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The General Commission, in the c~urse of its meeting £!U February 25th, 1932, decided 
" 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 Secretariat 1 under 
the titles 'Organisation of Peace' and 'Supervision' ". . . . . . · 

The Political Commission held eight meetings between February 27th, 1932~ and 
March lOth, 1933. 

The secretariat of the Political Commission consisted of the following members of the . 
Secretariat of the League of Nations : 

' ' 

M. Th. AGHNIDES, Director of the Disarx'nament Section of the Secretariat of the 
League of Nations ; · · 

Mr. F. CoLT DE WoLP, of the Disarmament Section of the Secretariat of the 
League of Nations ; · 

Dr. P. BARANDON and M. E. GIRAUD, of the Legal Section of the Secretariat 
of the League of Nations. 

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

President : The President of the Conference ; 
Vice-President:· M. N. POLITIS (Greece); 
Rapporteur: M. E. BENE§ (Czechoslovakia). 

On March 15th, 1932, the Political Commission apP.ointed a Committee to , study 
the problem of moral disarmament. This Committee sat from l\Iarch. 15th~ 1932, to. 
November 17th, 1933. Its report (document Conf.D.fBureau 54) appears in Conference· 
Documents, Volume III. 

On March lOth, 1933, the Political Commission appoi~ted a. Committee to . study · 
security questions. This Committee sat from lia.y lOth to May 18th 1933 and submitted 
to the General Commission a report (document Conf.D./C.G.108) 

1

which
1 

is 'included in 
Conference Documents, Volume II. • · 

:See doc~~ent Conf.~.~9, ,Conference Documents, VoL 1. 
Tb~ Political CommlliSlon a report on the question of non-resort to •orca 

appeara Ill Conference Documenta, VoL 11. •· u (document Conf.D.l58) 
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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. 

MR. 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 51 paragraph 2, of the Rules of Procedure of the Conference. Under Art.iole 13 
of the Rules the election was to be carried out by secret ballot, unless the Commission 
decided otherwise. · 

MR. GmsoN (United States of America) proposed that the Bureau· of the Political 
Cominission 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. BENE~ 
as Rapporteur. 

M. PAUL·BONCOUR (France), M. DE Ao"OERO Y BETRA.NOOURT (Cuba) and General 
DE MARINIS (Italy) seconded this proposal. 

The proposal of Mr. Gibson wa.t 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 tne 
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 Cominission should adopt as ita provisional agenda the list of q uestiona referred 
to it (document Conf.D.l03). 

The Preaident't propoaal wa1 adopted. 

3. MoRAL DIBAlULUIENT.l 

M. SZUMLA.KOWSKI (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 aside theoretical discussions and declarations of principle and to pass to 
acts. The Polish 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. 

1 See memorandum from the Polish Government, document Conl.D.16; propoaala of the Polish delegation 
document Conl.D.76; and documentary material forwarded by the International Organ.iaation on Intellectuai 
Co-operation, document Conl.D.98. 

POUTICAL C:O:IOIISIIIOIII l. 
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The expression "moral disarmament " did not alt?gether correspond to th~ ide~ which 
the Polish delegation desired the Conference to exalllllle. Not only must men s mmds 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 bad been made since the war. International relations had been profoundly changed. 
Ideas which before 191-i would have been deemed utopian had become commonplace. 
Compulsory arbitration, an organised Lea~e of Nations, tll:e limita~ion of arma~ents 
by convention were some of the most sa.lient features of this evolutiOn. Internatwnal 
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 indifference.: 
A comparison of the texts drawn up since the creation of the League, however, with certain 
disquieting facts of everyday occurrence would show that there were striking differences 
between the present stage of the development of international law and the psychological 
attitude of certain social groups. In some cases, this contradiction prevented international 
agreements from having their full effect, since they could only be thoroughly effective 
when respect for international law had permeated the juridical 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 hand 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. . 

1\L 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 useful 
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 ig_nored in the na~ional sphere. That must be counteracted by an effort to lay the 
foundatiOns of a new mternal 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 m_ade 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 
wo';ti? thus be frustrated by energeti? governmental action ; the international and internal 
poliCies of States would be harmomously adapted one to another and the instruments 
signed at Geneva would then achieve their full value. ' 

. . That care_fully co~sidered g~vernment.al actio~-should give a lead to public opinion 
m 1mportant mternatwnal questiOns was mdeed the aim of the Polish memorandum of 
September 17th, and ~f t~e recen~ Polish p~oposals. TQ fight hatred of the foreigner was the 
best way to re-establish mternatwnal 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 a view to moral disarmament. 

In the first place, this question arose within the sphere of penal legislation. It would 
~eem possible to define certain acts which, perhaps, were not reprehensible from the 
International 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 int~rnational community's present stage of development was it not desirable to 
safeguard mternational peace by national legislation in the sam~ way as 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 vioh\tion of int1.1rnationa.l laws, and 
so on. A thorough study would r1.1veal a whole series of offt>nces against international 
interests. In proportion aa the international community d1.1veloped, the numbt>r of s~ch 
offences would increase, and national legislation would have to be adapt1.1d from t,Jme 
to time. Perhaps one dav the international courts would be rt>quired to prost>cute p1.1rsons 
guilty of offences of this kind. At the present stage, it would be sufficit>nt if Stnt1.1s 
undertook, in an international convt>ntion, to apply pt'nl\l sam·tions to ct>rtain of the more 
repreht>nsible intt>rnational offenct>s and to t>ntrust the l'nforcement of tht>se sanctions 
to the national jurisdiction. 

On December 30th, 1931, the Fourth Confer1.1nce 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 Poli~h Government 
was aware of the complex character of this problem, seeing that the high1.1r interests of 
international peace and understanding must be harmoniously combin1.1d with the intangible 
freedom of the Press. That was why the Polish Government had str1.1ssed 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 profesHional 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. IIere, 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-operation, 
which had drawn up certain suggestions mentioned in the memorandum just communicated 
to the Conference by the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation. Nevertheless, the States 
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 results. 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 a11 
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 l\1. Szumlakowski had in mind. 

With regard to the cinematograph; the problem was still less complicated, since there 
was an official censorship of films 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 exhausted all the practical steps which 
might be taken towards moral disarmament, but t;he Polish Govern!Dent merely desired 
to give an impulse to the work, which would certawly take a long time to complete. 

M Szumlakowski realised that the Disarmament Conference would be unable to reach 
any fi~al solution of the proble~ which was p-owing side 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~~ question shoul~ be referred 
to a sub-commission, which would make the necessary enqllll"les 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, and would show what questions were 
sufficiently ripe for international settle~ent. The Po~sh Gove~nment 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 thiiik 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. As long as these groups continued to influence public life and governmental action, 
no international convention would prevent their pursuing their own ends. As long 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 
~bolitio~, 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, 1\1. Litvinoff hoped the Conference would 
concentrate its efforts on physical disarmament. When that was achieved and oiily then, 
could the proposed educative measures be introduced, should they still b~ necessary. 

M. _Litvinoff then recalled that, when, some years previously, the Genoa Conference 
had!reJected the Soviet Government's disarmament proposal, that Government had 
co~vened at Moscow a. conference composed of representatives of the Soviet Union's western 
ne_Ighbours, 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 
w~rned ~he Political Commission, and through it the Conference that a. similar situation 
~1ght anse : the Conference might be faced with proposals for mo:al as opposed to physical 
disarm~ment. He very much hoped it would not allow itself to be distracted by side-issues 
before 1t had taken a. single step towards the realisation of its immediate task - physical 
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disarmament. The Soviet delegation did not consid.er it part of the Conference's duty to set 
up a committee to discuss moral disarmament. 

The PRESIDE~T said be saw no reason v.-hy the rt>commendations of the proposed 
committee should be in opposition to recommendations dealing with physical disarmament. 
The two qut>stions could be bpt entirely separate, and adYantage would be gained from a 
complete study of moral disarmament, especially if, as a result, Governments assumed 
grt>ater responsibility for peace propaganda, instead of leaYing it to voluntary organisations 
and associations. He himst>lf v.-as anxious that a t>ommittee should consider the whole 
matter and put forward recommendations, and dill not think thl're was any danger that 
thl'se recommendations would be made an alternatiye or a substitute for definite proposals 
with rl'gard to physical disarmament. 

The Commission deMdtd to appoint a rommittt~ to st11dg the problt'111 of t11oral disarmament. 

The PRESIDENT proposed that the Committee should t>ousist of the following tweuty 
members: 

Dr. WooLLEY (l..'nit~>d States of Amerira), 
l\1. DE BROUCKtRE (Bl'lgium)1 

l\1. COSTA DU RELS (BoliYia), 
1\lrs. l\1. CORBETT AsHBY (United Kingdom), 
l\1. 1\IALINOFF (Bulgaria), 
Miss KYDD (Canada), 
l\1. LIOU Vo:.-1 TAO (China), 
l\1. FAKHRY Pa(·ha (Egypt), 
l\1. AUBERT (France), 
M. GOPPERT (Germany), 
Count APPONYI (Ilungary), 
l\1. PILOTTI (Italy), 
Viscount 1\lusnAKOJI (Japan), 
l\1. SZUMLAKOWSKI (Poland), 
l\1. BRANCO (Portugal), 
l\1. PELLA (Roumania), 
l\1. DE 1\IADARIAOA (Spain), 
M. PERRIER (Switzerland), 
M. LOUNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), 
M. ANDRITCH (Yugoslavia). 

Mr. GIBSON (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'• proposal wa1 adopted, aubject to •llr. Gibson'• reservation. 

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

Thi1 proposal wa1 adopted. 

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 OP WORK. 

The PRESIDENT recalled that the General Commission bad decided to send to the 
Political Commission for immediate study all proposals relating to security.• These proposals 
included especially Chapters I, II and III (Section A) of the French memorandum of 
November Uth, 1 and the proposal of the United Kingdom delegation under Section II (A) 
of its memorandum.• The French proposals related (a) to the Pact of Paris (b) to the 
Covenant of the League of Nations, and (c) to the establishment of a European pact of 

1 See lfinutee of the thirty -fourth meeting of the General Comm.iMion. 
1 Document Conf.D.l46. 
1 Doenment Conf.D.I54. 
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mutual assistance. The United Kingdom proposals related (a) to the und_ert~king between 
European Powers to renounce any resort to force, and (b) to the orgarusation of mutual 
assistance between the continental nations of Europe. . . 

The French delegation was of opinion that it would be pr~ferable to start by discussmg 
the European Pact before taking up the question of undert~kmgs b;r non~European States. 
If the Commission were of the same opinion, it might ~egm b_y d1scussm~ the Eu_ropean 
proposals, which were (a) the organisation of mutual assistance m Euro:pe (mcluded m both 
the United Kingdom and the French proposals) .and (~} the undertaking not to resort to 
force, which was formally set forth m. the Umted Kmgdom memorandum and seemed 
implicit in the French plan. · 

M. DI SORAGNA (Italy) wished first of all to say that hi~ deleg~tion inte.nded t~ ~ake 
part in the discussion independently of any special standp~mt of 1ts own,_ m a spmt of 
effective and sincere co-operation with the other delegations, and espeCially_ With ~he 
French delegation, which more than any other had helped to clear up the questwns 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 wh~ch 
were under discussion justified the adoption of a prudent attitude, and that the I~ah~n 
delegation might be induced, by the course taken by the debate, to adopt and mamtam 
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, 
l\1. Paul-Boncour had made some rather uncompromising statements before the General 
Commission on the previous day. 1 The Italian delegation had, in a certain sense, welcomed 
~hes? statement~, for which it had the greatest respect and which had keenly interested 
~t, smce, by their tone, they g~ve the assurance that Governments were not yet obliged, 
m debates 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 . 

. Wh~le 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 
mate~ial could .not be judge~ unless effe?tives had first been judged, it had refrained from 
repl_Ying that. It could not. Judge effectives before knowing how far the Conference was 
wil~g to go m_th.e reductwn of.m~terial. It was, perhaps, for the same reason that the 
P~lit1cal ComiDISBion was now sittmg, and the Italian delegation congratulated itself on 
this fact. The lat~er a~tached special importance to giving evidence of its determination 
~o wor~ in th~ directwn of general pacification. This it owed to its people, to the 
mstructwns of Its Government and to the. wishes of the world. 

Mr. EDEN (United ~ingdo~) wished to ask a question with regard to the procedure 
and to make a sug~estwn ansmg out of the President's opening remarks. He had 
nnders~o?d the Pres1.dent ~o say that the French delegation would prefer that the 
ComiD1~s1on should first. discuss European security. While Mr. Eden agreed to that 
eug~esh?n, he wondt>red I~ ~hat order the Commission should proceed. He had no stron 
~ehngsm the m.atter, but, if 1t w~re agreed that the Political Commission should first discus~ 

uropean secur1ty, he w~uld pomt out that there were two headings in the United Kingdom 
p~ogramme concerned With that problem- viz., (1) a solemn affirmation to be made by 
a European Stat~s that they would not in any circumstances attem t to resolve an 

~;e~~~t c~rn~~::!~af~~~~~~~~ b~:~::n;ftt~ ~e~~o0rtthte~!omrcet, an
1 

d (2) ~thfimf mhediate .st_u_d~ · 
of r h' lit' a.1 ' ~ u ua secun y o t e possibility 

eac mg po lC arrangements defining the conditions in which ea~h of them would 

1 
See Minutee of the thirty -fourth meeting of the General Commission. 
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be entitled to t~e .co-operation of the other contracting States. He would have preferred 
~hat. the Com~s.ston should take European mat~ers in the order in which they appeared 
m. his deleg~t10n a. programme of work, and, while he would not stand out against any 
wlSh that rmght be expressed otherwise in the Commission he would observe that if Head I 
in that pr~gramme w~re ta~en first, he wo~ld be in a position to submit to the d~legations 
a draft whic~ the Uwted Kingdom delegat10n already had in its poss~.>ssion. While making 
that s~g~est10n, Mr. Eden would be guided by the wishes of the Pr~.>sident and of the 
ComiDlSslOn. 

The PRES~E~T, in reply to Mr. Eden, said that he had alr~.>ady announced that the 
-General ComiDlSst?n had refe!fed to the Political Commission for imnwdiate study all 
the proposals re~atmg. to security. At the end of his remarks he had t.ried, for the purpose 
of ~he pres~nt d1scuss10n, to narrow the matter to two points: (a) organisation of mutual 
asststance m Europe, and (b) the undertaking not to resort to force. The Prt>sidtmt left 

- it entirely to the Commission to decide whether it preferred to take (a) or (b) first, or 
both together. 

~1. N_ADOLNY (Germany) entirely supported the suggestion of his British colleague 
He had htmself recommended that a decision should first of all be taken with r~>~ard to a 
solemn declaration ; but, if the Conference thought it more important to dcal wit.h 
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 Unite1l Kingdom 
delegation concerned the· prohibition of resort to force by all European StatPs, and 
the second point related to the examination, by the continental Powcrs of Europe, of 
a pact of mutual assistance. By thus limiting the said pact of assistance a priot·i to the 
continental Powers of Europe, was not the French plan modified! Chapter III of this plnn, 
which dealt 11ith the European pact of mutual assistance, began with the words : " The 
special organisation for Europe", and therefore did not speak solely of the Europt,an 
continent. 

He was prepared to admit that the Commission should first consider the question 
as formulated in the French memorandum, but he would feel very grave misgivin~s 
- which he did not think it would be easy to allay - if the intention were a priori to b~>~in 
a discussion relating solely to the European continent, excluding, in consequence, the 
United 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 exaetly like 
attempting to build ·the roof of a house without even knowing what the ground plan was 
going to be. . 

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. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) did not attach much importance 
to procedme or to the order in which the various problems should be discussed, but thouf(ht 
that it would be best for the Political Commission to consider first the questiona 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 considere1l, to 
discuss first the French proposal, which tended to extend the Briand-Kellogg l'act, 
together with the additional proposals submitted by the Soviet delegation, 1 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 ~tary 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 

• See Minutes of the thirty-first meeting of the General CommiMion. 
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restricted to a group of European States, instead of applying to all the. S~ates signato~ies 
to the Pact of Paris. He would, therefore, propose that the Com~ss10n sh?~~ first 
consider universal security -viz., the extensioJ?- of the Pact ~f Pans, the defmitiOn. of 
aggression and the composition of the internatiOnal organ which would h.ave to defme 
the aggressor- and proceed afterwards to the more limited questions which concerned 
only one group of States. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) desired to submit an amendme~t to the terms of reference 
which the President bad defined at the beginning of the meetmg. 

A number of delegates bad declared, through t~e intermediary of the first delegate_ 
of France that the measures of disarmament to wh10h the Conference could agree would 
depend directly on the measures of security adopted by the Political Commission. If it 
were laid down that one of the objects of this Commission w~s ~o draft a treaty .of mutual 
assistance, the Commission's programme of work would be bnnted to an excess1ve de~ee 
by the stipulation of a compulsory object which. it. might, of c~urse-:- but equally ~~~bt 
not- achieve. He would prefer to see the CommissiOn's task defmed wttb greater elastiCity, 
so that a scale of results might be tabulated, to which would correspond 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 "; 

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 this 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 make 
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. J,itvinoff was 
m?re comprehensible. Nevertheless, M. Bourquin's opinion was based on reasons of policy 
farrlY: well known to all, and M. de Madariaga could not see any objection to the following 
wordmg: 

"(1) Measures to strengthen security in Europe and, in particular, 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 migh~ proceed ~ro~ the mi~mum (agreement not to resort to force) to the maximum 
(mutu~l ~ss1stance) '!lth I~termediary measures, each of which could be considered by the 
Comnnss10n and wh1ch nnght later lead to measures likely to enlarge the scope ·of the 
agreement not to resort to force. 

M. S~PAHBODI (Persia) associated himself with the arguments submitted by 
M. Bourqu~ and d~velop~d by the Soviet delegate, more particularly because the first 
paragraph m the Uwted Kmgdom proposal stipulated that the European States undertook 
not to have recourse to war- &·provision which might leave it to be supposed that they 
could g? to war with .the countries outside Europe, The result would be to diminish and 
not to mcrease secunty, and thereby would conflict with what had been decided in the 
previous year. 

Persia had no ~bj?ction to the ~uropean States· coming to an agreement among 
themsely~s, but she ms1sted .that secunty must be universal, and that there must be no 
tmdermmmg of the foundatiOns of the security already existing. 

