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The General Commission, in the course of its meeting o_n' February 25th, 1932, decided E

“ that a Political Commission should be set up to which would be referred for study, in
particular, the proposals enumerated in the survey prepared by the Secreta.na.t 1 under
the titles ‘Organisation of Peace’ and ‘Supervision’ ™. -

The Political Commission held eight meetmgs between Februa.ry 27th 1932 a.nd

March 10th, 1933.

The secretariat of the Political Commission consmted of the followmg members of the.

Secretariat of the League of Nations :

M. Th. AGHNIDES, Du‘ector of the Dlsa.rmament Section of the Secretariat of the '

League of Nations; :

‘Mr. F. CoLt DE WOLF, of the Dlsarma.ment. Sectlon of the Secretana.t of the
League of Nations;

Dr. P. BaRaNDON and M. E. GIRAUD, of the Legal Section of the Secretana.t
of the Lea.gue of N amons .

At its first meeting, the Commission declded that its officers. should be the ofﬁcers
of the General Commission, that is to say: : : :

President : The President of the Conférence;' ) '
Vice-President :- M. N. PoLiTis (Greece) ; ,
Rapporteur: M. E. BENE§ (Czechoslovakia). .-

On March 15th, 1932, the Political Commission a.ppomted a Committee to study-‘
the problem of moral disarmament. This Committee sat from: March. 15th, 1932, to.
November 17th, 1933. Its report (document Oonf D /Bureau 54) a.ppea.ri in Con.t‘erence'

Documents, Volume III.

On March 10th, 1933, the Political Commission a.ppomted a Commlttee to sbudy‘ :

security questions, This Committee sat from May 10th to May 18th, 1933, and submitted

to the General Commission & report (document Conf.D./C.G.108) whlch 1s ‘included in

Conference Documents, Volume II.*

18ee document Conf.D.99, Conference Documents, Vol. I.

*The Political Commission’s rt }
ap 2 Coeal G Documenta,re 31. ﬁm the question of non.resort to force (document Conf.D.156)
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FIRST MEETING
Held on Saturday, February 27th, 1932, at 10 a.m.

The Right Honourable A, HENDERSON in the Chair,

1. ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT, VICE-PRESIDENT AND RAPPORTEUR.

Mg. HENDERSON drew attention to the decision taken by the General Commission
on February 25th setting up the Political Commission. He proposed that the Commission
should proceed to elect its President, Vice-President and Rapporteur in-accordance with
Article 5, paragraph 2, of the Rules of Procedure of the Conference. Under Article 13
of the Rules the election was to be carried out by secret ballot, unless the Commission
decided otherwise. ’

MR. GiBsoN (United States of America) proposed that the Bureau of the Political
Commission should consist of the same members as those forming the Bureau of the General
Commission, MR. HENDERSON as President, M. PoLITIS as Vice-President, and M, BENES
as Rapporteur.

M. Pavr-BoNncour (France), M. DE AGUERO Y BETHANCOURT (Cuba) and General
DE MARINIS (Italy) seconded this proposal,

The proposal of Mr. Gibson wae adopted by acclamation.

SECOND MEETING
Held on Tuesday, March 15th, 1932, at 3.30 p.m.

President : The Right Honourable A, HENDERSON.

2. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA.

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that the General Commission, on the
proposal of the Bureau, had decided that matters which did not raise questions of principle
might be referred immediately to the Special Commissions. He therefore proposed that the
Political Commission should adopt as its provisional agenda the list of questions referred
to it (document Conf.D.103).

The Presideni’s 'p.ropoaal was adopled.

3. MorAL DISARMAMENT,?

M. SzuMLAKOWSKI (Poland) said that the problem of moral disarmament was certainly
not new. It had interested mankind, not for years, but for centuries. The time had now
come, however, to put agide theoretical discussions and declarations of principle and to pass to
acts. ThePolish Government had thought it desirable to take advantage of a great diplomatic
meeting such as the Disarmament Conference to suggest-to the other Governments that
they should together consider the possibility of taking a first step in this direction.

! See memorandum from the Polish Government, document Con{.1).18 ; proposals of the Polish dele ation,

document Conf.D.76 ; and document material forwarded by the International Organisati
Co-operation, docum;nt Conf..D.BB.“y v & fon on Intellectual

POLITICAL COMMISSION 1.
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The expression * moral disarmament ” did not altc_)gether correspond to the, ideg. which
the Polish delegation desired the Conference to examine. Not only must men’s minds be
disarmed ; they must be changed, and thus a sound psychological basis must be created
for the future development of the international community. Considerable progress in this
field had been made since the war. International relations had been profoundly changed.
Ideas which before 1914 would have been deemed utopian had become commonplace.
Compulsory arbitration, an organised League of Nations, the limitation of armaments
by convention were some of the most salient features of 'thls evolution. Ir}ternatlonal
law had advanced rapidly and boldly, and M. Szumlakowski hoped that the Disarmament
Conference would lead to further progress in this realm.-

The Governments had been urged irresistibly towards improving the organisation of
international life, and could not now revert to an attitude of isolation and m_dxfference.'
A comparison of the texts drawn up since the creation of the League, howeye_r, with certain
disquieting facts of everyday occurrence would show that there were striking differences
between the present stage of the development of interna.tlonal'la.w and the psychological
attitude of certain social groups. In some cases, this contradiction prevented international
agreements from having their full effect, since they c(_;\ulfi _only be t_horoughly effective
when respect for international law had permeated the ;undlea.l conscience of all nations.
As long as progress in international law was not accompanied by a corresponding development
of international confidence, the international community would be weak and helpless

when faced with the difficulties before it.

The evolution of international law, through changed economic, technical and other
conditions affecting international life, had been more rapid than the evolution of the group
psychology of the nations. The question therefore arose whether the development of the
latter could not be accelerated and the time when harmony would exist between law
and psychology brought nearer. That was the whole problem of moral disarmament.

The Conference would doubtless lead to considerable progress in the organisation
of the international community, but, if that progress was to be thoroughly effective, it must
go hand in band with the psychological evolution of the nations. The Polish delegation
thought the time had come to consider carefully the problem of this co-ordination, apart
from which anything attempted by the Conference might be useless and ineffectual.

M. Szumlakowski considered that, though not easy, it was quite possible to solve
this problem. Modern Governments exercised an increasingly predominant influence
in all fields of social life, and could therefore make great contributions towards the necessary
psychological adaptations by combating certain harmful influences and promoting usefal
influences. In his opinion, the Governments were bound to undertake this common task
if they wanted to be logical and to bring their internal activities into harmony with the
spirit of the international instruments they had signed. :

No doubt they might usefully be helped by private initiative, by the churches, for
instance, or by great associations. The Conference, however, could only deal with the
governmental aspect of the question. :

Peace, rapprochement between the nations, international co-operation — these were
familiar ideas. Unfortunately they had not as yet influenced internal governmental action
to any appreciable extent. Whilst an effort was being made to build up and develop an
organised international community, the existence of such a community sometimes seemed
to be ignored in the national sphere. That must be counteracted by an effort to lay the
foundations of a new internal policy — that was to say, to.co-ordinate national with
international interests, with the interests of peace. In every sphere of public activity, an -
attempt must be made to safeguard international interests, just as national interests were
safeguarded. In this way, the harmful activity of certain elements which desired to bring
public opinion in their country into conflict with the ideas which inspired our work here
would thus be frustrated by energetic governmental action ; the international and internal
policies of States would be harmoniously adapted one to another, and the instruments
signed at Geneva would then achieve their full value.

. . That carefully considered governmental action should give a lead to public opinion
in important international questions was indeed the aim of the Polish memorandum of
September 17th, and of the recent Polish proposals. To fight hatred of the foreigner was the
best way to re-establish international confidence and to establish peace on the most sound
basis — a moral basis. ,

The Polish memorandum and proposals explained certain practical steps which might
be taken with & view to moral disarmament.

In the first place, this question arose within the sphere of penal legislation. It would
seem possible to define certain acts which, perhaps, were not reprehensible from the
lnternational point of view, in the restricted sense of the term, but were nevertheless
harmful to international interests. Should not penal sanctions be applicable to such acts?
In the international community’s present stage of development, was it not desirable to
safeguard international peace by national legislation in the same way a8 internal peace!
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As examples of international offences to be prohibited under national legislation might
be mentioned incitement to war, propaganda for the violation of international laws, and
g0 on. A thorough study would reveal a whole series of offences against international
interests. In proportion as the international community developed, the number of spch
offences would increase, and national legislation would have to be adapted from time
to time. Perhaps one day the international courts would be required to prosecute persons
guilty of offences of this kind. At the present stage, it would be sufficient if States
undertook, in an international convention, to apply penal sanctions to certain of the more
reprehensible international offences and to entrust the enforcement of these sanctions
to the national jurisdiction.

On December 30th, 1931, the Fourth Conference for the Unification of Penal Law,
meeting in Paris, adopted the following resolution, which seemed to be based upon ideas
similar to those explained in the Polish memorandum :

“ The international Conferences for the unification of penal law have adopted
common texts relating to certain offences against international law and to warlike
propaganda. These texts were adopted by a majority of the representatives of the
States attending the Conferences. Consequently, the Fourth Conference for Unification
draws the attention of the Secretary-General of the League of Nations to the desirability
of preparing international conventions with a view to introducing similar provisions
in the penal legislation of a large number of States and to bringing about the universal
suppression of offences against international law and of warlike propaganda. *

Another sphere in which moral disarmament should be pursued was the Press.
Newspapers and periodicals undoubtedly directed the main currents of public opinion
and exercised a decisive influence upon international relations. The Polish Government
was aware of the complex character of this problem, seeing that the higher interests of
international peace and understanding must be harmoniously combined with the intangible
freedom of the Press. That was why the Polish Government had stressed the need for a
preliminary study of this problem by those directly concerned — the journalists
themselves — before the Governments reached any decision. The Polish Government
therefore thought that an international conference of qualified Press representatives should
be-convened to consider the whole problem of moral disarmament in so far as it concerned
the Press. The conference might make practical suggestions with regard to governmental
action, so far as that was required to supplement action by professional bodies,

A third important sphere of moral disarmament was education. That raised the whole
problem of the mentality of future generations, which would either continue the work
begun by the creation of the League or would destroy it. Here, too, resolute governmental
action would have considerable influence upon the intellectual development of the young.
To banish hatred and distrust from the schools and to introduce the fundamental ideas of
the League Covenant would be to prepare for lasting peace. Doubtless, moral disarmament
was not entirely new ground for education. The question had already been considered by the
International Committee on, and the International Institute for, Intellectual Co-gperation,
which had drawn up certain suggestions mentioned in the memorandum just communicated
to the Conference by the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation. Nevertheless, the Statcs
had given no definite undertakings in this direction, and had apparently not decided to
proceed with the necessary reforms ; the preparatory work of the Intellectual Co-operation
Organisation had as yet produced no practical resulta. The schoolmaster’s desk very
often served as a platform for the propagation of nationalist hatred, and school textbooks
still taught a love of country by cultivating ill-will towards other nations. It was therefore
essential that Governments should conclude a formal and definite undertaking with regard
to the execution of the recommendations of the different competent organisations,

A study should also be made of various other public expressions of thought, such as
broadcasting, the cinematograph and the theatre. A general agreement between
Governments not to allow the broadcasting of matter contrary to the idea of moral
disarmament would certainly be helpful. The Polish delegate pointed out that that part of
broadcasting programmes which related to international affairs was generally reserved to
Governments or official information bureaux. This would certainly facilitate the conclusion
of the kind of agreement M. Szumlakowski had in mind.

With regard to the cinematograph, the problem was still less complicated, since there
was an official censorship of filma in nearly all countries. The Governments could therefore
prohibit films which were harmful to good international relations. Moreover, they could also
encourage films conducive to international co-operation. The International Educational
Cinematographic Institute might be able to furnish the Conference with the necessary
information from the documentation in its possession. The theatre might be dealt with
in the same way as broadcasting and the cinematograph.
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The sketch he had just given by no means exhauste'd all the practical ateps wl_ﬁch
might be taken towardstoral disarmament, but the Polish Government merely desired
to give an impulse to the work, which would certainly take a long time to complete.

M. Szumlakowski realised that the Disarmament Conference would be unable to reach
any final solution of the problem which was growing gide by side with the growth of
international relations. At the various stages of its development, the problem would have
to be taken up anew and more perfect solutions sought. For the moment, the examination
of this question should be begun and a first step towards a solution taken.

With regard to procedure, the Polish delegation thought t!lg question should be referred
to a sub-commission, which would make the necessary enquiries and would, if necessary,
consult qualified experts and prepare draft agreements. Such a study would enable the
Political Commission to ascertain what could be done, ;_a.nd would show what questions were
sufficiently ripe for international settlement. The Polish Government thought it would be
well to avoid ineffectual recommendations. To achieve tangible results, the method of
international agreements must be adopted frankly. The Polish delegation would submit
to the sub-commission a preliminary draft of an international convention on moral

disarmament. _ .

M. LitvinoFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said the Commission could hardly
object to the Polish delegate’s proposals as such. Encouragement of militarism and
propaganda directed towards the violation of international law would find little support,
while the suppression of force, distorted rumours and forged documents was most desirable.
No State had suffered more than the Soviet Union as a result of false information, forged
documents and hostile campaigns. Nor could there be any objection to a Press conference.
Indeed, the Danish Government had recently convened such a Conference, and a
representative of the Soviet Union had taken an active part in it. Another conference was,
he believed, to be convened during the coming year.

No one could fail to appreciate the importance of governmental measures to prevent
the use of broadcasting, the theatre and the cinema for chauvinistic propaganda.

Nevertheless, M, Litvinoff doubted whether the Disarmament Conference should take
up these interesting questions, however tempting the opportunity offered by a gathering of
the representatives of the various States. It should, he thought, confine itself to matters
directly within its province — that was to say, questions connected with disarmament and
the reduction of armaments. _

M. Litvinoff did not think the Polish proposals would help the Conference to fulfil its
task. In his opinion, moral disarmament must be preceded — or at least accompanied —
by the renunciation of armaments. Chauvinism, jingoism, did not spring directly from the
feelings and interests of the masses : it was due to the divergent interests of the various
States. The nationalist attitude was propagated artificially by means of education and the
Press. The aim of this propaganda was to justify armaments, increased armaments, or even
war. It was carried on through groups interested sometimes in war industries and the
profits derived from them, and sometimes in diverting public opinion from social needs and
interests. Aslong as these groups continued to influence public life and governmental action,
no international convention would prevent their pursuing their own ends. Aslong as arms
were preserved and war between nations was possible, they would do their utmost to
prevent the establishment of true international friendships.

On the other hand, the destruction of armies, navies and military aviation, and the
abolition, or decreased possibility, of war constituted a more powerful weapon for
international propaganda than conventions and legislative measures., Moral disarmament
was simply the converse of physical disarmament. The latter would automatically ensure
the former. Moral disarmament by the methods proposed, however, would not necessarily
lead to physical disarmament. For that reason, M. Litvinoff hoped the Conference would
concentrate its efforts on physical disarmament, When that was achieved, and only then,
could the proposed educative measures be introduced, should they still be necessary.

M. Litvinoff then recalled that, when, some years previously, the Genoa Conference.
had¥rejected the Soviet Government’s disarmament proposal, that Government had
convened at Moscow a conference composed of representatives of the Soviet Union’s western
neighbours, and had proposed a regional reduction of armaments. The proposal had been
rejected and a counter-proposal for moral disarmament had been put forward. M. Litvinoff
warned t.he Political Commission, and through it the Conference, that a similar situation
might arise : the Conference might be faced with proposals for moral as opposed to physical
disarmament, He very much hoped it would not allow itself to be distracted by side-issues
before it had taken a single step towards the realisation of its immediate task — physical
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disarmament. The Soviet delegation did not consider it part of the Conference’s duty to set
up a committee to discuss moral disarmament.

The PRESIDEST said he saw no reason why the recommendations of the proposed
committee should be in opposition to recommendations dealing with physical disarmament.
The two questions could be kept entirely separate, and advantage would be gained from &
complete study of moral disarmament, especially if, as & result, Governments assumed
greater responsibility for peace propaganda, instead of leaving it to voluntary organisations
and associations. He himself was anxious that & committee should consider the whole
matter and put forward recommendations, and did not think there was any danger that
these recommendations would be made an alternative or a substitute for definite proposals
with regard to physical disarmament.

The Commission decided to appoint a committee to study the problem of moral disarmament.

The PRESIDENT proposed that the Committee should consist of the following twenty
members :

Dr. WooLLEY (United States of America),
M. DE BROUCKERE {Belgium),

M. Costa DU RELS (Bolivia),

Mrs. M. CorBETT AsHBY (United Kingdom),
M. MaLINOFF (Bulgaria),

Miss Kypp {Canada),

M. Liou Vox Tao (China),

M. FAKHRY Pacha (Egypt),

M. AUBERT (France),

M. GoprERT (Germany),

Count ArroNYI (Hungary),

M. PrLorr1 (Italy),

Viscount MusgAxoJI (Japan),

M. SzumMLAKOWSKI (Poland),

M. BrANnco (Portugal),

M. PELLA (Roumania),

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain),

M. PERRIER (Switzerland),

M. LoUNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics),
M. ANDERITCH (Yugoslavia),

Mr. GiesoN (United States of America) was not sure whether Dr. Woolley would be
able to serve, in view of the difficulty of allocating the members of the United States
delegation to the various committees, and asked that the name of the representative of
the United States delegation be not specified.

The President’s proposal was adopted, subject to Mr. (Gibson’s reservation.

M. CoLBAN (Norway) proposed that, as Denmark had already convened a Conference
of Press representatives, a Danish member should be appointed to the Committee,

This proposal was adopled.

THIRD MEETING
Held on Tuesday, February 14th, 1933, at 10.30 a.m.

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON,

4. QUESTIONS RELATING TO SECURITY : ORDER OF WORK.

The PRESIDENT recalled that the General Commission had decided to send to the
Political Commission for immediate study all proposals relating to security.? These proposals
included especially Chapters I, IT and III (Section A) of the French memorandum of
November 14th,* and the proposal of the United Kingdom delegation under Section I1I (A)
of its memorandum.® The French proposals related (a) to the Pact of Paris, (b) to the
Covenant of the League of Nations, and (¢) to the establishment of a European pact of

1 See Minutes of the thirty-fourth meeting of the General Commission.
* Document Conf.D.146.

3 Document Conf.D.154.
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1 assistance. The United Kingdom proposals related (a) to the undertaking between
ﬁmg:g;ean Powers to renounce tmyl resortpto ffrge, and (b) to the organisation of mutual
istance between the continental nations of Europe. ) .
a'ssmfl‘he French delegation was of opinion that it would be pre_ierable to start by discussing
the European Pact before taking up the question of undertakings by non-European States.
If the Commission were of the same opinion, it might begin by discussing the European
proposals, which were (a) the organisation of mutual assistance in Europe (included in both
the United Kingdom and the French proposals) and (b) the undertaking not to resort to
force, which was formally set forth in the United Kingdom memorandum and seemed

implicit in the French plan.

M. D1 SoraaNa (Italy) wished first of all to say that his delegation intended to take
part in the discussion independently of any special standpoint of its own, in a spirit of
effective and sincere co-operation with the other delegations, and especially with the
French delegation, which more than any other had helped to clear up the questions which
had to be examined by the Political Commission.

He could not at the moment foresee what would be the exact scope of these debates,
where they would lead and what opportunities they would give the delegates to show
their good faith. : . ]

It was possible, however, that the still somewhat vague character of the ideas which
were under discussion justified the adoption of a prudent attitude, and that the Italian
delegation might be induced, by the course taken by the debate, to adopt and maintain
certain standpoints and take up certain definite positions. If this happened, these
standpoints and positions would express, and would only be intended to express, what
his delegation considered essential in the interests of its country and useful to the common
aim of the countries met at Geneva. They would not imply, and would not be intended
to imply, the slightest criticism of, still less the slightest judgment upon, the justice and
absolute legitimacy of other. points of view that might not coincide exactly with those
of Italy, and might be based on an interpretation of national and common interests which
might perhaps differ from those of the Italian delegation, but for which the latter had the
greatest respect. .

M. di Soragna then pointed out — without wishing to go once more into the discussion
of the security-disarmament question and the respective positions of these two terms —
that the course of the work had led to the meeting of the Political Commission, to which
the General Commission had entrusted the problems relating to security, before that of
the Committee on Effectives and the Air Committee and before the discussion of the
question of qualitative disarmament in relation to land material. '

It should be clearly understood that the Italian delegation, while willingly accepting
these arrangements of time-table, still maintained the view that questions of disarmament,
and especially that of qualitative disarmament, took precedence over the others.

As regards the respective order of precedence of qualitative disarmament and the
reduction of land material in relation- to the problem of effectives and security,
M. Paul-Boncour had made some rather uncompromising statements before the General
Commission on the previous day.! The Italian delegation had, in a certain sense, welcomed
!:hesg statements, for which it had the greatest respect and which had keenly interested
it, since, by their tone, they gave the assurance that Governments were not yet obliged,
in deba.tes_ held under the auspices of the League of Nations, to subordinate to the views
of the majority the decisions which they considered of vital importance to their countries.

‘Wh3le appreciating this clear and eloquent firmness, the Italian delegation had proved
by its silence on the previous day that it would not imitate it. To the assertion that
material could not be judged unless effectives had first been judged, it had refrained from
replying that it could not judge effectives before knowing how far the Conference was
willing to go in the reduction of material. It was, perhaps, for the same reason that the
Political Commission was now sitting, and the Italian delegation congratulated itself on
this fact. The latter attached special importance to giving evidence of its determination
to work in the direction of general pacification. This it owed to its people, to the
instructions of its Government and to the.wishes of the world., ’

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) wished to ask a question with re
and to make a suggestion arising out of the th'lesident’s openingg rgeg)a:]l;l:. prﬁ%edﬂlgg
unders_topd. the President to say that the French delegation would prefer that the
Commission should first discuss European security. While Mr. Eden agreed to that
;uglgestlpn, he wondered in what order the Commission should proceed. He had no strong
}ge ings in the matter, but, if it were agreed that the Political Commission should first discuss
: ;:)rgr‘:::ln :egg;nggnlz?l ‘;?iltl}ldtrl)lm:t ou}t;ltha.t there were two headings in the United Kingdom
at problem — viz., (1) a solemn affirmation to b de b
all European States that they would not in a.r’a cire t esolve any
present or future differences between them by resgrt to léms o () T b staa
by the continental European States, with & view to their 2111‘08’ ) o of by g ST
of reaching political arrangements defining the conditionsuitgav}v;?gﬁr?aﬁhoi):h:hgﬁS:')tl)lllﬁg

1 8ee Minutes of the thirty.fourth meeting of the General Commission,
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be entitled to the co-operation of the other contractin States. He would have preferred
yhat_ the Com{ms’smn should take European matters iE the order in which they Eppeared
in his delegation’s programme of work, and, while he would not stand out dgainst any
ynsh that might be expressed otherwise in the Commission, he would observe that, if Head I
in that programme were taken first, he would be in a position to submit to the delegations
a draft which the United Kingdom delegation already had in its possession. While making

that suggestion, Mr. Eden would be guided by the wishes of the President and of the
Commission. ]

The PRESI‘!)E}‘(T, in reply to Mr. Eden, said that he had already announced that the
General Commmmqn bhad refe_rred to the Political Commission for immediate study all
the proposals relating to security. At the end of his remarks he had tried, for the purpose
of the present discussion, to narrow the matter to two points : {a) organisation of mutual
assistance in Europe, and (b) the undertaking not to resort to force. The President left
it entirely to the Commission to decide whether it preferred to take (a) or (b) first, or
both together. .

M. NADOLNY (Germany) entirely supported the suggestion of his British colleague
He had himself recommended that a decision should first of all be taken with regard to a
solemn declaration; but, if the Conference thought it more important to deal with
the second question mentioned by Mr. Eden, he would make no objection,

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium) wished for certain explanations. If he understood the position
correctly, the first point of the programme of work submitted by the United Kingdom
delegation concerned the prohibition of resort to force by all European States, and
the second point related to the examination, by the continental Powers of Europe, of
a pact of mutual assistance. By thus limiting the said pact of assistance a priori to the
continental Powers of Europe, was not the French plan modified? Chapter III of this plan,
which dealt with the European pact of mutual assistance, began with the worda: “ The
special organisation for Europe ”, and therefore did not speak solely of the European
continent.

He was prepared to admit that the Commission should ftirst consider the question
as formulated in the French memorandum, but he would feel very grave misgivings
— which he did not think it would be easy to allay — if the intention were a priori to begin
a discussion relating solely to the European continent, excluding, in eunsequence, the
TUnited Kingdom. .

The idea of a European agreement as foreshadowed in the French memorandum
included basic agreements the aim of which would be to define aggression or —if the
Commission preferred — the prohibited act or, again, resort to force, In the first place, it
was necessary to state what it was that countries were to undertake to renounce.
Otherwise, it would be impossible to specify the cases in which assistance ought to be
provided. To begin to study methods of assistance without knowing in what cases such
assistance ought to materialise was a practical impossibility. It would be exactly like
attempting to build the roof of a house without even knowing what the ground plan was

oing to be. _
d The second point was to determine whether, in any particular instance, this undertaking
had been violated or not. Thirdly, the Commission would have to decide what should
be done when violation occurred.

In conclusion, he was fully prepared, for the reasons stated a few days previously,
to refrain from insisting on what was perhaps the most logical method, — that was to say,
commencing with the universal plan — and was ready to examine the European plan first.
But he made this two-fold reservation : the European plan must apply to the whole of
Europe, though the Commission might subsequently consider what particular arrangements
might be made within Europe itself ; on the other hand, the Commission must begin at
the beginning — that was to say, the prohibition of resort to force.

M. LitviNorF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) did not attach much importance
to procedure or to the order in which the various problems should be discussed, but thought
that it would be best for the Political Commission to consider first the questions which
concerned all the States represented on it, and then the more limited questions concerning
a group of States. If that idea were accepted, the Commission ought, he considered, to
discuss first the French proposal, which tended to extend the Briand-Kellogg Pact,
together with the additional proposals submitted by the Soviet delegation,? and
afterwards the United Kingdom proposal, which he would prefer to regard as an
addendum to the French proposal. The only difference between the United Kingdom
proposal and the Briand-Kellogg Pact was that the latter contained an obligation not
to resort to war, while the former required States to refrain, not only from recourse to war,
but from any military action also. It could therefore be regarded as an interpretation
of the Briand-Kellogg Pact, and he did not think that there was any reason for its being
discussed as a new proposal. Moreover, he did not see why this new obligation should be

1 S¢e Minutes of the thirty-first meeting of the General Commission.
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restricted to a group of European States,finstead of ?It)}z{;,it?gt lfg 5(1]1(1) I;l:gjsssiiig;ess ﬁiﬁ?ﬁﬁ:
to the Pact of Paris. He would, therefore, propos I ould
i i i i i t of Paris, the definition of
consider universal security — viz., the extension of the Pac B e e 10 dutine
ession and the composition of the international organ which wo .
:Egr aggressor —and prolc)seed afterwards to the more limited questions which concerned

only one group of States.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) desired to submit sa.nfa;i;'(lllendme‘f{fl éo the terms of reference
which the President had defined at the beginning of the meeting. )

cA number of delegates had declared, through the intermediary of the first delega{;g'
of France, that the measures of disarmament to which the Conference could agree wg?_
depend directly on the measures of security adopted by the Political Commission. ; 1t;
were laid down that one of the objects of this Commission was to draft a treaty of mutua
assistance, the Commission’s programme of work would be limited to an excessive degree
by the stipulation of a compulsory object which it might, of course — but equally might
not — achieve. He would prefer to see the Commission’s task defined with greater elasticity,
so that a scale of results might be tabulated, to which would con:espor‘lld another scale
of results in the matter of disarmament. Instead of fixing as a first aim a .pact of mutual
assistance ”, it would be better to say : “ measures to strengthen security in Europe, and,
in particular, study of a plan for mutual assistance ”. - o

The Commission would thus establish a sort of catalogue of the results which the
Convention might achieve in the matter of security. It was‘to be hoped that tl.uS catalogue
would include a pact of mutual assistance ; but, if not, it might at least comprise a number
of measures which, in the opinion of all — including those who were most concerned
with the question of security — would strengthen that security in the proportion, if
not of 100 per cent, at least of 70, 50 or 20 per cent. These measures would also ma]_:e
it possible for the States most interested in this question to respond to the increase in
security by accepting other measures of disarmament. .

M. de Madariaga had, moreover, been struck by the argument of M. Bourquin, although
from a logical point of view the method proposed by M. Nadolny and M. Litvinoff was
more comprehensible. Nevertheless, M. Bourquin’s opinion was based on reasons of policy
fairly well known to all, and M. de Madariaga could not see any objection to the following
wording :

“{1) Measures to strengthen security in Europe and, in pdrticular, the study
of a plan for mutual assistance and the agreement not to resort to force ;

“(2) Study on a wider basis of the agreement not to resort to force.”

The Commission would thus, in the first place, have a “ European ” problem to consider
which might proceed from the minimum (agreement not to resort to force) to the maximum
(mutual assistance) with intermediary measures, each of which could be considered by the
Commission and which might later lead to measures likely to enlarge the scope of the
agreement not to resort to force.

M. SEPAHBODI (Persia) associated himself with the arguments submitted by
M. Bourquin and developed by the Soviet delegate, more particularly because the first
paragraph in the United Kingdom proposal stipulated that the European States undertook
not to have recourse to war — a-provision which might leave it to be supposed that they
could go to war with the countries outside Europe, The result would be to diminish and
not to increase security, and thereby would conflict with what had been decided in the
previous year.

Persia had no objection to the European States coming to an agreement among

themselyep, but she insisted that security must be universal, and that there must be no
undermining of the foundations of the security already existing.

