would need to be settled before a final decision could be taken 
on this aspect of the problem. The Bureau, in particular, would desire to know whether any 
technical means existed which could allow of defensive preparations without simultaneously 
allowing preparations for attack, and whether a list could be drawn up of appliances and sub
stances exclusively suited to the conduct of chemical, incendiary and bacterial warfare. 

THE QUESTION OF SANCTIONS : TEXT CONSIDERED BY THE BUREAU ON NOVEMBER 12TH, 1932. 

The question of the sanctions to be applied in the event of the use of chemical, incendiary 
and bacterial weapons presented further difficulties. 

T~e French delegation ~onsidered that effective sanctions were essential to an entirely 
efficac1ous system of prevenh?n~ and expressed the .view that the only possible solution would 
be re.c~u_rse to collechve retahahon. by the coD?mumty of States upon any nation violating the 
prohibit~on. It ~r~ed th;;tt. for this purpose, 1t would be necessary to make preparations for 
mte~ahonal pumhve. achon. It represented that the provisions embodied in the conclusions 
submitted by the Chairman of the Special Committee were definitely inadequate. 

The Un~ted Kingdon:' deleg~t~on, pointing out that no country really anxious to observe 
the Conve!lt10n would bema posthon to undertake immediate reprisals admitted the necessity 
for collective action on behalf of the victim of a breach of the Convention and submitted that 
such measures must include all m~ans of act~on, from moral to activ~ pressure. It was, 
however •. un~ble t~ say what sanchons the Umted Kingdom Government would be prepared 
to apply 1n gtven Circumstances and urged that it was necessary to avoid any rigid definitions. 

~he Japanese delegation expressed itself in favour of the strictest and most severe 
sanctions, b!lt was unable. to define their extent or the method of bringing them into play. 
It was defimtely opposed, m any case, to the employment of gas as a retaliatory measure. 

~he Gree~ delegation felt that the crux of the problem lay in a system of sanctions 
s!lfficiently ~nous to s~pplement the inadequacy of preventive measures, urging that if the 
nght of repns~l were re1':ted, accentuated measures of repression were required. ' 

~he Spamsh delegahon declared itself opposed to .any right of retaliation b the use of 
che.mical weapons and supported the French delegation in demanding ff t' y ll t' 
action against States violating the prohibition. e ec lve co ec Ive 

The United States delegation, noting that there was general agreem nt th t th t b 
apprompt establishment of the fact of violation, to be followed by a consu~ t· a f there .must e 

owers, confessed that it was not ve 1 t h f a Ion o e s1gna ory 
It was inclined to leave the develop~e~~~f as ~ w at urther measures should be provided. 
Commission. sue measures to theJermanent Disarmament 
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The Swedish delegation, urging that the admission of a right to retaliate would be a 
~etrogra~e s~ep on the part of the Conference, hoped that fur~her progress would be made 
m the direction of a collective guarantee. 
. The Bure~u, as a result of this discussion, considered, on November 12th, 1932, thefollow-
mg text relatmg to penalties :t 

" The declaration of the Permanent Disarmament Commission establishing the· fact 
of the use of chemical, incendiary or bacterial weapons shall have the following effects : 

" I. Third States shall individually be under an obligation to bring pressure 
t? be~r. ~hose~ according to circumstances, and notably according to the sp~ial 
Situation m wh1ch they are placed in relation to the belligerents, upon the State wiHch 
has used.the chemical, incendiary or bacterial weapons to induce it to give up the use 
of the sa1d weapons or to deprive it of the possibility of continuing to use them. 

"2. A consultation shall be held among third States, through the agency of 
the P~r'!lanent Disarmament Commission, at the earliest possible momtnt to determine 
what )omt steps shall be taken and to decide on the joint punitive action of every 
description to be taken. 

"Th~e decisions shall be taken by a majority vote (character of the majority 
to be dec1ded by the General Commission). The minority shall not be bound, but it 

·shall be under an obligation not to hinder the action of the majority. 
"The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall be entitled to take in advance 

all preparatory measures with ·a view to the possible application of the decisions 
referred to in the foregoing paragraph. 

" 3· ~ird States situated in a given region may further pledge themselves to 
un~ertake Jointly and as rapidly as possible severe punitive action against the 
delinquent State and, for this purpose, to create beforehand a joint police force. 

" 4· The State against which chemical, incendiary or bacterial weapons have 
been employed shall in no circumstances retaliate by the use of the same wtapons." 

The Italian delegation made a reservation as to sanctions of a regional character, urging 
that universal action would be necessarily more powerful than a demonstration on the part 
of any particular group of States. 

The delegation of the United States of America felt that the discussion had assumed 
proportions not originally anticipated and submitted a general reservation on the part of the 
United States Government. 

The United Kingdom delegation made a reservation in the same sense. 
The Soviet delegation did not think that the question of sanctions should form the subject 

of a partial discussion or be settled in connection with the single problem of the prohibition 
of the use of chemical weapons. It was unable to express a final and definite opinion. 

The French delegation did not think that the system of penalties embodied in the new text 
would work with sufficient force or rapidity. It had always considered that the only means 
of abolishing chemical warfare was to impress upon possible violators of the prohibition the 
certainty that they would be made to expiate their offence. Special sanctions in the case of 
recourse to chemical warfare had been contemplated by the General Commission in its resolu
tion adopted on July 23rd, 1932. Absolute prohibition, excluding the right of reprisal, was 
only possible if the States felt sure that collective sanctions would take the place of individual 
sanctions. 

The Belgian delegation observed that agreement had not been reached on the question 
of guaranteeing the victim of aggression the necessary means of protection. 

The President of the Conference adjourned any further discussion on the report until 
further advice had been received from the Special Committee. 

PROHIBITION AND SUPERVISION OF THE PROHIBITION OF PREPARATIONS FOR CHEMICAL, 
INCENDIARY AND BACT];;RIAL \VARFARE : REPORT ADOPTED BY THE SPECIAL 

COMMITTEE ON DECEMBER IJTH, 1932. 

The Bureau of the Conference, on November nth, 1932, decided to forward to the Special 
Committee on chemical, incendiary and bacterial weapons a questionnaire requesting it to 
consider a series of points raised in previous discussions upon the possibility of prohibiting 
preparations for chemical, incendiary and bacterial weapons and upon the measures to be 
taken in the event of a breach of the prohibition to use chemical, incendiary and bacterial 
weapons against an opponent.• · 

The Special Committee considered the questionnaire at meetings held from November 17th 
to December 13th, 1932, and its report was submitted to the Bureau of the Conference on 
January 25th, 1933·' The Special Committee submitted conclusions regarding the preparation 
of defensive material, the possibility of prohibiting the preparation of offensive material, the 
enforcement of this prohibition, the measures to be taken to establish the facts of a violation 
and the penalties to be applied in the event of a violation. 

1 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I, page 78. 
1 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I, pages 75·8•. 
' Document Conf.D.IS•· Conference Documents, VoL II, page .f48. 
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The Special Committee was of opinion that neither the preparation of defe~sive material 
nor its supervision could be entrusted to an international body: The J?reparahon of_ means 
of collective protection could not in practice be governed by an u~ternational Convel'!t10n and 
the testing of protecting material involved the employment of po1sonous substances m regard 
to which no effective publicity was practicable. . . . .. 

The Special Committee declared, in regard to offensive maten!ll, that a proh1b1ho~ to 
manufacture, import or possess apparatus and sul.lstances exclus1vely used for ch~m1cal 
warfare would be of only limited value. The manufacture of such substances could _be l_mpro
vised rapidly by any State possessing a chemical industry an~ there were no proJectiles or 
means of projection which were exclusively employed for che'!l1cal warfare. It would not be 
possible to prohibit the manufacture, import, export or possessiOn of apparatus ~nd substa~c~s 
capable of employment both for peaceful and for warlike apparatus. It was_poss1ble to proh1b1t 
the training of armed forces in the use of chemical weapons, but the practical effect of such a 
prohibition would be small. These observations applied equally to bacterial and incendiary 
warfare. 

It was not possible to enforce prohibition against preparations ~or _chemical_warfare by an 
examination of the commercial statistics relating to chemical industnes m the vanous countries. 
Any control devised for such a purpose would have to apply to the ~ntire chem!cal industry. 
Nor was it possible to base control upon a limitation of the total chem1cal production or produc
tive capacity of States. 

The Special Committee recommended, as a procedure for establishing the fact of violation, 
the constitution of a commission for urgent initial investigation, which would make immediate 
enquiries and report to the Permanent Disarmament Commission. The Permanent 
Disarmament Commission would thereupon inform the accused State and, if necessary, 
order an enquiry in its territory. 

The Special Committee, in considering the question of penalties, regarded the question 
of breaches of the prohibition to make preparations for chemical, incendiary or bacterial 
warfare as lying outside its terms of reference. 

It proposed as effective penalties for breaches of the prohibition to employ such methods 
of warfare that all States signatories to the Convention should give to the State victim of a 
breach of the Convention scientific, medical and technical assistance in order to repair, 
attenuate or prevent the effects of the use of the prohibited weapons and that supplies to the 
offending State of raw materials, implements and products necessary for such warfare should 
be stopped. _ 

Finally, it was of opinion that reprisals under certain rigid conditions might be allowed. 

DISCUSSION OF THE REPORT BY THE BUREAU OF THE CONFERENCE, 

jANUARY 25TH AND 30TH, 1933. 

The Bureau considered the report of the Special Committee at meetings held on January 
25th and 30th, 1933.1 . 

The Rappor~eur, supplementing the report of the Special Committee, submitted a series 
of draft conclusiOns to serve as a basis for articles to be embodied in the Disarmament 
Convention.• 

The draft conclusions provided : 

:r~at the use in warfare of chemical, incendiary and bacterial weapons should be 
proh1 b1ted ; 
. That all _prep~rations for such warfare should be prohibited in time of peace as in 
~1me of :war, 1t bemg ~n~e~stood that this prohibition would not apply to material and 
mstallai10n~ to ensure md1v1dual or ~ollecti~e,r~otection against the effects of such warfare; 

Th.at, m ord~r to enforce th1s proh1b1bon, the manufacture, import,• export or 
possessiOn of apphances and substances exclusively suited to the conduct of such warfare 
should be forb1dden ; 

That the. manufacture, import, export ?~ possession of chemical appliances and 
~ubstances su1table fo~ ~oth peaceful and m1htary purposes, with intent to use them 
m war, should be proh1b1ted ; 

_That the instruction and training of armed forces in the use of such weapons should be 
forbidden; 

That the Perman~nt Di~arm~ment Commission should examine com laints ut 
forward by States allegmg a v10labon of the prohibition to prepare for such ~arfare ~ 

~hat a procedure for ~s~ablishing the fact of the use of such weapons should' be 
orgamsed under the superviSIOn of the Permanent D1'sarmament c · · t · 1 d 
th t •t t' d f · · ommiSSIOn, 0 1nc U e 
. e .con~ I u 10n an uncbonmg of .a. co'!lmission for urgent initial investigation and the 
'I'!shtu~10n of supplemental1:' enqumes m the territory of the State attacked at the 
d1scret10n of a Permanent Disarmament Commission · . ' 
. . ~hat, following the est.abli.shment of the fact' of violation, third States should 
mdiVIdual!Y be u1_1der an obhg3:t10n to supply the State attacked with scientific, medical 
and techn~cal ass1sta!'ce, to bnng pressure t? bear upon the offendin State b takin 
measures, m the first mstance, to cut off supphes of raw materials, produ~ts and a y liance~ 
necess~l1:' for such wa~~re, and to. ~onsult, through the Permanent Disa~!:tament 
Comm1ss1on, as to what 1omt steps or JOmt punitive action might be taken ; 

:Minute. of the Bureau, Serie. C, Vol. I, page. 129-142. 

Document Conf.D.{Bureau 41. Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 730. 
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. That an ~nternational information and documentation service concerning protection 
a~amst chemical weapons should be established under the supervision of the Permanent 
DisarmaDient Commission. 

S':veral delega~ions expressed regret that the technical conclusions of the Special 
<:omf!litt.ee were mainly negative in character, the general conclusion being that it was impos
sib!e m bme of peace to provide guarantees against the possible use of chemicals in case of war, 
ovymg to the fact. that chemical warfare could be improvised and that it could be prepared 
Withou~ there bem~ any visible sign of such preparation. It was represented by various 
de_legations, m pa!1Icular by the delegations of the United States of America, the United 
Kmgd?m• the Uruo!l o~ Soviet Socialist Republics and Germany, that the question of the 
penal~Ies to be. appbed m the event of a breach of the prohibition raised important political 
ques~10ns ~nd mvolved _decisions upon other undertakings and prohibitions which were under 
~o~sideration by the D~sarmament Conference. The French delegation, on the other hand, 
InSisted that the q_uestion of penalties for a breach of the prohibition relating to chemical 
warfare was a special. p~oblem and that such a violation, as declared in the resolution adopted 
by the General CommiSSion on July 23rd, 1932, called for special action. The Italian delegation 
repre~nted that the penalties attaching to this particular prohibition were the essential 
factor m the problem, and that those suggested by the Special Committee were not sufticiently 
severe. 

!he ~ureau on January 3oth, 1933, while reserving the question of penalties for further 
consideratiOn, adopted the following resolution : 

. "_The Bureau agrees to the principle of special measures being taken in case of a 
VIOlation of the prohibition of the use of chemical, incendiary and bacterial weapons. 

" It decides to elaborate the relevant articles with regard to such special measures 
after the general penalties for the case of the violation of the Convention have been 
examined by the Conference." 

On the same day, the Bureau, as a result of its consideration of the proposals of the 
Special Committee, instructed a Drafting Committee to frame articles for emboJiment in the 
draft Disarmament Convention. 

PROVISIONS RELATING TO CHEMICAL, INCENDIARY AND BACTERIAL WARFARE EMBODIED 
IN THE UNITED KINGDOM DRAFT CONVENTION, MARCH 16TH, 1933· 

The articles drafted in accordance with the decision taken by the Bureau on January 
30th, 1933, were taken as a basis for the provisions concerning chemical, incendiary and bac
terial warfare embodied in the draft Disarmament Convention submitted to the General 
Commission by the delegation of the United Kingdom on March 16th, 1933.1 

Article 47laid down that, as an established rule of international law, the use of chemical, 
incendiary or bacterial weapons against any State, whether or not a party to the Convention, 
was prohibited. Any party, however, which had been the victim of the illegal use of such 
weapons-subject to certain conditions-had the right to retaliate. Articles 48, 49 and 50 
defined the extent of the prohibition embodied in Article 47· 

Article 51 prohibited all preparations for chemical, incendiary or bacterial warfare in 
time of peace as in time of war. Articles 52, 53 and 54 defined the extent of this prohibition, 
which applied in general to the manufacture, import, export or possession of the prohibited 
substances and training in their use, material and installations intended for defensive purposes 
and lachrymatory substances intended for police operations being expressly excepted. 

Article 55 provided that the Permanent Disarmament Commission should examine 
complaints put forward by any party .alleging that the prohibition to prepare for chemical, 
incendiary and bacterial warfare had been violated. . 

Articles 56 to 62 embodied the provisions based on the conclusions of the Special 
Committee for establishing the fact of the use of chemical, incendiary and bacterial weapons. 

FIRST READING OF THE UNITED KINGDOM DRAFT CONVENTION : DISCUSSION OF PART IV 
(CHEMICAL WARFARE) IN THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON MAY 30TH, 1933.1 

The provisions of the United Kingd.om ?raft Convention rela~in? to chemical, incendiary 
and bacterial warfare were read a first time m the General CommissiOn on May 30th, 1933. 

Attention was drawn to the fact that, under the provisions embodied in the draft 
Convention, the right of reprisal was allowed to a victim of the illegal use of chemical .or 
incendiary weapons, subject to conditions to. be ~greed upon. It wa~ !ecalled that the Spectal 
Committee had originally proposed that thts ng~t should be _conditional on ~he use ?f such 
weapons by the adversary having been previOusly est~bhshed. The Umted K:mgdom 
delegation, defending the provision~ of the draft Convention, represented that considerable 
delay might be involved in establishing the fact of use by the adversary. 

• Document Conf.D.157(1). Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 488. 
'See Minutes of the General Commission, Series V, Vol. II, pages s68·.570. 
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The United States delegation noted that, in the United Kingdom draft Convent!on, 
States availing themselves of the exception relating to lachrymatory gases would. be required 
to inform the Permanent Disarmament Commission of ~he substances and appliances to be 
used. It entered a reservation in respect of this obligation. · . 

The German delegation expressed the opinion that the use of chemical weapons and gas 
should be prohibited, even as a measure of retaliatio~. . · . . 

The delegations of France and Yugoslavi_a _~~;gam emph~1sed the necessity for s~nct 
collective sanctions, not only to enforce the prohibition of chem1c~l warfare and of preparations 
for that warfare, but in the event of any breach o~ the C~nvention. :· . . 

The President of the Conference noted the pomts wh1~h had been raised ~nd mv1ted the 
delegations concerned to submit their amendments with a v1ew to a second readmg of the draft 
Convention at a later stage. · 

SUMMARY OF EVENTS AND CONCLUSIONS. 

The basis for the work of the Conference in dealing with the problem of chemical, incendiary 
and bacterial warfare was Article 39 of the draft Convention f~amed _by the Preparat?ry 

· Commission of the Disarmament Conference in accordance With wh1ch the contractmg 
parties undertook to abstain from the use of ~uch ~eapons ~ubject to r~iprocity. Thirty
three States, moreover, prior to the Conference, had either rat~fied o~ defimtely acceded to the 
Protocol of 1925, which prohibited the use in war of.asph~xiatm&'• po1sonou~ ~r.other gases and 
of bacterial methods of warfare. For instruments 1mposmg a simple proh1b1tion, the Confer
ence substituted a series of texts to which numerous reservations were appended and many 
questions were raised to which no final answer has yet been g?.ven. . . 

Real and substantial progress has nevertheless been achieved. The discussion by the 
Conference of this problem revealed certain practical difficulties which had not previously 
been faced. It was, for example, realised that an absolute prohibition of the use of chemical 
weapons would need to be reinforced by provisions prohibiting their preparation or training 
in their manipulation, accompanied by effective sanctions to be applied in the event of its 
breach. To prohibit preparation, however, seemed to involve prohibiting defensive measures 
which, in the opinion of many delegations, were legitimate and even necessary, and the question 
of special sanctions to be applied in the event of a breach of the prohibition was not easy of 
solution. 

The Special Committee on Chemical and Bacterial Warfare was unanimously of opinion 
that chemical weapons and methods of warfare were among those most threatening to civilians, 
and there was general agreement that this fact alone justified their inclusion within a system 
of qualitative disarmament. 

The General Commission, as a result of this opinion, decided, on July 23rd, 1932, that 
chemical, bacterial and incendiary warfare should be prohibited and that rules of international 
law should be formulated to that end, supplemented by special measures for dealing with 
breaches of the prohibition. The necessity of considering the question of prohibiting the 
preparation of such weapons, or training in their use, was at the same time emphasised by 
several delegations. ' 

Attention was thereafter mainly directed to the question whether the prohibition of 
chemical warfare might be extended to cover preparations for such warfare in time of peace 
and to the problem raised by possible violations of the prohibition. 

The report subm_itted to the Bureau by the Chairman of the Special Committee in 
Nove~ber 1932 con tamed proposal_s •. ~ot only for the.prohibition of chemical, incendiary and 
bactenal warfare, but for the prohibition of preparations for such warfare supervision of the 
observance of the prohibition of preparations and penalties for the use' of such weapons. 
The discussion <?f this report, h?wever, in the B~reau .elicited serious divergencies of opinion. 
Several delegations felt that madequate consideration had been given to the matter of 
preparation, and, in respect of sanctions, though the necessity for collective action on behalf 
of the victim of a breach of the prohibition was generally admitted, the precise character of 
the sanctions to be applied and their method of application had, for the moment, to be reserved. 

The Bureau of the Conference, on November nth, 1932, requested the Special Committee 
t? reconsider ~hese questions in. the light of the views expressed by the delegations. The tech
meal _con_clus10ns of the Special Committee, as a~opted in December 1932, were. mainly 
negative ~n character. There seemed to be no effective method of supervising the preparation 
of defe1_1s~v.e material or of enforcing the prohibition against preparations for chemical warfare. 
~ ~rohibihon t? manufacture substances or apparatus for chemical warfare would be of only 
hm1ted .val';le, smce the manufacture of the substances could be improvised by any State with 
a ch~m1cal md_ustry and there was no. apparatus exclusively employed for such warfare. The 
S_Pecial Comm.Ittee nev~rtheless sub!f!~t~ed a series of recommendations regarding the prepara
tion of defensive mat~nal, t.h~ l?ossibihty of prohibiting the preparation of offensive material, 
the enforceme~t of this proh~b1t~on, the measures to be taken to establish the facts of a violation 
and the penalties to be apphed m the event of a violation. 

!he Bure~u of the Conference, o!l January 30th, 1933, after considering the report of the 
Special Co~~~~tee, agreed that spec!~ measures should be taken in the event of a violation 
of ~he prohibiti«;~n of the use !>f chemical, incendiary and bacterial weapons and decided that 
articles embodymg such special measures should be framed. 
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The_ provisions relating to chemical, incendiary and bacterial warfare inserte~ in the draft 
Co~venhon submitted by the United Kingdom on March 16th, 1933. reproduce, m effect •. the 
articles framed by the Special Committee in accordance with this decision. The use of chem1ca.l. 
ince~d~ary or bacterial weapons against any State or in any war, whatever its ch~ra~ter, lS 
prohtbtted. . All preparations for such warfare are prohibited in time of peace as tn bme. of 
war.. T~e nght of reprisals, however, is recognised, as is the freedom of the contract~ng 
parttes m respect of material or installations intended to ensure individual or collective 
protec~ion. Supervision of the observance of the prohibition of preparations for che.mi.cal, 
mcendtary or bacterial warfare is entrusted to the Permanent Disarmament Commtsston, 
which may examine any complaints put forward by any party, and a procedure of enquiry, 
investigation on the spot and prompt report, for the establishment of the fact of the use of 
such weapons, is provided. 

The p~ovisions of the United Kingdom draft Convention relating to chemical, incendiary 
and bactenal warfare were read a first time in the General Commission on !\lay 30th, 1933· 
No further action in the matter has been taken by the Conference. 
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CHAPTER IX.- CONTROL OF THE MANUFACTURE OF AND TRADE IN ARMS. 

CONTROL OF THE TRADE IN ARMS : EVENTS PRIOR TO THE CONFERENCE. 

The League of Nations, by Article 23(d) of the Covenant, ~as ~ntru~ted with the" gener~l 
supervision of the trade in arms and ammunition with countnes m wh1ch the control of th1s 
traffic is necessary in the common interest ". . . . 

Agreements regulating the trade in arms had been m ex1stence smce 1887. The Pe~ce 
Conference, however, considered that these early agreements, such as the Brussels Convent1~n 
of 1890, were no longer adequate, and a new Convention was therefore concluded at St. Germam 
on September 1oth, 1919.1 • • • 

The immediate object of the Convention was to avert the dangers wh1ch n.nght anse from 
an unregulated sale of the considerable war stocks accumulated by the belligerent Powers, 
more especially in regions of the world partly civilised or subject to no settled Government. 
It contained, however, the germ of three important features, which were to be adopted and 
developed in all subsequent schemes-namely, an enumeration of the arms whose export 
was prohibited, the licensing by Governments of exports on their own responsibility and 
publicity for export licences by means of an international central office dependent on the 
League of Nations. 

It soon became evident that the Convention of St. Germain would not come into force 
owing partly to the fact that the United States of America was unable to ratify it. The 
Assembly of the League, moreover, decided from the outset that the question would need to 
be considered upon a more general basis and, when in 1921 it appointed a Temporary Mixed 
Commission to deal with disarmament questions, the problem of the trade in arms was included 
among the items to be considered. 

The Temporary Mixed Commission, as early as 1921, expressed the view that it was 
imperative to establish a control over the export and import of arms and implements of war. 
It further urged that it was essential for the League of Nations to receive complete information 
as to the extent and character of the trade in arms and that this information should be rendered 
public. 

The Assembly, in 1923, invited the Temporary Mixed Commission to prepare a draft 
Convention on the trade in arms to replace the Convention of St. Germain. A draft Conven
tion, prepared in 1924, was submitted in that year to the Assembly and to the Council of the 
League of Nations, and finally referred to a General Conference, which met at Geneva on May 
4th, 1925. Forty-four States were represented, including Germany, which was not then a 
Member of the League of Nations, and the United States of America. The Conference adopted 
a Convention for the institution of a general system of supervision and publicity for the interna
tional trade in arms, supplemented by a special system to be applied to certain parts of. the 
world.• . 

Ar~~· a~munition and i~plements of war were, for the purpose of the Convention of 
1925, divided mto five categones. The first category included arms designed and intended for 
land, sea ?r aerial warfare. Subject to certain exceptions, only Governments might export 
arms of th1s category, and for every exported consignment an order in writing must be presented 
to the competen~ authorities of the exporting country by the importing Government. The 
second category mcluded arms which might be used both for military and other purposes. 
Such a~ms also ca~e under the system of export licences, while arms in either of these two 
categones wer~ subject to publicity in the form of statistical returns of .the foreign trade in 
arms. The th1rd and fourth categories included vessels of war and their armaments aircraft 
(assembled or dism~ntled) and aircraft eng~nes. For these items, publicity alone was ~equired. 
The lift~ ~ategory mcluded arms not falling under the first two categories. Trade in these 
commod1bes was unrestricted. . 

T~e Convention, in addition to this general control, embodied a special system for zones 
to ~h1ch the export of all arms except warships was generally forbidden or authorised only 
subject to definite conditions . 

. The ~~nv~ntion was signed at Geneva on June 17th, 1925, its entry into force being subject 
to 1ts r~tJfJcatJon. b~ fo~rteen States. On February 2nd, 1932, when the Conference for the 
R~uct1?n and Liml~ahon of .Armaments met, the Convention had received only thirteen 
ratJficabons or d~fimt~ accessiOns. Twenty~four signatures or accessions had not yet been 
completed by ratifications and the Convention was open to accession by a further twelve 
States. 

'Document C.7S8.M.os8.t924.IX. page 29. 
'Document A.t6.1925.IX. 
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CONTROL OF THE PRIVATE AND STATE MANUFACTURE OF ARMS : 

IEVENTS PRIOR TO THE CONFERENCE. I 

. • Artic~e 8 of the Covenant declares that the " manufacture by private enterprise of mu?i
hons and Implements of war is open to grave objections " and the Council is asked to " adVIse 
how the evil ~ff.ects attending upon such manufacture ca~ be prevented, due regard being had 
to t~e. necessit!es of those Members of the League which are not able to manufacture the 
mumbons and Implements of war necessary for their safety ". 

The Assembly, in 1920, instructed the Temporary Mixed I Commission dealing with 
disarmament ~uestions to give special consideration to the problentof the private manufacture 
of arms and I!llplements of war. The Temporary Mixed Commission, which, reporting to 
the Assembly m 192~, ~as unable either to recommend a suppression of private manufacture 
or to express .any opm10n as to the measures to be taken for its control, submitted a report 
to. the Council of the League of Nations in 1922, approving in principle the application to 
pnvat~ manufacture of a system of national licences and expressing the view that it was 
Impossible to separate the two questions of the private manufacture of arms and the trade in 
arms. The Asse~bly, after considering this report, asked the Council to consider whether it 
would not be possible to summon in the near future a Conference of Members and non-mem
bers of the League with a view to framing an international agreement on the control of private 
manufacture. 

Dw?ng the next three y~ars. the main difficulties inherent in any system of publicity and 
cc;mtrol m respect of the pnvate or State manufacture of arms were carefully studied and 
d1scussed by the Temporary Mixed Commission. 

The Co'?erence on the Trade in Arms summoned in 1925 declared in its Final Act that 
the Convention adopted by the Conference " must be considered as an important step towards 
a general system of international agreements regarding arms and munitions and implements of 
war,. a.nd that it :was desirable that the international aspect of the manufacture of sue~ arms, 
murubons and Implements of war should receive early consideration by the different 
Governments ". 

The Council, in view of this declaration, appointed, in December 1926, a Special 
Commission, with instructions to prepare a draft Convention on the supervision of the private 
manufacture and publicity of the manufacture of arms, ammunition and implements of war. 

The Special Commission, following an appeal from the Council in 1928, urging upon 
Governments the necessity of removing or further reducing their differences of opinion, 
adopted in 1929 a preliminary draft Convention by a majority vote.1 

The draft Convention framed by the Special Commission in 1929, though it was adopted 
only by a majority vote and was subject to important reservations, served as a basis for the 
work of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

The Commission accepted generally for the purpose of the Convention the five categories 
of arms defined in the Convention of 1925,1 and it was agreed that the private manufacture 
of the arms included in categories I, II, III and IV should be permitted only under licences issued 
by Governments. The Convention further provided for the transmission to the Secretary· 
General of the League of Nations or for the annual publication of returns showing the total 
production, value, number and weight of the private manufactures for which licences had 
been issued in respect of arms coming under categories I, II and IV, A provision to the effect 
that this sy5tem of publicity should apply also to the production of material manufactured in 
establishments owned by the State, or manufactured on behalf of the State, was included in 
the draft Convention, but was not accepted by the Czechoslovak, French, Italian, Polish and 
Roumanian delegations. These delegations considered, together with the Belgian delegation, 
that publicity in regard to State manufacture could only be determined in connection with 
the decisions to be taken by the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference 
concerning publicity for war mate~ial. A ~pecial art.icle ~n the C~mv~ntion provided for.the 
regular publication by the contractmg part1es of detailed mformabon m regard to the laymg
down and construction of vessels of war and their armaments. 

PROPOSALS SUBMITTED TO THE CONFERENCE, FEBRUARY 1932. 

During the plenary me~tings of the Conference which took place in February 1932, the 
following proposals• relating to the trade in arms and their manufacture were put forward by 
delegations : 

(a) That provision should be made for a supervision of the manufacture of arms and 
the trade in arms more complete and effective than that proposed in the draft Convention 
submitted by the Preparatory Commission or than that which had in certain cases been 
hitherto in operation ; 

(b) That there should be a strict prohibition of the export and import of arms, 
ammunition and war material, with the exception that States unable to manufacture the 
quantities allotted to them should be permitted to import the necessary quantities fr~m 
abroad; 

• Document A.30,192g.IX. 
• See above, page 112. 
iDocument Conf.D.gg. Coufen~nce Documents, Vol 1, page 100. 

to the specific proposal submitted by the delegations. 
References will be found in thia document 

• 
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(c) That the manufacture of arms, ammunition and. war. material should be 
permitted only in a limited number of private ~r Sta_te factones wh1ch must~~ known to 
the public, Governments ensuring that production ~1d not ex~ee~ the quantities allo~ed 
for their own use and for export to non-manufactunng countnes , . • 

(d) That there should be incorporated in the Disarmament Convention: 

(I) The 1925 Convention on the Trade in Arms.; . . . 
(2) A Convention, to be submitted to the Conference, prov1dmg for an mterna

tional and national supervision of the private and State ma!lufa~ture of arm~ :'-nd 
ammunition, such manufacture to be subject to a system of licensmg and public1ty; 
(e) That provision should be made for a supervision of private and State manufae-

ture of arms and of the trade in arms. 

CONSTITUTION OF A SPECIAL COMMITTEE FOR THE REGULATION OF THE TRADE IN AND PRIVATE 
AND STATE MANUFACTURE OF ARMS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR, SEPTEMBER 22ND, 1932. 

The General Commission of the Conference, on July 23rd, 1932, adopted a resolution 
which contained the following paragraph : 

" The Bureau will set up a Special Committee to submit proposal~ to the Conferen.ce, 
immediately on the resumption of its work, in regard to the regulations to be applied 
to the trade in, and private and State manufacture of, arms and implements of war ".1 

In conformity with this resolution, the Special Committee for the Regulation of the Trade 
in and the Private and State Manufacture of Arms and Implements of War, hereafter called 
the Special Committee, was set up on September 22nd, 1932.• 

PRELIMINARY REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE, OCTOBER 1932. 

The Special Committee, sitting from October 4th to October 19th, 1932, entered upon a 
general discussion, taking as a basis the Convention on the Trade in Arms of 1925 and the 
draft Convention on the Manufacture of Arms of 1929. It adopted, on October 19th, 1932, 
for submission to the Bureau of the Conference, a preliminary report on the progress of its 
work.• 

The discussions in the Special Committee had revealed two main currents of opinion. 
Certain delegations considered that radical measures were required to deal both with the trade 
in arms and their manufacture. They felt that neither the Convention of 1925 nor the draft 
Convention of 1929 corresponded with existing realities or with new facts and ideas which 
had emerged since they were framed. Other delegations thought it would be inexpedient to 
digress unduly from texts which had been prepared as the result of long and continued efforts. 
They were not prepared to accept the more radical proposals which had been submitted, and 
they c~m~idered that certain. decis.ions of principle would have to be taken by the General 
Comm1ss1on before the questions e1ther of the manufacture of arms or the trade in them could 
be usefully studied. · 
. T~e Special Committee, in. view. of th~se ~ivergencies of opinion, confined itself to 
mformmg the Bureau of the difficulties wh1ch 1t had encountered and. to indicating the 
questions on which it required further direction. 

The Special Committee summarised its conclusions as follows : 

(a) That the Committee is not yet in a position to submit concrete proposals for 
regulating the trade in and manufacture of arms ; 

(b) That such proposals will be so framed as to place producing and non-producing 
States, as far as possible, on a footing of equality ; · 

(c) That _it is already c~ear that the proposals which the Committee will have to 
subm1t ~egardmg the regulation of the manufacture of arms will differ from the draft 
Convention framed by the Special Commission in 1929 ; 

. (d) That it is. already agreed that the 1925 Convention concerning trade in arms 
Will have to be rev1sed. 

CONSTITUTION OF SUB-COMMITTEES TO DEAL SEPARATELY WITH THE QUESTIONS: OF THE 
MANUFACTURE OF ARMS AND THE TRADE IN ARMS, OCTOBER 1932. . , :. . . 

The Speci~ Committee, before submitting its preliminary report to the Bureau. of the 
Conference, dec1d~d to set u~ (a) a Sub-~ommittee on the Manufacture of Arms, consistin 
of the representatives of BelgiUm, the Umted Kingdom France Italy J p 1 d s · g 
Tur~e~ and the United ~tates of Ameri~a, an~ (b) a Sub-Com~ittee' o:~~~·Tr~::i~ .lr~~: 
cons1sting of representatives of the Umted Kmgdom China France ltal J p · 
Poland, Spain and the United States of America. ' ' • y, apan, ers!a, 

I AlllleZ ... 
1 Minatee of the Bareaa, Seriea C, Vol. I, page 20. 
1 Document Coaf.D.145· Coaference Documenta, Vol. II, page 42a. 
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The two Sub-Committees ~ere instructed to prepare as rapidly as possible for the second 
pha_se_ of the wo~k of the Special Committee, and the Special Committee decided to adjourn 
unbl \t had r~e1ved t~eir reports . 

.'the Special Committee further stated in the conclusions which it presented to the Bureau 
of the Conference that! before ~esuming its work, it would require decisions of principle from 
the Conference_ regardmg the limitation and publicity of war material and reports from the 
compet~nt b~1es o~ the Conferenc~ on the general question of supervision and on the question 
of chemical, mcend1~ :md bacterial weapons, together with any resolutions which the Bureau 
or the General Commission might pass on these subjects. 

QUESTIONNAIRE RELATING TO THE MANUFACTURE OF ARMS IN THE DIFFERENT STATES, 
OCTOBER 1932. 

Th~ Spec;ial Committ~e, prio~ to the adoption of its report on October 19th, 1932, adopted 
a ques~10nna1re framed With a VIew to obtaining from the Governments certain information 
regardmg the manufacture of arms within their territories. The President of the Conference, 
on Octob_er 28th, forwarde~ this questionnaire to all delegations at the Conference, intimating 
that replies should be received as soon as possible. 

~ovemments were requeste~ to state whether, for the purpose of the manufacture of arms 
and 1mplemen~s of war, a special permit was required and to give particulars in regard to 

. a!ly such. pe~It. _They were ~ked to give information as to the undertakings in their respec
tive temtones wh1ch were chiefly or largely engaged in the manufacture of arms, intimating 
whether they were State-owned, exploited, subsidised, under concession or under supervision 
by the State, or w~ether they were. en~irely private undertakings. They were further requested 
to ~tate how their output was d1stnbuted. between foreign markets and the home markets 
dun~g _the yea.rs 1927-1931, and whether there were any laws or administrative regulations 
forb1ddmg soldiers or members of the military administration in active service to hold posts in 
private armament undertakings. 

Replies to the questionnaire had, on July 25th, 1933, been received from forty-one 
States.1 

. ' 

ACTION TAKEN BY THE BUREAU OF THE CONFERENCE ON THE REPORT OF THE SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE, NOVEMBER 22ND, 1932. 

. . ,. 
The preliminary report of the Special Committee came before the Bureau of the Conference 

on November 18th, X932,~ and the delegations of several countries, including Sweden, the 
United States of America, the United Kingdom, France, Spain, Poland, Italy, and japan, 
submitted declarations.• . 

1 Document Couf.D.16o, ADDexes z aud 3· Conference Documents, Vol. II, page '09· 
1 Minutes of the Bureau, Seriea C, Vol. I, pagea 98-109. . 
• The Swedish delegation aDDounced that the Swedish Government had coDBidered it advioable to take auitahle 

measures without delay to enable the State to exercise complete aupervision over the production of wu material in 
Sweden. 

The delegation of the United States of America stated that the American Government wu prepared to coDBider 
favourably provisiona for the control of the private manufacture of arma on condition that oimilu measures were uta b
Ushed for the control and supervision of State manufacture aDd on condition that substantial measurea ,for the reduction 
of armaments were approved. 

The delegation of the United Kingdom agreed io principle that private aDd State manufacture ahould he regulated, 
and it reminded the Conference that it had already, on itsowo initiative, taken certain important and eflective measurea 
to secure the supervision of private manufacture. The United Kingdom Government had, moreover, conaisteotly 
maintained that, in any action which might he approved, it would he unjust to draw any distinction between the private 
and State manufacture of war material. It would be glad to- the Convention of 1929 apptied, especially as it involved 
full publicity both for the private and State manufacture of arms. 

The French delegation urged that the Special Committee should not he limited by what had heeo done In the past, 
and pointed out that, since the Conventiona of 1925 and 1929 had heeD framed, the idea of International oupervisioo 
had assumed a special prominence. It contended that other new ideas might emerge which would make it possible 
to equalise conditiona between States and remove all anxiety on the part of non-produc10g States. The Special 
Committee, in the view of the French delegation, should, at the eartiest possible date, resume its enquiry into the whole 
question bUhe trade in and'manufacture of arms and implements of war. The French delegation, moreover, contended 
that it was important for the Special Committee, together with the o.ther bodies ?f the Conference which were dealing 
with the problem, to study the question of oupervisioo iD relation to ata own particular field of work, ~~~ ~t would ~ 
very diflicult for the General Commission to take au effective decwon OD the general question of IUpervlSlOD until at 
wCoas ac9uaioted )lrith, the special ~uirementa arising out of the ¥vidual methods of controlouggested by ita Technical 

mmattees. · · · · 
The Spanish delegation expre ·sed the view that the draft Cooventiona of 192' aDd 1929 ,....e inadequate, Iince they 

did not embody the priociple of international supervision. It agreed W1th the French delegation that the Specaal 
Committee should resume ita work as soon as possible and on a W1der basis. 

The Polish delegation urged that there should he no hesitation iD dealiDg with the problem. Poland, in default 
of a total abolition of private ID&oufacture, would support the most stringent. measures f~ the international regulation 
of trade and manufacture, such regulation applying to State ~ well as to pnvate estabhshments. . 

The ltaliao delegation expressed the view that pubticaty Ul regard to State ~ufacture coul~ ooly he determined 
iD the light of decisiona to he taken by the Disarmament Conference on the question of pubticaty tn regard to war DJ&o 

terial. It held that any supervision or the trade iD arms or the manufacture of arms must be complementary~ a.geoeral 
Disarmament Convention, and its further consideration should therefore he deferred until the General Com1Dl98JOD had 
taken the necessary decisiona on the related problema. 

The 1 apaoese delegation represented that the draft Convention of 1929. was the result of arduona preparation and 
had been accepted as representing the utmost that a Convention could achaeve. It should contin_ue to he taken as a 
basis for discussion. State manufacture diflered from private manufacture and shoold not 'b<: oub)ected to au eq~y 
strict supervision. Japan, however, would cCH>perate iD the work of the competent Com~ttees and would strive 
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The Bureau of the Conference, on November 22nd, as a result of this exchange of views, 
decided: 

· (1) That the Special Committee and its Sub-Committees should be request~d to 
resume work as quickly as possible ; . . . 