. Mf. PAULh·BONCOUR (France) replied to some of the observations that bad been submitted 
m so ar as t ey referred to the French plan. 

from n:h:~~~p~:a:~ iftt~e ~ules rf logtfr'o werethfollowed, it was always preferable to proceed 
. . omp ex, om e general to the particular and th t 

~~~~q:!!!;.: ~~a~gh~h~~ve perhaps been more me.thodical to ~egin with the' first chap:e; 
of Paris a predsion .,.·hicb i~~~Jon~~y~tt~~e~~!tultatlve p~ct, ~es1gned to confer on the Pact 
and the ?JlOst general instrument in existence. possess, smce lt was both the most universal 

Log~c, however, was not the only consid t' · 
conclusion must al11o be taken into account. era Ion. The prospects of arriving at a 

For a pact of that kind, it was quite certa· th t t · 
Socialist Republics and the United States of ~n . a 'h 0 ment1~n only the Union of Soviet 
was indispensable. On this point _ and M ;1~•J e access1on of those two countries 
satisfaction- the Soviet delegation bad ex re;sed ll: - o.n~our noted it with the utmost 
on the other hand, had said very clearly Pthat f~ts Oplwon. The Ynited States delegate, 
before be could pronounce on his country's positionrbreasons kof which he was the judge, 
Europe itself. There, as in other matters it was i e I!lbulst no.w what would be done by 

. , mpossl e to disregard so clearly stated a 
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position when taken up by a great nation for reasons which were manifest to everyone 
Consequently, to att.em;pt to begin by the consultative pact would be to prevent th~ 
Conference from acb1evmg results rapidly. 

Such were th~ !easons f?r which the French dt-legation, from a dt-sire to conclude, 
was strongly of oprmon. that It was necessary to begin with the end. If that opinion were 
ac_cepted, he had no ~ifficultY: in adopting, in so far as concerned Europe, the United 
Kingdom delegate's pomt of VIew, especially since in this field it was possible to proceed 
~om ~be gene~al to the particular, and since a discussion on non-recourse to force would 
~nd~b1~ably brmg out the necessity, if it were desired that any such formula, bowt>ver valuable 
mtrinstc~lly, should be fully effective, for endeavouring t() complete it by far more 
su~stantial engagements for which provision was made in the continental pact of mut.ual 
assistance. 

From this point o.f view, M. Bourquin had apparently seen an incompatibility bt>tween 
the actual terms of t.his part of the French proposals and the suggestion that the European 
pact .of mutual ass1stance cou~d be concluded independently of certain nations, more 
espemally a great European nation, although, as that nation had stated Ruch a pact would 
have its entire sympathy. ' 

In point o~ fact, there wa~ no incompatibility. The French plan proposed, first, a 
general and umversal consultative pact, wherefrom all the countries which had si~rned the 
non-recourse to war and thereby outlawed war would draw this minimum conclusion 
that a country which made war would not be treated on the same footing as one thai 
underwent it. Secondly- and this was 011e 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 considl'rl'd that this 
consultative pact would add to the value of the Connant itRelf, of which many of the 
most important clauses- in particular, certain of the proviRions in Art.icle 16- would 
immediately acquire greater exactitude, consi~tency and facility of execution, for the sole 
reason that there would be a general pac.t, giving the assurance that all countrit>s without 
exception would, to a certain degree, comply with every one of the objects set forth in the 
Covenant. -

Within this system there would be, as between the greatest possible number of European 
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 f That was 
a point still to be determined. What would be required to make this pact effective f 

. The accession of a certain number of Powers. That would he the subject of the prest'lnt 
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 bad come to conclude among t-hemselves 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 different 
parts, disarmament and security. These two parts were, in fact, closely blended wit.h 
one another. 

The practical conclusion from the foregoing remarks, as 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 assist-ance. That was an extremely simple programme of work and might be 
accepted by everyone. 

Mr. RIDDELL (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 bad 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 ~i~cussions at Geneva 
the Canadian delegation had stressed these means rather than military guarantees for 
securing security. The Political Commission had. now met to c~nsi~er the proposals 
submitted by certain delegations to strengthen secunty and thereby JUStify a reductiOn of 
armaments. The Disarmament Conference had therefore launched on what, he hoped, 
was its final staae. The synchronisation of the work for armaments reduction with the 
efforts to increas~ 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 attitude taken up in these two problems. 

I~ 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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assumption that they were going to obtain something s~bstantial in both fields. ~n fact, 
many delegations believed that a large measure of secnnty had already been .P~OVlde_d by 
t.he -pacts already in force. By this he meant that those who would be satisfie~ With a 
substantial reduction in armaments should, in the next few weeks, state what pnce they 
would be prepared to pay for that reduction in terms of security, and those who ~ere 
pressing for security should stat~ what reduct.ion t}ley were prepared to make proVIded 
they obtained the degree of secunty they had m mmd. . . 

He had listened with interest to M. de Madariaga's proposal With regard to what rmght 
be termed a graduated system. He thought that a certain ~easure of security should 
bring forth a certain measure of reduction of armaments, a_nd t~we t~ersa. If a group ceded 
so much, it should expect so much. He therefore considered that the ma~ter. should 
be looked at from the standpoint that all groups were prepared to comprormse m 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 referr~d­
namely, points (1) and (2) under Section I of the United Kingdom proposals. He bebe.ved 
that, if the security proposals were organised in a graduated form, some of them rmght 
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 proceed 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. 

Tevfik RusTtl' 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 procedure, that, if the 
Commission accepted M. de Madariaga's proposal, it would be able to attain its object in 
two ways. . 

First, it would be able to consider the attitude of each individual State. Next, owing 
to th~ 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 wo~ld even be desirable to co~template wider interpretations or optional engagement~ 
to whic_h th~ States .conce;ned rmght accede. In that way the delegations would be less 
constramed m the discussiOns and the latter would lead to decisions which would satisfy 
all demands. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) thought that the question of procedure was less important 
tha.n 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 sugge~ted that secunty 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 .Lea~e. I~ the field of disarmament, on the other hand, the Conference was 
cousidermg the first step that could be taken. M. Nadolny merely expressed the hope that 
the Co~erenc~ would make as much headway towards disarmament as had already been 
accomplished m the sphere of security. 

The PR~BIDENT said that the Commission must now decide which course to take 
~:~ Ma~anaga had proposed. that the Commission should discuss (1) measures for increasing 

ty m Europe, and particularly the study of mutual assistance and an engagement 
not to resort to force; (2) consideration of an engagement not to resort to force on a wider 
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basis. the President interpret~d the Spanish delegate's second point to mean the 
more u~v~rsalstudy of ~he. question of no recourse to force, a point which had been suggested 
very defini~ely by M. Litvmoff. The President pointed out that those who had advocated 
the suggestion that the European question should be dealt with first did not lose si(l'ht of the 
nece~sity ~f dealing with the issue from the universal standpoint; but he thought that a litt.le 
considerati!ln. would show· that, if the European aspect of the -case could be taken first, 
the. Com~s10n could th_en proceed to the universal aspect and, the President believed 
- if be might say so, this must be apparent to everybody - deal with it under better 
circumstances than at the present moment. 

M. Paul-~onco~ had suggested that this Commission should proceed first of all with 
the so.le~ affn:natlon of non.-recourse to force by all Europ~an Statt>s, and aftt>r that point 
was finished, With the question of the pact of mutual asststance. The Prt>sidt>nt asked 
whether, in view of M. Paul-Boncour's statement, M. de Mada.riaga still d('sired 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 tho Spanish 
suggestion should be arranged in a certain order ; there was therefore complet.e accord 
between M. Paul-Boncour's proposal and that of M. de 1\ladariaga, which tho French 
delegate merely desired to improve by introducing into it a certain order, which the Spanish 
deJegation 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. If 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 bt>st., 
for the important matter was the substance and not the form. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) agreed that there was but little difference between tho 
two proposals. M. de Madariaga asked whether the French proposal excluded intorm<ldiate 
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. lle would 
venture to recall a criterion which was found both in the French proposalR and in the 
Soviet proposals and which was based on common sense: Would a country whose frontillrs 
had been violated by an enemy and whose territory was in his occupation find the 
necessary assistance to enable· it to oust him ! The whole point was summed up in 
that question. 

The PREsiDENT noted that agreement had now been reached and that l\1. de 1\ladariaga 
was deserving of the Commission's thanks. The position was that the first subject of diRcuRRion 
should be the solemn affirmation of non-recourse to force by European Btate11. 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 obseroatioM of the President were approved. 

FOURTH MEETING 

Held on Wednesda.v, February 15th, 1933, at 3.30 p.m. 

President : The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON. 

5. DECLARATION OF NON-RESORT TO FORCE. TEXT PROPOSED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM 
DEI.EGATION. 

MR. EDEN (United Kingdom) present~d the following draft declaration : 1 

" Draft Declaration 
To be signed bg the Gtnernment8 of Europe 1imultaneouslg 

with the Disarmament ConfJention. 

[List of Governments.] 
. . 

"acting respectively through their undersigned representatives, duly authorised 
to that effect ; 

" Anxious to further the cause of disarmament by increaRing the spirit of mutual 
confidence between the nations of Europe ; 

1 Dooumen~ Con!.D.JC.P.f. 
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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 ~ny circumstances resort to 
force for the purpose of resolving any present or future differences between them. 

" Done at • · • the • 
" For the Government of • " 

· Commenting on the draft, Mr. Eden observed that it propos~d that ~II European 
States should join in a. solemn affirmation that they would not, m any circumstances, 
attempt to resolve any present or future differences between. them by resort to f~rce. . It 
might, of course, be argued that such an affirmation was not~mg more than a. reaffirmati~m 
of the Briand-Kellogg Pact. Even if that were true,. and It :w;as not, he thought, q_mte 
true it would in this connection be far from being vam repetitiOn. As M. de Madanaga. 
had' recalled in another connection, there were occasions when, even though something . 
went without saying, it might none the less be bett~r to ~ay it. S~illless could Mr. Eden 
accept the view that such an assurance solemnly g~ven m these circum~tances 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 felt 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 should be 
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 woul~, moreover! directly 
further the work of the Conference, more especially for those m 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. 
. IJ?- conclu~ion, t~e United Kingdom Government felt fully confident that the peaceful 
mt~ntwns which ammated 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. 
If 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. LrrVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) proposed the following two 
amendments to the United Kingdom draft declaration : 1 

. 1. Phrase beginning " to be signed • . . • 
simultaneously with the Disarmament Convention " 
the Disarmament Conference ". 

2. Paragraph beginning " Anxious to further • 
Europe". 

• " delete the words " of Europe 
and substitute •• represented at 

" delete the words " of 

. It. was plain from the nature of these amendments that the Soviet delegation had no 
ObJec~wn to t~e substance of th? draft pr?posed by the United Kingdom dele ation 
and, m proposmg to e~tend the field of actwn of this new international act beyo~d th~ 
ho~ndaries of Europe, It w_as no~ merely prompted by a desire to make the declaration 
umversal, or by the consideratiOn that the more signatures the better The So ·et 
amendm~nts had a much !leeper significance whil'h M LitVI'noff ' ·ld d VI to explam. ' · · wou en eavour 

All the countries represented at the Conference had signed the Briand-Kell p t 
That Pact condemned recourse to war for the solution of international controv~r~fes !~d 

1 Document Conf.D.JC.P.Ii. 
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stipulated th~_~ot a .s~ttlement or solution of all disputes or conflicts, of whatever nature, and 
whatever their ongm, should ~ever be sought except by pacific means. The United Kingdom 
W:aft added. a~solutely nothing to that undertaking except that, while the Pact dealt 
With re~une1at10n of war ~or the purpose of resolving international differences, the draft 
declaratiOn spoke of resortmg to force. In the Soviet delegation's opinion the renunciation 
of war meant, not only the renunciation of declaring and carrying on war in the technical 
s~nse of tha~ word, but also the ren~<_rlation of any military operations and any acts of 
violence agamst .another State_. M. Litvmoff assumed that this interpretation was accllpted 
by all the. partie_s to the Bnan~-Kellogg Pact, and therefore the declaration proposed 
by the Umted Kingdom delegation would appear to be superfluous. 
. Never~hel~ss, t~e. Soviet dele~ati~n believed that it might be useful to have that 
mterpretat10n m wntmg and to give It the legal force of an international act but it 
thought that that should only be done in the event of such act being accepted by all parties 
to the Briand-Kellogg Pact. ~therwise, there was reason to fear that the declaration might 
do more haa:m.th~ good .. If It were deemed necessary to give a definition or interpretation 

~ of some eXIStm~ mternat10nal act, that was tantamount to recognising that there was 
some weakness ~ that act or to admitting the possibility of different interpretations. If 
then, the countnes of EIJ!OP~ were to sign a declaration saying that they, as Europea~ 
States, u~derto~k the obli~ation not to resort to force, that would lead to the conclusion, 
and a qwt& logtcal conclu8lon, 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 a State which had signed the Briand-Kellogg Pact 
invaded 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 to resort 
to force, the case would be different. The State in question might 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 whic)l 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 onceY 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 nowadaye Governments had 
a very short life and by the time the Disarmament Convention was ready for signature 
there might be duterent Governments in power which would repudiate the acceptance 
of the declaration. 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 '!'hen disarmamen~ w_as put off to 
some distant date than when it was already a fact. DIBarmament was m Itself a more 
efficacious measur'e of security than any. other internation~l act.· It would the~efore seem 
logical that the declaration should be ~Igne~ before the DIBarmamen~ ConventiOn and not 
be put off until some distant date which wght, perhaps, never amve. 

M. DE MADARUGA (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 quest~on first in the BJ?here of Eur'?pean 
States and then, after having ex&nlined all the questions connected With the secunty of 
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these States, to contemplate the possibility of applying certain of the decisions taken 
in respect of Europe to non-Eur~p~an Stat~s as well. . . 

One means of meeting M. L1tvmoff's Wishes, at any rate provl8lon~lly, would perh~ps 
be to ask him to agree to the adjournment until a later date of the quest101!- of the extens10~ 
of the agreement to non-European States. U 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 a~eed upo~ by ~he 
Commission, it being understood that, if subsequently the agreement did not satl8fy him, 
his approval of it would be withdrawn even as regarded Europe. 

Unless the Commission was willing to go back on its decisions ~th r~gard to procedll!e, 
it could only discuss this agreement on a European basis, reser~g (u~ agreement ~th 
M. Litvinoff) until a later date the point whether the agreement m all 1ts aspects nnght 
also be extended to non-European States. . . . 

Coming to l\1. Litvinoff's second argument, he could agree ne1ther With the Uruted 
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. 
U the Conference decided that the Convention should be perpetual and subject to revision 
every five or ten years, that principle ought to be respected. U any delegation made 
a. 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 val~e of 
~ juridical undertaking. That was a point of capital importance. Secondly, they were 
m agree~ent as to the s_u?s~ance of the undertaking to be given. The Unit.ed Kingdom 
propos~! mcluded a proh1b1t1on of resort to force, and this formula had been commented 
upon, m advance so to speak, by Sir John Simon in his speech on November 17th last 
in which he said :1 ' 

" What the Unit~d. Kingdom Government proposes • • • • is designed to 
secure a. fo~mal repud1at10n of recourse to force, and that expression is deliberately 
used to avo1d 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 avoid 
possible misundersta:ndings ~egarding this concept of the state of war. This, he tho'ught, was 
exactly the underlymg not10n. of the proposals submitted by the French delegation with 
regard to the European pact ; 1t was also, doubtless the intention underlying M. Litvinoff's 
proposal. . ' 

U everyone were agreed on the essence of the undertaking all that was required was to 
determine t.he legal formula in which that undertaking would b~ expressed. Several formulas 
we~e conceivable and they ought to be discussed and examined carefully. The essential 
pomt .was that th~ formula adopted should be clear, for its value lay in its very clarity. 
All ~1su~derst~ndings must be dispelled, and the Conference could only dispel them by 
making 1ts attitude absolutely certain. 

1 
Bee Minute. of the twenty.ninth meeting of the Bureau, page 90. 
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In this .connection he submitted the following draft text which he had prepared in the 
form of artiCles : 1 , 

" .Article 1. -. R_espect for ~he inviolability of their frontiers being for them a 
f~d~mental obligation, the High Contracting Parties undertake in their mutual 
re atwns, never to resort to armed force as a means of coercion for ~y reason or under 
any form whatever. ' 

".Article 2. - The rule set forth in Article 1 ceases to apply only in the followina 
cases: e 

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

. " (2) In the case of_legitim~te defence- i.e., the repelling of armed forces 
which have penetrated VIolently mto 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 formulm, he tho~ght, wer~ in entire conformity with the system outlined in the 
French memorandum. Theu only obJect was to express the basis of this memorandum in as 
clear a juridical form as possible. · 

Finall~, he asked that, when the pre~ary discussion was over, a drafting committee 
should be mstructed 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 
sugges_tion 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 Bintl 
qua non of general peace. · 

Fascist Italy had long given proof - by official declarations of the Dead 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 88 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 bett?r re~e~t BUch a state of 
confidence and would, perhaps, have a greater effect on public opmwn, if the words 
" between the nations of Europe " were deleted. That would not affect the real scope 
of tbe declaration, 88 defined by the five Powers in their communication of December 11 th, 
1932 ·• it would on the contrary, extend its moral scope, in harmony with the universal 
aspir~tions of the pooples and with the Pact of Paris, an instrument which the Conference 
proposed by means of the declaration, to reaffirm, not only 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. 

• Document Conf.D.fC.P.S. . . 
• See Minutes of the twenty-eighth meeting of the General Com11W!8Jon. 
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The Pact of Paris, signed on October 25th, 1928, subject to the rese~a~ions and 
ex lanations which the signatory Powers had thought fit to append to their _signatures, 
w! a solemn act, which the draft declaration was not intended to reproduce literally but 
the substance of which it aimed at re-affirming. .. . 

.As regards the letter the words " recourse to war " were replaced in the ~aft declaratiOn 
by the term " resort to force ". The head of the United Kingdom delegatio!': had offered 
an explanation on that point which had been further stres8ed by the Belg~3:n delegate. 
The Italian delegate proposed' to revert to that question a little later. He desired, for the 
moment to point out that the substance of the Pact of Paris had undergone no cha~ge 
whatsoe~er nor had the spirit of the instrument been altered. The draft decl~at10n 
was design~d 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 1deas 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 ~o~cerned, 
there would be no chance of subtle differentiation between the. le~ter and the _spmt, when 
it came to safeguarding contractual undertakings. If the Comrmss10n thought fit to appr?ve 
that point of view, the Italian delegation might submit an amendment, uliless the Draftmg 
Committee itself could be asked to frame a new text for the second paragraph. · 

.As regards the third paragraph, which constituted the declaration p~ope!lY 
speaking it should be considered in conjunction with the third point of the commumcat10n 
of the five Powers addressed to the President of the Disarmament Conference on 
December 11th, 1932. The Italian delegate thought that he was not mistak~n in affir~g 
that the draft declaration had endeavoured scrupulously to reproduce the 1dea embodied 
in that communication. .As regards the form, however, he desire~ to _lay befo!e ~he 
Commission certain considerations which he felt sure would be examwed m 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 a 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 interpretations! 
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 t"eaffirment 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 "ith a faithful interpretation of the Covenant and in accordance with the 
declarations which it had made on July 15th, 19281 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 certailily 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 
ex~ression, corresp_onding ~bviously to a different idea from the first one, could not be better 
defined as regards Its mearung, 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 
p~ssibility. of un~ertainty as. to interpretation causing difficulties at any time which it 