. M.PAuL-Boxcour (France) replied to some of the observati i
in 8o far as they referred to the French plan. vations that had been submitted

He agreed that, if the rules of logio were followed, it was always prefor '
B able to proceed
from the simple to the complex, from the genex"a.l to the ypa.I:-ticular, ané) that,

consequently, it might have perhaps been more methodical to begi ith the fi
in the French plan — that was to 8ay, the consultative pact lrned to coatur oo chapter
of Paris & precision which it did not ot present possess,p » designed to confer on the Pact

e i -

and ihe _mos;:'. general instrument in existence. Finee 16 was both the most universal
0gi¢, however, was not the only considerat; ITivi

conclusion must alst,) be taken into acgount. tion.  The prospects of Arriving at

For a pact of that kind, it was uite certai i i i
Socialist Republics and the United States ofeﬁgrit(;?t’ 1 sovsenm oy the Union of Soviet

indi . A the accession of th i
;ﬁsfﬂﬁgﬁemﬁlﬁs&ﬁt t&l;:ggglon&: l;da.nd M. Ea,ul-Boncour noted it c;:iet;wtc;l:ogélgggz
- i ex i ini :
on the other hand, had said very cleaﬂypg‘ﬁ;ie 1t8 opinion. The United States delegate,

before he could pronounce on his country’s i
Earone fieah Thoro, ae ta oyis ma.tterz, Position he must know what would be done by
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gomt;on willen :aken up by a great nation for reasons which were manifest to everyone,
onsequently, to attempt to begin by the consultative pact would be to prevent the
Conference from achieving results rapidly.

Such were the reasons for which the French delegation, from a desire to conclude,
was strongly of opuuon.tl_xat it was necessary to begin with the end. If that opinion were
ac_c.epted, he had ,no d.liﬁculty_ in adopting, in so far as concerned Europe, the United
Kingdom delegate’s point of _view, especially since in this field it was possible to proceed
from the general to the particular, and since a discussion on non-recourse to force would
indubitably bring out the necessity, if it were desired that any such formula, however valuable
mtrmslca_nlly, should be fully effective, for endeavouring to complete it by far more
:‘1;5:1;2111121:1 engagements for which provision was made in the continental pact of mutual

From this point of view, M. Bourquin had apparently seen an incompatibility between
the actual terms of this part of the French proposals and the suggestion that the European
pact of mutual assistance could be concluded independently of certain mnations, more
especially a great European nation, although, as that nation had stated, such a pact would
have its entire sympathy.

In point o_f fact, there was no incompatibility. The French plan proposed, first, s
general and universal consultative pact, wherefrom all the countries which had signed the
non-recourse to war and thereby outlawed war would draw this minimum oconclusion,
that a coux}try which made war would not be treated on the same footing as one that
underwent it. Secondly — and this was ope of the points which perhaps were too often lost
to view, although it might easily furnish appropriate ground on which to reconcile the
divergent opinions expressed hitherto — the French proposals considered that this
consultative pact would add to the value of the Covenant itself, of which many of the
most important clauses — in particular, certain of the provisions in Article 18 — would
immediately acquire greater exactitude, consistency and facility of execution, for the sole
reason that there would be a general pact, giving the assurance that all countries without
%xceptiortl would, to a certain degree, comply with every one of the objects set forth in the

ovenant. - .

Within this system there would be, as between the greatest possible number of Enropean
countries, a very exact and clear pact of mutual assistance organised with the object of
helping the victim of an aggression. What Powers would accede to that pact ¥ That was
& point still to be determined. What would be required to make this pact effective 1

. The accession of a certain number of Powers, That would be the subjoct of the present
discussions ; but M. Paul-Boncour did not think that it should be laid down in advance
that the pact was impossible unless certain specified Powers acceded to it. In that case,
all discussion would become impossible. The present debate and the joint effort of the
delegations would show whether the greatest possible number of European Powers really
considered that the time had come to conclude among themselves a pact of mutual
assistance with the object of making the Disarmament Convention more effective.

This pact, in the intention of the French plan at any rate, was of particular importance,
because it was closely bound up with that part of the French proposals relating to the
eminently desirable measure of standardising the types of armies of the principal countries
in Europe. Any such effort, which demanded a reciprocal measure of sincerity on the part
of all States and close supervision, was certainly only possible if the various countries
in question were bound to each other, in the event of an aggression taking place, by a
pact of mutual assistance. The French plan, therefore, was not composed of two ditferent
parts, disarmament and security. These two parts were, in fact, closely blended with
one another. '

The practical conclusion from the foregoing remarks, a8 regards the method to be
followed in the discussions, was, in the first place, that the Political Commission should
deal with Europe, because that was the simplest way of proceeding. It would quickly
be seen that, if it were desired to bring about the important reductions suggested, and,
in particular, the standardisation of armies, which would make it possible to achieve a large
reduction of effectives, it would be necessary to contemplate the conclusion of a pact of
mutual assistance. That was an extremely simple programme of work and might be

accepted by everyone.

Mr. RopELL (Canada) congratulated the President on the arrangements made for
the concurrent discussion of the two great factors in the organisation of peace — the
reduction of armaments and what had been called security. Canada had long been known
as a firm believer in the development of security, more especially in the setting up and
the use of machinery of arbitration and conciliation, and in the discussions at Geneva
the Canadian delegation had stressed these means rather than military guarantees for
securing security. The Political Commission had now met to consider the proposals
submitted by certain delegations to strengthen security and thereby justify a reduction of
armaments. The Disarmament Conference had therefore launched on what, he hoped,
was.its final stage. The synchronisation of the work for armaments reduction with the
efforts to increase security, from the standpoint of procedure, was most promising. The
success of the work for reduction on the one hand and of that for security, on the other,
would, he thought, depend very largely upon the attitnde taken up in these two problema.

In Mr. Riddell’s view, a positive attitude was essential, and the advocates of
armaments reduction and the advocates of security must make their proposals on the
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sumption that they were going to obtain something substantial in both tields. In fact,
::any Ic)lelegations be{ieved that a large measure of security had already been 'pr.owde_d by
the pacts already in force. By this he meant that those who would be satlsﬁeq with a
substantial reduction in armaments should, in the next few weeks, state what price they
would be prepared to pay for that reduction in terms of security, and those who were
pressing for security should state what reduction they were prepared to make provided
they obtained the degree of security they had in mind. » .

He had listened with interest to M. de Madariaga’s proposal with regard to what might
be termed a graduated system, He thought that a certain measure of security should
bring forth a certain measure of reduction of armaments, and vice versa. If a group ceded
so much, it should expect so much, He therefore considered that the matter should
be looked at from the standpoint that all groups were prepared to compromise 1n order
to obtain the results of the organisation of peace which all desired. ]

He had been very much impressed by M. Paul-Boncour’s suggestion that the
Commission should proceed from the more simple to the more complex and would see no
objection to taking up the two points to which the French delegate had referred —
namely, points (1) and (2) under Section I of the United Kingdom proposals. He behqved
that, if the security proposals were organised in a graduated form, some of them might
not be accepted, while some might be accepted only by certain parts of the world ; but,
if they were kept more or less separate and the Commission were to p;oceed fro.m one
stage to another, it would be easier to arrive at the final conclusion which all desired —
namely, reduction of armaments. ‘

M. SANDLER (Sweden) would confine himself in the preliminary discussion to three
remarks. :

First of all, it was evident that the problems of a universal pact and of a European
pact were interdependent. Speaking for himself, he attached no special importance to the
order in which these two problems were studied, but reflection was necessary before adopting
for Europe a formula which would not be applicable to the rest of the world. From this
consideration, coupled with the reasons submitted by the Netherlands delegation
during the general discussion, M. Sandler drew the following conclusion: the European
problem should not be discussed outside the framework of the Conference as a whole.

Secondly, the European problem could not be limited to the States on the continent.

Lastly, every possibility of strengthening security must be explored.

The Swedish delegate accordingly supported M. de Madariaga’s suggestion and hoped
that it would be formulated in sufficiently wide terms to permit of the consideration of
any measures likely to increase security even outside Europe, for instance, by taking
as the point of departure the Convention for preventing War, which would be strengthened.

Teviik RUsTé Bey (Turkey) said that, by establishing an indissoluble link between
disarmament and the organisation of peace, the French plan raised the latter question
in very definite terms. He considered, with regard to the question of prbocedure, that, if the
Sommission accepted M. de Madariaga’s proposal, it would be able to attain its object in

W0 ways. .

First, it would be able to consider the attitude of each individual State, Next, owing
to the very logic of things, the delegations, when faced with the question of European
security, would be compelled to discuss existing engagements, to define aggression and
the aggressor and to contemplate assistance itself and all the various stages in the
organisation of peace.

.. During these latter deliberations, to make the discussion smoother and more elastic,
it would even be desirable to contemplate wider interpretations or optional engagements
to which the States concerned might accede. In that way the delegations would be less

constrained in the discussions and the latter would lead to decisions which would satisty
all demands. '

M. NADOLNY (Germany) thought that the question of procedure was less important
than had been supposed. What was wanted was to find the logical and practical method,
which was the method the German delegation would always prefer. The Commission
must now consider the programme and embark upon the first point.

He desired merely to reply to one of the Canadian delegate’s remarks. Mr, Riddell
had suggested that security and disarmament were interdependent, that they were two
factors which should advance pari passu. There was no need to remind the Commission
of the many pacts governing security that had been concluded since the foundation of
the League. In the field of disarmament, on the other hand, the Conference was
considering the first step that could be taken. M. Nadolny merely expressed the hope that

the Conference would make as much headwa towards di
accomplished in the sphere of security. y *ie Glasrmament as had already been

The PRESIDENT said that the Commission must now deci ich
' ecide which course to take.
M. de_:lagianaga had proposed that the Commission should discuss (1) measures for increasing
;ectu:xo ¥ in Europe, and partxgularly the study of mutual assistance and an engagement
0 resort to force; (2) consideration of an engagement not to resort to force on a wider
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basis. The President interpreted the Spanish delegate’s second point to mean the
more um_vgrsa.l study of the question of no recourse to force, a point which had been suggested
very definitely by M. Litvinoff. The President pointed out that those who had advocated
the suggestion that thg European question should be dealt with first did not lose sight of the
necessity of dealing with the issue from the universal standpoint ; but he thought that a little
consideration would show- that, if the European aspect of the ‘case could be taken first,
the Commission could- then proceed to the universal aspect and, the President believed
— if he might say 80, this must be apparent to everybody — deal with it under better
circumstances than at the present moment.

M. Paul-Boncour had suggested that this Commission should proceed first of all with
the so_lqmn aif]n_natlon of non-recourse to force by all European States, and after that point
was finished, with the question of the pact of mutual assistance. The President asked
whether, in view of M. Paul-Boncour’s statement, M. de Madariaga still desired to press
his amendment.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain), in reply to the President’s question, said that the French
delegate’s proposal was that the questions appearing in the first point of the Spanish
suggestion should be arranged in a certain order ; there was therefore complete accord -
between M. Paul-Boneour’s proposal and that of M. de Madariaga, which the French
delegate merely desired to improve by introducing into it a certain order, which the Spanish
delegation was prepared to accept.

The Spanish proposal, however, was intended to bring out one particular point — namely,
that care must be taken not to omit the intermediate measures between the pact of non-
recourse to force, which was the minimum that the Conference could hope for, and the pact
of mutual assistance, which was the maximum it could hope to attain. It M. Paul-Boncour
agreed that these intermediate measures were not ruled out, M. de Madariaga would not
press his formula. The Political Commission could adopt the text that suited it best,
for the important matter was the substance and not the form,

M. PAurL-BoNcOUR (France) agreed that there was but little difference between the
two proposals. M. de Madariaga asked whether the French proposal excluded intermedinte
measures. The French delegation contemplated, first, the solemn affirmation of non-
recourse to force, and not merely to war — the difference was an important one — and,
secondly, the pact of mutual assistance, under which, if there were recourse to force, the
country that was the victim would find the other countries at its back. IHe would
venture to recall a criterion which was found both in the French proposals and in the
Soviet proposals and which was based on common sense : Would a country whose frontiers
had been violated by an enemy and whose territory was in his occupation find the
necessary assistance to enable it to oust him t* The whole point was summed up in
that question.

The PRESIDENT noted that agreement had now been reached and that M. de Madariaga
was deserving of the Commission’s thanks. The position was that the first subject of discussion
should be the solemn affirmation of non-recourse to force by European States, Mr. Eden
had promised to circulate a draft on that subject. When that discussion had been concluded,
the Commission would take up the question of the pact of mutual assistance. -

The observations of the President were approved.

FOURTH MEETING
Held on Wednesday, February 15th, 1933, at 3.30 p.m.

‘President : The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON,

6. DECLABATION OF NON-RESQORT T0 FORCE. TEXT PROPOSED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM
DELEGATION.

Mz. EpEN (United Kingdom) presented the following draft declaration :!

“ Draft Declaration
To be signed by the Gorvernments of Europe simullancously
with the Disarmament Convention.

[List of Governments.]
“ acting respectively through their undersigned representatives, duly authorised
to that effect ;

« Anxious to further the cause of disarmament by increasing the spirit of mutual
confidence between the nations of Europe ;

1 Document Conf.D./C.P.4.
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« Determined to fulfil, not only in the letter but also in the spirit, the obligations
which they have accepted under the Pact of Paris, signed on August 27th, 1928 :

“ Hereby solemnly undertake that they will not in any circumstances resort to
force for theypurpose of resolving any present or future differences between them.
“Done at . . & o o o o the . . « «

L]

“For the Government of . . . + =+ ¢ & & ¢ =

" Commenting on the draft, Mr. Eden observed that it proposgd that ?.ll European
States should join in a solemn affirmation that they would not, in any circumstances,
attempt to resolve any present or future differences between them by resort to force. It
might, of course, be argued that such an affirmation was nothing more than a reaffirmation
of the Briand-Kellogg Pact. Even if that were true, and it was not, he thought, quite
true, it would in this connection be far from being vain repetition. As M. de Madariaga
had recalled in another connection, there were occasions when, even though something
went without saying, it might none the less be better to say it. Still less could Mr. Eden
accept the view that such an assurance solemnly given in these circumstances would be
an undertaking of little significance. Far from it, for the condemnation of the whole
world would follow if it were disregarded. .

The delegations knew how strongly the need for increased security was fel6 by some
States at the Conference. The very existence of the Political Commission was evidence
of that anxiety., If by the universal acceptance of the proposed obligation it sh.ould b‘e
possible, even in a small measure, to allay that anxiety ——and Mr. Eden believed it
possible —- then surely that would be a most desirable step. It would, moreover, directly
further the work of the Conference, more especially for those in whose judgment
disarmament and security were indissolubly linked.

With regard to the draft itself, the United Kingdom proposal was designed to secure
the formal repudiation of resort to force, and the expression “resort to force ” was
deliberately used to avoid subsequent controversy as to whether what might be done
amounted or not to an actual state of war. The draft was both short and simple. The
decision to make it so had been taken deliberately.

The object of the present discussion was to assist the cause of disarmament by giving
an assurance to the peoples of Europe, and therefore anything in the nature of elaborate
technical definition would be out of place. What was wanted, and what the United
Kingdom delegation was seeking to supply, was a short declaration which everybody
would understand, so that the breach of the undertaking would mobilise public opinion
in condemnation of the defaulting State.

Mr. Eden would attempt to answer immediately the question why the proposal was
limited to Europe. It was because the draft was calculated to meet what was, in the
aspect at present under consideration, a predominantly European problem. The
Political Commission was discussing how it could help to meet the French plan of security
in so far as it affected Europe. It was examining the European chapters of that plan,
At a later stage, when it came to consider the consultative pact, the outer circle of the
French plan, the examination of problems which affected other than European States
could more appropriately be undertaken. That was the reason for the limitation.

) Ir_1 conclusion, the United Kingdom Government felt fully confident that the peaceful
intentions which animated all those who sincerely sought disarmament could not be so
belied as to cause any State to hesitate in giving the assurance proposed in the draft.
It that were so, let that assurance be given at once in the simple unequivocal form

proposed, _Let the delegations remember that, in this as in other aspects of the Conference’s
work, he gives twice who gives quickly.

M. LrtviNorr (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) proposed the following two
amendments to the United Kingdom draft declaration :?

. 1. Phrase beginning “to be signed . . . ., .” delefe the words “of Europe
simultaneously with the Disarmament Convention » and substitute represented af
the Disarmament Conference ”.

2. Paragraph beginning “ Anxious to further . » “
Europe . g urther . . . . ﬂelete the words “ of

It was plain from the nature of these amendments thal-; the Soviet d i
It elegat h
objection to the substance of the draft proposed by the United Kingdoé;n lt;)cgeg:.gi(?;
and, in proposing to extend the field of action of this new international act beyond the;
boundaries of Europe, it was not merely prompted by a desire to make the declaration
:::Zgaﬁkn:r }})yd the consideration that the more signatures the bLetter. The Soviet
an expla.in.'s ad a much deeper significance, which M. Litvinotf would endeavour
All the countries represented at the Conference had s i
signed the Briand-Kell .
That Pact condemned recourse to war for the solution of i%lterna,tiona.l contr:vgr%%esP :gt;l

1 Document Cont.D./C.P.5.
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stipulated that a settlement or solution of all disputes or conflicts

whatever their origin, should never be sought exccla)pt by pacific mez;nos{ %ﬁfﬁ:&a&uﬁéﬁg
draft added absolutely nothing to that undertaking except that, while the Pact dealt
with renunciation of war for the purpose of resolving international differences, the draft
declaration spoke of resorting to fqrcq. In the Soviet delegation’s opinion the re,nunciation

violence against another State. M. Litvinoff assumed that this inter i

. : Pretation was accepted
by all the parties to the Briand-Kellogg Pact, and therefore the declaration propgsed
by the United Kingdom delegation would appear to be superfluous.

Nevertheless, the Soviet delegation believed that it micht be useful to have th
interpretation in writing and to give it the legal force of in international act, but i:z
thought that that should only be done in the event of such act being accepted by all parties
to the Briand-Kellogg Pact. Otherwise, there was reason to fear that the declaration might
do more ham:m.tha.p good. If it were deemed necessary to give a definition or interpretation
of some existing international act, that was tantamount to recognising that there was
some weakness in that act or to admitting the possibility of different interpretations. If,
then, the countries of Europe were to sign a declaration saying that they, as European
States, undertook the obligation not to resort to force, that would lead to the conclusion,
and & quite logical conclumgn, that any other party to the Briand-Kellogg Pact which was
not a party to the declaration, while under the obligation not to resort to War, was quite
free to resort to military operations and other acts of violence which, in its view, did not
constitute war. For instance, supposing & State which had signed the Briand-Kellogg Pact
mvagle_d some foreign territory, occupied large provinces, abolished the existing
administration and set up a new administration, acting as if it were in its own territory,
that signatory might say that it had not violated the Briand-Kellogg Pact. Before the
signature of the draft declaration proposed by the United Kingdom delegation, such a State
might be 1egarded as having violated the Briand-Kellogg Pact, but once the declaration
was signed and the parties thereto had taken upon themselves a new obligation not toresort
to force, the case would be different. The State in question migbt say: “ Up to now
this obligation not to resort to force did not exist. However, since we have not signed
this declaration — and we are not going to sign it — we are free to act as we think fit.
Moreover, you have admitted that we, as a non-European State, are not bound to sign
this new declaration. We have not declared war ; it is true that we have committed some
acts of violence, but such are not covered by the Briand-Kellogg Pact, and therefore we
are free from any accusation of having violated that Pact.”

That, it seemed to M. Litvinoff, would be the kind of case which might arise if the
declaration were signed and restricted to European States ; and that was why his delegation
attached so much importance to extending the scope of the declaration to all parties to the
Briand-Kellogg Pact. The Soviet delegation agreed that it would be very useful to have
an interpretation of that Pact, but it could not agree to an act capable of two interpretations,
one for European States and another for non-European States, It was true that this
declaration might bring additional security to European States, but it would do so only
at the expense of the non-European States. Moreover, there was the possibility that a
European State might be attacked by a non-European State, in which case the security
which it was assumed would be given by the draft declaration would be purely theoretical.

Next, if it were deemed necessary or useful to make this new declaration, why should
it not be made at once! Why should it be postponed until the Disarmament Convention
was ready? If its aim was to reinforce the feeling of security in order to facilitate the work
" of the Disarmament Conference, that aim would be reached only if the declaration were
signed immediately and ratified as soon as possible. Otherwise, it might be found that
the acceptance of the declaration by the delegates attending the present meeting had ceased
to be binding upon their Governments. In many countries nowadays Governments bad
a very short life, and by the time the Disarmament Convention was ready for signature
there might be different Governments in power which would repudiate the acceptance
of the deelaration. There could be no feeling of security from the fact of acceptance by
delegates, unless the declaration was signed. The Soviet delegation therefore proposed
to delete the words “ of Europe simultaneously with the Disarmament Convention ” and
to substitute “represented at the Disarmament Conference ”. It would even add the
words “ and ratified as soon as possible ”.

After all, the declaration had no direct connection with disarmament, Security
was more necessary when there was no disarmament or when disarmament was put off to
some distant date, than when it was already & fact. Disarmament was in itself a more
efficacions measure of security than any other international act.- It would the.refore seem
logical that the declaration should be signed before the Disarmamen!; Convention and not
be put off until some distant date which might, perhaps, never arrive.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) thought that M. Litvinoff’s first suggestion -— namely,
that an agreement not to resort to force should be open to non-European States — was
premature in view of the Commission’s decision with regard to procedure.

The Commission had decided to study this question first in the sphere of Eurgpea.n
States and then, after baving examined all the questions connected with the security of
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these States, to contemplate the possibility of applying certain of the decisions taken
in respect of Europe to non-European States as well. .

One means of meeting M. Litvinoff’s wishes, at any rate provisionally, would perhaps
be to ask him to agree to the adjournment until a later date of the question of the extension
of the agreement to non-European States. If he desired to reserve his approval until
he knew what form the agreement would assume outside Europe, he could approve the
agreement, not merely in principle, but in respect of all the details agreed upon by !;he
Commission, it being understood that, if subsequently the agreement did not satisfy him,
his approval of it would be withdrawn eyen as regarded Europe.

Unless the Commission was willing to go back on its decisions with regard to procedure,
it could only discuss this agreement on a European basis, reserving (in agreement with
M. Litvinoff) until a later date the point whether the agreement in all its aspects might
also be extended to non-European States. . . .

Coming to M. Litvinoff's second argument, he could agree neither with the United
Kingdom proposal nor with that of the Soviet delegation. He thought — naturally
he was open to persuasion on hearing any more cogent reasons which the delegate of the
United Kingdom might put forward and of which at present he was unaware — that
it was highly undesirable to multiply the acts of the Conference. The result of the
Conference should be only one act, the Convention, of which the proposed declaration
should form only an article, signed at the same time as the Convention. There were
many arguments in favour of this, including the following, which was convincing : the
Conference was working on the basis of Article 8 of the Covenant, which provided for
a Convention on Disarmament. It would therefore be very desirable that the juridical
basis of the whole future achievement of the Conference should be the same, that all the
parties should jointly and severally subscribe thereto, so that there would be no different
dates, different signatures and different protocols as a result of various decisions taken.
If the Conference decided that the Convention should be perpetual and subject to revision
every five or ten years, that principle ought to be respected. If any delegation made
& reservation when signing, it must be made quite clear that this reservation was a general
one and referred to the whole instrument. It would be deplorable if some countries signed
one instrument and other countries another, It was therefore indispensable that the result
of the Conference should be one single document. - '

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium) strongly supported M. de Madariaga’s observations, for the
reasons advanced by M. de Madariaga himself. The Commission ought first to examine
the question of the prohibition of resort to force within the European sphere, since it had
decided on the previous day to begin to study the problem on those lines. When it had
reached an agreement in the European sphere, it would consider whether it could extend
the question and deal with it on a universal plane. It would then have to see how the
decisions reached in respect of Europe could be reconciled with the requirements of the
organisation of peace on a universal basis, '

He agreed with M. de Madariaga that it was very desirable — in fact necessary —
that this undertaking should not form a separate declaration, but should be embodied .
in the Convention, on the same footing as the other undertakings subscribed to by the
Conference. . :

He was extremely glad to note that the delegations seemed to be in agreement on two
essential points : first, to admit and state that this prohibition of resort to force, far
from being a mere declaration of intention or political doctrine, must have the value of
a juridical undertaking. That was & point of capital importance. Secondly, they were
In agreement as to the substance of the undertaking to be given. The United Kingdom
proposal included a prohibition of resort to force, and this formula had been commented
upon, in advance so to speak, by Sir John Simon in his speech on November 17th last,
in which he said :t

“ What the United Kingdom Government proposes . . . . is designed to
secure a formal repudiation of recourse to force, and that expression is deliberately

used to avoid controversy hereafter as to whether what might be done amounts to an
actual state of war,” ‘

It was necessary, therefore, and agreement had been reached on this point, to aveid
possible misunderstandings regarding this concept of the state of war. This, he thought, was
exactly the underlying notion of the proposals submitted by the French delegation with
;i%a;)r(g :10 the European pact ; it was also, doubtless, the intention underlying M. Litvinoff’s

If everyone were agreed on the essence of the undertakin all that wa i
determine the legal formula in which that undertaking would b%’expressed. g;‘:g;g{ ?grgalfl:.:
were conceivable and they ought to be discussed and examined carefully. The essential
point was that the formula adopted should be clear, for its value lay in its very clarity.

All misunderstandings must be dispelled, and the Conferen i
making its attitude absolutely certain. ’ ¢e could only dispel them by

! Bee Minutes of the twenty.ninth meeting of the Bureau, page 90,
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In this connection he submitted the followi : .
form of articles :? ollowing draft text, which he had prepared in the

“ Article 1. — Respect for the inviolabilit i i i
— B t y of their frontiers being for them a
fundamental obligation, the High Contracting Parties undertake, in their mutual

relations, never to resort to armed force as a mean i
ans of coercion, for any reason or
any form whatever, ’ v under

case:. Article 2. — The rule set forth in Article 1 ceases to apply only in the following

“{(1) If the parties concerned are bound by a Convention to the contrary ;

~“(2) In the case of legitimate defence — i.¢., the repelling of armed forces
which have penetrated violently into the territory of the defending State ;

“(3) In the case of action taken in execution of Article 16 of the Covenant
of the League of Nations or specially authorised, for any other reason, by the
Council or the Assembly of the League.”

These formula®, he thought, were in entire conformity with the system outlined in the
French memorandum, Their only object was to express the basis of this memorandum in as
clear a juridical form as possible. '

Finally, he asked that, when the preliminary discussion was over, & drafting committee
should be instructed to compare the various texts submitted to the Commission and to
consider to what extent they could be harmonised. -

General CAVALLERO (Italy) stated that the Italian delegation fully endorsed the
suggestion of the United Kingdom delegate. Public opinion, which for the past year had
been anxiously following the proceedings of the Conference, which had realised all the
difficulties with which it was faced and which might even have wondered at one point
whether those difficulties might not prove insurmountable, would greet with renewed
confidence this reaffirmation of the firm determination of those Powers which would
sign the declaration to spare no effort to achieve spiritual disarmament, which was a sine
qua non of general peace.

Fascist Italy had long given proof — by official declarations of the Head of the
Government and by the consistent attitude of its representatives at international conferences
— of her firm intention of achieving, without delay, positive results in the sphere both of
universal peace and of real and effective disarmament. It was in that spirit that the
Italian delegation proposed to comment briefly on the draft declaration submitted to
the Political Commission.

In the Italian delegation’s view, the actual substance of the declaration was to be found
in the preamble, and M. Cavallero proposed at once to lay stress on the fundamental idea
. embodied in it : the idea that mutual confidence between nations must be re-established
and further strengthened. Thus any action, however slight, calculated to promote a
recovery of confidence, to dispel misunderstanding, to throw light on situations which
had had the effect of poisoning the international atmosphere, must be sure of the unreserved
support of all the nations of the world. Such situations, real or presumed, created mutual
distrust and resulted in all kinds of measures — Customs, economic, financial — which
sometimes, though adopted for defensive purposes, ran counter to the interests of those
very States by which they were employed. )

While, at the present juncture, for reasons which were generally known and to which
it was idle to revert, the text of the declaration as proposed was destined to be signed only
by European States, it was certain that its more comprehensive scope would not be lost
on anyone, not could the imperative necessity be ignored of regarding it as a point of
departure and not as a final objective.

The delegate of Italy thought that the preamble would better reflect such a state of
confidence and would, perhaps, have a greater effect on public opinion, it the words
“ between the nations of Europe ” were deleted. That would not affect the real scope
of the declaration, as defined by the five Powers in their communication ofl December' 11th,
1932 ;% it would, on the contrary, extend its moral scope, in harmony _mth the universal
aspirations of the peoples and with the Pact of Paris, an instrument which the Conference
proposed, by means of the declaration, to reaffirm, no¢ onl_y in the letter, but also_, and indeed
essentially, in the spirit. In the Italian delegation’s view, the Pact of Paris was what
was really in view. The United Kingdom delegate had stressed the shade of difference
between the Pact and the draft declaration now before the Commission ; but the Italian
delegation emphasised the fact that it was anxious to maintain the strict relationship
— expressed, moreover, in the draft declaration — between the Pact of Paris and the
declaration itself. The second paragraph of the draft brought out that idea very clearly,
an idea to which the Italian delegation, so far as the substance was concerned, was prepared
to accede unreservedly. The last part of the text, however, called for some comment,

3 ContD./C.P.8. o
2 ]S)eoec‘hl;f::::es :i the /twenty-eightb meeting of the General Commission.
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Pact of Paris, signed on October 25th, 1928, subject to the reservations an
explggiions which the sigg;atory Powers had thought fit to append to ;helrliilgnﬁtml;esé
was & solemn act, which the draft declaration was not intended to reproduce literaliy bu
the substance of which it aimed at re-affirming. o : )
Asregards the letter, the words “ recourse to war ” were replaced in the draft geglalgtmg
by the term “ resort to force ”. The head of the United Kingdom delegation ha (; er:
an explanation on that point, which had been further strgssed by the Belgian gefegaé he.
The Italian delegate proposed to revert to that guestion a little later. He desired, l(1>r o
moment, to point out that the substance of the Pact of Paris had undergone no change
whatsoever, nor had the spirit of the instrument been altered. The draft declaration
was designed precisely to ensure a more accurate interpretation and loyal observation of
that spirit. - .
Would it not be well then to combine in a single conception the two ideas which
established a distinction between the letter and the spirit! In that way, there would
no longer be any possible doubt, and, so far as international obligations were concerned,
there would be no chance of subtle differentiation between the letter and the spirit, when
it came to safeguarding contractual undertakings. If the Commission thought fit to approve
that point of view, the Italian delegation might submit an amendment, unless the Drafting
Committee itself could be asked to frame a new text for the second paragraph.