(2) That the Special Committee was entrusted ':Vith the exammation of all the 
aspects of the problem of the regulation of the trade m a~d manufacture ?f arms, b?-t 
that it must choose a practical method of work on the basis of the declarations made in 
the course of the discussion on November 18th ; 

(3) That provisions relating to the trade in arms an~ their manufactur«; should 
be included in the same legal instrument as the Convention for the Reduction and 
Limitation of Armaments ; 

(4) That the Special Committee should examine in what conditions equality of 
treatment might be attained : 

(a) Between producing and non-producing co~nt~ies; . 
(b) Between the different contracting countnes m relation to special zones; 
(c) Between State manufacture and private manufacture; 

(5) That the Special Committee should consider w~ether, within the gene.ral 
framework of supervision already adopted by the ~ureau, it vy~s necessary to provide 
a technical procedure better adapted to the international superviSion of the trade m arms 
and their manufacture ; 

(6) That any final decisions co.ncerning l~mitation ~nd publicity in regard to war 
material should be postponed until appropnate solutions had been reached by the 
competent organs of the Conference ; 

(7) That the Special Committee should note the desirability of collecti~g the 
necessary documentation with regard to the licence systems adopted by the different 
countries and of studying the possibility of framing an international licence system. 

ANALOGIES BETWEEN THE PROBLEMS OF THE TRAFFIC IN NARCOTIC DRUGS AND THE TRADE 

IN AND MANUFACTURE OF ARMS : DECISION TAKEN BY THE COUNCIL OF THE LEAGUE ON 

NOVEMBER 28TH, 1932. 

The Secretary-General of the League of Nations, as a result of a decision taken by the 
Council on November 28th, 1932, submitted a memorandum to the Conference upon the 
system of international supervision established under the Convention of 1931 for the limitation 
of the manufacture of dangerous drugs and the control of the international traffic in these 
commodities.1 The purpose of the memorandum was to indicate how the system of super
vision which was being successfully applied to dangerous drugs might be adapted to a 
supervision of the manutacture of arms and the trade in arms. 

The memorandum has not been formally examined by the Conference. 

REPORT OF THE SuB-COMMITTEE ON THE. MANUFACTURE OF ARMS, FEBRUARY 17TH, 1933. 

The Sub-Committee on the Manufacture of Arms embodied its preliminary conclusions 
in a report which was forwarded to the Special Committee on February 17th, 1933.• 

The Sub-Committee was able to present very few final proposals. It refrained from any 
study of the question of the abolition of the private manufacture of arms or the internationa
lisation of arm~ manufa~tu~e, being of opinion that the Special Committee must previously 
settle the question of pnnciple. It felt, moreover, that these and other questions relating to 
private manufacture could not usefully be discussed until a sufficient number of replies had 
been received from the Governments to the questionnaire which had been forwarded to them· 
by the President of the Conference on October 28th, 1932. • . 

The Sub-Committee postponed examining in detail the question of categories proposing 
that a Technical Committee should be set up to make a detailed study of the categories both 
for the manufacture of arms and the trade in arms and confining itself to the submission of 
a few preliminary observations. 

Propo.sa_Is were .submitt~d in the Sub-Committee to the effect that the manufacture of 
arms prohibited by mternational law or custom should be forbidden and the question arose 
whethe~ special cat~gories or lis~s of prohibited weapons should 'be drawn up. Certain 
delegations felt that 1t would be difficult to frame an exhaustive list, while other delegations 

to diacover a basia of agreement which would make it possible to apply a ayatem of regulation both to State and to 
private manufactnre, provided State manufacture was. not subjected to any undue limitation .; control. 

Tbe President of the C4nference, aumm:ang up the di~ussion, reminded the members of the Special C4mmittee 
that they were free to aubDUt any propoaal1n that C4mDUttee within Ita terms of reference Th should t allow 
themaelvea to be limited by the C4nventiona of 1925 and 1929, and they were in particular fr~ to ey 00eaaurea 
of oupervision which they might think desirable. He expressed the ho~ that the spec' ial C:ro~ny ~d 

1000 be able to put forward definite propoaals. mmi wo 
• Document C4nf.D.JS9· Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 494. 
• Docum.ent C4nf:D.J6o, Annex 4· C4nference Documeuta, Vol. II, page 54s. The brief references here made 

to the provmonal decwooa of the Sub-Committee and to the viewo expreaaed in the co f •ts eli · h ld be 
read in the light of the oblervationa and reservations of the variouo delegations menti:: ~n ~ ~~ons 1 ou 

• See above, page 11,5. e rer--
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urged th~t a s~fic enumeration was essential to the effective application of the prohibition. 
No defirute deciSIOn was taken by the Sub-Committee. 
. The Sub-Co~mittee considered that the manufacture of weapons of war should be autho

nsed ~nly under licences granted to manufacturers. Opinions differed, however, as to whether 
such licences should be national or international and as to what provisions should be made in 
regard to them. 

The French delegation submitted to the Sub-Committee recommendations to the effect 
that certain personal restrictions should be laid upon arms manufacturers. Some delegations 
thought tha~ such restrictions were desirable and even necessary in order to check the evil 
effE7ts of pnvate manufacture, while other delegations argued that it must be left to the 
vanous States t? regul~te their private manufacture and to guard against any possible abuses. 
The Sut;<:omm1ttee. d1scussed in this connection whether private arms manufacturers should 
be proh1b1ted from l!lfluen~ing newspapers or standing for Parliament. 

The Sub-Comm1ttee, m dealing with the question of the limitation of manufacture, 
proposed th.at a clause. to cover all weapons subject to qualitative disarmament should be 
mtroduced mto the Disarmament Convention, under which the contracting parties would 
~n~e~a~e not to cause to be manufactured or constructed, and not to permit within their 
]Unsdicbon the manufacture or construction for their own account, or for the account of 
another ~t3;te, or of _Private individuals, of arms, vessels of war or aeroplanes possessing 
characteristics exceedmg those specified in the categories to be included in the Convention. 
. Th': Sub-C'?mmittee considered a proposal from the Soviet delegation that capital invested 
m. war mdustnes should be directly limited or reduced. The delegations which opposed 
t~1s proposal arg~ed that it was impossible to define the capital invested in war industries, 
sm~e.many establishments manufactured both arms and articles used for civil purposes. No 
dec1s1on was taken by the Sub-Committee. 

The Sub-Committee, taking as a basis the draft Convention of 1929, approved a text 
under which the contracting parties would forward to the Permanent Disarmament Commis
sion, or publish within two months of the close of each quarter, a list of licences to manufacture 
granted or renewed during that quarter, together with a description of the war material for 
which the licences were granted and the names and addresses of the registered or head offices 
of the licensees. Certain delegations desired that the quantities of war material for which 
licences were issued should also be notified, together with the period for which the licences 
had been granted or renewed. It was understood that the final proposals regarding publicity 
of licences would depend on the decisions taken as to the publicity, supervision and limitation 
of war material in general. The Sub-Committee provisionally agreed that the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission should periodically publish a list of licences issued by the 
Governments. 

The Sub-Committee, in discussing the more general question of the publicity of manufac
ture, having decided that it must wait until the Conference had taken a decision regarding 
publicity of war material in general, considered that war materials which were only of small 
importance and were also used fornon-militarypurposes should only be subject to such publicity 
as might be prescribed by the national legislation, 1t being understood that these articles would 
be specifically defined in a special category. 

The Sub-Committee was unanimous in recommending that the system of international 
supervision to be introduced under the Disarmament Convention should apply to the manu
facture of arms. Divergent views, however, were expressed as to whether any special procedure 
in addition to this general system of supervision should be provided. Some delegations were 
of opinion that the study of the problem of the supervision of arms manufacture should be 
postponed until a decision had been taken in regard to the publicity and supervision of war 
material and that the same technical procedure should be laid down for the supervision to be 
applied in either case. Other delegations argued that a special procedure should be laid .down 
for the supervision of manufacture, since the general supervision would not be suflic1ently 
effective. There was a clear difference of opinion between the delegations as t? whether. the 
same supervision should be applied to private and State manufacture. Certam delegaho!ls 
thought that the supervision should be stricter in the case of private manufacture, whlie 
others contended that the supervision should be generally equivalent. 

SECOND REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE, MARCH 4TH, 1933· 

The Special Committee, at a meeting held on February 22nd, adopted by a majority vote 
the following resolution : 

" That this Committee, before proceeding further with the cons!d~ration of ~he 
manufacture of arms, finds it necessary to request the G~neral Cof!i!Disslon to dec~de 
two questions, on which it has not bee!! abl~ to re~ch a unarumous dec1s1on, and a solution 
of which is indispensable for the contmuation of 1ts work : 

" (1) Shall the private manufacture of arms be suppressed ? 
" (2) Shall the manufacture of arms be internationalised ? " 

The Special Cominittee thereupon adjou~ed its examination of the report of the 
Sub-Committee on the Manufacture of Arms and, m a report dated March 4th, 1933, forwarded 
its resolution to the General Cominission.1 

1 Document Conf.D.16o, Annex 1. Conference Documents, Vol. U, page 505· 
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The Special Committee, in this report, stated that t~e. Danish, Fr~nch, Polish and 
s anish delegations on the Committee had propo~d the ab~litlon of the pnvate manufacture 
of arms. These delegation!' represented that special attention had been called to the. d:J,ngers 
inherent in the private manufacture of arms by the Covenant of the League of .Nations and 
that, for Members of the League, the solution of the _pro~lem must be of .an mternational 
character. They briefly reviewed and answered the obJections commonly rrused to the aboli-
tion of private manufacture: . . · . 

The delegations of Belgium, the Umted Kmgdom, Germany, It:Uy, Japan a~d the Umted 
States submitted a counter-statement urging that the dangers '":h1ch _would !lnse frof!l the 
abolition of private manufacture would be greater th~n th<?se whl_ch might be _mher~nt In the 
existing system. They argued that any evil effects w~1ch m1~ht anse frc;>m poSSible ~1scon~uct 
could be adequately dealt with by national legislation, while any evil. effects wh1ch m1ght 
arise from the supply of arms to undesirable quarters could be obVIated ~Y. an effe~tive 
regulation of the international traffic. It was further contende_d that the a~olitlon·of pnvate 
manufacture might compel States to construct or to extend .their o'":n es~abhshments. 

A suggestion that the manufacture of arms should be mternat10nalised was put forward 
by the Turkish delegation. This proposal was no~ ~scusse~ by the Special Committ~e in 
VIew of its connection with the question of the abohbon of pnvate manufacture, on which a 
decision of the General Commission was being requested. 

REPORT OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE ON THE TRADE IN ARMS, MAY 27TH, 1933· 

The Sub-Committee on the Trade in Arms submitted its preliminary conclusions in a 
report which was forwarded to the Special Committee on May 27th, 1933.1 

· 

The Sub-Committee took as a basis for its discussion the Convention of 1925, certain 
delegations nevertheless reserving their final attitude towards that Convention. The 
Sub-Committee also kept in mind the resolution adopted by the Bureau on November 22nd, 
1932,1 and proposals laid before it by various delegations. 

The Sub-Committee emphasised the need for a precise definition of licences or other 
documents required for the purpose of regulation. · 

The Sub-Committee was of opinion that a strict licensing system should be applied to 
arms and implements of war ; but different views were expressed as to the kind of arms for 
which licences should be required and as to whether these licences should be national or 
international. · Certain delegations were of opinion that the licences. should, as provided in 
the Convention of 1925, be national, whereas other delegations considered that a purely 
national licensing system would be inadequate. These delegations urged that licences should 
be subject to defimte and effective international supervision. 

The Sub-Committee, in regard to the export of arms falling under category I of the 
Convention of 1925 to importing States or private persons, approved the provisiOns of the 
Convention. It further approved provisionally the stipulations of that Convention in respect 
of the documents required in respect of the foreign trade in arms belonging to categories I 
and II. 

The delegations which were of opinion that personal restrictions should be laid upoll arms 
manufact1;1rers prop<?sed that th.e same restrictions should apply to traders in arms. 

Certrun delegations were m fa':our of a quantitative limitation of the import and 
manuf~cture of arms. <?ther delegatiOns were opposed to any quantitative limitation of the 
tr:'-de m arms except. m so . far ~s such l!mitation would be implied in articles of the 
D1sar'!lament Convenhon dealing With f!latenal.. The Sub-Committee provisionally adopted 
an art1cle to the effect that the contractmg part1es should not acquire or permit the import 
export or transit of arms, warships or aircraft with characteristics in excess of those laid dow~ 
in the Disarmament Convention. · · · 

T~e delega~i~ns ~hie~ were in favour of establishing categories of arms whose use would 
be ent~rely proh1b1ted m time of war proposed that the trade in such arms should be forbidden 
when mtended for purposes of war. · 
. Ce~ain delegations were ?f opif!ion that the g~neral measures ofsupelvision to be embodied 
m. the D1sarml!;ment Convention, WI~~ those proVIded by the Convention of 1925, would con
stitute a Sl;lfficlent degree of supefVI~IOn for the trade in arms. Other delegations considered 
that a spec1al system sho~;!ld be.established for the trade in arms and reserved the right to submit 
concrete proposals O!!- th1s subJect at a,l~t.er stage. . . . . , . . . . . : . · · · . 

T~e Sub-~o.mm1ttee adopteq prOVISionally the stipUlations of the Convention of 1925 
regarding publicity ~or the t~ade m a~s co':ered by categories I and II. 

The Sub-Comm1t~ee: while ~esefV!ng vanous. questions of detail in regard to the publicity 
to be. acco~d~d to statistics relab~e. to the trade m arms and their compilation, expressed the 
d~fimte opm10n that .re?ular publiCity ?n the part of States and publication by the Permanent 
DISarmament CommlSSIOn were essential. 

'~ument Co_~.D.r6o, Annex 6. Conference Documen~. Vol. II, page '64- The bri f ; · . h d tn 
the provwonal dec:JStons of the Sub-Committee and tn the vie ressed . e. re erences ere ma e . 
read in the light of the obeervations and reservati ns f th ~ ""'P . tn the course of 1~ discussions ohould be 

• See above, page u6. . . o o e vanous delegations mentioned in the report. 
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The S_ub-Commit~ee considered it necessary to retain the provisions of the Convention .of 
I92~ .relatmg t~ speaal land zones. It further agreed to the maintenance of the spectal 
man.time zones 1n the Red Sea and the Gulf of Aden, but took no decision in regard to the 
Perstan G~ and the G~ of Oman concerning which there was a difference of opinion between 
the ~elegations of the Umted Kingdom and Persia. The Persian delegation requested that the 
Perstan. Gulf and the Gulf of Oman should be excluded· whereas the United Kingdom 
delegah<?n w~ of opinion that general security in those ~aters could only be adequately 
ensured m_the mterests of all the States and in accordance with the pro\isions of the Covenant 
by the mamtenance of the maritime zones as defined in the Convention of 1925. 

REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ON CATEGORIES OF ARMS, MAY 5TH, 1933· 

. The Sub-Committee on the Manufacture of Arms and the Sub-Committee on the Trade 
m A~s proposed .at an early stage in their discussions that a technical committee should be 
appomted to cons1der and define the categories of arms to be established for the regulation 
of trade and manufacture.l 

The T~chnical Committee, constituted on April 12th, 1933, with instructions to establish 
~he categones of arms. to be used both for the regulation of manufacture and trade, submitted 
tts report to th~ Spectal Committee on May 5th, 1933·' 

The Techrucal Committee took as a basis the categories specified in the draft Convention 
of .19~9· The texts approved by the Technical Committee were based on the three following 
pnnctples: (a) that t~e categories already established should be modified as little as possible; 
(b) that thes~ categones should be simplified for practical purposes; and (c) that they should, 
as far as posstble, be brought into line with the categories used for the unification of Customs 
nomenclature. 

The Technical Committee was unable to accept proposals submitted by certain delegations 
on the ground that they would have made it necessary radically to change the order and contents 
of the different categories. 

THIRD REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE, JUNE 3RD, 1933· 

The Special Committee, on June 3rd, 1933, forwarded to the General Commission a 
Progress Report• embodying the reports of the Sub-Committee on the Manufacture of Arms, 
the Sub-Committee on the Trade in Arms and the Technical Committee on Categories of Arms. 
The report further contained replies to the questionnaire forwarded to the Governments 
by the President of the Conference on October 28th, 1932.' 

The Special Committee again requested the General Commission to decide in principle 
whether the private manufacture of arms should be abolished and whether the manufacture 
of arms should be internationalised. 

The Special Committee further intimated that, in addition to these questions, the dele
gations of the United Kingdom, Germany, Italy, Japan, Persia and the United States of 
America wished to draw attention to other matters regarding which decisions were, in their 
opinion, necessary bef.ore a solution could be reached of the principal difficulties encountered 
by the Committee. These delegations declared that it was impossible for the Special Committee 
to make any final recommendations : 

(a) As to the degree of publicity to be extended to the manufacture of arms and 
the trade in arms in the absence of a decision on the general question of publicity of war 
material; 

(b) As to the system of supervision to be applied to the manufacture of arms 
and the trade in arms in the absence of any decision regardiug the general system of 
supervision to be laid down in the Disarmament Convention ; 

(c) As to the measures to be taken in respect of aircraft from the point of view 
of manufacture and trade in the absence of any decision on the system of control to be 
applied to civil aviation. 

· The Danish, French, Polish, Spanish and Turkish delegations, in view. of. the above 
declaration, expressed the view that it was necessary for the General Commtsston to take 
decisions on the following questions: 

· (1) Was it possible to limit and ~upervise mat.erial without also limiting and 
regulating the manufacture of and trade m such matenal ? 

(2) In order to make this supe_rvised li.mitatio!l more _effec~ive, and to facilitate 
the standardisation of material, was 1t expedtent to mtemabonahse State manufacture 
and abolish private manufacture ? . . . 

(3) In order to make supervision of future arms posstble and effec~tve, was 1t 
expedient to limit them by rationing the manufacture of arms and the trade m them ? 

(4) In order to make supervision of future. arms possible a~d effective, was it 
expedient to make the manufacture of and trade m such arms subJect to the grant of 

• See above, page n6. 
• Document Conf.D.r6o, Annex s. Conference Docomenta, Vol II, page SS9· 
• Document Conf.D.r6o. Conference Documenta, Vol II, page 503. 
• See above, page us. 
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individual licences giving details as to the nature and destina~ion of such arms: ~uch 
1. to be submitted for the consideration of the Permanent Disarmament CommiSSion? 
Icences . . 1. 't t' d d . 

(S) In order to make possible quantitative and quahtabve Imi a Ion an. ~e ~cbon 
of military aviation, was it expedient to internationalis~ the ma~ufacture of CIVll air~~aft 
or, failing this, to submit the manufactu~e c;>f and trade m such aircraft to the supervision 
of the Permanent Disarmament Commission ? . 

(6) How should the general measures of supervision already provided for in regard 
to arms in use be applied to the special requirements of the manufacture of future arms 
and the trade in them ? 

The Special Committee annexed to its report a .proposal su~mitted by the Fre~ch 
delegation to the effect that a chapter should be included m the draftDisannaii_Jent Convent~on 
dealing with the limitation and supe~sion of the II_Jan~facture of and tr~de m war matenal. 
The categories of war material subJect to regulation m respec~ of their manufactu~e ~~;nd 
trade would be determined by t;l!e conclusions of the Confere!lce. with re~a~d to the q~anbtabve 
limitation of war material, and quotas would be fixe?, wlthi~ !he .hm1ts of which each of 
the contracting parties might procure the articles subJect to bmitabon and control, whether 
manufactured or imported. . . 

The Special Committee, noting that this proposal was clo~ely bound up wlth the q_ua~b
tative limitation of war material, forwarded it without discussiOn to the General CommJSSlOn. 

DISCUSSION IN THE GENERAL COMMISSION OF THE THIRD REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE, 

jUNE 6TH AND J'TH, 1933·1 

The Rapporteur of the Special Committee submitted its report to the General Commission 
on June 6th, 1933. He pointed out that, though the Special Committee was unable to submit 
unanimous recommendations or final texts, its Sub-Committees had adequately examined 
the technical aspects of the problems submitted to them and that it would be comparatively 
easy to draw up definite provisions once the necessary decisions of principle had been taken. 

The French delegation, introducing its proposals for the limitation and supervision 
of the manufacture of and trade in war material, which had been placed before the Special 
Committee, urged that measures for the limitation and supervision of material could not be 
effective unless there were at the same time limitation and supervision of manufacture. 
Limitation and supervision of manufacture could be effected by means of a system of licences, 
no longer issued for manufacture in general, but for such manufacture as would be authorised 
under the Disarmament Convention and therefore limited. 

The Turkish delegation, introducing a proposal that the manufacture of arms and war 
material should be internationalised, argued that intemationalisation would be the most 
effective means of regulating and supervising arms and ammunition factories. 

The Polish delegation, supporting the views of the French delegation, expressed itself 
in favour of a strict regulation of the private and State manufacture of arms and the trade 
in arms, and declared itself ready to accept any measure, however radical, acceptable to the 
Conference. · 

The Spanish delegation argued that the control of the manufacture of arms was the 
chief ~oncer~ of t?e Conference. Strict control, both of private and State manufacture, was 
esse!lbal. Fust, It ~as necessary fo~ the State to assume complete responsibility in its 
territory for everythmg connected with the manufacture of arms and the trade in arms. 
Secondly, an internatiolliJ, licensing system was essential, which would cover manufacture, 
export, import or transil. Supervision must be exercised by an international organisation 
at Geneva. 

. The ,United States de~e.gation, B;fter dwelling upon the dangers and inconveniences that 
m1ght anse from the abohbon of pnvate manufacture, observed that the trade in arms and 
the manufacture of !I-nns, both public and private, might be so controlled and circumscribed 
as to re~uce mat~nally t~e _pro?uction of arms. If the Conference could agree upon a 
s~~stanbal reducbon and hmitabon. o_f armaments and establish effective control and super
VlSion, whereby there ~ould be pubhcity. and a strict system of licensing for the manufacture 
and export of arms, 1t would automatically find a solution for the problem of private 
manufacture. 

The Swedish dele&ation state.d that it was prepared to co-operate most actively in any 
~fiorts f!lade to ~stabhsh an efficient system for the supervision of war industries on an 
International basis. 

Th~ Canadian delegation con~idered that the manufacture of arms should eventually 
. be restncted to State owned estabhshments, b~t realised that the application of that principle 
must be delayed so that _Governments dependmg on private manufacture might have time to 
make the necessary adJustments. The intemationalisation of the manufacture of arms 
on the other hand, was wholly impracticable. ' 

The German delegation considered that the regulation of the trade in aims and the manu
facture of arms was complementary to the provisions regulating disarmament. It could 

• Mioatee of the Geoeral Commission, Series B, Volume II, pages 5ag-e;12, 
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not consent to the abolition of private undertakings, but had no objection to regulation. The 
same method sho.uld be applied to State and private manufacture, which should be treated 
on the same !ootmg. Any system of regulation was acceptable, provided it was calculated 
to promote disarmament ~nd resulted in equality of rights for all countries. 

The J ap:"nese deleg~hon expressed the view that the solution of the whole problem was 
to be !ound m an ~ffective regulation and supervision of the manufacture of arms and the 
trade m arms. Ne1ther t~e .abolition of private manufacture nor the internationalisation 
of manufact~re was es~nhal m order to prevent the evil effects of an unregulated system. 

The ltal1an delegabon, referring to the French proposals, represented that the suggested 
system of quotas for th_e export of arms was all to the advantage of powerfully armed States, 
whose stock~we~e plenbful and up to date, of States equipped for mass production and of States 
whose orgamsabon for defensive purposes was fairly complete. The establishment of quotas 
for manufacture would dislocate legitimate trade and would even run counter to Article 8 
of the Covenant, which laid down that due regard should be had to the necessities of those 
Members of the League which were unable to manufacture the means and implements of 
war necessary for their safety. 
. . T.he United King~om del~gation urged that the abolition of private manufacture involved 
In)UShce both. to the mdustnes concerned and the nations which would be affected by the 
proposal. Pnvate manufacture should be retained. Private and State manufacture should 
be treated alike. The most equitable scheme would probably be found to lie along the line 
of ~ontrol ~y licences and publicity of manufacture operated under the authority of the 
vanous nabo!lal Governments rather than by some international authority. 

The Damsh delegation expressed itself in favour of the abolition of private manufacture 
and a system of international control. 

The Norwegian delegation declared itself in favour of the abolition of private manufacture. 
It shared the view of the French delegation that a chapter shoul'd be introduced into the 
Disarmament Convention providing for an effective and rigorous supervision both of the 
manufacture of arms and the trade in arms. 

The General Commission, at the conclusion of the discussion on June 7th, 1933, noting 
that the preliminary technical work of the Special Committee had been completed and that, 
in the absence of political decisions, it was impossible to make further progress in that field, 
adopted the following resolution : 

"The President of the Conference shall be entrusted with the necessary negotiations 
with the delegations which may have any proposals to offer in respect of the stringent 
regulation of the trade in and manufacture of arms, so that the relevant text may find 
its place in the draft Convention submitted by the United Kingdom delegation before 
the General Commission takes up the consideration of that draft at second reading.• 

• 

REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE CONFERENCE, NOVEMBER 27TH, 1933· 

The Bureau of the Conference, on November nth, 1933. considering the preparation 
of a revised text of the United Kingdom draft Convention for a second reading, noted that the 
problem of the manufacture of arms and the trade in arms had been considered at length 
and requested the Rapporteur of the Special Committee to explore the possibilities of reaching 
a solution acceptable to all the delegations.1 

. The Rapporteur consulted the delegations specially interested, and, on November 27th, 
1933. forwarded a report to the President of the Conference.• 

He stated that the general situation did not permit of an immediate discussion of texts, 
as there were certain essential points which required previous elucidl'otion. His consultations 
h~~~= . ~. 

(x) That it was desirable to postpone discussing the trade in arms pending a solution 
of question; in regard to manufacture ; . 

(2) That negotiations concerning the regulation of man~facture and t~e reduction 
of war material should be kept in close contact and proceed Simultaneously , 

(3) That the special conditions attaching to the .publicity and supe~sion of !he 
manufacture of arms and war material should be considered by the Comm1!tee deahng 
with the general question of supervision and thafit was necessary t~ d~ter~mne whether 
supervision should concern itself with the . accuracy o~ the s~at.1sbcs m regard to 
manufacture or with the execution of a defimte undertakmg to hm1t manufacture. 

He further emphasised that there were certain fundamental ques~ions which would have 
to be settled before these aspects of the problem could usefully be d1scussed. Among these 
questions were the following : 

(a) Acceptance of the principle of full State responsibility for everything concerning 
the manufacture of arms and the trade in arms ; 

(b) The kind of publicity to be required in respect of the manufacture of arms 
and war material ; 

• Chronological Record, page 2S. y 1 lll 
1 Document Conf.D.{C.G.164, Annes IV. Confa~eace Document., 0 "me • 
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(c) A decision of principle on the qualitative or quantitative limitation of 
manufacture (quotas). 

The Rapporteur stated in conclusion that, until the above quest.ions had been settled, 
it would be impossible to determine whether the licences to be re9mred should be g~n~ral 
or special, whether they should be granted by the Permanen.t D1sarf!lament Comf!llSSlon, 
or what would be the powers of that Commission for the accordmg or Withdrawal of licences. 

STATEMENT SUBMITTED TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION BY THE DELEGATION 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, MAY 29TH, 1934· 

The General Commission, meeting on May 29th, 1934, to deci.de how the ":ork of the 
Conference should be continued, heard a statement by the delegation of the Uruted States 
of America to the effect that the United States Government was prepared to work out, by 
international agreement, an effective system for the regulation of the manufacture of, and 
the trade in, arms and munitions of war. 

The following paragraph from a message to Congress by President Roosevelt was read 
to the Commission :1 

" It is my earnest hope that the representatives of the nations who will reassemble 
at Geneva on May 29th will be able to agree upon a Convention containing provisions for 
the supervision and control of the traffic in arms much more far-reaching than those which 
were embodied in the Convention of 1925. Some suitable international organisation must 
and will take such action. The peoples of many countries are being taxed to the point of 
poverty and starvation in order to enable Governments to engage in a mad race in 
armaments which, if permitted to continue, may well result in war. This grave menace 
to the peace of the world is due in no small measure to the uncontrolled activities of the 
manufacturers and merchants of engines of destruction, and it must be met by the 
concerted action of the peoples of all nations." 

The United States delegation continued : 

"The people of the United States of America were aroused at the evils which were 
.being revealed in connection with the production of and traffic in munitions of war. The 
American people and Government were convinced that, by some means, the production 
of, and traffic in, engines of death, and the profits resulting therefrom, ·must be controlled 
or eliminated. Those in all countries who had a financial interest in fomenting interna
tional suspicion and discord, which in turn increased the demand for what they had to sell, 
must be put in a position in which they had neither the power nor the incentive to do 
so much evil. If international goodwill and stability were to be fomented, effective steps 
m~st be taken t? control or supp~ess the forces which had a material interest in fomenting 
m1strust an~ d1scord .. The Uruted States Government was ready to join in measures 
for suppressmg that ev1l and wa.s prepared to negotiate, in connection with disarmament, 
a treaty that would deal drastically with the problem." . · 

PROGRAMME OF WORK ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION, jUNE 8TH, 1g34 . 

• 
Th~ General Commi~sion, on June 8th, 1934, invited the Special Committee for the 

Regulation of the !rade m and Private and State Manufacture of Arms and Implements 
of War to res?me 1ts work_, and proposals to serve as a basis of discussion were submitted 
by the delegation of the Uruted States of America.• 

REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION, ]ULY 2ND, 1934· 
. ' . -

· . The Rapporteur of the Spec~al Committee, as a result of convers~tions w~th the dele ~tions 
chiefly concerned, prepared a senes of draft articles for insertion in a Disarmament Conv:ntion, 

:Minute. of the Gene_ral Commission,_ Series B, Volume III, page 6s6. 

anu !'!: f~:= ::b=~yb~::. t;.f~~~t~~~~tion provided for a ~tio~ control of the manufacture of 
respect of (1) all orden for manufacture (•) all production ~':':~'!~tore, S~lal Vlsaa for export and publicity in 
It was furthe.: suggested (a) that info~tion should be pro;,.ptl forwar~~ fc,";:te, and (3) all ~xporta and impo~. 
llOD u to all licences u soon as iasued, all ordera as soon as . Y e. e Permanent D1sarmament ComllllS
{b) that control should be exercised by an international bo~·~ by :e hcensee and all shipments as soon as made; 
a view to co-ordinating the provisions of the Convention a~d su~ : ~ ~erman_ent Disarmament Commission, with 
imposed by it. The aystem of international control would c .ec ng •n ormation received against tho limitations 
achemo -umed ( •) national responsibility for tho manutactn!'..ro-rde for continuoua and automatic inspections. The 
&D4 quantitati,. limitation of armaments would afford a basi ~ "':" t"d.tho. trade in them,and (b) thataqualitati"" 
upon of anu. (Document Coni D /C G 171 Annex ,.. __ ,• or De nutation and control of tho manufacture and 

• · ' • ' • '-'VU.lorence ocuments, Volume III.) 
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and these _draft articles, amended by the Sub-Committee on Manufacture on June 27th, 1934, 
were considered and approved by the Special Committee on Julv 2nd, 1934· 

The report of the Special Committee, together v.;th the draft articles was forwarded to 
the general Cof!~mission on july 23rd, 1934.1 ' . 

. The Comm1ttee expressed the view that the draft articles would require careful constder
atlon by the Governments represented at the Conference, and emphasised that, when the work 
of. the Co~erence ~as resumed, it was highly desirable that all delegates should be furnished 
w1th such mst':"U~tlons as would enable the proposals to be usefully discussed, either in the 
General Comm1ss~on, the Bureau or the appropriate committee. 

~e draft art1cles as approved by the Committee were based on an assumption of complete 
~uality o_f treatment of private and of State manufacture. The system of control embodied 
m the art1cles rested upon the acceptance by the contracting parties of full responsibility in 
respect of the manufacture of arms and the trade in arms in the territories under their 
jurisdiction.• 

T~e Italian delegation, referring to the work of the Special Committee and its Sub
Commltt.ee on Manufacture, stated at a meeting of the General Commission on June nth, 1934. 
that, as 1t had not formed part of the majority that had voted for the resolution approved 
by the General Commission on June 8th, its representative on the Committee would act as an 
observer only. That being so, it asked to be released from membership of the Committee. 
. Fu~her, the Japanese delegation requested that the following declaration should be 
mserted m the report of the Special Committee : 

"The Japanese delegation has not, up to the present, changed the position it has 
taken up on the question of the manufacture of and trade in arms during the Conference 
on the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. As regards the work of the Committee, 
the Japanese delegate will limit himself to forwarding its results to his Government, 
who will not fail to study them and to make known its point of view if it considers this 
necessary." 

MODIFICATION OF THE PROGRAMME OF WORK ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
ON jUNE 8TH, 1934 DECISION ADOPTED BY THE BUREAU ON NOVEMBER 20TH, 1934· 

The Bureau of the Conference, meeting on November 2oth, 1934, decided that certain 
questions might be considered ripe for embodiment in separate protocols without the Conference 
having necessarily to wait for the completion of an entire Convention. Among these questions 
was included the regulation of the manufacture of and trade in arms. 1 

WORK OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE FOR THE REGULATION OF THE TRADE IN AND PRIVATE 
AND STATE MANUFACTURE OF ARMS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR, 

FEBRUARY 14TH TO APRIL 13TH, 1935. 

The Special Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in and Private and State Manufac
ture of Arms and Implements of War, in accordance with the decision taken by the Bureau 
of the Conference on November 2oth, 1934, met from February 14th to April 13th, 1935. 

The delegation of the United States of America submitted draft articles' for the 
regulation and control of the manufacture of and trade in arms b~sed o~ the te:cts adopte_d 
by the Special Committee on July 2nd, 1934· They ~ere subm1tted. w1th .a v1ew .to the1r 
discussion and adoption as a separate a':'d independent ms.trument, :W~1ch. m1ght be mcorpo
rated subsequently in a general Convention for the Reduction and L1m1tabon of Armaments. 

• Document Conf.D.fC.G.I71.· Conference Document., Volume III. . . . 
1 The contracting parties undertake to prohibit manufac~~ an~ ~·. 1n respect o! arm• forbtdden ettber for 

use or for manufacture by the Convention or exceeding the qualitative lim• to. laid down ther~n. They further und~ke 
neither to manufacture nor permit to be manufactured nor to import for thea own use &rmaln exceoa of the quantitative 
limite laid down in the Convention. . . . 

. In respect of the trade in armo, they agree to co-operate with the Permanent Dioarmament Commiulon in eecanng 
the observance of the limite laid down by the Convention. · . - . · ,. ; • ' 

. - · · · · Mannfacturero of anna mnst obtain a licence to manufacture issued by the11 Government., and all export or 1m port 
of anns ia subject to an export or import licence issued by the Go~ent concerned. _ . . . 

The contracting parties undertake to forward to the Permanent Dioarmament Commt .. ton !iota of State eatabhah
menta with a description of the anns which they may manufacture, ~ptea of alllicencee to manufacture granted or 
renewed, lista of ordero from whatever aource received, copies of. all1mport or ex~_lice_ncee and atatementa of &;~~ 
manufactures, import. and export. effected. The Permanent Dioarmament ComiD158JOn 10 requtred to pubbsh tbJO 
information with the minimum delay. · by be · 6 • 

The contracting parties undertake to execute any important replacement program~e etagee to n~tt ed sn 
advance to the Permanent Disannament Conunission, togeth~ With any mannfactnre or 1m port of anns resulttng from 
a recognition of the right of certain countries to increaoe thea armament.. . .. 

The contracting parties agree to accept a syotem of permanent and aatoma~tc IDJ>erVI!IIOn for the purpose of 
vmifying that the manufacture, importo and exportto of armo accord WJth the provi!IIODO laid down. 

1 Cbronological Record, page 32. · 
• DociiiDeDt Conf.D.167. Conference Document., Vol. III. 
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The draft articles submitted by the delegation of the United States were g~ouped in four 
chapters dealing with: (1) the categories of arms and implements of war to be subJect to control; 
(2) the regulation of the manufacture of arms and implemen~s. of war; .(3) the regulat!on 
of the trade in arms and implements of war; and (4} the compost bon, functions and operatton 
of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. . 

The Special Committee met in plenary session from Feb~ary 14!h unttl ~arch 1st, 1.935, 
after which it entrusted the discussion of Chapter I (Categones) to tts Techmcal Commtttee 
on Categories, of Chapter II to its Sub-Committee on Manufacture, and of Chapter III to 
its Sub-Committee on Trade. 

Chapter IV, dealing with the compositio~ and powers of the P~rmanent Disarm:'-'?ent 
Commission after a first reading in the Commtttee of the Bureau {Mtscellaneous Provtstons) 
on February 18th and 21st 1935, was discussed by the Special Committee in plenary session 
from March 26th to April 'xst, 1935, at meetings attended by member~ of t~e Committee on 
Miscellaneous Provisions. These discussions were not confined to a constderabon of Chapter IV 
solely from the standpoint of the regulation of manufacture and trade, but embraced other 
aspects of the complicated problem of internatioJ?al control.1 . . . 

Special questions were ref~rred to Sub-Co~mtttees-the defimbon of arm~ by categ?nes, 
legal questions, and the transtt of arms and tmplements of war. The Spectal Commtttee, 
moreover, referred a number of questions for elucidation and advice to the Technical Committee 
of the National Defence Expenditure Commission.• 

Chapter V of the draft adopted by the Special Committee; embodying the proposed 
general provisions of the Convention, was drafted with the assistance of a Committee of Jurists, 
which met from March 27th to April 6th, 1935· Articles relating to the suspension of the 
Convention in time of war, the obligations of neutrals as affected by the Convention, derogations 
from the Convention to be permitted in certain circumstances and the relation of the Convention 
to existing treaties of commerce and to previous international undertakings, adopted by the 
Committee of Jurists, were noted by the Special Committee and submitted to the Governments 
for consideration with a view to a second reading. 

The question of the transit of arms and implements of war, considered generally and in 
special relation to the effective imposition of an embargo on the export of arms, if and when 
such action might be the subject of an international decision, was considered both by the 
Committee of Jurists and by a Transit Committee appointed on April xst, 1935. 

The majority of the members of the Special Committee favoured, in principle, the framing 
of rules applicable to transit, recognising, however, that the question presented certain political 
and practical difficulties. 

The Transit Committee was unable to agree upon a satisfactory text, owing to the fact 
that several delegations had no instructions in the matter and were not accompanied by 
Customs experts. It recommended that the question should be studied at leisure by the 
Gover!lm~nts and that ce~ait_l technical asp~cts of the question might be examined by the 
Orgamsabon for Commumcabons and Transtt of the League of Nations. 

The Committee of Jurists discussed the question of an embargo in the light of a text 
put forward by the ,United Kingdom delegation for inclusion in the preamble of the Convention, , 
~o th«: ~ffect that tt sh~uld be one of its purposes to provide machinery for the immediate 
tm~osthon ?f an effechve embargo on the export of arms, if and when such action should 
be t.nternabonally decid~d upon. The Soviet delegation, supported by the delegations of 
Spam and F.rance, submttted tha! the Convention should contain provisions for a more or 
less automat~c ~mbargo to be apphed to the Stat~ recognised as an aggressor. · 

~he ~aJonty of the members of the Committee of Jurists expressed the view that the 
orgamsahon .of an embargo was outside the scope of the proposed Convention. It was, 
moreover, pomted <?ut that the problem ~fan embargo was on the agenda of the Assembly of 
the I:eague of Nahons and that a spectal Committee of the Council was dealing with the 
queshon. 

GENERAL RESULTS OF THE DISCUSSION AND FoRM OF REPORT ADOPTED BY THE SPECIAL 

COMMITTEE, APRIL 13TH, I935· 

. The del~gatio~s, in the co~r~e of a general discussion in the Special Committee, defined 
thetr res_Pechve athtu~es to a hmtted Convention for the regulation of trade and manufacture 
oq the lm~ of the Umted States proposal. 

Th~ dtfferences of ~pinion ex.presse~ in the Special Committee were largely due to different 
conceptions of supervtston constdered m relation to the extent of the commitments to be 
finally assumed by the contracting parties in regard to the reduction and lt'mt'tation of 
armaments. 

t
ce

1
rtainb d:le.ledgll:tions, whi.ch doubted the necessity of certain measures of regulation and 

con ro em o 1e m the Umted States proposal in the event of · · · d 
to a regulation of manufacture and trade, indicated that t supervtSlon bemg confi?e 
the acceptance of stricter measures of supervision in the heyt w~re pCrepared .to cfonsider 
Limitation of Armaments being framed and t d even o a onvenhon or the 
attitude, in effect, conditional upon the natu~~c=~dee~te T~efet~elegatio?s made th~ir ultimate 
ments would assume under a General Disar n ° : commitments wh1ch Govern
which would be established between a more mame~tCConven~Ion and upon the connection 
under discussion. gener onvenhon and the limited agreement 

• ~ Chapter XI, Permanent Disarmament Commission page 1 • ._Chapter VII, National Defence Ezpenditnre, page 1~1 • 37· 
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b ;he Speci~ C?mmittee fully appreciated the necessity of ensuring complete equality 
as. «: ~ee~ r ~~ng at;~d non-producing countries. It was unanimous in regard to the 
pnnctp e, u optmons differed as to the manner in which such equality could be achieved. 

t T~e Sdecial Committee was unanimous in agreeing that an effective system for the 
con r~ alan regulation of the trade in and manufacture of arms and implements of war was 
O::n 1 • an1 te:c:t~ embodying this principle were unanimously adopted and approved. 
t; erences 0 ~ptmon 1were expressed, however, in regard to the character and extent of 

e measures o contro and publicity considered necessary for this particular purpose . 
. rre~uent references were made in the Special Committee to a maximum and a minimum 

P?;h10':r~~e!a~~ tocJhese matters. The minimum position was represented by the delrgations 
~h ; 1 

111 J mg om, Italy, .Japan ~d Poland. The maximum position, represented by 
e e. ega on of France, recetved a Wtde measure of support, while the maJority of the 

~o~;mt~«:e hw:: prepared generally to .accept the proposals embodied in the United States 
r • w lC • ey rega~ded as embodymg an acceptable compromise . 