rmg~t be Impossible to forese_e at pres~nt but which might prove to be serious. The 
Italian del~gate alluded, in thiR 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 
~hat the word " force ", employed with insufficient precision would not both prove 
~dequate and give rise to. interpretations which were not in ~ccordance with the spirit 
m wh1cb the draft declaratiOn had been conceived. 

The Italian delegation bad felt it its duty to add these few observations to the 
~eclaration announcing its accession to the United Kingdom proposal. These observations, 
1t felt _sure, would b9:ve ~een received by members of the Commission in the spirit which 
had dictated them, mspired as they were by a desire that any resolutions that might 
be adopte~ should b~ 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. (Neth~rlands) bad intended to make an observation with regard to a small 
po~t ?-D the Uruted Kmgdom proposal, but, after consideration he had decided not to 
bnng 1t to the Commission's attention. He would give his reasons~ 
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It see_med to him that the words of .M. Clemenceau, President Wilson and .Mr. Lloyd 
Geo~ge, With regard to the League Covenant, in a short statement made in 1919 could be 
applied to the draft declar~tion: " It must not be interpreted in a strictly technical' sense".· 

M. Rutgers was convmced that the United Kinadom dell'o-ation had conceived its draft 
in. that sense, and he had been _glad to bear the statement ~f the delegate of the United 
Kingdom to that effect. For thlS reason, he did not consider it desirable to delny too long 
over the f_orm o~ ~h~ declarati?n. For the same reason, be had suggl'sted no amendment, 
and th~ slight cntiCI~m that rmgbt be made with regard to one detail would not prevent his 
delegatiOn from votmg for the proposed declaration. 

The und~rta!dng involved in that declaration was of wide scope : its nry limitation 
~rougbt out Its Import~nce ; the pr!Jdence with which this step was taken showed the 
Impo~ance attach~d to It. As far as It went, the declaration settled - and, it seemed, very 
happily- a questi?n that had more than on_ce been discussed at Lt>ague meetings and 
had often preoccu~ne_d .~ore than one delegatiOn: the question of the u8e of force apart 
from w_ar, the adrm~sibllity of the blockade and other so-called paeific methods of coercion, 
of forcible compulsiOn. ·The proposed solution- namely, the prohibition of all resort to 
force betw~~n European States- was extre~ely important chil'fly for countries having 
no great military strength. In the nature of thmgs, 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 
laid down, and accepted it in the general form which the Unitetl Kingdom delegation had 
given it. . 

This proposal contained no reservations, no exceptions, nothing about previous treatioa, 
nothing about legitimate self-defence, nothing about joint action. In that, it resembled 
the Pact of Paris, and everyone was aware that l\lr. Kellogg had been opposed to inserting 
reservations or exceptions in the declaration embodied in the Pact. The declaration laid 
down a principle which, when formulated in a treaty and expressing, as far as it went, the 
requirements of international justice, belonged to the legal sphere, It was not, however, 
framed in so precise a form as was usually given to legal texts. It did not take the form of 
detailed and definite rules covering all possiOle cases, which if applied quasi-automatically 
led l!O often to the tragic situation described in the adage, Summun jua, Btlmma inj'uria. It 
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 f 
On that question, it would be very interesting to hear the view11 of the States posHesHing 
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 t.he 
Netherlands delegation was awaiting, not without some impatience. 

~I. BUERO (Uruguay) said that, in regard to the United Kingdom proposal, he associated 
himself with the very pertinent observations made by 1\f. Politis in his remarkable 11peech 
on the French plan. M. Politis had said, among other thing11 : 

" In this connection, I should like to point out that, in the agreement of 
December lith, 1932, and also in the recent British proposals regarding the mctho1l 
to be adopted for our further work, this undert.aking entirely to renounce force iB only 
contemplated for the countries of Europe." 

And l\1. Politis had added : 
" If this were really the case, we should be led to infer that the Pact of PariH, 

which in its terms only formally prohibits war, tolerates the other forms and methods 
of for~e. There ~ould thus be t.wo grades or ~ategories in. the international l~g~l 
system the first of which would be reserved for the countries of Europe. Th1s JH 
highly 'flattering, no doubt, for the countries of our eontinent ; but .it should be 
pointed out- and this is the purpose of my r~marks -_that the countnes _of Ew:ope 
could only live up to this privilege of membership of the .fuat category in theirr~lattons 
between themselves, since, in their relations with extr!'-Euro.pean countnes, the 
rule of reciprocity would reduce them to the lower grade m the mternationalsyH.tem 
of law." 1 

It would appear that some delegatioilll found it impoHsible to aH.Hent, by _their ta<:it 
presence at the Conference to the affirmation that the Pact of Pans recogrused resort 
to force notwithstandillg the outlawry of war, in 80 far as concerned the non-European 

t . 

countries. L'" • d Kin d d 1 t ' t l\1. Buero had not been eonvinced by the rute g om e ega e 8 argumen. H. 

He was prepared to recognise that the declaration of non-resort to f?rce was. made With 
the ob"ect of providing a solution for the question of European secuntr, but It was none 
the leis true that if the representatives of the non-European co~ntnes tac.itly .assented 
to a widening_~ restrictive widening in respect of the coontnes to whwh Jt would 

• 8ee Minutes of the thirty-first meeting of the General CommiA.oion. 
PULITIUL WIWISSIO:Ii :. 
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apply - of the provisions of the Pact of Paris, they would, by their silence, be ratifying 
a dangerous interpretation of that Pact. . . 

.As everyone would agree to the extension ?f the P~~t of Pans, M. Buero considered 
that the Soviet and Persian proposal was entuely legttunate. It prevented Europ~an 
security being strengthened at the expense of the security _of the non·European countnes. 
The statements made by M. Litvinoff had been entirely nght. 

The danger that the policy of recourse to force mi_ght be. justified, with.out. its 
necessarily being considered as a violation of the Pact of Pans, was, m f~ct, already I ealised 
by the tabling of the British proposal. The mere fact of the draft havmg been ~resented, 
and likewise the declaration of the five Powers of December 11th, 1932, constituted an 
affirmation that the Pact of Paris required to be completed, and that meant that ac.ts 
of violence not of war were permissible within the framework of the Pact of Pans. , , . h 
This conclusion, it was clear, was fraught wit consequences . 

. l\1. Buero accepted 1\1. de Madariaga's proposal that. the British. ~aft declaration 
should be examined even if limited to the European countnes, on conditiOn tha ta request 
might he made later' for its application in toto to all countries represented at the Conference. 

With regard to the Italian delegate's remarks, he w~uld _haye certai.n for~al reservations 
·to make regarding the character of the draft declaratiOn m Its relatiOn With the Pac~ of 
Paris, and more particularly the reservations to the latter. 

The Netherlands delegate had said that there were certain deficiencies in. th:e 
United Kingdom draft and he had pointed them. out. M. Buero observed that, even th:ough 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 havmg recourse to war as 
an instrument of national policy, precisely in order to take into account the stipulations 
of other treaties, in particular the League Covenant, which might at one time or another, 
as a result of the purely concerted action for which they made provision, lead, by way · 
of sanctions, to proce<lures 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. MoTTA (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 di~cussion relate to Europe, or to the whole world t Secondly, was the Commission 
discussing a resolution to be taken immediately, a resolution intended, as it were, to 
precede the Disarmament Convention itself, or a text to be inserted subsequently, in a 
form to be determined, either in that Convention or in the acts inseparable from th~ 
Convention ! 

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 ~core, they would have been dissipated by the Uruguayan delegate's speech. In listening 
to hun, M. Motta had thought how useful it was, even when a question said to concern 
Eur~pe alone was being discussed, to hear also the representatives of the States in other 
contments. Indeed, M. Bue;o's contribution to the discussion had been very valuable. It 
had shown, am~ng other thmgs, the danger of adopting, as 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 
!levertheless be ad~tted th~t reasons of expediency known, felt and perhaps guess~d by all 
mclin~d ~n~ to t~mk that It was perhaps not possible, at the present time, to discuss the 
qu_esti~n m ~ts uwversal 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 
wo~ld, and that the d~claration submitted by the United Kingd~m delegation for European 
natiOns only would, m 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 
m advance,. so to spe.ak, or was it an act to be inserted in the Disarmament Convention f 
ll. Motta. did not think there could be any major objections to concludin<>' a preliminary 
!"ct! but perhaps that was not necessary. Indeed, if all the delegation~ immediately 
mtu~ated. that they agreed to the substance of the declaration, they would bring to the 
conti!lu~tiOn of the Conference's work that relief they all desired and in that case 
M. L1tvmoff could receive satisfaction. But it was obvious that that w~s not enouah' 
and that the day would come when, in one form or another, the declaration, perhaps.,~ 
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a .more precise form &:nd ):letter d_efined legally, would have to be inserted either in the 
DlS~at~et~e c;~;~t10~ ~:ell or.m one of the acts to b~ associated with that Convention. 

1 . h g e vanous proposals handed m, M. Motta had one very serious 
scrup e Wit regard to t~e. statem~nt that the States were determined to fulfil not onl 
the let~er, but also the spmt of thea obligations. He did not like this kind of i~volunta/ 
- fo.r It could ~ot be vol~tary- opposition between spirit and letter. The su rem~ 
rule mrtall t;:_at[ mterpretatwn was to extract the spirit, the letter being simply its m~terial 
s_up~o · t e words of the New Testament, "the letter killeth, but the spirit giveth 
life • The letter was of novalue when it dominated so to spenk th · "t d 1 d •t If the e an . . • .. , e spu1 an ru e 1 • 

r were re Y any oppositiOn between letter and spirit what would it meant It 
":ould mean that the letter of the Pa~t of Paris only prohibited .:Var, but that its spirit prohi· 
bited all acts of fo~ce. C?uld such an mterpretation be accepted t M. Motta did not think 80• 
He ~bought the mtentwn of the Pact of Paris was to condemn, to reprove, finall to 
abolish, not o~y de~lared acts of '!ar, recognisable as such, but all forms of violence~ It 
was therefore Impossible to lea_ve this statement in the proposal upon which the Commission 
would shortly have to vote, Without running the risk of establishing a dangerous antithesis 
between the letter and the spirit. 

The United Kingdom proposal said further on : " • . . solemnly undertake • • • " 
But the _Governments. were not giving a new undertaking. They were reaffirming an 
undertaking already given, ~d, on this point, M. Motta fully concurred in the opinion 
expressed clearly by the Italian delegate. Moreover this undertaking was universal not 
European. 1 

, 

Then cam,? the. ~xpression : " • • . • will not in any circumstances resort to 
force • : . -. This Idea of fo~ce was mterpreted as a form of violence going beyond 
war. This questwn must be considered and a formula giving general relief must be found. 
. !d· 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 
1 
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 au' 
might be submitted at another meeting in the near future. 

1 

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. Eden'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 felt 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 Disarmament Convention. 

M. PAUL·BONCOUR (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 auggestion 
was not intended to take the place of the pact of mutual assistance propo11ed by the l''rench 
delegation but that, on the contrary, it was itsell a step, and an important step, in the 
direction of the conclusion of this pact. M. Bourquin, as a lawyer, had further empha· 
llised 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 bad 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. llotta, who seemed to 
fear that a certain passaooe of the United Kingdom proposal might lead to a belief that 
the Paris Pact had not ~ready any connection with the hypothetical case& at present 
in view He had of course, been impressed by M. 1\Iotta's striking quotation from the 
New T~stament 'that "the letter killeth, but the apirit giveth life". It also aaid, 
however • " In my Father's house are many mansions ". In other words, the value of the 
Paris Pa~t, like that of all pacts, depended on the use which was made of it.. He ~d 
not therefore think that there would be any doubt - and as regards one of the Signatories 
at least ll. Paul-Boncour had quite special reasons for this view - that the authors 
of the Pact had ever intended to limit that exco~unication t~ a ~efinite form in ita 
juridical and diplomatic expression, but that they, mdeed, bad JD mmd ever_y recourse 
to violence and force and all inadmissible pressu_re for .the settlement of ~ ~pute. . It 
was nevertheless true that the use of an expression which possessed a defiWte meanmg 
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in international law had occasioned uncertainty, and eve~ts themselves bad proved that 
some were prepared t.o avail themselves of that uncertamty. 

M. Paul-Doncour would reply at the same ti~e. to t~e delegate of Italy: the word 
" war " had a definite meaning, and it was not Ruffiment, 1n or~er to exclude all recourse 
to force to condemn war. It was possible that those who mtght be tempted to. ~ake 
war wou'ld in fact so arrange matters that their action was not covered by the traditiOnal 
Je.,.al interpretatio~ of " war " In that· sense, it might be said that there would never 
again be war, because matter; would be so arranged that re~ort woul~ b~ _had to such 
procedure without the appearance of doing so. The whole pomt of the J~Idical J?rop~sal 
was to incorporate all those cases which the authors of the Pact of. Pa~s had 1D ~nd . 
when they proposed that instrument and encour.aged ~II Po"!er~ !·~ st_gn Jt.. The Umted 
Kingdom delegation, which had been foremost m taking thts .l~tiattve, should best bf! . 
able to jurll!'e of this, but, personally, he felt that l\1. Dour_qum s _proposals w~~ld be a 
u11eful definition ; nevertheless, as the delegate for Italy had JUSt satd, t~e term rec~ur~e 
to force " might be a little too va"'ue so that it might perhaps be demable to defme It 

o ' B . clearly, taking into account the text proposed by M. ourqum. . . . 
For his part, therefore, he was in no way opposed to the. normnatt?n of a ~raftlD;g 

committee which would endeavour to conciliate the two pomts of VIe~. Wt~h this 
conclusion, the French delegation confirmed its adherence to the Umted Kingdom 
proposal. 

l\I. S:EPAHBODI (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 ~iven that the present. dise~s~ion .wo~ld shortly 
be extended to other continents, he was obliged to say that pubhc oplllion m 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 detachingthemselvesfromit. 

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 
American Republic, had begun its discussions in the limited sphere of Europe. The Persian 
delegation very Hinceroly hopPd t-hat the European Powers would arrive at an agreement 
for sett.ling their present or future difficulties. Indeed, it was convinced t.hat 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 ereated 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: 1 

" 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." . 

It submitted this amendment because it. had not yet received t·he assurance that 
this extension of the Pact of Paris would eventually apply to the rest of the world, as 
l\L Ruero had rightly pointed out. • . 

Tenik R~sTu Dey _(Turkey) said that his delegation fully and entirely supported the 
draft declaratwn ~ubmttted 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 t.o submit; he nevertheless 
warmly thanked l\I. Motta for having made this unnecessary by saying all that the Turkish 
delegate had proposed to say. 

~In one point., ~oweyer, he did not quite agree with l\:1. Motta's line of argument. 
He dtd not agree With htm when he proposed to replace the word " undertake " by the 
words ·• re~ffirm the undertaking.". The Pact of Paris had been signed in different ways· 
by the varwus States. The Turkish GovE>rnment had sianed and ratified it unreservedly 
and o~her States had done the same. Turkey was unrese:"vedly bound towards these State~ 
and v1ee 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 
tirualler _number of rese_rvatwn~. If they now undertook the proposed obligation, these 
regervatwns l~psed. r:I;hlS constituted a step forward. But if it were said that they reatf·irmed 
th~ Ul.Idertakmg previously entered into, the situation remained as before. Hence Tevfik 
R u11t u Bey could not agree with l\1. Motta on this point. 

As rega~ds M. Bourquin's proposal, there were two points which disquieted him. 
If an exceptwn were. ~ade when there was a contrary convention binding on the parties 
affected, a. sort of prtvilege was created in favour of existing Conventions, and this left a 

li)ocum .. ut l'onr. JJ.;<.:.l'.ll . .... 
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d~~~t ::'n tot:~~her they ":ere r~c.oncilable or not with the new undertaking the Statt's 
:e de!ira~e if ot~~;·u::e~t!pmiOn,lJhbey were re~onci~able therewith, and it would 
· d t t k gs cou e entered mto m the same direction Hence 
m or der not o wea denb thMe scope of the declaration, he "·as ncrainst the adopti~n of th~ 
amen men propos~ y . Bourquin. " 

The same apJ?lied to _the case of legitimate defence, for which 1\(. Bour uin also wished 
to ~ake an exceptiOn. ThiS was also clearly indicated in the Pact of Paris a~d in the letters 
which had. been exchanged. It was therefore unnecessary to repeat it and b doino so 
the way Inlght be opened for erroneous interpretations. ' y "' 

M. !OTITCH (Yugoslavia) said that his delegation associated itself unreservedly with 
the motiOn put fo"':ard by the United Kingdom delegation. It was n•1uly to namine all 
the amendments which had be~n submitted du~ing the discussion with a ,·iew to improvin~ 
the text of the draft. declaration. In fact, th1s seemed to him l'!lsent.ial, for it must not 
be forgotten ·that th•s. ~roposal _was ~ing disl'USlled as a positive ell'ment of serurity, 
and not only as a political mamfestat10n aimed at creating a fa,·ourable atrnospht>re for 
the work of the Conference.· 

. For these reason~, the text ought to be made more precisl', and the untirrtakin~ 
whw~ States w~re gomg to accept -l\1. Fotitch attached ll'ss importance to the form 
of th1s undertaking- ought to be quite clear and leave no room for any misnndt•rstniulinJ: 

If the United Kingdom delegation had spoken of resort t.o for(•t>, and not only of rt>sort 
to war, the reason was to be found in Sir John Simon's spt>t•cb to the Bun•au on 
NovE>mber 16th last, in which he had said : 1 

" But what we propose is designed to secure a formal rt>pudiation of recourse 
to force, and that expression 'recourse to force ' is deliberately used to avoid rontro­
versy hereafter as to whether. what might be done amounts to an actual state of war." 

F?r his part, l\1. ~otitcb preferred to keep to the words " resort to force ", for he did 
not tbmk 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 definitt> 
bad undergone great changes. That of war itself was an example. For thrse rMsons, th~ 
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 lean no poHsibility of ambiguity. 

The PRESIDENT said that there appeared to be a clear consensus of opinion in tho 
Commission in support of l\L de Madariaga's su~gestion that, irrespective of the worrling 
of the declaration, it should be included in the Convention and not form a Bllparato 
instrument. He understood that the United Kingdom delegation "·as prepared to acc11pt 
that as the decision of the Commission. · 

A number of amendments to the draft declaration had been handed in and l\1. 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 Met 

·up a drafting committee consisting of the following members, under the chn.irmanshir• 
of the Vice-President, l\1. Politis : a representative of Belgium, United Kingrlom, Denm1.rk, 
France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Union of Soviet· Socialist Republics, Spain, Switzer­
land, Turkey and Yugoslavia. 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) had no objection to the President's 
proposal, but, in order to obviate controversy in the Drafting Committee a.11 far a.11 possible, 
desired to state that, in his opinion, the fundamental difference had already been removed 
by the United Kingdom delegation's acceptance of l\I. de 1\Iadariaga.'s proposal that tho 
declaration should be inserted in the Disarmament Convention. l\I. Litvinoff took it that 
the Disarmament Convention would not be conrerned with European States only, but 
·with all the States of the world. It was therefore natural that the declaration should conc~ern 
all States and not only European States. I.t was accordingly ~enerally agreed tha~ there 
was no longer any question of a dec~aratu~n for .European .stateR, but of a umversal 
declaration. M. Litvinoff expressed his entire sahsfactwn with this re~~ult. 

The PRESIDENT pointed out that, at the present meeting, the Commission was not 
deciding whether the declaration should be univ~rsal ~r whether it 11hould be r~str.icted 
to Europe. It was referring the amenrlmentll, mclucling thoRo movecl hy ll. L1tv!noff, 

· to the Drafting Committee of which the Soviet delegate was a member. He heheved 
that there was -no division IIi the Commission as to the application of such a cledaration 
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 propoaall of the President u:ere adopted. 

a 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 TO FORCE: 
REPORT AND DRAFT TEXT SUBMITTED BY THE DRAFTING COMMITTEE. 

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that, at its l.ast meetin~ on Fe~ruary 15th, 
it had asked a Drafting Committee, under the chairmanship. of the V1ce-Pr~s1den~ of the 
Commission, M. Politis, to consider the draft declaration subnutted by the Uruted ~mgdom 
delegation 1 together with the various proposals· and amendments. That Comnuttee had 
now finish~d its task and its report was before the Commission, together with the dra.ft text 
submitted by the Committee. 

The President also reminded the Commission that there had a:ppeared to be a c!ear 
consensus of opinion in the Commission that, irrespective of the wording of the declaratwn, 
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 Ft>bruary 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 '. · 

" In the course of the discussion various proposals or suggestions of amendments were · 
submitted. They proposed : 

"(a) To make the obligation universal (PerPian 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) ; 

"(t!) To define more closely the effect of the obligation by specifying that it relates to 
the use of 'armed force as a 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 a 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 : . 

"(1) The question of the universal effect of the obligation should be reserved altogether. 
It may be a mf\tter for subsequent enquiry whether, and under what conditions, the 
o~ligation might be extended to States other than those contemplated in the United 
Kmgdom proposal . 

. " (~) Ill for!Dulating t~e proposed obligation, it is desirable to avoid representing the 