As regards the third paragraph, which constituted the declaration properly
speaking, it should be considered in conjunction with the third point of the communication
of the five Powers addressed to the President of the Disarmament Conference on
December 11th, 1932. The Italian delegate thought that he was not mistaken in affirming
that the draft declaration had endeavoured scrupulously to reproduce the idea embodied
in that communication. As regards the form, however, he desired to lay before the
Commission certain considerations which he felt sure would be examined in the objective
spirit by which they had been inspired. He emphasised the fact that the question was
simply a formal one which must not be misinterpreted as & question of substance.

It seemed to him desirable and expedient, even as regards the form, to retain the
basic idea of a definite connection with the Pact of Paris. Such being the case, why
not adhere to the fundamental idea of a reaffirmation which was so clear, so transparent,
so eminently calculated to dispel all possibility of different or arbitral interpretationst
It would be sufficient, at the beginning of the last paragraph, to replace the words
“ undertake that they will not ” by the words “ reaffirm their undertaking that they will
not ”, the term réaffirment being found in the (unofficial) French translation of the
communication of the five Powers.

The Italian delegation thought that it should stress that point, feeling as it did that
the efficacy of the declaration consisted precisely in the fact that it was, and was intended
to be, a solemn reaffirmation of the undertakings entered into by the signatories to the
Pact of Paris, undertakings which the Italian Government proposed loyally to observe
in accordance with & faithful interpretation of the Covenant and in accordance with the
declarations which it had made on July 15th, 1928, before affixing its signature to that
international instrument known as the Pact of Paris.

There still remained one final consideration. The text now before the Commission
contained one term which was not new, but which seemed to assume a fresh
guise among international formulas. He referred to the expression “ resort to force ”.
On that point the delegates of the United Kingdom and of Belgium had given very
clear explanations. Every delegate would certainly be able to give an adequate definition
of the expression ; but if the term “ resort to war ”, which possessed a very definite meaning
in international parlance and international law, were replaced by another expression the
limits of which were not so clearly defined, it might be well to consider whether that new
expression, corresponding obviously to a different idea from the first one, could not be better
defined as regards its meaning, or else supplemented, so that every State might know exactly
the limits of the undertakings which it proposed to assume and in order to preclude the
possibility of uncertainty as to interpretation causing difficulties at any time which it
might be impossible to foresee at present but which might prove to be gerious. The
Italian delegate alluded, in this connection, to the declarations of M. Bourquin, to whose
legal experience he deferred but who would permit him to express doubt on one point.

M. Cavallero thought that this matter should be examined further, in order to ensure
that the word *“ force ”, employed with insufficient precision, would not both prove
inadequate and give rise to interpretations which were not in accordance with the spirit
in which the draft declaration had been conceived.

The Italian delegation had felt it its duty to add these few observations to the
declaration announcing its accession to the United Kingdom proposal. These observations
it felt sure, would have been received by members of the Commission in the spirit which
had dictated them, inspired as they were by a desire that any resolutions that might
be adopted should be really such as to promote the re-establishment of confidence between
peoples, without which there could be no hope of sincere and lasting peace. '

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands) had intended to make an observation with re
.M. ‘ e ard to a small
point in the United Kingdom proposal, but, after consideration, he had gecided not to
bring it to the Commission’s attention. He would give his reasons.
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It seemed to him that the words of M. Clemencean, President Wilson and Mr.
George, with regard to the League Covenant, in a short ’statement made in 1919, cblﬁlci))l’)%
applied to the draft declaration : “ It must not be interpreted in a strictly technieal sense”.
M. Rutgers was convinced that the United Kingdom delegation had conceived its draft
in that sense, and he had been glad to hear the statement of the delegate of the United
Kingdom to that effect. For this reason, he did not consider it desirable to delay too long
over the fprm o{ 13h9 declaration. For the same reason, he had suggested no amendment,
and the_ slight criticism that might be made with regard to one detail would not prevent his
delegation from voting for the proposed declaration.

The undertaking involved in that declaration was of wide scope : its very limitation
prought out its importance ; the prudence with which this step was taken showed the
importance attached to it. As far as it went, the declaration settled — and, it seemed, very
happily — a question that had more than once heen discussed at League meetings and
had often preoccupied more than one delegation ; the question of the use of force apart

-from war, the admissibility of the blockade and other so-called pacitioc methods of coercion,
of forcible ecompulsion. ' The proposed solution — namely, the prohibition of all resort to
force between European States — was extremely important chiefly for countries having
no great military strength. In the nature of things, only the stronger countries were able to
use these so-called pacific measures, in future to be prohibited, and naturally the less
strong had suffered from them in the past.,

The Netherlands delegation had therefore no hesitation in accepting the principle
la_.id dq:vn, and accepted it in the general form which the United Kingdom delegation had
given it. .

This proposal contained no reservations, no exceptions, nothing about previous treatics,
nothing about legitimate self-defence, nothing about joint action, In that, it resembled
the Pact of Paris, and everyone was aware that Mr. Kellogg bad been opposed to inserting

_reservations or exceptions in the declaration embodied in the Pact. The declaration laid
down a principle which, when formulated in & treaty and expressing, as far a§ it went, the
requirements of international justice, belonged to the legal sphere, It was not, however,

. framed in 8o precise a form as was usually given to legal texts, It did not take the form of
detailed and definite rules covering all possible cases, which if applied quasi-automatically
led so often to the tragic situation described in the adage, Summun jus, summa injuria. 1t
represented a fundamental principle of the policy of European Governments, Was this
principle to be applied to Europe only, or could it be extended to extra-European States 1
On that question, it would be very interesting to hear the views of the States possessing
means of resorting to the measures in question.

, The solemn undertaking of the European States to order their conduct by this new
principle would, in any event, constitute progress along the path of peace and would
facilitate the limitation and reduction of armaments, the first stage of which the

" Netherlands delegation was awaiting, not without some impatience.

M. BUERO (Uruguay) said that, in regard to the United Kingdom proposal, he associated
himself with the very pertinent observations made by M. Politia in his remarkable speech
on the French plan. M. Politis had said, among other thinga :

“ In this connection, I should like to point out that, in the agreement of
December 11th, 1932, and also in the recent British proposals regarding the method
to be adopted for our further work, this undertaking entirely to renounce force is only
contemplated for the countries of Europe.”

And M. Politis had added :

“ If this were really the case, we should be led to infer that the Pact of Pariy,
which, in its terms, only formally prohibits war, tolerates the other forms and methods
of force. There would thus be two grades or categories in the international legal
system, the first of which would be reserved for the countries of Europe. This is
highly flattering, no doubt, for the countries of our continent; but it should be
‘pointed out — and this is the purpose of my remarks — that the countries of Europe
could only live up to this privilege of membership of the first c‘a.tegory in theirrelations
between themselves, since, in their relations with extra-European countries, the
rule of reciprocity would reduce them to the lower grade in the international system

of law.”?

; ear that some delegations found it impossible to assent, by their tacit
preseIIEc: (:il:lqchtméonference, to the affirmation that the Pact of Paris recognised resort
to force, notwithstanding the outlawry of war, in 80 far as concerned the non-European
counﬁfe%uero had not been convinced by the United Kingdom delegate’s argumen.tu.
He was prepared to recognise that the declaration of non-resort to force was made with
the object of providing a solution for the question of European security, but it was none
the less true that, if the representatives of the non-European countries tacitly assented
to a widening — & restrictive widening in respect of the countries to which it would

! See Minutes of the thirty-first meeting of the General Commission.
. : . PULITICAL COMMISSION 2.
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apply — of the provisions of the Pact of Paris, they would, by their silence, be ratifying
» dangerous interpretation of that Pact.

As everyone would agree to the extension of the Pact of Paris, M. Bue;}:::l c%nuxi‘l;le::i
that the Soviet and Persian proposal was entirely legmma.te. It p}f}evenean countI;)ries
security being strengthened at the expense of the security 'of the non-Europ .
The statements made by M. Litvinoff had been entirely right.

i i justifi ithout its
The danger that the policy of recourse to force m{ght be' justified, wit out

necessarily be%ng considered Is:,s a iiola.tion of the Pact of Paris, was, in fact, tt)zlready el za;llfl;fa?ld _
by the tabling of the British proposal. The mere fact of the draft having been tp;' i uted,
and likewise the declaration of the five Powers of December 11th, 1932, constr 1111 e ai.;n
affirmation that the Pact of Paris required to be completed, and that meant ¢ a.ti) acts
of violence, not of war, were permissible within the framework of the Pact of Paris,
This conclusion, it was clear, was fraught with consequences.

i : i declaration

. M. Buero accepted M. de Madariaga’s proposal that the British draft
should be exa.minedl,) even if limited to the European countries, on condition thata request
might he made later for its application in tolo to all countries represented at the Conference.

With regard to the Italian delegate’s remarks, he would have certain formal reservations
"to make regarding the character of the draft declaration in its relation with the Pact of
Paris, and more particularly the reservations to the latter.

The Netherlands delegate had said that there were certain deficiencies in. the
United Kingdom draft and he had pointed them out. M.Buero observed that, even though it
referred to the Paris Pact, the United Kingdom proposal did not say, as the Pact did, that
the pledge given by the Powers in signing the Pact was that of not having recourse.to war as
an instrument of national policy, precisely in order to take into account t';he stipulations
of other treaties, in particular the League Covenant, which might at one time or another,
as & result of the purely concerted action for which they made provision, lead, by way"
of sanctions, to procedures other than pacific. ‘

He had also listened with interest to the Belgian delegate’s remarks. In substance,
M. Bourquin, with his customary precision, ‘had suggested the actual procedure for the
engagements which the Conference desired to see assumed in regard to certain regions.
The Conference would gain greatly by examining in detail the proposal that had just been
made. That proposal was for a guarantee of territorial integrity, which M. Buero thought
should appear in the present document, and he would in due course ask that the same
measure should be extended to other parts of the civilised world. .

M. MorTA (Switzerland) began with the idea that everyone agreed on the substance,and
that divergencies, if there were any, were due only to a desire to find a better form of
wording, to give more adequate expression to the idea. The discussion had arisen out of the
proposal of the delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. The latter had
raised the two following points, on which there did not appear to be agreement. First, did
the discussion relate to Ilurope, or to the whole world ¥ Secondly, was the Commission
discussing a resolution to be taken immediately, a resolution intended, as it were, to
precede the Disarmament Convention itself, or & text to be inserted subsequently, in a

form to be determined, either in that Convention or in the acts inseparable from the
Convention 1

The Swiss delegate felt that logic was completely on the side of the idea of the
delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and, if he had had any doubts on
this score, they would have been dissipated by the Uruguayan delegate’s speech. In listening
to him, M. Motta had thought how useful it was, even when a question said to concern
Europe alone was being discussed, to hear also the representatives of the States in other
continents. Indeed, M. Buero’s contribution to the discussion had been very valuable. It -
had shown, among other things, the danger of adopting, a8 it were, two interpretations of
the Pact of Paris, one for European States and another for the States of other continents.
In this connection, M. Motta drew special attention to what M, Politis had said in the
speech of which M. Buero had reminded the Commission. '

If logic were entirely on the side of this universal conception of the question, it must
nevertheless be admitted that reasons of expediency known, felt and perhaps guessed by all
inclined one to think that it was perhaps not possible, at the present time, to discuss the
question in its universal aspect. But M. Motta hoped that, before the end of the Conference,
this discussion, begun from the European point of view alone, would be extended to the
world, and that the declaration submitted by the United Kingdom delegation for European

nations only would, in the end, become world-wide. The Swiss delegate had understood
M. de Madariaga’s speech in that sense.

. Should this declaration take immediate effect? Should the Governments approve it
in advance, 8o to speak, or was it an act to be inserted in the Disarmament Convention?
M. Motta did not think there could be any major objections to concluding a preliminary
act, but perhaps that was not necessary. Indeed, if all the delegations immediately
intimated that they agreed to the substance of the declaration, they would bring to the
continuation of the Conference’s work that relief they all desired, and, in that case
M. Litvinoff could receive satisfaction. But it was obvious that that was not enouvh’
and that the day would come when, in one form or another, the declaration, perhapsbh{



-— 10 —

& more precise form and better defined legally, would have to be inser i i
Dlsarmamelit Conve_ntlon itself or.in one of the acts to be associated with ﬁg\tegggelx?titlx

As to the wording of the various proposals handed in, M. Motta had one very serious
scruple with regard to th_e_ statement that the States were determined to fulfil not onl
the letter, but also the spirit of their obligations. He did not like this kind of in’voluntarg
— for it could not be voluntary — opposition between spirit and letter. The supreme
rule in all treaty interpretation was to extract the 8pirit, the letter being simply its material
support. In the words of the New Testament, “ the letter killeth, but the spirit giveth
life ”. The letter was of novalqe_ when it dominated, so to speak, the spirit and ruled it.
If there were really any opposition between letter and spirit, what would it meant It
would mean that the letter of the Pact of Paris only prohibited war, but that its spirit prohi-
bited all acts of force. Could such an interpretation be accepted? M. Motta did not think so.
He thought the intention of the Pact of Paris was to condemn, to reprove, finally to
abolish, not only declared acts of war, recognisable as such, but all forms of violence, It
was f&]ﬁ{lefotﬁe Tposzlble t;o leazg thé statement in the proposal upon which the Commission
wou ortly have to vote, without running the ri ishi i i
T e lowye £0 ¥C ti1 i g risk of establishing & dangerous antithesis

The United Kingdom proposal said furtheron:*“. . . solemnly undertake ., . .”
But the _Governments_were not giving a new undertaking. They were reaffirming an
undertaking already given, and, on this point, M. Motta fully concurred in the opinion
%xpressed clearly by the Italian delegate. Moreover, this undertaking was universal, not

uropean.

Then came the expression : “. . . will not in any circumstances resort to
force . oo ” - This idea of force was interpreted as & form of violence going beyond
war. This question must be considered and a formula giving general relief must be found.
. M. Motta thought that, after other speakers had taken part in the discussion, the
President would suggest the constitution of a drafting committee to consider, not only
all the proposals submitted in writing, but also the verbal observations presented that day,
in order that a clearer, more definite and more precise declaration, satisfactory to all,
might be submitted at another meeting in the near future.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that he entirely accepted the United Kingdom
delegate’s draft declaration. :

The German delegation agreed that the draft represented something more than a
simple repetition of the contents of the Pact of Paris. In its opinion, the States would
be taking a real step forward in adopting this solemn declaration by which they would
pledge themselves to renounce all use of force as a means of settling any difference
of whatever nature. :

As to the question whether the declaration should be extended to the States outside
Europe, M. Nadolny, for reasons connected with the order of the work, shared Mr. Edon's
view. It would, he thought, be preferable to postpone that point until the other problems
of concern to those States were under consideration. Nevertheless, he feolt sure
that he was voicing the opinion of all his colleagues in saying that his delegation would be
glad to see the countries of the other continents accede to the declaration.

He concurred, too, in Mr, Eden’s view concerning the diplomatic form in which the
declaration would be made. It seemed to him essential that the declaration be signed
at the same time as the Disarmamen$ Convention.

M. PaurL-BoNcoUrR (France) did not wish the silence of the French delegation to
be interpreted as meaning that it was not in entire sympathy with the United Kingdom
initiative. He could make this statement all the more sincerely and freely in that the
delegate of the United Kingdom had been good enough to point out that this suggestion
wag not intended to take the place of the pact of mutual assistance proposed by the I:‘rench
delegation but that, on the contrary, it was itself a step, and an important step, in the
direction of the conclusion of this pact. M. Bourquin, as a lawyer, had further empha-
gised this point by stating — and he (M. Panl-Boncour) thought that was the correct view —
that the British initiative provided that juridical basis for the regional pact of mutual
assistance which the French delegation had in mind. The French delegation, therefore,
fully and entirely concurred with the United Kingdom proposal.

He would not even develop the observation made by M. Motta, who seemed to
fear that a certain passage of the United Kingdom_ proposal might ]ead to a belief that
the Paris Pact had not already any connection with the hypqth_etlcal cases at present
in view. He had, of course, been impressed by M. Motta’s s!;nkmg.qugtahon from the
New Testament that *the letter killeth, but the spirit giveth life ”. It also said,
however : “ In my Father’s house are many mansions ”. In.other wordas, the Yalue of the
Paris Pact, like that of all pacts, depended on the use which was made of it. He did
not therefore think that there would be any doubt — and as regards one of the signatories
" at least. M. Paul-Boncour had quite special reasons for tl}lﬂ v1ew—t‘h:§.t the au_thqrs
* of the I”act had ever intended to limit that excomqmmcatlon t.c_) 'Y d_cnmte form in its
juridical and diplomatic expression, but that they, indeed, had in mind every recourse
to violence and force and all inadmissible pressure for phe settlement of a dispute. .11;
was nevertheless true that the use of an expression which possessed a definite meaning



in international law had occasioned 1incerta£ixﬁ]y,t and e;;e:.]ltl: ythemselv,es had proved that
16 were prepared to avail themselves o at uncertainty. .
won M. Paullj-Bgncour would reply at the same time to the delegate of Italy .uthe word
« war ” had a definite meaning, and it was not sufficient, in order to exclude ad trecov.u'lt{;ea
to force, to condemn war. It was possible that those who might be t:emt};lt‘.et .gi tr_nzzl a(l}
war would, in fact, so arrange matters that their action was not‘covered by the rx;-d io
legal interpretation of “ war ”. In that sense, it might be said that the_:;e 1;0‘111 d neveﬁ
again be war, because matters would be so arranged that resort would Pdi al o lsucl
procedure without the appearance of doing so. The whole point of the juri hca.d propo_sa‘-1
was to incorporate all those cases which the authors of the Pact of' Paris ah u}J n};nd .
when they proposed that instrument and encour_aged a:11 Powers to sign it. :fl deb ni -g
Kingdom delegation, which had becn foremost in taking this .m’matlve, sho est be
able to judge of this, but, personally, he felt that M. Bour.qums'proposals wo“nld be a
useful definition ; nevertheless, as the delegate for Italy had just said, the term “recourse
to force ” might be a little too vague, so that it might perhaps be desirable to define it
clearly, taking into account the text proposed by M. Bourquin. = .
For his part, therefore, he was in no way opposed to the nomination of & drafting
committee which would endeavour to conciliate the two points of view. With this
conclusion, the French delegation confirmed its adherence to the United Kingdom
proposal,

M. Straupop1 (Persia) had no need to give any additional explanations after the
statement he had made on the previous day. He was glad to find that other delegations
now shared the Persian delegation’s apprehensions, . ) .

Despite the assurances which had been given that the present discussion would shortly
be extended to other continents, he was obliged to say that public opinion in his country
had for some time shown a tendency to believe that the League of Nations was daily growing
weaker, and that the founders of the Covenant were gradually detaching themselves tro_m it.

It was to prevent any suspicion of this kind that the Persian delegation was anxious,
whenever an opportunity offered, to secure the extension of the Conference’s decisions as
far as possible to all the countries of the world. .

The Political Commission, having wished to take into account the decision of the great
Anierican Republie, had begun its discussions in the limited sphere of Europe. The Persian
delegation very sincerely hoped that the European Powers would arrive at an agreement
for settling their present or future difficulties. Indeed, it was convinced that a return
to pacification and tranquillity of mind in Europe would constitute a greater guarantee
for the rest of the world ; but it was his duty to emphasise once more that the new
guarantees created for Europe should not run counter to the guarantees already existing, -
and it was in this spirit — and to safeguard the future — that he asked that the British
draft declaration should be open for signature and accession to non-European States should
they so desire, The Persian delegation accordingly proposed the following amendment:*

“ The Governments of non-European countries which have assumed the obligations
of the Pact of Paris of August 27th, 1928, may adhere to this declaration at the time
of the signature of the Disarmament Convention.” .

Tt submitted this amendment because it had not yet received the assurance that

this extension of the Pact of Paris would eventually apply to the rest of the world, as
M. Buero had rightly pointed out. .

Teviik RUsTG Bey (Turkey) said that his delegation fully and entirely supported the
draft declaration submitted by the United Kingdom delegation as far as its spirit was
concerned, and also the amendment of the Soviet delegation. He said “ as far as its spirit
was concerned ”, because he had had certain observations to submit; he nevertheless
warmly thanked M. Motta for having made this unnecessary by saying all that the Turkish
lelegate had proposed to say.

On one point, however, he did not quite agree with M. Motta’s line of argument.
e did not agree with him when he proposed to replace the word “ undertake ” by the
words *reaffirm the undertaking ”. The Pact of Paris had been signed in different ways:
by the various States. The Turkish Government had signed and ratified it unreservedly,
and other States had done the same. Turkey was unreservedly bound towards these States
and vice versa. Consequently, in this case, the requisite spirit existed. ' '

But there were a large number of other States which had put forward a greater or
smaller number of reservations, If they now wundertook the proposed obligation, these
reservations lapsed. This constituted a step forward. Butif it were said that they rca}ﬁrmed
the undertaking previously entered into, the situation remained as before. Hence Teviik
Ristii Bey could not agree with M. Motta on this point.

As regards M. Bourquin's proposal, there were two points which disquieted him.
If an exception were made when there was a contrary convention binding on the parties
affected, a sort of privilege was created in favour of existing Conventions, and this left a .

Wocument Conf. D./C.1.6.
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doubt a8 to whether they were reconcilable or not with the new undertaki

A v ec aking the States
were g.oucxg1 tt;f accept. In his opinion, they were reconcilable therewith, and it would
pe desirable if other undertakings could be entered into in the same direction. Hence
in order not to weaken the scope of the declaration, he was against the adoption of the
ame%i}:nent proposed by M. Bourquin. N P

e same applied to the case of legitimate defence, for which M. Bourquin also wis
to make an exception. This was also clearly indicated in {he Pact of Paris agd in ti::a TQE?&%
which had been exchanged. It was therefore unnecessary to repeat it, and by doing so
the way might be opened for erroneous interpretations. ' )

M. Fortrrca (Yugoslavia) said that his delegation associated itself unreservedly with
the motion put forw:ard by the United Kingdom delegation. It was ready to exangne all
the amendments which had been submitted during the discussion with a view to improving
the text of the draft declaration. In fact, this seemed to him essential, for it must not
be forgotten -that thls_ proposal was being discussed as a positive element of security,
and not only as a political manifestation aimed at creating a favourable atmosphere for
the work of the Conference. ’ '

_ For these reasons, the text ought to he made more precise, and the undertaking
- which States were going to accept — M. Fotitch attached less importance to the form
of this undert—gkmg — ought to be quite clear and leave no room for any misunderstanding,

If the United Kingdom delegation had spoken of resort to force, and not only of resort
to war, the reason was to be found in Sir John Simon’s speech to the Iureau on
November 16th last, in which he had said :1

“But what we propose is designed to secure a formal repudiation of recourse
to force, and that expression ¢ recourse to force * is deliberately used to avoid contro-
versy hereafter as to whether what might be done amounts to an actual state of war.”

For his part, M. Fotitch preferred to keep to the words “ resort to force ", for he did
not think that the notion of war was, as had been said, very well defined in international
law. Since the last war, numerous conceptions which had been thought quite definite,
had undergone great changes. That of war itself was an example. For these reasons, the
Yugoslav delegation considered that it would be better to keep to the conception of resort
to force, while, of course, defining it in such a way as to leave no possibility of ambiguity.

The PRESIDENT said that there appeared to be a clear consensus of opinion in tho
Commission in support of M. de Madariaga’s suggestion that, irrespective of the wording
of the declaration, it should be included in the Convention and not form & separate
instrument. He understood that the United Kingdom delegation waa prepared to accept
that as the decision of the Commission. .

A number of amendments to the draft declaration had been handed in and M. Bourquin
had proposed that they should all be referred to a drafting committee for consideration and
report.. If that were agreed, the President would suggest that the Commission should set
-up a drafting committee consisting of the following members, under the chairmanship
of the Vice-President, M. Politis : a representative of Belgium, United Kingdom, Denmark,
France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Union of Soviet' Socialist Republics, Spain, Switzer-
land, Turkey and Yugoslavia.

M. LitviNoFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) had no objegtion tothe Preﬂidqnt’s
proposal, but, in order to obviate controversy in the Drafting Committee as far aa possible,
. desired to state that, in his opinion, the fundamental difference had already been removed
by the United Kingdom delegation’s acceptance of M. de Madariaga’s proposal that the
declaration should be inserted in the Disarmament Convention. M. Litvinoff took it that
the Disarmament Convention would not be concerned with European States only, but
‘with all the States of the world. It was therefore natural that the declaration should concern
all States and not only European States. It was accordingly generally agreed tha.t: there
was no longer any question of a declaration for European States, but of & universal
declaration. M. Litvinoff expressed his entire satisfaction with this result.

' NT pointed out that, at the present meeting, the Commission was not
decit?ig; vPvggtsllng thepdeclaration should be universal or whether it should be restricted
to Europe. It was referring the amendments, including those moved by M. Litvinoff,
" to the Drafting Committee, of which the Soviet delegate was a member. e believed
that there was no division i the Commission as to the application of such a declaration
or reaffirmation to all countries, but, as he had said at the last meeting, the discussion
would a little later reach the outer ring of the French plan under more favourable

circumstances than existed at the moment.
The proposals of the President were adopled.

1 See Minutes of the twenty-ninth meeting of the Bureau, page 90.
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FIFTH MEETING
Held on Thursday, March 2nd, 1933, at 3 p.m.

President : The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

6. DECLARATION OF NON-RESORT T0 FORCE:
REPORT AND DRAFT TEXT SUBMITTED BY THE DRBAFTING COMMITTEE.

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that, at its last meeting on February 15th,
it had asked a Drafting Committee, under the chairmanship_of the Vice-President of the
Commission, M. Politis, to consider the draft declaration submitted by the United ngdom
delegation,} together with the various proposals and amendments. That Committee had
now finished its task and its report was before the Commission, together with the draft text
submitted by the Committee.

The President also reminded the Commission that there had appeared to be a clear
consensus of opinion in the Commission that, irrespective of the wording of the declaration,
it should be included in the Convention and should not form a separate instrument.

Report® and Draft Declaration® submitted by M. Politis on behalf of the Drafting Committee.

* On February 14th, 1933, the Political Commission began the discussion of the United
Kingdom proposals, the first point in which relates to the obligation to be assumed by the
European States that ¢ they will not in any -circumstances resort to force for the purpose
of resolving any present or future differences between them ’. -

“ Tn the course of the discussion various proposals or suggestions of amendments were
submitted. They proposed :

“ (a) To make the obligation universal (Perrian and Soviet Union delegations) ;

“ (b) To supplement the text proposed by the United Kingdom by specifying that
provision should be made for the renunciation of force, not only in the settlement of any
present or future dispute, but also in the settlement of any dispute ‘of whatever nature’
(Czechoslovak delegation) ;

“ (e¢) To define more closely the effect of the obligation by specifying that it relates to
the use of ‘armed force as & means of coercion for any reason or under any form whatever’,
and by providing for a certain number of exceptions based on the treaties in force, the
conception of legitimate defence and the Covenant of the League (Belgian delegation).

_ “The Political Commission instructed its Drafting Committee to study the United
Kingdom proposals and the various proposals or suggestions of amendments with a view to
bringing them into harmony and arriving at & formula admitting of an agreement.

**‘

“ The Drafting Committee has made a thorough study of the question, and has been
able to elicit the following data : g y question,

“ (1) The question of the universal effect of the obligation should be reserved altogether.
It may be a matter for subsequent enquiry whether, and under what conditions, the

obligation might be extended to States other than those contemplated in the United
Kingdom proposal.

(@) In formulating the proposed obligation, it is desirable to avoid representing the
obligation as an interpretation of the Pact of Paris. The obligation is distinet from that Pact
though on the_salpe lines, inasmuch as it refers explicitly to the Pact of Paris ¢ by . . .
::;:;s:ly forlznd%:l?g Tesort 30 fog{c:;1 in the circumstances in which the Pact of Paris forbids

o0 war '. The new undertaking would accordingly be given in th i :
a8 apply to the undertakings in thebPact- of Paris. &y g ° 10 fame cironmstances

“(3) The principle of the new obligation is defined in Sir John Simon’s
I : to th
Bureau of the Conference on November 17th last, on which was base(i the agrgggfglb oof thg

four European Powers of December 11th, 1932 — namely, the principle of dispelling the

doubts to which the use of the word * Yis li ive T . .
recourse to force. war * s liable to give rise by condemning simply the

! See Minutes of the fourth meeti f th it issi
* Document Cont D e B .ee ing of the Political Commigsion.
* Document Conf. D./C.P.10.
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“ (4) The object in view would not be attained if it were onl r;> o i
e 4 sed to st
the renunciation of the recourse to force in the event of force g;eilljlg I:amploye(; ;gugggaefo;
ﬁspugg, since it might well happen that there would be recourse to force without any formal
lispute. !

“ On the basis of these data, the Committee has endeavoured to fi i
_ ] 6 da o find f 1
will provide an exact application thereof. The Committee believes unanim:;;ll]; ﬁngahtl-gl;

following formul® which it now submits to the Politi iag .
accordance with this aim : olitical Commission are in" complete

“The Governments of . . .

“ Anxious to further the cause of disarmament by j i iri

. ] Y increasing the spirit of mutual
confidence betw:een the nations of Eul:ope by means of & declaration expre};sly 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
themselves, to force as an instrnment of nationgl poliey.” y i 88 between

M. I_’om'rm (Greege), Chairman of the Drafting Committee, recalled that the Political
Commission had received from the United Kingdom delegation a proposal which had
been made the subject of a first debate on February 15th last. At that meeting, various .
- delegations had submitted or suggested amendments, and the Political Commission had
instructed its Drafting Committee to study these texts with a view to harmonising
them and arriving at a formula admitting of acceptance by all the delegations.