. The Spectal C~mmtttee finally de~ided to present the results of its discussions in a report, 
which W~>Uld show· (a) ~he texts unammously adopted; (b) texts proposed by the Committee, 
but subJect to r~servahons or to alternative proposals submitted by certain delegations ; 
and (c) alternati~e texts proposed by these delegations.' 

It further dec1~ed that the texts should be accompanied by a commentary clearly setting 
f.c;>rth the observations .a~d propos<1;1s of all the delegations concerned and indicating the 
~ucu';Bstances a:nd condthons attachmg to its qualified approval of the texts. It emphasised, 
m t~1s connection, that ~he texts r~presented the results of free discussions and exchanges 
of vte~s and tha~. accordmgly, they~~ no way bound the Governments represented in respect 
of thetr final a~htude. Neverthe.less, 1t expressed the hope, in view of the extent of its work 
an~ ~he mat~al pr.ogress ma~e m the direction of eliminating or narrowing differences of 
optm~n on vtta:J ~01nts, ~hat tts task, whose final success depended on the solution of certain 
qu«:s~1ons !lf Pr_tnctple, mtght be completed in the near future, especially when the general 
political sttuatton should become clearer.• 

1 Report on the Progrea of the Work of the Special Committee for the Regulation of the Trade ill and Private 
and State Manu~ac~ of. Anu and Implements of War (docament Conf.D.168. Conference Docamenta, Vol. Ill). 

• The followmg 18 a bnef &Dalysia of the texts by chapten : · 

(a) G-Ill Oblitatiotu •114 D1fi11ititnt of C.Ugoriu • 

. Th~ Special .Co':"~~ .•nanimoasly ~op~ed texts stipulating that each contracting party would aaaume, In the 
tenitories ander >ta Junadiction, full respoDSlbility for the supervision to be exen:iaed over the manufacture of and trade 
in &rlll8, _with a view to e111aring the regular commanication and accuracy of the illformatlon to be oupplied under the 
Convention. 

Each of the contracting parties, for the purpose of oecuring publicity, undertook to fonrard to the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission the texts of all lawo, regulatioDS or other legal provisiono enacted for the purpooe of e111uring 
the execution of the Convention. 

The categories of &rlll8, ammunition and implements of war proposed by the Special Committee did not oecure 
ananimity. A Technical Committee on Categories, reporting to the Special Committee, oubmitted the resulto of ito 
work as an attempt at solutioDS of a purely technical character, accepted by ita member& with reoervationo as to the 
assent of their respective Governments. 

Five categories were proposed by the Special Committee comprising : (I) military armamenta : (II) naval arma
ments ; (III) air armaments : (IV) &rlll8 and ammunition capable of being aaed for botb military and non-military 
purposes : and (V) aircraft other than those in category Ill. 

(b) M a11vfiJCiwr•. 

Texts unanimously adopted by the Special Committee provided that the contracting partleo ohould forbid In their 
respective territories the manufacture of arms and implements of war as oet forth in categories I, II and 111, unleso the 
manufacturen had, in the case of private establishments, obtained a licence to manufacture luued by the Government. 
The licence to manufacture was to be valid far a definite period, to be revocable at any time and to be renewable for 
further periods at the discretion of the Government concerned. Ucencea to manufacture would give the name and 
address of the manufacturer, or the name, head office and principal worko of the firm, together with a dealgnatlon of 
the articles by headings in categories I, ll and Ill whose manufacture was authorised by the licence. 

Further, it was unanimonsly agreed that the contracting partieo obould oend to the Permanent Dioarmament 
Commission, within three .months from the entry into force of the Convention, a copy of the licencee to manufacture 
already issued to private establishments and, within the thirty days following t~ end of each_ quarter, a retarD ohowlng 
copies of alllicencea to JD&nufacture granted, amended, renewed or revoked dunng the prevwno quarter. 

In regard to naval armaments, the Committee unanimously adopted te:do aDder which the contracting partie& 
DDdertook to forward to the Permanent Disarmament Commission, within thirty days of the laying-down of a war v-1 
iD State or private shipyards within their jurisdiction, a return ohowing the date of the laying-down of the keel, the 
classification of the vessel, for whom the vessel was built, its otandard displacement and principal dimensiono and the 
calibre of its largest gnn. They further undertook, within ~hirty days of _the da~ of the completiOn of each war v-..1, 
to send a return giving the date of completion, together With the foregcnng particulara. 

The above provisioDS in regard to the regulation of the JD&nufac~ of &rlll8 represented the Jninim~m __ pooition 
adopted in the Committee. Texts provisionally approved by the ID&Joraty of the member& of th~ ~mm1ttee, on_ the 
basia of the United States te:d, provided for a otricter oys~ _of control: and a more extended publie>ty. It':"'"" ·~•pu· 
Ia ted, for example, that the JD&nufacture of articles appeanng 1n categones.l, II and III ohould not~ place >n pnvate 
establishments unless the producer was in poo-sion of ,_ fiiU ordero, 111 each case duly notified •n adva~ to the 
Government, and further stipulated that licencea accorded to mannfacturen ohoald ota~ that all orden receaved by 
them were to be communicated immediately to the Government whicll had granted theliceDI:e. 

Th- provisiom were not accepted by the delegatiou of the United Kingdom, Italy and J apaa. 
Further, the texts approved by the JD&jority provided that the ~tracting partieo oho~ld oend to ~e Permanent 

Disarmament Commission, among other particalars, a return at the beginning of each tina~ year allowing the qnan
tities of articles in categories I, II and Ill whose JD&Dnfactnre or purchase was contemplated 1n the couroe of th~ y~ ; 
a return showing the national defence expenditure proposed ill ~ of the manu~acture and. purchase of ~cles !n 
categories I, 11 and Ill : a return within fifteen days of ordero placed WJth State or pnvate eatablishmenta for articlea In 
categories I, Ill and v, with their description, number and type, the name of ~e Goverament on whose account the 
order was given, and the name and address of the private JD&Dnfacturer or deacription of the State establishment : and, 
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SUMMARY OF EVENTS AND CONCLUSIONS. 

The Conference, in taking up the subject of the regulatio? .of the ~anufa~ture .of arms 
and the trade in arms, inherited the results of over ten years mterna~1onal d1scuss1on. It 
had, in particular, as a starting-point for its discussion, the Convention of 19~5 (trade in 
arms) and the draft Convention of 1929 (manufacture of ar~s~. '!he Convention of 1925, 
which provided for a control by Governments and for pubhc1ty m .resp~ct of the export 
of certain categories of arms had, however, received only thirteen ratifications and had not 
entered into force, one of the principal objections to the Convention ~eing that it placed 
States which did not produce arms at a disadvantage with manufactunng States, while the 
draft Convention of 1929, which subjected the private manuf~cture of arms to a system of 
licensing and publicity, was still liable to important reservations by many Governments, 
more particularly in regard to material manufactured in establishments owned by the State 
or manufactured on behalf of the State.1 

Many of the delegations to the Conference, during its plenary meetings in February 1932, 
submitted proposals which indicated a definite desire to introduce a system of regulation 
both in regard to trade and private and State manufacture which would be _more complete 
and effective than that proposed in the Convention of 1925 or the draft Convention of 1929, and 
the General Commission, on July 23rd, 1932, in concluding the first phase of its work, decided 
to set up a Special Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in and Private and State 
Manufacture of Arms and Implements of War, with instructions to submit suggestions to the 
Conference on the resumption of its proceedings. . 

Discussions in the Special Committee, which took place in October 1932, revealed two 
main currents of opinion. Certain delegations again insisted that neither the Convention 
of 1925 nor the draft Convention of 1929 corresponded with existing realities or with the new 
facts and ideas which had em~rged since they wer.e framed. Other delegations, however, 

6nally, a return within the month following the end of the civil' year of manufactures completed during the year of 
articlea in categoriea I to V. 

Th- provisiona were not accepted by the delegationa of the United Kingdom, Italy and Japan. 
Toxb going beyond th- provisions in respect of the returns to be made to the Permanent Disarmament Com

mission wore submitted by tho delegations of Franco, Turkey, Afghanistan, Iraq, Spain, Czechoslovakia, the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Repu blice and China. · 

, An alternative text propo•od by tho United Kingdom, Italian and Japanese delegations provided that, within 
a1xty days of the end of tho quarter, a quarterly return of the total value under each heading of the categories of the 
articlea whoso manufacture had been completed durilli! the previous quarter should be forwarded to the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. 

(c) Trlllh. 

The texb of tho provisions concerning tho trade ill arms and implements of war were adopted subject to declara· 
tions by the minority delegationa. , 

Texb appro~d by the. majority .provi~ed that the. contracting partiea should prohibit, in their territories, tho 
export of ~1cles lD cate~ones I to V mclus1ve, and the 1mport of articles in categoriea I to Ill inclusive, without an 
e~port or ~mport periWt 1ssued by the Government. The export permit was to contain a description of the articles, 
~~~~ng th01r n~mber, aggregate weight and type, with the name and address of the exporter and a reference to tho 
ongmal order 1n cases wh.ore the order had been notified t~ Geneva and was for arms manufactured in the country of 
export.. It was also~ g1vo tho name and address of tho Importing consignee, with a reference to the import permit 
for articlea In categonea I, 11 and 111. 

Tho imP?~ permit was to contain a description of tho articles in categories I to Ill Inclusive whose import was 
authonaed, g1vmg th01r number, aggregate weight and typo, the name and address of tho importer a reference to the 
order and tho name and address of tho exporter. ' 
. The contracting J>arti~ further undertook to forward to the Permanent Disarmament Commission copies of all 
1m porto~ export pernuta .pnor. to tho entry or despatch of articles in categories I to Ill and similarly copies of all export 
per1Wta 1n reapect of articlea 1n categories IV and V. . 

~oreover, within a period of one ~onth from the end of the year, tho contracting parties were to forward a statement 
of all1mporta and exports elfected dunng tho year. 

Tho. provisi?na relating to naval armament. provided that, within thirty days of the end of each uarter tho 
contracting partiee _would furnish a return in reapect of each vessel of war acquired during tho quarter othei than ihose 
constructed for ~h01r own acco~nt within their respective jurisdictions. 

Tho delegations of the Umted Kingdom, Italy, Japan and Switzerland submitted alternative texts from hich all 
referencea to orders for manufacture were omitted. . w 
f tFhurtbboer, the d~l~gations o.f the United Kingdom, Italy and Japan submitted an alternative text as a substitute · 
~ e a ve proVISIOns relating to returns, under which the contracting parties would f · b to'th p t · 

DisannamentCommissian 'th' . tyd nfth urlllS e ermanen 
articlea falling within caU:g':tea ~ ': v i:"ported: e~d of ~!'.t q~arter, a quarte~ly return giving the total values of the < · •· 
origin and destination. n expo urmg tho preVIous quarter, ·showing the countries of 

posal
Finally, tho Soviet delegation •. supported in principle by tho delegationa of France Spain and Cb' b 'tted 

pro . that the contracting parties should nndertake not to issue im rt ' , . Ina, ~u IW a 
of war 111 excess of qualitative or qaantitatiw limits to be fixed d po • export o~ tJ:ans1t pernuta for unplementa. 
for the permit., . , ... . __ . un er agreements bmding on the partiea responsible . . ., 

!dl s .. ~.' • 1 ' 

Tho relevant text. are summarised in Chapter X£, Permanent Disarmament Co · · mmJSSlOQ. 

• The Convention of 192$ for the Supervision of tho lnternati na1 T d · 
menta of War provided that, subject to certain exceptions only~ ra 0 In ~ms and Ammunition and in Imple
flll' land, sea or aerial warfare and that for every exported c~nsi nme.::rnmonta IWght ex~ arms.exclusively intended 
to the competent authoritiea of tho exporting country by th S: .of such arms an ordeun wnting must be presented 
fa< the Supervision of tho Private Manufacture and Publici':;m~'1ta Government. The draft Convention of 1929 
I.mplenu:nta of War provided that the private manufacture of c~ e nu~acture of Arms and Ammunition and of 
licenceellloed by Governments. Tho Convention of 192 rovid n catego~e~ of arms should be permitted only under 
Convention of 1929 provided for the transmission to tho ~retary~or publicity for the export of arms and the dr.aft 
ofh returns. show~ng the total production, value, number and wei ht neralf thof ~e League or for the annual publication 

ad be enusoed. g 0 0 pnvate manufacturea for which licencea 
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wc:re _not prepared to accept more radical proposals, and insisted that certain decisions of 
pnn~ple would have to be taken by the General Commission of the Conference before the 
questions of the manufacture of arms or the trade in arms could be usefully studied. 

· T~e Bureau of th~ Conference, in November 193::1, decided that provisions relating to the 
trade 1D _arms and the1r m~ufacture should be included in the same legal instrument as the 
Convention for the Reduct~on and Limitation of Armaments, and during the next t'lo\O Je~ 
the problem of the regulation of the trade in arms and their manufacture 'lo\as discussed 1n 
the Special Committee and in the General Commission of the Conference on the assumption 
t_ha~ th_e system of control to be exercised would form an integral part of a general system of 
1irn1tation and control to be established under a Convention for the Reduction and Limitation 
of Armaments. 

During this period of the Conference, almost every aspect•of the problem was considered. 
~hould ~he p~vate manufact~e of arms be suppressed? Should the manufacture of arms be 
mt~rnabonal_1sed ? _Should licences for the manufacture of arms or implements of war be 
national or mternabonal ? Should personal restrictions be placed upon manufacturers of 
~~s ? . S~ould the rnanufact~re of arms, subject to qualitative disarmament or entire probi
bltiO~ 1D tm~e ?f war, be explicitly forbidden? Should the capital invested in war industries 
~e duec~y hrn1ted or reduced.?· Would the general measures of supervision to be embodied 
1n the D1sarrnarnent Convention constitute a sufficient degree of supervision in respect of 
the manufacture of and trade in arms or would it be necessary to provide for special 
supplementary methods ? 

Exchanges of views on these and other problems in the Special Committee and its Sub
Committees dealing respectively with trade and manufacture resulted in the framing of a 
report by the Special Committee, which was forwarded to the General Commission on June 
3rd, 1933· The rep?rt indicated once again that no further progress could be made in the 
solution of outstandmg difficulties until certain decisions of principle had been taken by the 
General Commission. More particularly the delegations of the United Kingdom, Germany, 
Italy, Japan, Iran, and the United States declared that it would be impossible for any final 
recommendations to be made (a) as to the degree of publicity to be extended to the manufacture 
and trade in arms in the absence of a decision on the general question of publicity of war 
material, (b) as to the system of supervision to be applied to the manufacture of and trade in 
arms in the absence of any decision as to the general system of supervision to be laid down in 
the Disarmament Convention, or (c) as to the measures to be taken in respect of aircraft from 
the point of view of manufacturing and trade in the absence of any decision on the system 
of control to be applied to civil aviation. 

The discussion of this report in the General Commission, which took place in June 1933, 
was inconclusive and the General Commission, on June 7th, 1933, noting that the preliminary 
technical work of the Special Committee had been completed and that in the absence of pol~ tical 
decisions it was impossible to make further progress in that field, entrusted to the Pres1d~nt 
of the Conference such negotiations with the delegations as might be necessary for the frarnmg 
of texts suitable for inclusion in a Disarmament Convention. 

No effective progress was made during a further period of nearly twelve _months i~ the 
settlement of outstanding questions c.f principle. Tbe Rapponeur ol the Spec1al Cornrn1~tee, 
as late as November 27th, 1933, ~as still requesting decision~~~ such fundarn~ntal quesb~ns 
as (a) the acceptance of the pnnciple of full State respons1~1~1ty for ~ver~hmg concemmg 
the manufacture of and trade in arms, (b) the kind of pubbc1ty requ~re~ 1n respect .of ~he 
manufacture of arms and war material, and (c) acceptance of the pnnc1ple of qualitative 
or quantitative limitation of manufacture (quotas). 

Such was the situation when, on May 29th, 1934, the delegation of th~ United States 
of America made a statement to the General Commission to the effect that 1ts Government 
was prepared to work out, by international agreement, an effective system for the reg~la~ion 
of the manufacture of and trade in arms and munitions of. war. T~e Gener~ Cornrn1ss1on, 
on June 8th, 1934, requested the Special Co.rnrnitt~e, in ~he hght of th1~ declaration, to resu!De 
its work, and proposals to serve as a bas1s of diSCUSSion were subrn1tted by the deleg~tlon · · 
of the United States of America. · · · 

The new proposals marked a definite advance in ce~ai~ directions .. Nation~l. responsi
bility for the manufacture of arms was accepted as a pr_mCiple and spec~fic prov1s1ons for IL 
strict national control over the manufacture of and trade m arms were md1cated. These w~e 
to include general licences for manufacture, special permits for exports ~nd an exten~1ve 
system of publicity covering orders for manufacture, and all State and pnvate production, 
exports and imports. Publicity was tc> be supervised_ by the Perrnane!lt Disarmament 
Commission which was to receive particulars as to all hcences as soon as 1ssued, all orders 
as soon as r~ceived by the licensee, shipments for exports as soon as rna~e and annual re.t~ms 
of all d t" d · rt General supervision over the execution of the prOVISions 
of the t~n:;n~f:n a:as 

1
:p;e =~ercised by some intemation_al body, such ~ the Permanent 

Disar t c · · d th"s body would have authonty to cause continuous and auto
rnatl"c~arnent. orntrnlssblon, adn Tlhe proposals submitted by the United States of Arneria 

1nspec 1ons o e rna e. · · 1 t" t f t 
were at this moment based on the assumption that t~e proVIsions re a m~ o manu ac ure 
of and trade in arms would be an integral part of a Disarmament Convention and that the 
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qualitative and quantitative limitation of armaments embodied in th~ Convention would serve 
as a basis for the measures to be applied in restricting and controlling the manufacture and 
export of arms. 

Draft articles for insertion in a Disarmament Convention, based on the propo~als submitted 
by the delegation of the United States of America, were approved by the Spec1al Committee 
on July 23rd, 1934.1 

The Bureau of the Conference, on November 2oth, 1934, included among the questions 
to be considered the regulation of the manufacture of and trade in ar~s, and, as a result 
of this decision, the Special Committee met from February 14th to April 13th! 1935. The 
delegation of the United States of America submitte~ a revise~ dr:Ut of. the articles adopted 
by the Special Committee on July 23rd, 1934. with a v1ew to thelf d1scusswn as a separate and 
independent instrument. • 

The delegations, in the course of a general discussion in th.e Special Committee, defined 
their respective attitudes to a limited Convention for the regu~atlon of trade and m~nufacture. 
Certain delegations, which were not prepared to accept certam features of the Uruted States 
proposals, indicated that they would consider the adoption of strict~r measures of supervision 
in the event of a Convention for the limitation of armaments bemg framed and adopted. 
Differences of opinion were expressed with regard to the character and extent of the .measures 
of control and publicity considered necessary for the special purposes. under. consideration, 
a minimum position being represented by the delegations of the Umted Kmgdom, Italy, 
Japan and Poland, and a maximum position by the delegation of France. The delegation 
of France received a wide measure of support, while the majority of the Committee was prepared 
generally to accept the proposals embodied in the United States draft as an acceptable 
compromise. 

The minimum provisions unanimously adopted by the Special Committee marked an 
appreciable advance as compared with the provisions of the Convention of 1925 and the 
draft Convention of 1929, and represented a larger measure of agreement than was reached 
at any period of the Conference prior to the submission of the United States proposals in 
June 1934. The principle that each contracting party should assume full responsibility 
for the supervision to be exercised over the manufacture of and trade in arms was reaffirmed. 
It was unanimously agreed that the private manufacture of arms should be subject to licences 
to manufacture issued by the Governments, valid for a definite period, revocable at any time 
and renewable at discretion, and that the contracting parties should send to the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission quarterly returns showing copies of all licences to manufacture 
granted, amended, renewed or revoked, during the previous quarter. 

Texts, provisionally approved by the majority of the members of the Committee, but not 
accepted by the delegations of the United ~i~gd?m• Italy and Japan, provided for a stricter 
system of control and a more extended publie1ty m respect of manufacture. They stipulated 
among. other things, that the privat~ manufac~ure of certai~ categories of arms should not b~ 
authonsed unless the producer was m possess1on of bona fJde orders notified in advance to 
the Government. It was further stipulated that Governments should send to the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission return~ showing the quantities of certain categories of arms to be 
manufach_ued or purchased dunng the financ13:l year, t~e national defence expenditure 
pr?posed m r~spect of them, the orders for certam categones of arms placed with State or 
pnvate estabbshments and the manufactures completed during the year of all categories 
of arms. 

The delegations which were unable to accept this more detailed form of publicity in regard 
to man~facture agre~d that a quarterly return of the total value, under each heading of the 
categones, of .the artlcles whose manufactu~e had been completed during the previou!' quarter 
should be forwarded to the Permanent D1sarmament Commission . 

The diff~rences of opinion in regard to the control and publicity .to be exercised in res -e~t. 
of the trade m arms turned upon. the degree of det~il regarded as necessary in the peri~dic 
returns mad~ to the P~rl?anent D1sarmam_ent Commission. Texts approved by the majority 
of the Co~m1ttee proh1~1t~d the export or 1m port of certain categories of arms without s ecial 
export or 1mport perm1ts 1ssue~ by the Governm~n~s concerned. These permits were ~0 be 
for~arded to the Permanent D1sarmament Comnusston prior to the entry or d t h f th 
articles, and a statement was to be made within one month from th d f t~spa c t ~ 
exports and imports effected during the year. . e en ° e year or 

\Yhile, however, the majority of. the Committee proposed that the ex ort ermit h uld 
con tam a reference to orders placed wtth manufacturers and notified toG p th d 1 s t~ 
offthe United Kingdom, Italy, Japan and Switzerland submitted alterna~~~vf~xtsetoe e~.a ~0~ 
re erences to orders for manufacture were omitted d 'd' w lC 
should be made to the Permanent Disarmament Com:issfor:Vl. l_ng that quarterly returns 
articles imported and exported under each heading of the t gtVl_ng the total values of the ca egones. 

Though there was a difference of opinion as to the de r f · · · 
by the Permanent Disarmament Commission, the princi 1 f. ee 0 s~perv1s10n. t? be exerctsed 
was accepted by all the delegations. Texts unanimoufi e 0 mternattonal publtc~ty andco~trol 
for the establishment at the seat of the League of a p Y adopted ~y the Commtttee provtded 
be entrus~ed with the duty of watching over the executi~~n:,~~~n~ Dtsarm.ament Commissi.on. to 
had the nght to request any supplementary informat· . e onventton. The Commtsston 

ton m regard to returns furnished under 

• A abort aummary of the provisions embodied in these articles will be f d • 
oun tn footnote 2, on page 12 J. 
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t~e Conve~tion.. It wa~ to meet once a year in ordinary session and might meet in ex~raor
dmary ses~10n e1ther of 1ts own motion or at the request of one of the contracting parties or 
the Council of the League. Its decisions were to be taken by a majority of the members 
present. 

~exts adopt':d by the majority of the Committee provided, in addition, for the constitution 
o_f regtonal col!lrmttees to be ~ntrusted with the duty of following the execution of the Conven
~~o~ ~y ~he d1fferent Sta~es. mclu~ed in each of the regional groups within their respective 
]Unsil~tlon. The C?mrmss1on m1ght, moreover, proceed annually, or more often if it so 
deter.nmed, t~ examme on the spot the conditions under which the national control exercised 
by the respective Gover~ments was organised and the accuracy of the information furnished 
~Y. them.. Any con_tractu;tg ~arty would be entitled to request the Commission to conduct 
m 1~s t~rntory such mvestigatu;ms as might be necessary in order to verify the execution of its 
obligation~, a~d any .contracting party of opinion that the provisions of the Convention 
had been 1nfnnge~ m1ght address a complaint to the Commission. The Commission would 
be bound to cons1der such complaints and determine whether a special investigation was 
necessary. 

T~e deleg~tions of. the United Kingdom, Italy, Japan and Poland were unable to accept 
the articles wh1ch p~oVlded for a system of continuous and automatic supervision on the spot, 
a~d they proposed, I~ p~ace of.this system, a general provision to the effect that the Permanent 
D1~armament ~om!"lSslon m1ght call for explanations in the event of it having reason to 
~eheve that an 1~nngement of_ the Convention had occurred or that information supplied to 
1t by a contractmg party was mcomplete or inaccurate. 

The t_exts adopted by the Special Committee on April 13th, 1935. embody the results 
so far _achieved by ~he Conference. These results were the subject of important statements 
made m the Comm1ttee by the French delegation, which desired a system of control and 
publicity even stricter than that approved by the majority of the Committee, and by the 
United Kingdom delegation, which pleaded for the adoption of a Convention to which all 
the delegations present might accede. 

The French delegation represented that the weakness of the proposals approved by the 
majority of the Committee was that publicity and the exercise of control would be too long 
delayed. It was glad to note that the idea of a previous notification of expenditure on 
armaments had been accepted almost unanimously by the Committee and that the majority of 
the Committee had also accepted the principle of a previous notification of the annual quantities 
of armaments to be manufactured, at any rate for some material. The majority provisions, 
however, provided for a control over finished material and the French delegation desired 
that control should be exercised, not only over the last stage, but over the actual process, of 
manufacture. 

The French delegation did not consider that the solutions proposed by the delegations 
which were in a minority on the Committee would suffice to clear up mysteries and to prevent 
surprises. They provided for no more than publicity of expenditure and documentary control 
and they thus departed considerably from the plan put forward by the United States dele-
gation and adopted in substance. by the majority. of th~ Com!"ittee. . . . 

The United Kingdom delegat10n declared that 1t was m entire sym_pathy w1th the pnnc1ples 
underlying the United States proposals. It differed only from the Umted States Government, 
and other Governments represented on ~h.e Committee, in the !"et~od of gi.v~ng effe~t to them. 
It pleaded for a simpler system of pubhc1ty than that em~o~1ed. m the ongmal Um~ed States 
proposals and represented that, in the absence of any l.1m1taho~ ~f ar!"aments_. 1t se':med 
difficult to justify the principle of permanent and automa~1c supervlSion w.ttb loc~l m~pecho~s. 

The United Kingdom delegation claimed for the stmpler Convention wbtcb 1t bad m 
mind that: 

(I) The Governments would undertake strictly to control arms manufacture 
and trade; 

· . (2) There would be a u~form sy~tem of c~mtrol tbro~ghout the "':'orld, thus _providing 
effective machinery for any mternatlonal action that mtght b~ dectde.d upon , . 

(J) The control would be so exercised as to keep the trade m arms m the responsible 
hands of Governments ; 

(4) A Permanent Disarmament Commission would be established ; 
(S) The principle of publicity for all arms produced, bought and sold would, for 

the first time, be accepted by the world ; 
(6) Nations would accept the princ~ple that they were answerable to a central 

international body for the accuracy of thetr returns. 
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CHAPTER X.-EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

PROVISIONS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION FRAMED 
BY THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION FOR THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE.-

Part IV of the draft Convention drawn up by the Preparatory Commission contained 
a series of articles (Articles 30-38) providing for the regula~ despatch b:y each ?f th_e. contracting 
parties of information on a certain number of essential pomts concermng the1r m1htary forces. 
This information was subsequently to be published by the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations.1 

This chapter of the draft Co~vention, in addition to p~ovis~on_s fo_r an exchange of infor
mation in regard to the categones of armaments for wh1ch hm1tabon w_as conte~pla~ed, 
included provisions for an exchange of information in regard to other part1culars~.e., CIVil 
aviation. 

Information was to be given on the following points : 

(1) Average daily number of effectives reached during the year in the forces and 
formations organised on a military basis. As regards land armed forces and formations 
organised on a military basis stationed overseas, the distribution of these forces and 
formations between the various oversea territories was to be specially indicated (Article3o). 

(2) For States with systems of compulsory preparatory military training, the number 
of youths receiving such training (Article 31). 

(3) Length of service of effectives recruited by conscription (Article 32). 
(4) Total annual expenditure on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of land 

and naval war materials by categories of such materials (Article 33). 
(5) Details of all vessels of war laid down or completed by or for each contracting 

State or within its jurisdiction (Article 34). 
(6) Name and tonnage of any merchant-vessel with decks stiffened for the mounting 

of guns not exceeding 6.1 inches (Article 35). . 
(7) Aircraft : maximum figures attained in each year in respect of number and 

total horse-power and for dirigibles the total volume (Article 36). 
(8) Number and total horse-power of civil aeroplanes and dirigibles registered 

by each party, with the expenditure incurred on civil aviation by the Government and 
local authorities (Article 37). 

(9) Total of actual expenditure on the land, sea and air armaments of each 
contracting party (Article 38). · 

The Preparatory Commission had in most cases drawn up model tables showing the form 
in which the various items of information should be supplied. 

SPECIAL INFORMATION FURNISHED BY DELEGATIONS TO THE CONFERENCE. 

In accordance wi_th !l resolutio~ ~dopt~d by the Council of the League of Nations on May 
23rd, 1931, all States mv1ted to parhc1pate m the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation 
of Arma~ents were aske~ to furnis~ information with regard to the position of their armaments. 
It was p~nnted out that 1t was ?esuable that each Government should supply this information 
on a umform _model based ch1efiy on the tables annexed to the Preparatory Commission's 
draft Convention. 

Pra~tically. all the States repr~sented at the Conference responded to this request, and 
the ~ephes rece1ved were commumcated to all Governments invited to the Conference and 
published. 

DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION, MARCH 16TH, 1933· 

The draft Convention submitted by the United Kingdom deleg.at' t · d d · t' 1 t' Th · u · . 1on con ame no corres-pon mg s 1pu a 1ons. e mted Kmgdom delegation observ d th t th · · f 
Part Ill (Exchange of Information) would depend in the main on ~h r a 't / proVldSion~ .0 

tions imposed by the other parts of the Convention It did n t e lml a Ions an hres fnc
to attempt to d ft th t b · · o seem necessary t ere ore . ra em a once, ut 1t was noted that Articl d f th d aft 
Convention would have to be reproduced.• es 34 an 35 o e r 

• Document C.687.M.z88.1930. Conference Documents Vol 1 
'Document Conf.D.157(1). Conf~rence Documents, V~l. II~ pa~:g:s~~-
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The Bureau of the Conference, on November nth, 1933, when discussing the proced~re 
to be followed for the preparation of a re";sed text of the draft Convention with a v1ew 
to its seconJ reading, reque_sted the United KingJom delegation to provide, as soon as possi~le, 
texts for the relevant art1cles. The United Kingdom delegate pointed out that, in v1ew 
of their consequential nature, they could best be drafted when the rest of the Convention was 
ready. The Uni~ed ~ingdom delegation was nevertheless prepared to provide relevant articles, 
though necessanly m a rudimentary form.' 

S?bsequent~y. the United Kingdom delegation requested the Special Commi~tee on 
Effectlv~s, appomted by the Bureau on November nth, 1933, the Technical Comm1ttee of 
the N~honal Defence Expenditure Commission and the Rapporteur for the question ~f the 
trade 1n arms and the manufacture of arms for an indication of the documents which 1t was 
proposed that Governments should, under the Convention be requested to furnish in each 
particular field. ' 

The Special Com:nittee on Effectives, in November 1933' drew up a provisional list ~f 
documents and a Model Statement, which the various delegations were askeJ to subm1t 
to the competent services of their respective countries, in order that the latter might inform 
the Co;nmittee whether it was possible for them to furnish such documents or analogous 
documents.• 

THE ARMAMENTS YEAR-BOOK. 

In July 1923, the Council of the League of Nations decided.' in fulfilment of the last 
paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant, to authorise the Secretariat to publish a year-book 
containing information regarding the scale of armaments in the various countries. 

An annual volume has been issued regularly since 1924. 
The Secretariat, in accordance with a resolution adopted by the Council on May :nnd, 1931, 

published a special edition1 of the Armaments Year-Book, which appeared at the en~ of J anu~ry 
1932 and was circulated to the delegations at the opening of the Conference. ~he mfo~ma~10n 
contained in it, as in the ordinary editions of the Year-Book, was based on offic1al pubhcahons 
(statistical year-books, official military bulletins, laws, decrees, budgets). To .t~1ese sourc~s 
were added the special documents supplied by the Governments on the pos1hon of the1r 
armaments. . . . . 

The work of various bodies of the Conference, particularly those dea!m~ w1th effech.ves, 
and the Technical Committee of the National Defence Expenditure Comnnss10n has provided 
considerable new material for the Year-Book. 

II 1 Document Bureau .50(1) (Couference Documents, Vol. Ill). 
• Miuutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. • page 19 · 
1 See Chapter Ill, E~ectives, page 54· th T bnical CommitteeoltheNational Defence Expenditure Commission 
1 For the special studies undertake~ by e : d val armaments by categories (Article 33 of the draft Conven-

on the subject of (a) publicity of material for lan b~\;:f total expenditure of land, naval and air forces (Article 38 
tion of the Preparatory Commission) and (b) pa fe:e Dditnre. 
of the same draft), see Chapter.VII, Na~nalJ~ Aa:;f1923, pages 873 and 874. 929 and 930. 

1 Minutes, twenty-fifth sesSion, Offiei • 
1 Documents Conf.D.4o and 40(a). 
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CHAPTER XL-PERMANENT DISARMAMENT COMMISSION. 

A. Supervision. 

PROVISIONS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION 

FOR THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE. 

Part VI of the draft Convention submitted by the Preparatory Commission for the 
Disarmament Conference provided. for the esta~lishment o.f a Permanent Dis.armament 
Commission with the duty of followmg the execuhon of the Disarmament Convenh~n.1 The 
members of the Commission were to be appointed by the Governments of countnes to be 
determined by the Conference, but would not represent their Governments. 

It was provided that the Commission should me.et annually in ordinary .ses~ion and in 
extraordinary session in cases defined in the Convenhon or whenever an apphcahon to that 
effect was made by a contracting party. A contracting par~y not having a member ~f its 
nationality on the ~ommission ~ight se1_1d a mem~er ~p~omted for the purpose .to Si~ at 
meetings during which any queshon specially affectmg its Interests was under consideration. 

Decisions of the Commission were to be taken by a majority of the votes of the members 
present. 

It was laid down that the Commission should receive all the information supplied by the 
contracting parties to the Secretary-General of the League in pursuance of their international 
obligations. 

Each member of the Commission would be entitled on his own responsibility to have 
any person heard or consulted who was in a position to throw any light on the question under 
examination. 

The Commission was required to make each year at least one report on the information 
submitted to it or any other information reaching it from a responsible source. This annual 
report was to be communicated to the contracting parties and to the Council of the League 
and to be published. 

The provisions outlined above were intended to cover the regular and normal procedure 
of the Commission. Further provisions provided against cases for which exceptional measures 
might be necessary. These cases were covered by a chapter on derogations and· a chapter 
on procedure regarding complaints. The chapter on derogations stipulated that a contracting 
party, if in its opinion a change of circumstances constituted a menace to its national security, 
might suspend temporarily, in so far as concerned itself, any provision or provisions of the 
Conven~ion other tha~ thos': expressly. designed to apply in the e':"ent of war. Such temporary 
suspens10n must be immediately nohfied to the Permanent Disarmament Commission and 
to the other ~ont~a~ting parties, to~ether with a ful} explanation of the change of circumstances 
regarded as ]Ushfymg the suspens10n. It was laid down that the other contracting parties 
should promptly advise as to the situation thus presented. 

The chapter embodying the procedure regarding complaints began with a declaration 
that any violation of the provisions of the Convention was a matter of concern to all the 
pa.rties. Any contracting party of opinion. that such violation had been committed might 
bnng the ~atter before the _Permanent Disarma!"ent Commissi?n• which, after hearing a 
representa~ive of the contr~ctmg party whose achon was called m question or of any other 
party specially c~ncerned m the matter, would present a report to the contracting parties 
and to the <;ouncll ~f the League: The report would, as soon as possible, be published, and 
the contrachng parhes were requued promptly to advise as to its conclusions. 

PROPOSALS SUBMITTED TO THE CONFERENCE, FEBRUARY 1932. 

. M~ny delegations, .in their references to the question of supervision during the eneral 
<hscuss10n at the opemng of the ~o~ference, wh!le agreeing to take the draft Con;ention 
framed by the Preparatory Commission .as. a basi<>, explicitly recognised that its provisions 
would need to be extended. The prebmmary draft was regarded · ts 
incomplete or indefinite.• as m many respec 

'Document C.687.M.288.1QJo.IX. Conference Documents Vol 1 pa 
6 'For an analysis of the proposals submitted to the Conieren~e· in ~ ~ · 

Conference Documents, Vol. I, pages 172·1 75 . e ruary 1932, see document Conf.D.102. 
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The need f?r effective international supervision by an international Commission \fas 
str<?~gly emphasised by the delegations of Austria, Czechoslovakia, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, 
H<ntl, Norway, Pola~d, Portugal, Roumania, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom. 
The German del~gation adv.ocated a procedure of control equally applicable to all countries, 
and t~e. Argentme delegation supported the establishment of a permanent international 
superv1s1on of armaments, provi.ded it was accepted unanimously and without reservation 
by the Conference to the extent 1n which it was compatible with the sovereign rights of the 
several States. 

. ~everal delegatio~s submitted definite proposals regarding the composition of the Com· 
m1ss~on. The delega!1ons of De!lmark and Finland, for example, suggested that it should 
cons1~t of representatives of all s1gnatory States. The Portuguese delegation proposed that 
all s1g~atory States should be represented on the Commission in rotation. The Soviet 
delegaho':l pr<?posed t}lat the Commission should consist of an equal number of representatives 
of t~e_Ieg1~lat~ve bod1es and .of the tr~de unions and other workers' organisations of all States 
parhc1patmg 1n the Conv~ntion, and 1t further suggested that persons belonging to the armed 
forces of any country or mterested in war industries should be excluded. 

The ~raft ~onyention submitted by. the Preparatory Commission made no provision 
for lcx:al. mveshgahons. Several delegations urged that it was highly desirable that the 
Comm1s~1o~ should be empo-:vere~ to conduct such investigations. Other delegations. were 
at first mchned t~ dou~t ~hen w1sdom or efficacy, ~hough no delegation was systematically 
opposed to them m pnncrple. The draft Convention submitted to the Conference by the 
Soviet delegation included definite provisions for investigations on the spot in the event of a 
reasonable suspicion of a breach of the Convention. 

Finally, certain delegations urged that the duties to be performed by the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission should include preparations with a view to future revisions of the 
Convention and to the subsequent stages of disarmament. The Soviet delegation and the 
delegations of Norway and Switzerland put forward explicit proposals in this sense. 

RESOLUnON ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION, JULY 23RD, 1932. 

The General Commission, in the resolution it adopted on July 23rd, 1932,1 approved, 
among the conclusions reached during the first phase of the Conference, a paragraph in the 
following sense : 

" There shall be set up a Permanent Disarmament Commission with the constitution, 
rights and duties generally as outlined in Part VI of the draft Convention submit~ed 
by the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, with such extens!on 
of its powers as may be deemed by the Conference necessary to enable the Convention 
to be effectively applied." 

PRELIMINARY DISCUSSIONS IN THE BUREAU OP THE CONFERENCE, SEPTEMBER 22ND, 1932. 

Consideration of the question of supervision, including the composition, jurisdiction 
and competence of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, was e':lt~usted, ~n th~ first 
instance, to the Bureau of the Conference, which entered upon a prehmmary d1scuss1on of 
the problem on September 22nd, 1932.1 

• . . 
The French delegation represented that the proVISions of the. draft Conven~ton. framed 

by the Preparatory Commission could no longer be regarded as ~atlsfactory. Th1s v.1ew .~as 
generally shared by the delegations present, special reference bemg made to the. des1rab1hty 
of providing for local investigations and the prepara.tion ?f the futu~e ~tages of d1sarmame.nt. 
It was generally agreed that the indications contamed m the prehmmary draft Conve.nt!on 
should be regarded as the required minimum and that the powers of the Permanent CommiSSion 
should be increased. · · · d M B · 

The Bureau, as a result of this preliminary exch~~ge of V!e~s, mv1te . . <?urqmn 
(Belgium) to make a study of the question of superv1s1on and, m consultation w1th the 
delegations to prepare a report. . . d h d 

Man ~u estions were put forward during these consulta!1ons m regar to t e proce ';Ire 
to be foll~we~1n local investigations. Should they be a';lthonse~ only at the request or .w1th 
the consent of the country whose conduct was called m quesho!l and on whose ternt<?ry 
th · uld b ducted 1 Should they be undertaken only m the event of a complamt e enqmry wo e con · , t · t' t' th t 
bein lod ed or should the Commission be entitled to carry ou mves 1g~ 1?ns on e SJ?O 
· thg g t' f •t t' g a breach of the Convention ? Should Comm1ss1ons of Enqu1ry m e even o 1 s suspec m . · t d t f th · 
b d t · 't th t m'tory of aU the contracting States m um an as par o e1r e empowere o VISI e e · · 't If d 'd th t h 
normal duties? Should the Permanent Disarmament Comm1ss1.on. 1 se ~c1 e .a sue 
· t' · t b d rt ken and how should the Comm1ss1on vote m commg to a mves 1gahons were o e un e a · b t't t d 1 
d · · ? F' all h h ld the Commissions of Enqu1ry e cons 1 u e . eCISIOn 1n y OW S OU • • f th C ' ' f d M · ' ul · th d 1 gations on the compos1hon o e omm1sston, oun 

· .B.ourqum, ~o!ls tmg e e eerits of a small or large Commission and that opinions 
that op1mon was d1V1ded as t.o the m ers should be Government delegates or independent 
also differed as to whether Its mem

1
b . th t ·n order to meet the wishes and objections 

persons. He finally came to the cone us1on a • I 

1 Annex 4· 
1 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, VoL I, pages 13-18• 
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· d •t ld be necessary to establish a Commission on which each contracting put forwar , I wou · h t th C · · State would be represented by a delegate, on the. understandmg t a e omm1ss10n would 
entrust the preparation of its work to sub-comm1ttees .. 

SUBMISSION TO THE BUREAU OF A PRELIMINARY REPORT, NOVEMBER 3RD, 1 932. 

M. Bourquin, as the result of these preliminary consultations, submitted a first report 
to the Bureau on November 3rd, 1932.1 

• · 

He pointed out that four questions had to be determmed : 

(a) What would be the attributions of the Commission? 
(b) What means ~ould it have at its disposal to exercise them ? 

(c) What would be its composition? 
(d) How would the Commission work? 

The members of the Bureau, during the discussion of the report, defined more explicitly 
their general attitude to the question of supervision. . . . 

The United States delegation declared that its acqmescence m the ext~ns1on of the 
powers of the Commission was ~ontingent. upon the contents of the final ~onvention~ and ~~re 
particularly upon a substantial reduction of armamen~s. The Sov1et ?~legation,. whlle 
insisting that very rigorous supervision sho~ld. be est.abhshed, ~as of op1mon t~at 1t was 
not possible to define the duties of the Comm1ss1on unbl the question of the reduction of ar
maments had been settled. The United· Kingdom delegation would also have preferred 
to determine the extent of the disarmament measures before discussing methods of supervision. 
This view was also shared by the Japanese delegation. , These observations applied, 
in particular, to the question of the attributions of the ~om~ission. . . 

The Bureau as a result of the discussion on the attnbutions of the Comm1ss10n, finally 
agreed that, in 'addition to the duties assigned to it in the draft Co~vention framed by the 
Preparatory Commission, it should be entrusted with· the preparation of the subsequent 
stages of disarmament and of any executive agreements which might appear to be necessary 
to ensure the loyal application of the Convention. . 

The means whereby the Commission would exercise its powers, and more particularly 
the circumstances in which it would be entitled to proceed to local investigations, gave rise 
to a prolonged discussion 

The delegations of the Netherlands, Poland, Sweden and Czechoslovakia urged that local 
investigations should be a normal and regular feature of the system of inspection, these 
inspections to be supplemented, if necessary, byad hoc supervision in special cases. It was 
argued that periodical local inspections would not give rise to resentment or irritation such 
as was likely to occur if investigation took place as an exceptional measure or as the result 
of a definite complaint submitted. The French delegation, urging the advantages of a system 
of periodical investigations, suggested that, alongside obligations which would apply to all 
Powers, there might be regional obligations under regional Conventions, whereby States 
might accept the principle of a periodical investigation in their relations with one another. 
The United Kingdom delegation expressed the view that the unlimited rights of investigation 
implied in the periodical system might give rise to difficulties and even dangers. The Japanese 
delegation urged that any system of local enquiries must take into account the requirements 
and circumstances of the region to which it was applied. The United States delegation, 
while admitting that periodical supervision offered distinct advantages, doubted whether it 
would be possible to establish a. system of absolutely universal application. 

. The Bureau, as an alternative o~ co~plement to the system of periodical investigations, 
d1scussed the procedure to be applied m the case of exceptional investigations. There 
were two main proposals before the Bureau-investigation as the result of a complaint 
lo~ged by a Gover.n~ent and investigati?n fol_low!ng upon a vote of the Permanent 
D~sarmament Comm1ss1on. The method of mvestigatlon as the result of a complaint lodged 
w1t_h the. Permanent. Disarmament .Commission was supported by· the delegations of the 
Umted Kmgdom, wh1ch preferred th1s method to that of periodical and regular investigation, 
and by the delegati<?n of the Unite~ States, which insisted, however, that measures should 
be taken to ascertam that compla1~ts w~re y;ell founded. The Soviet delegation, on the 
other hand, advo~ated a ·system of mv~s~1gahons to be authorised by the Commission in the 
event of. ther~ bemg a reason~b~e susptcton of a breach of the Convention. Investigation 
at the dtscrehon of the Co~~Jsston was also supported by the delegation of Sweden, which 
~ontended that the Co~~Jsston, ~part from any formal complaint, should have the right 
Itself to order local enqumes p,opno motu. . 

. It was generally. agreed that a State 'Yhich w:'-s '!lnder suspicion, or charged with having 
VIolated the Convention, would have .the nght to mVJte enquiry, and no objection was raised 
to th.e prop?sal of the French dele~at.wn that certain countries might agree to accept in their 
relahons With one another the pnnctple of periodical investigation. · 

• Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I, pages 25·31. Document Conf.D. 140. Conference Documents, Vol. II, 
page 357· 
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.The. Bureau, in discussing the composition of the Permanent Disarmament Comn1issipn. 
;ecided: ~~o:r of a body consisti!'g of Gove~nment delegates. on which al~ the contracting 
. owersk 0 ave one representahve and wh1ch would apnnint sub-comn11ttees to prepare Its wor . r-

The B_ureau, on conclu~ing its ?iscussion, invited M. Bourquin to prepare a second report 
on the basis of the observations wh1ch had been made and of the conclusions reached. 

TEXTS APPROVED BY THE BUREAU FOR EMBODIMENT IN THE DRAFT CONVENTION, 
jANUARY 23RD, 1933· 

. The Bureau •. on Nove~ber IS~h. 1932, adopted a second report• submitted by M. Bourquin 
m ~ccord:mc~ wtth these mstruct~ons and appointed a Drafting Committee to prepare texts 
for l!lsertlon m the draft Convention. The texts prepared by the Drafting Committee wt>re 
considered and.a~proved by the Bureau on January 23rd and 24th, 1933. and referred to the 
General CommiSSion.• 

The texts approved by the Bureau provided that the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
should be composed of. re_presentatives of all the Governments of the contracting parties, 
each Govern~ent appomtm~ one member to the Commission. The Commission would set 
up. sub-committees and dec1d~ as to their number, composition and duties. It would be 
assisted by experts chose~?' ~y 1tself and not appointed by the contracting parties. It woul<l 
be the duty of the CommiSSion to watch the execution of the Convention. The Commission 
would receive all the information which the contracting parties were bound to communicate 
to t~e Secretary-Gene;al o_f the League, and might request them for any supplementary 
partl<:ular_s or explanations 1.n regard to it. It might take into account any other information 
reachmg 1t from a respons1ble source, and each member would be entitled on his own 
responsibility, to have any person heard or consulted who was in a position' to throw any 
light on a question under consideration. 

A contracting party whose attitude might have been the subject of criticism would be 
entitled to_ request the C?mmission to conduct in its territory such investigations as might be 
ne:essary m order to venfy the execution of its obligations. The Commission, at the request 
of one or more of the contracting parties, might decide to have investiga\ions conducted 
on the territory of any contracting party, the decision of the Commission being taken by a 
two-thirds majority of the members present. 

The result of such investigations would be embodied in a report and the contracting 
parties would promptly advise as to its conclusions. 

The Commission would further be entitled to conduct periodical investigations in regard 
to States which had made a special agreement to that effect. 

The Commission would report at least once a year on the situation regarding 
the execution of the Convention. 

Any contracting party of opinion that the Convention had been or might be infringed 
might address a complaint to the Commission. The Commission would thereupon invite 
the contracting party whose attitude had produced the complaint to supply it with full 
explanations. The Commission would draw up a reasoned report on the result of its investi
gations and the contracting parties would advise as to its conclusions. All reports to the 
Commission would be immediately communicated to the contracting parties and to the 
Council of the League of Nations and published. 

It would be the duty of the Commiss~on to prepare such agreements ~s might be nece~s~ry 
to ensure the execution of the Convention, and also to make preparations for the reviSion 
of the Convention, in order to facilitate the subsequent stages of disarmament. 

FIRST READING OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION, 
jUNE 1st, 1933· 

The provisions relating to supervision were subsequently embodied in the draft Conv~nt!on 
submitted by the United Kingdom delegation and discussed by the General CommJsston 
on June 1st, 1933.1 • • 

Amendments were submitted by the Fren~h and Turk1sh delegah.ons. 
The French delegation, in addition .t'? mmor amendm~nts relating to .the. procedl!re 

of the Commission, presented clauses proVJdmg for the establishment of orgamsa~10ns wh.1ch 
would be entrusted with a regular inspection of the armaments of the c~ntractu~g .parties, 
involving an investigation in each State at least once a year, and an article prov!dmg that 
persons publishing or disclosing information as to alleged breaches of ~~e Con':enhon s~ould 
be immune from prosecution and protected by the c~mpeten~ a~thonhes af(amst repnsal. 

The French delegation submitted a further art1cle speclfyt!lg t~e action to be ta.ken 
by the Permanent Disarmament Commission in the event of a VJolahon of .the Convent.JOn. 
The Commission would call on the contracting pa~y at f~ult to .observe t~s un.rlertakmgs 
within a fixed period and would appoint a comm1ttee of mspechon to satisfy ttself that, 

, .. , tes f th B Se · c v 1 1 pages 83-88 Document Conf.D.148. Conference Doeumenb, Vol. II, au.nu o e ureau. nes , o . , · 
page 440. [B Conf Doe b 

1 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. 1, pages 114.127. Document Conf.D. ureau 39· erenc:e umen , 
Vol. ll, page 723. · 
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wiij!in this period, t~e C:onventi?n ":as bein~ observed. This artic~e further provi~ed that 
the contracting parties, 1f the viOlation contmued, would employ, m. common, agamst _the 
defaulting party, the necessary means of pressure to e~sure.the execution ?f the Convention, 
and laid down that, if war ensued as the result of such viOlation: the defaultmg party would be 
regarded as having resorted to war within the meaning of Article 16 of the Covenant of the 
League. 

The amendments submitted by the Turkish delegation relat~~ to the R~les of Procedure 
of the Commission, and provided that the system of superviSIOn established under the 
Convention should be regarded as replacing the military clauses of the Treaty of Lausanne. 

The proposals of the French delegation for strengtheni!lg the system of supervisi?n provided 
in the draft Convention were welcomed by the delegation~ of Norw~y, th~ l!mted Sta~es, 
Switzerland the Netherlands Finland Poland and the Umon of Sov1et Soc1ahst Republics. 
The delegations of the United Kingdo~. Germany, Japan, Italy and Hungary reserved their 
~~~L . 