obligatiOn as an mterpretatwn of the Pact of Paris. The obligation is distinct from that Pact 
though on the.sa~e lines, inasmuch as it refers explicitly to the Pact of Paris' by . . . 
expressly forb1ddmg resort to force in the circumstances in which the Pact of Paris forbids 
resort to war'. The new ~nder.taking would accordingly be given in the same circumstam:es 
as apply to the undertakmgs m the Pact of Paris. . 

"(3) The prin~iple of the new obligation is defined in Sir John Simon's speech to the 
Bureau of the Conference on November 17th last, on which was based the agreement of the 
four Europea.n Powers of December 11th, 1932- namely, the principle of dispelling the 
doubts to wh1ch the use of the word ' war ' is liable to give rise by condemning simply the 
recourse to force. 

1 8ee llinutee of the fourth meeting of the Politi~al Commission 
1 Document Conf. D./C.P.ll. · 
1 Document Cont. D./C.P.IO. 
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" (4) The object in view would not be atta· d if· . 
the renunciation of the recourse to force in th:e tt ;~re only proposed to stipulate for 
dispute, since it might well happen that there wou~~e: 0 orce bemg employed to settle a 
dispute. e recourse to force without any formal 

" On the basis of these data the Committ h · 
will provide an exact applicatio~ thereof T ee as e_ndeavou_red to find formulre which 
following formulre which it now submit~ to h~hCo~n:::~ee1 bcelien'~ ~nanimou.sly that the 
accordance with this aim : e 0 Ica ,ommissiOn are m complete 

" The Governments of . . . 
" Anxious to further the cause of disa t b . . 

confidence between the nations of Euro e b rmamen Y mcreas~ng the spirit of mutual 
resort to force in the circumstanc~s inp whf hmetanh spof atdefclpara~IOn expressly forbiddin~t 

" H b 
1 

c e ac o ans forb1ds rl'sort to war • 
ere Y so emnly reaffirm that they will t · • 

themselves, to force as an instrJiment of nationlljln;ol::Y.~?Y event rl'sort, as between 

C M: ~OLI~s.{-Gree~e), Chairman of the Drafting Committee, recalled that the Politirn.l 
ommission a r~ce1ved from the United Kingdom delegation a pro oRal which ha1l 

bee~ m_ade the subJec~ of a first debate on February 15th last. At that ~eetin" various 
~el:.,at~o~s. ha«b subl;ffitted or s_uggested amendments, and the Political Commi~~ion had 
ms rue e 1ts. . raftmg Committee to study these texts wit.h a view to harmonisin 
them and am~g at a ~ormula admitting of acceptance by all the delt>gations. g 

The Draftmg Committee had thoroughly examined the quest.ion. It had considered 
all the aspects and, _after careful reflection, had arrived at the formula which he had 
th? ho~~:our to. submit to the Co~mission a~d which seemed to him to meet the different 
eXIgen~Ies which had come to bght both m the Commission itself and in the Drafting 
Comm1ttee. 
. There :w:as one que.sti.on which the report left in doubt. During the previous diRCURKion 
m the. PolitiCal Commission, the idea seemed to have emerged that the text should form 
an article of the General Convention .. The Drafting Committee had considert>d that it would 
perhaps be som~what premature to express an opinion as to the exact place "·here that 
text should be mserted. Would it form an integral part of the Ot>neral Convention on 

. the Re~uction and Limitation of Armaments! Would it be made the Rubject of a 
declara:t10n or a. protocol appended to that Convention! Or, again, would it be inserted 
as the mtroduct10n to a possible protocol to the European security part! It wouhl perhaps 
be premature to decide that question to-day, and safer to reMcrve it till later. 
. .~e had no addition of substance to make to the report, which explained the exact 
s1gmfl~ance of the ~ext which t~e. Commission was asked to approve. The Drafting 
Committee was unammously of opm10n that the text in question a'lswered all the anxieties 
that had bee~ expressed and all the proposals submitted, and he therefore desired to express 
the hope, on 1ts behalf, that, as the Committee had been unanimous in drafting the text so 
the Political Commission would unanimously adopt it. ' 

M. SEPAHBODI (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 limitative 
interpretation confined to the continent of Europe. It bad nott>d with satisfaction that 
its view was shared by other delegations, which had also urged that the sco1'e 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 hall 
recalled Mr. Gibson's statement to the effect that the Unit41d 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 consideratiun 
with the interests of the non-European countries, the Persian delegation bad aubmitte1l 
an amendment whereby the United Kingdom draft resolution would be open for signature 
by any other States which might express the wish to accede to it. 

M. Bourquin's amendment, M. Bucro's legal and categorical explanations and the 
statements of the Swiss delegate had caused the Commission to refer the draft to a Drafting 
Committee which had beP.n instructed to take into consideration the explanations given and 

·the amendments submitted. Persia would have welcomed an invitation to take part 
in that Committee's deliberations in order to defend the amendment which it had 
submitted. Although it had not beP.n agked to parti~ipate in the Drafting Committee'• work, 
the Persian delegation had nevertheless continued to hope that the Committee woulll give 
due consideration to the doubts which it had exprt'ssed concerning a resolution of such 
importance. 

He ventured now to lay before the Commission his country's objections to the text 
proposed by the Drafting Committee. According to the Drafting Committee's report, 
commented on by the Rapporteur, the question of the universal effect of the obli~ation 
was to be reserved altogether. No me~tion had, h.o-w:ever, ~een made _of that lD the 
wording of the obligation and it was prec1sely that omisswn wh1ch the Pers1an amendment 
was designed to make good. • 
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It might be objected that the General Commission had decided to disp.ose of the 
·European questions first of all. The Pact of Paris was, however, a world I.nstrument 
and, if that Pact had to be modified, any modification effect~d must necessarily be ?f a. 
universal nature, the more so as it was a perpetual Pact which affected all ~he ~atwns 
of all the continents. Would there ever be a more suitable .occasi~n for considermg the 
extension of that obligation· t.han the present, when the signatories of the Pact were 
assembled! 

The report laid streRs on the fact that, in for~ulating th? proposed obligatio~, it was 
desirable to avoid representing the obligation as an mterpre~atwn of the P~ct ?f Paris. B.ut, 
in that case, why mention that Pact in the text, and why remforce the oblig~twn by statmg 
that the Governments concerned were " anxious to further ~he cans~. of disa~mam~nt by 
increasing the spirit of mutual confidence "! Lastly, why reaffirm that the.y wlll ~ot many 
event resort, as between themselves, to force ", "ithout asking the other signatories of the 
Pact to participate in that reaffirmation f · . . 

If that resolution were adopted by the CommisRion for Europe~n Uruon Witho~t any 
mention of the Pact of Paris the procedure would be more consistent, but, as It was 
being discussed at a plenary m~eting of the Commission in which all the cou~tries vot~d, the 
Persian delegation could not accept a text which would affect the legal basis of a uruversal 
pact. 

The initial United Kingdom draft resolution clearly specified that the States were 
determinecl to fulfil, not only in the letter, but also in the spirit, the o?ligations :Wh~ch they 
accepted under the Pact of Paris signed on August 27th, 192R. Persia, when SI~nmg that 
Pact, had taken into consideration both its letter and spirit, and he was convmced that 
neither the authors nor the other signatories of that instrument had ever thought that a 
subsequent interpretation, due to unfortunate events occurring some years bter, 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 1\I. 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 Persian 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 undl'rtaking 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 '\\ith regard 
to any.1ega1 inter]Jretations which the Commission might endl'avour to place· upon the Pact 
of Paris. by a roun~about method. It was inadmiHsible and illegal that, in the case of a 
~onventw~ of a umversal character, accepted by all States, there should be two different 
mterpretahons a.K betwl\en one continent and another. 

~· TITl!LEsco (Roumania) desired to put a question to the Rapporteur and would 
vote m the bght of his reply. The report contained the following sentence ~ 

" I!! f~rmulating. the propo~ed obligation it is desirable to avoid reprl'senting . 
the obligation as an mterpretatwn of the Pact of Paris. The obligation iR distinct 
from that Paf't though on the Rame lineR. " 

M. Titulesco. un~erstood why the Drafting Committee had desired that this should 
be a sepa~ate obhg.atlon .. It wa~ for reasons of form, among which, to quote only one, was 
the questiOn of u~versahty 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 t.he Conference, ~~mbers of the League and signatories of the Pact of Paris : 
the Pact of Par1R not only prohibited war, but also resort to force and violence in any form 
whatsoever. 

Indeed! it ~as usual,. in sp~aking of the Pact of Paris, always to think of Article 1 
an~ to cons1der 1t as the VItal pomt in that treaty. In reality the vital point was Article <> 
which was ~oo rarelr ment.ioned. Arti~le 1 prohibited re~ort t~ war, but Article 2 prohibit;d 
reRort to .vtolenc~, m the sense that 1t bound all the signatoril's to resort only to pacific 
mean~ With ,a VI~": to Sl'ttling disputl's of whatever nature and whatever ori ·n In· 
l~. T!tu~esco s op1mon, however, the obligation to rl\sort to pacific means sigrufed _if 
~; dicttonary. had not. been changed- that there should be no rl'sort to force or violence 

Ul was particularly Important for ::\ll'mbers of the Leaaue since th h d · · 
adop~ed ~resolution. in March 1932, in connl'ction with the Sino-Ja~a~~se ~is;~~~ru~~~~~ 
on a ootmg of equality t~e Paet of Paris and Arti<'le 10 of the Covenant, war and ~iolencl'. 

non.:!a:; :~e~~~~:e ~~:~f~8 ;:a:~;!!~~l'~gha~I·a~it~~~;;~t~~l'~~~~~t, fo~~l'aRons of. fo.rm, 
un•)Prtakm~r, he f'Ou)d not n•!T<'C llR to substan<'l' tha·t nn th· h gl ph of a dis. tmct 

... • · · '. • · • " Y mg a• l'l'n added to the 



-25-

existing obligations. l\loreover this had als b · · 
resolution, since they had found the very sat~ f eetn m the mmds of the authors of tht> 

. . 1s ac .ory word .. t'xpressly " : 

" Anxious to further the cause of disar t h . . .. 
confidence between the nations of Euro ma~en Y mcreasmg the spmt of mutual 
forbidding resort to force • . . , pe Y means of a dedaration r.rprrs,qfy 

· That meant that the Pact of Paris pr hib't d · · · · 
that Article 2 of the Pact did prohibit it ex;res;l e ~t ~~~li<'ltly. M: Titulesro observed 
resort to force had already been ruled out l\I '.f·Y· u It were adm~tt~d that, implicitly,. 
open an argument on a matter of word ' · Itulesco would be sahshed ant\ would not 

I 1 
. L 

n cone uswn, he asked the Rap t h h · 
the obligations of Article 2 of the Pact por e';lr w et er the text. m any wa.y 1\ttf.'nuated 

·• l\1. Titulesco would vote in favour of ~~ep::~~- ~~~~{f.'ty were ~n the nt-gatin, of cmtrse, 
the affirmative, he would vote against it, becau~e the ~~ctyo:;!r~ !~~~~d 1haev!~~:·:rr~er:it!~ 
~~:~ :!~:~ec~ rt~d, under the pretext of strengthening peace, the Commi~sion would pont; 

bril~oli~nttlRACZYNSKI (Poland) s~id that the Polish delegation sharNI the point of ,.iew 
so an y expounded by l\1. T1tulesco. 

It had '!lo hesitation in accepting the text submitted by the Drafting Committee 
Th~re w~s, mdeed, no ground for hesitation, since it was a simple reaffirmation of a~ 
un erta~g alr~ady,c!lntracted by th:e States taking part in the Confert>nce. The use of 

P
the twofrdp r.ea~firm m the text confirmed this view. Poland had always un1lerKtood thP 

ac o ans m that sense. 
In itself, the text did not involv:e any new guarantee of l!t>curity. lie was anxious, 

however,. that the European States signatories of the Pact should make a delJlonstrntion 
encouragmg ~espect. for the obligation embodied in Article 1 and, as l\1. Titul<'sro had 80 

. ably shown, m Arttcle 2. · 

. M. DovG.ALEVSKY. (Union of Soviet Soci~list R~publics) said that, though he had been 
1mpres~ed by the Persian delegate's observatiOns, his !lelegation would accept the Drafting 
Committee's text. 

The Soviet delegation had taken an active part in the discussions of the Politlt·al 
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 St.at<'R 
bound only by the Pact of Paris. It feared that, in those circumstances, the Pact of PariH, 
instead of being strengthened, and, as it were, intensified by a universal undertaking not. 
to resort to force, would, on the contrary, be weakened. 

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 1111 
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 subse<tuently 
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 pre11ent text. It 
persisted, however, in its point of view- that the new obligation 11·ould continue to have 
an unfavourable effect on· the stipulations of the Pact of Paris and would not reali11e it11 
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 question11 
because his own doubt and uncertainty in respect of the original proposal had been so fully 
expressed by several speakers, in partil'ular, by the delegates of Persia, the Sovic·t Un'on and 
Switzerland. · · 

· He confessed that with the Drafting Committee's text before him, he felt the 11ame 
doubt and uncertainty,' and fully shared the views exprt>ssed by ll. Titule11co and the Soviet 
delegate. · · 

He was struck by the fact that the text now before the Committee wall in the form of a 
draft preamble. Generally 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 be named in the introduction to it. 

In the second place he had considerable doubt as to the words "they will not in any 
event resort as betwe~n themselves, to force ", occurring in the second paragraph. 
:u. Paul-Ron;onr, in rl'plying to :u. :\Iotta some days preno01dy, had f)Uoterl from the New 
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. ent . " Jn M Father's house are many mansions ". 1\1. Lange wondered whe~her 
Te~ta;n .of this louse would be set aside for certain persons whose mutual relatiOns 
:~1~ 0~~!,ays be satisfactory, but who, ~n ascending to the attic or descending to the 
basement, would adopt a different behav10ur. · 

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 pl~ce for this preamblt 
waa reserved. l\1. Lange also would reserve his vote and asked that, if th~ vote were no 
taken by roll-call, it might be recorded in the Minutes that Norway abstamed. 

Mr. GmsoN (United States of America) sai.d the Persian delegate had referred to 
his having said, some time previously, that his Government. coul~ not agree to th~ 
extension to non-European States of the undertaking un~er discussiOn unless and until 
the European States had reached an agreement upon disarm~ment. . . 

In the interests of accuracy he felt obliged to say that he did not recall havmg made 
any such observation. He was ~ure that, if his Persian colleague would reread ~ny remarks 
he might have in mind, he would find that Mr. Gibson ~ad not yet e~en d1seussed the 
subject now before the Political Commission. The Pers1an delegate might, however, be 
thinking of certain remarks as to the obligations prescribed for non.-European States 
under the "outer concentric circle" of the French plan. These remarks m no way referred 
to the United Kingdom proposal, however, which was at the base of the text under 
consideration. 

. Tevfik RtisTti Bey (Turkey) said that the new Turkey could only .sl!pport 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 be 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 applicati.on 
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 l\1. Politis's very pertinent observations on the 
French plan. But he felt his delegation had a 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". 

. If the Commission adopted the draft t.ext without giving an assurance that the 
uwversal application of the obliga.tion would immediately be considered, a very unfortunate 
iml?ression, very difficult to explain away, would be created that the Conference was not 
facmg the world situation squarely, and was endeavourina, in one way or another to 
shirk its responsibilities. 

0 
• ' 

. l\1. Lo need ha!dly add that he would be compelled to vote against the draft text unless 
It were accompawed by an assurance that its universal application would be taken up 
as soon as its application to Europe was adopted . 

. Sirdar Ahmed ALI Khan (Afghanistan) said he was in favour of making the obligation 
uwversal, and for that reason supported the Persian a.nd Soviet delegations. His country 
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 vie~ 
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. ' 

l\1. ~UTGERS (Netherlands) had no objection to offer to the draft resolution If the 
declaration had had to be taken in a strictly legal sense, he would perhaps have had some 
co
1 

mments to make, but aa it contained a political undertaking of which the meaning was 
c ear he could confine himself to accepting it. 
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The wording must however be plain M Lanu h d · 
discussion was a preamble M Rut · d th .,e a pomted out that the draft under 
solemnly reaffirm • • • n:atio~al p!~~s .~e~he ~::;~nd para~raph. as follows : " Hereby 
wondered whether that was really the t!xi which th: ~~ft~n~g mt.ht a chom~a; but he 
propose to the Commission. mg ·Ommi tee ad mtended to 

M. POLITIS (Greece), Chairman of the Draftin c "t · 
the various observations that had b d g 0 !llnu tee, would rt'ply briefly to 

hi h h d b . een rna e. They nught all be reduced to two ideas 
w c . a een presented. m th? guise of objections to the Draftinu Committee's text. 
Th? first related to the uruversality of the undertakinu which it was "'ro osed to assume 
while the .other ~eferred ~o the interpretation of the Pact of Paris. p p ' · ' ' 

He wtshed first to give the Persian delegate the most formal assm·ance that s e(lial 
account had been taken of the ~mendment he had submitted to the Politiral Commissio~ and 
that t~e only. r~a~on .why Persia had not been included in the Drafting CommiUt~e was the 
necessity of lim~tmg 1ts numbers. Thus it had not bt't'n possible to invite to the Committee 
the ~epresentatives o.f all the c.o~ntries which had presented or suggl'sted aml'lldments. 
Persia was not alone m that positiOn. Czechoslovakia was in exartly tho same position. nut 
there w:as anot.her reas?n w~y it had not been necessary for PerMia to sit on the rommit.t.ee. 
Her pomt of .vtew was tdentical to that of the Soviet delegation, which had been rt•pre!INlted 
on t~e Comnuttee and had upheld the view that the undertaking should be universal. M. Politis 
confrriii:ed the statement JUSt made by 1\I. Dovgalevsky to the effect that the Soviet 
delegatwn had e~ced a spirit of conciliation which had been Yery greatly apprt'cinte1l. It 
had been reco~rused that, to take this first step, it was essential to limit matters to the 
Eur~pean contment and to reserve the future as to the extension of this plllllgo to tht~ Rtati'A 
outside Europe. 

Universality was logical, but, after careful consideration, the Committee ha1l thought 
that, at the present stage, it would be exceeding the limits of the work as~iunl'd to it and 
~mba~king on an over-complicated discussion if it attempted to survey the Jlrohlem 
m l!'ll1ts a~pects. It must not be forgotten that the starting-point for this work had bl'on the 
Umted Kingdom proposal and that the latter proposal itself had been bound up with the 
spe~c!t made b! Sir John Simon in the Bureau on November 17th, 193!!,1 in which he had 
antw1pated the 1dea that had eventually taken shape in the agreement of the great Powers 
of December 11th of the same year.1 That idea had been that it was desirable, in the relations 
between the European countries, to clear up one point which had caused doubt in ctlrtain 
minds -namely, that the prohibition of war carried with it the prohibition of all recourRe to 
force, and that the term " recourse to force " did not necessarily signify war declnrell. That 
was the idea Sir John Simon had expressed on November 17th, 193!!. It had bmm taken up 
again by the great European Powers and it was on that basis that the Unite1l Kingdom 
delegation had submitted its proposal to the Political Commission in I<'ebruary lnst. 

The Drafting Committee's mandate bad therefore been definitely drcumscribed. 
Proposals had, indeed, been made in the Political Commission for widening that mandate. 
These suggestions bad been very carefully examined by the Drafting Committee, and the 
latter had unanimously - the Soviet delegation therefore included - taken the view that 
for the moment it would be desirable to keep within the framework initially mapped out an«l 
to reserve for subsequent discussion the principle and conditions of a possible extension of 
this engagement to the non-European States. 

With regard to the Pact of Paris and its interpretation, it was desirable to recall that 
the United Kingdom proposal bad contained a preamble which expressly mentioned the 
letter and 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, J an attempt were made to link up the engagement _Proposed_ f?r ~be European 
Powers directly with the Pact of Paris, the result would be to give an offiCJalm~erpr~tation 
of the Pact. An interpretation of a universal Pact, however, could ?nly be ~ahd 1f 1t were 
itself universal. It was not possible for a certain number of States whJC~ had 111gned the Pa•~t 
to agree upon an interpretation which might not be accepted or m1ght be ~onte~ted by 
other signatories. The Committee's attitude had been prompted by cons1deratwns of 
prudence and also by a feeling of international courtesy. . . . 

. The Committee had then considered in what way 1t would be poss_1ble to obv1a~e 
interpreting the Pact while not presenting the engagement as a. new clause, Bl~e ~hat agam 
would amount to interpreting the Pact indirectly and, consequ_ently, weakerung 1t. It had 
been the Committee's unanimous desire that the Pact of Pans should be left completely 
aside. It had come unanimously to the conclusion that all that h~d to b~ done was. to 
go to work on the same ground, along the same lines as the Pact of Pans, but ~I tho !It making 
any pronouncement on the question whether the new act was a. confrrmatwn of or 
complementary to the Pact. . . 

This was the only possible way of preserving intact, as 1t was demable to do, ~he 
freedom of the countries which did not belong to Europe and therefore were not takmg 
part in these particular negotiations. . . 11 h 

From that point onward, the conclusion had been ve~ simple. He might_ reca t at 
it had been said: "You claim that you are not interpretmg the Pact of Par111, but you 

1 See :Minutes of the twenty-ninth meeting of the Bureau. . . 
• See Minutes of the twenty-eighth meeting of the General C"ommwuon. 
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11we done so because you say that you reaffirm it ". That ·was an objection that had 
~t>t>n made indirectly by the P<'r~ian del<'gate in his remar~s on the second pa!agraph 
of the second part of the Drafting Committee's report, and I~. had ~een, mad_e still more 
explicitly in the Polish delegate's remarks concerning the word . reaffirm , wh1ch oc~urred 
in the first words of the second paragraph of the draft declaratwn_. . 

This word " reaffirm " might be misleading to. those w~o did n~.t kno'! or ,failed ~o 
rememb<'r the variou11 acts that had been entered mto prevwusly: R~afftrm. had, m 
this connection, two meanings. It did not mean that ~:be signa~ories aff~rmed _an 
engagement already contained in the Pac·t, but that they af!trmed a:gam somethmg which 
th~>y themselves, as European States, already had in the_Ir consCience. It meant also 
t bat they confirmed, that they affirmed again, something w~IC.h they had re.ally and formally 
alrPady affirmed; and they had affirmed it in the CommissiOn of Enqmry for European 
V'nion on January 21st, 1931. • 

l\I. Politis recalled that on the proposal of l\I. Rriand, the great Emopean Powers 
had agreed to make a decl~ration which concluded with the. following words : 

"We therefore declare that we are more than ever d<'termined to use the 