The Drafting Committee had thoroughly examined the question. It had considered
all the aspects and, after careful reflection, had arrived at the formula which he had
the honour to submit to the Commission and which seemed to him to meet the different
exigencies which had come to light both in the Commission itselt and in the Drafting
Committee,

There was one question which the report left in doubt. During the previous discussion
_in the Political Commission, the idea seemed to have emerged that the text should form

an article of the General Convention. The Drafting Committee had considered that it would
perhaps be somewhat premature to express an opinion as to the exact place where that
toxt should be inserted. Would it form an integral part of the General Convention on
the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments?! Would it be made the subject of a
" declaration or a protocol appended to that Convention? Or, again, would it be inserted
as the introduction to a possible protocol to the European security pact? It would perhapsa
be premature to decide that question to-day, and safer to reserve it till Inter.

He had no addition of substance to make to the report, which explained the exact
significance of the text which the Commission was asked to approve. The Dralting
Committes was unanimously of opinion that the text in question answered all the anxieties
that had been expressed and all the proposals submitted, and he therefore desired to express
the hope, on its behalf, that, as the Committee had been unanimous in drafting the text, so
the Political Commission would unanimously adopt it.

M. StépamBoDI (Persia) said that, when the United Kingdom' draft resolution was
submitted, the Persian delegation had urged that the advantages in respect of security
resulting from the Pact of Paris should in no way be whittled down by any lx'mnt,atwe
interpretation confined to the continent of Europe. It had noted with satisfaction that
its view was shared by other delegations, which had also urged that the scope of that
resolution should be extended to all the States represented on the Conference. The only
obstacle to the success of the draft had been explained by the French delegate, who had
recalled Mr. Gibson’s statement to the effect that the United States of America could
not commit itself to that course as long as the countries of Europe.had not come to an
agreement with regard to effective disarmament. In order to reconcile that consideration

" with the interests of the non-European countries, the Peysxan delegation had nu_bm:tted
an amendment whereby the United Kingdotlln dralflt tresolut:lontwq;lld be open for signature

ich might express the wish to accede to it. )

by aﬁw{ (ggS;q%z?:sa;h;gdmeft, M. pBuero’s legal and _ca.tegorical explanations and 'the
statements of the Swiss delegate had caused the Commission to refer the draft to a Drafting
Committee which had been instructed to take into consideration the explanations given and
-the amendments submitted. Persia would have welcomed an invitation to' tak.e part
in that Committee’s deliberations in order to_d_efenq the amendment wl.nch'lt. had
submitted. Although it had not been asked to participate in the Drafting Committee ’l' lwo_rk,,
the Persian delegation had nevertheless continued to hope that the Cnmmxtt]ee.wou ; glvg
due consideration to the doubts which it had expressed concernng a reso ution of suc

e issi i 's objections to the text
to lay before the Commission his country's objection
PrOPg:dv?ym:heg nD(;-:fting (y)ommittee. According to the Drafting Committee’s report,

i i ffect of the obligation

the Rapporteur, the question of the universal e _
?ﬁgnﬁdr‘éﬁeﬁa altog&ll)ler. b%o mention had, however, been made of that in the
wording of the obligation and it was precisely that omission which the Persian amendment

was designed to make good.
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i i issi decided to dispose of the
might be objected that the General Commission had )
Eurollfeanlgquestions Jﬁrst: of all. The Pact of Paris was, however, a world 1};stll;:lr:)<;nt
and, if that Pact had to be modified, any medification etffec[t]gdh mll'lf?ctlelaflc?ﬁa& Z na,tion:
i 1 nature, the more so as it was a perpetual Pact which & he 1
g;n ::ﬁr:ge contin'ents. Would there ever be a more suitable occasion fo; %%nmil’eni?g the
extension of that obligation than the present, when the signatories o e Pact were

assembled? L ,

The report laid stress on the fact that, in formulating the proposed obhgfaflzgon_, ltha'.;s
desirable to avoid representing the obligation as an interpretation of the P?ctt(_) t.';\.ns.t t_u J
in that case, why mention that Pact in the text, and why reinforce the obligation by s a.t 111)15
that the Governments concerned were “ anxious to further the cause of dxsayrlnamqn y
increasing the spirit of mutual confidence ”? Lastly, why reaffirm that they mé not mf atlalllly
event resort, as between themselves, to force ”, without asking the other signatories of the
Pact to participate in that reaffirmation? ' _ .

If that resolution were adopted by the Commission for European Union without any
mention of the Pact of Paris, the procedure would be more consistent, but, as it was
being discussed at & plenary meeting of the Commission in which all the countries votgd, the
Persian delegation could not accept a text which would affect the legal basis of a universal
pact. S
The initial United Kingdom draft resolution clearly qp_ecxﬁed that the States were
determined to fulfil, not only in the letter, but also in the spirit, the obligations which they
accepted under the Pact of Paris signed on August 27th, 1928. Persia, when signing that
Pact, had taken into consideration both its letter and spirit, and he was convinced that
neither the authors nor the other signatories of that instrument had ever thought that a
gsubsequent interpretation, due to unfortunate events occurring some years later, would
be made an occasion for distinguishing between war and resort to force, and thus
contemplating two categories of States, one of which would benefit by the letter of the Pact,
while the other, more privileged, category would benefit both by its letter and by its spirit.

With the exception of M. Buero, he had not heard the opinion of the other non-European
delegations on that question and was therefore ignorant of their point of view. He considered,
however, that he would be failing in his duty if he did not point out to the Commission the
unfavourable legal position in which the non-European States would be placed in the event
of that interpretation being accepted.

For that reason, the Porsian delegation urged that its amendment should be considered,
in order to avoid any erroneous interpretations of the Pact of Paris, which was of universal
effect. Consequently, it requested the Commission to grant the non-European States the
right to sign the present undertaking at the same time as the European States. Should the
Commission not take the Persian request into consideration, the Persian delegation would
maintain its point of view and would formulate the most explicit reservations with regard
to any legal interpretations which the Commission might endeavour to place upon the Pact
of Paris by & roundabout method. It was inadmissible and illegal that, in the case of a
Convention of a universal character, accepted by all States, there should be two different
interpretations as hetween one continent and another.

M. TrruLEsco (Roumania) desired to put a question to the Rapporteur and would
vote in the light of his reply. The report contained the following sentence :

“ Ip fqrmulating_the proposed obligation it is desirable to avoid representing -
the obligation as an interpretation of the Pact of Paris. The obligation is distinet
from that Pact though on the same lines, »

M. Titulesco understood why the Drafting Committee had desired that this should
be a separate obligation. It was for reasons of form, among which, to quote only one, was
the question of universality which had been raised by the Persian representative and had
been reserved entirely, In substance, however, there could be no doubt among the States
represented at the Conference, Members of the Leagne and signatories of the Pact of Paris :

the Pact of Paris not only prohibited war, but also resort to force and violence in any form
whatsoever, ’

Indeed! it was usual, in speaking of the Pact of Paris, always to think of Article 1
and to consider it as the vital point in that treaty. In reality, the vital point was Article 2
which was too rarely mentioned. Article 1 prohibited resort to war, but Article 2 prohibited’
resort to violence, in the sense that it bound all the signatories to resort only to pacific
means with a view to settling disputes of whatever nature and whatever origin. In
AL Titulesco's opinion, however, the obligation to resort to pacific means signifie(i — if
thq dxctlonary.had not been changed — that there should be no resort to force or violence
This was particularly important for Members of the League, since they had unam‘mousl):
adopted & resolution. in March 1932, in connection with the Sino-Japanese dispute, placing
ona ;:otmg (l): equality the Pact of Paris and Article 10 of the Covenant, war and violence.

was therefore obvious that, although M. Titulesco aere
non-resor_t to force should be exproszsedb as an obligatiogure?grfli]i?lg f;;.r?as;) n: (:?]f_uft?lllll[:']';
undertaking, he could not agree, as to substance, that anything had been added to the
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existing obligations. Moreover, this

had al i i
resolution, since they had found b also been in the minds of the authors of the

very satisfactory word “expressly ” :

. " Anxious to fufther the cause
confidence between the nations
forbidding resort to force

of (}isarmament; by increasing the spirit of mutual
gt Europe by means of g declaration erpressly

- That meant that the Pact of Paris prohibited it implici i
1 D Pari plicitly. M. Titule §
that{ﬁf}u}l&ioﬁ téle llr’ac(tli dll()i pl'Ohl})l; it expressly. But if it weri admitted th:gﬂrg}))lqn?;xy(t
reso ad already been ruled out, M. Titul isfi y '
openIan a.rgliment on & matter of med out, ulesco would be satisfied and would not
n conclusion, he asked the Rapporteur whether the text in any way attenua
. oy . : ‘ te
the obligations of Article 2 of the Pact of Paris. If the reply were in the gegati{'e, of eours(ﬂ

-» M. Titulesco would vote in favour of the text. But if, by any chance, the answer were in

the affirmative, he would vote against it, because the Pact of Paris wonld have been emptied

of all substance and, under the pretext of strengthenine pes he C insi .
have weakened it. P & £ peace, the Commission would only

Count RaczyNsk1 (Poland) said that the Polish delegation shared th i '
so brilliantly expounded by M. Titulesco. i @ the point of view

It had no hesitation in accepting the text submitted by the Drafting Committee.
There was, indeed, no ground for hesitation, since it was a simple reaffirmation of an

- undertaking already contracted by the States taking part in the Conference. The use of

the word * reaffirm ” in the text confirmed this view. Poland had always understood the
Pact of Paris in that sense, .

In itself, the text did not involve any new guarantee of security. IIe was anxious,
however, that the European States signatories of the Pact should make a degionstration
encouraging respect for the obligation embodied in Article 1 and, as M. Titulesco had so

- ably shown, in Article 2.

M. DovGALEVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that, though he had been
impressed by the Persian delegate’s observations, his delegation would accept the Drafting
Committee’s text. -

The Soviet delegation had taken an active part in the discussions of the Political
Commission and the Drafting Committee. It had made a great effort towards conciliation
in order to enable the Drafting Committee to reach unanimous agreement as to the wording
of a solemn undertaking not to resort to force. To demonstrate the effort thus made, he
need only point out that the Soviet delegation had been of opinion that the undertaking to
be" concluded should be universal. -

In supporting the view that this undertaking should be universal, the Soviet delegation

 started from the idea that States should not be divided into two categories : States bound,

in addition to the Pact of Paris, by a specific undertaking not to resort to force, and States
bound only by the Pact of Paris. It feared that, in those circumstances, the Pact of Paris,
instead of being strengthened, and, as it were, intensified by a universal undertaking not
to resort to force, would, on the contrary, be weakened. ) o
That being so, the Soviet delegation had nevertheless desired that the possibility
of an ultimate agreement should not be excluded and had been anxious to participate as
effectively as possible in drawing one up, although it naturally felt bound to state specifically
that its Government could not assume responsibility for dividing States into two categories
in respect of the Pact of Paris and for the undesirable consequences that might subsequently
result. It was true that those who had prepared the text had had constantly in mind the
desire to reserve entirely the universal scope of the undertaking. That was one reason, and
not the least important, why the Soviet delegation had accepted the present text. It
persisted, however, in its point of view — that the new obligation would continue to have
an unfavourable effect on the stipulations of the Pact of Paris and would not realise its
full value until it became universal through its acceptance by the non-European countries.

M. LANGE (Norway) said he had not spoken in the general discussion on these questions
because his owé donbtyaznd uncertainty in respect of the original prqposal had.beeg 80 fully
expressed by several speakers, in particular, by the delegates of Persia, the Sovict Union and
Switzerland. - . o ) "

He confessed that, with the Drafting Committee’s text before him, he felt the same
doubt and uncertainty, and fully shared the views expressed by M. Titulesco and the Soviet
delegate. ' . )

4 form of a

He was struck by the fact that the text now before the Committee was in the
draft pr:avm:lgle. Gegerally speaking, it was not a good plan to draw up the preamble
before knowing what the Convention would contain, still more what class of Government
would d in the introduction to it. ) ' -

: Inb&g asz;‘:mé place, he had considerable doubt as to t_he wprds they will not in any
event resnrt, as between themselves, to force ”, occurring in the second paragraph.
M. Paul-Bom’-nur, in replying to M. Motta some days previously, had quoted from the New
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3 . “In My Father's house are many mansions »_ M. Lange wondered whether
3:??&:-2; of Ithis lfouse would be set aside for cqrtain persons .whose mutual reltatu&:s
would always be satisfactory, but who, on ascending to the attic or descending to the
basement, would adopt a different behaviour. .

In view of all these doubts, M. Lange felt that he could not approve the text under
discussion. The Rapporteur had said that the question of the proper place for this preamble
was reserved. M. Lange also would reserve his vote and asked that, if the vote were not
taken by roll-call, it might be recorded in the Minutes that Norway abstained.

Mr. GiesoN (United States of America) said the Persian delegate had referred to
his having said, some time previously, that his Government could not agree to the
extension to non-European States of the undertaking under discussion unless and until
the European States had reached an agreement upon disarmament.

In the interests of accuracy, he felt obliged to say that he did not recall having made
any such observation. He was sure that, if his Persian colleague would reread any remarks
he might have in mind, he would find that Mr. Gibson had not yet even discussed the
subject now before the Political Commission. The Persian delegate might, however, be
thinking of certain remarks as to the obligations prescribed for non.-Europea.n States
under the “outer concentric circle” of the French plan. These remarks in no way referred
to the United Kingdom proposal, however, which was at the base of the text under
consideration.

_ Teviik RUSTU Bey (Turkey) said that the new Turkey could only support the proposal
and very legitimate request of Persia. He had, moreover, made an explicit declaration to the
same effect in the Drafting Committee. '

M. Lo (China) supported the views expressed by the Persian delegate with regard
to the universal application of the Drafting Committee’s text. .

He had not intervened in the discussions on European security at the Commission’s
last meeting because he had understood that the question of the security of extra-European
countries would be taken up a little later, and that one followed the other as a natural
and logical course, He had further understood that European security was dealt with
first because of the Commission’s decision with regard to procedure, and for no other
reason. :

There was no promise in the Drafting Committee’s report that the question of the
universal effect of the obligation would be taken up after the formula had been adopted
for Europe. If Mr. Lo interpreted the English text correctly, its universal applieation
was now to be left to an indefinite and perhaps somewhat distant future. To his mind,
such a course was very dangerous.

He would not waste time by repeating the cogent arguments advanced by the delegates
of Soviet Russia, Persia and Uruguay, nor M. Politis’s very pertinent observations on the
French plan. But he felt his delegation had & special claim in pressing for universal
security, for there was perhaps no country represented at the Conference to which this
question had at present such a living meaning as to China. To make the collective system
of security a living reality in the world, it must be applicable to all continents. Peace
could not be made secure in one continent if war and aggression were allowed to rage

unchecked in another. As a great British statesman had put it, “ War anywhere may
become war everywhere ”,

. 1t the Commission adopted the draft text without giving an assurance that the
universal application of the obligation would immediately be considered, a very unfortunate
impression, very difficult to explain away, would be created that the Conference was not

facing the world situation squarely, and was endeavouring, in one wa a t
shirk its responsibilities. v i v notl%er, °

M. Lo need hardly add that he would be compelled to vote against the draft text unless

it were accompanied by an assurance that its universal application would be taken u
a8 soon as its application to Europe was adopted. | PP * ?

_ Sirdar Ahmed Arr Khan (Afghanistan) said he was in favour of making the obligati
universal, and for that reason supported the Persian and Soviet delegationgs. Hgbclzlogl?ri::(;;
was not a European State, but it had acceded to the Pact of Paris. For this reason also
the delegation of Afghanistan supported the Persian delegate’s proposal. In the viemz
of the Afghan delegation, all decisions taken by the Conference should be universal : such
procedure was necessary to ensure the security of all the nations. ’

M. RuTGERs (Netherlands) had no objection to offer to th i
] | obje e draft resol .
declaration had had to be takenin a strictly legal sense, he would perh;psohgtsglllmdliog:

comments to make, but as it contained a political und i i i
clear he could confine himself to acceptin].:; it. eriaking of which the meaning was
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The wording must however be pl i
disomsion o Plain. M. Lange had pointe
O o Pronmble: ML Ratgers read tho second paragraph as Tollows. - Hereby
. onal policy”, the paragraph ending with a chvgnla ]gﬁiell)ly
4 , ; 6

wondered whether that was reall i
N vpoes. 60 the Commiooras ¥ the text which the Drafting Committee had intended to

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Chair .
the various observa.tions)’that hglda I;)e?af the Drafting Committee, would reply briefly to
which had been presented in the guisg n}ade.. 'lthey might all be reduced to two ideas
The first related to the universality of th(:s ob(iectxoqs to the Drafting Committee’s text
while the other referred to the inter undertaking which it was proposed to assume,

He wished first to give the Persg‘et?ltllon of the Pact of Paris. »
account had been taken of the amendmerlxlt he tlalgate Do frost Jormal assurance that special
that the only reason why Persia had not be: ™ siublmt_t od to the political Commission and
necessity of limiting its numbers. Thus it hag not 1ll)dea e o rarting Committee was the
the representatives of all the countries whi 1:101:; een possible to invite to the Committee
Persia was not alone in that position Czwhlcl ad presented or suggested amendments,
there was another reason why 1t had Y o g:e oslovakia was in exactly the same position, Rut
Her point of view was identical to that of thltla gece_assary vl to Alt on the Commities,
on the Committee and had upheld the view that ;}:)Vlet- ot fation, which had been represented
confirmed the statement just made by M Deun(}ertakmg B o universal. M. Dolitis
delegation had evinced a spirit of concilga.tioil gyghal:evsky W ine Siloct that the Soviet
- had been recognised that, to take this first sr m't nd been Tty greq.tvly appreciated. Tt
Eutrqgeaﬁl continent and to reserve the future asea; I:he“:;stee::i?rf 1(::{1 ttl?islm]ml ms:tt:;s g: o~
outside Europe. i pledge to the States

Universality was logical i i i
Cha o Dreens Bager - would b eseooin s e o o S g bl
embarking on an over-complicated di ion if i ST RO T8 B
in all its aspects. It must notpbe forgolgslgl?}:;s;g%hgstl:.rtai;te-mpiiletdf touf_un:ey the, problom
g):;g::ltli Kmd?do;n pSropt')Isal and that the latter proposal it%ell’tohad (geenlsbz:x);]fl l::lpd :ffl;l :;:g

ech made by Bir John Simon in the Bureau on Novemb ll"th 1932 1 i
anticipated the idea that had eventually taken shape in th o 1932, In which he hud
of December 11th of the same year.? That idea had ll))e 0 h ot Freat rivis
between the European countries .to clear u ox?e e'entt ;t o e om

f n 8, t h had cansed doubt in certai
minds — namely, that the prohlb’ltlon of ws:,rp carrielzio;?' tl:V't.ltch ibiti urae £
force, and that the term “ recourse to force ” di ecessarily sir vh i tion of all recurss te
was the idea Sir John Simon bhad expresse?l oglgt?w:):nllllgg:sf?trllllylzé‘r’l lfylt“inarddl(:cmmdic o
again by the great European Powers and it was on that bas’is th;i; th ?J 'te(,lnlt(a' odom
delegation had submitted its proposal to the Political Commission in Fegru:; e; 8t ngdom

The Drafting Committee’s mandate had therefore been definitel (-Si"rcl;m‘scr'b 1
Proposals had, indeed, been made in the Political Commission for wideniny that manll (;,( .
These suggestions had been very carefully examined by the Drafting Comgmit,te a &‘:.tf
latter had unanimously — the Soviet delegation therefore included — taken theev,'ie:r t,hu.:
for the moment it would be desirable to keep within the framework initially mapped out and
to reserve for subsequent discussion the principle and conditions of & ponsiblapepxtension of
this engagement to the non-European States.

" W1.th regard to the Pact of Paris and its interpretation, it was desirable to recall that
! e United Kingdom proposal had contained & preamble which expressly mentioned the
etter a_nd the spirit of the Pact of Paris. In the Drafting Committee, after a very thorough
discussion, the unanimous conviction had been reached that this preamble must be omitted
because, if an attempt were made to link up the engagement proposed for the Europem;
Powers directly with the Pact of Paris, the result would be to give an official interpretation
of the Pact. An interpretation of a universal Pact, however, could only be valid if it were
itself universal. It was not possible for a certain number of States which had signed the Pact
to agree npon an interpretation which might not be accepted or might be contested by
other signatories. The Committee's attitude had been prompted by considerations of
prudence and also by a feeling of international courtesy.

_ - The Committee had then considered in what way it would be possible to obviate
interpreting the Pact while not presenting the engagement as & new clause, since that again
would amount to interpreting the Pact indirectly and, consequently, weakening it. It had
be_en the Committee’s unanimous desire that the Pact of Paris should be left completely
aside. It had come unanimously to the conclusion that all that had to be done was to
g0 to work on the same ground, along the same lines as the Pact of Paris, but without making
any pronouncement on the question whether the new act was a confirmation of or
complementary to the Pact.

This was the only possible way of preserving intact, as it was desirable to do, the
freedom of the countries which did not belong to Europe and therefore were not taking
part in these particular negotiations. :

He might recall that

From that point onward, the conclusion had been very simple.

it had been said : “ You claim that you are not interpreting the Pact of Paris, but you

! See Minutes of the twenty-ninth meeting of the Bureau. o
* See Minutes of the twenty-eighth meeting of the General Commission.
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X because vou say that you reaffirm it ”. That was an objection that had
{:x: 1(310:::199 si%directl_v,' gy theyPorsian delegate in his remar]':s on the secon&l pa..rl?graph
of the second part of the Drafting Committee's report, and it had peen”mah_e 1:1t1 morg
explicitly in the Polish delegate’s rcma.rks;1 cofn:l?rn(;ngfgl:f n;orgtiogeafﬂrm » which occurre
i irst words of the second paragraph of the draft declar S : :

" th%lf;;s srord “ reaffirm ” migll)w be n?isleading to those who did m‘)‘t know or"faxled to
remember the various acts that had been entered into previously. Re_afﬁrm. had, in
this connection, two meanings. It did not mean t‘hat _the mgnapones aff{rmed an
engagement already contained in the Pact, but that they affirmed again something :VhlICh
they themselves, as European States, already had in their conscience. It meant also
that they confirmed, that they affirmed again, something which they had really and formally
already affirmed; and they had affirmed it in the Commission of Enquiry for European
Union on January 21st, 1931. . : .

M. Politis recalled that, on the proposal of M. Briand, the great European Powers
had agreed to make a declaration which concluded with the following words :

“ We, therefore, declare that we are more than ever,determined to use the
machinery of the League to prevent any resort to violence.”

On the invitation of the Chairman of the Commission the members of the‘latter had
stated that they acceded to that declaration ; the Minutes contained the following words :
“ The draft resolution was adopted unanimously.” _ ) )

Therefore, on that solemn occasion, the European countries had affirmed a sentiment
which they were already harbouring, and that fact would enable them, at the present
meeting, by expressing it again, to say that they reaffirmed it. )

In these conditions, M. Politis’s reply to the definite question put by M. _Txtulegco
"could only be & firm and categorical negative. It was negative because the aim which
the Committee had set before it had heen not to weaken any of the gnarantees of securities
existing under the texts at present in force, but, on the contrary, to endeavour by the
text submitted to the Commission to add something, however little that something might
be, to the guarantees of security and so enhance international confidence in Europe.

He thought, therefore, that the misgivings of those who were anxious for the present
text to be made universal might be allayed by the promise contained in the first paragraph
of the second part of the report, that that question remained entirely open. It wasreserved
and could be examined at leisure later at whatever time seemed most expedient.

It was also possible to reassure those who feared that, by the text under discussion,
an interpretation was being given, even though indirectly, to the Pact of Paris. He had
just explained the reasons why that could not be so. He consequently hoped that, after these
explanations, the Commission would unanimousty confirm the work done by its Drafting
Committee, work which represented an advance.

M. TiTuLEScO (Roumania) thanked the Rapporteur for his very clear explanations.
M. Politis had definitely replied in the negative to the question whether the text before
the Commission in any way impaired the obligations of the Pact of Paris. He had also
allayed apprehension as to the universality of the obligations to be assumed at the present
juncture, This question was fully reserved. That should, in M. Titulesco’s opinion, give
satisfaction to the countries concerned. For his part, he was satisfied, for he would not
disguise the fact that, when this question arose, he would join with the Persian delegation
and all those delegations who had supported it.

In these circumstances, M. Titulesco would vote in favour of the draft text.

M. StpAHBODI (Persia) thanked the delegates who had supported the Persian view.
He also thanked the Rapporteur for his explanations. There was one point, however, on
which the Persian delegation was not entirely satisfied. It was said in the report that :

“ The question of the universal effect of the obligation should be reserved
altogether. It may be a matter for subsequent enquiry whether, and under what

conditions, the obligation might be extended to States other than tho
in the United Kingdom proposal.” se contemplated

The Persian delegate pointed out that there were 80 many “ ifs iti
that it could not really be said that the universality of the tyext had g:elza;'%zeggggm%fé
Persian delegation was, of course, very anxious not to upset the homogeneity of the Confer'ence’s
discussions, But there was one point which it could not accept. If the Commission desired
to act on the universal plane, it need only reserve this text until the end. If the Commission
felt obliged to vote immediately, the Persian delegation would propose the following

alt Al . . .
al ?:i?(:::se:' In the first place, the first paragraph of the draft declaration might be worded

“ Anxious to further the cause of disarmament by i i iri
) | Inecreasing th
confidence between the nations of Europe by mezns of a ﬁeclgr:%;?: O:xlgrizg?;

forbidding resort to force in the circumst i i i ids 3
at the same time as resort to war.” mstances in which the Pact of Paris forbids it
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Secondly, the words
paragraph.

If either of these solutions were ado
_agreement.

“ a8 between themselves ” might be omitted from the second

pted, the Persian délegate would be in complete

M. ZuMETA (Venezuela) put the following doubtful poi
[ ) he ful point to the Rapporteur. If thes
were excluswely_ E_uropgan negotxa.t_lqns, what part did the non-Euro;iI:m Members of b::
universal commission like the Political Commission play in them? What weight had
the votes and views of extra-European delegates in the decision of matters to which they

were Dot parties? ~Might they not simply be subjected to the con
force for which they were not responsiblg ; ] e consequences of a resort to

M. Pouris (Greece), Chairman of the Drafting Committee, thanked the Persian
delegation for its spirit of conciliation. The Commission might, on its side, do something, but,
in any event, M. Politis was of opinion that the text of the declaration, which had been
glscusseq at great length, could not be altered. It was the result of a compromnise, and,
if a.nythmg were added to the first paragraph, as had been suggested, or if words wers
omitted from the second, the whole structure of the text would be altered, and, consequently,
the Drafting Committee would be compelled to reopen what had been a vory long discussion,
and would not be at all certain that it would be able to reach s conclusion. M. Politis
therefore urged the Persian delegation not to press its request that the text be modified.

It might, however, be specified in the first paragraph of the second part of the report
that, during the present Conference, an endeavour would be made to reach agreemont
with regard to the extension of this obligation to non-European States, should that be found
possible. It was not possible, at the present stage, however, to give an undertaking that
such negotiations would, in any event, take place during the Conference. 1t could not depond
on the Political Commission, though that Commission might express a goneral desire that
efforts should be made during the Conference to reach an understanding.

When summing up the debate, the President would be able to suggest how the first
paragraph in the second part of the report counld be modified 80 as to satisfy the Persian
delegation,

The reply to M. Zumeta's question was very simple. It had been understood, when
the present discussions were first begun — and the members of the Conference wore warned
'— that this part of the discussion referred to the European States and that the latter
would be very glad if the discussion could go on in the plenary organ of the Conference,
not with the object of getting the delegates from the non-European countries to onter
into any engagements, but in order that they might give their European colleagues the
advantage of their suggestions and support in a work of great importance both to Europe
and to the rest of the world. On behalf of his European collengues, M. Politis expressed
his gratitude to the delegations of the countries which, not belonging to the Europcan
continent, had been good enough to take part in discussions that, during the present phase,
concerned only the States of Europe.

M. pE MADARIAGA (Spain) seconded M. Politis’s appeal to the quuiun .delugation and
urged the Iatter not to press for the amendment of the text under discussion, which was
the outcome of a skilful adjustment of tendencies that were not only epposed to one another,
but radiated in all possible directions. A . ol

o have been a member of the Drafting Committee to appreciate the
needIfE);W :Sjﬁ:giens;%t% the most delicate intellectual instruments, the weights and mea]: !Jl;ei;
required for gauging the words in these texts which were the crystallisation of skilfu
equilibrations such as were only found in the most complicated ehemical experiments.

i agree with the Rapporteur in regard to t.hg question of universality.
M. Pgﬁtiglgaﬁ():pp%ared to hold out.l; prospect, instead of giving the Persian (.lclcga't'e‘un
assurance. M. de Madariaga, on the other hand, t_hoqght that th_ere was & definite _eurmn;
by the Political Commission which made it an obligation.to consider all these questm:}m 0
security first on a European basis and then on 3 universal basis — or if not alllof1 t !fzr?',
at any rate that of non-recourse to force. It was indeed on a motion by M. de Max z:fx?;,a
himself that the Commission had agreed to th_e]pr(:cedurelgf f?ﬁﬁ’t‘"ﬁﬂi ca.(ﬂl ;‘lsl:!e:;l?(ﬁ":: :(:) : ;;g

i ean plane and certainly to conside ) _ t

::;;ﬂs::gx;ltyi)&x;:-h eI;E‘;'r:sp thergfore due to the non-European delegations that thl(l; qlfxestw‘n
should be reconsidered on the universal plane in due course, during the present Conference

and before the signature of the Convention. '
i - i ; snt text, although without

i legation would vote in favour of the present R ,
entht?sligsxsnl.m%il;ndg;%re it took up the study of this question it had thought that there

being run — that of

acts already and that a very real danger was Z TUN '

rhe;' ein?f?;!clﬁ)%s f)?"pﬂg"dfawmg on a constant gohli] l:logrd reprgsent:dr;{ﬂ:o(ﬁfxéllf:(ifl:esg:
this gold hoard of confidence ha mcreast'a a8 _pres

(‘;Tiz(s:u%:ito;l.lreltﬂg:s oflteg said that all was fair in love and war. He feared that it might

soon be said that all was fair in love and peace. Too many oaths were taken. It was to be
hoped that they would not be broken. -
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i i ho were advocating
PRESIDENT suggested that the situation 8o far as those W
uni\-;l;-gzlity were concerned might be eased if the first paragraph of the second part of the
Drafting Committee’s report were amended as follows : :

“The question of the universal effect of the obligation should be reserveg
for the present. 1t shall be & matter for subsequent enquiry during this Conference.