The question of immunity for persons disclosing evidence of alleged breaches of the 
Convention had been previously discussed by the Bureau of the Conference on November 
15th, 1932.1 It had been generally agreed on that occasi_on that pro~ection should be accorded 
to persons honestly denouncing a breach of the Conve~t10n. Certam Gov~mment_s, however, 
had represented that they could hardly relinquish the nght ~o take proceedmgs ag~mst pe~s~>ns 
making false or frivolous denunciations, and had further pomted out that any stnct defimbon 
of principle must necessarily give rise to delicate problems of internal l~gislation. The 
delegations expressed similar views in the discussion which took place m the General 
Commission on June 1st, 1933· 

The articles relating to supervision were regarded as having passed a first reading, 
subject to the amendments and reservations submitted by the various delegations. 

PROPOSAL TO ESTABLISH THE PERMANENT DISARMAMENT COMMISSION 
IMMEDIATELY ON THE SIGNATURE OF THE CONVENTION, OCTOBER 9TH, 1933· 

• 
The President of the Conference, reporting to the Bureau on October gth, 1933, the result 

of his recent negotiations with the Heads of States, undertaken in accordance with the decision 
of the General Commission of June 29th, 1933, stated that a suggestion which he had put for
ward for an early establishment of the Permanent Disarmament Commission had been well 
received by all the statesmen with whom he had discussed the matter. He suggested that the 
Commission should meet immediately on the signature of the Convention by twenty States, 
so that it might be ready to assume its permanent duties as soon as the Convention came into 
force. The Commission, moreover, would, under this arrangement, in the period between 
the signature and the ratification of the Convention, be able to perform such provisional 
duties and temporary tasks as the Conference might consider desirable to entrust to it.• 

PREPARATION OF A REVISED TEXT OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION FOR A SECOND READING 
AND WORK OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS, 

NOVEMBER liTH TO DECEMBER 7TH, 1933. 

The Bureau of t~e Confere~ce, on November. 1.1th, 1933, appointed a special Committee, 
kno~n as t~e Committee o!l Miscellaneous P!~VIS!ons (Control and Supervision), under the 
Cha1rmans~lp of l\1. Bourqu!n, to prepare additional. articles relating to the system of control 
and superviSion to be estabhshed under the Convention.• It was understood that the articles 
would provide for the entry upon its duties of the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
the appointment of supervisory committees and automatic and periodical control. . ' 

The Chairman of the Committee, on December 7th, 1933, forwarded to the President 
of the Conference draft texts which he had provisionally and personally established as a 
result of an exchange of views in the Committee.• 

These. texts stipulated ~hat t~e Permanent Disarmament Commission, in supervising 
the exe~ution of the Co~venhon, m1~ht take.into account any information reaching it from a 
responsible source, and m all cases mformabon furnished by any of its members . 

. ~he decisions of the Commission would be taken by a majority of the members present. 
DeciSions, h~wever, ~o proceed to a local investigation in cases of complaint would be taken 
by ~ two-.th1rds ma)onty of the members present, at least one-half of all the contracting 
parties bemg represented at the meeting. 

The armaments of all t_he con.tracting parties ~ould be subject to a local inspection 
at lea~t .once a year, ~uch mspection~ to b~ orgamsed by the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission as soon as 1t entered upon 1ts dubes on the basis of absolute equality as between 

:Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. I, pages 84-87. 

1 
Manutea of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. II, page 18o. 
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the contracting parties, it being unde t d h . 
might be suspended for one year b rs ~0 .'.· O\\ever, that the rule relating to inspections 
majority, including all the membeis a eCisio~ of the Commission taken by a two-thirds 
the inspection ~ould apply. representmg States adjacent to the State to which 

The superv1sory committees appo· t d b 
would be entrusted with the duty of p m e ~ the Pe!IDanent Di~arn1an1t'nt Commission 
and of proceeding to the local inspect~r;;ane~t Y w;atchmg the execution of the Convention 

A series of articles dealing with th s con elll:P. a ted under the system of supervision. 
competence and operation was also sube ~~tmclosihon of the supervisory con,Jnittees, tltt·ir 

The delegation of the Union of Sovie~~ ~ j· · . 
which took place in the Committee e h oc_Ja ~t Republics, m the course t>f the di~russions 
to be effective, must be universal. ' mp asJse that any system of supervision, if it were 

The Japanese delegation in view of th" d 1 · 
that the universal application ~fa syste f IS ec. ~rahon, made a reservation to the efit•ct 

m o supervision might · · t ·•· ft" 1 · f Japan was concerned, referring, in particula t h .· . giV~ nse o ul ICI~ hes ~o ~r as 
conducted on the spot. The Japanese d 1 r, f. t e J?rO\IsJons wh1ch related to mveshgallons 
question by the Committee. e ega 1011 did not, however, oppose the study of the 

It should be noted that the Italian delegation f N 
themselves as participating in the work of th • ~~ rom . ovember nt~. IQJJ, reg_arded 
capacity of simple observers. e spec! committees of the ( onft•rence m the 

COMPETENCE OF THE PERMANENT DISARMAMENT COMMISSION WITH SPECIAL REFF.RFN<"E 
TO THE REGULATION OF THE MANUFACTURE OF AND TRADE IN AR'IS AND 1 \\" ·' MPLEMENTS OF AR: 

FEBRUARY 1935. 

The ~resident of the Conference, i':l his memorandum of Novembl'r sth, IQJ.j, inclllllt'd 
th~ estabhshm.ent of the Perman~nt ~hsarmament Commission among the questions which 
m_1ght be advantageously .embodied t.n separ~te protocols coming into force one by one 
without the Conference havmg necessanly to wa1t for the completion of an en, ire Convention.' 

T~e Bureau. of the Conferen~~· on Nove_mber 2oth, 1934, accordin!!IY instructed ih 
Co~m1ttee on Misc~llaneous ProV1s10ns to cons1der what further steps might be necrssary with 
a vie~ to t_he estabh~hment of a Pe~a!lent Disarm.ament Commission. It furthcr r1'<1uested 
the Committee on Miscellaneous ProV1s1ons to consider the proposal of the Sovit't dciPgation 
to the effect that a Permanent Peace Conference should replace the Conference for the 
Reduction and Limitation of Armaments.• 

The delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics recalled that the President of 
the Conference had, on June 28th, 1934, requested the Governments to submit their obscr
vations upon the proposal of the Soviet delegation. The reasons which had inspirrd the Sovict 
proposal were still valid, and recent events had lent additional force to the argumrnts already 
urged by the Soviet delegation. It was obvious, however, that the Soviet proposal could not 
be usefully examined until the delegates were in possession of instructions from their 
Governments in regard to its essential principle. 

The French delegation suggested that the proposal might best be dealt with as affecting 
one of the duties of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. Its consideration mi~:ht 
therefore be reserved until the Committee had discussed the technical questions which would 
arise in connection with the creation of a Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

The Bureau, in the light of these observations, decided to adjourn the discussion of the 
Soviet proposal. 

The Committee on Miscellaneous Provisions met on February 18th and 21st, 1()35· 
The Committee considered draft articles relating to the composition and gpneral working 

of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, submitted by the delegation of the Unitrd 
States of America,• comparin~ and collating these articles with the texts provisionally 
established by the Chairman of the Committee on December.?th: 1933.• .. 

The Committee, in view of the fact that it was now cons1denng a system of sup;rv1s1on 
to ~e adopted with special reference to the regula~ion of the manufactur.e _of and ~racle m arn;~. 
decided that it could not usefully frame a ~eta1led s":stem of superv1s1on unhl the Special 
Committee on the Regulation of the Trade m and Pnvate ~nd State ~'anufacture of Ar~!l 
and Implements of War bad discussed the system of regulatiOn and control to he embod1ed 
in the Convention. · · 
. The Committee accordingly adiourned on Februarv 21st, 1035, unhl_ the vanous 

committees dealing with the technical aspects of the que~ti?n s~ould have submttterl a repo~t. 
The Committee did not find it necessary to mee~ agam m V1ew of the fact that the Spee1al 

Committee on the Regulation of the Trade in and Pnvate and State Manu!acture of ~rms and 
Implements of \Var, meeting in plenary session from March 26th to Ap~tl 1st to d1~cuss tbe 
general provisions of the draft Conven~i?n• ~as attended by the Cha1rman and members 
of the Committee on Miscellaneous ProV1stons. 

• Chronological Record, page 32. 
• Chronological Record, pages 31 and 31· 
1 Document Conf.D. 167. Conference Documents, Vol. III. 
'See above, page 136. · th Trad · Arms 
1 See Chapter IX, Control of the Manufacture of Arms and e e •n · 
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The draft texts and the relevant section of the report of the Special Committee on the 
Regulation of the Trade in and Private and State Manufacture of Arms ~nd Implements 
of War were, in the course of these plenary meetings, discussed. and prepared wtth the assistance 
of the Chairman of the Committee on Miscellaneous Provistons.1 

· 

SUMMARY OF EVENTS AND CoNCLUSIONS. 

The provisions relating to supervision framed by t~e Preparatory Commissi~n for t~e 
Disarmament Conference were regarded by many delegations to the Confe~ence as m certam 
respects incomplete or indefinite. The composition of the Permanent Dts!'-rl!lament Co_m
mission was not determined and, while provision was ~ade for the Co!llmtsston to recetve 
information from the contracting parties, to collect evtdenc.e. and submtt an!lual ~ep?rts to 
the Council of the League for publication, there was no provlSlon for a_ut.o~ahc penodtcal or 
local investigation. The stipulations embodying the proced~re to be tmt!ated m the eve~t 
of complaints of a violation of the Convention, more~ver, while they pro~<l;ed for the exami
nation of such complaints by the Permanent Disarmament Commtsswn. and. for the 
consideration by the contracting parties of the conclusions of any report whtch m1ght as a 
consequence be framed, contained no very clear indications as to the action which might 
eventually be taken. . . . . . . 

The need for effective international supervtston by an mternahonal commtss1on was 
strongly empha~ised during the opening debates of the Conference by a larg_e number of 
delegations, special attention being drawn to the fact that the draft Conve~t~on made no 
provision for local investigations. There wa'! on this point a difference of opu~10n. _Sev.eral 
delegations urged that the Co'l!mission should b~ empowered to conduct such mvesbgabons 
while other delegations were inclined to doubt their wisdom or efficacy. The General 
Commission, in its resolution adopted on July 23rd, 1932, expressed the sense of the Conference 

• Texts unanlmo~ly adopted by the Special Committee (document Conf.D.t68, Chap. IV. Confe~n~e Documents, 
Vol. III) provided fOI 1:he establishment at the seat of the League of a Permanent Disarmament Comm1ss10n, composed 
of one representative appointed by each of the contracting parties, to be entrusted with the duty of watchin~ over the 
execution of the Convention. The Commission, within the limits of the obligations embodied in the Convention, might 
request the contracting parties to supply in writin~ or verbally any supplementary particulant or observations in regard 
to infotmation furnished under the Convention, the contracting parties agreeing to meet such requests and to furnish 
the desired Information through their representatives on the Commission or otherwise. Each member of the Commis
sion would be entitled to require that, in any report by the Commission, account should be taken of the opinions or 
suggestions put forward by him, if necessary in the form of a separate report. All reports by the Commission were 
to be communicated to the contracting parties and to the Council of the League. 

It was provided that the Commission should meet for the first time on being summoned by the Secretary-General 
of the League within three months of the entry into force of the Convention, and that it should meet thereafter at least 
once a year in ordinary session. It would meet In extraordinary session when such a meeting was prescribed by the 
Convention and when its Bureau so decided, either of Its own motion or at the request of one oftbecontractingparties 
or of the Council of the League. Decisions of the Commission were to be taken by a majority of the members present 
and voting, except in cases where larger majorities were specifically required under the terms of the Convention or by 
Its rules of procedure. 

Texts adopted by the majority of the Commission provided for the appointment of experts by the Commission to 
accompany its representatives and for the constitution of rel(i.onal committees to be entrusted with the duty of perma
nently following the execution of the Convention by the different States included in each of the regional groups within 
their ~espeetive jurisdictions. They further provided that the Commission, for the purpose of its investigations, might 
take Into account any Information reaching it from a responsible source which it mil(ht consider as pertinent to the 
execution of Its duties, and that it should have the right to bear ouch witnesses as might voluntarily appear before it 
or consult any person able to throw any light on a question under examination. . · 

The Commission, moreover, might proceed annually, or more often if it so determined, to examine on the spot 
the conditions in which the national control exercised by each Government over the manufacture of and trade in arms 
was org.anised and ~he accuracy of the information furnished by the Governments, such inspections being effected through 
the reg1onal committees, The regional committees, if notified in the course of their inspections of certain facts which 
appeared to call for the attention of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, would be authorised to establish 
ouch facts and to report upon them immediately to the Permanent Disarmament Commission. Any contracting party 
~uld be entitled to request .the C~mmi~ion .to conduct, in its terri.tory, such investigations as might be necessary, 
In otder to venfy the ~ecution of 1ts obhgations, and any contracting party of opinion that the provisions of the Con
vention had been !nfnnged might address a co~plaint to the Commission. The Commission, on receiving such 
requests OI com~&l~ts, would. be bound to cons1der the matter and determine whether a special investigation was 
necessary. Spec1al mvesttgations undertaken under these provisions would be carried out by a special committee 
created for the pu~: and th~ results of such investigations would be embodied in a special report by the Permanent 
Disarmament CommtSS1on, wh1ch m1ght make recommendations addressed to the contracting party The procedure 
to be followed in carrying out such local investigations was defined in detail. · 

The delegations ?f the United Kingd~m: Italy, .Japan and Pol~nd were unable to accept the articles which provided· 
for a .system of continuous and automatic Inspection and supervtsion on the spot.· These delegations submitted, in 
oubsti~ution f"! the texts adopted by the Committee, a general article providing that the Permanent Disarmament 
Comm1ss1on m1ght call for explanations in th.e even~ of it having reason to believe that an infringement of the Conven
tion had occurred or ~at Information. supplied to tt by a contracting party was incomplete or inaccurate. The con
tracting party would 1n t~at case furnish expl~tions, either verbally by responsible officials or in writing as desired 
by .the Per~anent CommiSSion, and the Commission would draw up, as soon as possible a report embodving the results 
of ata exanunation. ' J .. 

The French delegation, In addition to the measures adopted by the Committee, proposed that each regional 
committee should appotnt agents who would reside permanently in the territory of each of the States for which the 
committee was competent. These agents would be accredited to the local authorities and would have the necessary • 
means of action ~ pr~eed at any mome'.'t to effect such local inspection as might be required for the discharge of the 
dutiea of oupervt11on Imposed on the reg10nal committees. The Polish and Latvian dele ations moreover ropoeecl 
:at the attention of the Permanent Disar~ament Commission might be drawn by any o!. of the contractln~ parties 

unexpected Increases In the manufacture, Import or export of arms and munitions OI implements of war which seemed :0 tt to Indicate a threat. to peace, th~ Commission being in ouch an event required to consider the matter and to call 
or auch explanations as tt Dllght cot~a~der necesaary. 
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i~a declara~ion_ to t~e effect that a Permanent Disarmament Commission should be set up 
wtth a cons~ttuho~, nghts and duties as generally outlined in the draft rom enti<'n, but with 
such extensiOn of tts powers as would enable the Convention to be effectively applit•d. 

Preliminary disc · · h B fi d h u~10ns ~~- t e ureau of th~ ~onference in September and November 1932 
con rme t e gen_eraltmpresstOn that the provtstons of the draft Convention could no longer 
be regarded as satisfactory. Se~e~al delegations urged, however, that it was difticult to dt•cide 
as t? ~e f 0 11!ers ?f the CommtSSIOn until the contents of the final Convention, and more 
parhc . ar Y tts d_tsarmament provisions, were known. It was, nevertheless, agrt'ed that 
1ts du~tes should mclude th~ preparation of any stages of disam1ament subseqUt·nt to the 
adophon ~f a first Convention and of any executive agreements which might l1e nt'Ct'Ssary 
to ensure 1ts loyal application . 

. It_ was aga~n con.ten~ed by several delegations, in particular the French delrJ!ation, that 
peno:hcalloc~ mveshgahons s~ould be_ a non·~tal and regular feature of the system of inspection. 
Other del~gat~ons drew _attenh~n to d_tfficulttes and even dan~ers inht'rent in such a s~·stem, 
b~t no ObJection was ratsed to tts ophonal acceptance by certain countries in tht>ir rt•lations 
~th one another. ~here .were ~so_differenc~s of opinion as to the procedure to be applied 
tn the case. o_f exceptional m':'eshga~10ns,_ but tt was generally a~reed that a State whkh was 
unde~ susp1c10n or charged wtth havtng VIolated the Convention would have the right to invite 
enqlllry. 

J'he Bureau definitely decided that the Permanent Disarmament Commission ~houhl 
constst of ~overnment delegates and that all the contracting Powers should appoint a 
representative to the Commission. 

Texts subsequently prepared on the basis of these obser•ations and conclusii'I'S wert• 
approve~ by the. Bureau in January 1933 and embodied in the t'nilt'd Kinj::donl draft 
Convention sub!""1t~ed to the General Commission on March 16th, lr>3J. The n1ain i••lrrt'st 
of .t~ese texts hes 1n the provisions dealing with the points rl'!(ardin~ which (lifft·n·m·rs of 
?PtnlO~ h~d been expresse~, ~nd more particularly the provisions rt'latin~t to thl' rif.!ht of 
mvesttgah~n. The Commtss10n. was accorded authority to have invrstigations conducted 
on t~e ter~ttory .o! any contracting party at the request of one or more of the contracting 
parties, ~h1s declSlon to be taken by a two-thirds majority of the members prrsl'nt. The 
~ommiss10n was r!!quired, moreover, to inv:estigate cases of complaint lodged by any co~tr~ct
~ng p~rtY: of optmon that the Convenhon had been or might be infringed. Penmhcal 
mvestigahons were confined to States which made a special agreement to that tff<·ct. 

The provisions embodied in the United Kingdom draft Convention wl'rc difcmsrd by the 
General Commission on June 1st, 1933· The French delegation, which reC!·ivrcl a large 
measure of support from other delegations, submitted proposals for strengthening still furtl1rr 
the system of supervision, more particularly by means of a regular system of inspl'ction 
involving an investigation in each State at least once a year. It further submitted proposals 
specifying the action to be taken by the Permanent Disarmament Commission in the event 
of a violation of the Convention. These proposals were received with re~rr•r by srvrral 
delegations, and the articles relating to supervision embodied in tl1e <lraft Convention, aclc>ptl'd 
on first reading, were understood to be subject to the amendments and reservations submitted 
by the various delegations. 

Further progress was made in the autumn of 1933, when the President of the Confrrence, 
reporting to the Bureau on the results of his recent negotiations with the lll'ads of Statts, 
stated that a suggestion which he had put forward for an early establishment of the Permanrnt 
Disarmament Commission had been well received by all the statesmen with whom he had 
discussed the matter. It was felt that the Commission should be ready to assume its permanent 
duties as soon as the Convention came into force and perform such duties and temporary 
tasks as the Conference might consider desirable to entrust to it. 

The Bureau of the Conference, in November 1933. decided that additional artidrs ~hould 
be prepared supplementing those already included in the draft Convention and defini~~ more 
precisely the system of control and supervision to be established unde~ the Conv:l'ntJOn. It 
appointed for this purpose a special Comwittee known as _the Commtttl'e on M1~c.ellane~us 
Provisions. It was understood that the articles would provtde for the entry upon th ~uhes 
of the Permanent Disarmament Commission and for the appointment of snpervJ!Iory com.mJttee!l. 
The Chairman of the Committee, on December 7th, 1933, forwarded t? the Prrs1dent of 
the Conference texts which he had provisionally and personally estabh~hed as a rrsult of 
an exchange of views in the Committee. 

The texts framed in accordance with this decision included provisions for a loc~l in~pection 
of the armaments of the contracting parties at l~ast once a year: to be. or~amsed by th_e 
Permanent Disarmament Commission as soon as tt entered upon tts duties, upon the. bas1s 
of absolute equality as between the c~mtract~ng Powers. ~ese texts rep~esent the ultt.~ate 
position reached by the Conference m deahng generally wtth _the que.shon of snpe~s1on. 
Certain reservations were made in regard to them b~ ~elegattons wh1ch took part m the 
discussions of the Committee on Miscellaneous ProVIstons, and they ~a':'e not yet been 

• considered either by the Bureau of the Conference or the General Comm•sston. 
The President. of the Conference, on November 5th, 1934, included the re!(ul.ation of the 

trade in and manufacture of arms and the establishment of the Permanen~ Dt.sarmament 
Commission among the questions which might be advantage~usly embo~hed m ~eparate 
protocols coming into force one by one without the Conference havtng necessanly to watt for the 
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completion of an entire Convention. The texts drafted by the Chai~man ~f the Commit~e 
on Miscellaneous Provisions in December 1933 were acco~dingly re~ons1dered m February 1935 
by the Special Com'llittee on the Regulation of the Trade m and Pnvate.and State 1\Ianufacture 
of Arms and Implements of War with the assistance of ~he Co~m1ttee 0!1 1\hs~ellaneo_us 
Provisions. The articles relating to supervision were on th1s oc~as10n exammed ~1th spe~1al 
reference to the regulation of the manufacture of and the ~r!'-de m ar~s. _Delegation~ wh1ch 
were prepared in principle to accept the system of superv1s1on embo~lied m _these ar_tJcles as 
a feature of the Disarmament Convention were unable to acc~pt articles wh1ch prov~ded for 
a system of continuous and automatic supervision and inspection on the spot applymg only 
to the control of the manufacture of and the trade in arms.l . . 

The texts adopted as a result of these discussions• are under cons1deratJon by the 
Governments and have not been considered either by the Bureau of the. Conference OJ: the 
General Commission. 

B. Guarantees of Execution. 

PROVISIONS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION 
FOR THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE. 

Chapter C of the draft Convention drawn up by the Preparator}:' Commission contained 
the following provisions on the subject of violations of the Convenbon and measures to be 
taken as the result of such violations.• 

" Article 51.-The High Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the 
provisions of the present Convention is a matter of concern to all the Parties. 

" Articl~ 52.-If, during the term of the present Convention, a High Contracting 
Party is of opinion that another Party to the Convention is maintaining armaments 
in excess of the figures agreed upon or is in any way violating or endeavouring to violate 
the provisions of the present Convention, such Party may lay the matter, through the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, before the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission. · · 

" The Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting Party 
whose action is questioned, should such Party so desire, and the representative of any 
other Party which may be specially concerned in the matter and which asks to be heard, 
shall, as soon as possible, present a report thereon to the High Contracting Parties and to 
the Council of the League. The report and any proceedings thereon shall be published 
as soon as possible. . 

" The High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the conclusions of the 
report. 

" If the High Contracting Parties directly concerned are Members of the League 
of Nations, the Council shall exercise the rights devolving upon it in such circumstances 
in virtue of the Covenant, with a view to ensuring the observance of the present Convention 
and to safeguarding the peace of nations." 

FIRST READING OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION, 
jUNE 1ST,' 1933. 

The resolution adopted by the General Commission on July 23rd, 1932,• did not deal 
with the question of violations in general, but only with violations of the provisions relating 
to the prohibition of chemical, bacteriological and incendiary weapons. 

In the draft Convention submitted by the United Kingdom. delegation Article 89 
contained the following provision : , ' 

" It is hereby declared that the loyal execution of the present Convention is a matter 
of common interest ~o the High Contracting Parties." . 

During the first re~ding of_ t~is draft ~onvention, the French delegation submitted, 
on Ju~e !st, ~933. an article spec~fym~ the action to be taken by the Permanent Disarmament 
CommiSSIOn m the event of a VJOlabon of the Convention.• 

PREPARATIONS FOR A SECOND READING, OCTOBER 9TH, 1933, TO jUNE 8TH, 1g34. 

. The_President, reporting_to the ~ureau on October gth, 1933, the result of his negotiations 
With vanous ~overnments Wlth a View t~ the second reading of the draft Convention, stated 
that the question of the. syste~ of penalties to be established for breaches of the Convention 
had proved to be especially difficult. · 

'See Chapter IX. Control of the Manufacture of Anna and the Trade in Arms 
:Document Conf.D.168, Chapter IV. Conference Documents, Vol. Ill. • 

Document C.687.M.288.19Jo.IX. Conference Documents, Vol. I page 2s 
• ADDex 4· • • 

• See pageo 135-136 above. Minutea of the General Commission, Seriea B, Vol. JI, page sSo. 
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~·The Bureau decided that the uesf - . 
be left in the hands of the Presiden( of t~o~ of tenalttes for breaches of the Convention should 
for the word " penalties" the expr . e ~n erence. It was at the same time decided that 
substituted.l esston guarantees of execution " should henceforth be 

The General Commission in cons· d . . 
from l\1ay 29th to June 8th i 934 ga 1 efn~htts fut~re pr~ramme of work at meetings helt.l 
more particularly to the qu~tion' of ~: :U er _constdera_hon to the question of supervision, 
Commission and guarantees for the e tm~edtate creahon of the Permanent Disarmament 
submitted by the French delegation to et~ec~tion of the Convention, and, in the resolution 
proposals before the Commission it was e ure~u ~n June 8th, 1934. co-ordinating the various 
to study the problem of guarante~s of e prof.ose td at a special committee should be appointed 

• 

xecu ton an to resume the work relating to supervision.• 

GUARANTEES OF EXECUTION REFER RED TO THE COMMITTEE ON :MISCEllANEOUS PROVISIONS, 
jUNE liTH, 1934. 

The General Commission approved this ro osal d · 
the question of guarantees of execuf t th P .P . • an • '?n June nth, 1934, 1t entrusted 
presided over by M. Bourquin.• ton ° e extstmg Committee on Miscellaneous Pro\'isions 

It was agreed that this Committee enlar ed to · 1 d h · of representatives of the Ar t" A • . g . mc u. e ot er members, should cons1st 
d gen me, ustna, the Umted Kmgdom France Italy Japan the 

Netherlan s! Norway,_ Pola~d •. Roumania, Spain, Turkey, the United States 'of Am~rica 
and the Umon of Sc;>vtet Soctaltst Republics, it being understood th t th Ch · · ht 
secure the co-operation of other States. a e a1rman nug 

SUGGESTIONS SUBMITTED BY THE COMMITTEE 
TO THE PRESIDENT AND FORWARDED TO GOVERNMENTS, jUNE 28TH, 1934· 

~he Comii?-ittee o~ Miscellaneou~ Provisions, on June 28th, 1934, considered a note 
submtt~ed by tts Ch~1rma~ embodymg the result of preliminary conversations with the 
delega!1ons o~ t~e Umted _Kmgdom, France, Poland, Roumania, the Netherlands, the Union 
of Sov1et S?c1al1st Republics and the United States of America.• 

Atte~t10n was dr~wn to tw~ current~ of opinion ~bserved in the course of the preliminary 
conversabo~s. . Certam delega!tons desued to spectfy the legal machinery and to define 
the legal obligations .t~ be established. Other delegations, feeling that the system of guarantees 
should not be too ngtdly defined, showed a preference for more elastic methods. 

~t was generally agreed that the guarantees of execution must be proportionate to the 
gr~Vlt:y of the ?ffences to which they would apply. Obviously, a slight irregularity should not 
bnng mto action the same collective measures as a far-reaching violation foreshadowing a 
threat of war. Between these two extremes stretched a whole series of intermediate possi
bilities. It was not possible strictly to define all these contingencies, but it was possible to 
specify in advance a number of main categories which might serve as an adequate framework 
for a general system of guarantees. 

Four categories of offences were discussed: 

(r) The first category would cover slight breaches of the Convention, not at first 
sight involving an intentional and deliberate violation. Such breaches might occur 
either through negligence or error or through the action of subordinate officials or 
authorities. The attention of the Governments would in such cases be specially drawn 
to the matter, possibly by the supervisory committees responsible for local inspections 
appointed under the general system of supervision embodied in the Convention. 

(2) The second category would cover breaches of the same essential character, but 
requiring stronger measures, either owing to their duration or number. In such cases, 
intervention by the Permanent Disarmament Commission or any permanent organ to 
which it might delegate its powers would app~3:r to .be nec~ssary.. The Governm~nts 
concerned might be requested to restore cond1tion.s m kee~mg wtth the Conven_tl_on, 
a time-limit for doing so being indicated. Such 1ntervent1on would have a pohtlcal 
character, but would not exceed the limits of a friendly warning. 

(3) The third category would cover irregularities which cc;>uld ~ot be explai_ned 
as a result of error or negligence. Such breach~ would be clearly mtentlonal! but mtght 
still be remedied. In such cases collective action ~ould need to be J!IO~e vtg~rous and 
rapid. It was suggested that the Permanent Disarmament CommtsslOn mtght first 
address an urgent and formal appeal to the <?ovemment. concerned tc;> put an end to the 
breach at the earliest possible moment. Thts appeal mtgh~ appr~pnately be suppo~ed 
by joint diplomatic representations on the part of States stgnatones of the Convention . 

-
1 Minutes of the Bureau, Series C, Vol. II, pages 179 and rC}8. 
• Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. III, page 136. 
1 Minutes of the General Commission, Series B, Vol. Ill, page 689. See abo above, page IJ6. 
• Document Conf.D.fC.G.r7o. Confereno:e Documents, Vol. III. 
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In such cases the Convention would provide, as a last resource, for the app~ication ·o~ 
economic pressure, such as an immediate embargo _on arms and raw matenals or the 
granting of favours and facilities to the States most directly threa~ened. by the ~reach. 

(4) The fourth category would include on~y breaches. which directly mvolved a 
danger of war. The signatories of the Convention would, m such an ~ve~t, be faced 
with a threatened breach of the Pact of Paris, and the problem of secunty m the strict 
sense would thereupon arise. The means of collective action provided for the ~revious 
category of offences would accordingly be strengthened by the procedures devised for 
the guaranteeing of security. 

The sole purpose of the note was to suggest certain solutions, which would in any case 
need to be supplemented at a later stage. . . . .. 