' ' . I " machinery of the League to prevent any resort to v10 ence. 

On the invitation of the Chairman of Ute Commission the members of the latter had 
Rtated 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 th~>y 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, l\I. Politis's reply to the definite question put by M. Titulesco 
"could only be a firm and categorical negative. It was negative because the aim which 
the CommittPe had set before it ha1l been not to weaken any of the guarantees of securities 
existing und<'r 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 
h(l, 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 was reserved 
an1l eould 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 indirectlyt to the Pact of Paris. He had 
just. explained the reasons why that could not be so. He consequently hoped that, aftt>r these 
explanations, the Commission would unanimously confirm the work done by its Drafting 
Committee, work which represented an advance. 

l\I.. ~ITULEsco. (_Roumani~) t~anked the ~apporteur for his very clear explanations. 
111. Politis had definitely rephed m 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 
~Hayed appre~ension .as to the universality of the obligations to be assumed at the present 
JUD;cture: This question ':''as fully reserved. That should, in l\L Titulesco's opinion, give 
s~t1sf~ctwn to the countnes 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, l\I. Titulesco would vote in favour of the draft text. 

M. SE:PAHDODI (Persia) thanked the delegates who had supported the Persian view. 
He. also thanke~ the Rap~orteur for his explanations. There was one pointt however, on 
whiCh the Persmn delegatwn was not entirely satisfied, It was said in the report that : 

" The question of the universal effect of the obligation should be reserved 
altog_e~her. It ma:y b.e a ~atter for subsequent enquiry whether, and under what 
~onditwns! the o~hgatwn might be extended to States other than those contemplated 
m the Umted Kmgdom proposal." 

The Persian delegate pointed out that there were so many " ifs " 80 m d"t' 
t.hat it could t n b "d th th . . ' any con I wns, . n_o rea y e sai · at e uruversality of. the text had been reserved The 
P_ersta~ delegatiOn was, of course, very anxious not to upset the homogeneity of the c nf · • 
diRcussiOns. Bu~ there was o11:e point which it could not accept. If the Commiss?on e~:~~:~ 
to

1 
act o~ the uruversal plane, It need only reserve this text until the end If th c · · 

fe t obhged to vote immediately, the Persian dele ation ld . e omml8s~on 
~te[0~~~:: In the first pla<'e, the first paragraph of t:e draft ~~~larit~~~o:igt~e b~o~~~~a 

" Anxious to further the cause of di ·arma t b · · 
confidence between the nations of E ~r men Y mcreasmg the sp~it of mutual 
f~rhhidding re.sort to force in the circur:st~~~l'~1n ~t~~~ ;~e ~a~~c~afraptiO!l fexpb~~ssl;rt 
a. t e lame ttme a1 resort to war." arts or Ius , 
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Secondly, the words "as between them~elves " might be omitted from the Sl'COUd 
paragraph. 

If either of these solutions were adopted, the Persian d~legate would be in complete 
agreement. 

M. Z~ETA (Venezuela) put t~e _following doubtful point to the Rapportour. If these 
we~e exclusively_ E_urop~an negot1a~1?ns, what part di<l the non-Europl'an Members of a 
umversal com~sswn like the Polit1cal Commission play in them! What weight had 
the votes and_ VIews o.f extra-Europe:'n delegates in the derision of matters to which they 
were not parties! l\I1ght they not s1mply be subjected to the consl'qut>nces of a resort to 
force for which they were not responsible! 

l\1. POLITIS (Greece), Chairman of the Drafting Committee th1\nked the Persh\n 
~elegation for its spiri~ ?f conciliatio~ •. The Commission might, on its 

1
sitle, do something, but, 

m any event, M. Politis was of opmwn that the text of the declaration, which had been 
discussed at great length, could not be altered. It was the result of a compromise, and, 
if anything were added to the first paragraph, as had been sujl'gested, or if words were 
omitted ~om the se~mid, the whole structure of the text would be altl.'red, and, consequently, 
the Draftmg Comllilttee would be compelled to reopen what had been a very long discussion, 
and would not be at all certain that it would be able to reach a conclusion. 1\l. l'olitis 
therefore urged the Persian delegation not to press its requt>st that the text be modified. 

It might, however, be specified in the first paragraph of the second JliUt of the rt1port 
that, during the present Conference, an endeavour would be made to roach agreement 
with regard to the extension of this obligation to non-European Statl's, should that be founll 
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. It could not dll(lOilll 
on the Political Commission, though that Commission might express a gonl'ral desire that 
efforts should be made during the Conference to reach an understanding. 

When summing up the debate, the President would he ·,•ble to KnggcKt how the fir11t 
paragraph in the second part of the report could be modified so as to sati11fy tho l'tlrllian 
delegation. 

The reply to M. Zumeta's question was very silllJlle. It had boon untlerHtood, when 
the present discussions were first begun- and the members of the Conference wore w1mwd 
- that this part of the discussion referred to the European Stutes a.nll tlmt the lattt•r 
would be very glad if the discussion could go on in the plon1uy organ of the .conference, 
not with the object of gettina the delegates from the non-European countr10s to entor 
into any engagements, but in"' order that t~ey might give the!r European colll•ngu~•s the 
advantage of their suggestions and support m a work of great 1mportance bot.h to Europe 
and to the rest of the world. On behalf of his. Euro~ean colleagues,,l\1. Politis expreK1111d 
his gratitude to the delegations of the countnes whiCh, not belongmg to the European 
continent, had been good enough to take part in disl'ussions that, during the present Jlhaso, 
concerned only the States of Europe. 

M: DE l\IADARIAGA (Spain) seconded l\1. Politis's appeal to the Pe!11hm ~olegat!on awl 
urged the latter not to press for the amendment of the text under diHCUHHIOil, whiCh wa11 
the outcome of a skilful adjustment of tendencies that were not only opposed to one another, 
but radiated in all possible directions. 

It was necessary to have been a member of the ~rafting Committe~ to appreciate the 
need for ad ·ustin with the most delicate intellectual.mstruments, the we1g~t8 !lnd moaH~rca 

· d f J g,_ g the words m· these texts whiCh were the crystaliJKatwn of skilful reqmre or gaugm · 1 · 1 · t 
"l"b t" ch as were only found in the most comphcated c aem1ca ex pert men s. equ1 1 ra 1ons su . . . 
H did t ree with the Rapporteur in regard to the queHtwn ~f umvcrsahty. 

l\I Po~tis ha~o apap!ared to hold out a prospect, instead of giving the PerKta~ ~el11dgat.e .an 
• . · aa on the other hand, thought that there was a def1mte ~CIHIOn 

~ss~~a~\it~· 1d~ 1\!~:;i~'it ~hich made it an obligation.to consider all theKe questwns of 
Y ~ 0

. lCa 0 b · nd then on a universal basis - or if not all of them, 
security frrst on a European as•:o aforce It was indeed on a motion by ll. de .Madariaga 
at any rate that of no~-r~course r t~ the rocedure of examining all queKtiollll relative 
himself that the Comnnsswn had ag er t . t to consider that of recourse to force on the 
to ~ecurity on the Europe~n p:a:: ::e t':~:~nn~n-European delegations that this question 
umversal plane. It was t ere 0 

• 1 1 ·n due course during the preHent Conferenc~e 
should be reconsidered on the urn versa P ~ne 1 • 
and before the signature of the Conventwn. . 

. · ld . t · favour of the present text, although w1thout 
The Spamsh delegat1~~ t"'o~ '~h= :udy of this question it had thought that there 

enthusiasm. Even before 1 °0 up nd that aver real danger was being run - that of 
were perhaps too many pac~s already a t t ol<l hoard represented by confidence. He 
the inflation of pact~ drawmg ond a fco~:en~e had increaHed as a result of the present 
was not sure that th1s gold. hotr t 0 ll c~ fair in love and war. He feared that it might 
discussion. It was often S~ld. t 

1
a a daa ce Too many oaths were taken. It was to be 

soon be said that all was faiT lll ove an pea · 
hoped that they would not be broken. 
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The PRESIDENT suggested that the situation so far as those who were advocating 
unh·ersality 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 reserved 
for the present. It shall be a matter for subsequent enquiry during this Conference." 

The President thought that that wording left the entire question of universali:ty op~n, 
and also left every delegation free to take whatever course 1t chose when the discuss10n 
on that matter took place. 

M. SEPAHDODI (Persia) thanked the President for his proposal. The Persian delegation 
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 attitude. He must, in any case, 
entirely reserve his own delegation's attitude, because the United Kingdom proposal, which 
was based on the agreement of December 11th, 1932, had been for a declaration by the 
Stntes 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 twenty-six votes. 

'fhe PRESIDENT suggested that the Commission should vote next on the draft 
declaration unanimously recommended by the Drafting Committee. 

The draft decla·ration 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 be bad just beard of the passing 
of the. representative of Colombia to the Disarmament Conference. He had sent the 
followmg telegram : 

" On my o~n behalf and that of my colleagues in the Disarmament Conference, 
please accept smccre condole~ces on the death of His Excellency Dr. Antonio Jose 
Restrepo, delegate of Oolombu1o to the Conference. - HENDERSON, President." 

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

?I. GUIZADO (Colombia), in the name of the Colombian delegation to the Conference 
and m the name o~ the Colombi.an Government and people, thanked the President and th~ 
Conference for theu sympathy m the loss sustained by his country. 
h d tl. Restrepo had been p~rl?an~nt Colombian delegate to the League of Nations. He 

a e~n one of the most .d1stmgms~ed ~en of h~s country and had served the cause of 
fJlo:~l~ for many years m th~ vanous mternat10nal commissions. His whole political 
te:tif~d te:nh?sev:ttt~~~~::: roal~=n~~~~~!ft~ace, and in the League of Nations he bad 

The Colombian delegation was deeply touched b th · 
telegram which the President bad read to th C nf Y e sentrments expressed in the e o erence, and was very grateful therefor. 
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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 DISOUSSION. 

. The ~RESIDENT reminded t_he C?mmission that, at its meeting on February 14th,t 
It had deCid.ed that, when the discussion on the question of non-resort to force had been 
concl1;1ded, 1t. would ~ake up the question of the Pact of Mutual Assistance. That 
. question was mclude_d m b~th the French and the United Kingdom proposals. Paragraph (2) 
of Part I of the Uruted Kingdom delegation's proposals a read a.s follows : 

" The im!lledia.te study by the continental European States with a view to their 
mut~a~ sec~nty _of the possibility of reaching political arrangements defining the 
cond1t10~s m which each of them will be entitled to the co-operation of the other 
contractmg States." 

. The Fren~h proposals wit~ regard to the establishment of a European Pact of Mutual 
Assistance might be found m Chapter. III, Section A, of the French memorandum.• 

. M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) said that the discussion which had juMt been opened 
concerned one of the essential points of the plan submitted to the Conference by the 
Fren~h delegation. On~ 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 leaxt 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 continf'nta.l States 
at least. 

Another essential point of international security was international supervision. 
This point was, in fact, so important that, as he had already said, many delegates were 
bound to make the reductions to be accepted by them and the decision~ to be taken by 
them during the Conference depend on what should be the crowning achievement of the 
Conference- namely, the establishment of effective, regular and periodical superviHion 
on the spot. Such supervision would avoid those complaints which were in themselves 
inevitably the beginning of misunderstandings and conflicts, and would establish the 
reciprocal right to ascertain wha~ was happening in each country. It woul~ thus ~e 
possible to put an end to the annety caused by secret armaments or clandestme. trafl1c 
in arms and to create a feeling that a Convention when once signed would be uruformly 
respected. . . . . . 

As regarded the unification of types of ar.mies and milita!'Y statu~ in c?ntw~ntal 
.Europe, the French delegation had had occasiOn to. ~ote, durm.t: ~revwus diHC~RHIO.nH, 
that a majority of the delegations was favourable to th1s 1~ea, deemmg It to. be the d1~ectwn 
which the Conference should follow in order to secure Important reductwns. Th1s idea 
had now to be brought to perfection and embodied in texts. . . 

In the matter of supervision, M. Paul-Boncour was bound to admit that the e~nceptwn 
the Conference had arrived at in July last did not. ~ppear to the ~ench de!cgatl?ll; to be 
sufficient.' The French delegation felt that supemswn should be mc~eased In defimteness 
and efficacy to the same extent as that t~ which th_e desired reductiOns were themselves 
increa11ed. Such reductions would be neither p_oss1ble nor !l'~cepta~Je, nor would t~ey 
leave a feeling of confidence unless true internatw~al supervlBIO!l.eXIsted, a~. he had _JUst 
pointed out in very general terms, b_ut terms wh1ch were suffi~1ently preciSe to dispel 
all misunderstanding regarding the VIews of the French delegatiOn. 

1 See page 5. 
• Document Coni. D.l54. 
• Document Coni. D.H6. · . · f h thirt fifth d f II · g meet" g f • For the discu&<ion on the question of effectivee, - llmutea o t e Y· an o OWID m • o 

the ?esneral Colm~odn. ted b the General Commi.osion on July 23rd, 1932 (Doeumenta of the Conference, 
ee reso ut10n a op Y 

Volume I, page 269). 



-32-

The Commission was now dealing with a third essential point which would also. re11ult in 
an increase in international security which was necessary to en~ure am~le reductiOns. He 
referred to mutual assistance, which was certainly not a new 1dea, .which was almost the 
wry definition of the League Covenant, which wall to be found m ~he Covenant and 
already bound the nations which had signed the Covenant. ~ver Rmce the Covenant 
had been in existence, however, attempts had been nu1.de, w1thout success up . to the 
present to define this obligation sati~factorily. A.s he had had the honour .to remmd the 
Commi;sion, when he had explained the main lines of the }'rench delegation's plan,! the 
work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security had been planned to proceed concurrently 
with that of the Preparatory Disarmament Commission. This arrangem~nt . marked the 
necessary connection between the two ideas and, so to speak, the needfo~therr Slmul~ane?us 
progression. After seeking for a solution on universal lines, the c.om~Ittee onA.rbitrati!ln 
and Security had finally arrived at a concept which had been realised m the model tr~aties 
proposed to the Powers by means of which it became pos8ible .in all cases to begu~ by 
establishing, on a regional basis, that definition of mutual assistance between nat10n11 
which had hitherto bern lacking. · · 

True, all delegations must have been glad to note the tendency towards ~niversality 
which appeared to have become manifest during the discussion on the previous day of 
the agreement to refrain from resort to force. M. Paul-Boncour sincerely hoped that·the 
same desire would be apparent and that the same claims would be made, now {for the 
hour had come) that it was a question of studying an agreement which emanated from 
the same idea but which went further and which, above all, added certain sanctions that 
the agreement to refrain from force would in no case include. The French delegation, 
faithful to the indications given by the Committee on Arbitration and Security and being, 
as ever, desirous before all else of ensuring continuity, felt sure that, whatever the future 
extension of the plan in view of the opinions expressed two days previously- and he 
believed the plan must eventually be extended- it would be necesRary to commence 
this effort in the direction of the regional mutual assistance recommended by the Committee 
by some action on the part of those nation~ which were particularly interested in certain 
forms of reductions of armaments. · . 

It was obvious, 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 Commission 
he would merely refer the Commission to the speech he had made a month ago.• ' 

He ventured, however, to think that, if it were desired to reach definite decisions in 
all cases - and that was, he thought, indispensable in order that all delegations might 
know wher~ 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 J?act ~ad been ~roposcd by the United Kingdom delegation, and the French delegation 
had given 1t a partwularly warm welcome because it formed an essential legal basis for. 
the sulJsequ1•nt development which it was anxious to achieve. 

It would nevertheless be realised that, if it were desired that a decision or resolution 
of that sort, however great its interest, should exercise a direct influence on the possibility 
and magnitude. of armaments red~ctions, it was necessary to go further because, in the last 
resort, the mamtenance of certam armaments -even though reduced for there would 
always be so~e armaments- implied ipso faCto the assumption that there could be no 
absolu.te certamty. that th~re would never be any resort to force. Consequently, to make 
a reality of the mtern~twnal 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 quest~on ~hat arose immediately was the definition of the fact of aggression upon 

"hwh . w?ul~ mentably depend all the discussions on mutual assistance. It was the 
ComDUssJon s good luck, at which it could not feel too much satisfaction that it could 
extr~ct from the proposals made by the delegations as a whole all such points as the 
had m common. It ha~ the good !uck to have in this connection certain extreme! valuabl~ 
prop~sals by the Soviet delegatwn,• which were related to those contained in £he French 
P an m the matter of aggression and the definition of ag()'ression. The study of the Soviet 
Pd~opos~ls, therefore, wo~ld undoubtedly provide an ex~ellent point of departure for the 

1scuss1on on mutual assJ8tance. 
Immediately afterwards - afterwards that . a t · · · 

but simultaneou8Iy in the order of th h w. 8 0 say, ll1 the order of discussiOn . 
necessary to study the establishment of ~h/f~~~~:'s,., unde~ consideration -:- it would be 
other proposals, those by the Bel hn dclcrr . , a.,g~esswn. On that pomt there were 
haHis for the discussion of this sec~~d facto;a~o~h WhiCh could afford a. very valuable 
and only then, would ari~e the third que t' e system of mutual assistance. Then, 
~owever, ha,·e to be settled in one wa or \~~n, one 0~ extreme d~licacy, . which would, 
m that conne<·tion, since otherwise it ~ould beo~~er, !'\e all questwns whwh had arisen 
done. :u. Paul-Boncour referred to the de . . bP0881 le to see clearly what could be 
defined and the fact of it e~tablishell, it wn~~~~n. Y 

1 
theh Council.. On~e aggression was 

say that the hypothl'sis had materialised for th VJous Y ~ e Connell whwh would have to· 
was the Council which would determine the f e operatwn of mutual assistance, and it 

, . orms and extent of such assistance. 
See }lmutea of the thirty-third meetin f th G 1 See llinutee of the thirtv-third mll('t[!, 0 f :h ~G•~en~ol CommillSioo, page 256. 

1 Documf'ut l'onf. D./('.G.3'tl (S~e lliout~a g 0 6
, eneral CommillSion. 

' See Document Conf. D.,'t'.l'.l2.- of the c,,..,eral C'ommi.,.ion, page 237). 
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. H t~e French pl~n, following the direct line of the work done by the Committee on 
Arbi:ra:Ion an: Secm:ty, suggested:- not from inclination but of necessity if a conclusion 
wa; o e r~ac ed - mstead of a uruversal treaty a limited treaty one restricted to Europe 
an ~ven, . necessary, to _the cont~ent of Europe, the object 'was, of course, to fill in 
certam details and to proVIde for stricter commitments than those contained in the very 

. gene~al terms of the League Covenan~, witho~t which it would hardly be worth while 
making a new treaty. M. de Madariaga's Witty observation must not of course be 
forgotten. Any new pacts must not be allowed to detract from the value' of the e:r.is'ting 
pac.ts. . They must not detract from their value but must define it and it was in order to 
define 1t that ~hey "!ere restricted to a specific region. ' 

In proposmg this pact of mutual assistance the French delegation was asking solely 
for the embodiment, for the realisation, of what had been agreed by all the Powers which 
had been represented on the Committee on Arbitration and Security and by the 1928 
Assembly. The prol!os.al was ~herefore at the centre of the League's decisions. 

Wh~n .the Co~ssxon ha_d ~etermined the question whether the Council should decide 
by a maJonty, by a sxmple m~JOrity or by a specific majority, on the orders it would issue and 
on the _forms of_ mutual assl8tance and support to be ginn to a State the victim of an 
a~gressxon as de~ed by met~o~s based on the Soviet proposals and established in accordance 
WI~h the Belg~ delegation s suggestions, certain questions would then obviously 
arue connec~ed With the ot~~r category of ideas-namely, the more technical questions 
~onnected Wit~ the composxtion of t_he specialised forces and units kept by each country 
m order that, m 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 accompli. 

International security in the legal domain, international 11ecurity 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 formulm 
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 formulre 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. lle 
said " the principle at any rate ", because the delegations would, of cour~e, 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 pacta which would be 
more definite in their obligations because they were more circumscribed geographically. 
The resultant conclusion was the need for a general affirmation, the importance of which 
would be app~:eciated by the Commission and which should be the prelude to ita preRent 
work. · · 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) said 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. , 
M. de Madariaga first point.ed out that the word " security " expressed a p'lychologtcal 

state and, further - and this was, in his opinion, not only i~portant _but funda~ental -
a peace·time psychological state. Security, as well as ~ts oppos1te in~ecurxty, were 
peace-time feelings. In time of war, t.here ~ould be ~o secur~ty. In_ peace-time, there was 
a greater or less certainty that secunty did not eust. Th1s quest tOn must therefore. be 
considered from the very clear standpoint of the relations between the sta~e of mmd 
expressed by the term mutual assistance and expressed by the term secunty. These 
two expressions were closely connected, but in no way identical. In. the ~panish delegate's 
view they were connected in the following manner : th-: States whxch d1d not feel safe in 
peac~·time felt the need for a political, legal and intematJOn_al stl'!lcture - perh.aps a moral 
structure_ of mutual assistance in view of a hypothetical txme of wa_r, m order to 
strengthen their security in what was not hypothetical but real peace-txme ; t~at _was 
to say the more the hypothesis of efficacious mutual assistance took shap~ in their mxnds 
_ tho~gh it were a pure hypothesis -the more was the act11;alstate of secunty strengthened 
which those States needed in peace-time if they ~er': to di~arm, or 1;\t any rate to reduce 
the immediate and tangible in11truments of secunty 1!1 the1r posses~1.on. . . 

Geneva with its long experience of these questions, was familiar wxth all pomts of 
view . there 'were states which tended to accentu~te !he importance of the factor of mut~al 
assist~nce, and others which tended to reduce 1ts IIDJ?ortance. There '!ere so~e whxch 
thought that disarmament was in itself the most satisfactory el~ment m secunty, and 

POLITICAL COJiliJS!IIOl'i I • 