- ' . » £ [] lit o en
The President thought that that wording left the entire question of universality open,
and also left every delegation free to take whatever course it chose when the discussion

on that matter took place.

M. SEPARBODI (Persia) thanked the President for his proposal. The Persian delegation 4
was prepared to withdraw its amendment as the text now contained a formula which

entirely satisfied it.

Sir Philip SassooN (United Kingdom) said that his delegation had no objection to
the President’s proposal. He assumed, however, that it would be understood that, in the
meanwhile, each delegation was entitled to reserve its attngude. He must, in any case,
entirely reserve his own delegation’s attitude, because the United Kingdom propt_)sa.l, which
was based on the agreoment of December 11th, 1932, had been for a declaration by the
States of Europe. .

The PRESIDENT invited the Commission to vote on the adoption of the Drafting’
Committee’s report as amended.

The report as amended was approved by lwenty-six votes.

The PRESIDERT suggested that the Commission should vote next on the draft
declaration unanimously recommended by the Drafting Committee.

The draft declaration was approved by twenty-seven votes.

7. DEATH oF M. A. J. RESTREPO, FIRST DELEGATE OF COLOMBIA.

The PRESIDENT had great regret in announcing that he had just heard of the passing
of the representative of Colombia to the Disarmament Conference. He had sent the
following telegram : '

“On my own behalf and that of my colleagues in the Disarmament Conference,
please accept sincere condolences on the death of His Excellency Dr. Antonio José
Restrepo, delegate of Colombia to the Conference. — HENDERSON, President.”

(On the proposal of the President, the members of the Commission rose as a mark of .
respect for the lute M. A. J. Restrepo.)

M. Guizapo (Colombia), in the name of the Colombian delegation'to the Conference,
and in the name of the Colombian Government and people, thanked the President and the
Conference for their sympathy in the loss sustained by his country.

M. Restrepo had been permanent Colombian delegate to the League of Nations.  He
had been one of the most distinguished men of his country and had served the cause of
ﬁ;}lolrlnl()lla.b for :lnan{ ge?rst 111n the various international commissions. His whole political

e had been devoted to the maintenance of peace, and in the L i
testﬁé%d to 1his attachment to the Covenanlt);. , ® Lieague of Nations he had
e Colombian delegation was deeply touched by the sentiments e i
telegram which the President had read to the Conferenyce, and was very g:al.:;re(;?fle?h;?e;(ﬁs
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‘SIXTH MEETING

Held on Saturday, March 4th, 1933, at 10.30 a.m.

President : The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON.

QUESTION oF A PACT oF MUTUAL ASSISTANCE : GENERAL DISCUSSION.

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that, at its meeting on February 14th,!
it had decided that, when the discussion on the question of non-resort to force had been
concluded, it would take up the gquestion of the Pact of Mutual Assistance. That
question was included in both the French and the United Kingdom proposals. Paragraph (2)
of Part I of the United Kingdom delegation’s proposals® read as follows :

“ The immediate study by the continental European States with a view to their
mutual security of the possibility of reaching political arrangements defining the
conditions in which each of them will be entitled to the co-operation of the other
contracting States.”

The French proposals with regard to the establishment of a European Pact of Mutual
Assistance might be found in Chapter III, Section A, of the French memorandum.?

. M. Paur-BoNcour (France) said that the discussion which had just been opened
concerned one of the essential points of the plan submitted to the Conference by the
French delegation. One of the essential points because, in the whole body of international
security guarantees which France regarded as necessary in view of the extent of the
reduction of armaments which the Conference must endeavour to secure, he was always
careful to bear in mind the matter which had been discussed on previous days — namely,
the unification of types of army and military status, at least in continental Europe,
He did not think that certain of the discussions which had taken place recently with
regard to effectives,® could be regarded as contrary to the opinion which he was going
to express, namely, that substantial reductions could not be secured unless the Conference
first made comparable the various armaments it wished to reduce. In other words, the
Conference must bring about the necessary unification as between continental States
at least. . ' ]

Another essential point of international security was international supervision.

- This pointewas, in fact,lt)zo important that, as he had already said, many delegates wc;)re
bound to make the reductions to be accepted by them and the decisions to be taken hy
them during the Conference depend on what shou}d be the crowning a:chl.evement og t e
Conference — namely, the establishment of effective, regular and periodical superv lluon
on the spot. Such supervision would avoid those complaints which were in the;n;e :l(lss
inevitably the beginning of misunderstahndings' and confll:ct-:(;u;ztl;ly woll;]dw::gabtl;us b:

i i ertain what was happening in eac . ] .
;%(;lgl;(l):at}or;;glﬂt a.t;:) eﬁf to the anxiety caused by secret armaments or clandgstme.ftmﬂlw
in arms and to create a feeling that a Convention when once signed would be uniformly
respected. . - :

pAs regarded the unification of types of armies and military status in 3%1(1:2‘1;?2;21
Europe, the French delegation had had occasion to note, during p_revu;)usthj cunsions,
that a I’najority of the delegations was favourable to this idea, deeming ‘llb to be eThis tion
which the Conference should follow in grderbt(:lj sgct;et;;;ltlgortant reductions.

to perfection and embodie . _ '

had ilgvght;on?:t:;ogfg szerv%sion, M. Paul-Boncour was bound to ac;‘xlx.ut ‘f,l:a; tl}::e aﬁ(;ggegxgg
the Conference had arrived at in July Iast did not appear to the I (.m(: deingdeﬁniteness
sufficient.® The French delegation felt that supervision shpuld be increase leliniteness
and éffica;.c to the same extent as that to which the desired reductions were muelve
i Y i would be neither possible nor acceptable, nor would they
Tove o _Such re‘ﬂﬁ%ﬁ%ﬂ unless true international supervision existed, as he had just
ift?i;:e?i f:ﬁltmii owfref-(;r general terms, but terms which were sufficiently precise to dispel

all misunderstanding regarding the views of the French delegation.

1 See page b. B
* Document Conf. D.154. . . . f
: ?omtlgmmonfal? (ﬁ;ut}fle éuestion of effectives, see Minutes of the thirtyfifth and following meetings
'or the ussi
the (:resneral C?n:_miss‘i:l!‘l)-p ted by the General Commission on July 23rd, 1932 (Documents of the Conference,
ee resolution
Volume I, page 269).
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4 : ; i ich would also resultin

The Commission was now dealing with a third esaentm{ g)()elllll:u‘::ll;g] I‘)Vle reductions. He
an increase in international security which was pecessaléy new idea. which was almost the
referred to mutual assistance, which was cerjcaiinlya:u} ' abe found in the Covenant and
very definition of the League Covenant, whic h“ Covenant. Ever since the Covenant
already bound the nations which had signed the ithout success up to the
had been in existence, however, at_tempts.hadAbe(lell:3 }']1;’:'1(1;3]% (;vthe honour to remind th
present, to define this obligation satisfactorily. As { the French delegation’s plan, the
Commission, when he had explained the main lines o d to proceed concurrently

k of the Committee on Arbitration and Security had been planned top ¢ marked the
with £ Disarmament Commission. This arrangement m |
with that of the Preparatory Disarm: to speak, the need for their simultaneous
necessary connection between the two l_deas &Dd,_ﬂo 0 speak, the Committee on Arbitration
progression. After seeking for & solution on umyersal lines, lised i the model troaties
and Security had finally al:'rived at a (fzontl:]eig{:1 vit;hlt(;élczllaxg l;?:;illﬁz isn all cases £o begin by

means of w _ . .
gt(.)al;)ol?:l‘)iint; gh: ar.’ ?':r;ir:naly basis, that definition of mutual qssmta-nce betweep nations
rhi i e cking., ' } . :
“hlcvgrl:lz(,l :llltlclitéll'etagatt);eo;llsl?rul:st ghzwe been g(liad.to I%zte 3}19 tzrl}gsngg :g:a;lfvil:ﬁge;;;h?fr
which appeared to have become manifest during P ?11 113? cgf:our sincerely hoped that the
the agreement to refrain from resort to force. M. Paul-Bo uld be made, now (for the
same desire would be apparent and 'thab the same claims wo (0 e’m o e frone
hour had come) that it was a question of studying an agreel:llgn q wrta.in sanctions that
the same idea but which went further and which, above all, added ce e ol

ment to refrain from force would in no case include. The Frenc gation,
:gi:h‘}ﬁtl.et?o the indications given by the Committee on Arbitration and S(Ielcl::nty a&d fbueggfé
ag ever, desirous before all else of ensuring continuity, felt sure that, w & evler eand ire
extension of the plan in view of the opinions exprgssed two days prewou.‘: y— nd he
believed the plan must eventually be extended — it ‘would be necessary HO é:om ]'ttee
this effort in the direction of the regional mutual assistance recommended by the _omm]t _
by some action on the part of those nations which were particularly interested in certain

eductions of armaments. L
form;to‘iaz‘-s dobcviom;, therefore, that the French delegation attached great importance to
the decisions which had been reached regarding the third essential point of its plan.
Nevertheless, in this respect and in order to save the time of the Political Corznmassmn,
he would merely refer the Commission to the speech he had made a month ago.? _

He ventured, however, to think that, if it were d_esu-ed to reach definite d.eclsmn_s in
all cases — and that was, he thought, indispensable in order that all delegations might
know where they stood — a method of discussion must be adopted. Two days previously
the delegations had adopted in the Political Commission the pact of non-resort to force.
That pact had been proposed by the United Kingdom delegation, and the French delegation
had given it a particularly warm welcome because it for{ned an essential legal basis for.
the subsequent development which it was anxious to achieve. . ]

It would nevertheless be realised that, if it were desired that a decision or reso_lu.tl.on
of that sort, however great its interest, should exercise a direct influence on the 1_)0531b1hty
and magnitude of armaments reductions, it was necessary to go further because, in the last
resort, the maintenance of certain armaments — even though reduced, for there would
always be some armaments — implied ipso facto the assumption that there could be no
absolute certainty that there would never be any resort to force. Consequqntly, to make
& reality of the international security by which appreciable reductions in armaments
could be brought about, it was necessary to visualise the possibility of a breach of the pact
of non-recourse to force and of the employment of force. _

The question that arose immediately was the definition of the fact of aggression upon
which would inevitably depend all the discussions on mutunal assistance, It was the
Commniission’s good luck, at which it could not feel too much satisfaction, that it -could

had in common. It had the good luck to have in this connection certain extremely valuable
proposals by the Soviet delegation,® which were related to those contained in the French
plan in the matter of aggression and the definition of aggression. The study of the Soviet
proposals, therefore, would undoubtedly provide an excellent point of departure for the
discussion on mutual assistance.

Immediately afterwards — afterwards, that was to 8ay, in the order of discussion
but simultaneously in the order of the hypothesis under counsideration — it would be
necessary to study the establishment of the fact of aggression. On that point there were
other proposals, those by the Belgiun delegation, which could afford a very valuable
basis for the discussion of this second factor in the system of mutual assistance, Then,
and only then, would arise the third question, one of extreme delicacy, which would,
however, have to be settled in one way or the other, like all questions which had arisen
in that connection, since otherwise it would be impossible to see clearly what could be
done. M. Paul-Boncour referred to the decision by the Council. Once aggression was
defined and the fact of it established, it was obviously the Council which would have to-
8ay that the hypothesis had materialised for the operation of mutual assistance, and it
was the Council which would determine the forms and extent of guch assistanee,.

1 Bee Minutea of the thirty-third meeting of the General Commissi
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If the French plan, following the direct line of the work done b i
Arbitration and Secux;ty, suggested — not from inclination but of neceg's.ittl;'e ict:()alxtsl;lxlestl?sig:
was to be reached — instead of a universal treaty a limited treaty, one restr’ioted to Europe
and even, if necessary, to the continent of Europe, the object was, of course, to fill in
certain details and to provide for stricter commitments than those c;ontained i;l the very

~general terms of the League Covenant, without which it would hardly be worth while
making & new treaty. M. de Madariaga’s witty observation must not, of course be
;f&gtte’}lie?nzgul;:w I;agt%r;m;s};r not 11)16 allowed to detract from the value’ of the exis'ting

not detract from their value but m ine i i i
deﬁnf it that !sheyt ;ere restricted to a specific region.u o define it, and it was in order to
n proposing this pact of mutual assistance the French delegati ing s

for the embodiment, for the realisation, of what had been agreed gt:;'n:ﬁ Sx‘;sPa;vl:g;g :vol};g
had been represented on the Committee on Arbitration and Security and by the 1928
Assembly. The proposal was therefore at the centre of the League's decisions.

When the Comn_nsmn had determined the question whether the Council should decide
by a majority, by a simple majority or by a specific majority, on the orders it would issue and
on the forms of mutual assistance and support to be given to a State the victim of an
aggression a3 defined by methods based on the Soviet proposals and established in accordance
w1_th the Belgmn'. delegation’s suggestions, certain questions would then obviously
arise connected with the other category of ideas — namely, the more technical questions
connected with the composition of the specialised forces and units kept by each country
in order that, in the case of aggression, they might be placed at the League’s disposal so
that the League’s procedure might operate freely and the League might not be confronted
with a fait accompls.

International security in the legal domain, international security resulting from tho
standardisation of the types of armies or the specialisation of certain units intended for
joint action, the whole placed under international supervision — these were the formulme
which the French delegation had commended to the Conference’s attention and which
it really and truly believed to be capable of enabling it to bring about the important
reductions it desired. The discussion was open on one of these formulm concerning
mutual assistance. At the present meeting the French delegation desired only to define
one possible method and would make a straightforward appeal to the Political Commission
to adopt the principle, at any rate, reserving other questions for subsequent study. Ile
said “the principle at any rate ”, because the delegations would, of course, appreciate
that it was not worth. while going forward with the discussion on the definition of the
aggressor, on the establishment of the aggressor, on the Council’s decision and the forms
to be taken by mutual assistance, unless there was agreement on the actual principle of
mutual assistance, :

In fact, however, the nations, or those at least which had signed the Covenant, were
bound to be in agreement. Mutual assistance existed in the League Covenant, but the
question was whether the stipulations of the Covenant were sufficient to create in the
minds of all, and in their relations with each other, the certainty of their security, upon which
the magnitude of their disarmament would depend. The Arbitration and Security
Committee, which was linked up to the Preparatory Commission, had not thought so, as
was shown by the fact that it had invited the countries to conclude pacts which would be
more definite in their obligations because they were more circamscribed geographically.
The resultant conclusion was the need for a general affirmation, the importance of which
would be appreciated by the Commission and which should be the prelude to its present

work. - .

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) eaid that, at the time when it was studying questions
relating to security, the Commission might find it useful to have the views of a State
that was not greatly concerned about such matters, whose opinion could perhaps, so to
. speak, be regarded as objective. . o '

M. de Madariaga first pointed out that the word “ security expressed a psychological
state and, further — and this was, in his opinion, not only important but fundamental —
a peace-time psychological state. Security, as well as its opposite insecurity, were
peace-time feelings. In time of war, there could be no security. In peace-time, there waa
& greater or less certainty that security did not exist. :I'h]s question must therefore be
considered from the very clear standpoint of the relations between the state of mind
expressed by the term mutual assistance and expre'ssed by the term security. Thes,e
two expressions were closely connected, but in no way identical. In the Spanish delegate’s
view, they were connected in the following manner : the States which did not feel safe in
peace-time felt the need for a political, legal and international structure — perhaps a moral
structure — of mutual assistance in view of a hypgthetncal time of war, in order to
strengthen their security in what was not hypothetical but real peace-time ; that was
to say, the more the hypothesis of efficacious mutual assistance took shape in their minds

. : ity strengthened
— th re a pure hypothesis — the more was the actual state of security 8
wh;clin:s%%slg g:ateslileedegpin peace-time if they were to disarm, or at any rate to reduce

the immediate and tangible instruments of security in their possession. _

lGeneva with its lgilg experience of these questions, was familiar with all points o{
view ; there "were States which tended to accentuate the importance of the factor of mutua
: hich tended to reduce its importance. There were some which

assista and others w ! v )
thoughltl;c%hat disarmament was in itself the most satisfactory element in security, and
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i ini ) in di t. That was not
i curity was in itself the best elqment in disarmamen .
ﬁgﬁ?ﬁfegﬁgﬂgﬁ: :gmperj;ment; it must be admitted that to some extent it was also -
due to their relative distance from the storm zon'e. .
There was another consideration — security and. muntual sassistance bepq.me
increasingly efficacious to the extent that they embodied three elements: precision,
-]

i and upiversality.
fomflﬂfﬁ was comprehenzible. It had a bea.l.*ing on confidence, and for those who neec.led
contidence — M. de Madariaga was not speaking of the others, those who, for psychological
or geographical reasons, did not feel so pressing & need for security — there was no dqubt
that the more precise the rules for mutual assistance, the more they.bound the natll(:ns
of the whole universe, of the whole planet, the more would they be likely to strengthen
the element of security those countries needed. . .

The contrary was also true: that this element of confidence would be weakened in
as far as those countries felt that, as soon as they entered_ the realm of m.ut.ual assistance,
they encountered the obscure, and an inclination to adjourn the question and to limit
it to certain geographical areas. Above all, there was one element that seemed essential
— foresight. The countries concerned about security had always been anxious that the
machinery of mutual assistance should be endowed with well-established organs and means
of action for use in a hypothetical future — for ary proposal for_mutua.l assistance must
be based on a hypothetical future, a future no one desired to see realised — 80 that one might
consider that no attempt at mutual assistance would actually ever be applied. Tl_mt was to
some extent what happened to good prisons and good penal systems : the good prisons were
those that were always empty.

M. de Madariaga repeated that the country he represented was not concerned about
its security and that he sympathised with those countries which would prefer not to be bound
by precise proposals, by proposals anticipating the future, by universal proposals. But it
must be admitted that here was to be found the touchstone of progress in disarmament ;
the nations which considered mutual assistance necessary should not be expected to find it
by means of a theory of disarmament that would appeal to a perfect intelligence — what
was a perfect intelligence ¥ — but to practical everyday common sense. It was a political
fact that some countries were unable to convince their public opinion, and their statesmen
could not convince themselves, that substantial disarmament was possible, unless there
were more precision, more foresight and universality in systems of security. Thus arose the
first difficulty — that, if there were no progress in these three directions, confidence would
inevitably be shaken. .

M. de Madariaga said he would endeavour to speak with great delicacy and would
take as an example certain proposals made in public within the scope of Article 16, with
regard to an important international dispute. What was the main obstacle ¥ The absence
of an organised international system for dealing with such questions, a system that would
perbaps have been efficacious at the present moment had it been introduced five years or
even five months ago. But there was another point of view which M. de Madariaga regarded
ag essential. In that disarmament itself ereated security — a fact of which he was absolutely
convinced — in that mere bold reduction created security — and such boldness was easier
to contemplate the greater the distance from the storm zone — disarmament and security
must be universal. - Disarmament itself was a universal undertaking, and M. de Madariaga
did not hesitate to declare quite frankly that every time delegations tried to make themselves
believe that measures of disarmament could be confined to some given portion of the globe
orto some given category of material they would find that they had been chasing a will-o’-the-
wisp. Whether the nations desired it or not, disarmament was a matter of politics and of
practice. There was a connection of fact, and not of opinion, between the three arms, naval,
air and land, and between all the continents and all the seas. '

The Air Commission had endeavoured to achieve disarmament, but air disarmament
could not be attained on a European basis only ; it was sufficient to visualise the various and
interlocked constituent factors of the problem to realise that. To be successful, air
disarmament must be applied to the whole of the atmosphere which surrounded this
unfortunate planet. Like air disarmament, naval and land disarmament were inevitably
boungi up together, and if success were not finally achieved on universal lines no satisfactory
solution would be found. Were it therefore for reasons of security properly so-called, or for
reagons relating to the influence of disarmament on security, or of security on disarmament,
he was profoundly convinced that a really satisfactory and far-reaching solution, which
would allow of disarmament on a large scale, could only be secured if the Conference made
very great progress in the domain of clearness, foresight and universality both from the
point of view of security and from that of disarmament., That was why, when this question.
had been raised for the first time in the Political Commission, he had insisted on the need for
examining not only the complete plan submitted by the French delegation, but all the
intermediary stages. It was probably impossible to achieve a fully satisfactory solution

outright. Nations would have to content themselves with gradual solutions, and it was for

that reason that he cordially supported the suggestion of the chief dele ate of F that -
the Conference should begin forthwith to st-ud;bquestions of ag o asis o

. : gression on the basis of the
very interesting document presented by the Soviet delega.t;iozi'l':.’1 In this connection, the

' Document Conf. D./C.(+.38 {see Minutes of the General Commission, page 237).



—_ 33 —

Conference should also bear in mind an equally interestine 'hi

examined In connection with the Soviet {)roposal —btlil: m:}ualgg:a? thcglm?:E:! ol fbe
st—renIgtthemng ::ilil: Mearll)s of preventing War,} lon for

t was indispensable to examine that Convention concurre i
submitted by the Soviet delegation in order not merely to d%ggew;igrgggoioggﬁnt
but also, at the same time, to discover means by which such aggression could be proved whe?;;
coxpnntted. The definition of aggression was a purely theoretical question. The essential
point was to discover means now, to create institutions now, which would make it possible
11510 I;I'eove :e];até :.t%rnessmll: laad taken place., Asthese two problems were in substance identical,
; lﬁemrt{) getger. y gs ed the Political Commission to consider the possibility of disoussing
He would now refer to the question of the manner in which the Co

proceeding. All sorts of more or less pessimistic prophecies were cnrre:ﬁ.m%mf);irﬁgs
he had never believed that the Conference would reach a conclusion rapidly. On the
contrary, the work which had been undertaken was extremely difficult and was bound
to be lengthy. It was necessary to react against century-old prejudices — prejudices
however, which were not perhaps quite so many centuries old as some people thought, fm"
the prejudice of sovereignty was perhaps not very ancient, though it was very deep-rooted.
Moreover, the Conference had to deal with questions of extreme complexity in & political
atmosphere which was far from ideal. Could it be expected to achieve success rapidly? Xe
thought the moment had come to prove to world public opinion that, even if the Conference
were advancing but slowly, it did desire to succeed, however long its work might last, and
that the fact that the work was proceeding slowly did not mean that the Conference was
nearing failore. ’

. Without wishing to be over-optimistic, he thought that there were more reasons to
be hopeful than otherwise. One proof of this was that very important delegations
which bore the greatest responsibility found themselves at present able not only to accept
but to defend and put forward proposals of a boldness which would have been regarded
as Utopian a year previously. These were the words of hope and encouragement with
which he would conclude his speech.

M. DovGALEVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) expressed his keen satisfaction
at M. Paul-Boncour’s reference, in the course of his remarks, to the Soviet delegation's
proposal concerning the definition of the aggressor. He was extremely grateful for the
French delegate’s eloquent advocacy of that proposal and of its immediate study. 1le
thanked also M. de Madariaga, although he was bound to confess that he had been taken
somewhat by surprise by the latter’s allusion to the Soviet proposal in connection with the
scheme for mutual assistance. He would, however, do his best to expound briefly the Soviet
delegation’s view as to the scope of the declaration concerning the definition of the aggressor
and the conditions in which it should be examined.

He did not propose at the present stage to comment on the declaration and the
definitions it contained. The draft declaration was perfectly clear, and he could not for the
moment add anything to what M. Litvinoff had said in its support in the Commission.

He would begin by citing the final sentence in the draft declaration, which was as
follows :

“The General Commission decides to embody the above principles in the
~ Convention on security and disarmament, or in a special agreement to form an
integral part of the said Convention.”

The first point, therefore, was as follows. The Soviet delegation considered that
the declaration concerning the definition of aggression and the aggressor should be
universal in scope. He would pass over other arguments in support of this proposal and
would stress the fact that the whole was summed up in the actual object which it was
proposed to attain by the definition of the aggressor. The object was to lay down a solid
_foundation, without which the security so ardently sought for 'would be built on moving
sand. ) ,
To have security, it was necessary to have the certainty of being guaranteed or
protected against any aggression, from no matter what source. To have this guarantee,
the first essential step was that everyone should agree on the definition of the aggressor,
which must be accepted by all and binding on all. He said everyone, because if everyone
did not agree on a definition common to all, if discretion were allowed, though only to one
State, to give and impose its own definition, one that was different from that accepted by
" the other States, not only would the object ——‘t_mmely_, the strengthening of security —
not be obtained, but, on the contrary, the state of insecurity would be aggravated.

That then was the first point: the def;mttllclm (;)f_the aggres:oa ;x;l;zl; :):) lt:niverrml in scope

epted by all the parties to the Disarmamen .
wnd nﬂlgsgagfear’fgxg to hisy second pI())int. The French plan suggested that the study of the
different facets of the security problem would begin with the biggest or 'onter c1rcle', that
which was intended to include all the States parties to the Pact of Paris. That’wa.s the
logical course. Unfortunately, for reasons of expediency — since the Conference’s work,

! Document C.658(a). M.269(a).193L.IX.
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‘hich di evend on the Soviet delegation, was marked, with results that
for mﬁfg?ft‘é? flli;afl;golilg:igg,p by a clash between logic and expediency, a plash from which
;ret_'e and good order inevitably emerged bruised_ and brolgen — the Commission had preferred
toglbi «in the study of the French plan at the point at which it ought to have finished, apq to
fi(;ﬂshuib at the point at which it ought to have commenced. As a result of that de‘clgxpn,
it might be supposed that the discussion of the Soviet proposal concerning the definition

f the aggressor, which proposal was intended to bp dovetailed into the bigger and outer
:ircle in the French plan, would also be shelved until the Conference came to the questions
connected with the outer circle. - If, however, for reasons of expediency, which he had had
no opportunity to ascertain, the Conference desired to discuss the definition of the aggressor
immediately, the Soviet delegation would willingly acquiesce, but on condition that the
discussion was entirely separate and independent of any other subject, but that it was
not linked up with the consideration of any partial agreement which might be suggested
between a group of States. Were the debate on the definition of the aggressor to be
linked up with the discussion of a partial agreement, the inevitable position would be
that a group of States would adopt a different definition from that which might subsequently
be chosen by one or more other States not parties to .the same agreement, As
M. Dovgalevsky had shown, that would undoubtedly have disastrous effects and would

urity more uncertain than ever. ) L ’
mak‘iffegn thy;s other hand, the Political Commission decided to discuss the definition of
the aggressor as a separate subject and not in connection with any partial agreements,
with the object of framing an act which would appear in the Disarmament Convention
and be binding on everyone, that act would automatically serve as a guide to each State
taken separately or to each group of States. That was his second and last point.

To sum up, while adhering entirely to the draft declaration submitted by M. Litvinoff,
the Soviet delegation had no objection to its immediate examination and asked that the
discussion should not be linked up with any debate on a partial agreement and that the scope
of the declaration should be universal in character.

M. FotrrcH (Yugoslavia) had listened with very great interest to the previous sgeakers
who had, by arguments of different sorts, strengthened his belief that mutual assistance
was one of the surest ways of attaining the Conference’s aim.

M. de Madariaga, while defending once again the principle of universality, had however
admitted that that could be reached by another path, the path of what he had so happily
termed “ gradual solutions . The Yugoslav delegation firmly believed that such gradual
solutions were more consonant with political realities and could one day be harmonised in a
universal solution.

The Yugoslav delegation considered the study of the question of mutual assistance as
the crucial point in the French plan for security and the organisation of peace. 1t did not of
course in any way object to the various aspects of the problem of mutual assistance being
treated in the order and by the method suggested by the French delegate. It concurred in
that proposal the more readily because the problem, put and treated in that way, would
make it possible to throw light on it and reach a definite and clear situation.

He desired, bowever, to emphasise, on the behalf not only of the Yugoslav delegation,
but of the Czechoslovak and Roumanian delegations as well, the importance they attached
to the carrying out of this important idea which, in their view, was the main cog in the
machinery for security. Upon the solution reached in that matter would depend to a very
large extent the solution of the disarmament problem and of the scope of the limitations
which the States mentioned would be glad to accept, thus exchanging against international
gsecurity something that they at present found in national security. M. Pierre Cot, in a
remarkable speech had said: “ Give us more security and we will give you more
disarmament . The delegations of the three countries endorsed those words and reiterated
them in their turn.

Mutual assistance, the idea of which was already implicit in Article 16 of the League
Covenant, was a concrete and tangible element of security, and when the method of
apphqapion had been determined, the Conference would have emerged from the stage
of political demonstrations which were all doomed to fall sooner or later into oblivion. The
Conference would then be able to say with pride that it had done good work for disarmament
and for the organisation of peace, for a country’s insecurity was not to be measured by
the armaments of its neighbours. Other and very powerful factors had to be taken into
consideration and it was those very factors which were decisive for the armaments of
certain countries. It was those factors that were to be eliminated by the present discussion.
They could be eliminated and the misgivings they aroused could be dispelled by the solution
of the problem of mutual assistance,

The Yugoslav delegation, at one with the Roumanian and Czechoslovak delegations,
was prepared to go as far as it might be asked along this path, because it believed that this
was the true way of achieving real disarmament and making disarmament, not an end in
itself, but a policy. It was convinced that it was the most powerful and effective means
of overcoming the fear, to which Sir John Simon had referred, that weighed so heavily
on the countries which were asked to make the greatest efforts in the matter of
disarmament.
od In upholding this policy, the Yugoslav delegation was adhering to the line it had
be:pted for a long time past. It was not merely since yesterday that Yugoslavia had

0 advocating this policy. During the seventh Assembly in 1926, the Yugoslav delegation,
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with the object of encouraging the conclusion of regi i
1{;;(;};1&0; orl}ttlﬁg%e Il:nea, and that resolution had been u}’mmm‘:m‘al ol:xas(l!;sz;d];ﬁe?lug;ltlﬁ?gss:alglr)?n
ot ox;g ﬁy(,) e ald Do practical consequences. It was not, however, dus to any lack g!
ofptlil O Ags(s)s a;’)lla that that resolution which, according to the Third Committee
relations in the sphg?ofyﬁﬁzild::;gf?;gw“et:ntli)r::clg:iet ﬂ’l’e hdec; ei}ogmentfot nternational
ad ha

1 t%)-day, as then, the Yugoslay delegation, in completye a’greement wl'li%het?: %‘zeehoslovak
and Roumanian de_legatlons_, offered its help in the setting up of a system of mutual
assistance. They firmly believed that by taking that line they would be making a most

valuable contribution to the realisation i i
confidence, coupled with eqcal securilt o :; adﬁ-sarmament by the restoration of mutual

M. KUNzZL-JIZERSKY (Czechoslovakia) sai i ;
expounded by M. Fotitch (on behalf of th<)a :ﬁl{‘ntﬁ?: ol;etheen %I:;]i{a %mmednm ({:hq e
;-emind the Oommi'ssion of the policy mapped out and sustained by M lieneseates(l}reet?ego
in 1923 when acting as Rapporteur on the treaties of mutual assis'tance in 1924 .
Rapporteur on the Protocol, in 1925 as & member of the Locarno Conference ,the out-co o
of which had been what was purely and exclusively a regional pact of mutual masista.nl(?ee
and, finally, in 1927 and 1928 as Chairman of the Arbitration and Security Committec’a
which had worked out the model treaties of collective assistance an

' . ¢ and had secured their
unanimous adoption by the League Assembly.