Certain delegations made important reservations in regard to the proceedmgs and decisions 
of the Committee. · . · · d · 

The Japanese delegation stated that the general reservation. which it ha . ~ade m ~he 
Com;nittee on Miscellaneous Provisions in regard to the queshon of supems10n apphed 
equally to guarantees of execution.1 The Soviet delegation made a counter-reservat101_1 to 
the effect that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics could only be a partr to undertakmgs 
relatin" to supervision and guarantees of execution which were. of a umv~rsal character. 
FinallY, the United States delegation indicated that it would be di_fficult for itS Government 
to accept any positive obligati?ns regarding guarantees of ex~cutwn. The note drawn up 
by the Chairman of the Committee was forwarded to the President of the Conference, who 
communicated it to the Governments for their consideration. 

SUMMARY OF EVENTS AND CONCLUSIONS. 

The draft Convention framed by the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament 
Conference declared that any violation of the provisions of the Convention was a matter of 
concern to all the parties and stipulated that complaints of violation might be laid before 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission, which would hear the parties and submit a report 
to the contracting parties and to the Council of the League. The contracting parties were to 
advise as to the conclusions of the report and the Council of the League was to exercise its 
rights under the Covenant in the event of the parties directly concerned being Members of 
the League of Nations. . 

The French delegation, on June 1st, 1933, submitted an article defining more precisely 
the action to be taken in the event of a violation. The Permanent Disarmament Commission 
was to call on the contracting party at fault to observe its undertakings within a period to be 
fixed by the Commission and appoint a committee of inspection to satisfy itself that, within 
this period, the Convention was being observed, The contracting parties, if the violation 
continued, were to employ in common against the defaulting party the necessary means 
of pressure to ensure the execution of the Convention, and, if war ensued, the defaulting party 
was to be regarded as having resorted to war within the meaning of Article 16 of the Covenant. 

The ~resident, in his negotiatio1_1s with the Heads of States in the summer of 1933, found 
the queshon of the system of penalties to be established for breaches of the Convention to be 
specially difficult, and the Bureau, in October 1933, decided that it should be left in his hands. 
It also decided that the question should in futur~ be referred to as" guarantees of execution ", 
and, on June nth, 1934, the problem was discussed by the Committee on Miscellaneous 
Provisions, presided over by M. Bourquin. 

The Committee, on June 28th, 1934, forwarded to the President of the Conference a note 
em~odyin$' the .result of an exchang~ of views for communication to the Governments for 
theu consideration. No further achon has been taken by the Conference in regard to the 
matter. 

'See above, page 137. 



CHAPTER XII.-MORAL DISARMA:\IENT: 

PROPOSALS SUBMITTED TO THE p ( OLITICAL Oliii4ISSION, MARCH 15TH, 1933. 

The General Commission of the Conference on F b h · 
a Political Commission, it being understood that it woul~ ~:Cry 2~t th19fi~:;r,t~ecatded to settt up 
which did not raise questions of principle. 1 uss, 10 e rs ms ance, ma ers 

The Political Commission, on March 15th 1932, decided to take up first the sub)"ect 
of moral disarmament. ' 

The Polish Government ~ad, on September 17th, 1931, communicated to the Secretary
General of t~e League of Nations a memorandum on moral disarmament 1 requesting that it 
should be cuculated t~ the Governa:nents invited to the Disarmament Conference. and, on 
Febx:nary _I3th, 1932, lt ha? submatted definite proposals based on the suggestions and 
cons1derat10ns put forward m the memorandum.• 
. The r~l?resentativ~ ?f Poland, on March 15th, 1932, formally moved these proposals 
m the Pohbcal Comm1ss1on. He suggested that : 

(I) An international. Conve_ntion s~ould be concluded whereby Governments 
wo~d agree to make certaa.n specafi~d actions punishable offences under their law, such 
acbons to be defined as mcompatlble with satisfactory international relations and 
danger~>Us to t~e peace of the world. _The~e actions would include inciting public opinion 
to warlike sentm~ents, propaga?da whach named at inducing States to violate international 
law, and the deliberate spreadmg of false or distorted reports or forged documents likely 
to embitter the relations between States. 

(2) A conference should be held as soon as possible of qualified representatives 
of journalists and publishers' associations to consider what steps could be taken to put• 
the idea of moral disarmament into effect so far as the Press was concerned the result 
of the proceedings of the conference to be taken as a basis for concerted' action by 
Governments and professional Press associations. · 

(3) Recommendations and suggestions, such as had already been adopted with a 
view to interesting young people in the organisation of international peace, should be 
progressively put into effect by international undertakings, special attention being 
given to the de3irability of a general revision of school text-books and the introduction 
into educational institutions of instruction concerning the League, international co
operation and the life of the various peoples. Governments should realise the importance 
of encouraging closer relations between students and teachers in the different countries. 

(4) A general Convention should be concluded on the subject of broadcastin~, 
the Governments undertaking to adhere to the principle of moral disarmament in thear 
supervision of broadcasting programmes. Governments should undertake to prohibit 
the exhibition of films or plays likely to embitter international relations and to encourage 
films and plays likely to favour the cause of peace. 

(5) The international policy of Governments should be in harmony with their 
efforts in the direction of moral disarmament. 

WORK OF THE COMMITTEE ON MORAL DISARMAMENT, MARCH 15TH TO JuLY 20TH, 1932. 

The Political Commission, on March 15th, 1932, appointed a special Commit!ee oftwenty
two members, selected for their personal qualifications, to study the question of moral 
disarmament. • . . 

The Committee grouped under three headings the questions selected for exammahon : 

(1) Questions concerning intellectual co-operation a!ld the technical . means of 
spreading information, including the problems of education, use of the cmema and 
broadcasting ; . 

(2) Questions concerning 1he co-operation of the Press; 
(3) Questions of a legal character. 

Th C "tt d t d as a basis for the discussion of the first of these items, a draft e omm1 ee a op e , . . f h L f N t' · th 
t.ext prepared by the Intellectual Co-operation O~gamsahon o t e eague o a aons m e 

• hght of various proposals laid before the Commattee. 

1 Document Conf.D.r6. Conference Documents, Vol. I, page~· 
• Document Conf.D.76. Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 1 7• Conf D 8 Conference Documents, Vol. I, 
• Report of the Committee on M9ral l)isanDameDt, document · ·13 • 

page 271. 
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The draft text consisted of a brief preamble and four chapters, which contained suggestions 
on -the following points : 

• (1) Education of the younger generation; 
{2) Co-operation of the intellectual world ; 
(3) The use • of technical means of spreading information ; 
(4) Ways and means of giving effect to possible undertakings. 

The Committee, on completing the first re.adi~g of the text, app_ointed a Drafting 
Committee with a view to its revision and examma~10n on a second readmg. . . 

The Committee further appointed a Legal Committee to stu?y the l_egal and conshtutwnal 
questions involved in the problem of moral disar~ament and, m particular, a memorandum 
submitted on the subject by 1\1. Pella (Roumama). 

WORK OF THE COMMITTEE ON MORAL DISARMAMENT, MAY TO DECEMBER 1933. 

The Committee on Moral Disarmament met agai~ _on May 26t~, 1933, an_d adopted, 
on June 2nd, 1933, a resolution to the effect that provlSlons. concerrung mo~a~ d1sarmam~nt 
should forthwith be drawn up, to stand on the same footmg as the provxs10ns regardmg 
material disarmament in the final Convention to be adopt~d by th~ Conference. . 

The Committee arranged in three groups the qu~sbons com1_ng under the. headmg of 
moral disarmament. First, there were questions relatmg to teachmg, co-operation between 
intellectual circles, broadcasting, the theatre and the cinematograph. Secondly, there were 
questions which related to the adaptation of municipal laws to the present development 
of international relations. Thirdly, there were questions relating to the Press.1 

• 
TEXTS SUBMITTED BY THE COMMITTEE ON MORAL DISARMAMENT, DECEMBER 1ST, 1933 . 

The Chairman of the Committee on Moral Disarmament, on December 1st, 1933, forwarded 
to the President of the Conference a text, consisting of a preamble and four articles, covering 
the first group of questions. The text !bus submitted to the Conference was based on drafts 
considered by the Committee in June 1933, revised by the International Committee on 
Intellectual Co-operation in July 1933, and further amended by the Committee on Moral 
Disarmament in October and November 1933.1 

The contracting parties undertake to use their powers or their influence to see that 
education at every stage, including the training of teachers, is so conceived as to inspire 
mutual respect between peoples and to emphasise their interdependence. They further 
undertake to do what they can to ensure that persons entrusted with education and the 
books used in education should be inspired by these principles, to encourage the use of the 
cinema and broadcasting for increasing the spirit of goodwill among nations, and, incidentally, 
to use their influence to avoid the showing of films, the broadcasting of programmes or the 
organisation of performances obviously calculated to wound the legitimate sentiments of 
other countries. They finally engage to facilitate co-operation in moral disarmament, both 
in administrati~e and other circl_es working ge11:erally on behalf of peace. 

The Committee on Moral Disarmament pomted out that these drafts were submitted 
under reservations made by the delegations. It was clearly understood that the texts were 
subject to decisions to be taken by the General Commission and that they were liable to 
reconsideration and amendment. 

ADAPTATION OF MUNICIPAL LAWS: \VORK OF THE LEGAL COMMITTEE,JUNE TO DECEMBER 1933. 

~n order to facilitate the Legal Committee's work, the Committee on Moral Disarmament, 
meetmg ~n J~ne 2nd, 1933, ~equested M. ~e.lla (Roumania) to prepare a preliminary draft 
text ?~almg w_1th the ~daptabon ~f t~e muruc1pallaws of the various countries to the present 
cond1hons of mternahonal orgamsahon. _M. Pella, !e.sponding to this invitation, submitted 
~he text of a _Prell;mble an~ three draft arh~les, pro':ldll!g that t_he contracting parties should 
mtro_duce legtslahon enabling them to pun~sh c~rta1~ acts detnmental to good international 
relabo?s .. The acts. to be covered by th1s legt~ahon would include the preparation and 
execution 1_n the tern tory of a State ~f meas~res d1r~cted against the safety of a foreign Power, 
eff~rts .to mduce ~ ~tate to com~mt certam specified acts in violation of its international 
obhgahons, the a1dmg or abettmg of armed bands formed in the territory of a State, 

• ~lution adopted by the Committee on Moral Disarmament on June 2nd, 1933, and forwarded to the President 
of th: Confenonce (document <:onf.D./C.G.133). Conference Documents, Vol. II, page 697. 

See letter from the Chamnan of the Committee on Moral Disarmament to the President of the Confenonce dated 
December ut, 1933 ; Report of the Committee on Moral Disarmament ; Text adopted by the Committee on' Moral 
Dilarmament (document Coni.D.fBunoau 54). Conference Documents, Volume Ill. 

--
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and invading the territory of another State, the dissemination of false information likely 
to distur~ ~nternati~nal relations or the false attribution to a foreign State of actions likely 
to bring 1t mto public contempt or hatred. 

It was. fu£!-her proposed that the contracting parties should undertake, when reviewing 
their Constltutlons, favourably to consider the introduction of articles forbidding any resort 
to force as an instrument of national policy, thus embodying the principles of the Pact of Paris 
as an integral part of the positive law of the State.' 

The Legal Committee framed a questionnaire with a view to obtaining the opinions of 
the delegations on these proposals, the questionnaire being subsequently circulated to the 
members of the Committee on Moral Disarmament and to the delegations not n-presented 
on that Committee for their observations. . 

The Chairman of the Committee on Moral Disarmament, on December xst, ICJJJ, mformt'd 
the President of the Conference that the question of the adaptation of municipal. laws to 
present international life, together with the question of the co-operation of the Prt'ss m moral 
disarmament, would be considered by the Committee at a later stage. 

Documents Vol. II, page 7ol. 
• Document Conf.D.JC.G.J42 • Conference ' 

10 



-146-

ANNEX! I. 

CONVOCATION OF THE CONFERENCE. 
(Extracts from the Resolutions adopted by the Council of the League 

on January 24th and May 22nd, 1931.) 

I. EXTRACT FROM THE RESOLUTION ADOPTED ON jANUARY 24TH, 1931. 

The Council of the League of Nations, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
(4) Fixes the date of the convocation of the General Disarmament Conference for the 

Tuesday following the end of the Council's session which is due to open on January 25th, 1932; 

(5) Chooses Geneva as the place of this Conference on the understanding that the report 
submitted in this connection by the Secretary-General in May is such as to convince the Council 
that this town is in a position to offer all the requisite facilities, particularly as regards meeting
premises, accommodation, transport, telegraphic, telephonic and postal communications, etc., 
both for the delegations and Press, and for the persons wishing to follow the work of the 
Conference ; 

(6) Decides to appoint the President of the Conference at one of its next meetings. 

2. EXTRACT FROM THE RESOLUTION ADOPTED ON MAY 22ND, 1931. 

The Council of the League of Nations, 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 1 I I 1 I I 1 1 I t 1 1 1 1 1 . . . . . . . . 

(2) Approves the preliminary measures taken by the Secretary-General for the technical 
preparations for the Conference ; · 

(3) Chooses Geneva as the place of the Conference • . . 

(4) Ap~oints the R_ight Hon. Arthur Henderson, representative of Great Britain 
on the Council, to be Pres1dent of the General Disarmament Conference . 

(6) Instructs the Secretary-General : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
(b) To invite to the General Disarmament Conference convened at Geneva for 

February 2n~, 1932, the Governments of the States Members of the League and those 
of t~e followmg States non-members : Afghanistan Brazil Costa ·Rica Ec d E t 
uex1co T k U · f S · t S · · ' • • ua or, gyp • '" • ur ey, mon o OVle oc1ahst Republics and the United States of America. 

ANNEX 2. 

ARMAMENTS TRUCE. 

ORIGIN OF THE TRUCE. 

The Assembly of the League of Nations on Se te b h 
which took place in its Third Committee adoptel m ~r :9t 

1
• 
19~1, as a result of discussions 

all their efforts towards creating a world opinion s~::~o u lOn ;rgmg Governments to deyot~ · 
rnament Conference to achieve positive results d g eno~g to enable the General D1sar
of the Conference, to prepare the ground by means a~ reAquestmg them, prior to the meeting 

0 an rmaments Truce. The Governments 

I 0/fieial }otm141, January 1932, pages 131 to rso. (Document c 919 M 8 
· · ·4 4·I93r.IX, Collf.D.35·) 
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were invited without pre]· uda-ing the d · · f th c · 1 
· t d t' •t b th "' eas10nso e onferenceortheprogrammesorpropo.--a s 

subm1~ e 0 1 Y e several States, to refrain from any measure involving an increase 
in the1r armaments, and the Council was requested to ask the Governments to state, before 
November Ist, 1 9JI, whether they were prepared, for a period of one year as from that date, 
to accept the proposal. 

• 
AcCEPTANCE OF THE TRUCE BY THE GOVERNMENTS INVITED TO THE CONFERENCE. 

The Council, on September 3oth, I9JI, instructed the Secretary-General to communicate 
the p~oposal to all the States invited to the Disarmament Conference and to take such measures 
as m1ght be necessary to acquaint the Conference with the replies communicated by the 
Governments. 

The ~ecretary-~eneral r~eived rep~es from the following fifty-five States : Union of 
South Afnc~, Alba~a, A~gentm~, Australia, Austria, Belgium, the United Kingdom, Hulgarill, 
Canada, Chil':• Ch~na, Colomb1a, Costa Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ecuador, 
Egypt, Estoma, Fmland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Hejaz, Hungary, 
InJia, Irish Free State, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Liberia, Lithuania, Luxemburg, Nicaragua, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Persia, Peru, Poland, Portugal, Roumnnia, 
Siam, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United States 
of America, Uruguay, Venezuela and Yugoslavia. 

The President of the Council, on being consulted by the Secretary-General in regard to 
these replies, felt justified in concluding that none of the Governments was oppost•ll to the 
truce, and that, on the contrary, all had declared their willingness to accept it. A number 
of Governments had made their acceptance conditional on reciprocity, _but such reciprocity 
appeared in fact to have been achieved. Many of the replies contained interpretations and 
observations which, however, appeared to be in keeping with the spirit and letter of the 
resolution. 

The President of the Council accordingly declared that, in so far as the Governr;n~nts 
did not intimate any objection to this course, the armaments truce had, under the conditions 
laid down by the Assembly, been accepted by them for one year as from November ut, I9JI. 

The Secretary-General duly communicated this conclusion to the Governments invited 
to the Conference. 

RENEWAL OF THE TRUCE ON NoVEMBER IST, 1932. 

The General Commission of the Disarmament Conference, in closing the first phase of 
its work on July 23rd, 1932, adopted a recommendation in the following terms : 

" In order to ensure that, pending the resumption of the meetings of .t~e. General 
Commission and during the second phase of its work, no step_s shall be lmt~ated. by 
an Power which might prejudice the preparation of the General D1sarmament C_onventlon, 
th! Conference decides to recommend to the Gove~ments to renew for a per_10d off fo~r 
months from November xst, 1932, the truce ·proVlded for" by the resolutiOn o t e 
Assembly of the League of Nations of September 29th, 1931. 

The Plenary Conference, on Ju~y 23rd, 1932, by forty-nine votes and one abstention 
(China) adopted this recommendabon. 

1 ' ' c f b · "ng it to the notice of the Governments concerne(, 
The President ~f the o.n erence, Nnngt b t whether they agreed to the proposal. 

requested them to mform hlm before ovem er ISh . t c . Afghanistan Union of 
1 . f'ft G ents signified t elr accep an e . • 

The fol owmg ~ Y ove~m . 1 ·um United Kingdom, Bulgaria, Canada, 
Sol!th A~rica, Alball_la. Austr~1a, Austna, ~:oftov;kia, Denmark, Egypt, Estonia, Finland, 
Ch1le, Chma, Colomb1a, Costa Rlca,Jub~, ~:-e H ngary India Irish Free State, Italy, Japan, 
France, Germany, Greec~, Guat~m a~ al 1• N theriands New Zealand, Norway, Panama, 
Latvia, Liberia, Lithuama, _Mex~co, N~car.agu~weden, Swit;erland, Turkey, Union of Soviet 
Poland, Portugal, Roumama, Slam,f Apau~, y nezuela Yugoslavia. 
Socialist Republics, United .States o menca, e • 
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ANNEX 3. 

LIST OF STATES INVITED TO THE CONFERENCE. 

Abyssinia 
Afghanistan (Became •Member of League 

on September 27th, 1934.) 
Union of South Africa 
Albania 
United States of America. (Non-Member of 

League.) 
Argentine Republic 
Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Bolivia 
Brazil (Non-Member of League.) 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland 
Bulgaria 
Canada 
Chile 
China 
Colombia 
Costa Rica (Non-Member of League.) 
Cuba 
Czechoslovakia 
Denmark 
Dominican Republic (Observer until July 7th, 

1932, afterwards represented in usual 
manner.) 

Egypt (Non-Member of League.) 
Ecuador (Not represented at Conference. 

Became Member of League on September 
28th, 1934·) 

Estonia 
Finland 
France 
Germany (Left Conference on July 23rd, 

1932. Returned to Conference on Decem
ber 14th, 1932. Left Conference on October 
14th, 1933. Notified withdrawal from 
League on October 21st, 1933.) 

Greece 
Guatemala 
Haiti 

Honduras 
Hungary 
India 
Iraq (Became Member of League on October 

3rd, 1932. Invited to Conference on 
November 2nd, 1932. Accepted invitation 
on November 20th, 1932.) 

Irish Free State 
Italy 
Japan (Notified withdrawal from League 

on March 27th, 1933.) 
Latvia 
Liberia 
Lithuania 
Luxemburg 
Mexico (Became Member of League on Sep-

tember 12th, 1931.) 
Netherlands 
Nicaragua (Not represented at Conference.) 
Norway 
New Zealand 
Panama 
Paraguay (Not represented at Conference.) 
Peru 
Persia 
Poland 
Portugal 
Roumania 
Salvador (Not represented at Conference.) 
Sa'udi Arabia (Non-Member of League.) 
Siam 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (Became 

Member of League on September 18th, 
1934·) 

Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Turkey (Became Member of League on July, 

18th, 1932.) 
Uruguay 
Venezuela 
Yugoslavia 

ANNEX 4. 

CONCLUSION OF THE FIRST PHASE 
of the 

CONFERENCE. 

Otficial No. : Conf.D.136(1). 

Resolution adopted by the General Commission on July 23rd, 1932. 

I. 

The Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, 

Pro~oundly convinced ~hat the time ha~ come when all nations of the world must ado t 

~uoh~~~~nt~1~~t~~o~~r:~~~;t~:e~~u;:~;~~~~a~~t~~~;~ ~~~r1~r 1~og~~:~oi~da~ the ~aleacbe ofdt~e 
w 1ch now we1gh upon the peoples of the world ; e nanc1 ur ens 
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Desirous of avoiding a com petitio . th 

to the peoples and threatening to th~rm ti~ poalwer of armaments which would be both ruinous 
na on defence · 

Recalling its resolutions of April 19th th ' 
. . • 20 and 22nd, 1932 ; 

Ftrmly detemuned to achieve a first d . . . · 
armaments, on the basis of Article 8 of th C eclSlve step mvolving a substantial reduction of 
consequence of the obligations resulting~r ovet~anBt 0! the League of Nations, and as a natural 

. . . om e nand-Kellogg Pact ; 
Welcommg heartily the initiative taken b . 

in formulating concrete proposals for a sub t f. ~h~ Pr~tdent of the United ~tates of America 
certain methois of warfare, by the aboli/ an f1 r _ucbon o~ armaments by the prohibition of 
magnitude and amounting for certain ar:: 0 cterttam matenal, ~nd by reductions varying in 

men s 0 the proportion of one-third · 
Bearing in mind also the draft Conventio f · ' 

and proposals made to the Conference b an ° the Preparatory _Commission, the statements 
resolutions of the various Commissions ofyth nCumnfber of delegations, and the reports and 

e o erence : 
Decides forthwith and unanimously guid db th · · . · 

Hoover's declaration : ' e Y e general pnnctples underlymg rrestdcnt 

I. That a substantial reduction of ld 
by a general Convention alike to land n woalr adrm~ments shall be effected to be applied 

• av an atr armaments; 

2. That a primary objective shall be to reduce the means of attack. 

II. CONCLUSIONS OF THE FIRST PHASE OF THE CONFERENCE. 

. The Co~erence, !loting ~hat agreement has now been reached on a certain number of 
tmportant P01!lts, dectdes, ~1thout prejudice to more far-reaching agreements hereafter, to 
record forthwtth the f_ollowmg concrete measures of disarmament which should form part 
of _th~ general Conve!lhon to be concluded. The Conference also decides to establish certain 

. pnnctples as the bas~s for furthe~ reduc~ions of armaments, and to determine the procedure 
necessary for the active prosecubon of tts work. 

I. Air Forces. 

The Conference, d~eply impressed with the. danger overhanging civilisation from 
bombardment frof!l the at~ m the ~vent of future confhct, and determined to take all practicable 
measur~s to provtde agamst thts danger, records at this stage of its work the following 
conclus10ns : 

I. Air attack against the civilian population shall be absolutely prohibited ; 

2. The High Contracting Parties shall agree as between themselves that all 
bombardment from the air shall be abolished, subject to agreement with regard to measures 
to be·adopted for the purpose of rendering effective the observance of this rule. 

These measures should include the following : 

(a) There shall be effected a limitation by number and a restriction by 
characteristics of military aircraft ; 

(b) Civil aircraft sh~l be submitted_to reg_ul~tio!l and full publicity. Further, 
civil aircraft not conformmg to the ~pectfi~d hmttatlons shall ~e s~bJected _to an 
international regime (except for ce~am regtons "Yh.ere. such a regtme IS not suttable) 
such as to prevent effectively the mtsuse of such CtVll aucraft. 

2. Land Armaments. 

(a) Land Artillery. 

I. All heavy land artillery of calibres between any maxim~m.limi~ as determined in the 
succeeding paragraph and a lower limit to be ~e1ined shall be hmtted m .number. 

2. The limitation of calibre of land artillery shall be fixed by the Convention. 

Subject to an effective method being e_stablished t~ prevent the _rapid transformation of 
• guns on fixed mountings into mobile guns, different maxtma for the cahbre of land guns may be 

fixed as follows : 

(a) A maximum limit for the calibre of coastal guns, which shall not be less than the 
maximum calibre of naval guns; 
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(b) A maximum limit for the calibre of guns in permanent frontier or fortress 
defensive systems ; 

(c) A maximum limit for the calibre of mobile land guns (other than guns employed 
for coastal defence). 

(b) Tanks. 

The maximum unit tonnage of tanks shall be limited. 

3· Chemical, Bacteriological and Incendiary Warfare. 

Chemical, bacteriological and incendiary warfa~e shall be prohibited under the conditions 
unanimously recommended by the Special Comm1ttee. 

4. S uperv1sion. 

There shall be set up a Permanent Disarmament Commission with ~he consti~ution, rights 
and duties generally as outlined in Part VI of the draft. Convention s~bm1tt~d by the 
Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, w1th such ex~ens10n of 1ts p~wers 
as may be deemed by the Conference necessary to enable the Convention to be effechvely 
applied. 

Ill. PREPARATION OF THE SECOND PHASE OF THE CONFERENCE. 

The Conference requests the Bureau to continue its work during the period of adjournment 
of the General Commission, with a view to framing, with the collaboration (if necessary) 
of a Drafting Committee, draft texts concerning the questions on which agreement has already 
been reached. Such texts will be communicated to all delegations as soon as they are drafted, 
and will then be submitted to the Commission. · 

Points which call for detailed examination will be examined by the Bureau or by the 
appropriate Committees, with the assistance of the Government~ ~oncerned, in .order that 
definite conclusions may be reached as soon as the General CommiSSion meets agam. 

The questions which will form the subject of such examination are the following : 

I. Effectives. 

A strict limitation and a real reduction of effectives shall be brought about. 
For this purpose, the Conference invites the Bureau to examine, with the collaboration 

of such delegations as it considers necessary, the proposal of President Hoover relating to 
effectives. These studies should take into consideration, in the case of each country;the actual 
conditions of defence and the number and character of its forces. 

:z. Limitation of National Defence Expenditure. 

(a) The Conference shall decide on the resumption of its labours, taking into account the 
special conditions of each State, what system 'of limitation and publicity of expenditure on 
national defence will provide the peoples with the best guarantee of an alleviation of their 
financial burdens, and will prevent the measures of qualitative and quantitative disarmament 
to be inserted in the Convention from being neutralised by increases or improvements in 
authorised armaments. 

• 

(b) With a view to the decisions to be taken under this head, the Conference requests the 
Committee on National Defence Expenditure and its Technical Committee to continue and 
complete the work e!ltrusted to its organs and to submit their report as soon as possible. The 
Conference requests 1ts Bureau ~o <~:raw up, ?n ~he. basis of this. report, a plan accomplis~ing • 
the purpose a1med at and takmg mto cons1derahon the spec1al conditions of the vanous 
States. 

3· Trade in and Manufacture of Arms. 

. Tl~e Bureau will set up. a spe.cial com';llittee to submit proposals to the Conference, 
1mme~1ately on. the resumphon of 1ts work, m regard to the regulations to be applied to the 
trade m and pnvate and State manufacture of arms and implements of war. 

4· Naval Armaments. 

As regards the proposals made by. Pr~sident Hoover and other related proposals concerning 
naval. armaments, the Conf.erence mv1tes the Powers parties to the Naval Treaties of' 
Washmgton and London, wh1ch have already produced important results to confer together 
and to report to the General Commission, if possible before the resumptidn of its work as to 
the further mea~ures of naval reduction which might be feasible as a part of the g'eneral 
programme of d1sarmament. 
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~he Conference further invites the na':'~ Powers other than the Powers partit"s to the above 
Treatles to.ma~e arrangeme~ts f«?r determtmng the degree of naval limitation they are prepared 
to accept m VleW: of th~ \\ ashmgton and London Treaties and the general programme of 
disarmament enVisaged m the present resolution. 

The Burea~ will b~ k~pt informed of the progress of these negotiations, which it will be its 
duty to co-C?rdmat~ ynthm the framework of the General Convention in preparation for the 
comprehens1ve deas10ns of the General Commission. 

S· Y iolaliom. 

Rul~s ?~international law shall. be formula~ed i!l connection with the provisions relatin~ to 
the proh1b1t1on of the use of chem1cal, bactenolog~cal and incendiary weapons and bombmg 
from the air, and shall be supplemented by special measures dealing with infringement of these 
provisions. 

6. Future Work of the Co"ferem•: ProctdNre. 

Pending the resumption of the meetings of the General Commission, the Bureau will keep 
the delegations informed of the progress of the work. . . 

It will be for the Bureau to fix the date of the next meeting of the General Comnusston 
with one month's notice. The meeting of the General Commission shall take place n~t later 
than four months after the resumption of the work of the Bureau, which will meet dunng the 
week beginning September 19th, 1932. 

IV. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

The present resolution in no way prejudges the attitude of the Conference toward•. any 
more comprehensive measures of disarmament or towards the political proposals aubmttted 
by various delegations. 

V. ARMAMENTS TRUCE. 

In order to ensure that, pending the resumption ofthe."!e~tings of the General Co.mmis~ion 
and during the second phase of its work, no steps shall be tmt1ated by any Power wluch mt_ght 
prejudice the preparation of the General Disarmament Convention, the Conference :ecu.l~s 
to.recommend to the Governments to renew for a period of four months from NrNmfer 15 i 
1932, the truce provided for by the resolution of the Assembly of the League o a tons 0 

September 29th, 1931. 
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T&XT ADOPT&D IN FIRST R&ADING 

ARTICLE I. 

In the event of a breach or 
threat of breach of the Pact of 
Paris, either the Council or As
sembly of the League of Nations 
or one of the parties to the 
present Convention who are not 
Me~bers of the League of 
Nahons may propose immediate 
consultation between the Coun
cil or Assembly and any of the 

• said ·parties to the present 
9 Convention. 

ARTICLE 2. 

It shall be the object of such 
consultation (a) in the event of 
a threat of a breach of the Pact 
to exchange views for the 
purpose of preserving the peace 
and averting a conflict ; (b) in 
the event of a breach of the 
Pact to use good offices for the 
restoration of peace ; and (c) in 
'the event that it proves impos
sible thus to restore the peace 
then to determine which party 
or parties to the dispute are to 
be held responsible. 

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

Part I.-Security. 

AM&NDM&NTS AND Oas&RVATio"a 

DECLARATION BY THE DELEGATION OP THE UNITED 

STATES OP AMERICA. 

At the meeting of the General Commission on May 
24th, 1933 (see Minutes, pages 495 and 496), Mr. Norman 
Davis gave as an illustration, without committing 
himself to the exact words, the form of declaration 
which the United States would make at the time of 
the deposit of the ratification of the Convention ; 

" Recognising that any breach or threat of 
breach of the Pact of Paris (the Briand-Kellogg 
Pact) is a matter of concern to all the signatories 
thereto, the Government of the United States of 
America declares that, in the event of a breach or 
threat of breach of this Pact, it will be prepared 
to confer with a view to the maintenance of peace 
in the event that consultation for such rurpose 
is arranged pursuant to Articles I and 2 o Part I 
of the Disarmament Convention. In the event 
that a decision is taken by a conference of the 
Powers in consultation, in determining the aggressor, 
with which, on the basis of its independent judgment 
the Government of the United States is agreed, 
the Government of the United States will undertake 
to refrain from any action and to withhold protec
tion from its citizens if engaged in activities which 
would tend to defeat the collective effort which 
the States in consultation might have decided 
upon against the aggressor." 
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PART 1.-· SECURITY (continued). 

T&XT ADOPTED IM FIRST R&ADIMG 

ARTICLE 3· 

The provisions of the above articles do not in any 
way prejudice the rights and obligations of the Members 
of the League, nor conflict with nor limit the powers 
and duties of the Assembly and Council under the 
Covenant. 

ACT RELATING TO THE DEFINITION OF 
THE AGGRESSOR.1 

The States . . . . 
Deeming it necessary, in the interest of the gen~ral 

security, to define aggression as specificall~ as J?OSSible 
in order to obviate any pretext whereby 1t m1ght be 
justified ; . 

And noting that all States have an equal nght to 
independence, security, the defence of their territory 
and the free development of their institutions ; 

And desirous, in the interest of the general peace, to 
ensure to all peoples the inviolability of their territory ; 

And judging it expedient to ~stablish .the rules t_hat 
are to be followed by the international bod1es responsible 
for determining the aggressor : • 

Have agreed upon the following provisions : 

Article z. 

The aggressor in an international conflict shall, 
subject to the agreements in force between the parties 
to the dispute, be considered to be that State which 
is the first to commit any of the following actions : 

(I) Declaration of war upon another State ; 
(2) Invasion by its armed forces, with or without 

a declaration of war, of the territory of another 
State ; 

(3) Attack by its land, naval or air forces, with 
or without a declaration of war, on the territory, 
vessels or aircraft of another State ; 

(4) Naval blockade of the coasts or ports of 
another State ; 

(5) Provision of support to armed bands formed 
in its territory which have invaded the territory 
of another State, or refusal, notwithstanding the 
request of the invaded State, to take in its own 
territory all the measures in its power to deprive 
those bands of all assistance or protection. 

Article tl. 

No political, military, economic or other considera
tions may serve as an excuse or justification for the 
aggression referred to in Article I. 

Article J. 

The present Act shall form an integral part of the 
General Convention for the Reduction and Limitation 
of Armaments. 

Protocol annexed to Article tl of the Act relating to 
the Definition of the A ggressor.• 

The High Contracting Parties signatories of the Act 
relati~g. to the. definition of the aggressor, 

Desmng, subject to the express reservation that the 
absolute validity of the rule laid down in Article 2 of 
~ha~ A~t shall be in no way restricted, to furnish certain 
md1cahons for the guidance of the international bodies 
that may be called upon to determine the aggressor : 

Declare that no act of aggression within the meaning 

• Text not adopted but inserted for purposes of information. 

AMENDMENTS 
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PART I.-SECURITY (continued). 
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of Article I of that Act can be justified on either of the 
following grounds, among others : • · 

A. The internal condition of a State - e.g., its 
political, economic or social structure·; alleged 
defects in its administration; disturbances due 
to strikes, revolutions, counter-revolutions or civil 
war. 

B. The international conduct of a State- e.g., the 
violation or threatened violation of the material or 
moral rights or interests of a foreign State or its 
nationals; the rupture of diplomatic or economic 
relations ; economic or financial boycotts ; disputes 
relating to economic, financial or other obligations 
towards foreign States ; frontier incidents not 
forming any of the cases of aggression specified in 
Article I. 

The High Contracting Parties further agree to recog
nise that the present Protocol can never legitimate 
any violations of international law that may be implied 
in the circumstances comprised in the above list. 

ACT RELATING TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF FACTS 
CONSTITUTING AGGRESSION. 

Article I. 

There shall be set up at the seat of the Government of 
each of the High Contracting Parties which may so 
request a Commission for establishing the facts, 
consisting of five members, constituted as follows : 

Every five years the Permanent Disarmament 
· Commission (or the Council of the League of Nations) 

shall establish for each of the said High Contracting 
Parties, a list of ten persons of different nationalities 
chosen from among the diplomatic agents and military, 
naval or air attaches accredited to the Government 
of such High Contracting Party. It shall furt~er 
make provision in the interval for filling any vacancies 
that may occur in the personnel thus designated. 

Each Government shall select from this list the five 
members of the Commission. lt shall be permissible 
~or it _to make this choice and, if necessary, to modify 
It unhl such time as the Commission is despatched. 

· T~e Commission shall be presided over by the member 
holdmg the highest diplomatic rank. 

Article :a. 

Any High Contracting Party which believes. itself 
t? be the victim of. or threatened with, any aggress1o~ or 
VIOlation of its territory shall have the option of. calling 
upon the Commission to establish all the facts likely to 
throw light on the situation. 

Article 3. 

' A Hi~h Contracting Party making use of this option 
must, Immediately and by the most rapid means, 
notify the Secretary of the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission (or the Secretary-General of the Lea~ue 
of Nations). The latter shall at once notify the H1gh 

AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY 
M. DE MADARIAGA (SPAIN) AT 
THE MEETING OF THE GENE
RAL COMMISSION ON MONDAY, 
MAY 29TH, 1933 (see page 548 
of the Minutes of the General 
Commission). 

After the words" in the above 
list", add : " in regard to which 
the victims could always appeal to 
the I nter,.ational Courts ". 
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Contracting Party accused, in or~er that i~ m~y, should 
it so desire, have the facts estabhshed on 1ts stde by tht: 
Commission set up on its territory. 

Article 4· 

If the Commission considers it useful for the accom
plishment of its task to verify certain facts other than 
those to which its attention has been drawn by the co_m
plainant Government, it shall inform the. latt.er, wh1ch 
shall decide what action should be taken 10 th1s respect. 

Article 5. 

Any Commission before which a request for the 
establishment of the facts has been laid shall, as soon 
as possible, make known to the Secretary of the Perma
nent Disarmament Commission and to the Secretary
General of the League of Nations, as also to the com
plainant Government, a detailed _report, g~ving su.ch 
evidence as it has been able to estabhsh regardmg the sig
nificance of the facts related therein and a statement of 
the conditions in which its mission has been carried out. 

The Commission shall supply the Permanent Disarma
ment Commission and the Council of the League of 
Nations with any supplementary written or verbal 
explanations which it may be asked to give in this 
connection. 

Article 6. 

The decisions of the Commission for establishing the 
facts shall be taken by a majority vote, the members of 
the minority having the right to add to the report a note 
explaining the reasons for their disagreement. 

Article 7. 

The High Contracting Parties accept forthwith, on 
behalf of their diplomatic agents and military, naval 
and air attaches, any mission that may be entrusted to 
the latter in execution of the present Convention. 

EUROPEAN SECURITY PACT.1 

Chapter I. 

The High Contracting Parties (. 
upon the following provisions : 

Article I. 

.) have agreed 

Being desirous of promoting the cause of disarmament 
and with a view thereto of encouraging a spirit of mutual 
confidence among the nations of Europe by a declaration 
forbidding resort to force in the circumstances in which 
the Pact of Paris forbids any resort to war, 

The High Contracting Parties solemnly reaffirm that 
they will in no circumstances resort among themselves 
to force as an instrument of national policy. 

1 Text not adopted but inserted for purposes of information. 

AMENDMENTS 

Tile AFGHAN, PERSIAN and 
TURKISH delegations suggested 
deleting the words " among 
themselves " (see page 564 of 
the Minutes of the General 
Commission). 

LETTER FROM THE PERSIAN 
DELEGATION {June gth, 1933). 

If such a text is not generally 
applied, we must maintain our 
amendment, for the omission of 
the words " among themselves " 
in the chapter on European 
security. 
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PART I.-SECURITY (continued). 
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Article z. 
The High Contracting Parties undertake to accede, if 

they have not already done so, to the General Convention 
to improve the Means of preventing War, signed at 
Geneva on September 26th, 1931, such accession to 
take effect as from the date of the entry into force 
of the Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of 
Armaments. 

Chapter II. 

Recognising that it is important for the maintenance 
of peace and the success of the efforts they have 
undertaken for the reduction and limitation of arma
ments that a State victim of aggression should receive 
prompt assistance, the High Contracting Parties have 
further agreed upon the following provisions 

Article J. 
The purpose of assistance is to bring about the 

cessation of the aggression and to ensure a just settlement 
of its consequences. 

Article 4. 
Assistance shall be due by any High Contracting 

Party having assumed the obligation to assist another 
under treaties published by and registered with the 
Secretariat of the League of Nations, in accordance 
with the conditions and procedure laid down in those 
treaties. 

Article s. 
Assistance is also due in the cases indicated in the 

Covenant of the League of Nations. 

Article 6. 
A State shall be considered as having resorted to war 

within the meaning of Article 16 of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations, subject to the agreements in force 
between the parties in conflict, when it is the first to 
have committed one of the following acts : 

(r) Declaration of war on another State ; 
(2) Invasion by its armed forces, even without 

declaration of war, of the territory of another 
State; 

(3) Attack by its land, naval or air forces, even 
without declaration of war, on the territory, ships 
or aircraft of another State ; 

(4) Support given to armed bands which, having 
been formed in its territory, have invaded the 
territory of another State, or refusal to take in 
its own territory, notwithstanding the request 
of the invaded State, all the measures in its power 
to deprive the said bands of all help or protection. 

Article 7. 
Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes to 

participate immediately, to the extent determined 
hereafter, in the execution of any recommendations 
which the Council of the League of Nations may make 
in pursuance of Article 16, paragraph 2, of the Covenant 
of the League, when such recommendations have been 
~dopted unanimously, excluding the votes of the 
parties to the dispute. 

The assistance thus promised shall be due by a 
~ontracting State to the Contracting States situated 
m a particular area. (This clause will be completed 
after negotiations on the subject.) 

AMENDMENTS 
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This immediate assistance shall consist in the contri
butions specified in the table annexed to the present 
agreement. (The contents of t~is table will be settled 
after negotiations on the subJect) 

The High Contracting Parties undert~ke not to r~g::'-rd 
as acts of war acts performed with a v1ew to prov1dmg 
this assistance. 