• 
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h hi h thought security was in itself the"best element in disarmament. Th~t was not 
ot ers w c t" f temperament . it must be admitted that to some extent It was also merely a ques wn o • 
due to their relative distance from the storm zone. . 

There was another consideration - security and. mutual ass1stan~e be~~me 
· 1 ffi ·ous to the extent that they embodied three elements • preclSlon, increasmg y e ca.c1 

foresight and universality. 
That was comprehensible. It had a bea~ing on confidence, and for those who nee~ed 

confidence -1\I. de Madariaga was not speak~ng of the others, th?se who, for psychological 
or eoara hical reasons, did not feel so pressmg a need for secunty- there was no d~ubt 
th!t the ~ore precise the rules for mutual assistance, the more they. bound the nations 
of the whole universe, of the whole pl~net, the more would they be likely to strengthen 
the element of security those countnes needed. . . 

The contrary was also true : that this element of confidence would be weak~ned m 
as far as those countries felt that, as soon as they entere~ the realm of m_utual assiSta~c~, 
they encountered the obscure, and an inclination t.o adJourn the questwn and to ~t 
it to certain geographical areas. Above all, there ~as one element that see~ed essential 
-foresight. The countries concerned about secur1~y had always. been annous that the 
machinery of mutual assistance should be endowed With well-established orga~s and means 
of action for u~e in a hypothetical future - for an~ proposal for. mutual assiStance IJ?-USt 
be based on a hypothetical future, a future no one desired to see realised - so that one m1ght 
consider that no attempt at mutual assistance would actually ever be applied. T~at was to 
some extent what happened to good prisons and good penal systems : the good pr1sons 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 boun~ 
by precise proposals, by proposals anticipating the future, by universal ~rop?sals. But It 
must be admitted that here was to be found the touchstone of progress m disarmament ; 
the nations which considered mutual assistance necessary should not be expected to find it 
by means of a theory of disarmament tha~ would appeal to a perfect intelligence - ~~at 
was a perfect jntelligence ! - but to practwal everyday common sense. It was a poht1cal 
fact that some rountries were unable to convince their public opinion, and their statesmen 
could not convince themselves, that substantial disarmament was possible, unles'l 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 t The absence 
of an organised international system for dealing with such questions, a system that would 
perhaps have been efficacious at the present moment had it been introduced five years or 
even five months ago. Rut there was another point of view which M. de Madariaga. regarded 
as essential. In that disarmament itself created 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 untlertaking, 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 
or to 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 vfsualise the various and 
~terlocked 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 
boun~ up together, and if succes~ were not finally achieved on universal lines no satisfactory 
solutwn wou!d be foun~. Were 1t th.erefore for reasons of security properly so-called, or for 
reasons relatmg to the ~uence of d1sarma.ment on security, or of security on disarmament, 
he was profoun~y convmced 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 
ve~y grea~ progress i? the domain of clea~ness, foresight and universality both from the 
pomt of VIe~ of secur1ty. and _fro~ that of ~~~armament. That was why, when this question 
had b~e~ raised for the fust time In the Poht10al Commission, he had insisted on the need for 
!xa.mmm~ not only the complete plan submitted by the French delegation but all the 
mte~mediary ~tages. It was probably impossible to achieve a fully satisfactory solution 
outright. Natwns would_ have to content themselves with gradual solutions, and it was for 
that reason that he rordia~ly suppo~ted the suggestio~ of the chief delegate of France that. 
the C?nferen~e should begm forthwith to study questwns of aggression on the basis of the 
very mterestmg document presented by the Soviet delegation.l In this connection, the 

1 
Document Coni. D.fC.G.38 <-Minutes of the General Commission, page 237). 
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Confe!ence ~hould also. bear ~ mind an equally interesting document which ouuht to be 
exammed .m connectiOn With the Soviet proposal- the General c "'t· f 
strengthemn~ t~e Means of preventing War.t on>en ton or 

I~ was mdispensa~le to examine that Convention concurrently with the document 
subnntted by the So.Vlet del~gation in order not merely to define aggression clearly, 
but allJo, at the same ~u;n~, to discover means by which such aggression could be proved when 
co~nntted. T_he definitiOn of aggression was a purely theoretic-al question. The essential 
pomt was to discove~ means now, to create institutions now, which would make it possible 
to prove that aggressiOn had taken_p_lace. As t~es~ two problems were in substance identical, 
he very respectfully asked the Polit1cal CommiSSion to consider the po~sibility of discussing 
them together. 

He. would now refer to the question of the manner in which the Conference wa11 
proceeding. All s~rts of more or less pessimistic prophecies were current. Personally, 
he had never believed. that the Conference would reach a conclusion rapidly. On the 
contrary, the work which had been undertaken was extremely difficult 1\Dd was bound 
to be lengt~y. It was necessary t.o react against century-old prejudices- prejudices, 
howeve!, '!hich were n.ot perhaps qmte so many centuries old as some people thought, for 
the preJudice of sovere1gnty was perhaps not very ancient, though it was very deep-rooted. 
Moreover, the ~onference had t.o deal with 11uestions of extreme complf"xity in a political 
atmosphere which was far from 1deal. Could 1t be expected to achieve success rapidlyT lle 
thought the moment had come to prove to world public opinion that eyen if the Conference 
were advancing but slowly, it did desire to succeed, however long it

1
s work might last and 

that the fact that the work was proceeding slowly did not mean that the Conferenc~ was 
nearing failure. · 

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. lie 
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 briefiy 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 ita 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 con11idered that 
the declaration cor:cerning the definition of aggression and the aggressor should be 
universal in scope. He would pass over other arguments in support of ~his pr~posal and 
would stress the fact that the whole was summed up in the. actual obJect which it w~H 
proposed to attain by the definition of the aggressor. The obJect was to laY: down a 11~lid 

. foundation, without which the security so ardently sought: for ,would be built on movmg 

sand. · · t f b · t d To have security, it was necessary to have the certam y o emg g~aran ee or 
protected against any aggression, from no matter what source. ~~~an this guarantee, 
the first essential step was that everyone should agree on. the deflDltJOn of th~ 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 w_ere allowed, though only to one 
State to give and impose its own definition, one that was different from .that accept~d by 
the o'ther States not only would the object- namely, the strengthenmg of aecunty­
not be obtained but on the contrary, the state of insecurity would be aggravated. . 

That then ~as the first point: the definition of the aggressor must ~e universal m 8CO}'e 
and must be acce ted by all the parties to the Disarmament Conventwn. 

H f to his second point. The French plan suggested that the st~dy of the 
differe!tc:::t~e~ the security problem would be~ with the biggest or .outer cll"cle! that 
which was intended to include all the States parttes. to the P~t of Pans. That ,waa the 
logical course._ Unfortunately, for reasons of expediency- smce the Conference 8 work, 

1 Document C.658(oJ. :M.269(oJ.l93I.IX. 
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·hi h did not depend on the Soviet delegation, was ~!larked, with results t~at 
for reasons" ~- . t' g by a clash between logic and exped1ency, a clash from which 
were too often Isappom. m i emer ed bruised and broken- the Commission had preferred 
logic a~d goo~ o~der f~~:~~r~J'ch plai at the point at which it ought to have finished, and to 
t~ !Jt'~r.n the shu Y. 0t at which 1·t ought to have commenced. As a result of that decision, 
fWlSh 1t at t e pow · 1 · th d f' 't' . · ht b osed that the discussion of the SoVlet proposa concerrung e e lDl 1on 
lt IWg e supp which ro osal was intended to be dovetailed into the bigger and outer 
~~:fte~;r:~:~ch plan~ w~uld also be shelved until the Conferen~e came t? the questions 

t d 'th the outer circle If however, for reasons of expediency, whlCh he had had 
connec e WI · ' · · th d fini't' f th 

t 'ty to ascertain the Conference desrred to discuss e e 10n o e aggressor 
no oppor urn ' · · 1 · b t dit' th t th immediately, the Soviet delegation would willing y acqwesce, u ~n con 1on ~ e 
d. · n was entirely separate and independent of any other subJect, but that 1t was 

lSCUSSIO • • 1 t hi h • ht b t d t linked up with the consideratiOn of any part1a agreemen w c m1g e sugges e 
~~tween a group of States. Were the debate on the defin_itio~ of the a:gp-essor to be 
linked up with the discussion of a partial agr~e.~ent, the meV1t3:ble P.os1t10n would be 
that a group of States would adopt a different defirut10n f~om that wh1ch m~ght subsequently 
be chosen by one or more other States not part1es to the same agreement. As 
M. Dovgalevsky had shown, that would undoubtedly have disastrous effects and would 
make security more uncertain than ever. . . . . . . . . 

If, on the other hand, the Political Com~ss10n de~1ded .to discuss t~e definitiOn of 
the aggressor as a separate subject and not 1n connect1?n w1th ~ny part1al agreeme~ts, 
with the object of framing an act which would appear m the D1sarmament 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 ~ second .and last po~t •. 

To sum up while adhering entirely to the draft declaratiOn subm~tted by M. L1tvmoff, 
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. FoTITCll (Yugoslavia) had listened with very great ~tere~t to the previous s~eakers 
who had by arguments of different sorts, strengthened h1s belief that mutual ass1stance 
was one ~f 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. It 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 mor~ 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, however, 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 limitatiollB 
which the States mentioned would be glad to accept, thus exchanging against international 
security 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 
disal'mament ". 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 
application 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 ~ma~ents of ~ts neighbours. Other and very powerful factors had to be taken into 
consideratiOn and 1t was those very factors which were decisive for the armaments of 
certain countries_. ~t was those fact~rs .t~at were to be eliminated by the present discussion. 
They could be elimmated and the mlsgtvmgs they aroused could be dispelled by the solution 
of the problem of mutual assistance. 

The Yugoslav delegation, at one with the Roumanian and Czechoslovak delegatiollB, 
waa prepared to go as f~ a~ it might be asked along this path, because it believed that this 
~as the true w~y of achievmg real disarmament and making disarmament, not an end in 
1tself, but~ policy. It was convinced that it was the most powerful and effective means 
of overcommg ~he fe~, to which Sir John Simon had referred, that weighed so heavily 
Ot;I the countnes whiCh were asked to make the greatest efforts in the matter of 
disarmament. 

In upholding t~s policy, the Yugoslav delegation was adhering to the line it had 
adopted for !' lon~ trm? past. .It was not merely since yesterday that Yugoslavia had 
been advocatmg this policy. Durmg the seventh Assembly in 1926, the Yugoslav delegation, 
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with the object of encouraging the 1 · · 
resolution on those lines and that reso~~~i~~~~~ bof regto~al pacts, had submitted a draft 
Unhappily, it had had ~0 practical con eenunanunously adopted by the Assembly. 
support from Yugoslavia that that res~~~~!~eshl 1: was not! however, due. to any lack of 
of the seventh Assembly was desi " w c • accordmg to the Third Committee 
relations in the spirit of ~utual co~:!ce t~naromot~ t~e hdevelopment of international 

To-day as then the y 1 d 1 • • secun Y , ad had no effect. 
and Roum~nian deiegatio::oso~:re~ eft~ti~f m. co~plete apeement with the Czechoslovak 
assistance. They firmly belleved that b ~?~ . e s~ttmg up of a system .of mutual 
valuable contribution to the r li · Y . g that line they would be makmg a most 
confidence, coupled with equal ~~c:~;n f:: at~armament by the restoration of mutual 

M. Kti'NZL-JIZERS.KY (Czechoslovakia) said that he entirely concurred in the idea 
exp?unded by M. !~titch on beha!f of the countries of the PetitiJ Entente. He desired t~ 
~emmd the Conum.ss10n of the policy mapped out and sustained by M. BeneA at Geneva 
m 1923 when actmg as Rapporteur on the treaties of mutual assistance in 19<)-& as 
Rapp?rteur on the Protocol, in 1925 as a member of the Locarno Conferenre 'the out~ome 
of ;h~ch ~ad .been what was purely and exclusively a regional pact of mut~al assistance 
an .• na y, m 1927 and 1928 as Chairman of the Arbitration and Security Committe~ 
whic~ had worke~ out the model treaties of collective assistance and had secured their 
unanunous adoption by the League Assembly. 

The Czecho~lovak ~elegation's ar~ment set out from the belief that there would be no 
peace for a.contment like Europe unt~ a stable and permanent organisation of peace had 
bee.n established, that was to say, until security had been sufficiently ~tuaranteed. It was 
beheved tha~ a fresh adva:nce had been made in the matter of security by the adoption of a 
text concernmg the question of non-recourse to force. The Czechoslovak delegation agreed 
that t_hat was a ver.y va!uable step. Nevertheless, he could not but express his regret that it 
contamed no sanctiOns II'!- the event of a breac~. If therefore, for the time being, no further 
progress could be made m the matter of sanctiOns, the Pact of Paris and the draft pact of 
~on-resort to force required a logical conclusion, that was to say, a pact of mutual assistance 
m Europe at any rate. ' 

The Czechoslovak delegation looked on mutual assistance as a sort of mutual insurance 
a~ainst 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-Jizer~.ky 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. If 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, because 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, warmly hoped 
that the pact of mutual assistance would m~terialise. It would co.-operate since~ely in 
that work and to that end, after conferring With a number of delegations, had 11ubm1tted a 
draft resolutio'n to the Political Commission.l That draft might be taken a11 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 as an essential condition to the limitation of armaments on the contment of Europe. 

Colonel RIAZI (Persia) said that his delegation was not required t? take part in t~e 
discussion on European security. He wished, however, to thank the SoVIet .delegate for his 
remarks concerning the need for making the definition of the a.gp-essor uruversal in BCOP?· 
Persia would not object to a definition being worked out proVlBtonally for Europe, but 1t 
would insist that there must not be two weights and measures. .If a tex~ were a~opte~ on 
the subject, the definition of the aggressor must apply to all contments Without distmctwn. 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that, while stressing once again.its view that the most 
important factor in security was general disarmament and the adJustment or, to u~e the 

I Dooument Conf.D.fC.P.13. 
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teehniral term of the present Conference, the perequation of armaments, the German 
delegation had signified its willingness to go beyond the pact of no~?--r~sort to force and to 
consider the possibility of adopting, in addition to the numerou~ eXIstmg ~uarantees, .other 
measures which would complete the regime of contractual secunty. In this order o_f Ideas, 
he would venture to submit a few comments on the French proposal for mutual ass1sta?ce. 

In his remarks on Fe.bruary 2ndl dealing with the French plan as a whole, he had ~a1sed 
the question whether an organisation of the kind outlined iJ?- the French plan was realisa~le 
~thin the limited framework of Europe, still more of contmental Europe. That quest10n 
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 t~e vario~s ~tates to-day, the questi~n 
of the organisation of peace could not, for reasons mherent In Its nature, be sett!ed, In 
his opinion, except on a very wide basis. That was notabl.Y true o~ ~ pact ~y which the 
signatories bound themselves to take, in case of an. aggress10n, s~eClf~c coerCive measu:es 
against the country designated as the aggressor, smce the applicat10n of such co~rClve 
measures always raised the question of the eventual attitude of the States not part1es 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 paets - the politieal effeet which would result from each creation of 
a. 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. 

l\1. 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. . 

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 agg~essive or defensive attitude of the States engaged in a dispute, 
accou~t must necess.arlly be had to the whole body of problems forming the subject of 
the d1spute. Expenence had proved that that was so. Again, the assistance granted 
to. the attacked ~tate. by the other States entailed serious responsibilities. · Another . 
P.omt to be bor~e m ~nd was the effects which such military acts might have outside the 
circle of countr1es wh1ch had signed the pact. Countries with limited means and which 
were poorly armed would certairuy hesitate to assume such responsibilities unless they 
were led by one or more stronger States. Every system of mutual assistance must then 
~e thought, alw.ays be organised in such a way as to rule out the possibility that the nationai 
mt.erests of a smgle State. or group of States became one of the decisive elements. This 
obJect- nall_lely, th~ avOidance of any preponderance of individual national interests -
would ~e ach1eved w1th greater certainty if the system of security were general or universal. 
As agamst ~h~t, th.e smaller the number of countries participating in such arrangements, 
the more difficult I~ wo~ld be to realise the conditions he had just mentioned. 

He would eonfme h1mself for the moment to the foregoing general remarks The 
German delegation had no objection to the proposals that had been made with regard to 
the method of subsequent discuRsion. 

. 
. T~e PRESIDENT hoped that at the next meeting it would be possible to complete the 

discussiOn to the extent of appointing a Committee to consider the whole of the proposals 
put forward.. In ~hat event, he would suggest that the Commission should then open 
~ separate discuss10n, as suggested by 1\I. Dovgalevsky, on the definition of the aggressor. 

The .rontinuation of the di8russion was adjourned to the next meeti·ng. 

1 
See llinutea of the twenty.uinth mooting of the Gen~ral C'ommiosion, page 22o. 
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SEVENTH MEETING 

Held on Tuesday, March 7th, 1933, at 3.30 p.m. 

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON. 

---
9. QUESTION OF A pACT OF l\IUTUAL ASSISTANCE: GENERA.L DISCUSSION ( conlint~atton). 

. . M.- DE MASIREVICH (Hungary) said th t II · 
wished to co-operate in any effort to bring :b~!:~era. Y spe

1
aking, the Hungarian dclt>gation 

with a view to security. It believed h th um~ersa. agre.omont for m~ttua.l assistance 
possible, it.could be reached only o~ t~:~:~~wina;,e~;dih"et.atta~nment of this purpose were 

o 1ons. . 

. Firstly, it. must not ~e f_orgotten that the best guarantee of equal socurit Ia in 
disarmament, m the equahsat10n of fo~:ces which was the principal task of the Co~ero~ce • 

. Secondly, the. p~oblem of th~ organisation of peace ought to be solvld on a universal 
bas1s and not be lixmted to certam parts of the world. Partial or limited solutions in this 
matter co_uld 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 opposite direct.lon 
that was to sa~, back to the old system of hostile coalitions which as history showlld had 
always ended m war. 1 

, 

Thirdly, there could be no doubt whatever that any kind of peace organisation ought 
to serv.e the ~ause 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 
That seemed to be only the logical consequence of the well-known principles contained 1~ 
the Covenant • 

. Fourthly, absolute guarantees ought to be established in virtue of which any lntcr­
nat~onal force woul~ be use~ only f~r international purposes, any possibility that parts of 
natiOnal forces destmed for mternatwnal 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 
xnigbt be well to recall that that very question bad been discussed at length in the 
Assembly in 1921 and 1923, and that, in that connection, the delegations, and later the 
Governments, of a considerable number of States had deliberately opposed auch alliances 
of a particular or partial character, pointing out their incompatibility with the pacific 
principles of the Covenant and the menace which they constituted for peace In general. 

· M. RUTGERS (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 itself, 
not, it was true, as a fixed and absolute rule to be applie,d in all cases that might occur, 
but as one that was to operate in certain specific cases. 

The Commission was at present discussing the extension of the application of that 
principle. This extension Inigbt 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 pos11ible with a view to 
appealing to public opinion and agreeing upon the .steps to be ~ak~n. Such a cons~ltation 
between the Powers Inight be regarded as an extensiOn of the ~nnCipl~ of !flUt~al assistance • 

. The subject of discussion at the moment waa tha~ of stnct applicatipn,_ tn acco~d!"l;lCe 
with rules settled beforehand, under a definite convention and based on a stncter defimtiOn 
of the aggressor. With regard to that definition, :M. Rutgers had .nothi!lg to add to what 
the Netherlands Foreign Minister had said during the general discussiOn of the French 
plan. 1 1 . ad "th 

The suggestion for the extension of the principle of ~~tua assiStance wa~ m e WI 
a view to the quasi-automatic application of that pnnc1ple by. v_ery pr~ISe m~thods 
determined in advance. The Netherlands delegation felt so~e ~culty m repo~mg so 
much confidence in formulas by which the application of the pnnCiple of mutual assiStance 

• See l\Iinutes of the thirty-second meeting of the General Commiseion, page 2~3. 
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1 t d in advance in so precise and strict a manner, for all cases .that. mi~ht 
w~:d ~;!!~~ ~enerally, the powers of legislators did not .a~ tht f~e~en: t~~ msp:t.re 
an : inion with so great a measure of confidence. The oprmon . ~ Y e~s a ors was 
r::il~O~ases that might arise were regulated in advance by the proVIB~On~ thefhlD~O~Uced, 
in such a way that the judge would be able to apply .the Ia~, aut~m:~Ica Y h ~d en t e~c) 
of the present day was rather to regard as " good JUdges on Y ose w o no ee 
themselves unduly bound by legal texts. . . . . 

w ld it be possible to regulate in advance the applicatiOn of the sanctw.ns entalled 
by the0~utual assistance contemplated! Would it be possible .to re~lat~ m advance 
80 serious and extreme a measure by providing for its automatic applicatiOn! 

.M. Rutgers would refer to one of the resolutions of the 192~ .Assembly rela:ting to t.he 
application of the articles of the Covenant. The resolutio~ said that the vanous studies 
constituted "a useful piece of work which, without proposmg .a hard-and-fast .procedure 
in time of eme1gency, and without adding to or detracti~g from the righ~s .. a~d 
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 thi~ :point -"to the different 