The Czechoslovak delegation’s argument set out from the belief that there would be no
peace for & continent like Europe until a stable and permanent organisation of peace had
bee_n established, that was to say, until security had been sufficiently guaranteed. It was
believed tha.tg & fresh adva:nce had been made in the matter of security by the adoption of »
text concerning the question of non-recourse to force, The Czechoslovak delegation agreed
that that was a very valuable step. Nevertheless, he could not but express his regret that it
contained no sanctions in the event of a breach. If therefore, for the time being, no further
progress could be made in the matter of sanctions, the Pact of Paris and the draft pact of
non-resort to force required a logical conclusion, that was to say, a pact of mutual assistance,
in Europe at any rate.

The Czechoslovak delegation looked on mutual assistance as a sort of mutual insurance
against war. It would of course be desirable if the pact of mutual assistance could be
signed by all the States of Europe, but, taking into account the objections raised by the
representatives of certain countries in the Political Commission, an attempt must be made
to achieve something by beginning with a limited regional pact applicable to one region
only or to a specified number of States. Furthermore, the abstention of the United Kingdom
from any such pact would, to a certain extent, be compensated by the obligations entailed
by the Locarno Treaty, with the result that that country would participate indirectly in the
most serious cases, those which threatened to provoke a general conflict, more particularly
in western Europe. :

The Czechoslovak delegation looked on the pact of mutual assistance as the only law
by which the system of hostile groups and the system of alliances could eventually be
abolished in Europe.

M. Kiinzl-Jizersky had described mutual assistance as a form of mutual insurance, It
should be added that that insurance would be under the supervision and control of the
League of Nations, a fact which would enhance its efficacy. 1f it were objected that political
conditions in Europe were not yet ripe for measures of that sort, the answer was that there
were in the history of the League several important instances in which the initial difficulties
had been overcome. He need mention only compulsory arbitration and the Pact of Paris,
the latter of which transcended even the League Covenant, becanse it outlawed war legally
and politically. .

" To achieve any aim, a beginning must be made some day and the desire to achieve
was essential. Czechoslovakia, in common with the entire Petite Entente, wargnly hoped
that the pact of mutual assistance would materialise. It would co-operate sincerely in
that work and, to that end, after conferring with & number of delegations, had submitted &
draft resolution to the Political Commission? That draft npght be taken as a basis of
discussion. Czechoslovakia. considered mutual assistance indispensable both to her own
security and to that of her neighbours and to the general peace of Europe. It regarded
it also a8 an essential condition to the limitation of armaments on the continent of Europe.

el RiazI (Persia) said that his delegation was not required to take part in th‘e
discu(s::ilgrl: (}n Eurolgean se():urity. He wished, however, to thank the Sonet'delegate for his
remarks concerning the need for making the definition of the aggressor universal in scope.
Persia would not object to a definition being worked out provisionally for Europe, but it
would insist that there must not be two weights and measures. H a text were adopted on
the subject, the definition of the aggressor must apply to all continents without distinction.

while stressing once again its view that the most

id that
M. Naporny (Germay) sad &2 t and the adjustment or, to use the

important factor in security was general disarmamen

1 Document Conf.D./C.P.13.
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, ical term of the present Conference, the perequation of armaments, the German
tiz(ig?agion had sigm'fiedpits willingnegs to go l_)eyond the pact of nor_l-rpsort to foxt';ce and to
consider the possibility of adopting, in addition to the numerous existing guarantees, other
measures which would complete the regime of contractual security. In this order of ideas,
he would venture to submit a few comments on the French proposal for mutual assistance.

In his remarks on February 2nd* dealing with the French plan as a whole, he had raised
the question whether an organisation of the kind outlined in the French plan was reahsa})le
within the limited framework of Europe, still more of continental Europe. That question
naturally acquired greater importance from the fact that several European States had
declared that they could not accede to the proposed pact. Owing to the interdependence
and overlapping existing between the interests of the various States to-day, the question
of the organisation of peace could not, for reasons inherent in its nature, be settled, in
his opinion, except on & very wide basis. That was notably true of a pact by which the .
signatories bound themselves to take, in case of an aggression, specific coercive measures
against the country designated as the aggressor, since the application of such coercive
measures always raised the question of the eventual attitude of the States not parties to
the pact when faced with such a situation. ) .

There was another consideration, one that had an even closer bearing on the suggestion -
for regional political pacts — the political effect which would result from each creation of
& group of States. Two possibilities must be contemplated in that connection. There
might be groups of States bound to one another by common interests and having no
fundamental divergencies. These States might undertake to assist one another mutually
in the event of one of them being attacked by a State not belonging to the group. The
importance of such a pact would therefore reside in its external effect. In actual fact,
however, it would be merely a modernised form of the pre-war alliances, even if it were
formally incorporated in the general fabric of the League. Agreements of that kind
naturally produced among the non-participating countries the feeling of a menace, and
that feeling might lead to the formation of counter-groups and to a scission among the
Members of the League.

M. Nadolny considered that a development of that sort would not contribute to the
peace of the world and would be at variance with the idea and object of the League. It
should, therefore, he thought, be ruled out entirely. A

But a system grouping several European States and regulating mutual assistance in the
event of one of the States signatories being attacked by another signatory, so that the
agreement would make no provision for the case of a ‘dispute with a non-participating
State would, he thought, meet with certain objections. One of them was as follows :
The decision, in the case of an armed conflict, as to whether there had been an aggression
and who was the aggressor always involved a complicated and delicate enquiry. To
pronounce on the aggressive or defensive attitude of the States engaged in a dispute,
account must necessarily be had to the whole body of problems forming the subject of
the dispute. Experience had proved that that was so. Again, the assistance granted
to the attacked State by the other States entailed serious respongibilities. = Another -
point to be borne in mind was the effects which such military acts might have outside the
circle of countries which had signed the pact. Countries with limited means and which
were poorly armed would certainly hesitate to assume such responsibilities unless they
were led by one or more stronger States. Every system of mutual assistance must then,
_he thought, always be organised in such a way as to rule out the possibility that the national
interests of a single State or group of States became one of the decisive elements. This
object — namely, thp avoidance of any preponderance of individual national interests —
would be achieved with greater certainty if the system of security were general or universal.
As against !;h?.t, the smaller the number of countries participating in such arrangements,
the more difficult it would be to realise the conditions he had just mentioned.

He would eonfine himself for the moment to the foregoing general remarks. The

German delegation had no objection to the proposals that had been made with regard t
the method of subsequent discussion. prop , with regard to

. The PRESIDENT hoped that at the next meeting it would be possible to complete the
discussion to the extent of appointing & Committee to consider the whole of the proposals
put forward.. In _tha.t event, he would suggest that the Commission should then open
& separate discussion, as suggested by M. Dovgalevsky, on the definition of the aggressor,

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

! 8ee Minutes of the twenty.ninth meeting of the General Commission, page 220,
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SEVENTH MEETING
Held on Tuesday, March 7th, 1933, at 3.30 p.m.

President : The Right Honourable A. HENDERSOX.,

—

9. QUESTION OF A PACT OF MUTUAL ASSISTANCE : GENERAL D1scussion (continuation).

M. DE MASIREVICH (Hungary) said that, generall N - i i
) ( ] Y speaking, the Hungarian delegation
m_shed t? co-operate in any effo::t to bring about a universal agree’ment for mutual assigtance
with a view to security. It believed, however, that, if the attainment of this purpose were
possible, it could be reached only on the following conditions : .

) Firstly, it. must not l_>e f_orgotten that the best guarantee of equal security lay in
disarmament, in the equalisation of forces which was the principal task of the Conference.

) Secondly, the_ problem of the organisation of peace ought to be solvid on a universal
basis and not be limited to certain parts of the world. Partial or limited solutions in this
matter could hardly promote the development of an atmosphere of confidence. On the
contrary, it was to be feared that they would in all probability lead in the opponite direction
that was to say, back to the old system of hostile coalitions which, as history showed, ha(i
always ended in war,

Thirdly, there could be no doubt whatever that any kind of peace organisation ought
to serve the cause of peaceful evolution and not be destined to the maintenance of a state
of affairs which would prove to be an obstruction to the peaceful coexistence of nations.
Tﬂmtcseemed to be only the logical consequence of the well-known principles contained in
the Covenant,

Fourthly, absolute guarantees ought to be established in virtue of which any inter-
national force would be used only for international purposes, any posaibility that parts of
national forces destined for international purposes would be used in any other way being
categorically excluded. Positive guarantees should be created, moreover, to ensure that,
if the necessity arose, the international force would be able to enter freely into action and
would be strong enough to fight efficaciously against even the strongest military Powers,

Fifthly, systems of alliance incompatible with the idea of the Covenant and of inter-
nationally organised peace should be renounced as instruments of national policy, It
might be well to recall that that very question had been discussed at length in the
Asgembly in 1921 and 1923, and that, in that connection, the delegations, and later the
Governments, of a considerable number of States had deliberately opposed such alliances
of a particular or partial character, pointing out their incompatibility with the pacitic
principles of the Covenant and the menace which they constituted for peace in general,

M. RuTcERS (Netherlands) thought that it would be difficult for.the Members of the
League to reject the principle of mutual assistance, for it appeared in the Covenant itsell,
not, it was true, as a fixed and absolute rule toﬁ?e applied in all cases that might oceur,

u one that was to operate in certain specific cases. o
but %she Commission wa,spa.t present discussing the extension of the application of that
principle. This extension might be visualised in various ways. The French memorandum,
for instance, contemplated the action that could be taken in the event of a breach of the
Pact of Paris ; the Powers concerned would confer as promptly as possible with a view to
appealing to public opinion and agreeing upon the steps to be taken. Buch a consultation
between the Powers might be regarded as an extension of the principle of mutual asgistance,
. The subject of discussion at the moment was8 that of strict applicatipn, in acc(}yd;atgce
with rules settled beforehand, under a definite convention and based on a stricter defini l1]on
of the aggressor. With regard to that definition, M. Rutgers had 'nothl_ng tofadl;l t%r w a.ll:
the Netherlands Foreign Minister had said during the general discussion of the Frenc
pla.n;rlhe suggestion for the extension of the principle of mutual assistance was made with
& view to gt%e quasi-automatic application of that principle by v_eryit precise mgthomsl:
determined in advance. The Netherlands delegation felt some difficulty in 1l-epo§u€g
much confidence in formulas by which the application of the principle of mutual assistance

1 See Minutes of the thirty-second meeting of the General Commission, page 243.
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eoulated in advance in so precise and strict & manner, for all cases that might
:g;ﬂfl bsi):algdng generally, the powerl; of legislators did not at the present time inspire
public opinion with so great a measure of confidence. The opinion held by legislators was
that all cases that might arise were regulated in advance by the provisions they introduced,
in such & way that the judge would be able to apply the law automatically. The tendency
of the present day was rather to regard as “ good judges ” only those who did not feel
themselves unduly bound by legal texts. oo . )

Would it be possible to regulate in advance the application of the sanctions entailed
by the mutual assistance contemplated? Would it be possible to regulate in advance
80 serious and extreme a measure by providing for its automatic application?

M. Rutgers would refer to one of the resolutions of th.e 1928 Assembly relq.ting to t_he
application of the articles of the Covenant. The resolution said that the various studies
constituted “a useful piece of work which, without proposing a hard-and-fast procedure
in time of emergency, and without adding to or detracting from the rights and
duties of the Members of the League, provides valuable indications as to the possibilities
offered by the different articles of the Covenant, and as to the way in which they may be
applied, without prejudice” ~- M. Rutgers would emphasise this point — “ to the different
modes of procedure which the infinite variety of possible eventualities may render necessary
in practice”, That was a point that must never be forgotten. Practice offered an infinite
variety of methods. .

When the case for assistance arose, it would always be desirable that the Powers should
confer on the action to be taken, but in that case their attitude would not depend on the
texts that might have been agreed after long discussion or on definitions that might have
been lahoriously worked out. In such an emergency, in such an hour of extreme gravity,
the decision would depend on the question whether the political principle represented by
mutual assistance was a living reality or not. If it were a living reality, the principle would
be applied ; otherwise, it would not. .

M. Rutgers would leave aside the question of the majority decisions of the Council
which were intended to ensure the quasi-automatic application of assistance. The Nether-
lands Foreign Minister had dealt with that point in the General Commission. He would,
however, recall once again the very serious objection which the Netherlands would have to
signing a convention on mutual assistance limited to the States of the European continent.
He was not sure whother the draft resolution presented by the Greek, Yugoslav, Rouma-
nian, Ozechoslovak and Finnish delegations! contemplated a pact limited to those States.
The fact that the proposal had been brought forward at the present juncture might be
taken as reason for thinking that it was bound up with the French proposal. The text,
however, did not contain the word “ continent ”, In the Netherlands view, the abstention
of the United Kingdom at the moment of concluding such a pact would be a serious objection.
How would it be possible to justify a convention for European assistance, from which the
United Kingdom was omitted? Could it be justified by the fact that the sea divided the
British Isles from the continent of Europe? Ifso, was it true to say that, so far as assistance
was concerned, England was separated from the continent, whereas Czechoslovakia and
Switzerland were not! In modern times, the sea could not, from the point of view of
military assistance, be regarded as an element of separation.

. He supposed that the reason why the United Kingdom had been omitted was that
given in & 1928 resolution, that concerning the submission and recommendation of the
model treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance. The resolution concluded with the
following words: “ Hopes that they may serve as a basis for States wishing to conclude treaties
of this sort ", If it were desired to form a group of the States wishing to conclude such
conventions, it was of course quite conceivable that the mind would nof turn to the United
Kingdom first of all ; but, if it were desired to draw a dividing-line between the States
wishing and those not wishing to conclude such conventions, he did not think that the
limits to be adopted could be those of the continent of Eurc;pe.
toll With regard to the draft resolution before the.Comn_lission, M. Rutgers came to the
ollowing conclusion. Under point (a), the resolution said, “ The Commission decides to
accept immediately the principle of a pact of mutual assi’sta.nce ”. He was acquainted
with the principle of mutual assistance, but not with the prineipl.e of a pact ofq mutual
assistance, There were many pacts, and their significance differed ac(ls)ording to the
zllgrlal?)t;?nes; in particular, according to whether they were signed by the United Kingdom

It followed that the Netherlands delegat ‘
resolution, and, in fact, he wondered whethgf : s(::g:}ldch(x)xtmﬁgg ;or ot';hte (f I;esent. o
ﬁ:!;og;mlgl b_e of any use, unless tl}qre Wwas an assurance, not only t%%ﬁhim 375311’ Bg: :
estiblis{eldn. its favour in the Political Commission, but also that such a pact could be

In conclusion, the Netherlands delegatio its si ta
g;—ottt))j:clzgct oﬁ I?Iutcslua.l s;ssistance. Thatgwoullldv:x(:)‘tlsl(li)ent{;fergg:::c;t?nzﬁgig‘;r:ozrgﬁ gg$

10n8 he had just put forward. There might be certain advant i
and they had been mentioned in the Commission — mo 2 ac vantages in such a pact,
make it possible to bring about a measure of disarmarxgxgxigiifny o ek, B.pact womd
1 1 - nscending the hopes which
there had been ground for entertaining hitherto. Another advantage, t%a.t men{)ioned by

! Document Cont.D./C.P.13.
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the Czechoslovak delegate, was that the i ith -

X pact might to away with ‘alli
mgme_ent, tlfm position hardly seemed clear enough tg make it pgssible t: l:)l::ncgtsl‘nof g; :ﬁ:
principle of a pact of mutual assistance, until it was known what pact was in mind

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) pointed out that

delegate at the previous meeting of the Political Commissi

_ € sion, he h 1
Soviet delega_ztmn’s proposal should be considered on a Europ’ean b:giss:gge ?xtlegoltnl]t?:nul:l:
the Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War, '

had been approved by the Soviet delegation._ He had put them forward because the

» when he had spoken after the French

He realised, however, that it would be advisable to discuss the question o ini

the aggressor before touc_hix_lg on .the more general problem of %acts of é&:‘fﬁfﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁoﬁ

?v?talf (ll)le:ggg :l(;; t;l;?agg?lgsgg:omlght éu:;jhaps depart from the rule that it was to deal first
o, an . v :

such as that of the definition o? the aggr:::;j:. mmedintely questions of a world character,

M. «_le. Madariaga felt, however, that the Commission would be well advised, when
after defu_nng the aggressor on a world basis, it came to consider the problem of assistanm;
and security from the European standpoint, to bring that definition into relation with the
Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War, an instrument which, in his
opinion, was mdlsgens?,ble if pacts of mutunal assistance were to be concluded.

He saw no objection to the Commission first studying the definition of the aggressor
from & world standpoint and then examining, on & European basis, the pacts of mutual
%%slstance in relation with the Convention for strengthening the Means of preventing

ar.

M._FELDMANS (Latvia) said that the Latvian delegation was grateful to the French
delegation for having brought up again the old question of the necessity for a pact of mutual
assistance. Such a pact was the logical outcome of all the League’'s work in regard to the
organisation of peace. Latvia had always supported that idea. As far back as 1923 she
had accepted the draft Convention on Mutual Assistance ; a year later, in 1924, she had
signed the Geneva Profocol, always with the same desire for the establishment in international
relations of a balanced system of law and justice, under which, a8 in any well-organised
State, any infringement of the law immediately called forth the concerted action of all
the public suthorities. In that connection it must be realised that, the stronger the force
designed to compel respect for law, the less often would that force be required to intervene
— indeed, it might never be required to do so. That was why the universality of a pact
of mutual assistance must be the first and essential condition. But if, for various reasons,
it was not possible to contemplate a world pact, Latvia was prepared to accept the principle
of & European treaty. At the same time Latvia — a8 the French delegation had done in
its plan — must make her final accession contingent on the accession of a sufficient number
of other Powers, due account being taken of their importance and their geographical
gituation in relation to herself.

As to the draft resolution submitted by the Greek, Yugoslav, Roumanian, Czechoslovak
and Finnish delegations, Latvia would vote in favour of the motion on condition that the
necessary amendments were made in the text of the 1928 Convention 8o as to bring it into
harmony with the spirit of the French plan. In many respects, that Convention was
inadequate and defective. To quote one such defect, it provided for assistance only if
the aggressor was one of the States parties to the Covenant. The French plan, on the
other hand, did not embody that limitation, and rightly so, for it would deprive the idea
of assistance of any real significance. M. Feldmans did not propose to deal with other
deficiencies in the 1928 Convention, for he felt sure that the small Drafting Committee
proposed in the draft resolution would make every effort to submit an adequate text.

That Committee should also examine the possibility of incorporating in the Convention
the Belgian draft! on the procedure for investigation, which was of essential importance
in the general framework of the pact. . )

Lagtly, a proposal had beenpsubmitted by the Soviet delegation.* The Commission
would realise the special interest taken by Latvia in such a p_roposal, put forward byla
great Power with which she had a common frontier. The Latvian Government had léi)gh {
appreciated the scope of the Soviet draft resolution and _the fee}mgs by which the Sovie
Government had been actuated. By its draft, the Soviet Union condemned anew any
policy of violence and proposed at the same time a practical means of designating the
aggressor, . . y hould not

i rejudice to the question whether the Sowet_proposal 8!10!]](1 or sho
be irmggg:tg)d iJI‘ll(:ilB pact of (}nutual assistance, the Latvian deleg::it:%n was prepared to
support it and would be happy to find that other delegations shared its view,

7 i i i i i i lier stages
. ted Kingdom) said that, since several delegations, in the earlier
of thﬂetﬁlzgig ll:tae?l kindgenouéh to make’reference to the position of the United Kingdom

in this connection, it would perhaps seem ungracious of him not to make any reply, even

) .D./C.P.12. iasi
b ngg:ﬁ: 8333.50.5.38 (see Minutes of the CGeneral Commission, page 237).
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uch he feared that the little he could say would add nothing to the stock of knowledge

glr(:aa%y possessed by the Political Commission as to the attitude of his Government on this
uestion. : . . 2

a The Political Commission was now engaged upon a special problem which had figured
largely in post-war history, the significance of which in present-day international relations
it would be impossible for anyone to deny. Quite rightly, th'ex:efore, in his judgment, the
important Chapter III of the French plan?! contained provisions which dealt fully and
faithfully with the problem. . .

The problem as it now presented itself to the Political Commission was surely ?he
following: Was there anything that continental Europe could do by mutually undertaking
to further & sense of international confidence and to render at once easier and speedier the
reduction of armaments?t 7 N

His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom bad more than once made plain
its attitude towards what was now called the continental pact. Asa Power geographically
situated on the fringe of Europe, and possessed of important and varied interests in widely
scattered portions of the earth, it was clearly impossible for the United Kingdom to view
this problem in precisely the same perspective as & continental Power. )

Here, perhaps, he might be allowed to make one or two brief observations on the
speech of the Netherlands delegate, to which he had just listened with such interest. The
delegate of the Netherlands, with very considerable debating skill, had tried to prove that
the United Kingdom formed a part of the continent of Europe, Mr. Eden bowed to his
arguments, but could not bow to his geography. Despite all that his eloguence, or
Mr. Eden’s, could contrive, the Channel would still be there. - Still less could any argu-
ments that could be contrived in the Political Commission in any way influence the point
of view which the United Kingdom had always sought to maintain in relation not only to
its European responsibilities but to its wider responsibilities elsewhere.

The United Kingdom. delegation maintained that His Majesty’s Government in the
United Kingdom had done what it could and what it should to promote security in Europe.
It had shouldered that responsibility at Locarno seven years ago. It would not, therefore
— and Mr. Eden must make this plain — be possible for the United Kingdom Government
to extend that responsibility by joining in a vontinental pact such as was outlined in
Chapter III of the French plan. In fact, it was fortunately not asked to do so, and he
would therefore like to say how much his delegation appreciated the understanding of the
position of the United Kingdom revealed by the French plan, which limited the measure
of security it sought to achieve in its innermost circle to that which might be realised
among the nations of continental Europe. '
~ There was now, however, also before the Political Commission a proposal accepting,
in principle, a suggestion for a European pact of mutual assistance. That proposal had
been put forward by the Greek and four other delegations. It was not clear from the
terms of the proposal, but Mr, Eden presumed that the word “ European ” signified, in
its context, the continent of Europe, and that the United Kingdom would not be asked
to participate in the pact, any more than it was asked to participate in the innermost circle
of the French plan. The proposal put forward by the five delegations would presumably be
likewise limited to the Powers of continental Europe. The interpretation Mr. Eden ventured
to place on this most interesting proposal was reinforced by the observations made at the
previous meeting by the delegate of Czechoslovakia, which country was, of course, itself
one of the authors of the proposal, '

Mr. Eden felt that it would be something of an intrusion on the part of his delegation
to offer advice to others in respect to obligations which it was not itself prepared to under-
take. None the less, in the light of the obligations to which thé delegate of Czechoslovakia
had drawn specific attention — the obligations shouldered by the United Kingdom at
Locarnp — he might at least be permitted to say that engagements on similar lines might
well bring appeasement to other continental countries that sought the greater confidence
which an increased sense of security commanded. The immediate task of the Political
Co:lnt_mssnon was to discuss that part of the problem of security, both in the French plan
and in the programme of work submitted by His Majesty’s Government,? that related
to Europe. It was now at work upon the inner circle of the security programme’ Admittedly
of course, that was by no means the only circle. At a later stage, it v;rould be the;
Commission’s duty to consider what its attitude should be to the outer ,circle of the French
pian. The United Kingdom delegation would then be ready and willing to id thct
?I;(;E}:;il;te ;l:-olt)lll: mgan“{}xi}te there seemed to be wisdom in the suggest‘i}ggslﬂgﬁ tl?e

€ m, in all its aspects, should be further examined in & itt £
continental European States, where the more rapidly, no do committee 0

I y ubt, those Stat
to record the measure of agreement which they were able at ’once to rezﬁ?sXOMd be able

Colonel LANSKORONSKIS (Lithuaxﬁa) observ
. 6L L) ed that there were two sch :
;l:) v;gs maintained on the one hand that no satisfactory results could gesf)b?:g.]i;:é fxllmr‘tlagggd
i1sarmament unless equitable solutions were found in the matter of security, and, on the
’ 14

other hand, that the guarantees of security had already been enhanced so considerably

that there was no longer an i i
politionl, paarsntoer g ¥ reason to make disarmament oontu?gent on further legal or

! Document Couf.D.146
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et r't]izlxllz ng:?n Iziztgr I;l:ii;lt?ined that the various undertakings in force, considered
instriments i the ¢ hga.d ta. fmn of peace, were not sufficient, since no certainty existed th:ts;
to consider the possibilityo o? rt(fé "_'I;glgggﬁeo}e?;tiecul;i_ty, ilt ndertakings, An thern meds
] ernational undertaki
be some gl}arantee that collective force could be employed againstat.hl:%so:"m(lotrhglt':t?“t
. f3) ' .

_ Unfortunately, it was not ici o . : 4
to the lack of org anisa.tionmiléﬁ:;g%y t';ffi?ltll;;e, and its failure in that respect was due
Whidcl) IIlverghprovided for in theory were very di?ff:&t? !tlg ‘:;p‘:; isx;‘ 1;‘:;2?& because thoas

y the sanctions of a i e.
that, apart from the tech nll}cggog%!flil;iltélilezrﬁter were compulsory. It must be recognised
of an economic blockade was closely bound uor%i%;futlf poss lsanctmng, the application
on the frontier, the participation of the nav p s the employment of military forces
sanctions, therefore, were not conceivable wigl’:out. t}? - ls_mul.ar of pres.  Econtomio
which were not compulsory. The Council couli onle ap}l)i ication of military sanctions,
Stateg concerned were free to accept them or not ¥ make recommendations, and the
y way of example, su X . .

aﬁ'ainst a Covenant-bll')eaj&ing IS";;:(:heOSft:'f:tcgliccetlilgziiviﬁ?&otl(; 1;%1% I()lt?isggnj (()‘:)nntoact!on
the principle of - collective intervention be in such a t I i e ng
intervention could only take vl _ case! In the first place, such
follows : First, the Couflcil itse?f %:Sgu?tfit;;:e ltct.)n%;g: e;;z:ll d%fcifllme"h t'l;lha hore whs renson
:? emg)loy armed sanctions, and, in accordance with, its decisiog,‘;\d(&fo:; ;I:;o::oﬁ?:n:ggfloall
tg)rtrlls l(;alg:ﬂégeg :fngg: Iéga.gue. The Governments of the various countries would, in their
s Pl 0. e recommendations thus submitted and decide whother they
pt them or no. And since, in modern times, there were no absolute monarchies
the Governments alone could not commit their country to war, and the questi \d
:1:.1:’& :1(; be submitted to Parliament, where further deliberations would ?lef:ywttllmw?igal

. Considered from the international standpoint, a whole series of difficultics w
- arise, since a dlvergence_ of.v.iew and of interests v;-ould soon appear between the St(:gg
whlci}(xi 1v;vere to engage in joint action. All those various divergencies and difficulties
wou ave to be settled. How long would that phase of diplomatio action last? '

The real value of such recommendations was very relative. Would the States invited
to participate in a common action be ready, when faced with all those difficulties and the
dire realities of war, to follow the Council’s recommendations? Obviously, those States
which did decide to take part in such joint action would do 80 in their own immediate
gggrest:' ra;lher 3haén,kii;o employ the solemn formula, in order to ensure “ respect for

rnational undertakings ”,
) If, .howeve}', eve_rything proceeded satisfactorily, if all the decisions were taken and
if the diplomatic action of the Council resulted in the framing of an international policy
o§ Wfafr’rt was t:limt tlzllifl :nd! f::Tottat allll— for the most important thing was the co-ordination
- of effort on the itary front. The various moral and material difficulties attending &
war of coalition were notorions, ranging from the organisation of & single command agnd
the framing of the plan of campaign to the allocation of the means of warfare.

There must be no illusion that there would simply be & minor expedition — such as
- had formerly been sent to America or Asia — towards which several countries, by joint
agreement, would contribute a few divisions in order to punish a guilty Btate. On the
contrary, it would be a modern war, with all the means that were at the belligerents’
disposal and all the problems resulting therefrom : plans of operations, concentration,
tlfja,nfsfport, supplies, mobilisation of all national resources and, above all, the co-ordination
_ of effort in a war of coalition,

Even admitting that the majority of those problems were provided for in the Council’s
“« recommendations ” or settled during the period of diplomatic action, that would not
hasten the arrival of the means of warfare in the field. Mobilisation would be necessary
and the forces thus mobilised must be despatched to the scene of action. Months would
pass before the joint forces of the coalition could take action against the aggressor State,
The latter — need it be added! — would only be aggressive if it felt sufficiently strong
to impose its will by violence. During all that time, what would become of the State the
victim of aggression?