Article 8. 

If after the entry into force of the present Pact a 
High Contracting Party which has not yet assumed an 
obligation within the meaning of paragraphs 2. an~ 3 
of the preceding article desires to assume such obhgahon, 
it shall be allowed to do so by agreement between the 
States bound by the present chapter. . 

Similarly, if a High Contracting Party ~esues to 
extend the obligation assumed by it in a g1ven area 
to another area, it shall be allowed to do so by agreement 
between the States bound by the present chapter. 

Article 9. 

(Pour memoire.-Should material or effectives be 
placed at the disposal of the League of Nations, a clause 
would be inserted relating to the employment of these 
effectives and material for the assistance provided 
for in the present Pact.) 

Article !!!· 
Such of the High Contracting Parties as are Members • 

of the League of Nations undertake to accede, if they 
have not already done so, to the Convention for Financial 
Assistance, signed at Geneva on October 2nd, 1930, such 
accession to take effect as from the date of the entry into 
force of the Convention for the Reduction and Limi
tation of Armaments. 

Article 11. 

Any treaty which may be concluded with a view to 
laying down fresh obligations of assistance in case of 
aggression shall be included in the present Pact after 
being published by and registered with the Secretariat 
of the League of Nations. · 

Article u. 

The High Contracting Parties shall state, on signing 
the present Pact, whether their signatures apply :. 

(a) To the Pact as a whole (Chapter I and 
Chapter II) ; 

(b) Or only to the provisions of Chapter I. 

Article IJ. · 

European States which are not signatorit>s of the 
present Pact may accede to it under the same conditions. 
States .bound by the obligations of Chapter II shall 
determme by common agreement with the States 
adhering to the said chapter the methods of application 
of paragraphs 2 and 3 of Article 1· 

ARTICLE 6 OF THE CONVENTION. 

T~e. High Contracting Parties recognise that the 
J>rOV!Slons of Annex Y of the present Convention are 
likely ~o contribute to the maintenance of peace, and 
accordmgly agree to base thereon any decisions which 
they may have to take, particularly in the Permanent 

AMENDMENTS 



-159-

PART I.-SECURITY (continued). 

TEXT ADOPT:&D IN FIRST RL\DING 

Disarmament Commission, with a view to preventing 
any breach of the Pact of Paris by a Power which has 
signed Annex Y, determining the responsibility should 
such a breach occur and fixing the consequences. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to refrain from 
any action which might hamper the application of the 
measures to be taken in the cases provided for by 
Articles 4, 5 and 6 of Annex Y and not to recognise any 
de facto situation brought about by the breach of an 
international obligation on the part of a State recognised 
as the aggressor in application of the provisions of the 
said annex. 

The High Contracting Parties Members of the League 
of Nations also undertake to comply with the provisions 
of Article 6 of the said annex as regards the application 
of Article 16 of the Covenant of the League of Nations to 
the signatories of the said annex. 

The High Contracting Parties Members of the League 
and signatories of the Convention for Financial Assis
tance, signed at Geneva on October 2nd, 1930, likewise 
undertake to comply with the provisions of Article 6 
of the said annex as regards the application of that 
Convention. 

Part 11.-Disarmament. 

AUENDYENTS 

TEXT ADOPTED IN FIRST RUDING AMENDMENTS AND 0BSERVATIONI 

ARTICLE 7· 

The High Contracting Parties 
agree to limit their respective 
armaments as provided in the 
present Convention. 

GENERAL OBSERVATION. -The Special Committee on 
Effectives has submitted a report to the General 
Commission (document Conf.D.162) concerning (1) 
police forces, (2) naval effectives to be assimilated to 
land effectives, (3) pre-military training, and (4) military 
training given elsewhere than in the army. 

This report affects Articles g, xo, 12, 13 and Table I. 

SECTION I. - EFFECTIVES. 

CJIAP'BR I.- PROVISIONS A8 TO NUMERICAL UMJTATION, 

ARTICLE 8. 

The average daily effectives 
in the land, sea and air armed 
forces of each of the High 
Contracting Parties shall not 
exceed the figures laid down 
for such party in the tables 
annexed to this chapter. 

• 

POLISH AMENDMENT 
(documents Conf.D.jC.G.78 and g8). 

The Polish delegation accepts this chapter unreser
vedly; it would like to see a second paragraph added 
to Article 8, eliminating as far as possible the element of 
surprise which might result if a number of reservists 
considerably in excess of the average daily effectives 
were called to the colours. 

Paragraph 2 of Article 8 would read as follows : 

" The actual strength of the armed forces or the forces 
assimilated thereto may at no moment exceed the respective 
figures in Table IV." 

Table IV, giving the proportionate figures allowed for 
each country, would be inserted in the Convention 
immediately after Table III. 
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ARTICLE 9· 

It is understood that effectives 
consist of : 

(a) All officers, officer cadets, 
N.C.O.s, soldiers, sailors, airmen, 
reservists and all other persons 
(such as military officials of the 
administrative, sanitary or 
veterinary services or military 
agents) of equivalent status who 
perform a day's duty in the 
land, sea and air armed forces ; 

(b) Persons who perform a 
day's duty in police forces or 
similar formations under the con
ditions prescribed in Article u ; 

(c) All other persons of at 
least 18 years of age who receive 
military training under the 
control of the State. Military 
training is taken to mean any 
training given to persons of 

DECLARATION BY THE SWISS DELEGATION CONCERNING 
ARTICLE 8 (document Conf.D./C.G.93). 

Amendment No. I of the Polish delegation (document 
Conf.D.fC.G.78) leads the Swiss delegation to make the 
following declaration : 

This amendment would seem to it acceptable on 
condition that account was taken of the special situation 
of a militia army like the Swiss army or that the latter 
was given the benefit of a special regime such as that 
provided for in a previous decision of the General 
Commission (see page 331 of the Minutes of the General 
Commission). 

As the Swiss delegation has already explained, both 
in document C.84s.M.424.1931 (document Conf.D.32) 
and at the General Commission's meeting of February 
28th, 1933 (see pages 319 and 320 of the Minutes of the 
General Commission), the effectives of the Swiss army 
at certain/eriods of the year fall to the neighbourhood 
of zero an rise at other periods (divisional manreuvres) 
to a figure of 40 to 45 thousand men. For reasons 
which need not be stressed, it would be impossible in 
an army of this type to reduce the considerable fluctua
tion inevitably occurring in the level of effectives in 
the course of the year. 

If the figure of 5o,ooo men provided for as the limit 
for the average daily effectives in the British draft is 
kept to, Switzerland will have no further reservation 
to make. 

The Swiss delegation would have no objection to 
accepting the suggestion made in this connection 
by the Netherlands delegation (see page 421 of the 
Minutes of the General Commission) to the effect that 
States should be forbidden to exceed by more than 
20 per cent the agreed maximum of average daily 
effectives unless a notification to this effect was sent 
one to two months in advance to the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission,l 

GERMAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.71). 

It is understood that effectives consist of : 

" (a) All officers, officer cadets, N.C.O.s, . soldiers, 
sailor.s •. airmen . . . . and all other persons (such 
as m~htary offi~1als of th~. administrative, sanitary or 
vetennary services or m1htary agents) of equivalent 
s~atus who perform a day's duty in the land, sea, and 
a1r armed fo~ces; ~ll the trained reserves who, having 
performed. thetr actwe servictJ, remain on the registers 
and. are. l1able by law to training periods and military 
serv1ce tn case of wa_r, acco~di.ng to the number of days' 
duty performe~ dunng tramzng periods in the cm.rse 
of a year, b11t m any case to be co1mted as having at least 
done seven days' duty." 

See also the general observation (page 158) concerning 
the report of the Special Committee on Effectives. 

1 
The Special Committee on Ellectives will consider this question at its next meeting on June 27th. 
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ARTICLE 9 (contit~ued). 

at least I8 years of age under the military regulations 
in force in each country or under regulations containing 
similar provisions, with a view to preparing those 
who receive it for performing military duty in the 
armed forces. 

The main characteristics of this training are as 
follows : 

{I) Technical and tactical training in the use of 
the individual and other than individual arms 
used in war; 

(2) Training in field service over broken ground. 

Futhermore, in the examination of special cases, 
account will be taken, in particular, of the following 
criteria : 

{I) Theoretical (by map) and field training of 
cadres; 

(2) Use of military methods of communication 
and signalling. 

Physical and sports training in the strict sense of the 
term, for whatever purpose given, shall not be regarded 
as military training. 

ARTICLE IO. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit 
any military training whatsoever, except in organisa
tions under the control of their respective Government. 

ARTICLE II. 

The average daily effectives are reckoned by dividing 
the total number of days' duty performed by actual 
effectives in each year by the number of days in such 
year. 

In the case of continuous service, every day shall count 
as a day's duty. A deduction of 5 per cent may in 
each case be made from the total average daily effectives 
on account of persons sick in hospital, persons on leave 
for two or more days and persons prematurely discharged 
on leave. Any party for which the above-mentioned 
absences represent a greater percentage may make 
a correspondingly larger deduction after furnishing to 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission details as to 
its basis of computation. 

In the case of intermittent service or instruction, 
attendances aggregating six hours may, for the calcu
lation of the average daily effectives, count as the 
equivalent of one day's duty. 

ARTICLE I2. 

. I. Subject to the provisions of paragraph 2 of this 
article, a police force or similar formation will be included 
in the total of effectives in Table I if it has one or more 

• of the following characteristics : 

(a) Arms other than individual (machine-pistols, 
Lewis guns, machine-guns and weapons of accom
paniment, etc.) ; ·· 

Aanr.NDMENTS &ND OBSilRVATIONS 

ITALIAN AMENDMENT 
(document Conf.D.fC.G.I4J). 

Delete paragraph (c). 

See also the general obser
vation (page 158) concerning the 
report of the Special Committee 
on Effectives. 

See also the general obser
vation (page 158) concerning the 
report of the Special Committee 
on Effecti ves. 

n 
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(b) Training of a military nature other t~an 
close-order drill, physical training or techmcal 
training in the use of individual arms; 

(c) Transport, signalling or engine~r equipment 
of a suitable nature and on a sufficient scale to 
enable it to be employed by units in tactical 
operations. · 

The possession by a force of one or more of the above 
characteristics will, in principle, determine its in~lusion 
in whole or in part in the calculation of effecbves of 
the land armed forces. Cases which might appear 
doubtful after the present Convention comes into force 
should be referred to the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission, which will give a decision by reviewing 
the military capacity of the force in the light of the above 
characteristics and taking into account, in particular, 
the following confirmatory conditions : 

(i) Quartering in barracks ; 
(ii) Training in groups of 100 men or more ; 

(iii) Organisation on a military basis; 
(iv) Previous military training; 
(v) The possession of the arms referred to in 

sub-paragraph (a) above in such numbers as to 
permit of the tactical employment of the. forces 
possessing them as military units. 

2. Of the police force maintained by any High 
Contracting Party and possessing one or more of the 
characteristics set out in paragraph I of this article, a 
number not exceeding 10 per cent (see pages 453-455 of 
the Minutes of the General Commission) of the figure 
assigned to such party in Table I annexed to this 
chapter may be exempted from inclusion in the effectives 
of the land armed forces of such party. 

ARTlCLE IJ. 

The following naval effectives should be included 
among the effectives of the land armed forces : 

(a) Effectives employed in land coast defence ; 
(b) Marines who are normally in excess of those 

assigned to, or destined for, service afloat ; · 
(c) Effectives coming within the classification 

of similar formations (as defined in Article 12). 

Naval personnel serving ashore in the fleet services 
(training, a~ministrative •. etc.), as well. as th~se assigned 
to, or destmed for, service afloat, Will be mcluded in 
the effectives of the sea armed forces. · 

AIIBNDIIBMTS AND 0BSRRVAnOMS 

See also the general observa
tion (page 158) concerning the 
report of the Special Committee 
on Effectives. 

PORTUGUESE AMENDMENT 

(document Conf.D.fC.G.IoJ). 

See page I6J. 

ITALIAN AMENDMENT 

(document Conf.D.fC.G.IJg). 

Add at the end of Article IJ : 

" As regards the elfectives of 
the land armed forces of each of 
the High Contracting Parties 
possessing elfectives comiflg uflder 
categories (a), (b), (c) of the 
present article, a fractiofl of 
those elfectives fiOt exceediflg ..• 
Per cent of the figures allotted · 
to the said High Contractiflg 
Parties ifl Table I annexed to the 
&esent 'chapter fleed flot be 
tncluded ... 
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,Tu-r .a.oon&D tM Ftlls-r RllADJMG A»llMD»ENTS AND Oassav.a.-rtoNs 

Table I. 

Table of Average Daily Elfec
tives which are 11ot to be 
exceeded i11 the Land Armed 
Forces. 

(Nou.-This table contains only the 
figures which are suggested for the 
countries of continental Europe. It 
would, of course, require to be completed 
by the addition of figutes in respect of 
all the other parties.) 

Land armed forces 
Stationed Total, 

Party in home including 
country overseas 

Germany 200,000 200,000 
Belgium 6o,ooo 75,000 
Bulgaria 6o,ooo 6o,ooo 
Spain .. 120,000 170,000 
France . 200,000 400,000 
Greece . 6o,ooo 60,000 
Hungary 6o,ooo 6o,ooo · 
Italy. . . . 200,000 250,000 
Netherlands. 25,000 75,000 
Poland . . 200,000 200,000 
Portugal . 50,000 6o,ooo 
Roumania 150,000 150,000 
Czech oslo-

vakia . 100,000 100,000 
U.S.S.R. . 500,000 500,000 
Yugoslavia . 100,000 100,000 
Each other 
continental 
European 
State . (No sep- 50,000 

arate 
figure). 

· 'The latter to be specified. 

See also the general observation (page 158) concerning 
the report of the Special Committee on Efiectives. 

GERMAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.7I). 

Table of Average Daily Eflectives which are fiOt to be 
exceeded in the Land Armed Forces. 

Land armed forces 
Stationed in 

the home country 
a•fl i• OVIrUa 

lwrilortiS ;. 1111 
.. ; g _. bow• .. oool 

l•w•of 

Total, 
including ,_., 

forus slalio••" 
i• olislaNI 

ovn.s•• 
l•rrilori11 

AUSTRIAN PROPOSAL (document Conf.D.JC.G.6g). 

The Austrian Government would like to see the 
number of efiectives proposed for Austria raised to a 
higher figure-viz., at least 6o,ooo-provided that the 
other figures suggested in the table are not substantially 
modified. 

CUBAN OBSERVATION (document Conf.D.JC.G.Ioo) . 

In accordance with the statements made before the 
end of the General Commission's meeting on May 1st, 
1933, concerning the figures for the effectives of the land 
forces of countries outside continental Europe not 
included in Table I of the British draft, I have the honour 
to state that my Government has indicated the peace
time figure of 18,ooo for the land forces ; this figure 
includes the rural guard, officers, N.C.O.s and men . 

DECLARATION BY THE FINNISH DELEGATION 

(document Conf.D.JC.G.I45)· 

The Finnish delegation will not accept any modifi
cation of the figure of 5o,ooo indicated for certain 
countries, includins Finland, in Table I. 

HUNGARIAN OBSERVATION (document Conf.D.jC.G.7o). 

The Hungarian Government believes that the maxi
mum effectives should be fixed on the basis of an 
armaments ratio guaranteeing the national security 
of all States in accordance with Article 8 of the Covenant, 
account being taken also of the situation prevailing 
in' each country in·respect of trained reserves-whether 
undergoing fresh instruction or not-and material. 

ITALIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.jC.G.139). 

Parties 

• 

Land armed forces 

Stationed in 
the home conn try 

afl4 i• urtai11 
overua te"itories 

11118' , ..... 0 .... _,.,,, . 
Total. including 
oversea foru• 

IIA1i011eol iw 
olisla"l 
D1Jef'&e4 

le"iloriu 

The Italian delegation reserves the right to 
communicate the figures of the table which concern it. 
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Table 11. 

AM&NDM&NTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

NETHERLANDS PROPOSAL (document Conf.D.fC.G.67). 

The Netherlands delegation proposes that the table 
should be revised on the principle that 25,000 shall 
be the maximum figure for forces stationed in the home 
country in the case of the Netherlands and all countries 
whose needs are equal to or less than those of the 
Netherlands. 

LETTER FROM THE PERSIAN DELEGATION (June 9th, 1933). 

If the Special Committee on Effectives does not take 
our request into consideration, but incorporates the 
whole or part of our regional forces in the army, the 
figures given to the United Kingdom delegation must 
be correspondingly increased. 

PORTUGUESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.I03). 

Whereas the competent Portuguese authorities have 
frankly disclosed the existing effectives, stricto sensu, 
without taking any account of the temporary reductions 
due to measures of financial recovery, and after a study 
of Chapter I, we ask that the figure proposed for our 
land armed forces stationed in the home country be 
raised to at least 6o,ooo men. 

As regards the oversea forces, for the reasons above 
mentioned, and, in addition, in view of the extent, 
distance and geographical distribution of certain terri
tories under Portuguese sovereignty, we require a 
maximum figure of so,ooo men. 

TURKISH AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.74). 

Add after Czechoslovakia : 

·Turkey (Figure to be 
determined) 

GERMAN AMENDMENTS 

(Figure to be 
determined) 

(documents Conf.D.fC.G.7I and Conf.D.fC.G.I49)· 

Insert after Table I a new article as follows : 
• 

" The High Contracting Parties undertake to use the 
armed forces stationed in distant oversea territories in those 
territories only and solely for the maintenance of order and 
for defensive purposes." . 

Table ~/ Average Daily Eflectives which are not to be 
exceeded'" the Sea Armed Forces. (The figures will have 
to be related to the naval material allowed to each party.) 

• Table III. 

Table of Average Daily Elfectives which are not to be 
exceeded in the Air Armed Forces. (The figures will have 
to be related to the air material allowed to each party.) 
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CIIAI'TBR :I. -IIPJ:CIAL PROVISIONS All TO Tim ORGANISATION OP THB LAND ARMED PORCBS 
BTATIONBD IN C:ONTINBNTAL BUROPL 

TUT ADOPTED llf FIRST Ra.t.DING 

ARTICLE 14. 

The provisions of this chapter 
apply only to the land armed 
forces stationed in continental 
Europe. 

ARTICLE 15. 

Troops whose primary func
tion is to provide drafts or 
reinforcements for oversea 
garrisons are excluded from the 
provisions of this chapter. 

ARTICLE 16. 

The maximum total period 
of service for the effectives in 
the land armed forces stationed 
in continental Europe (exclu
ding the troops mentioned in 
Article 15 above and the per
sonnel referred to in Article xB) 
shall not exceed eight months. 

• 

(Nolo.-In special cases to be decided 
by the Conference, the maximum total 
period of service may be extended to 
twelve months.) 

AMENDMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

U.S.S.R. AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.76). 

Heading should read : 
• 

"CHAPTER a. -SPECI.4L PROVISIONS AS TO THE 
ORGANISATION OF LAND ARMED FORCES.• 

ITALIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.139). 

" The provisions of this chapter apply only to th~ 
11on-colonialland armed forces of th1 countries of continental 
Europ1." 

· U.S.S.R. AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.76). 

Delete Article 14. 

U.S.S.R. AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.76). 

Delete Article 15. 

In favour: 

Germany (document Conf.D./C.G.149). 
Italy (document Conf.D./C.G.139). 

TURKISH AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.74). 

" Troops whose primary function is to provide drafts 
or reinforcements for oversea garrisons outsid~ continental 
Europ~ and the Mediterranean are excluded from the 
provisions of this chapter." 

DECLARATION BY THE FINNISH DELEGATION 
(document Conf.D./C.G.145). 

The Finnish delegation considers that a length of 
service of twelve months is insufficient. 

HUNGARIAN OBSERVATION (document Conf.D./C.G.7o). 

The Hungarian delegation suggests that the maximum 
total period should be fixed at more thap eight months, 
the exact time to be left to the decision of the parties 
concerned. 

ITALIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.I39)· 

" Th~ average period of service for the non-colonial 
annual conti11gent of the countries of continental Europe 
shaU not exceed ten (or nine) months." 

U.S.S.R. AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.76). 

" The maximum total period of service for the effec
tives in the land armed forces ... (excluding the 
personnel referred to in A rlicle 18) shall not exceed 
eight months." 

TURKISH AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.74). 

" The total period of service for the infantry elfectives 
stationed in continental Europe and the Mediterranean 
shall be fixed at twelve months. 

" As regards the other arms (cavalry, artillery, en
gineers, etc.), the duration of service shaU not exceed a 
maximum of eighteen months." 
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ARTICLE 17. 

For each man the total period 
of service is the total number of 
days comprised in the different 
periods of service to which he 
is liable under national law or by 
the terms of his contract to 
perform. 

ARTICLE 18. 

In the land armed forces 
affected by this chapter the 
personnel whose length of 
service is greater than that 
prescribed in Article 16 shall 
not at any time exceed the 
following proportions of the 
average strength throughout the 
year of the said forces : 

Officers, officer cadets 
and persons of equi- 1 
valent status: x 

N.C.O.s, soldiers and 
persons of equivalent 
status: 

I 

y 

The High Contracting Parties 
undertake not to group into units 
the personnel referred to in this 
article except in the case of spe
cialised units if provided for by 
the present Convention. 

AIIBI<DIIBI<TS AI<D 0BSBRVATIOI<S 

NoTE. 

M: Politis had consulted the delegations regarding the 
ratios .! and .! to be applied respectively to officers and 
N.C.O.~ and ~o other assimilated categories and he had 
informed the President in a report (document Conf.D.f 
C.G.152) that, in his view, t~e discrepa!lc~es in .the 
figures given in the replies received made 1t ~mpos~1b~e 
to adopt uniform percentages for all ~ountnes wlthm 
the meaning of Article 18, whose obJect was no~ s.o 
much to establish a uniform percentage as to hm1t 
permanent personnel with a view to preventing the 
training of units which would not be of the type contem
'plated for the Continental a~m!es. The report of the 
Vice-Chairman of the CommiSSion therefore concluded 
by stating that the best method would be to determine 
for each country its maximum needs in respect of 
permanent personnel. . 
HuNGARIAN AMENDMENT (~ocument Conf.D.JC.G.g6). 

I I 
Replace i by 10 

Replace .!. by -1 

y 5 

CJIAPTBR I.- PROVISIONS AS TO THB METHODS BY WHICH THB IUIDUcriONS AND IUIORGANISATIONS BNTAILBD 
BY THB PRB<lBDINO CHAPTERS SHALL BE BFFBCTBD. 

TEXT ADOPTED "' FtRST READti<G 

ARTICLE A. 

Ti1e reductions in the average 
daily effectives in the land 
armed forces of the High Con
tracting Parties which result 
from Table I annexed to Chap
ter I shall be carried out as 
follows: 

By the end of the second 
year from the coming into 
force of the Convention, 30 
per cent of the total reduction 
required ; 

By the end of the fourth 
year from the coming into 
force of the Convention, 75 
per cent of the total reduction 
required; 

By the end of the fifth year 
from the coming into force of 
the Convention, 100 percent of 
the total reduction required. 

AIIEI<DIIBI<TS AI<D OBSERVATIONS 

HUNGARIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.97). 

" The reductions in the average daily effectives in the 
land armed forces of the High Contracting Parties 
which result from Table I annexed to Chapter I shall 
be carried out as follows : · 

"By the end of the first year.of the coming into 
force of the Convention,· 30 per· cent of the . total 
reduction required; · · 
·. " By the end of the second year f~om the coming 

. mto force of the C6nvention, 75 per cent of the total 
reduction required ; · · · 

" By the end of the thirl yea;: from the· comi~g 
into force of the Convention, 100 per cent of the 
total reduction required." 
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ARTICLE B. 

Any increases in the average 
daily effectives in the land 
armed forces of the High Con
tracting Parties which may 
result from Table I shall be 
carried out at a rate not 

. exceeding that laid down in 
Article A for the reductions 
which result from the said table. 

ARTICLE C. 

This article refers only to the 
land armed forces to which 
Chapter 2 of this section applies. 

(I) The High Contracting 
Parties concerned will effect the 
reductions in their existing 
long-service personnel necessi
tated by Chapter 2 in the 
following proportions : 

By the end of the second 
year from the coming into 
force of the Convention, 30 
per cent; 

By the end of the fourth 
year from the coming into 
force of the Convention, 70 
percent; 

By the end of the fifth year 
from the coming into force of 
the Convention, IOO per cent, 
less the percentage allowed to 
them under Article IS. 

By long-service personnel in 
this article is understood those 
effectives (excluding conscripts) 
whose period of service exceeds 
that prescribed in Article I6 .. 

(2) The maximum period of 
service which may be performed 
by effectives other than long
service personnel will be reduced 
to the period laid down in 
Article I6 as follows: 

For effectives commencing 
their service after the end of 
thethirdyearfrom the coming 
into force of the Convention, 
by so per cent of the total · 
reduction required; 

AM&NDMBNTS AND OBSBRVo\TIONS 

HUNGARIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.jC.G.97). 

(Text unchanged.) 

Add the following paragraph : 

"Nevlf'theless, should any High Conlractiflg Party 
discharge the long-service pef'sOflflel of its existing army 
within periods shortlf' than those provided for in Article C, 
such party shaU be authorised to it~erease its avera g11 
daily el/ectives at the same rate of progress as that of 
the discharges." · 

HUNGARIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.jC.G.g7). 

(Text unchanged.) 

Add: 

"Nevertheless, any High Contracting Party desiring to 
do so shaU be authorised to eflect the reduction provided 
for in this paragraph within shorter periods." 

(Text unchanged.) 
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For efiectives commencing 
their service after the end of 
the fifth year from the coming 
into force of the Convention, 
by xoo per cent of the total 
reduction required. 

Noi•.-The columna In the Publicity 
Tables (Part III of the Convention) wiU 
be arranged so that the rate of the 
reorganisation carried out annually will 
be available for the Information of the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

AMENDMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

Add: 
" Those High Contracting Parties wh~ch at present 

possess a long-service .army. sha_U be entJtled to. benefit 
by the provisionS of thu art"le Jf they reduce fheJr lon~
service personnel at a faster rate than u provJded for us 
this article." · 

SECTION II. - MA TERIAL,l 

CHAPTER I, - LAND ARMAMII\NTS, 

TEXT ADOPTED IN FIRST READING 

ARTICLE 19 
(document Conf.D.fC.G.I07). 

The maximum limit for the 
calibre of mobile land guns for 
the future shall be XIS mm. 
Existing mobile land guns up to 
ISS mm. may be retained, but 
all replacement or new con
struction of guns shall be 
within the maximum limit of 
xxs mm. 

The maximum limit for the' 
calibre of coast-defence guns 
shall be 406 mm. 

ARTICLE 20. 

For the purposes of the 
present Convention a tank is 
defined as follows : 

" A tank is a fully ar
moured, armed, self-propelled 
vehicle designed to cross 
broken ground, usually by 
means of tracks, and to over
come obstacles encountered 
on the battlefield." 

1 See observations on page 171, 

AMENDMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

CHINESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.84). 

Article 19 should limit the number as well as the 
calibre of mobile land guns and coast-defence guns. 
This would require a table analogous to that provided 
in Article 13. · 

ITALIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.x4o). 

" The maximum limit for mobile land guns shall be : 

" (a) For mobile guns of all classes, I05 mm. ;. 
" (b) For fixed guns, ZIO mm. ; 
"(c) For fixed coast guns, 406 mm." 

jAPANESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.I48). 

Change the drafting of this article so that the 
maximum calibre of mobile land guns shall be I55 mm. 
for new as weU as for existing guns. 

HUNGARIAN OBSERVATION (document Conf.D.fC.G.Sx). 

The· question of coast-defence guns can be better 
t~eated ~para tel¥ fro!D mobile guns in a special article, 
smce. thts question ts closely bound up with other 
question~, suc_h as guns for warships, fixed guns for 
land forttficatlons, etc., questions which call for detailed 
particulars. 
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ARTICLE 2I. 

The maximum limit for the 
unladen weight of a tank shall 
be I6 tons. 

The definition of " unladen 
weight " is given in Annex I. 

The number of tanks in the 
possession of each High Con
tncting Party shall not exceed 
the figures shown for such party 
in the table annexed to this 
chapter. 

ARTICLE 22. 

All mobile land guns above 
ISS mm. and all tanks above 
I6 tons shall be destroyed in the 
following stages : 

One-third within twelve 
months of the coming into 
force of the Convention ; 

Two-thirds within three 
years of the coming into force 
of the Convention. 

All guns above IIS mm. shall 
be destroyed as soon as they are 
replaced by new guns of or 
below IIS mm. 

AM&MDM&MTS 

AFGHAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.88). 

This article to read : 

" Tanks of aU categories shaU be abolished.,. 

CHINESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.84). 

This article to read : 
" The High Contracting Parties agree to destroy aU 

tanks itt their posstssiott and to build no new tanks." 

HUNGARIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.8I). 

This article to read : 

" AU tanks shaU be abolished." 

ITALIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.I40). 

" The maximum limit for the unladen weight of a 
tank shall be 6 tons." 

(Text unchanged.) 

JAPANESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.148). 

Replace the figure of I6 tons by 110 tons. 

TURKISH AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.74). 

This article to read : • 
" AU tanks shaU be abolished." 

AFGHAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.88). 

"AU mobile land guns above 105 mm. and all tank5 
shaU be destroyed itt the following manner : 

" One-half withitt twelve months of the coming 
into force of the Convention and one-half within the 
foUowing year." 

CHINESE AJoiENDMENT (document Conf.D.jC.G.84). 

" AU mobile land guns above 155 mm. and all tank5 
shaU be destroyed in the foUowing stages," etc. 

(Text unchanged.) 

HuNGARIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.II8). 

" AU mobile land guns above II5 mm. (whether in 
service or in stock) and aU tank5 (whether in service or 
in stock) shaU be destroyed by stages as foUows : 

" (1) AU mobile land guns above 155 mm. and all 
tanks within twelve months of the coming into force 
of the present Convention. 

" (2) 'AU mobile land guns above 115 mm. but 
not exceeding 155 mm. in five equal parts within five 
years of the coming into force of the present 
Convention." 
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PART 11.-DISARMAMENT. SECTlON II.-1\IATERIAL. 

CHAPTER I.-LAND ARMAMENTS (continued). 

Tn:T ADOPTED llf FIRST RAADIIfG 

ARTICLES 19 TO 22. 

AIIENDIIEifTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

ITALIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.I40). 

" AU land guns, including material in stock, of 11 
calibr1 exceeding : 

"For mobile guns, I05 mm. : 
" For fixed guns, ZIO mm. ,· 
"For fixed co11st guns, 406 mm . • · 

. 
11nd .U tanks abov1 6 tons unladen weight shaU be 
destroyed in the following stages : 

" One-third within twelve months of the coming into 
force of the Convention ; 

" Two-thirds within three years of the coming into 
force of the Convention." 

U.S.S.R. AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.8J). 

"AU mobile land guns above I55 mm. and .U tanks 
above I6 tons shaU be destroyed within twelve months of the 
coming into force of the Convention." 

TURKISH AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.74). 

" AU mobile land guns above I55 mm. and all tanks 
shaU be destroyed in the following stages," etc. 

(Text unchanged.) 

Add at end of article : 

" The manufacture of guns antl tanks the 11bolition of 
which is provided for in Articles I9 and ZI, as well as 
11ccessories and detached parts thereof, sh.U be prohibited." 

GERMAN AMENDMENT 
(documents Conf.D.JC.G.Io6 and 121). 

(Text unchanged.) 

Add at the end of this article : 

" . . . and at the latest within fivtJ years of the coming 
into forctJ of thtJ Convention. 

" After th1 expiry of the time-limits specified at the end 
of the second and third paragraphs of the present articl1, 
th1 usll of 11 class of weapons there referred to sh.U. btl 
11bsolutely prohibited." · . . . · . . · 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS BY THE· FRENCH DELEGATION 

(see pages 491-493 of the Minutes of the . 
General Commission). 

The French delegation made a general reservation 
with r~gard to the articles concerning land m3;terial. 

It Will not be able to come to a definite conclus1on on 
these articles until it is informed what provisions have 
bee~ included. in the C~nvention in the chapters con
cerrung Secunty, Efiecbves, Standardisation of Types 
of Armies, Trade in and Manufacture of War Material, 
and International Supervision. 
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PART 11.-DISARMAMENT. SECTION H.-MATERIAL. 

CHAPTER I.-LAND ARMAMENTS (ccmtitJuetl). 

T&XT ADOPTJtD Ill FIRST RuDJIIG 

ARTICLES 19 TO 22 (cOfltitJuetl). 

Annex I. 

DEFINITION OF UNLADEN 
WEIGHT OF A TANK. 

The . unladen weight of a 
tank includes the ·shell; with 
tracks, engine and transmission 
machinery, but without guns 
and mountings, crew, fuel, oil, 
engine-cooling water, ammuni
tion, wireless or military 
equipment. 

Table I. 

The United Kingdom dele-
• gation intends ·to present this 

table before the second reading. 
The other delegations have been 
requested to present their 
figures to the United Kingdom 
delegation. 

AIIIIIIDIIIIIITS AIID 0BSJIRVATJONS 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS BY THE POUSH DELEGATION 
(document Conf.D./C.G.82). 

The P.olish delegation makes no reservations with 
respect to these articles, but only asks that the provisions 
referred to above should be supplemented by certain 
provisions in accordance with the resolution adopted 
by the General Commission on July 23rd, 1932, and 
with the following principles : 

(1) Acceptance of strict and rigorous supervision 
on the spot and in detail ; 

(2) Abolition of the J'rivate manufacture of 
arms and ammunition, an in any case international 
supervision of the private and State manufacture 
of arms and implements of war, and the estab
lishment of quotas for manufacture or importation 
in proportion to the effectives allotted to the 
various States ; 

(3) The maintenance in force without reservation 
of the previous international undertakings with 
regard to disarmament, no measure of rearmament 
being accepted by the Conference for the Reduction 
and Limitation of Armaments. 

Furthermore, it is essential to include in the 
Convention rules fixing the time-limit within which war 
material must be standardised and a provision exl?ressly 
prohibiting the introduction of improvements 1n the 
types of existing armaments authorised by the 
Conference. 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS BY THE TURKISH DELEGATION 
· (document Conf.D./C.G.xos). 

The General Commission decides to set up a special 
Committee, composed of representatives of Mediter
ranean and Black Sea riparian States, together with 
representatives of the United States of America and 
Japan, to consider the situation of the Straits (Darda
nelles and Bosphorus) as put forward by the Turkish 
delegation. · 
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TEXT ADOPTED IN FIRST READING AMENDMENTS AND 0BSBRVATIONS 

<liiAPTDI 2. - NAVAL AaM.\MENTS. 

GERMAN AMENDMENTS (document Conf.D.fC.G.9I). 

Explanatory Note. 

No reduction in the fleets of the other States is pro
posed in the present draft Convention. Nevertheless, 
in the hope that a substantial reduction in the naval 
armaments of the heavily armed naval Powers will be 
made at the I935 Conference, Ge~ma!ly is prepared, 
pending that Conference, to mamta11_1 .the num~er 
of vessels hitherto assigned to her as a hm1t. In pomt 
of fact the decisive criterion for the limitation of her 
naval ~rmaments under the Treaty of Versailles is not 
tonnage, but the number of vessels in the different 
categories. Consequently, for the German fleet, tonnage 
has not the same importance as it has for the fleets of 
the other States, and cannot be employed as a criterion 
in the case of the former. Amendment I, paragraph (a), 
and amendment 2 below are designed to take into 
account this special situation of Germany. 

Under the Treaty of Versailles, Germany could have 
laid down the keels of several capital ships for 
replacement purposes some years ago, but she had not 
made full use of this right. With a view to facilitating 
the conclusion of a Convention for the short period 
contemplated, Germany is still prepared partly to 
forgo this right and to refrain, pending the final settle
ment of naval questions in I935. from laying down more 
than one capital ship for replacement purposes (see 
paragraph I (b) of the amendment). 

Germany has not yet abandoned the hope that the 
present Conference will decide to abolish submarines 
altogether, as was proposed during the first stage of 
the Conference by certain States, including Germany. 
However, should the General Commission decide that 
it is not possible at the present time to do away with 
submarines for national defence purposes, the German 
delegation reserves the right to revert to this point 
later, possibly during the second reading. 

OBSERVATIONS BY THE FINNISH, PoLISH, ROUMANIAN, 
SPANISH, SWEDISH AND YUGOSLAV DELEGATIONS 

(document Conf.D./C.G.113). 

The Powers not signatories to the Washington and 
London Treaties were able to state their views on the 
question of the limitation of naval armaments only 
during the proceedings of the Preparatory Disarmament 
Commission and, in a quite general manner, at the 
present Co.nference. They have, in particular, co
?perate~ With the Powers parties to the said Treaties 
m draftmg the naval clauses of the draft Convention 
adopted by the Preparatory Commission in December 
I930. 

In these conditions, it would seem fair to insert in a 
suita.b!e form in the framework of the present draft 
provisions taken from the draft Convention of the 
Preparatory Commission. 

I~ should be .em\>~asised that these provisions were 
dec1ded upon m )Omt agreement with the Powers 
parties to the Naval Treaties and are the result of a 
compromise secured by means of mutual concessions. , 

The proposed amendments are based on the considera
tions above outlined-i.e., on the draft Convention of 
I930-allowances being made for the progress made by 
the Conference and particularly by its resolution of 
July 23rd, I932. 
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CHAPTER 2.-NAVAL ARMAMENTS (continued). 

T&XT ADOPTED JM FIRST RUDIMO 
AIIENDIIEMTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

OBSERVATIONS BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION 
(document Conf.D.jC.G.I34). 

The representati~e of France had occasion, on May 
25th, I933 (see .Mmutes of the General Commission, 
pages 502 to 504), to state the views of the French 
Government on the drafting of the chapter of the 
Convention dealing with naval armaments. 

With a view to future discussions, the French 
delegation thinks it desirable to specify the principles 
on which its attitude is based. 

These principles are the following : 
I. The Convention must be general. 

. 2. The Convention must respect the principle of the 
mterdependence of armaments. In particular, the reso
lu~io~ by which t.he ~ene~al Commission has adopted the 
pnnc1ple of qual1tahve d1sarmament must have certain 
consequences in connection with the provisions of Articles 
I4, IS and I6 of the Preparatory Commission's draft Con
vention, in order that stricter limitation may be imposed 
on unit displacement and the maximum calibre of guns. 

3· The actual situation which existed at the beginning 
of the Conference must be taken into account in the 
Convention, and the relative strength of the different 
fleets as it then stood must be maintained. 

At the same time, small navies in process of formation 
must have an opportunity to develop in equitable 
proportions, in accordance with the principles laid down 
in Article 8 of the League Covenant. 

Moreover, as was already provided by Article 53 of 
the Preparatory Commission's draft Convention, the 
clauses of the existing Naval Treaties will remain in force 
until December 31st, I936, subject to any stricter limita
tions that may be imposed by the future Convention. 

4· The Convention must have the same duration, 
whatever may be the categories of armaments reduced 
or limited, and in any event that duration must be 
sufficient to allow of the preparation and execution 
of naval programmes. t 

Regarding the wording of the Convention, and subject 
to the foregoing observations, the French delegation 
thinks it necessary to approach nearer to the system 
contemplated in the naval chapter of the draft Conven
tion prepared by the Preparatory Disarmament Com
mission (doc. C.687.M.288.1930), which was unanimously 
adopted on February 25th, 1932, as a framework for 
the work of the Conference on the motion of the United 
Kingdom delegation itself. The French delegation would 
point out that that system is the outcome of the 
decisionsofthe London Naval Conference, as conveyed to 
the Secretary-General of the League by the President 
of that Conference in his letter of April 21St, I930. 

jAPANESE OBSERVATIONS (document Conf.D.jC.G.II4). 

The Japanese delegation attaches particular impor
tance to the conclusion of an agreement on the subject 
of naval armaments, and to the renewal by the present 
Conference of its efforts in this direction on the lines 
indicated in the resolution of July 23rd, I932. 

It cannot however, share the view that it is desirable 
to establish'a new agreement on the basis of the existing 
agreements, which are unstable in character and whose 
period of validity will soon be at an end, or by reference 
to those agreements. Owing to their nature, unless a 
new Convention is concluded between the Powers to 
which the above-mentioned treaties apply, it will be both 
more practical and more equitable to ':ll~ke no m~ntion 
in the future Convention of the prov1s1ons relatmg to 
the tonnages previously allotted to the Powers concerned. 
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CHAPTER 2.-NAVAL ARMAMENTS (continuetl). 

TBXT ADOPTED IN FIRST RKADINO AKIINDKJINTS AND 0BSIIRVATIONS 

LETTER FROM THE PERSIAN DELEGATION 
(June 9th, 1933). 

The figures for the effectives of the naval forces and 
the tonnage of the ships which the Persian Government 
proposes to build have been communicated to the United 
Kingdom delegation. · · · 

OBSERVATIONS BY THE U.S.S.R. DELEGATION 
(document Conf.D.fC.G.83). 