modes ~f procedure which the infinite variety of possible eventualities !llay render ne?es~a.ry 
in practice". That was a point that must never be forgotten. PractiCe offered an infirute 
variety of methods. . . . 

When the case for assistance arose It would always be desrrable 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 agre~d after long discussio~ or on definitions that might h~ve 
been laboriously worked out. In such an emergency, m suc.h. an ho!lr ?f extreme graVIty, 
the decision would depend on the question whe~her the P?l~tiCal p~mmple repre.sented by 
mutual assistance was a living reality or not. If It were a livmg reality, the prmmple 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 ha:ve to 
signing a convention on mutual assistance limited to the States of the European contment. 
He was not sure whether the draft resolution presented by the Greek, Yugoslav, Rouma­
nian, Czechoslovak and Finnish delegationst 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! If so, was it true to say that, so far as assistance 
was concerned, England was separated from the continent, whereas Czechoslovakia and 
Switzerland were notf 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 a 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 not turn to the United 
~~dom first of all ; but, if it were desired to draw a dividing-line between the States 
'!ls~g and those not wishing to conclude such conventions, he did not think that the 
hnuts ~o be adopted could be those of the continent of Europe. 

":'Ith regard .to the draft resolution before the Commission, .M. Rutgers came to the 
follo~g conc~uswn. Und.er point (a), the resolution said, "The Commission decides to 
a<;cept Imm~di~tely the prmmple of a pact of mutual assistance". He was acquainted 
Wit.h the prmClple of mutual assistance, but not with the principle of a pact of mutual 
a~siStan~e. .There _were many P.aets, and their significance differed according to the 
Signatories; m particular, aceordmg to whether they were signed by the United Kingdom 
or not. 

It. followed . that the Netherlands delegate could not vote for the present draft 
resolutiOn, and, m fact, he wondered whether a small committee appointed to prepare a 
text would be of any use, unless there was an assurance not only that there would be a 
majo~ty in its favour in the Political Commission, but also that such a pact could be 
established. · · 

In conclusion, the Ne~herlands delegation would not refuse its signature~ far from 
it-to. a p~t of mutu~l assistance. That would not be the correct inference to draw from 
the ObJectiOns he had JU~t put !orward. T~e~e might be certain advantages in such a pact, 
and th~y had.bcen men~wned m the Com!Dlsswn- more especially that such a pact would 
make 1t possible to brmg about a measure of disarmament transcending the hopes which 
there had been ground for entertaining hitherto. .Another advantage, that mentioned by 

1 Docomeni Conf.D.fC.P.l3. 
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the Czechoslovak delegate, was that the act · . · . 
moment, the position hardly seemed clear fnou mtght to ~way ~th alliances. For the 
principle of a pact of mutual assistance until i~h to mkake 1t posSible to pronounce on the 

, · was nown what pact was in mind. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) pointed out that h h 
delegate at the previous meeting of the Political' w en. ~ had spoken after the French 
Soviet delegation's proposal should be considered C.om~sswn, he ha~ sugge~ted th~t the 
the Convention to strengthen the Means of pr 0~ a ~ropean ~&Sls and ~n l't'latwn to 
bad been approved by the Soviet delegation ev:e ~~g d art t~elthfer of hl8 suggestioll8 
Commission had already taken a general de . •. a P~ em orward because the 
relating to assistance and security first Cl~on whereby ~t agreed to discuss questions 
He realised, however, that it would be adO::s~le 'f0~an basis and t~en on a wo~h~ basis. 
the aggressor before touching on the mo e ol scbulss the question of the defimtion of 
Th t b · th c · . . r genera pro em of pacts of mutual assistance 
wit~ !~~~~~ re~attmmtsswn mtght per~aps d_epart ~rom the rule that it was to deal first 
such is that of the dne1i!~t~ourn ofpet,hand discuss lmmedmtely questions of a world <'harMt,er, 

. 1 o e aggressor. 
M. ~e. Madanaga felt, however, that the Commission would be wl'll advised whl'n 

after de~ng the aggressor on a world basis, it came to consider the problE~m of as~istan<~~ 
~nd sec~ty tfrom the European standpoint, to bring that dE~finition into relation with tho 
o~:r~en 10n ? s~rengthen .the Means of preventing War, an instruml'nt which, in hla 

opmwn, was mdis~ens!Lble if pacts of mutual assistance were to be concluded. 
He saw no obJect~on to the Commission first studying the definition of the aggressor 

fro~ a wo~ld stan~pomt. and then examining, on a European basis, the pacta of mutual 
assl8tance m relat1on Wltb the Convention for strengthening the Means 0 ' preventing 
War. 

·M •. FELDMAN~ (Latvia) said that the Latvian delegation was grateful to the French 
del~gatwn for bavmg brought up again the old question of the necessity for a pact of mutual 
assl8tance. Such a pact was the logical outcome of all the League's work in regard to the 
organisation of peace. Latvia bad always supported that idea. As far back as 1923 abe 
bad accepted the draft Convention on Mutual Aasistance • a year later in 1924 abe had 
signed the Geneva Protocol, always with the same desire for the establishm~nt in int~rnational 
relations of a ~alanced system of Ia':' and Justice, under which, as in any well-organised 
State, any infringement of the law !Dlmediately called forth the concerted action of all 
the public authorities. 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 a European treaty. At the same time Latvia - as the French delegation had done in 
its plan - must make her final accession contingent on the accession of a auflicient number 
of other Powers, due account being taken of their importance and their geographical 
situation in relation to herself. 

As to the draft resolution submitted by the Greek, Yugoslav, Roumanian, Czechoslovak 
and Finnish delegatioll8, Latvia would vote in favour of the motion on condition that the 
necessary amendments were made in the text of the 1928 Convention ao 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 band, did not embody that limitation, and rightly so, for it would deprive the idea 
of assistance of any real significance. M. Feldmall8 did not propose to deal with other 
deficiencies in the 1928 Convention, for be 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 1 on the procedure for investigation, which was of essential importance 
in the general framework of the pact. . . . 

Lastly, a proposal bad been submitted by ~be. SoVIet delegatwn.• The Commtssion 
would realise the special interest taken by LatVIa m such a proposal, put forward by a 
great Power with which she bad a common fronti~r. The Latvia~ Governm~nt bad hig~ly 
appreciated the scope of the Soviet draft resolutwn and the feelings by which the Sovtet 
Government bad been actuated. By its draft, the Soviet Union condemne~ an~w any 
policy of violence and proposed at the same time a practical means of des1gnatmg the 
aggressor. • 

Without prejudice to the question whether the Soviet. proposal s~ould or should not 
be incorporated in the pact of mutual assistance, the Lat~n delegat1~n "':as prepared to 
support it and would be happy to find that other delegattoll8 shared 1ts v1ew. 

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom) said that, since several dele~a~ioll8, in the. earlie! stages 
of the debate had been kind enough to make reference to the pos1t10n of the Uruted Kingdom 
in this conn~ction, it would perhaps seem ungracious of him not to make any reply, even 

1 Document Conf.D./C.P.l2. _, Co · · !37) 
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though he feared that the little he could say would add no~hing to t~e stock of knowled~e 
already possessed by the Political Commission as to the att1tude of h18 Government on this 

question. · 1 bl h' h h d f' d The Political Commission was now engaged upon a speCla pro .em w ~~ a 1g~e 
largely in post-war history, the significance of w.hich. in present-day lD:terD;at~onal relat10ns 
it would be impossible for anyone to deny. Qmte nghtly, th~~efore, ~~ h1s JUdgment, the 
important Chapter III of the French plan 1 contained provlBlons wh1eh dealt fully and 
faithfully with the problem. . . . . . 

The problem as it now presented 1tself to the PohtlCal CommiSSIOn was surely ~he 
following: Was there anything that continental Europe could do by m~tually under~aking 
to further a sense of international confidence and to render at once eas1er and speed1er the 
reduction of armaments! . . · 

His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom had more than once made .plam 
its attitude towards what was now called the continental pact. As a. Po'!l'er geogr~phi~ally 
situated on the fringe of Europe, and possessed of imi,Jortant and va~ed mt.erests m w1~ely 
scattered portions of the earth, it was clearly imposs1ble ~or the Uruted Kmgdom to VIew 
this problem in precisely the same perspective as a contmental P~wer. . 

Here, perhapR, he might be allowed to make o.ne o~ two br1~f observ_at10ns on the 
speech of the Netherlands delegate, to which he had JUSt ~stene~ Wlth su~h mterest. The 
delegate of the Netherlands, with very considerable debatmg sk1ll, had tned to prove th~t 
the Unitt>d Kingdom formed a part of the continent of Europe. Mi'. Eden bowed to h1s 
arguments, but could not bow to his geography: Despite all ~hat his eloquence, or 
Mr. Eden'K 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 
U.s 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 ~;ontinental 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 
~f th~ Fr~n~h plan. The proposal pu~ forward by the five delegations would presumably be 
hkew1se hm1te<l to the Powers of contmental 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. 

1\Ir. Ed~n felt that it would be something of an intrusion on the part of his delegation 
to offer adv1re to oth~rs in r~spect to obligations which it was not itself prepared to under­
take. None the l~~s, m the .light of the o~ligations to which the delegate of Czechoslovakia. 
had drawn specific attent10n- the obligations shouldered by the United Kingdom at 
Locarn? - he might at least be permitted to say that engagements on similar lines might 
wel.l brmg .appeasement to other continental countries that sought the greater confidence 
wh1c.h an mcreased sense of security commanded. The immediate task of the Political 
Com~ssion was to discuss that part of the problem of security, both in the French plan 
and 1n 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 programm~. Admittedly, 
of co~se, that was by no means the only circle. At a later stage it would be the 
Comrmsston's ~uty to. consider what ~ts attitude should be to the outer 'circle of the French 
plan. The Uruted Kmgdo~ delegat10n would then be ready and willing to consider that 
proble~. In the m~anwhile there seemed to be wisdom in the suggestion that· the 
1mm~diate problem, m all its aspects, should be further examined in a committee of 
contmental European States, where the more rapidly, no doubt those States would be able 
to record the measure of agreement which they were able at 'onre to realise. 

. Colon.el L.ANSKORONSKIS (Lithuania) observed that there were two schools of thou ht · 
~t ~~s mamtamed on the o~e hand th~t no satisfactory results could be obtained in re~ard 
~h l8a~mament unless eqmtable solut10ns were found in the matter of security and on the 

o er and, that the guarantees of security had already been enhanced 80 ~onsiderabl thali~t.thelre was no longer any reason to make disarmament contingent on further legal o~ 
po 1ca guarantees. . 

1 Document Conf.D.H6 
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The one party maintained that the . . . 
instruments in the organisation of eace w vanous u~~erta~gs m fore~ considered as 
resort would not be bad to force PTo c:ea~re not sulli~Ient! smce no certamty existed that 
to. consider the possibility of tb~ violation eo~e~\sectm.ty, It was nect>~sary, it was claimed, 
be some guarantee that collective force could :: ernalhon~l un~t>rtakmgs, and tht>re must 

In point of fact, the present international e e~p ~y~ agamst the aggressor State. 
From that standpoint the Lea!!Ue C un er ~a gs offered no such guarantees. 

. U nforttmately, it was not sulliclently o;~~:~t ':as Jti:fi tfh~ mo~t effective instrument. 
to the Jack of organisation in re d t Ive • an Its allure m that l't'spel1t was due 
which were provided for in theo~ereo v:~a~;;reltk~own as ~anctio~s, bec:>ause those 

Only the sanctions of an economic char cu o apply m practice. 
that, apart from the technical difficulties ~~ter we~ ~ompulsory. ~t must be recognised 
of an economic blockade was closely bound u~rga·~:~f such lsanctlons, tb~ .application 
on the frontier, the participation of the navy :;d the e~p ?

1
yment of mtlitary forces 

sanctions therefore t · . • 0 er smu ar measuJ't's. Economic 
which w~re not co:U;~~~r~o ~~~c~vabl\ wtt~o;t the application of military 81\Dl'tions, 
States concerned were free t~ accept ~:~1 0;~ot. only make recommt>ndations, and the 

. Byt wcay of exatmbple, suppose the States concerned agreed to take part in Joint "ct1•0 n 
agams a ovenan - reaking State Of b t · · •• · th · · 

1 
f. 

11 
. . • . w a practical value would the decision conrerning 

. e pnn~Ip e o co ective mtervent10n be in such a caset In the first lace such 
mterventu~n could only take place after a long interval of time The rens!ts V:t.>re as 
follows : Fust, the Cou:.:cn itself would have to mt>et, and dt>ride ..,:hetht>r there was reason 
t? employ armed sanctiOns, and, in accordance with its decision, addrt>ss it.s recomnwtuln­
tiOns t~ 1\Iembers of ~be League. The Governments of the various countrit>s would, in tlwir 
t~rnid ave to exanune the recommendations thus submitted and dt>cide whether they 
s ou accept them or no. And since, in modern times, there were no absolute mono.rchies 
the Governments _alone could ~ot commit their country to war, and the question would 
have. to be subD1ltted to Parliament, where further deliberations would delay the final 
solut10n. · 

. Co~sidered. from the international standpoint, a whole series of difficulties would 
. ar1~e, smce a divergence. of. ~ew an~ of interests would soon appear between the States 
whiCh were to engage m JOmt actiOn. All those various divergencies and difficulties 
would have to be settled. How long would that phase of diplomatic action last t · 

Th_e .real v_alue of such reco?lmendations was very relative. Would the States invited 
t~ partlC~~ate m a common actiOn be ready, when faced with all those difficult.ies and the 
dire reaht1es of war, to follow the Council's recommendations! Obviously those StateR 
~hich did decide to take part in such joint action would do so in their o.;n immediate 
mterests rather than, to employ the solemn formula, in order to ensure " respect for 
international undertakings ". 

If, however, everything proceeded satisfactorily, if all the decisions were taken and 
if the diplomatic action of the Council resulted in the framing of an international policy 
of war, was that the end t Not at all- for the most important thing was the co-ordination 
of effort on the military front. The various moral and material difficulties attending a 
war of coalition were notorious, ranging from the organisation of a single command and 
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 a minor expedition - such aa 
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 State. On the 
contrary, it would be a modern war, with all the means that were at the belligerent•' 
disposal and all the problems resulting therefrom: plans of operations, concentration, 
transport, 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 problema were provided for in the Council'• 
"recommendations " or settled dllling 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. Montha 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 tmder the Covenant had not been satisfactory. 
That was perhaps one of the reasons why, very wisely, the Council had hitherto abstained 
from recommending collective intervention, although there had already been several 
victims of unjust aggression, Lithuania unhappily being a case in point. . . 

Several endeavours to improve the organisation for. the e~orcement of san~t10ns h~d 
been tmsuccessful. The States tmcertain of their securtty, still macle the quest10n of dl8-
armament conditional on fresh' guarantees of seclllity in t~e form of a pac;t ~f mut?al 
assistance. The judicious organisation of a system of ass1Btance, an ~rgamsat10n which 
would make good the gaps in the Covenant, would undoubtedly constitute real progress 
from the standpoint of seclllity. . . . . 

Lithuania was prepared to go as far ~ posSlble m that ~ect10n. ~he was r~ad~ to 
vote in favour of the principle of mutual asslStance and to exanune the details of a~plicat10n, 
but subject to the condition that the system adopted shoul_d not weaken, mstea:d of 
strengthening, the provisions of the Covenant and should not m actual fact be restricted 
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Oth · "t ould simply be a new form of alliance which, 
to a limited numhber of S~ahtetls. rema:~~se~ig~t lead to a counter-alliance and a schism in 
as M. Nadolny as so r1g Y , 

the Lea£!e t~~ ~~~~~~of the problem of security must obviously depe!ld on ~ternational 
_Ag ' h" h · the Lithuanian delegation's view, was the real b~s1s for disarmament. 

co'*:e:ce,o~h:~is' :re accepted a priori that international undertaking~ not. to res.ort to f 0 Y[t be violated then it could also be admitted that other undertakings, 1D particular, 
t~:: r:fating to mut~al assistance, might also ~e ~regarded. What sort of guarantees 
were contemplated against this latter form of vwlatwn! f 1 Whil holding the view that the degree of security implied by any pact . o mutua 
assistancee must depend, as 1\1. de 1\ladariaga had rightly. said at t~e l~st me~tmg, on the 
amount of detail it contained the number of contingenmes for wh1ch ~t proVIded. and the 
extent to which it was of worid application, the Lithuanian _delegate d1d not consider that 
the cause of disarmament need depend solely on the adoptwn of such a pact. 

The Lithuanian delegation had already had occasion to state that di_sarmamer;tt '!as 
itself one of the factors of security - perhaps the most effective - espeCially qualitative 
disarmament. Lithuania, whose armaments weighed lightly ir;t the ~eneral. scale, was 
willing, moreover, to disarm unconditionally, but only on the ba~1s o~ umversahty.. . 

As a partial solution of the problem in the sphere of the orgamsatwn of peace, Lithuama 
much appreciated the Soviet proposais concerning the definition of the aggressor and 
desired, in that connection, to support the Latvian delegate's declaration. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece) offered a few remarks on behalf of the five delegations which bad 
submitted the draft resolution. . . 

He would say first to 1\lr. Eden that the authors of the draft resolution, bavmg 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 m the draft resolutiOn 
when it was a question of ~ pact 'of mutual assistance, _had not. been ~mitte~ ~hrough 
inadvertence but because it had been thought that, while adhermg 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, in one way or another, be embodied in or accompanythe continentalsecurity 
pact. That would be a moral, and even a political, addition of inestimable value to 
that pact. 

To M. Rutgers, who had said he could understand the principle of mutual assistance, 
but not the principle of a 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 a 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 the 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 
the.ir application". He did not think that, in the past five years, anything had occurred 
to mvahdate the accuracy of this finding by the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 
It was precisely because the guarantees contained in Article 16 of the Covenant and 
governing the application of Article 8 - for the latter article enjoined the reduction of 
arma!l'e.nts t~ the leovel .compatible with secur!t1 - wel"e not precise in their principle or 
certam m their applicatwn, and because experience had perhaps shown that it was useless 
to hope that these rules could be strengthened on the universal plane that it had been 
resolved to attempt to reinforce them in the European sphere. ' 

At. the present juncture, the question was of vital importance, because it might 
determme a greater or smaller measure of armaments reduction That indeed was t.he 
crux of the question •. It was in that spirit that the French plan bad· put fo~ard th~ idea of a 
pact o~ mutual asststance. among the European continental countries, and the draft 
resolutiOn summed up the VIews held by the five delegations. 

T~e authors ~~ the draft '!ere asking the Commission to recognise that it would be 
expedient .to consider whether 1t was possible to establish between the continental States 
a p~t which .would ~o~er greater precision on the guarantees in the League Covenant and 
facilitate their appli<;at10n. T~at was one way by which the means of preventing war 
co_uld be enhanceod, smceo11_1~ntwn was made of sanctions and the ultimate hypothesis in 
mmd was th~ temble poss~b1lity that war would be waged with the object of punishing anyone 
who 

0 
waged It. In f~to, if there were a sound system of sanctions, one in which it was 

poastble really to believe, that would be the best preventive means, and there would be 
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ground for hoping t~at count~es which were tempted to venture on war would thereby be 
prevented from ~omg s~, o'!lng to the enormous riaks to which they would be exposed. 
When the Co~tt~ which I~ was proposed to set up came to consider the details of what 
could be embodied m a contmental pact of security or mutual assistance, it would be 
neces~ary, .as M. Pa~-Boncour had suggested at the last meeting to consider a number of 
questions m succession. ' 

The ~st would be the point whi.ch the Commission had alreadysetUed in principle for 
the co~tnes of th~ E_uropean cont~ent, while at the same time reserving the possible 
e:xten~10n of t~at pnnCiple to the uruversal sphere- namely, the renunciation of resort to 
force m. any cucum~ta:~ces. The ne:xt would be, in accordance with the Soviet delegation's 
suggestions, the definition of the aggressor. Thirdly would come in accordance with the 
ideas a~vocated by the Belgian delegation, the practical details fo; 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~ the purposes of the European continental countries, it would be desirable to 
advance a littl~ f~her and ~o ren~er more elastic ~he 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 means of 
action might be manifold. They might be purely national, such as those numtioncd 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 1lcterminetl 
in advance, which 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 • 
.At the present stage, it would be at any rate illogical if the organa of any conference whose 
aim was the great reform represented by the reduction of armaments should fail to make 
a serious and loyal attempt to discover what might be practically possible. 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland) would be glad, before the vote, to explain the Swi11s delegation's 
attitude on point (a) of the draft resolution. 

Since the beginning of the sixteenth century, the international status of the Swls11 
Confederation had been and still was that of perpetual neutrality. That neut.rality 
had been recogniaed as being in conformity with the true interests of Europe. It had 
been solemnly confirmed by the League Coun~il in London . on February 13th,. ~920 • 
.According to the London declaration, the SWISs Confederat10n preserved its mditary 
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 defi~ed, as to 
their nature and conditions, by Article 16 of the League Covenant, would place Switzerland 
in a position of conflict with the status which had been conferred upon her and which the 
other States had recognised. ·. . . 

The Swiss delegation, therefore, would be obliged to abstam from votmg on the 
principle of a pact of assistance to which it could not be a party. It was, however, almost 
superfluous to add that if a pact for the purposes of assistance was capable of r~ally strength· 