" So far, the organisation of joint action under the Covenant bad not been satisfactory.
That was perhaps one of the reasons why, very wisely, the Council had hitherto abstained
from recommending collective intervention, although there h?d already been several
victims of unjust aggression, Lithuania unhappily being a case in point. _ ‘

Several endeavours to improve the organisation for the enforcement of sanctions had
been unsuccessful. The States, uncertain of their security, still made the question of dis-
armament conditional on fresh guarantees of security in the form of a pact of mutual
assistance. The judicious organisation of a system of assistance, an organisation which
would make good the gaps in the Covenant, would undoubtedly constitute real progress
from the standpoint of security. o L

Lithuania was prepared to go as far as possible in that direction. She was ready to
vote in favour of the principle of mutual assistance and to examine the details of application,
but subject to the condition that the system adopted should not weaken, instead of
strengthening, the provisions of the Covenant and should not in actnal fact be restricted
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iited number of States, Otherwise, it would simply be a new form of alliance which,
:: ?\Ilfnllx’aﬁlolny has so rightly remarked, ;night lead to a counter-alliance and a schism in
‘ eague of Nations. ] . .
the Iiga!in, the solution of the problem of security must obviously depend on international
confidence, which, in the Lithuanian delegation’s view, was the real basis for disarmament,.
If the hypothesis were accepted a priors that international undertakings not to resort to
force might be violated, then it could also be admitted 'that other undertakings, in particular,
those relating to mutual assistance, might also be d}sregarded. What sort of guarantees
were contemplated against this latter form of violation?

While holding the view that the degree of gecurity implied by any pact of mutual
assistance must depend, as M. de Madariaga had rightly said at the last meeting, on the
amount of detail it contained, the number of contingencies for which it provided and the
extent to which it was of world application, the Lithuanian delegate did not consider that
the cause of disarmament need depend solely on the adoption of such a pact.

The Lithuanian delegation had already had occasion to state that disarmament was
itself one of the factors of security — perhaps the most effective — especially qualitative
disarmament. Lithuania, whose armaments weighed lightly in the g_enera.l_ scale, was
willing, moreover, to disarm unconditionally, but only on the basis of universality.

As a partial solution of the problem, in the sphere of the organisation of peace, Lithuania
much appreciated the Soviet proposals concerning the definition of the aggressor and
desired, in that connection, to support the Latvian delegate’s declaration.

M. PoLrT1s (Greece) offered a few remarks on behalf of the five delegations which had
submitted the draft resolution. '

He would say first to Mr. Eden that the authors of the draft resolution, having entirely
understood and borne in mind the United Kingdom delegation’s previous statements,
were not inspired by any hope that the United Kingdom would be able to assume any
obligations in addition to those it had already undertaken.

The word “ continental”, which, of course, would have to appear in the draft resolution
when it was & question of a pact of mutual assistance, had not been omitted through
inadvertence, but because it had been thought that, while adhering to its position, the
United Kingdom delegation might perhaps feel able to help in the work which would thus -
be put in hand on behalf of the States comprising the continent of Europe.

There were certain obligations, indeed, which had already been taken and which were
not in any way challenged. There were even some of very recent date. They were not
yet final, but..they were accepted in principle, notably the renunciation of resort to force,
which could, inone way or another, be embodied in or accompany the continental security
%)l?::.p T%la.t would be a moral, and even a political, addition of inestimable value to

act,

To M. Rutgers, who had said he could understand the principle of mutual assistance,
but not the principle of & pact of mutual assistance, M. Politis would reply that, according
to the intentions of the authors of the draft resolution, the Commission would be invited
to pronounce on the principle of the expediency of concluding & pact of mutual assistance
among the States of the European continent. There was no need for any long explanations
to remind those who might perhaps have forgotten it of the desirability of such a step on
the part of the European continental States.

Exactly five years ago, the Arbitration and Security Committee, which had met at
Prague to prepare certain work that was to be examined later by the Committee, then
by th_e Preparatory Commission and lastly by the League Assembly, had begun with’ what
he might term a balance-sheet of the situation. In a report which attempted to estimate
the value at that time of the security existing among the Members of the League there
occurred the following phrase summing up the situation: “. . . the guarantees contained
in Article 16 of the Covenant were vague as regards their principle and fortuitous as regards
their application . He did n i i i i o

ir application ¢ did not think that, in the past five years, anything had occurred
to invalidate the accuracy of this finding by the Committee on Arbitration and Security
It was precisely cha.u_se the guarantees contained in Article 16 of the Covenant a.n(i
governing the application of Article 8 — for the latter article enjoined the reduction of
armaments to the level compatible with security — were not precise in their principle or
certain in their application, and because experience had perhaps shown that itl:va.s uli)aeless
to hope that these rules could be strengthened on the universal plane, that it had b
resolz«;dtt‘;) attempt to reinforce them in the European sphere P ’ e een
_the present juncture, the question was of vital i : it mi
2:;‘;1-31?:62 getqter (:)[l; smaller meagure of a.rma.megt?g‘?dtﬁ?:gta'g&tbgg?ﬁ?i lzv:;lgﬁg
stion. It was in that spirit that the French plan had put for: i .
pact of mutual assistance amon > e (_)rwa.rd the 1dea of 3
resol;tgon st:l;nmed Iup the views hgdtll)l; tE: ;?\?: ?ﬁle‘g:t];itg‘;nml countries, and the draft
e authors of t i ission .
expediont te considerh:hg?lm were asg_ the Commission to recognise that it would be
i er it was possible to establish between the continental St:
& pact which would confer greater precision on the guarantees i Ot e
facilitate their application. That was one wag b ¥ ees in the League Coven.ant and
could be enhanced, since mention was made oty sag tvy o e heama of proventing war
mind was the terrible possibility that war would b oy pa e the ultimate hypothesis in
who waged it. In fact if th WO © waged with the object of punishing anyone
possible really to belie by tha?;re wuoire & sound system of sanctions, one in which it was
y would be the best preventive means, and there would be
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ground for hoping that countries which were tem
prevenfed from doing so, owing to the enormoy
When the Committee which it was proposed to s
could be embodied in a continental pact of
necessary, as M. Paul-Boncour had suggested
questions in succession.

The first would be the point which the Commission had already set in princi
the countries of the European continent, while at the same timey resgrgdinlgn lt)ll;l:(;gsl\:i{)?;
extension of that principle to the universal sphere — namely, the renunciation of resort to
force in any circumstances. The next would be, in accordance with the Soviet delegation’s
suggestions, the definition of the aggressor. Thirdly would come, in accordance with the
ideas advocated by the Belgian delegation, the practical details for establishing the fact of
aggression. Fourthly, there would be the question of the Council's powers in this matter
— namely, whether the system of the League Covenant should be retained as it stood, or
whether, fo_r the purposes of the European continental countries, it would be desirable to
advance a little further and to render more elastic the rules in the Covenant. Lastly, there
- was the very difficult, but highly important, question of the means of action that would be
brought into play for the fulfilment of the pledge of mutual assistance. These moans of
action might be manifold. They might be purely national, such as those mentioned in
certain instruments at present in force, in which the United Kingdom Government had
participated. There might be others of an international character; that was to say, there
might be cases in which co-operation would be restricted to forces which would be determined
in advance, whl_ch would be specified in the pact of mutual assistance itself, and which each
of the contracting parties would undertake, in case of necessity, to place at the disposal
‘of the community, .

Such were the various questions which arose. They deserved very serious study.
Aj‘. the present stage, it would be at any rate illogical if the organs of any conference whose
aim was the great reform represented by the reduction of armaments should fail to make
& serious and loyal attempt to discover what might be practically possible,

pted to venture on war would thereby be
8 risks to which they would be exposed.
et up came to consider the details of what
security or mutual assistance, it would be
at the last meeting, to consider a number of

- M. MoTTA (Switzerland) would be glad, before the vote, to explain the Swisa delegation’s
attitude on point (a) of the draft resolution.,

Since the beginning of the sixteenth century, the international status of the Swias
Confederation had been and still was that of perpetual neutrality. That neutrality
had been recognised as being in conformity with the true interests of Europe. It had
been solemnly confirmed by the League Council in London on February 13th, 1920,
According to the London declaration, the Swiss Confederation preserved its military
neutrality intact. Any pact of assistance, if it meant for Switzerland an obligation to give
military help or to apply economic sanctions in excess of those stipulated and defined, as to
their nature and conditions, by Article 16 of the League Covenant, would place S8witzerland
in a position of conflict with the status which had been conferred npon her and which the
- other States had recognised. '

The Swiss delegation, therefore, would be obliged to abstain from voting on the
principle of a pact of assistance to which it could not be a party. It was, however, almoust
superfluous $o add that if a pact for the purposes of assistance was capable of really strength-
ening the guarantees already contained in the Pact of Paris, and more pnrtxcu].nrly in the
Covenant, and thus contributing to improve the general conditions of security and to
facilitate & substantial reduction of armaments, Switzerland, like all other countries, would

feel the utmost satisfaction.

. The PRESIDENT then putrto the vote the first part of the resolution submitted by the
Greek, Yugoslav, Roumanian, Ozechoslovak and Finnish delegations amended, with their
consent, by the insertion of the words in italics : A -

“ In view of the special situation of Europe with regard to the problem of general
security ; . ¢ ouatual assist aned

“ Congidering that a European conlinental pact of mutual assistance based on
the proposals of tghe Committee on Arbitration and Becurity approved by the Assembly
of the League of Nations in 1928 would increase existing security for all European

nations without exception ; _ '
“« Qonsidering that such an organisation of peace would permit substantial general

disarmament :

“ The Political Commission,

“ (a) Decides to accept immediately the principle of a European continental pact
of mutual assistance;” .
Fourteen delegations voled in favour of and five against this part of the resolution.

The PRESIDENT thought there could be no dispute about the second part of the

resolution :
“ (b) Appoints & small committee to prepare a
discussion by the Commission.”

text as rapidly as possible for
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i iti hairman,

ested that the Committee be composed of M. Politis, as C n,

d ?tfetgg:ég?esm:ﬁgBelgium, Czechoslovakia, Denm.a.rk, lea.pd, France, Germany,

;Inunga.ry Italy, Poland, Spain, Turkey and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.
, .

i i the draft resolution

. pI SoraGNA (Italy) said that, as he had voted against s

he dﬁir m]))t. feel that bhé preﬂnce of an Ttalian delegate in the Committee would be of any
value. He therefore asked the President to excuse the Italian delegation from taking part

in the Committee’s work.

. LEVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) also flechngd the honour
of t.a%uf'ngD poa.vr(t} ?n t;e Coé}mittee’s work. He pointed out that the Soviet Union was astride
two continents, Europe and Asia. It could not, therefore, consider itself as a European
State only. For that reason, M. Dovgalevsky had not voted against the proposal, but had-
abstained. He did not, however, think that his presence In the‘CommJttee would be

of any use.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that, after the statements of the United Kingdom
delegate, it might élready ga)ve been a.nticipa.teq that there would be some dlfﬁcultgy in
proceeding with the work on the proposal of the five Powers, even though it were admitted
that the United Kingdom might subsequently co-operate. In view, however, of the
statements just made by the delegates of Italy and the Soviet Union, it was hardly likely,
at the moment, that the proposal of the five Powers would lead to positive results. For
that reason, the German delegation asked that it ghould be allowed to attend the Committee-
as an observer only. : :

M. pE MASIREVICH (Hungary) fully shared M. Nadolny’s point of view and stated that,
like the German delegation, the Hungarian delegation would follow the Committee’s work
as an observer. : :

M. Pierre Cot (France) made a proposal which would, he hoped, be acceptable to the
delegates who had just indicated that they did not desire to take part in the Committee'’s
work. -

The Commission had just considered the question of the pact of mutual assistance.
That question formed part of a vaster problem, that of security. Connected with this
problem were other questions and other proposals, in particular two which M. Politis had
mentioned : namely, M. Bourquin’s proposal and the proposal of the delegate of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics. The work of the Committee just constituted might therefore
be suspended until the General Commission bad had an exchange of views on these two
proposals, and then perhaps M. Nadolny and the delegates of Italy, the Soviet Union and
Hungary would no longer see any objection to attending the Committee to which the
detailed application of these various proposals would be referred and which would be a
drafting committee, If the different questions connected with the problem of security
were thus studied in the same Committee, it might be possible to avoid the slight dispute
that seemed to be threatening the meeting, and which it was in the interests of all the
delegates to avert in order that their work might continue as rapidly as possible.

M. p1 SorAGNA (Italy) supported M. Pierre Cot’s proposal. In those circumstances,
the Italian delegation was prepared to take part in all discussions, either in the Political
Commission or in any technical committee that might be appointed for that purpose.
Naturally, it made a reservation similar to that expressed a few days previously by
M. Dovgalevsky with regard to the connection between the studies of such committees
and the plan for European continental assistance.

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that the German delegation was, of course, also prepared
to take part in the discussion on the Soviet and Belgian proposals, either in the Political

Commission, or in any other commission, He fully concurred in the explanations of his
Italian colleague.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) said he no longer desired to Pi :
expressed exactly what he had intended to say? speak, as M. Pierre Cot had

M. DE MASIREVICH

of Italy and Germany. (Hungary) fully concurred in the observations of the delegates-

M. DovGALEVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist R i i i i
should take place in the Political Commission itsel??uthS) considered that the discussion

With regard to the scope of the Soviet delecation’ i
defin gation’s suggested declaration as to the
nf a:;:;tmn of the aggressor, he fully supported the reservation M. di Soragna had just
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M. ForiTCcH (Yugosiavia) was very glad that M. Pierre Cot’s prop “wi

y . osal had met with
almost unanimous approval. Tl}e _Yugoslav delegation supported 1t)lmlt: proposal, It v;as
understood that this procedure did not in any way exclude the study of the plan for mutual

assistance already approved in principle by the Political Commission.,

The PRESIDENT thought the Commission seeme

M. Pierre Cot’s proposal. He himself had intended that, after the Soviet and Belgi

proposals had been discussed, all these proposals should be referred to the C‘(l)n]?m]igt:;tzg
appointed to consider the question of mutual assistance. He felt that the Commission was
in a difficulty with regard to two points : first, it was trying to do in the inner ring what &
googl many delega,tmns.felt should apply equally to the outer ring, and, secondly, it was
taking separately questions that really belonged to a whole chapter of proposals thut ought
to be associated with the question of security. The best solution would probably be to
postpone the appointment of the Committee until the Soviet delegation’s proposal with
regard to the definition of aggression and the Belgian proposal had been discussed. All

these questions could then, perhaps, be referred to the same Committee which would be
asked to report back to the Political Commission.

d disposed, on the whole, to acoept

. M. DOVGALEVSK‘? (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) desired to say that he had no
objection to the President’s proposal and was very willing to adopt the order of work Le
had sqggested — namely, that the Commission should begin its examination of all these
complicated problems by discussing the Soviet proposal. But he must again point out
that the Soviet proposal was intended to be universal in its scope. It must therefore be
studied in a drafting committee from which representatives other than those of the

countries of the European continent were not shut out. Subject to this reservation, he
supported the President’s proposal,

The PrRESIDENT thought M. Dovgalevsky must have misunderstood his suggestion,
He had proposed that the Political Commission should first discuss the definition of
aggression, adjourning the appointment of a committee for the present. At the end of
the discussion it would be seen what form that committee should take. The President
was himself of opinion that the definition of aggression should be considered in & committee
dealing with everything connected with security. Meanwhile, the Commission would
discuss the definition of aggression at its next meeting.

The President’s proposals were adopled,

EIGHTH MEETING
Held on Friday,'March' 10th, 1933, at 3.30 p.m.

President : The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON,

10. DEFINITION OF AGGRESSION : DRAFT DECLARATION PROPOSED BY THE DELEGATION
' OF THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS : 1 GENERAL DI18CUBSION, .

" The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission of some of the previous studies undertaken
by the League of Nations with regard to this question. It had first been considered in :
report of the Temporary Mixed Commission in 1923. The Geneva Protocol of 1924 containe
a whole article — Article 10 — dealing with the definition of aggression. In the rppor:
accompanying the Protocol, the Rapporteur, M. Poht:s,_had stated that it was sufficien
to say that “any State is the aggressor which resorts in any shape or form to forcedm
violation of the engagements contracted by it either under the Covenant Leams of or ux; ixfr
the Protocol *. There was, lastly, the General Convention toimprove the Means of preventing

War, Articles 2 and 4 of which had a bearing on the same matter.

’ i iali i i he principles

] Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that t
Mdeg{ﬁfaozifiziﬁdg of the Soviet Government towards the mterdepel]ldence_ odf
disarmam%nt and security had been expounded fairly explicitly. H'e need only l::'rmn |
the Commission, therefore, that these principles could be expressed in two propositions :

1. The maximum security can only be achieved by complete disarmament.

2. In the absence of complete disarmament, the degree of security is determined
by the extent of the reduction of armaments.

1 Document Conf.D./C.G./P.V.38 (see aiso Minutes of the General Commission, Yolume 1, page 237).
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viet Government’s original proposal,! which, it would be remembered, was
for g:‘;l:ra?(;nd complete disarmament, was un.forgunately not adopted'by fihf Cof?fereioe. _
Guided by the pacific aspirations .of the labouring masses, the Sowglt)zl e ega; lollil htad
pursued its aim, which was to reduce the danger of war a3 far as possible a.l‘lc. 0 % zn
the burden of armaments that weighed most heavily on those very nsecf ions OT.‘:; o
population that most eagerly desired peace and had the greatest hatred 9tv(;a{. 0 at
was why, after the failure of its proposal for total disarmament, the Sowg 2¢taga ion,
in the ho pe this time of obtaining the Conference’s unanimous approval, had put forward
its plan for a substantial reduction of armaments, and had declared its readiness to support
any proposal for a real and extensive reduction of armaments going as far as possible
in the direction desired by the Soviet Government.

The Soviet delegation maintained that attitude of pl:inciple. It had, however, always
folt its duty to be to neglect nothing that might contribute towards the success of the
Conference’s work. In obedience to that idea, it could not qverlook the fact that, if the
Conference felt that disarmament must be preceded by security and was dependent upon
security, it was faced with the alternative of defining an-d increasing security, thus making
possible some reduction in armaments, or of declaring itself powerless and admitting the
failure of several years’ work, Having this in mind, the Soviet delegation had carefully
studied the French proposal on security and had looked, in that proposal, for what was
of interest to the States as & whole, As & result of its examination, it had once more noted
the indisputable truth that no system of security against aggression could be complete
and efficacious in the absence of a clear idea as to what constituted aggression.

Desiring that attention should, as soon as possible, be devoted to real disarmament,
the Soviet delegation had placed before the Conference a draft definition of an aggressor.

The aim of this definition was therefore to place security on a sound basis. The Soviet
delegation thought this definition should take the form of a declaration, universal in scope,
either to be embodied in the future Convention on security and disarmament .or to be the
subject of a special agreement forming an integral part of that Convention.

Once the definition of the aggressor was accepted by all, and was consequently binding
on all, it would serve as a guide for each State individually or for any group of States.
It would also contribute, if not towards the complete avoidance of partial agreements
between different groups of States, at any rate towards reducing considerably the danger
of their assuming the character of alliances directed against third parties.

The Soviet declaration consisted, apart from its preamble, of two parts. The first
part contained & positive definition of the acts constituting an aggression. The second
part contained a list of circumstances which might not be invoked in its justification by
a State guilty of the acts defined in the first part. Both parts were imbued with the common
idea that all resort to force as a means for settling disputes between States must be considered
a8 illegal. Both were therefore on the same plane as the “ renunciation of the resort to
force ” that had been accepted by the Political Commission at its fifth meeting on March 2nd,
in a8 farl as it related to European States, though the Conference had still to make it
universal. .

The Soviet delegation reserved its right fo discuss at a suitable moment and in
detail each of the paragraphs forming the articles of the draft. One general remark might,
however, be made at once with regard to Article 1. In particular, this article included
among acts of aggression, in addition to the formal declaration of war, the various forms
of hpgt}hty l_mdertaken without a previous declaration of war. The prohibition to open
hostilities without declaring war dated back to 1907. The third Hague Convention,
in fact, at that time made it an international offence, whereas war as such was still considered
perfectly legitimate. At the present moment, the fact that a formal declaration of war
was prohibited internationally as an instrument of national policy provided yet another
reason for making no difference, from the point of view of the idea of aggression, between
war declared officially and de faclo hostilities. ’

. With regard to Article 2, in which were set out the circumstances that could never be
invoked as an excuse for an act of aggression, the Soviet delegate desired to say th:t this
list — which was perhaps incomplete — should, in his delegation’s opinion, cover the most
frequent causes of disputes and differences between States ; its aim was that no dispute
of that kind should éver serve as & cause, pretext or justification for an aggression. The
list contained in Article 2 of the draft could therefore be supplemented, if necessary, in
accordance with the suggestions which would, he hoped, be made durin,g the discussion.

Perhaps the following question would be asked — M. D

t llo — M. Dovgal
already perceived it in the speeches of certain delegates duriiage:gtyg:gg;]aglhgisl;:sshigg
in the Political Commission during the last two meetings — Was not the proposed definition

! Document Con!.D.82 (Documents of the Conference, Volume I, page 124).
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of the aggressor too complete ¥ Was not its detailed character likely to give it undue

rigidity which would subsequently bamper those who were ealled upon to establish the
aggressor %

- To this observation M. Dovgalevsky would reply that a full definition, & definition
dealing with every conceivable aspect of aggression, would indced be somewhat rigid.
But the Soviet delegation had not only sought to provide a rigid formula ; it had desired
to make it as rigid as possible. The definition and establishment of an act of aggression
must leave as little opening as possible for subjective feelings and judgments. Still more,
a complete definition must, as far as possible, exclude any possibility of subjective
interpretation, and the more automatic the establishment of the aggressor, the better for
the work of peace. o

That was why the Soviet delegation, which would of course be willing to accept any
amendment” improving its definition, hoped that amendments would not be aimed at

“weakening the text in such a way as to decrease its value as an objective and sure basis
for determining who was the aggressor. '

M. Lo (China) observed that a discussion on the definition of the nggressor must
necessarily precede any useful consideration of the closely related questions as to how the
provisions of the articles concerning sanctions in the Covenant, the provisions in the Pact
of Paris, and the contemplated pact on the non-recourse to force could be made effective,
There seemed to be a certain amount of unreality in the Political Commission’s ‘efforts,
an unreality which might have been born of a highly strung and recently disillusioned
world consciousness, but which could not fail to have a disturbing effect on the present
deliberations. The man in the street would inevitably ask what was the use of seeking a
definition of the aggressor when actual aggression, having already been both generally
and juridically ascertained, was suffered to go on at the very moment when the abstract
‘question was being vehemently debated.

However that might be, the very fact that new efforts were being made to seck a
definition of the aggressor constituted definite recognition of the necessity for reaching a
reasonable agreement upon this all-important question. The existing state of things in
the international situation, particularly in the Far East, emphasised the urgency of thoso
endeavours. That, he imagined, was the spirit inspiring the Soviet delegation’s very
frank and comprehensive proposal, which did not, as M, Litvinoff had said, pretend to
absolute definitions, since such were hardly possible or conceivable. The pr_uposul also
"made a wise distinction between the establishment of such factors as which side was thoe
first to declare war or to commit a real act of aggression — questions thut were relutively
easy to determine — and the legitimacy of the causes and justifications for such aggression,
which might be highly controversial and which did ‘Dot lend themselves to ascertainment
by the existing international procedure. This distinction ought to bring home the fuct
that, in striving for international security, the Conference could not, on the pretoxt of the
exigting limitations, delay too long in the solution of pressing problems, but would have
to be satisfied if a machinery were evolved wbich could serve more or less as a fire

extinguisher, leaving the final assessment of responsibilities to the judges and, perhaps, the
historians.

~ As an abstract definition couched in a single sentence was deemed impossible, the .
Soviet proposal had resorted to the enumeration of the characteristics of aggression. It
must be admitted that, while the enumeration of concrete examples lent (-.onsul(:,ru.blu
reality to a hypothetical concept, there were alwa:,ys disadvantages to, bg found in an
a.ttemp't to define by example. A legal mind would object on th'e ground that since, accor'dmp,
to the old maxim, the mention of one thing excluded another, in any future and un predicted
case which did not come, apparently or prima facie, within one of the various categories,
it could be plausibly argued that they did not apply to such a case. A State unwilling to
assume onerous responsibilities for action against the aggressor would not fail to clb'e tllne
words, in opposition to the attempt to define the aggressor, that such an attempt would
“ be a trap for the innocent and a sign-post for the guilty ”.

r, definition by example, if not understood to be exhgqstwe, was
'bettgi' :11'11;21,3}:;:;2::1 ’and abstract ];tatement of a set of circumstances. Opinions érnlglxt
differ as to the inclusion and exclusion of certain items in the list enumerated in the ht_)vnc!i
roposal. Most of the examples given were, nevertheless, satmtactory'to the C.mefui
geleoa,tion. A few alleged fissures in the Covenant, the Pact of Paris, and genera
intet?national law had been repaired. The character of war, in its actual as yv?ll as'm its
technical sense, had been fixed. A declaration of war was conmder‘ed, emphatjvc:ally, #;t'not
- necessary to t.h’e creation of a juridical situation in a case where a State emplu; mg'm: ary
denied the intention of waging war. Pacifie blocka_de was d_enounced as aggression
mealsluresa it ought to be denounced. Political causes of justifications of aggression were
;)I;ot;)c;l;'v eicluded from the domain of law, in which only overt acts should form the subject
o th ity of intemdtionai éff;rts
little disagreement as to the necessity o :
in t&hﬁe;?:;do?etggr{aﬂous prot%ﬁems raised in the Soviet list. If only a 'reaso_ne'd
diustment of these problems could have been achieved during the nfte_exf yltl::srs t;:lil(.e
?hg great war, the extremely tense situation in the Far East might possibly have been
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averted and Cbina might have been gpared a tragic loss of blood and treasure.: Failure

d inevitable and

;%soét;fle;{ :J(:ei?xfg: tflixefslgc: complications. The delegations would, Indeed, be deemed to
have failed in their duty.

In ‘the discussion of the Soviet proposal, the fact must not be overlooked that an

" all-pervading and readily comprehensible pr}nclple had inspired perennial - effortg .for

the collective control of conflicts. Such a principle was that of pacific settl.ement. Political

exigency or opportunism had been its inveterate enemy, and lawyers had invented excuses

for justifying deviations from such a principle and had looked in international instruments °

challenging questions at' the eleventh hour would . .

for loopholes which did not exist. There was, indeed, much food for thought in M. Rutgers’ .

reference to the maxim, summun jus, summa injuria. ' -

While there must, of course, be no relaxation of the endeavour to xl_mke the peace
machinery perfect in its working, the imperfect state of the existing machinery must not
be seized upon as an excuse for not making every effort to see to !:he execution of the
peace-preserving instruments already in force. Much less should it be assumed that,
because the existing machinery bhad to be perfected, it would be .nght to sﬂ:{and wait for
the stage of perfection and leave pending problems uncared for. : :

+ 2

In order, therefore, to rally world public opinion, it could not be too strongly emphasised - _

that any scheme to define the aggressor must take into account the alleged loopholes in

international instruments, particularly those which had been demonstrated in the_ actualities ’
of international life. Otherwise, the results achieved by the present discussions would

be far removed from realities, and, as such, would be hardly able to withstand the impact
of contemporary events. As peace-preserving devices, they wou]d:be found definitely
wanting.

The same conclusion was inevitable if one definition of the aggressor were adopted for
one part of the world and another for the rest. A yardstick of such importance must be
of universal application. ' ' ‘ ‘ _ '

‘The Soviet proposal, as an exposition of contemporary, as distinguished from merely
theoretical, difficulfies in the definition of the aggressor, was therefore deserving of the
most careful and comprehensive discussion of which the Commission was capable. The
Chinese delegation gave it its wholehearted support and hoped for its adoption. _

M. LANGE (Norway) said he had been glad that the French delegate had proposed,
at the end of the previous meeting, that the special Committee set up to study the plan .

of mutual assistance in Europe should defer its work. He believed that it would be extremely
difficult to discuss that question without first being clear as to certain principles. and
possibilities which arose in the universal sphere, with a view to reaching that stage in the
discussion at which all would be ready to express their views as to the proposals for the
reduction of armaments. If the Commission had for some time confined itself to the
European sphere, that was because one delegation — the United States delegation —
had said that it would wait to see what attitude the European States would take with
regard to the substantial reduction of armaments. That, therefore, was the Commission’s
object, and, in that respect, M. Lange entirely agreed with the Soviet delegate.

The Norwegian delegation had already expressed, during the general discussion on the'

- French plan, its great sympathy towards the Soviet delegation’s proposal for the definition
of the aggressor. That proposal, which was opportune and extremely valuable, and contained
elements deserving of the closest attention, would possibly have to be supplemented.

The President had observed, at the beginning of the meeting, that this was no new
question in the international world. In particular, it had been studied during the discussion
of the 1924 Protocol, which, if M. Lange was not mistaken, laid down, for the first time in an
international document, the idea of presumptive evidence of aggression. That idea was of the
greatest importance and had been taken up again ih recent years during the discussion and

preparation of the Convention to improve the Means of preventing War. In certain respects, -

therefore, the Soviet proposal would need supplementing.