The delegation of the U.S.S.R. refrains from proposing 
amendments to this chapter, being unable to accept a 
system of disarmament which does not provide for a 
reduction of the existing tonnage and which would, at 
the same time, create advantages in favour of the 
principal naval Powers to the detriment of other 
countries. The delegation of the U.S.S.R. objects to 
the principal naval Powers being given the right to 
include in their existing tonnage, in addition to the 
completed vessels, the tonnage of vessels in course of 
construction or projected, or the construction of which 
is even simply contemplated, ·without such tonnage 
being taken into consideration in the case of other 
countries. It also objects to the principal naval Powers 
enjoying exceptions in regard to the limitation of the 
elements of vessels established under the Treaties of 
Washington and London, without other countries 
enjoying exceptions which might be rendered necessary 
by the special nature of their navies. Further, it 
objects to the non-recognition in the case of such 
countries of the right of transfer. 

OBSERVATIONS BY THE CHINESE, EsTONIAN, GREEK, 
LATVIAN, LITHUANIAN, PERSIAN, SPANISH, jAPANESE, 

NETHERLANDS AND TURKISH DELEGATIONS. 

At the sixty-sixth meeting of the General Commission, 
the Chinese delegate stated that " the Chinese Govern
ment did not see its way,Jending the vindication of 
China's rights and the fin settlement of the war of 
aggression of which she continued to be the victim, to 
undertake commitments restricting her right to take all 
necessary measures to resist invasion and defend her 
territorial sovereignty ". 

The general reservation made by the Chinese 
Government in July 1932 and reiterated on March 27th 
and April 25th, 1933, applied to naval as well as to 
land and air armaments (see page 528 of the Minutes 
of the General Commission). 

At the sixty-sixth meeting of the General Commission, 
the following delegations stated that they were in 
agreement with and associated themselves with the 
amendments submitted by the delegations of Finland, 
Poland, Roumania, Spain, Sweden and Yugoslavia 
(document Conf.D.JC.G.II3) : Estonia, Greece, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Persia (see Minutes of the General Com
.mission, pages 523-525 and 527). 
··At . t~e sixty-fou~th meeting of the General 

Comm1s;;1on, the Spanssh delegate stated that, " whatever 
the ~ents of the Washington and London Conferences· 
... 1t was nevertheless of the greatest importance 
that the big naval Powers should be asked that the 
coming naval discussion should be a round-table 
discussion, all the Powers being present-not cnly the 
naval Powers-and in the General Disarmament , 
Conferen~e. T~e Spanish delegate believed that it 
would be 1mposs1ble to solve these disarmament problems 
unless everyone was represented in the discussion and all 
questions were de~l.t with simultaneously" (see pages507 
and soB of the M1nutes of the General Commission). 
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CHAPTER 2.-NAVAL ARMAMENTS (continued). 

TEXT ADOPTED IM FIRST RBADIMQ . 

ARTICLE 23. 

The naval armaments of the 
parties to the Treaty of 
Washington, signed on Febru
ary 6th, 1922, and the Treaty of 
London, signed on April 22nd, 
1930, remain subject to the 
limitations resulting from the 
said Treaties. 

ARTICLE 24. 

Articles 25 and 26 constitute 
the agreement between the 
parties to the Treaty of London 
referred to in Article 24, para
graph 4, of that Treaty. France 
and Italy will ratify the said 
Treaty not later than the date 
of their ratification of the pre
sent Convention. 

ARTICLE 25. 

Until December 31st, 1936, 
the naval combatant vessels of · · 
France and Italy, other than 
capital ships, aircraft-carriers 
and all vessels exempt from 
limitation under Article 8 of the 
Treaty of London, shall be 
limited, ~thout prejudice to 
,Article 12 of the said Treaty, 
oy the provisions of Articles 26 
and 27 of the present Conven
tion. The definitions adopted 
in Annex I for the purposes of 
the present chapter will apply. 

AIIENDIIBMTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

At the seventy-seventh meeting of the General 
Commission, the ]apanes6 delegate stated " that the 
Japanese delegation could also accept the complete 
prohibition of bombing from the air if it were freed 
from certain apprehensions with regard to its national 
security. To that end it would be necessary, in the 
first place, to provide for the complete abolition of 
aircraft-carriers and the absolute prohibition of war 
vessels equipped with landing decks or platforms, and, in 
the second place, to draw up an agreement capable of 
effectively preventing the use of civil aircraft for military 
purposes in time of war " (see page 631 of the Minutes 
of the General Commission). 

At the sixty-sixth meeting of the General Commission, 
the Netherlands delegate stated " that he thought that, 
if it were not possible to include in the Convention a 
uniform system for all Powers, which would have a 
more or less final character, the question arose whether 
it would not be possible, in the case of the smaller naval 
Powers, to be content with a renewal of the naval 
armaments truce " (see page 524 of the Minutes of the 
General Commission). 

At the sixty-sixth meeting of the General Commission, 
the Turkish delegate stated that, "in the circumstances, 
the best and simplest method would be to leave in 
entire freedom the States which were not parties to the 
Washington and London Treaties until the expiration 
of those Treaties" (see page 518 of the Minutes of the 
General Commission). 

jAPANESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.II4)· 

This article not to be embodied in the present 
Convention. 

jAPANESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.JD.C.G.II4)• 

This article to be reserved for an agreement to be 
concluded independently of the present Convention 
between the parties directly concerned. 

jAPA~ESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.II4)· 

This article to be reserved for an agreement to be 
concluded independently of the present Convention 

. between the parties directly concerned. 
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CHAPTER 2.-NAVAL ARMAMENTS (continued). 

TExT ADOPTED IN FIRST READING 

ARTICLE 26. 

• (a) The completed tonnage in 
the cruiser, destroyer and· sub
marine categories which is not 
to be exceeded by France and 
Italy on December Jist, I936, 
is to be the completed tonnage 
arrived at in consequence of the 
provisions of Article 27. 

(b) France and Italy shall 
have complete freedom of trans
fer for the purposes of rerlace
ment between cruisers o sub
category (ii) and destroyers. 

ARTICLE 27. 

Until December Jist, I9J6, 
the programmes of France and 
Italy in cruisers, destroyers and 
submarines will be as follows : 

A. Cruisers with guns of more 
than 6.I" (I55 mm.) ca
libre. 

No further tonnage shall be 
laid down or acquired after the 
date of signing the present 
Convention. 

B. Cruisers with guns of 6.r• 
(I55 mm.) calibre or less, 
and destroyers. 

The amount of further con
struction to be laid down or 
acquired by France during the 
period between January Ist, 
I9JJ, and December Jist, 1936, 
shall be limited to J4,298 
(J4,847 metric) standard tons, 
as authorised in the French 
programme of 1932. 

The amount of further con
struction to be laid down or 
acquired by Italy during the 
same period shall be limited to 
27,17J (27,608 metric) standard 
tons. 

Tonnage laid down or ac
quired in accordance with the 
French programme of 19JI and 
the Italian programme of 19JI
J2, and any tonnage laid down 
or acquired subsequently, shall 
be devoted to the replacement 
of over-age cruisers of this 
sub-category or of over-age 
destroyers. Upon the com
pletion of any replacement ton
nage, a corresponding amount 
o~ over-age. tonnage shall be 
d1sposed of In accordance with 
Annex VI to the present chapter. 

AIIEifDIIBifTS AND 0BSBRVATIONS 

jAPANESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.u4). 

This article to be reserved for an agreement to be 
concluded independently of the present Convention 
between the parties directly concerned. 

jAPANESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.II4). 

This article to be reserved for an agreement to be 
concluded independently of the present Convention 
between the parties di.rectly concerned. 

ITALIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.14I) •. 

A. (Text unchanged.) 

"B. Cruisers with guns of 6.I" (I55 mm.) calibre or 
less, and destroyers." 

Substitute for the first two paragraphs : 

" The amount of further construction to be laid down or 
acquired by France and Italy during the period between 
J.an_uary Ist, I9JJ, and December Jist, I936, shall be 
lJmJted to 34,298 (34,847 metric) standard tons." 

(Text unchanged.) 
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PART H.-DISARMAMENT. SECTION H.-MATERIAL. 

CHAPTER 2.-NAVAL ARMAMENTS (conJinued). 

TI&XT ADOPTSD Ill FIRST R&.u>IHO 

C. Submarines. 

Until December Jist, I9J6, 
France and Italy will not lay 
down or acquire any further 
submarines. France will ar
range her present submarine 
building and scrapping pro
gramme so that, on the said 
date, her completed tonnage will 
not be greater than • • • stan
dard tons. 

Any submarine tonnage under 
construction· on that date shall 
be in anticipation of replace
ment requirements. 

ARTICLE 28. 

No High Contracting Party 
shall lay down or acquire any 
capital ship during the period 
up to December Jist, I9J6, 
except that Italy may lay down 
one ship not exceeding 26,500 
(26,924 metric) standard tons 
and carrying guns not exceeding 
IJ" (JJO mm.) calibre. 

Except as provided in Article 
7, paragraph 2, of the Treaty of 
London, no High Contracting 
Party shall, until Decem~er 
Jist, I9J6, lay down or acqwre 
any submarine the standard 
displacement of which exceeds 
2,ooo (2,0Ji metric) standard · 
tons or carrying a gun above 
5.1• (IJO mm.) calibre. 

AIIIU<DIIIlHTS AND 0BSilRVATIOH' 

Add at the end of the third paragraph: . 
" Part of this tOflnag~. iff a proportion to b~ fixed, may, 

however, be COflverted into exempt vessds." 

" C. Submarines. 

" Ufftil December Jist, I9J6, France and Italy wiU 
a"ange their present SNbmarintJ building and scrapping 
programmes so that, on thtJ said dattJ, their compieted· 
tOflflag~ wiU ttot be greater tha11 5:1,700 standard tons. 

" Any submarine tonnage under construction on that 
date shall be in anticipation of replacement require
ments." 

ITALIAN DECLARATION (document Conf.D./C.G.75). 

Paragraphs Band C. 

These paragraphs of this article are essential points 
which the Italian delegation would be unable to accept 
apart from the rest of the draft submitted to the 
Conference on March I6th, I9JJ, of which the Italian 
delegation signified its approval. 

AMENDMENT BY THE FINNISH, POLISH, ROUMANIAN, 
SPANISH, SWEDISH AND YUGOSLAV DELEGATIONS 

(document Conf.D.fC.G.IIJ). 

(First paragraph unchanged.) 
Add after first paragraph : 

" It shaU further be permissible to lay down or acqui11 
capital ships of sub-category (ii) by applying the replace
ment rules of Annex V." 

(Remainder unchanged.) 

ITALIAN DECLARATION (document Conf.D./C.G.75). 

This article is one of the essential points which the 
Italian delegation would be unable to accept apart from 
the rest of the draft submitted to the Conference on 
March I6th, I9JJ, of which the Italian delegation 
signified its approval. 

jAPANESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.jC.G.II4). 

First paragraph of this article to be reserved for an 
agreement to be concluded independently of the present 
Convention between the parties directly concerned. 

GERMAN· AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.jC.G.9I). 

Insert after Article 28 a new article reading as follows: 

" Until December JISt, I936, Germafly undertakes : 

" (a) Not to exceed as regards surftU?e _vessels the 
fHimberl hitherto assigned to her as a Z:md: 

" (b) Not to lay down the keel of more than one 
vessel to replace one of her capital ships which are 
obsolete." 

12 
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TEXT ADOPTED Jill FIRST READJIIIO 

ARTICLE 29. 

In order to bring about a stabilisation of 
naval armaments until December Jist, 
1936, the armaments of those High 
Contracting Parties to whom the Treaties 
of Washington and London do not apply 
shall, until the said date, be limited as 

·follows : 

(a) No cruisers carrying guns of a 
calibre above 6.1' (ISS mm.) shall be 
constructed or acquired. 

(b) On December JISt, I936, the com
pleted tonnage in cruisers of sub-category 
(ii}, destroyers and submarines possessed 
by each of the said High Contracting 
Parties shall not exceed the amounts 
specified for such party in Annex IV. 
This provision does not, however, apply to 
vessels exempt from limitation under · 
Annex II to this chapter, nor to the special 
vessels shown in Annex III. These special 
vessels may not be replaced. 

(c) Ships in the categories subject to 
limitation may only be laid down or 
acquired in accordance with the replace
ment rules contained in Annex V, and 
only in replacement of tonnage in the same 
category or sub-category which is or 
becomes over age in accordance with those 
rules. 

Nevertheless, there shall be complete 
freedom of transfer for purposes of re
placement between the cruisers of sub
category (ii) and destroyers. 

Vessels which have to be disposed of as · 
being surplus to the tonnage figures set out 
in Annex IV shall be disposed of in 
accordance with the rules set out in 
Annex VI. 

(~ Exi~ting ships of various types 
wh1ch, pnor to April ISt, I93J, have been 
used as stationary training establishments 
or hulks may be retained in a non-seagoing 
condition. 

AKI!.IIIDJIKNT11 AJIID OBSERVATIONS. 

AMENDMENT BY THE FINNISH, POLISH 
ROUMANIAN, SPANISH, SWEDISH AND 

YUGOSLAV DELEGATIONS 
(document Conf.D.fC.G.IIJ). 

Delete sub-paragraph (a). 

• 

For sub-paragraph (b) substitute the 
following : 

" (a) For the term of the present Convention, 
the aggregate tonnage of the warships of each 
of the High Contracting Parties other than the 
special vessels enumerated in Annex • . • shaU 
not exceed the figure fixed for that party in the 
table in Annex IV, last column." 

For sub-paragraph • (c) substitute the 
following : 

" (b) Annex IV shaU show in tonnage by 
class the way in which each High Contracting 
Partr p~oposes to aUocate, during the period of 
apphcatJon of the present Convention, the 
aggregate .tonnage, limited, in its case, to the 
figure shown in the table." · 

After the new sub-paragraph (b) insert 
sub-paragraph (c) reading as follows : 

" (c) Within the limit of the aggregate 
tonnag_e fixed fo~ ~tin Annex IV, and provided 
no stncter condJtJons are proposed by special 
Conventions to which it is or may become a 
party •. ea~h ~igh c_ontracting Party may alter 
the .dJstnbutJon gJven by it i~J · A~SMX IV 
sub1ect to the followi~Jg two conditions : 

".{I) Tonnage transfer betwee~J cate· 
~o~ses of surface vessels shaU be free if 
d. u made from the largest to the smaUest 
d•~tlacement unit. . 

. I~ shalf also be free '" the opposite 
dJTectso~J '" the case of navies whose 
aggregate tonnage does IJOt exceed IOO ooo 
to~s: but, i~J the case of ~Javies exceeding 
thu figure, the to~S~Jage to be transferred 
may ~Jot exceed 6o per cem of the total 
tonnage of the co"esponding category. 

" (2) Prior to layi~Jg dow" the vessel or 
vessels to the construction of which the 
transferred tonnag11 is allocated the 
amount of t~is to~Jnage must be IJOtified to 
the other Hsgh Contracti~Jg Parties, to the 
Secretary-General of th11 League of Nations 
and to the PermaM~Jt Disarmament 
CommissioJS." , 
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ARTICLE 30. 

The High Contracting Parties assent to 
the rules laid down in Part IV of the 
Treaty of London and accept them as 
established rules of international law. 

The present article constitutes, as regards 
those High Contracting Parties to whom 
the Treaty of London does not apply, the 
accession contemplated by Article 25 of 
the said Treaty. 

ARTICLE 31 •. 

It is understood that none of the provi
sions of the present chapter shall prejudice 
the attitude of any of the High Contracting 
Parties at the conferences referred to 
in Article 32. The present Convention 

· establishes no permanent ratio in any 
category of ship and creates no precedent 
as to whether, and if so in what manner, 
tonnage remaining over age on December 
31st, 1936, for which replacement tonnage 
has not been laid down, may ultimately 
be replaced. 

ARTICLE 32. 

Concurrently with the Conference in 1935 
provided for under Article 23J,of the 
Treaty of London, or at least in the same 
year, there shall be a conference of all 
the High Contracting Parties possessing 
naval armaments, with a view to the 
establishment of limitations to be observed 
after December 31st, 1936. 

ARTICLE 33· 

The Permanent Disarmament · Com
mission set up under Article 64 of the 
present Convention will ·take immediate 
steps to prepare for the conference of 1935 
referred to in Article 32 by ascertaining 
the opinions of the High Contracting 
Parties concerned. It will also examine, 
with a view to reporting to the said 
conferences, technical questions of qualita
tive. reduction in the sizes of vessels of 
war in the various categories, as well as 
any other questions relating to the limi
tation . of naval armaments which the 
Commission may consider could appro
priately come before the said conferences. 

Annexes 

(see document Conf.D.157, Conference 
Documents,' Vol II, pages 482 to 485) . 
• 

I. DEFINITIONS. 

II. EXEMPT VESSELS. 

III. LIST OF SPECIAL VESSELS. 

AllllNDIIIUITS AND 0BSIUIV ATIONS 
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PART H.-DISARMAMENT. SECTION H.-MATERIAL. 

CHAPTER 2.-NAVAL .ARMAMENTS (continuetl). 

TEXT ADOPTED n• FIRST RE.t.DIKG AMENDMENTS AND 0BSERVAnONS 

IV. TONNAGE FIGURES FOR POWERS 
OTHER THAN THOSE SIGNATORIES OF THE 
TREATY OF WASHINGTON.-These figures 
will be the figures from the returns to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations 
reproduced in the Armaments Year-Book, 
1932, " exempt " and " special " vessels 
being omitted. GERMAN AMENDMENT 

(document Conf.D.fC.G.9I). 

V. RULES FOR REPLACEMENT. 
• 

Add to the heading of Annex IV after the 
words "Treaty of Washington,. the words 
" antl Germany ". 

. 
AMENDMENT BY THE FINNISH, POLISH, 

ROUMANIAN, SPANISH, SWEDISH AND 
YUGOSLAV DELEGATIONS 

(document Conf.D.fC.G.IIJ). 

Delete the text of Annex IV and substitute 
the following table : 

Hig11 Cottlra&lit~f Parliu 

CltJSI. 

A B 0 D 

- --
Capital lllips : 

(i). • • • . . . . 
(ii). • . . . . . - - --

A irct'a/1-elll'ri.,, • . . ----
c..;., ,., . . . . . "l 
Liglll&urfautJISSIIs 

( Cruis"s (ii), DISiro,- · 
.,,. ,,c.J. • • . • • • 

-
Suhoari"'• • . . . . . 

- -
ToiiJI IOflflag• . . . . . 

VI. RULES FOR DISPOSAL OF VESSELS 
No14.- The figures in the table should be submitted 

by the del ega tiona concerned on the basis of the particu
lars forwarded to the Secretary-General, brought up to 
date and completed by the respective Governmente. OF WAR. 

TRXT ADOPTIID IN FIRST RIIADINO 

ARTICLE 34· 
The High Contracting Parties 

accept the complete abolition 
of bombing from the air (except 
for police purposes in certa1n 
outlying regions). 

ClHAPTEII. I. - ADl ARMAMENTS. 

AMIINDMIINTS AND 0BSIIRVATIONS 

AFGHAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.88). 

CHINESE AMENDMENT {document Conf.D.fC.G.84)· 

PoLISH AMENDMENT {document Conf.D.fC.G.III). 

U.S.S.R. AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.SJ). 

TuRKISH AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.74). 

J?elete the last sentence in parenthesis ; ,.-except for 
police purposes in certain outlying regions" •. 

GERMAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.g2). 

Omit the words in parenthesis and add the following 
words:" and tlJI prohibition of all preparations therefor". 
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PART 11.-DISARMAMENT. SECTION H.-MATERIAL. 

CHAPTER J.-AlR ARMAMENTS (continued). 
T~ ADOPTII.D nc FIRST Ruomo 

AIIIIINDIIIKNTS AND 0BSIIRV.o\TIONS 

AUSTRIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.II5)· 

HuNGARIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.u6). 

Replace this article by the following : 
• !~• Hig~ . Contracting Parties accept t/11 complete 

abol1t~on of m1lltary and naval aircra/l and bombing from 
1/11 aar . 

. " ~U mil~tary and naval aircraft wiU be destroyed 
ttlllhJfl a per1od oftwelvl months from th1 entry into fore• 
ofth# Convention. • 

SPANISH PROPOSAL (extract from document 
Conf.D.JC.G.55). 

" Th; High Contracting Parties acceptthe principle that 
aircraft shall henceforth not b1 used for war purposes and 
they agre1 to tl1e principl• of the prohibition of all bombing 
from the air. They b1nd themselves to apply these prin
ciples by means of th1 following measures, which are set 
out in document Conf.D.JC. G.55. • 

. PERSIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.I2o). 

Although in favour of the complete abolition of 
bombing from the air, desires,. in the event that the 
last sentence in parenthesis should not be deleted, to 
amend it as follows : 

,. Except for poliCI purposes in their -/!ossessions, th1 
High Contracting Parlaes accept th1 compiete abolition of 
bombing from the air." 

LETTER FROM THE PERSIAN DELEGATION (June 9th, 1933), 

If it is not decided to abolish all military and naval 
aviation, we must maintain our amendment regarding 
the abolition· of bombing from the air. The figures 
for the number of aircraft which the Persian Government 
wishes to have are also in the hands of the United 
Kingdom. delegation. 

AMENDMENT BY THE ROUMANIAN, CZECHOSLOVAK AND 
YUGOSLAV DELEGATIONS (document Conf.D.JC.G.II9)· 

(a) Complete the passage in parenthesis by the 
words : "outside Europe". 

(b) Complete this article after the passage in paren
thesis by the words : " in respect of which provision will 
be made for strict supervision and sanctions ". 

SIAMESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.64)• 

After the words "in certain outlying regions " add : 
" . • • or for the -/!urpose of te"itorial defence: but 
in any case bombartlment from the air on th# centre of 
population wiU be strictly prohibited ". 

DECLARATIONS MADE TO THE GENERAL CoMMISSION 
DURING THE FIRST READING. 

M. Fotitch, in the name of the Little Entente, deleted 
part (a) of the amendment (document Conf.D./C.G.II9) 
and propose<! to omit the sentence in parenthesis of 
Article 34 (see page 539 of the Minutes of the General 
Commission). 

The delegation of the United States of America declared 
itself in favour of the total prohibition of bombardment 
from the air "also in certain outlying regions" (see 
page 544 of the Minutes of the General Commission). 
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PART H.-DISARMAMENT. SECTION II.-MATERIAL. 
CHAPTER 3.-Axa ARMAMENTS (continued). 

TEXT ADOPTED IN FIRST READING 

ARTICLE 35· 

The Permanent Disarmament 
Commission set up under Ar
ticle 64 of the present Conven
tion shall immediately devote 
itself to the working-out of 
the best possible schemes pro
viding for : 

(a) The complete abolition 
of mili'tary and naval aircraft, 
which must be dependent 
on the effective supervision of 
civil aviation to prevent its 
misuse for military purposes ; 

(b) Alternatively, should it 
prove impossible to ensure 
such effective supervision, the 
determination of the mini
mum number of machines 
required by each High Con
tracting Party consistent with 
his national safety and obli
gations, and having regard to 
the particular circumstances 
of each country. 

The schemes prepared by the 
Permanent Disarmament Com
mission shall be reported to the 
second Disarmament Conference. 
In any case, the measures 
relating to civil aviation set 
out in Annex II will apply 
during the period of the present 
Convention. 

AMENDMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

The japanese del_e~a~ion declared.that it could accept 
the complete proh1b1bOn of bombmg from. the air if 
the total abolition of aircraft-carriers and the absolute 
prohibition of war vessels equipped with landing-decks 
orJplatforms were accepted, and, secondly, if an agree
ment were drawn up capable of effectively preventing 
the use of civil aircraft for military purposes in time of 
war (see page 631 of the Minutes of the General 
Commission). 

The Norwegian delegation declared that it would vote 
against the use and preparation of the weapon of 
bombing (see pages 543 and 544 of the Minutes of the 
General Commission). 

The Netherlands delegation declared itself opposed to 
bombing from the air and to the throwing of torpedoes · 
from aircraft (see page 538 of the Minutes of the General 
Commission). 

The Swedish delegation declared itself in favour of 
the total prohibition of bombing from the air, and of 
the complete abolition of military and naval aviation 
(see page 539 of the Minutes of the General Commission). 

The Swiss delegation is opposed to all bombardment 
from the air and to preparation therefor (see page 542 
of the Minutes of the General Commission). 

GERMAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.gz). 

Replace the present text by the following : 

" The High Contracting Parties agree that their armed 
. forces shaU not include military or naval air forces. All 

military and naval air material shaU be destroyed within 
the following time-limits : 

" One-half within twelve months of the coming into 
force of the Convention; 

" The remainder before the expiry of the following 
year. 

· " In order to prevent the use of civil aviation far military 
purposes, the High Contracting Parties shall accept the 
effective control of civil aviation under the conditions 
laid down in the annex to the present chapter." 

"Note.-The abpve-mentioned annex will be drawn 
up by the Air Committee. The rules contained 
ther~in must go further than those proposed for a 
penod of five year~ in the British draft (Annex II}, 
on the understandmg, however, that they will not be 
of such a nature as to hamper the legitimate develop
ment of civil aviation." 

AUSTRIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.II5)· 

HUNGARIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.II6). 

Omit this article. 

CHINESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.[C.G.84). 

Modify the text as follows : 

" !~ High Contracting Parties agree to the complete 
a bo~•t•o!' of their military and naval aircraft and undertake 
t~ _tnst.t~. effective international supervisiotJ of their 
CJ~l av•atJofl, under the auspices of the Permanmt 
D1sarmament Com · · · d 
I 

·z·t mJsSJotJ, •n or er to prevent its misuse 
or m• • ary purposes." 
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PART rr.-DisARMAME'm SEcTioN II M ' .-. ATERIAL. 
CHAPTER 3--ArR. ARMAMENTS (continued). 

TIIXT ADOPTIU) 111 FIRST RKADING 

ARTICLE 36. 

With a view to effecting the 
reductions necessary to facilitate 
the attainment of the objects 
referred to in Article 35. the 
number of aeroplanes, capable 
of use in war, in commission in 
the land, sea and air armed 
forces of each of the High 
Contracting Parties who at 
present possess such aeroplanes 
shall, by the end of the period 
of the present Convention, not 
exceed the figures laid down 
for such party in the table 
annexed to this chapter ; as 
regards the other High Con
tracting Parties, the status quo 
existing on January xst, 1933, 
shall be maintained during the 
said period. , 

Each of the High Contracting 
Parties mentioned in the table 

· annexed to this chapter may 
keep a number of aeroplanes in 
immediate reserve, not exceeding 
in each case 25 per cent of the 
number of aeroplanes in corn
mission in the land, sea and air 
forces of such party. 

AIIIINDJIBNTS AND 0BSIIRVATIONS 

POLISH:!AMENDMENT {document Conf.D.fC.G.nx). 

C Thi\:Xticle should be examined either by the Air 
0.mml ee or by the Drafting Committee account 

bemg takfen of the various proposals made during the 
course o the Conference. 

U.S.S.R. AMENDMENT {document Conf.D.fC.G.83). 

j_Suppress paragraph {b) of this article. 

DECLARATIONS MADE IN THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
DURING THE FIRST READING. 

M. P~ul-Boncour declared that the French delegation 
was des~rous that the work of the Air Committee should 
be .contmue~ •. and. th~t it preferred the internationali
sabon· of CIVIl av1ahon. In default, it accepted and 
asked for permanent and e~ective supervision, particu
larly for aeroplanes exceedmg the characteristics laid 
d~wn by the Convention (see pages 536 and 537 of the 
Mmutes of the General Commission). 
. The ?Veth~rlands delegation was opposed to the 
m~ernabonahsation of civil aviation (see page 538 of the 
Mmutes of the General Commission). 

The Polish delegation was in favour of the interna
tionalisation of civil aviation and of the institution of 
an air police force (see page 542 of the Minutes of the 
General Commission). 

The Roumanian, Czechoslovak and Yugoslav 
delegations took into consideration the necessity of 
internationalisation and the forming of an air force 
to be placed at the disposal of an international authority 
(see page 539 of the Minutes of th~ General Commission). 

GERMAN AMENDMENT {document Conf.D./C.G.92). 

AusTRIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.us). 

CHINESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.84)· 

HuNGARIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.n6). 

Omit this article. 

PoLISH AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.xu). 

This article should be examined either by the Air 
Committee or by the Drafting Committee, account 
being taken of the various proposals made during the 
course of the Conference. 

RouMANIAN, CzEcHOSLOVAK AND YuGOSLAV 
AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.II9)· 

The amendment concerning figures for aeroplanes and 
the number in immediate reserve indicated in the 
"Aeroplanes" table on page 184 will be submitted when 
the questions of the internationalisation of civil aviation 
and of air police have been settled. 



PART II.-DISARMAMENT. SECTION 11.-MATERIAL. 

CHAPTER 3.-AIR ARMAMENTS (continued). 

TEXT ADOPTED IN FIRST READING 

ARTICLE 37· 

The High Contracting Parties 
agree that their air armaments 
will not include aeroplanes 
exceeding three tons unladen 
weight. · Exception, however, 
may be made in the case of 
troop-carriers and flying-boats. 
Complete particulars of any 
such machines exceeding the 
maximum unladen weight of 
three tons must be returned 
annually to the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. 

ARTICLE 38. 

No dirigible shall be con
structed or acquired during the 
period of the present Conven
tion by any of the High 
Contracting Parties for com
mission in their land, sea or air 
forces. The High Contracting 
Parties who at present possess 
such dirigibles may, however, 
retain but not replace them 
during the said period. 

ARTICLE 39· 

The definition of unladen 
weight is given in Annex I. 

ARTICLE 40. 

Aeroplanes, capable of use in 
war, in commission in the land, 
sea and air armed forces of any 
of the High Contracting Parties 
in excess of the number indi
cated for such party in the 
table annexed to this chapter 
must have been put out of 
commission or otherwise dis
posed of by the end of the 
period of the present Convention. 
At least one-half of such excess 
must, in the case of each such 
High Contracting Party, have 
been so dealt with by June 30th, 
1936. 

AMENDMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

GER1.JAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.g2). 
• 

AUSTRIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.us). 

CHINESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.84). 

HUNGARIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.u6). 

Omit this article. 

POLISH AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.III). 

Replace this article by the following : 

" The High Contracting Parties agree that their air 
armaments will not include aeroplanes and hydroplanes 
exceeding three tons unladen weight." 

U.S.S.R. AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.83). 

Replace the words " three tons " by the words 
"one and a half tons". 

GERMAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.g2). 

AUSTRIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.IIS)· 

HUNGARIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.u6). 

Omit this article. 

GERMAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.g2). 

AUSTRIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.IIS). 

CHINESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.84). 

HUNGARIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.u6). 
Omit this article. 

GERMAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.g2). 

AusTRIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.us). 

HUNGARIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.u6). 

Delete this article. 

CHINESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.84)· 

In the first sentence delete "in commission" and " in 
excess of the number indicated for such party in the 
table annexed to this chapter". In the second sentence 
delete "excess" and substitute "aeroplanes". 

GREEK AMENDIIIENT (document Conf.D./C.G.Bg). 

This delegation wis~es. to reserve the right to explain 
to the General Commtsswn the reasons in favour of a 
modification of the provisions of this article. 
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PART H.-DISARMAMENT. SECTION 11.-l\IATERJAL. 

CHAPTER J.-AIR .ARMAMENTS (continued). 
TaU ADOPTBD IN FIBST RlLu>IKG 

ARTICLE4I. 

Aeroplanes exceeding the 
maximum unladen weight indi
cated in Article 37 and now 
existing in the armed forces of 
the High Contracting Parties 
must all, except in so far as 
exceptions may be made in 
accordance with that article, 
have been destroyed by the 
end of ·the period of this 
Convention. At least half of 
their number must, in the case 
of each High Contracting Party, 
have been destroyed by June 
30th, 1936. 

TABLE-AEROPLANES.1 

United States of America 
• Belgium ...• 

United Kingdom 
China • . . • • 
Czechoslovakia . • 
Denmark 
Estonia 
Finland 
France 
Greece 
Italy • 
Japan. 
Latvia . 
Lithuania • 
Netherlands 
Norway • 
Poland • 
Portugal 
Roumania 
Siam •. 
Spain .. 
Sweden .. 
Switzerland 

• • 

Turkey •. 
U.S.S.R. 
Yugoslavia • 

• • 

soo 
ISO 
soo 
IOO 
200 
so 
so 
2S 

soo 
7S 

soo 
. soo 

so 
so 

ISO 
7S 

200 
2S 

ISO 
7S 

200 
7S 
7S 

IOO 
soo 
200 

AK&NDKllKTS AND 0BSBRVATIONS 

GERMAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D./C.G.92). 

AusTRIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.us). 

CHINESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.84)· 

HUNGARIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.n6). 

Delete this article. 

ROUMANIAN, CZECHOSLOVAK AND YUGOSLAV 
AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.II9). 

Replace the words : " have been destroyed " by the 
words: " to be placed at the disposal of the League of 
Nations for joint actio11 ". 

Delete the last sentence of this article. 

GERMAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.92). 

AUSTRIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.IIS). 

HUNGARIAN AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.n6). 

Delete this table. 

FINNISH AMENDMENTS. 

(Document Conf.D.JC.G.77·l 

Reserves the right, during the course of the discussion, 
to make a statement concerning the minimum number of 
aeroplanes the Finnish Government is anxious to 
maintain pending the willingness of some other States to 
reduce their air forces. 

(Document Conf.D./C.G.146.) 

The Finnish delegation considers the number of 
aeroplanes allocated to Finland notably insufficient. 

GREEK AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.89)· 

SIAMESE AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.99). 

Reserve the right, during the course of the discussion, 
to make a statement concerning the reasons in favour of 
a modification of the figure fixed. 

LETTER FROM THE PERSIAN DELEGATION 

(June 9th, I933). 

The figures for the number of aircraft which the 
Persian Government wishes to have are also in the 
hands of the United Kingdom delegation. 

1 Figures will have to be inserted suboequently for the othe. Parties which at present possesa millta.Jy 01 naval 
aeroplanes. 
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PART II.-DISARMAMENT. SECTION II.-MATERJAL. 
CHAPTER 3.-AJR ARMAMENTS (continued). 

T&XT ADOPT&D llf FIRST R&ADJifO 

Annex I. 

(See document Conf.D.157, 
Conference Documents, Vol. II, 

page 487.) 

Annex II. 

(Loc. cit., pages 487 and 488.) 

AMENDMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

PoLISH AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.jC.G.III). 

Reserves the right to specify the minimum number of 
aeroplanes essential for the defence requirements of its 
country on the basis of, th~ foll.owing criteria to be 

. defined in the Conference s discussions : 

(1) The number of aeroplanes allotted to other 
countries, more particularly to those in the areas 
bordering on Poland ; 

(2) An equitable relation between the number of 
effectives and the amount of material at their 
disposal; 

(3) A rate of reduction which makes allowance for 
the interdependence of the three categories of arms; 

(4) The effectiveness of supervision of civil 
aviation. 

ROUMANIAN, CZECHOSLOVAK AND YUGOSLAV 
AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.ng). 

(General reservation-see amendment to Article 36.) 

U.S.S.R. AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.jC.G.83). 

The table is not complete, and the delegation of the 
U.S.S.R. cannot give a definite opinion. It reserves 
the right, if necessary, to submit amendments when the 
table is completed. 

Swiss AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.JC.G.gs). 

Reserves the right to explain why this figure would be 
insufficient for the defence of a country in the geogra
phical situation of Switzerland. 

TURKISH AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.jC.G.74). 

In the table, the figure 100 should be replaced by the 
figure fixed for the European States which may be 
assimilated to Turkey. 

OBSERVATIONS MADE IN THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
DURING THE fiRST READING. 

. 
The Swedish delegation made a reservation with 

regard to figures, i~ the table were modified later (see 
page 539 of the Mmutes of the General Commission). 

• 



-187-

PART H.-DISARMAMENT. SECTION 11.-MATERIAL. 

CllAPTZa &. -IIIANUPACTVR& OP AND TRAD& IN WAlt MATERIAl.. 

Tan &DoPTBD nr FIRST RxAD1wo AIII&NDIIIJtNTS AND 0BSJtRVATJONS 

FRENCH AMENDMENT (document Conf.D.fC.G.I22). 

Insert a new chapter in Part II, Section II : 

"CHAPTER I.-LIMITATION AND SUPERVISION OF THE 
MANUFACTURE OF A.ND TRA.DE IN WAR MATERIAL. 

"Article A. 

" The followit~g provisiotls shall apply lo the mat~ufac
lur• of and trade it1 th11 articles enumerated ifl A nne.¥ I. 

" (The categories of war material subject to the 
regulations laid down hereinafter shall be determined by 
the conclusions of the Conference with regard to the 
quantitative limitation of material and shall include, as 
far as may be necessary, the articles covered by cate
gories I (sub-categories A and B), III (sub-category 2) 
and V (sub-category I) of Article I of the 1925 
Convention on the Supervision of the International 
Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements 
of War.) 

"Article B. 

" I. Annu I fixes the quotas within the limits o/ which 
each of the High Cot~tracting Parties may, during the period 
of applicatiotl of the present C onventiotl, procure the said 
articles, whether the latter are manufactureiJ or imported by 
it direct or otl its behalf. 

" 2. The manufactures or imports of the said articles 
elfected. Otl behalf of other Powers within the limits of th11 
jurisdiction of each High Cot~tracting Party must not have 
the elfect of causing the amount of the quotas assigned. to it 
to be exceeded by more that1 x per cent. 

"3· It shall be for the Permanent Disarmament 
Commissi0t1 to judge at any time whether : 

" (a) The rate of supply of the said articles to each 
of the High Cat~tracting Parties, as shown, in parti
cular, by the licmces or declarations of manufacture 
or export transmitted to the Secretary- General of 
the League of Natiotls, is in relatiot1 with the size 
of the quotas assigned to that party; 

" (b) If the tlature of the supplies delivered to the 
High Contracting Parties whose armed land forces are 
subject to the provisions of Part II, Section I, 
Chapter 2, oJ the present Convention answers to the 
requirements of the /rogressive standardisation of 
war material provide for, as between those Powers, 
by other clauses of the present Convention. 

"4· The Secretary-General of the League of Nations 
shall only give the visa provided for in ArticleD below if the 
amount and., according to circumstances, the nature of the 
material supplied to the Power that is. the consignee or 
importer meet with the approval of the Permanent Disar
mament Commission. 

"Article C. 

" The High Contracting Parties undertake not to order 
the said articles to be manufactured or to export them or to 
permit their placing 0t1 order or their exportatiOtl, unless the 
jollowit~g conditions are fulfilled : 

" (a) The characteristics of the arms or material 
shall comply with the present Convention ; 



- x88-

PART II.-DISARMAMENT. SECTION II.-1\IATERIAL. 

CHAPTER 4.-1\IANUFACTURE OF AND TRADE IN WAR MATERIAL (continued). 

TEXT ADOPTED IM FIRST READING AMENDMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

" (b)..,.Export or manufacture shall take place with a 
view to 

6 
direct supply to a Government or, with the 

assent of the said Government, to some public authority 
under its control ; 

" (c) Supplies of material to the consignee or 
importing Power mus! b.e approved by the Permanent 
Disarmament CommJSSJon. 

" Article D. 

"I. In every case of an order for manufacture or the 
export of the said articles, the Government of the High 
Contracting Party shall issue an export or manufacture 
licence or declaration. 

" 2. The said licence or declaration, which shall be made 
out in duplicate, one copy being immediately addressed to 
the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, shall 
contain: · 

" (a) A description permitting of the identification 
of the material to which it applies, together with 
particulars of the said articles in accordance with the 
headings of Annex I and details of their numbers or. 
weight and their principal characteristics, more 
especially the calibre of artillery and the tonnage of 
tanks; 

" (b) The name of the exporter or factory; 

" (c) The name of the consignee; 

" (d) The name of the Government, if any, having 
authorised importation. 

" In addition, the licence or declaration must be 
·accompanied by a certificate from the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations attesting that the said supplies have 
been approved by the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

" Article E. 

" The international trade in arms, ammunition and 
implements of war other than the articles enumerated in 
Annex I shall be governed by the provisions of Annex II 
to the present chapter. 

" !~e High Contracting Parties shall comply with these 
provJsJons. 

" (Annex II will reproduce, with such amendments or 
additions as may appear appropriate, the provisions of 
the 1925 Convention on the supervision of international 
trade in arms, ammunition and implements of war.) 

"Article F. 

. " The private manufacture of arms, ammunition and 
smplements of war shall be governed by the provisions of 
Annu III to the present chapter. 

" !~e High Contracting Parties shall comply with these 
provnsons. 

"(Annex III will reproduce, with such amendments or 
additions as may appear appropriate, the provisions of 
the 1929 draft Convention regarding the supervision of 
the manufacture of arms, ammunition and implements 
of war.) .. 

< 
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PART II.-DJSAR.MAMENT. SECTION II.-MATERJAL. 

CHAPTER 4.-MANUFACTURE OF AND TRADE IN WAR MATERIAL (continued). 

TEXT ADOPTBD IN FIRST IUADJJI'G AIIIINDIIBNTS AND 0BSBBVATIONS 

ADDITION PROPOSED BY THE SPANISH DELEGATION 
(document Conf.D.JC.G.I44)· 

• OH.APTE.R 4.-UMIT.ATION .AND SUPERVISION OF THE. 
MANUF-ACTURE. OF AND TRADE. IN WAR MATERIAL. 