M. Lange wondered whether, as M. Dovgalevsky had already said, the list appearing
under No. 2 might not be too rigid and whether the formulas employed might not lead to
some misunderstanding. He was no jurist, but, looking at the matter from the point of
view of the man in the street, he wondered whether the list contained in Section B might
not create the impression that the acts thus enumerated would receive some kind of
recognition, if not a8 being legitimate, at any rate as being admissible. Such a result would
certainly be undesirable. In this matter, however, the Commission must rely upon the

wisdom of its jurists, and there was good reason to congratulate the Soviet delegation
on the proposal and to recommend its close study.

deleglz::?(:g’a M. L?ix_]ge was %qrticut}a:llly gladd to see in a document issued By the Soviet
specific recognition o e need for internati . '
development which was worth noting. C lonal organs .»Tha't. was & new

vt

.. Count RaczyAsk1 (Poland) welcomed on behalf of the Polish delegation the Soviet
initiative and viewed its proposal very sympathetically. On the one hand, that proposal
was connected with the principles embodied in Article 10 of the League Covenant, and, on



)

"~ the other hand, took as a starting-pqinf the principles embodied in Article 1 of the Pact of

. _.N,on-Aggressmn which Poland had signed with the Soviet Government in J uly last, & pact -
‘that had been ratified and was in force. . T SR

R The Polish delegate further desired to point out that this proposal coverdd only one
-part, undoubtedly an important part, of the system of security. It was an essentinl factor,
but could only achieve its full significance when that system was established in its entirety
and all the necessary consequences could be drawn from it. ‘ -

* The Polish delegat_iox}, moreover, thonght it necessary to act prudentiy, and the vote‘.
-taken at the Commission’s . previous meeting showed that- prudence - was, indeed,:
indispensable.* ~ .- . .o ' . ‘ ‘
In conclusion, the Polish delegation considered that the Soviet proposal must be
- examined and given effect. No complete system of security could be established unless

it included the very important ideas embodied in that proposal. Those ideas could, of
course, be discussed and improved upon. : : '

. M. MassiGLr (Fiaqce) ‘pointed out that the French delegation had slrendy had an '
~-opportunity of expressing its sympathy with the Soviet proposal. Ile might therefore
...have refrained from speaking in the general discussion had he not thought it advisable

+to explain briefly in what spirit and for what reason his delegation was able to welcome the . -

_ proposal. It believed that a definition of the aggressor was not, perhaps, in itself very

important, and would form no more than an article in an encyclopedia. But it had .
" nevertheless been very glad to read, in the Soviet proposal, a paragraph to which the -
- Norwegian delegate had just referred and which read as follows: - . s
oo " .Y Anxious to provide the necessary guidance to the international organs which
" .. " may be called upon to define the aggressor ”. ‘

The French delegation saw in this paragraph a starting-point, and it was that starting.-

point that it welcomed. - It believed — and this- was in accordance with the spirit of the

. . French plan — that the Commission must in the first place set out to define the aggressor,

- - in view of the consequences following upon such a definition. It was the international

- ..organs which would be responsible for drawing those consequences. The French delegation
hoped the Soviet delegation would be able to follow it in that direction also.

"The President had ‘announced some days previously that a drafting committee would
consider the details of the proposal. It was not.necessary, therefore, for M. Massigli to
dwell on any particular-point in it. In his view, a declaration would not. suffice,’and some
‘means must be found of embodying the principles underlying such a declaration in an article

. of the Convéntion. "™, -~ =" - . R S LRI Do
“'. 7% Qertain points in the positive definition of aggression might be open to discussion, -
““*and the Commission would not be surprised, he thought, to hear that he himself preferred
“the definition given in Chapter III, Section A, paragraph 3, of the French plan, !

. " . Again, & negative list, such as that given in part 2 of the Soviet proposal might he
. thought to. present more drawbacks than advantages, for no list was ever complete, and
. this might give rise to misunderstandings. :

In conclusion, it might perhaps be found that part 3 of the Boviet proposal, which

concerned the concentration of armed forces in the vicinity of a frontier, was not of such

. anature as to cause the Commission to lose sight of a provision, to his mind preferable, to be
. found in the Convention to improve the Means of preventing War, o -

, But these were only details, on which opinions might differ. They must be discussed

- and explained, and, in the circumstances, M. Massigli would confine himself to repeating

that the French delegation approved the principle of the Soviet declaration and hoped
that it would be studied as soon as possible in a small committee. S

.- Mr: LESTER (Irish Free State) thought that a stage had been J:eached ab w}aich

- .thae old terminology regarding certain aspects of international affairs rgqunreq to be revised. .

“The absence of a declaration of war was no longer sufficient to make it posm‘ble,to prevent

the effects known as war, and for that reason he welcomed the Soviet delegation’s proposal,

. which, he believed, would be found valuable in that it was necessary to bave addjuonz'nl

. guidance on this fundamental question. He welcomed the proposal, particularly as it

_came from a State non-member of the League. .

: As to the text of the Soviet proposal, omissions from and additions to it — perhaps
- even very fundamental changes in regard to form — would probably be necessary before
it could obtain any substantial agreement. He was not unaware of the legal difficulties and

- arguments which could be used against certain parts of the prpposal, nor of the difficulties
arising from what had been called the realities of each situation when a .conﬂ}ct between

.. two States had occurred. Therefore, after a general discussion in the Political Commission,
. thé best procedure might be to appoint a special committee to discuss the proposal or, .
better still, to have it discussed by a committee dealing with other related questions. -

A

1 Document Conf.D.146.
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he stud‘j of the question of the determination
be referred to a committee which would be not
y and drafting. He would therefore

AL. NADOLNY (Germany) assumed that t
of the aggressor would, with other questions, 1
only a drafting committee but a committee of enquir
only make a few brief remarks. )

i i inati f the

As the President had already pointed out, the question of the determination o
aggressor was not a new problerg.plt had already been 1n_vest;1gated anl(;l'Sthdfd IS)y the
League of Nations. He would mention in this connection the wor ,0 t e' j%)eclal
Committee of the Temporary Mixed Commission in 1923, M. de Brouckére’s report of 1926
and the memoranda drawn up in 1928 by M. Politis and M. Rutgers for the Arbitration

and Security Committee. ,

Since she had entered the League of Nations, Germany had taken part in the earlier
work done with a view to setting the question of the aggressor, and the German delegation
was to-day equally prepared to collaborate in studying the problem on the basis of the Soviet
proposals and the French plan. Its motive in doing so would be the wish to contribute to the

consolidation of world peace.

The great advantage of the Soviet proposal was that it laid down definite, concrete
criteria for determining the aggressor, It was, he thought, very important to define, by
means ,of as clear and objective criteria as possible, the rules which should govern the
determination of the aggressor. That was'an excellent suggestion which should undoubtedly
be thoroughly studied. In doing so, it should not be forgotten that an agreement on the
factors by which the aggressor could be determined was not only important from the
standpoint of the exact measures to be taken against the aggressor, either under the
Covenant of the League of Nations or in virtue of an understanding between the Sta'tes
signatory to the Paris Pact. There was still another aspect which the German delegation
thought was of the utmost importance — namely, the preventive character of such interna-
tional definition of the criteria for determining the aggressor.

He would point out that there was already one important precedent which should
not be overlooked — namely, the General Convention to improve the Means of preventing
War. Article 5 of that Convention provided that failure to comply with the Council’s
injunctions regarding the withdrawal of troops which had penetrated into the territory
of another State or regarding the formation of a neutral zone would be considered as prima
facie evidence that the party guilty thereof had resorted to war if war broké out as a result
of its attitude. During the negotiations in connection with this Convention its preventive
scope was particularly emphasised in several quarters. This aspect, therefore, should be
constantly borne in mind by the delegations in examining the Soviet proposal.

A further advantage of the Soviet proposal, he thought, was that it had a universal
basis. It would, in his view, be a serious mistake to think of laying down principles for
determining the aggressor confined to a small group of countries, as that would lead to
collisions and disputes with countries outside that group. Internationalrules of such
wide political scope should always have a universal basis. Naturally, there was nothing
to prevent — and the Soviet delegation would certainly agree with bim on that point —

the rules thus laid down being used as a basis also for action taken under the League
Covenant. '

M. Nadolny added that the universal character of the Soviet proposal should also be
reflected in the membership of the committee which would be asked to study it. Clearly,
it would not be sufficient to appoint representatives of European countries only ; the
committee should be composed of members representing every part of the world.

. The German delegate did not intend to discuss the proposal in detail at the present
time. He would only make one brief observation, in conclusion, on a point on. which
M. Dovgalevsky, moreover, had already spoken. He was referring to the doubts expressed
by the Netherlands representative during the general discussion of the French plan about
the g,dwsa,blhty of laying down beforehand too rigid rules for determining the aggressor.
- M. Nadolny wondered whether rules of an automatic character would really be apgropriate
here. M. Dovgalevsky had, he agreed, been right in asking for as full a list as possible to be
d'rawn up of the criteria of aggression, but M. Nadolny felt that the cases which might arise
would be too numerous to be covered by an absolutely exhaustive definition. He had in
mind mainly the fact that a dispute, in all its different phases, was frequently so complicated
that rigid criteria for determining the ageressor would be insufficient : all the factorsin the.

dispute should be considered and weighed as a whole. I
- - 3 ° t
in drawing up certain rules for the determination of the a resson’_% thought, be necessary

M. ScEMIDT (Estonia) agreed with man ‘ i
Y of the other i
gég:::uolr war;hae ;&:‘ryl;lva.luable contribution to the attempt tdoelgigna(fu;.nsclettli];ittiggeffl? vtllf:
: . oblem was one of very great practical im it w i
desirable to establish as clear and definite a wording as waspgll‘-g?:%ic:s;llf;rpg;s;s: bighly
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The Soviet proposal seemed to M. Schmidt to contain in this res i
were undoubtedly really valuable and he was therefore fully pr:p?;é); cttoe?i]\l}:l;lt:saﬁh;ﬁl;
attention it deserved. As bad already been said, the Soviet draft needed some
rTelz;rrangen_nent, but the questions involved would not, he hoped, be very difficult to solve.

e Estonian delegate trusted, therefore, that the Commission's efforts in this connection

would lead to a positive result which would represent a subs i i
of present-day ihtemntocie w! P stantial advance in the sphere

_ Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) had listened with very great interest to the discussion
on the Soviet delegation’s very important proposals. The objective which it was sought
to realise was not, of course, a new one. There had been many and important attemptas
to realise it in the past in the sphere of varied international activities, more especially
among the Members of the League of Nations themselves.

The preamble to the Soviet proposal stated, “ It is necessary, with the utmost
precision, to define aggression, in order to remove any possibility of its justification ™,
That was the problem, and with this object in view the Noviet definition laid down & serios
of rigid and automatic tests according to which the aggressor in any particular case waus
to be identified. - :

Mr. Eden considered that to this attempt the Commission was bound to bring some
of the experience of the past, to which the German delogate had rightly afluded,
The possibility of defining the aggressor had been fully discussed in the pust, and the
conclusion had always been that it was impossible to lay down any such rigid criteria
of universal application, since it was impossible to foretell how they would work in particular
sets of circumstances, and there was serious risk that their application might result, as
in the quotation to which the Chinese delegate had referred, in the aggressee being
pronounced to be the aggressor.

Without attempting in any way to go into the history of the matter in detail at the
present stage, he might refer to the study of the question, which M. Nadolny had mentioned,
in the report of the Third Committee of the fourth Assembly in 1923, and the documents
printed with that report. One quotation from the econclusion reached by the Special
Committee of the Temporary Mixed Commission which had considered the delinition
of a case of aggression had been that “ under the conditions of modern warfure it would
seem impossgible to decide, even in theory, what constitutes an act of aggression”. The
quotation goes on: “ It is clear, therefore, that no simple definition of aggression cun be
drawn up and that no simple test of when an act of aggression has actuslly taken place
can be devised ™. .

Reference had also been made to the very important report of M. Rutgers? on
Article 10 of the Covenant, in which he stated :

“The question of acts which are evidence of aggression has already becn the
subject of the most exhaustive and careful study by the League of Nations and by
“many of its Members. These studies have led to different conclusions, and we are
constrained to believe that any attempt to lay down rigid or absolute criteria in
advance for determining the aggressor would be unlikely in exinting circumstancos
to lead to any practical result.” :

There was one other aspect of this question of which those countries which were
Members of the League must not be neglectful. It was absolutely essential for such
States that any definition which might be considered should not be inconsistent with the
situation resulting for Members of the League from the Covenant, and, for certain of the
States Members of the League, from treaties to which they weré already parties. At
a first examination it seemed, at least, very uncertain whether the proposals under
diseussion did, in fact, comply with that condition. ) _

~ Mr. Eden drew the Political Commission’s attention to the foregoing considerations, not,
of course, in any hostile sense, but because he thought that the Comminsion could start
its work more clearly if it discussed the matter in the .hght of the very considerable
efforts made in the past. That being so, he must say quite frankly that, in view of the
abandonment of previous attempts to lay down very rigid and absolute criteria such as
those set forth in the Soviet proposal, he hardly felt sanguine of the success of any endeavour
~ to retain that proposal, at least in the form suggested in the present instance.

M. WESTMAN (Sweden) noted that the Soviet proposal, as M. Dovgglevsk ¥y had pointed
out on several occasions, attempted to define the aggressor on the universal plane, T hat
was a high and meritorious aspiration.

In the course of the studies undertaken at Geneva for many years, the advan}ages and
risks of fixing in advance the criteria to be applied in defining as an aggressor & State that
had broken its international obligations had been weighed. These discussions were recalled

by the present debate. ~

1 See Official Journal, May 1928, page 671.
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| The Swedish delegation would be very glad if, after this discussion, it were found .
. possible to reach unanimous agreement on such a definition,

precise in theory, and thorough and efficacious in practice. A8 the Committee which was

' i would probably have a fairly heavy .task- in connection with the
;l:gll)llteéloolf)es:c%g(i);; tset(llbmitted It?,o it byythe Political Commission, M. Westman would ,tak-e
advantage of the general discussion to add a few remarks. . _ t>" ‘ ,f,_ ‘

One thing was certain — namely, that one of the bases on which p}lt;;zqui?s ﬁrgeg:nug:ﬁo :1}:

. increasing security would be founded must be the unproven}ent 0 ang morégé methods

of defining the aggressor, which would, in fact, amount to making mf)r:i o, NI

the system of sanctions. That idea was undoubtedly correct in principle.

If the rules at present in force were examined, it would be noted that they took, as a

which ‘would be both clear and™ -

~ starting-point, the principle, which was difficult to justify, that each State must determine

separately whether, in the event of a conflict, one of the parties was at faglﬁ; that wag ._;.'
to say, each State must itself settle the problem of the aggressor. - -~ . .

" At the moment, however, when the Commission was endeavouring to make the sanctions
more automatic and efficaci(;us, it was important to'ensure that, as far as possible, tléese _
‘rules would be practicable and would bring about the fundamental condition of any sys em-' )
of sanctions, which was not to provoke but to prevent war. ‘In this c_onneci:lon:1 it :yas
desirable, in M, Westman’s opinion, to note that.nothmg Wpuldk-be gau}ed by adopting
a stipulation under which, for example, the Council was required to specify the aggressor
by & majority decision, the various Btates being bound, in consequence of such 4 decision, .
to take part in economic and military sanctions.. It was very doubtful whether the adoption .,

of such a stipulation would really strengthen security, for the reason that it would be rash -

to expect, having regard to the grim realities of internatio_nal‘_life, that such a rule would be. -
faithfully and unflinchingly observed. The decision which a Government would have to
take with regard to the application of sanctions was, and always would be, a serious matter,
and must be strongly supported by public opinion. From this point of view, it was essential
that the aggressor State should be compelled to disclose its intentions to the whol_e wot:ld.
It was important that the Council’s decision should have the chara(_:ter of a confmatlon_
of acts already recognised and observed by the whole world. Proceeding from that idea,.the -
Swedish delegation was prepared, so far as it was concerned, to confer.on the Council more .-

extensive powers with regard to all decisions to be taken with'a view to disclosing the '

aggressor State and in order to place world public opinion in a position to make its influence
felt. ' : S E o

'

The Spanish delegate had pointed out some days previously that there ‘was an
international Convention to improve the Means of preventing War. Several speakers .
— M. Lange, M. Massigli and M. Nadolny — had just referred to that very Convention,.
which was, indeed, based on the principles M. Westman had just mentioned. - . ‘ -

During the preparatory work for .the Convention, the Swedish ~delegate had -
recommended certain stipulations which, on several points, went further, than those actually -
embodied in the Convention. The time had now come, in his view —in order, from this
standpoint at least, to strengthen security — to extend the Council’s powers when it was - -
required to take the measures provided for in the Convention to improve the Means of
preventing War, Thus the Commission might consider the adoption of a rule providing for .
decisions by a competent majority in the case of measures of that kind. o ‘

In the event of a threat of war, the Council should have the power, for example, to make
investigations and to take measures of supervision of all kinds, to decide upon the .
esta.bhshment‘of neutral zones, to order the cessation of military preparations subject
to the necessary supervision. Further, the Council should be invested with power to
prohibit, by a majority vote, the exportation of arms and other war material ‘to-one or’ -
both States parties to the dispute. Also, after the. beginning of hostilities, the Council
should be empowered to order the above measures, to decide upon the evacuation of an
occupied territory, and to prescribe an armistice. Should any State refuse to comply
with the Council’s decisions, the latter should be able to impose export prohibitions of & ¢
more special character, or to prescribe the declaration of a boycott of wider scope.

. Whereas the Covenant of the League of Nations provided for the possibility of an -
immediate and general boycott, while at the same time conferring on each State the .
right to take a declslop itself, the Commission should recommend a system whereby the
Council would be entitled to take such decisions, while observing, however, that the

measures recommended must be taken one after the oth ' i o
and economic methods of coercion. : or 80 as_‘to act as Ps'yc-hologlcal

d ftM(i YlADAth apan} said that his delegation ha '
ralt declaration concerning the definition of aggression. It amou i '
wration ; L . .. nted to a list of deeds - .

a?dt }?cts"\l l.nch, in the Soviet delegatlon’s‘ opinion, might serve as criteria for the definition
gossil?l :,,t,a:e;:gir.na’feh(:i Japanese deéegaftlon would’ venture to ask whether it was really
I y o - L 3 - " °
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the Political Commission itself that the decision, in the i
ts sion, case of an armed conflict

;vhlfther there was aggression and who was the aggressor was always a oomplieat(’adail:g
elicate matter. To be able to pronounce on the aggressive or defensive attitude of the
countries enga‘ged in a Q1spute, account must necessarily be had to the whole group of
problems forming the subject of the dispute. All that was entirely true. In recalling these
points he had, of course, no intention of pointing out certain gaps or oniissions in the Soviet
-draft. All that he wa_.nted was ghat a fair and equitable formula should be found, one which
31(;“:;1 at tthef same time take into coqsidemtjon the actual facts and have regard to all
the o sixl)l?i? mgt: vl;l;;ltss; activity in the field of international relations, their complexity and
M. Yada himself would frankly say that he felt quite incapable of juridical syntheses
of that kind, especially as he realised that they involved very arduous and difficult work,

for the solution of which the League had made the utmost endeav ince i igi ;
to the present day. g ost endeavours since its origin down

M. KUNZL-JIZERSKY (Czechoslovakia), on behalf of the States of the Petite Entente,
expressed their sympathy. with the Soviet proposal concerning the definition of the aggressor,
They regarded that definition as a valuable contribution to the working out of a real system
of security, The three delegations considered that the question deserved most caretul
study'. On points of detail they reserved their right to propose the necessary smendments,
but, in principle, they would sincercly co-operate in the working out of an improved
definition of the aggressor on the basis of M. Litvinoff’s declaration,

Mr. GiBsoN (United States of America) observed that the Conferonce had raised a
series of technical questions which, up to the present, it had been unable to solve, and which
still barred the path to an agreement en the reduction of armaments. The discussion in
the Political Commission, in its turn, had not failed to raise a question which had bothered
all students of international relations ; for the definition of the aggressor had perhaps been
more discussed than any other point in this whole field of thought. It seemed to him that
‘the difficulty had always resided in the fact that any definition was by its nature limited,
Thus there would always be ways of resorting to force which remained technically outside
any definition that man in his finite wisdom could conceive, and conversely it was
inconceivable that it should be possible to formulate an all-inclusive definition which

. would give assurance that it could be relied upon ultimately to meet any situation created
by the infinitely complex interplay of human relationships.

Furthermore, he questioned the utility of a rigid definition, particularly one like
that given under point 1 of the Soviet proposal, since conditions could readily be imagined
in which even some of the acts listed would not in themselves necessarily constitute an
act of aggression, e : P}

For practical reasons, it might perhaps be wiser to approach the problem from a
somewhat different angle, and endeavour to examine the criteria which each Government
would find helpful in any given case in reaching a decision regarding aggression. Such
s method would perhaps be calculated to clear the thoughts of delegates on the subject,
and it would avoid the danger of binding future action of which neither the cause nor
the results could at present be foreseen.

Such were the queries which the United States delegation ventured to raise. The
forthcoming discussion might, perhaps, clear them up, but at present the Uhnited States

- delegation questioned, in all sincerity, whether it was desirable and advisable to endeavour
“to put into words a problem which must in the final analysis be judged on the husis
of more factors than could possibly be foresecen at the moment, and also on factors
the relative evaluation of which would be different in each concrete case that would have

_to be decided.

M. pr SorAGNA (Italy) associated himself with the previous speakers’ expressions of
‘gratitude to the Soviet delegation for the practical contribution it bad made to the study
of the problem of the definition of the aggressor. Whatever opinion might be held as to
the nature of that problem, it was none the less one of the most important points in the
international law of the present day and of the future. The Ital_ian delegation would be
happy to take part in the work of the technical and legal committee which would study
the problem, and would contribute its entire atore of knowledge of the relevant texts and
facts with the utmost goodwill. From the experience gained during the discussions on this
matter in the past few years, it did not seem to M. di Soragna that it would be possible
to classify it with those questions of which it was possible to say, at the present stage, with
some degree of exactitude that they would receive a definite solution covering both‘ their
general character and limits. The very interesting observations of 3r. Eden andll\l r. Gibson
seemed to warrant doubts on the subject. It was, however, In any case certain that any
progress which was real and not merely apparent could only be eminently desirable. Tt
would represent a notable contribution to the common stock of international law.
' In M. di Soragna’s view, the progress of the work and its success would be the better
assured the wider and more universal the basis upon which the delegations co-operated
"in the Commission, and the less the work itself remained dependent on any idea of
- subordination to more or less restricted plans for international organisation.
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The PRESIDENT fthought that the discussion had reached the stage when a Committee
might be appointed to deal with the question of the definition of aggression. He therefore
suggested that this Committee, under the chairmanship of the Vlce-Premdept, M. Politis,
should consist of the representatives of the following countries : Belgium, United Kingdom,
Cuba, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Hung_ary, Italy, Poland, Spain,
Switzerland, Turkey, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United States of America and

Yugoslavia. i
The Committee would be instructed to consider all qu_estions_of security, and the
President would suggest that it would be helpful if it would, in the first instance, consider

the Soviet delegation’s proposal and, if possible, submit to the Political Commission a report
on the definition of aggression upon which the Committee had found agreement. After
reporting on the definition of aggression, the Committee would then examine other questions
relating to security — that was to say, the Belgian proposal! and the question of mutual
assistance which had been discussed by the Commission at the preceding meetings.

The proposals of the President were adopied. l

—_—
! Document Coul.D./C.P.12.
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ANXNEXES,

DOCUMENTS OF THE POLITICAL COMMISSION.

REVISED LIST OF

President :

Rapporteur :
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—
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Conf.D./C.P.2.

Geneva, March 15th, 1932.
MORAL DISARMAMENT. :

DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE PoLIsH DELEGATION.

Recognising the important part played by the Press in the development of international
relations ; .
Desirous of associating the Press in the work of moral disarmament;
Relying on the Press’s sense of duty towards the international community:
The Disarmament Conference decides to request the Council to convene at the earliest
possible date an international conference of representatives of the chief associations of
journalists and editors for the purpose of: ‘ .
(1) Examining the problem of moral disarmament in so far as it may concern
the Press; _ _
(2) Making suggestions in regard to the action to be taken by Governments ghould
the latter be called upon to supplement the work of the professional organisations
with a view to bringing about moral disarmament in the domain of the Press.

. Conf.D./C.P.3.
' o B Geneva, March 15th, 1932.

DRAFT CONVENTION SBUBMITTED BY THE PoOLISH DELEGATION.

Recognising that the work of organising peace cannot be fully effective unless it is
firmly implanted in the minds of civilised peoples ; )

Considering, moreover, that any international action, if it is to bear fruit, must develop
in an atmosphere of mutual confidence based on respect for the rights of every country :.

The High Contracting Parties have agreed upon the following provisions :

Article 1.

The High Contracting Parties undertake to introduce in their penal legislation within
a period of .... years from the entry into force of the present Convention, the following
provisions : '

(1) Any person guilty of public incitement to war shall be'i)unished by
imprisonment for not less than .... and not more than .... years;®

(2) Any person guilty of having publicly incited his or her country to violate
existing international law shall be punished by imprisonment for not less than ....
and not more than .... years; : '

] J N I .o. . ete.

In the penal legislation of the respective countries, the above provisions may be made
subject to the reciprocity clause. ‘

Article 2. ’
The l-l_igh. Contracting Pz‘ut’ies undertake not to tolerate in their respective territories
any organisation, whatever its statutory aim, which engages in activities incompatible
with the prohibitions contained in the preceding article.

Article 3.

The High Contracting Parties undertake to carry into effect within & period of ....

from the entry into force of the present Convention the teaching reforms necessary in
order to enforce: :

(1) The prohibition in State and private schools of any activities of teaching

staffs or pupils intended to arouse hatred of foreigners or to disturb good relations
between peoples ; .

(2) The revision of school text-books with a view to eliminating all vassazes
conceived in & spirit of hatred or contempt of a foreign people ; 8 a7 pussage

(B) veeiiiiiiiiiiin. Creeinasan Creesiieannaaa treeeeeiaiiia., ete.

o Article 4.
_ The High Contracting Parties undertake to
likely to disturb international relations orto wo

_of another contracting country. This princi i ] issi
organised i the e 03; a principle shall be applicable, not only to transmissions

] : y of the High Contracting Parties, b
raied by the territo ing rties, but also to those
Contractingy Par:;esl.m\ms and relayed from g broadcasting station of any of the High

prohibit any broadecasting transmission
und the national sentiments of listeners.

g »  Ariicle 5.

The High Contrac ng Parties undert ibi jecti i
in general, ;ny public herformance lik:lrstra:{: 3(1')5 A paod e projection of i ety

or to arouse hatred of foreigners, turb good relations between the peoples
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Conf.D./C.P.7,
Geneva, February 15th, 1933.
DECLARATION OF NOXN-RESORT TO FORCE.!

AVMENDMENTS PROPOSED RY THE CZECHOSLOVAK DELEGATION

_ Replace the last words: “ present or future differences between them ™ by “ all
differences betiween them of whalever nature they may be ™. )

Conf.D./C.P.12.
Geneva, March 4th, 1933,
EUROPEAN PACT OF MUTUAL ASSISTANCE.

PROCEDURE FOR ESTABLISHING THE FACTS,
Proposal by the Belgian Delegation,

.I. There sl_ml_l be set up at_the seat of the Government of each of the High Contracting
Parties a Commission for establishing the facts, consisting of & members (five, for examyple)
chosen from among the diplomatic agents and military, naval and air attachés neeredited
to the said Government. :

II. The members of this Commission shall be appointed, in conditions to be agreed
upon, .by. the Cqunml 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 e
threatened with, any aggression or violation of its territory shall have the option of ealling
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 Permancent
Disarmament Commission) as quickly as possible. The latter shall immediately notify
the Government of the High Contracting Party accused, in order that the lutter may,
without delay, have the facts established on its side by the Commission set up at the sent
of its Government.

V. 1f the Commission considers it useful for the accomplishnmient of its task to verily
certain facts other than those to which its attention has been drawn by the compluinant
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 ficts hax 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 (‘ommission),

The Commission shall supply the Council of the League of Nations and the Permanent
Disarmament Commission with any supplementary written or verbil 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. ,

Cont.D./C.P.13.
Geneva, March 4th, 1933,

DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE DELEGATIONS OF GREECE, YUGOSLAVIA,
ROUMANIA, CZECHOSLOVAKIA AND FINLAND,
In view of the special situation of Europe with regard to the problem of general

security ; .

Considering that a European pact of mutual assistance based on the proposals of
the Committee of Arbitration and Security approved by the Asm:mhly f»f the Lvugu.e of
Nations in 1928 would increase existing sccurity for all European natious without exception :

Considering that such an organisation of peace would permit stibstantial general

disarmament ;
The Political Commission
(a) Decides to accept immediately the principle of a pact of mutual assistance ;

(b) Appoints a small committee to prepare a text as r?;:iflly an possible for
discussion by the Commission.

‘;’ i.’r‘
A Draft declaration submitted by the Tnited Kingdom delegation {docnwent Conl.D./C.P.4),
’ »
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. Conf.D,/C.P.15,

- - ; Geneva., June 3rd, 1933

COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE COMMITTEE FOR MORAL
DISARMAMENT TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE' CONFERENCE o

Sir, ‘.. o . ‘
- Now that the General Commission is about to conclude the flrst readmg of the dra.ft

- Convention referred to it, the Committee for Moral Disarmament thought that it might
be useful for you to be 1nformed of the enclosed resolution containing the: programme
which it has drawn up, so that, if necessary, you could commumcate it to the Genera.}

Commission in view of the resumption of its work.
As you will see, our Committee has decided to take all necessa.ry steps to ensure that

the result. of its work shall be submitted to you in dué time.

In virtue of the terms of reference conferred upon it by the Political Commission
on March }15th, 1932, our Committee, whose work was interrupted for the reasons of which
you are aware, is convinced that, by carrying out its programme, it can make a contribution
which will be of particular value in view of the necesmty of ma.kmg a determined effort
towards moral disarmament parallel to that which is being made in the sphere of materml
disarmament. -

According to the provuuons contemplated by the Committee, the ngh Contra.ctmg‘
Parties would undertake to. use all means at their disposal to promote good feeling and
understanding between nations and also to prevent any 1nthement to war -or other acts
likely to disturb good international relations. ‘

We feel sure that you will share these views, whlch are mspu'ed by the desire to
strengthen still further the essential conditions of lasting peace. o

I have the honour to. be, Sir,

Your, obedient scrvant,

t

(Signed) Margery CORBETT ASHBY
Preszdem of the Commitiee for Moral Disarmament.

{

» Appendlx . -
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE COMMITTED ON JUNE 2ND 1933. ’

' The Comnuttee on Moral ‘Disarmament . considers that provismns ‘should forththh
be drawn up concerning moral disarmament, these prov1swns to stand on the same footing
as the provisions regardmrr matenal dlsarmament m the fmal texts to be adopted o
by the Conference. :

With a view to preparing these texts, the Comlmttee proposes to ut1l1se the followmg
material which is already-at its disposal: :

(a) The preliminary draft text examlned at the first readmg la.st yea.r coneermng
teaching, co-operation between Intellectual circles, broadcasting, the theatre and
the cmemetograph

(b) A preliminary dra,ft text which will be prepared by M. Pella. on the basis
of his memorandum concerning the adaptation of mumclpal laws to meet the present
stage of development of international life ;

(c) The data a.lready ‘collected and to be submitted later concernmg the
co-operation of the Press in the work of mora.l dlsarmament .

P