" I. Th• High Contracting Parlies tmderlake to 
r~eognis1 that th4 r1gimt~ of th4 manufacture of and trade 
iff arms has flO private character, and to assuml full 

• respotiSi bility for any conduct contrary to th1 provisions 
of th1 present Convention iff conn~etioff with th1 manufac
turl and trad1. 

" 2. Th1 High· Contracting Parties hereby accept th1 
prit~eipll of Mtional and international supervision of tM 
trade i" and privati and Stat• manufacture of arms, 
ammunitio" and implements of war, by meaM of a system 
of quotas and licences for manufacture, export, import and 
traMit, which wiU b1 co-ordinated, for purfioses of sup~r
visioff and publicity, by a sfiecial body uniier th1 sup rem• 
direction of th1 Permanefft Disarmament Commissioft. 

" 3· Th• Permanent Disarmament Commissio" wiU 
be-responsible for drawing up rules for th1 apfilicatio" 
o('tn. two foregoing princifiles, which rules will b1 sub
mitted for th1 approval of th1 signatory Governments." 

SECTION Ill. - EXPENDITURE. 

DBAFr OP ABTICLBS TO BB BIIBODIBD llf TIIB COMVBNTJOII 

PUBLICITY. 
The following text has been drawn up by the 

Technical Committee of the National Defence 
Expenditure Commission in accordance with 
paragraph 3 (a) of the resolution adopted by the 
General Commission on June 8th last (document 
Conf.D.JC.G.I35(I)). This is a pr«?visional text ' 
which will have to be re-exammed by the 
Technical Committee and to which a certain 
number of annexes will be added. The sole 

.-purpose, therefore, of its inclusion in the p~~nt 
document is to give the General CommiSSIOn 
some indication of the general nature of ~he 
contractual obligations to be ass~med wh1ch 
the Technical Committee may possibly suggest 
to the States represented at the Conference. 

PROPOSAL BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION 
(document Conf.D./C.G.I32). 

EXPENDITURE j{LIMITATION). 

New Articl1. 
" Th1 total expenditure on ffational 

defetiCI o/ 1ach of the High Contracting 
Parties shaU b1 ltmited to the figure fixed 
for it iff th1 ta bl1 appended to th1 present 
SICtioff. 

" TM conditions /or th1 applicatioff of 
this limitation ar1 de fined iff th1 Annex 
to tM ofwesent section. 

" (The Annex will define what is to be 
meant by national defence expenditure 
and will determine the rules for the 
application of limitation on the basis of 
the recommendations made in connec
tion with point 6 of the Report of the 
Expenditure Commission and in the 
Report of the Technical Committee.) 
(Documents Conf.D.I6I and 158.) " 
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PART H.-DisARMAMENT. SECTIO!f 111.-EXPENDITURE (continuetl). 

DRAtrr OP ARTICLES TO BB EMBODIED llf TBII: ColfVSlfTIOif 

PROVISIONAL TEXT APPROVED BY THE TECH

NICAL COMMITTEE OF THE NATIONAL DEFENCE 

EXPENDITURE COMMISSION ON jULY liTH, 1933·* 

It is the unanimous opinion of the members of 
the Technical Committee that the present draft 
Convention is of an essentially provisional 
character and cannot in any circumstances 
definitely bind its authors. This draft merely 
represents the result of a first examination and a 
first reading; such being the case, it cannot be 
regarded as anything more than a basis of 
discussion. 

This state of affairs is due to the fact that on 
certain points even the Technical Committee's 
report does not embody definite proposals and 
that, in consequence, the Committee's work has 
not yet emerged from the preparatory stage. 

• Article I • 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to 
give full publicity periodically to their national 
defence expenditure on a basis of reciprocity 
and in the manner and by the dates stipulated 
in the following articles and in the Annex to 
this Part of the Convention, which includes a 
general definition and a conventional list of 
such expenditure. 

Such publicity shall apply to all national 
defence expenditure, irrespective of the nature 
and origin of the resources out of which such 
expenditure is met. 

Article :1. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to 
forward the following documents to the Secre
tariat of the Permanent Commission :l 

- (1) The draft general budgets (estimates) 
of the central authorities, and, if such are 
prepared, the draft individual budgets of 
each of the ministerial departments and 
draft special budgets, whenever these 
various documents include national defence 
expenditure within the meaning of the 
Convention; • 

(2) The instruments enacting the general 
budgets of the central authorities and, if 
such are prepared, the budgets of the various 
ministerial departments, colonies, protec
torates, or territories placed under the 
sovereignty or mandate of the High 
Contracting Parties, and special budgets, 
whenever these various documents include 
national defence expenditure within the 
meaning of the Convention ; 

· (3) Two summary statements during 
each exercice, showing how the total amounts 
of the national defence expenditure authori
sations included in the original budgets 
mentioned under (2) have been modified by 
expenditure authorisations granted subse- · 
quently to the enactment of the original 
budgets; 

NOTE. 

1 The special questions raised by the 
despatch of the documents relating to 
the colonies, protectorates or territories 
under mandate will have to form the 
s~bject of special study in collaboration 
Wlth the delegates of the colonial 
Powers. 

• Document Coni.D./C.D./C.T.204(2). 

d No,. b,CoiAo Sowotarial (July 1936) : For the revioed ten, drawtl up by the Committee in "--ber 
193 OC1lment nf.D./C.G.16o(I). """"'"' 4• -
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PART 11.-DISARJLUIENT. SECTION IlL-EXPENDITURE (cofttittuetl). 
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(4) The general closed accounts of the 
central authorities, the individual closed 
aceounts of the ministerial departments, the 
general closed accounts of the colonies, 
protectorates or territoriesflaced under the 
sovereignty or mandate o the High Con
tracting Parties, and special accounts (if 
not included in the accounts mentioned 
above), whenever these various documents 
include national defence expenditure within 
the meaning of the Convention. 

The documents mentioned under (I) and (2) 
shall be despatched within ... days after their 
publication ; or, in the event of their not being 
published, within ... months after the date on 
which they have been finally drawn up. 

The documents mentioned under (3) shall be 
despatched within ... days after the expiry of 
successive periods of six months, counting from 
the beginning of the financial year. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to 
publish and to despatch to the Secretariat of 
the Permanent Commission at the earliest 
possible date the closed accounts mentioned 
under (4) above. In any event, the publication 
of these accounts shall take place in sufficient 
time for them to be attached, as evidence in 
support, to the statement of expenditure the 
communication of which is provided for in 
Article 5· 

Article J. • 
The High Contracting Parties undertake for a 

period of ... years1 to despatch to the Secretariat 
of the Permanent Commission, within ... months 
after the beginning of the financial year, a 
statement of their annual expenditure authori
sations as specified in their original budgets. 

This statement shall be accompanied by the 
reconciliation tables provided for in the Annex 
to this Part of the Convention. 

Article 4-11 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to 
despatch to the Secretariat of the Permanent 
Commission six months after the end of the 
financial ye~. a statement of the provisional 
figure of the total amount of pa.yments made ~or 
national defence purposes ~unng the financt~ 
year or the financial exercJce, or, shoul~. th1s 
prove impossible, a statement of the provlSlonal 
figure of the total amount of orders for p~yment 
issued for national defence purposes durmg the 
financial year or the financial exercice. 

NOTES. 

• The Committee has not yet pro
nounced on the question whether the 
States' obligation to produce a Model 
Statement based on expenditure autho
risations should remain in force after 
the first two years, or whether this r.ro
cedure should be replaced by a simplified 
form of publicity in regard to such 
authorisations. (See in this connection: 
Report of the Technical Committee, 
Volume I, pages I93 and I94; Minutes 
and Report of the National Defence 

·Expenditure. Commission.) The Com
mittee reserves its right to pronounce 
finally on this problem at the second 
reading. 

Certain members have already ex
pressed the view that the period should 
be definitely fixed at two years. 

• This draft article is submitted 
subject to the results of the enquiries 
which will have to be made in regard to 
the measures which certain States will 
be required to take to permit of the 
application of the provision of this 
article as far as they are concerned. 

• Reservatitm by M. Worbs (Germany). 
-The German expert does not consider 
that any useful purpose can be served 
by the communication of the provisional 
figures for expenditure at the end of the 
financial year. The findings of the 
Technical Committee's report do not 
make it certain that all States will be in 
a position to supply accurate figures. 
Such figures, moreover, would be based 
upon documents of varying character, 
and, in consequence, would not reflect 
the position in the same way. From 
the point of view of publicity, it would, 
moreover, appear possible to dispense 
with such data. 
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PART H.-DISARMAMENT. SECTION III.-EXPENDITVRE (continued). 
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Article 5· 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to 
despatch to the Secretariat of the Permanent 
Commission, within fourteen months after the 
end of the financial year, a statement of national 
defence payments during the financ~al exercice. 
This statement shall be accompamed by the 
reconciliation tables provided for in the Annex 
to this Part of the Convention. 

The High Contracting Parties shall communi
cate as evidence in support of the statement of 
payments mentioned above, in addition to the 
documents referred to in Article z, No. (4) : 

A certified extract from the accounts of 
the federated States, showing the national 
defence expenditure payments appearing 
in those accounts ; 

A certified extract from the accounts of 
regional and local public bodies, showing the 
national defence expenditure payments 
appearing in those accounts. 

Article 6.1 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to 
communicate to the Permanent Commission, on 
receipt of a special request accompanied by a 
statement of reasons, the budgets and individual 
accounts of the ministerial departments, special 
budgets and accounts, and the budgets and 
accounts of federated States or regional and 
local public bodies, the regular and periodical 
communication of which is not provided for 
under the terms of Article z of the present 
Convention. 

Article 7· 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to 
retain or to introduce in the presentation of their 
budgets and accounts a specification sufficient to 
enable the Permanent Commission to follow by 
means of reconciliation tables the operations by 
which the figures in their budgets and accounts 
have been transferred to the statements, the 
production of which is stipulated for in Articles 
3 and 5 of the present Convention. 

The conditions- regarding this specification 
shall be specially mentioned, in the case of 
some States, in the Annex to this Part of the 
Convention. 

Article 8. 

The Permanent Commission shall check the 
statements provided for in Articles ... and ... of 
the present Convention in order to establish the -
figures of expenditure to be published. 

For this purpose, after asking the Govern
ments for any additional particulars and expla
nations that it considers necessary, the 
Permanent Commission may request them to 
correct the figures supplied by them and to 

NOTES. 

1 Reservation by M. Worbs (Germany). 
-The German expert considers that 
Article 6 is political in character and 
does not therefore fall within the scope 
of the Committee's mandate. The 
General Commission will have to decide 
in the light of the general stipulations 
of the Convention whether it will be 
satisfied with the communication of 
the documents specified in the preceding 
articles of the present draft, or whether 
it will invest the Permanent Com
mission with the right to call for docu
ments even when they do not include 
national defence expenditure. 
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PART II.-DISAR3.U.MENT. SECTION 111.-ExPENDITURE (continued). 
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bring them into conformity with those which 
it deems to be correct. , 

l . . . . . . . . . . . 
The Permanent Commission shall also examine 

the documentation provided for in Articles . . • 
Should it regard this documentation as inade
quate, it may request the Governments to supply 
additional particulars. · 

TRANSITIONAL PROVISION. 

The first Model Statement supplied by the 
States in pursuance of the provisions of ArticleS 
shall be accompanied, not only by the accounts 
to be communicated in conformity with Article I, 
but also by the accounts for the three previous 
financial exercices. 

If the High Contracting Parties, when pro
ducing the first Model Statement, are not in a 
position to communicate the published accounts 
for the three previous financial exercices, they 
shall lay before the Permanent Commission 
certified statements of national defence pay
ments during each of these three exercices . 

••• 
FINAL NoTE. 

The Technical Committee notes that the 
General Commission has not yet come to a 
decision with regard to formations organised on 
a military basis which may have to be included 
among the e:ffectives of certain countries. The 
Committee reserves its right to submit such 
modifications as it may be necessary to intro
duce into the present articles in the light o~ the 
decisions subsequently taken, more especially 
with regard to the categories of documents 
to be automatically supplied by the various 
countries (accounts of federated States, etc.). 

' 

1 The rules governing the publication 
of the expenditure figures of the High 
Contracting Parties after verification by 
the Permanent Commission raise 
problems of a political character which, 
moreover, have a bearing upon the 
publication of information of whatever 
kind the exchange of which may be 
provided for in the Convention. Such 
being the case, the Technical Committee 
would not feel justified, in the present 
phase of its activities and in considera
tion of the negotiations now in progress 
on the question of sul'ervision, in pro
posing definite rules m regard to the 
publication of expenditure figures. 
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Part 111.-Excbange of Information. 

TKXT ADOPTKD IM FIRST READING 

ARTICLES 42 TO 46. 

(The provisions of this part will depe.nd.' in 
the main on the limitations and restnctJons 
imposed by the other parts of the Convention. 
It does not seem necessary, therefore, to attempt 
to draft them now. It is only necessary to note 
that Articles 34 and 35 of the draft Convention 
will have to be reproduced.) 

ARTICLES 34 AND 35 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION 
OF 1929 PREPARED BY THE PREPARATORY 

COMMISSION FOR THE DISARMAMENT 
CONFERENCE. 

Article 34· 

Within one month after the date of laying 
down and the date of completion respectively 
of each vessel of war, other than the vessels 
exempt from limitation under Annex I to 
Chapter B of Part II, laid down or completed 
by or for them or within their jurisdiction after 
the coming into force of the present Convention, 
the High Contracting Parties shall communicate 
to the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations the information detailed below : 

(a) The date of laying down the keel 
and the following particulars : 

Classification of the vessel and for 
whom built (if not for the High Contract
ing Party) ; 

Standard displacement in tons and 
metric tons ; 

Principal dimensions-namely, length 
at water-line, extreme beam at or below 
water-line ; 

Mean draught at standard displace
ment; 

Calibre of the largest gun. 

(b) The date of completion, together 
with the foregoing particulars relating to 
the vessel at that date. 

The above information shall be immediately 
communicated by the Secretary-General to· 
all the High Contracting Parties and shall be 
published by the Secretary-General not later 
than . in each year. 

Article 35. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall 
communicate to the Secretariat of the League 
of Nations th,e name and tonnage of any vessel 1 

constructed m accordance with Article 19. 
With re~ard. to existing vessels of this type, this: 
commumcahon shall be made within two months 
after ratification of the present Convention 
With regard to vessels to be constructed th~ 
communication shall be made on the date of 
completion. 

AIII<NDIII<MTS AMD 0BSI<RVATIOHS 
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Part IV.-Chemical Warfare. 

SECTION I.- PROHIBITION OF CHEMICAL, INCENDIARy OR BACTERIAL W AR1' ARE • 

• 
TEXT ADOPTED Ill FIRST R&&DING 

ARTICLE 47· 

The following provision is accepted as an 
established rule of International Law : 

The use of chemical, incendiary or 
bacterial weapons as against any State, 
whether or not a party to the present 
Convention, and in any war, whatever 
its character, is prohibited. 

This provision does not, however, deprive 
any party which has been the victim of the 
illegal use of chemical or incendiary weapons 
of the right to retaliate, subject to such condi
tions as may hereafter be agreed. 

With a view to the application of this rule 
to each of these categories of weapons, the High 
Contracting Parties agree upon the following 
provisions : 

ARTICLE 48. 

The prohibition of the use of chemical 
weapons shall apply to the use, by any method 
whatsoever for the purpose of injuring an 
adversary, of any natural or synthetic substance 
harmful to the human or animal organism, 
whether solid, liquid or gaseous, such as toxic, 
asphyxiating, lachrymatory, irritant or vesicant 
substances. 

This prohibition shall not apply : 

• 

(a) To explosives; 
(b) To the noxious substances arising 

from the combustion or detonation of 
explosives, provided that such explosives 
have not been designed or used with the 
object of producing noxious substances; 

(c) To smoke or fog used to screen 
objectives or for other military purpose, 
provided that such smoke or fog is not 
liable to produce harmful effects under 
normal conditions of use. 

ARTICLE 49• 

The prohibition of the use of incendiary 
weapons shall apply to : 

(r) The use of projectiles specifically 
intended to cause fires ; 

The prohibition shall not apply to : 

(a) Projectiles specially constructed to 
give light or to be luminous and generally 
to pyrotechnics not intended to cause. 
fires, or to projectiles of all kinds capab~e 
of producing incendiary effects acci
dentally; 

(b) Incendiary projectil~s d~signed 
specifically for defence agamst au~raft, 

• provided that they are used exclusively 
for that purpose ; 

(z) The use of appliances designed to 
attack persons by fire, such as fiame
projectors. 

AMIINDMEIITS AND OBSERVATIONS 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE 
DELEGATIONS OF THE LITTLE ENTENTE 

(document Conf.D.JC.G.I2J). 

Delete the third paragraph of this 
article. 

LETTER FROM THE PERSIAN 
DELEGATION (June 9th, 1933). 

The Persian delegation wish their 
reservation to Article 47 to be omitted. 
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PART IV.-CHEMICAL WARFARE (continued). 

TEXT ADOPTED IM FIRST R&ADING 

ARTICLE 50. 

The prohibition of the use of bacteri.al. ar.ms 
shall apply to the use for the purpose of l~Junn~ 
an adversary of all methods for the dissemi
nation of pathogenic microbes, or of filter-pas
sing viruses, or of infected substance~, whe~her 
for the purpose of bringing them into 1mmed1ate 
contact with human beings, animals or plants, 
or for the purpose of affecting any of the latter 
in any manner-for example, by polluting the 
atmosphere, water, foodstuffs or any other 
objects. 

AIIBNDIIKNTS AND 0BSBRVATIONS 

SECTION JJ, _PROHIBITION OF PREPARATIONS FOR CHEMICAL, INCENDIARY 

AND BACTERIAL WARFARE. 

T&XT ADOPTED IN FIRST R&ADINO 

ARTICLE SI. 

All preparations for chemical, incendiary or 
bacterial warfare shall be prohibited in time of 
peace as in time of war. 

ARTICLE 52. 

In order to enforce the aforesaid general 
prohibition, it shall, in particular, be prohibited: 

(1) To manufacture, import, export or be in 
possession of appliances or substances exclu
sively suited to chemical or incendiary warfare. 

The quantities of chemical substances 
necessary for protective experiments, thera
peutic research and laboratory work shall be 
excepted. The High Contracting Parties shall 
inform the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
of the quantities of the said substances necessary 
for their protective experiments. 

The manufacture of and trade in these 
substances may not be undertaken without 
Government authorisation. 

(2) To manufacture, import, export or be in 
possession of appliances or substances suitable 
for both peaceful and military, purposes with 
intent to use them in violation of the prohibition 
contained in Article 48. 

(3) To instruct or train armed forces in the 
use of chemical, incendiary or bacterial weapons 
and means of warfare, or to permit any in
struction or training for such purposes within 
their jurisdiction. 

ARTICLE 53· 

The provisions of Articles 51 and 52 shall not 
restrict the freedom of the High Contracting 
Parties in regard to material and installations 
intended exclusively to ensure individual or 
collective protection against the effects of 
chemical, incendiary or bacterial weapons, or 
to training with a view to individual or collective 
protection against the effects of the said weapons. 

AIIBNDM&NTS AND 0BS&RVATIONS 
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PART IV.-CHEMICAL WARFARE (conliJtuetl). 
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ARTICLE 54· 

The High Contracting Parties shall inform 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission of 
the lachrymatory substances intended to be 
used by their authorities for police operations as 
well as the number of the various appliances by 
means of which they are to be utilised. 

AMB.NDM&NTS AND 0BS&RVA.TJONS 

AMENDMENT BY THE DELEGATION OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

(document Conf.D./C.G.I36). 

Replace the present Article 54 by the 
following : 

" Tlu .High C011tractiflg Parties tmdrr
takl to '"form tlu PermaJtenl Disarma
ment Commission anJtuaUy of th1 nalur~ 
of !h' lachrymatory su bstaJtces used by 
thetr Governmental agencies or instru
mentalities for ~JoliCI operatiom, as wrll 
as of tlu number and character of the 
11arious appliances by which tl11 said 
lachrymatory substances ar1 utilised." 

SECTION III.- SUPERVISION OF THE OBSERVANCE OF THE PROHIBITION OF PREPARATIONS 
FOR CHEMICAL, INCENDIARY OR BACTERIAL WARFARE. 

TEXT ADOPTED IM FIRST READING 

ARTICLE 55. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission 
shall examine the complaints put forward by 
any party which may allege that the prohibition 
to prepare for chemical, incendiary or bacterial 
warfare has been violated. 

AIIENDIIENTI AND 0JIIUVATIONI 

SECTION IV.- ESTABLISHMENT OF THE FACT OF THE USE OF CHEMICAL, INCENDIARY OR 
BACTERIAL WEAPONS. 

T:tr.XT ADOPTED IN FIRST READING 

ARTICLE 56. 
Any party claiming that chemical, incendiary 

or bacterial weapons have been used against 
it shall notify the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission. 

It shall, at the same time, notify the authority 
designated for the purpose by the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission or, failing such autho
rity, the Doyen of the Diplomatic Corps 
accredited to it, with a view to the immediate 
constitution of a Commission of Investigation. 

If the above-mentioned authority has received 
the necessary powers, it shall itself act as a 
Commission of Investigation. 

ARTICLE 57· 
The Commission of Investigation shall proceed 

with all possible speed to the enquiries necessary 
to determine whether chemical, incendiary or 
bacterial weapons have been used. 

It shall report to the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission. 

ARTICLE 58. 
The Permanent Disarmament Commission 

shal1 invite the party against which the com
plaint has been made to furnish explanations. 

It may send commissioners to the territory 
under the control of that party forth~ purpose of 
proceeding to an enquiry, to determme whether 
chemical, incendiary or bacterial arms have 

• been used. 

ARTICLE 59· 
The Permanent Commission may also carry 

out any other enquiry with the same object. 

AIIENDIIENTI AND 0BSUVATIONI 
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PART IV.-CHEMICAL WARFARE (continued). 

TEXT ADOPTED IN FIRST READING 

ARTICLE 60. 

The parties involved in the above-men~ioned 
operations, and, in general, all the partieS to 
the present Convention, shall take the neces~ary 
measures to facilitate these operations, particu
larly as regards the rapid transport of persons 
and correspondence. 

ARTICLE 61. 

According to the result of the abov:e
mentioned operations, the Permanent Commis
sion, acting with all possible speed, shall 
establish whether chemical, incendiary or 
bacterial weapons have been used. 

ARTICLE 62. 

The details of the application of the provisions 
of this chapter shall be fixed by regulations to be 
issued by the Permanent Disarmament Com
mission. 

AKEKDMEKTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

Part V.-Miscellaneous Provisions. 

SECTION 1.- PERMANENT DISARMAMENT COMMISSION. 

TEXT ADOPTED IN FIRST READING 

CHAPTER I. - COMPOSITION. 

ARTICLE 64. 

There shall be set up at the seat of the 
League of Nations a Permanent Disarmament 
Commission composed of representatives of the 
Governments of the High Contracting Parties. 
Each such Government shall appoint one mem
ber of the Commission. Each member may be 
accompanied by substitutes and experts. 

The Governments of the High Contracting 
Parties will inform the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations of the names of their repre
sentatives, substitutes and experts on their 
nomination and on any changes being made. 

ARTICLE 65. 

The Commission shall set up committees, 
whose number, composition and functions shall 
be decided by the Commission. 

ARTICLE 66. 

The Commission may be assisted by experts 
chos~n by itself, ?ther than any experts 
appomted by the H•gh Contracting Parties to 
accompany their representatives. 

ARTICLE 67. 

The members of the Commission their 
substitutes and experts, and the expe~ts and 
offi~ials of the Commission, when engaged on the 
busmess of the Commission, shall enjoy diplo
matic privileges and immunities. 

ARTICLE 68. 

T~e Secretary-General of the League of 
Naho~s _shall provide the Secretariat of the 
CommiSSion. 

AMENDMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS 
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PART V.-MISCELLANEOUS PROV'ISIONS. 
SECTION I.-PERMANENT DISARMAMENT COMMISSION (contiJJued) . 

Tl!.XT ADOPTED IN FIRST READING • 
AK&NDMl&NTS AN,; 0BS&RVA.TIONS 

• 
CIIAPTl&a J. - nlNCTIONS. 

ARTICLE 69. 

It will be the duty of the Commission to watch 
the execution of the present Convention. The 
Commission shall receive all the information 
which the High Contracting Parties are bound 
to communicate to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Na_tio~s in p~rsua~ce of their inter
national obhgatlons 1n th1s respect. The 
Commission may re9.uest .t~e High Contracting 
Parties to supply, 1!1 wntmg or verbally, any 
supplementary particulars or explanations in 
regard to the said information which it may 
consider necessary. 

ARTICLE 70. 

The Commission may take into account any 
other information which may reach it from a 
responsible source and which it may consider 
worth attention. 

ARTICLE 71. 

The Commission shall be entitled to have any 
person heard or consulted who is in a position to 
throw any light on the question which is being 
examined by the Commission. 

ARTICLE 72. 

Any High Contracting Party w~ose observance 
of the execution of the present Convention 
may have been the subject of criticism shall be 
entitled to request the Commission to conduct 
in its territory such investigations as may be 
necessary in order to verify the execution of the 
obligations of the said party under the present 
Convention. 

On receipt of such a request, the Commission 
shall meet at once in order to give effect to it, 
to determine the scope of the investigation 
within the limits of the criticism which has been 
made, and to lay down the conditions in which 
the investigation is to take place. 

ARTICLE 73· 
At the request of one or more of the H~gh 

Contracting Parties, the Commission may dectde 
to have investigations of alleged infractions of 
the Convention conducted on the territory of any 
High Contracting Party. 

On the receipt of such a request, the 
Committee shall meet at once in order to take a 
decision upon it. 

Its decision which will determine the scope 
of the investig~tion, if such is decided upon, shall 
be taken by a two-thirds majority of all the 
members of the Commission, whether present at 
the meeting or not . 

• • • 
ARTICLE 74· 

The result of the investigations decided upon 
• in accordance with Articles 72 and 73 shall be 

embodied in each case in a special report by 
the Commission. 

The High Contracting Parties shall promptly 
advise as to the conclusions of the report. 

FRENCH AMENDMENT 
(document Conf.D.JC.G.u6). 

" The Commission shall proceed to 
examiJJe and may take into account any 
other information which may bl sub
mitted to tt by oJJe of its mem blrs or 
which may reach it from a responsible 
source." 

FRENCH AMENDMENT 
(document Conf.D.fC.G.u6). 

(Text unchanged.) 

" Its· decision, which will determine 
the scope of the investigation, shall be 
take" by 11 · two-thirds majority of the 
members of the Commission present at 
the meeting." 
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ARTICLE 75· 

Independently of the investigatio!ls. referred 
to in Articles 72 and 73, the Comm1ss1on shall 
be entitled to conduct periodic investigations in 
regard to States which have made a special 
agreement to that effect. 

ARTICLE 76. 

The Commission shall make, at least once a 
year, a report showing the situation as regards 
the execution of the present Convention and 
containing any observations which this situation 
may suggest to it. 

ARTICLE 77· 

If one of the High Contracting Parties is of 
opinion that the provisions of the present 
Convention have been infringed, or that a 
threat of infringement exists, such party may 
address a complaint to the Commission. 

The Commission will invite the High Con
tracting Party whose attitude has produced the 
complaint to supply it with all explanations 
which may be useful. The Commission will 

• proceed to investigate the matter and may 
employ with this object the various methods of 
obtaining information provided for in the present 
Convention. 

The Commission will draw up as soon as 
possible a reasoned report on the result of its 
investigation. 

The High Contracting Parties shall promptly 
advise as to the conclusions of the report. 

ARTICLE 78. 

Each member of the Commission shall be 
entitle~ ~o require that, in any report by the 
Comm1ss1on, account shall be taken of the 
opinions o~ suggestions put forward by him, if 
necessary m the form of a separate report. 

AMENDMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

FRENCH AMENDMENT 
(document Conf.D.fC.G.I25). 

" (1) Independently of the investiga
tions referred to in Articles 72 and 73, the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission 
shall, as soon as it enters upon its duties 
arrange for a regular inspection of th; 
armaments of the High Contracting 
Parties involving an investigation in each 
State at least once every year. 

" (2) For this purpose, the Commission 
shall set up the necessary inspection 
organisations. The duty of the latter 
shall be to satisfy themselves constantly 
as to the execution of any undertaking 
entered into in the present Convention. 
Each of them shall have full freedom to 
arrange, in the best interests of its 
mission, its movements within the States 
of the area assigned to it. 

" (3) The Annex to the present chapter 
shall lay down the rules regarding the 
composition and working of these in
spection organisations. It shall be for 
the Commission to fix in accordance with 
these rules regional regulations regarding 
investigations, which it shall subsequently 
be entitled to modify by decisions taken 
by a two-thirds mafority of the members 
present at the meeting. 

" (4) The President of each inspection 
organisation may, as the result of an 
investigation, cause a meeting of the 
Commission to be convened." 
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ARTICLE 79· 

All reports by the Commission shall be 
immediately communicated to the High Con
tracting Parties and to the Council of the 
League of Nations. They shall be made public 
as soon as possible in the conditions determined 
by the Commission. 

ARTICLE So. 

The Commission shall prepare, for submission 
to the High Contracting Parties, such agreements 
as may be necessary to ensure the execution of 
the present Convention. 

ARTICLE 81. 

The Commission shall make preparations for 
the conference to be held in accordance with 
Article 95 of the present Convention, in order to 
facilitate the subsequent stages of disarmament. 

ARTICLE Sz. 

The Commission. shall, in general, carry out 
any preliminary studies which may appear useful 
for the execution of its duties. 

ARTICLE 83. 

Within the limits of its functions, the Com
mission shall supply the Council of the League of 
Nations with any information and advice which 
the Council may request of it. 

A>IENDMitNTS AND 0BSitRVATIONS 

FRENCH AMENDMENT 

(document Conf.D./C.G.127). 

Add a paragraph as follows : 

" Th~ High Contracting Parties shall 
not tak1 or authoriu any measur~ of 11 
natur1 to restrict th1 publication of th1 
reports and documents emanating from 
th1 Commission 11nd mad1 public by the 
latter or by t/11 Council of the Lea gu1 of 
Nations. Each of th1 High Contracting 
Parties shall employ the means at its 
disposal to prevent direct or indir~et 
acts of reprisal being taken against any 
person in connection u·ith such p .. blica
tions. " 

IMMUNITIES. 

NEW ARTICLE PROPOSED BY THE FRENCH 
DELEGATION 

(document Conf.D.JC.G.I24)· 

" I. The publication or disclosur~, by 
persons not exercising any Stale functsons, 
of information relating to points forming 
the subject, in the pre~ent C?n~en~son, of 
undertakings regard•ng lsm•tatson or 
publicity, whereby a failure to observe the 
undertakings" thus en~ered into is .es~ab
lished, may not give rue to any cYJmmal 
proceedings. 

" 2. Any proceedings takenjor un
truthfully denouncing an allege failure 
to observe the Convention shall be heard in 
public ; if, for special reasons, this 
publicity is not poss_i b~e. the Permanent 
Disarmament Communon shall have the 
right to appoint representatives to fo/l()71J 
the proceedings. 
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AMENDMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

"3· Any person who has in good faith 
furnished the Permanent Commission in 
the course of an enquiry, either at 'the 
request ~f the Commi~sion .or ~ts delegates 
or of hu own free w1ll, wJth Information 
relating to the exact execution of the 
undertakings entered into in the Present 
Convention may not be proceeded against 
by reason of this fact, and shall be 
protected by the competent authorities 
against any reprisals. 

" This immunity must be guaranteed 
even to olficials, provided always that, in 
the case of information furnished spon
taneously during an enquiry, the olficial 
has previously informed his superiors of 
the fact constituting a failure to observe 
the Convention, and that no steps have 
been taken to deal with the matter. 

" 4· The Permanent Commission shall 
be informed of any proceedings for giving 
false evidence taken against a vitness who, 
in the course of an enquiry, has made a 
deposition before the Commission or its 
delegates." 

CHAPTitR I,- OPERATIONS, 

ARTICLE 84. 

The Commission shall meet for the first time, 
on being summoned by the Secretary-General of 
the League of Nations, within three months 
from the entry into force of the present Conven
tion, to elect a provisional President and Vice
President and to draw up its Rules of 
Procedure. · 

Thereafter it shall meet as least once a year 
in ordinary session on the date fixed in its 
Rules of Procedure. 

It shall also meet in extraordinary session : 

(x) When such a meeting is prescribed by 
the present Convention ; 

(2) If its Bureau so decides, either of its 
own motion or on the request of one of the 
High Contracting. Parties ; 

(3) On the request of the Council of the 
League of Nations. 

ARTicLE 8s. 
The High Contracting Parties will furnish the 

delegates of the Commission who are entrusted 
with the investigations referred to in Articles 72, 
73 and 75 with the necessary facilities for the 
execution of their mission. The parties will 
employ the means at their disposal to secure 
the attendance of any witnesses whom the 
delegates of the Commission may wish to hear. 

ARTICLE 86. 

Except where otherwise provided by the 
present Convention, the decisions of the Com
mission shall be· taken by a majority of the 
members present at the meeting. 

A minority report may be drawn up. 

FRENCH AMENDMENT 

(document Conf.C.fD.G.I26). 

"Except wher'e'otherwise provided by 
the present Convention, the decisions of 
the. C?mmission shall be taken by a, 
maJO~lty of the members present at the 
meetmg. In calculating this majority, 
members who abstain from voting shall 
be regarded as being absent. A minority 
report may be drawn up." 
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TEXT ADOPTED IN FIRST READING 

ARTICLE 87. 

The general expenditure of the Commission 
shall form the subject of a special chapter in the 
budget of the League of Nations. 

The High Contracting Parties who are not 
members of the League shall bear a reasonable 
share of the said expenditure. An agreement to 
this effect will be reached between these parties 
and the Secretary-General of the Commission. 

The travelling expenses and subsistence 
allowances of the members of the Commission, 
their substitutes and experts shall be paid by 
their respective Governments. 

The Commission shall draw up. regulations 
relating to the expenditure necessitated by its 
work. 

AIIIINDMllNTS AND OasllRVATIONS 

TURKISH AMENDMENT 
(document Conf.D.jC.G.130). 

Article 86 to read as follows : 
" I" addition to th1 stip11lc1tions ofthl 

present Convet~tion, tAl Commissiot~'s 
procedur~ for t/11 taking of decisions ;,. 
regard to all qutstions coming tt'ithin its 
competence u·i/1 b1 laid dou·" in th1 Com
mission's Rules of Proctdllfl. 
. " Thos1 Rules of Procedur~ must b1 
adopted by • majority oftu'o~thirds of th1 
members of tAl Commission presetll." 

SECTION II. -DEROGATIONS. 

ARTICLE 88. 

Should any of the High Contracting Parties 
become engaged in war, or should a change of 
circumstances constitute, in the opinion of any 
High Contracting Party, a menace to his national 
security, such party may suspend temporarily, 
in so far as he is concerned, any provision or 
provisions of the present Convention, other than 
those contained in Articles 30, 34 and 47 to 62, 
provided that : 

(a) Such High Contracting Party shall 
immediately notify the other High Contract
ing Parties, and at the same time the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission, of 
such temporary suspension and of. the 
extent thereof ; 

(b) In the event of the suspension's being , 
based upon a change of circumstances, the . 
High Contracting Party concerned shall, 
simultaneously with the said notificati?n• . 
communicate to the other High Contracting 
Parties and to the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission a full explanation of such 
change'' of . drbiinstances. 

Thereupon the other High Contr~ctin~ Parties 
shall promptly advise as to the SituatiOn thus 
presented. 

J. When the reasons for such temporal):' susp~n
Sion have ceased to exist, the said High 
Contracting Party shall reduce his ar~aments 
to the level agreed upon in the Convention and 
shall make immediate notification to the other 
High Contracting Parties. 
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AMENDMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

SECTION UI.-PINAL PROVISIONS. 

ARTICLE 89. 

It is hereby declared that the loyal execution 
of the present Convention is 3: matter .of common 
interest to the High Contracting Parties. 

ARTICLE 90. 

The present Convention is not to be 
interpreted as restricting the provisions of the 
~ovenant of the League of Nations-in par
ticular, those which fix the powers of the 
Council and the Assembly. 

New Article 89 (a). 

FRENCH PROPOSAL 

(document Conf.D./C.G.I28). 

" Should the Commission, either di
rectly or as the result of an investigation 
or a complaint, have established a viola
tion of the engagements contained in the 
present Convention, it shall without delay 
call on the High Contracting Party at 
fault to observe its undertakings within a 
period to be fixed by the Commission. 

" The Commission shall further appoint 
a Committee of Inspection to satisfy 
itself that, within the period laid down, the 
provisions of the Convention are being 
observed and that the said violation no 
longer exists. 

" If the said violation continues, the 
High Contracting Parties shall employ 
in common against the High Contracting 
Party which has not complied with its 
undertakings the necessary means of 
pressure to ensure the execution of the 
Convention. 

"If war breaks out as the result of a 
violation of the undertakings contained in 
the present Convention, the High Con
tracting Parties Members of the League 
of Nat ions shall consider the said violation 
as prima facie evidence that the party 
guilty thereof has had recourse to war 
within the meaning of Article I6 of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations. 

" (The present Section III, beginning 
with Article 90, would become Sec
tion IV.) " 

RESERVATION BY THE UNITED STATES OF 

AMERICA. 

(See page 583 of the Minutes of the 
General Commission.) 

The United States to be excluded from 
any implied obligation to do more than 
the American delegation had definitely 
indicated its willingness to do. 
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T&XT ADOPTED IN FIRST READING 

ARTICLE 91. 

If a dispute arises between two or more of the 
High Contracting Parties concerning the inter
pretation or application of the provisions of the 
present Convention, and cll:nnot be settled either 
directly between the parties or by some other 
method of friendly settlement, the parties will, 
at the request of any one of them, submit such 
dispute to the decision of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice, or to an arbitral 
tribunal chosen by them. 

ARTICLE 92. 

The present Convention shall be ratified by 
the High Contracting Parties in accordance with 
their respective constitutional methods. The 
instruments of ratification shall be deposited 
with the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations. 

The present Convention shall come into force, 
for each party whose instrument of ratification 
has been deposited, as soon as the instruments of 
ratification have been deposited by . 
(list to be drawn up by the Conference). 

ARTICLE 93· 

Each of the High Contracting Parties will take 
the necessary measures for carrying the provi
sions of the present Convention into effect as 
soon as it has come into force for such party. 

ARTICLE 94· 

Except as provided in the following para
graphs of this article, the present Convention 
shall remain in force for five years from the date 
on which it comes into force in accordance with 
the second paragraph of Article 92. 

Chapter 2 of Section II of Part II (Naval 
Armaments) and Table II annexed to Section I 
of Part II (Naval Efiectives) shall remain in 
force until December 31st, 1936. 

The rules referred to in Article 30 remain in 
force, as provided in Article 23 of the Treaty of 
London, without limit of time. Article 34 and 
Sections I, II and III of Part IV shall also 
remain in force without limit of time. 

ARTICLE 95· 

~ot later than . . . years from t~e date on 
wh1ch the present Convention comes rnto force, 
a conference of the High Contracting Parties 

_,shall meet at Geneva. It will be the duty of the 
said conference to prepare and conclude a new 
Convention, which will replace the · present 
Convention and will carry on the work of the 
reduction and limitation of armaments begun 
by the present Convention. 

AMBNDMIUITS "-ND 0BSilltV ATIONS 
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• ARTICLE 96 . 

The present Convention, together with the 
further Conventions to be concluded in accor
dance with Article 95 and Article 32, will 
replace, as between the respective parties to the · 
Treaties of Versailles, St. Germain, Trianon 
and Neuilly, those provisions of Part V (Military, 
Naval and Air Clauses) of each of the Treaties of 
Versailles, St. Germain and Trianon, and of 
Part IV (Military, Naval and Air Clauses) of 
the Treaty of Neuilly, which at present limit 
the arms and armed forces of Germany, Austria, 
Hungary and Bulgaria respectively. 

• 

AM&NDIUUrfTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

TURKISH AMENDMENT 

(document Conf.D.fC.G.I3I). 

• 
" The present Convention, together 

with the further Conventions to be 
concluded in accordance with Article 95 and Article 32, will Teplace, as between 
the respective parties to the Treaties of 
Versailles, St. Germain, Trianon, Neuilly 
and Lausanne, those provisions of Part v 
(Military, Naval an~ Air Clauses) of 
each of the Treaties of Versailles 
St. Germain and Trianon, and of Part pj 
(Military, ·Naval and Air Clauses) of 
the Treaty of Neuilly, which at present 
limit the arms and armed forces of 
Germany, Austria, Hungary and Bul
garia respectively, and also the Conven
tion in regard to the frontier of Thrace 
in the Treaty of Lausanne." • ' 

The delegations of the Petite Entente 
Greece, Poland and France made ~ 
general reservation to this article (see 
page 588 of the Minutes of the General 
Commission). 

The] apanese delegation maintains its 
general reservation with regard to the 
questi.on of supervision (see page 588 of 
the Mmutes of the General Commission). 
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