ening the guarantees already contained in the Pact of Paris, an~ .more partlCul.arly in the 
Covenant, and thus contributing to improve the _general co~dit10n11 of aecur•tr. and to 
facilitate a substantial reduction of armaments, Switzerland, like all other countr1e11, would 
feel the utmost satisfaction. 

The PRESIDENT then put to the vote the first part of the resolution aubmitte~ by t~e 
Greek, Yugoslav, Roumania.n, Czechosl~va~ a~d Finniah delegations amended, w1th the1r 
consent; by the insertion of the words m Italics : . · 

" In view of the special situation of Europe with regard to the problem of general 
security; . . 

"Considerin that a European contin_ental pact of. mutual assistance based on 
the proposals of f'he Committee on .ArbitratiOn and Se~~ty appro.vedf by the ~ssembly 
of the League of Nations in 1.928 would increase ex1stmg aecnnty or a uropean 
nations without exception ; . 

" Considering that such an organiaation of peace would permit anbstant1al general 
disarmament : · 

" The Political Commission, 
.. (a) Decides to accept immediately the principle of a European CQfltinentaZ pact 

of mutual assistance ; " 
Fourteen delegation• voted in favour oj and jif!e againd thia part of the resolution. 

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

resolution : . -" mittee to prepare a te:xt aa rapidly as possible for 
" (b) .A.ppomts a s~~ co,?l 

diacussion by the CommlSSion. 
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He therefore suggested that the Committee be composed ?f M. Politis, as Chairman, 
the dele ates of Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Fmla~d, FJ:a~~:ce, Germa~y, 

and It gl p land Spain Turkey and the Union of SoVIet SoCialist Republics. 
Hungary, a y, o ' ' . 

M 
1 

s RAGNA (Italy) said that as he had voted against the draft resolution, 
he did·n~ fee~ that the presence of an italian delegate in t_he Commi~tee would b~ of any 
value. He therefore asked the President to excuse the Italian delegatiOn from taking part 
in the Committee's work. 

M. DoVGALEVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) also ~eclin~d the ·hon~ur 
of taking part in the Committee's work. He pointed out that the. So~et Uruon was astnde 
two continents, Europe and Asia. It could not, therefore, consi_der Itself as a European­
State only. For that reason, M. Dovgalevsky had not voted agamst the pr?posal, but had· 
abstained. He did not, however, think that his presence in the Comnnttee would be 
of any use. · 

M. NADOLNY (Germany) said that, after the statements of the United_ ~gdo!ll 
delegate, it might already have been anticipated that there would be so.me difficul~y m 
proceeding with the work on the proposal of the five Powers, even th.ough 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 .~as hardly likely, 
at the moment that the proposal of the five Powers would lead to positive results. For 
that reason, th~ German delegation asked that it should be allowed to attend the Committee· 
as an observer only. · 

M. DE MAsmEVJCH (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 OoT (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 whicb. 1\1. Politis bad. 
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 had 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 a.nd which would be a 
drafting committee. U 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. _DI SoRAGN~ (lta.ly) supported M. Pierre Cot's proposal. In those circumstances,· 
the lt~li~n dele~at10n was pr.epared to ~ake part in all discussions, either in the Political 
C~omnusswn. or m any techruc~l co~~ttee that might be appointed for that purpose. 
Naturally, 1t mad? a reservatwn smlilar 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 delega.tion was, of course also prepared 
to tak~ ~art in ~be discussion on tb~ ~oviet a.nd Belgian proposals, either ~ the Political 
Co~nusswn, or m any other comDllSsion. He fully concurred in the explanations of his 
Italian colleague. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) said be no longer desired to speak as M ·Pierre Cot bad 
expressed exa.ctly what be had intended to say. ' • 

f lt
M
1
• DEd MGAsmEVICH (Hungary) fully concurred in the observations of the delegates-

o a y an ermany. . 

shou~·.t~~:~t~::~!~~~~:t?"u~~~~~~~~~~~:~~s!J~ublics) considered that the discussion 

defiJit!~ ~~g~~~ ~;~!ss~;p~eo~;~ye Soviet tdedlegahtion's sug~ested de~laration a.s to _the 
made. ' suppor e t e reserva.twn M. di Soragna bad JUSt 
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M. FoTI;rcn (Yugoslavia) was very glad that M. Pierre Cot's proposal had met .. with 
almost unawmous approval. The .Yugoslav delegation supported that proposal. It was 
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 seemed disposed, on the whole to acc£~pt 
M. Pierre Cot's propo_sal. He himself had intended that, after the Soviet ~d B£~1gian 
proposals had been discussed, all these proposals should be referred to the Committee 
appointed to consider the question of mutual assistance. He felt that the Commission "·as 
in a difficulty with regard to two points : first, it was trying to do in the inner ring what a 
good many delegations felt should apply equally to the outer ring, and, secondly, it was 
taking separately questions that really belong~d to a whole chapter of proposals thnt ought 
to be associated with the question of security. The best solution would probably be to 
postpone the appointment of the Committee until the SoYiet delegation's proposru 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. 

M. DovGALEVSKY (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 he 
had suggested - 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 PRESIDENT thought M. Dovgalevsky must have misunderstood his suggestion. 
He had proposed that the Political Commission s~ould first discuss the definition of 
aggression adjourning the appointment of a comiDJttee for the prel!ent. At the end of 
the discus~ion 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 a committee 
dealing with everything connected with security •. Meanwhile, the CommiRsion would 
discuss the definition of aggression at its next meetmg. 

The President'• proposalB UJere adopted. 

EIGHTH MEETING 

Held on Friday,· March lOth, 1933, a& 3.30 p.m. 

President: The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON. 

DEFINITION OF AGGRESSION : DRAFT DECLARATION PROPOSED BY TilE DELEGATION 10
· OF THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS : 1 GENERAL DISCUSI:IION •. 

· . · d d the Commission of some of the previous studies undertaken 
The PRESIDENT r~IDJn e. hi stion It had first been considered in a 

by the Lea~ue of N at1on~~t: ~~~!:1s!fo! t!. 1~~~- Th.e Geneva Protocol of 1924 contained 
report of the Tempora~y e . 'th th definition of aggression. In the report 
a whole article- Article 10 - d~aling:;: "11Ie Politis had stated that it was sufficient 
accompanying the Proto~ol, the appo eurhl h. resorts 'in any shape or form to force in 
to say that .. any State 18 the aggressor ": c. her under the Covenant . • • or under 
violation of the engagements con~:c~d by ~tce~~vention to improve the Means of preventing 
the Protocol". There was, las~ly,h ed enbe~~""' on the same matter. 
War, Articles ~ and 4 of which a a e--., 

.' f Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the principle11 
M. DOVGA.LEVSKY (Uruonh 0 S . t Government towards the interdependence of 

underlying the attitude of t e oVIe d d fair! explicitly. He need only remind 
disarmament and security hadt ~ten exp~~fpl:s coulJ be expressed in two propositions: 
the Commission, therefore, tha ese prm . t 

Th XlDl
• um security can only be achieved by complete disarmamen . 

1. e ma · d t · ed 
Z In the absence of complete disarmament, the degree of security 18 e eriDJU 

by th~ extent of the reduction of armaments. 

. Llo Min tel of the General Commiaeion, Volume I, page 237). 
1 Document Conf.D.JC.G.tp.V.38 (see a u 
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The Soviet Government's original proposal,t which, it would be remembered, was 
for general and complete disarmament, was unfor~unately not adopted. by the Co~erence •. 
Guided by the pacific aspirations .of the labourmg masses, the SoVI~t delegatio:r;t had 

ed 'ts ft;..., which was to reduce the danger of war as far as possible and to lighten 
pursu I ...... , . · th t' f th th burden of armaments that we1ghed most heavily on ose very sec Ions o e 
po~ulation that most eagerly desired peace and had .the greatest hatred ?f war. T.hat 
11"&8 ll"hy, after the failure of its proposal for total disa;mament, the SoVIet delegation, 
in the hope this time of obtaining the Conference's unarumous app~oval, ll:ad put forward 
its plan for a substantial reduction of armaments, and had declared ~ts readiness to sup~ort 
any proposal for a real and extensive reduction of armaments gomg as far as possible 
in the direction desired by the Soviet Government. 

The Soviet delegation maintained that attitude of principle. It had, however, always 
felt its duty to be to neglect nothing that might contribute towards the success ~f the 
Conference's work. In obedience to that idea, it could not overlook 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 and increasing security, th~s ~aking 
possible' some reduction in armaments, or of declaring itself powerless and admittmg the 
failure of several years' work. Having this in mind, the Soviet delegation had carefully 
studied the French proposal on seourity and had looked, in that proposal, for what was 
of interest to the States as a whole. As a result of its examination, it had once more noted. 
the indisputable truth that no system ~f security against ag.gression 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 a 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 
as illegal. Both were therefore on the same plane as the " renunciation of the resort to 
~orce " that h~d been accepted by the Political Commission at its fifth meeting on March 2nd, 
xn as far as It related to European States, though the Conference had still to make it 
universal. · 

The Soviet delegation reserved its right to discuss at a suitable moment and in 
detail each of the paragraphs ~orming the articles of the draft. One general remark might, 
however, be made at once wxth regard to Article 1. In particular this article included · 
among acts of aggression, in addition to the formal declaration of ;ar the various forms 
of hostility undertaken without a previous declaration of war The prohibition to open 
~ostilities with~ut declar.ing ~ar dat~d back to 1907. The· third Hague Convention, 
m fact, at th~t .time made It an mternational offence, whereas war as such was still considered 
perfectly .le.gxt~ate. A~ the present moment, the fact that a formal declaration of war 
was prohibited. xnterna~Ionally as an instru~ent of .national policy provided yet another 
reason for makin~ .no difference, from the pomt of VIew of the idea of aggression between 
war declared officially and de facto hostilities. ' 

. With regard to Article 2, in which were set out the circumstances that could n~ver be 
~voked ~ an excuse for ~n act of aggression, the Soviet delegate desired to say that this 
list- which was per~aps mcompl~te- should, in his delegation's opinion, cover the most 
frfequent ~auses of disputes and differences between States ; its aim was that no dispute 
~ that ki!ld sll:ould e.ver serve as a cause, pretext or justification for an aggression. The 

t contamed. m Article 2 o~ the draft could therefore be supplemented if necessar in 
accordance With the suggestions which would he hoped be mad d · ' th dis Y1 ' , e urmg e cussion. 

Perhaps ~he f~llo.wing question would be asked- M. Dovgalevsk thou ht he had 
already perceived It xn the speeches of certain delegates during th y J: di · 
in the Political Commission during the last two meetings_ Was not th! p~~;~~ed d!~~:~~! 

1 Document Con!.D.82 (Document. of the Conference, Volume 1, page 12,). 
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0~ ~~e aggr~ssor too complete ! Was not its detailed character likely to gh·e it undue 
l'lgldity which would subsequently hamper those who were t'nlletl upon to establish the aggressor T ' ' 

· _To th_is observation ~- Do¥galevsky would reply that a full definition, a definition 
dealing Wit~ every co~Cei¥able aspect of aggression, would indeed be son1ewhat rigid. 
But t~e ~OVlet .d~legatton ~ad not only ~o'!~ht to provide a rigid formula ; it had desired 
to ma e lt as I?-gtd as P?SSible. The defnntion and, establishment of an act of a""•rression 
must leave as li~t~e _operung as possible for subject.i\·e feelings and judgments. Stlll more, 
~ complet~ definitiOn must, as far as possible, exdude any possibility of subjective 
mterpretatton, and the more automatic the establishment of the a<Y!!fessor the better for 
the work of peace. . · .,., ' 

That w_a~ why -~he ~oviet ?e.l~gation, which would of course be willing to accept any 
. amend~ent rmpro\ ~ng Its defnntton, hoped that amendments would not be aimed at 
weakerung .t~e text m such a way as to decrease its ,·alue as an objective and sure basis 
for determmmg who was the aggressor. · 

M. ~o (China) observed that .a. dis~us11ion on the definition of the uggrl'sl!or must 
nece~s?-nly precede ~ny useful consideratiOn of the closely related questions as to bow the 
provl!iwns of the articles concerning sanctions in the Covenant tile provi:lions in the Pact 
of Paris, and the contemplated pact on the non-recourse to fo;ce could be made effoctive. 
There seemed to be a. certain amount of unreality in the Political Commis1don'11 'eUorts 
an unrealit;v: which might have been born of a highly strung and recently di:!illusioned 
world consciOusness, but which could not fail to have a. disturbing effect on the present 
deliberations. The man in the street would ine\itably ask what was the uKe of seeking a. 
definition of the ·aggressor when actual aggression, llaving already been both generally 
and juridically ascertained, was suffered to go on at the very moment when the abstract 

' question was being vehemently debated. 
J • 

However that might be, the very fact that new efforts were being made to seek a 
definition of the aggressor constituted definite recognition of tho ncces~ity for reaching a 
reasonable agreement upon this all-important question. The exillting st-ate of thin~s in 
the international situation, particularly in the l<'ar East, ompha11ised the urgency of those 
endeavours. That, he imagined, was the spirit inspiring the ~oviet delt•gation'a very 
frank and compreheusive proposal, which did not, as M. Litvinoff had said, pretend to 
absolute definitions, since such were hardly possible or conceivable. The proposal also 

· made a. wise distinction between the establisllment of such factors as which side was the 
first to declare war or to commit a real act of aggression- questions that were rehLtively 
easy to determine- and the legitimacy·of the causes and justifications for such aggression, 
which might be higllly controversial and which did not lend themzllllves to ascertainment 
by the existing international procedure. This. distinction ought to bring home the fzwt 
that, in striving for international security, the Conference could not, on the pretext of the 
existing limitatious, delay too long in the solution of pressing problems, but would lmvu 
to be satisfied if a. machinery were evolved which could serve more or le11s 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 11entence was deemed impo11sihle, t.lw 
Soviet proposal had resorted to the enumeration of the characteri11tics of agt,'l'£•ssion. It 
must be admitted that, while tho enumeration of concrete examples lent £•onKifll•rable 
reality to a. hypothetical concept, there were always disadvantages to. he found in au 
attempt to define by example. A legal mind would object on the ground that since, according 
to the old maxim, the mention of one thing excluded another, in any future and unpredi1:ted 
case which did not come, apparently or prima facie, within one of the various catPgorieK, 
it could be plausibly argued that they did not ~pply to such a case. A State unwilling to 
assume onerous responsibilities for action against the aggressor would not fail to cite the 
words in opposition to the attempt to define the aggre11sor, that such an attempt would 
" be ;. trap for the innocent and a. sign-post for the guilty ". 

In truth, however, defuii.tion by example, if not und~rstood to be exh~~stive, .waK 
"better than a general and abstract _11tatement ?f ~ set ~f crrcu.mstances. Op~mons m1~ht 
differ as to the inclusion and exclusion of certam Items m the li11~ enumerated m the S~JVIIlt 
proposal. Most of the examples given were, nevertheless, satisfactory. to the Chmc11e 
delegation. A few , alleged fissures in the Covenant, the ~ac~ . of Pans, and ge.ne~al 
international law had been repaired. The character of war, m Itil actual as well as m Its 
technical sense had been fixed. A declaration of war was considered, emphati~ally, ~~ not 

. necessary to the creation of a. juridical situation~~ case 11·here a ~tate employmg m1lit~ry 
measures denied the intention of waging war: _Pacific block~de ':'"~II d~nounced as ag . .!,'l'eHIIWn 
in the way it ought to be denounced. Political causes of JUstificatlOnll of aggreHswn ~ere 
properly excluded frQm the domain of law, in which only overt acts should form the subJect 
of its regulation. ~ 

There would be very little. disagreemen~ as ~o the nec~sit;v: of international efforts 
in the direction of the various problems raiSed m ~he Sone~ li11t. ~ only a reas~Ded 

d · tment of these problems could have been achieved durmg the fift~en years 11mce 
rh~u~eat war, the extremely teuse situation in the Far Ea11t might. possibly have been 
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d d Ch . m1'uht have been spared a tragic ioss of blood and treasure.: Failure 
averte an ma "' · · t· th l ·th h ld 

I I t f . these inevitable and challengmg questions a . e e even our wou 
reso ute Y 0 ace · ld · f d d b d d t 

d bt ue future complications The delegatiOns wou , n ee , e eeme o no ou presa., · 
have failed in their duty. 

In the discussion of the Soviet pr.oposal,. th.e fact mu.st ~~:ot be overl?oked that an 
· all-pervading and readily comprehensible pnnmple had msprre.d. perenrual· effort~ .for 

th ollective control of conflicts. Such a principle was that of pacific settl.ement. PolitiCal 
ex~g~ncy or opportunism had been its iJ?-ve.terate enemy, and l~w~ers had.mve~~:ted excuses 
for justifying deviations from such a prmmple. and had looked m mternat10nl!'l mstrument~ 
for loopholes which did not exist. ?-'here was, ~~ee~, much food for thought m M. Rut~ers . 
reference to the maxim, aummun 1ua, summa m1una. · . 

While there must, of course, be no relaxation of the end~a~our to 11?-ake the peace 
machinery perfect in its working, the imperfect state of the eXIstmg maclJ.mery. must not 
be seized upon as an excuse for not ~ak.ing every effort to see to ~he executiOn of the 
peace-preserving instruments already 1n force. Mu~h less shoul.d 1t be .assumed .that, 
because the existing machinery had to b.e perfected, 1t would be nght to s1t, and wa1t for 
the stage of perfection and leave pending problems uncared for. · · · .'. 

In o~der, therefore, to rally world public opinion, it could not be too strongly emphasis~d :. 
that any scheme to define the aggressor must take into account the alle~ed loophole.s .m 
international instruments particularly those which had been demonstrated m the actualities . 
of international life. Otherwise, the results achieved by the presen~ discussions. would 
be far removed from realities, and, as such, would be hardly able to Withstand the 1mpact 
of contemporary events. .As peace-preserving devices, they would. 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, difficulties 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. LANOE (Norway) said he had been glad that the French delegate b.ad proposed,. 
at the end of the previous meeting, that the special Committee set up to study the plan . 
or 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, l\1, 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 
!>f the 1~24 Protocol, which, if l\1. Lange was not mistaken, laid down, for the first time in an 
mternatwnal document, the idea of presumptive evidence of aggression. That idea was of the 
greatest ~portance and h~d bee~ taken up again. in recent years during the discussion and 
preparatiOn of the ConventiOn to Improve the Means of preventing 'Var. In certain respects, 
therefore, the Soviet proposal would need supplementing. · 

.l\1. Lange wondered whether, as M. Dovgalevsky had already said the list appearing 
under N.o. 2 might n~t be too rigid all;d ~hether the f?rmulas employed might not lead to 
s~me mumnderst~ndmg. He was no JUnst, but, looking at the matter from the point of 
v1ew of the man. m the .street, he wondered whether the list contained in Section B might 
not create the Inlpresswn that the acts thus enumerated would receive some kind of 
reeog~ition, if not ~s being lt>giti~mte, at any rate as being admissible. Such a result would 
ce.rtamly b~ un.de~Iral;lle. In th1s matter, however, the Commission must rely upon the 
Wisdom of 1ts JUrists, and there was good reason to congratulate the Soviet deleaation 
on the proposal and to recommend its close study. "' 

La~tly, M. L~~ge was p~rticularly glad to see in a document issued by the Soviet 
delegatwn a spe~1f10 recogmtwn ~f the need fo~ international organs. That was a new 
development wh1ch was worth notmg. · · 

' , . 

. . . C?unt RAC~YNSKI. (Poland) welcomed on behalf of the Polish delegation the Soviet 
m•t~atn·e and v1~wed Ill! ~rol?osal very sympathetically,. On the one hand· that proposal 
was connected wtth the prmc1ples embodied in .Article 10 of the League co;enant and on 

' ' 
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·:··the oth~ h~d,-ioo~ ~sa atarting-p?int the principies embodied in Article t'of the Pact o; 
-- __ Non-AggressiOn which Poland had signed with.the SoYiet Gon>rnment in July lust. a paet 

-that h~d beeu ratified. and was in force. , ,: · · ' · 
:.;·~ -. ~- The Polish deleg~te further desired to point out that this }lfOposal co~·er~d only one 

·part, undoubtedly ~n In;tportan~ p~~· of the systt>m of st>curity. It ·was an l'Ssential factor, 
but could only achieve Its full significance ·when thnt system was established in its entirt>ty 
a~d an the necessary consequences could be drawn from it. 
. ·The Polish delegation,. moreo,·er~ thought it necessary to' act prudently, and the vote·. 

· ~ak~~ . itt_ the _Commission's .. previous . meeting _ showed that· Jlrudence · was indeed · 
mdispensable. • _ : ·· ; . ·. - . . ' ' · 
- I_n conclusi?n, the P~lish T deiegation considered that the Soviet proposal must be 
~x~mmed and giVen ~feet. No eomplete system of security could be l'Shlblished unlt'lls 
It mcluded the very rmportant ideas embodied in that proposal. Those ideas could of 
cou~s~, be ~~cussed and improved upon. 1 

. .. . . M, 1l~ASSIGLI (Fra~ce) _pointed out th~t ·the· French delegati~n had already had an 
.· .opportumt_r of expressmg Its sympathy With the Soviet proposal. lle migllt therefore 
..• have reframed from llpe!lking in the general discussion had he not thought it advisable 
,. to e-xplain briefly in what spirit and for what reason his delegation was able to ·welcome the 

propqsal. It believed· that a_ definition of the aggressor was not, }ll'rhap11, in itself Vllry 
Important, and would form no more than an article in an encycloptl'llia. nut it htld.. 
nevertheless been very glad to read, in the· Soviet proposal, o. paragraph to ·whit•h the 

:· Norwegian delegate had just referred and which read as follows : · .: . . :" .. ·. . . ' . ~ •, . ... . . . . ' . . . . . 

~_._ ... _. '· ·;·. ~ Anxinus to provide the necessary guidance to the internationiu organs which 
· · . :. -. · may be called upon to define. the aggressor ". · 

•. . . . . 

· · · The French delegation saw in this paragraph a. starting-point, and it was that startin~t· 
point that it welcomed. · · It believed - and this was in accordance with the spirit of the 
French plan- that the Commission must in the fii·st place set out to derine the aggressor, 

. in _view of the.. consequences following upon such a definition. It was the int(lrnutional 
· .. 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 ~orne days previously that a drafting cotnmittee would 

consider the details of the proposal. It was not. necessary, therefore; for l\1. 1\lasHil-(li to . 
dwell on any particular-point in it .. In his view,.a declaration would not surrice,·and some 
'means must be founQ. of-embodyipg the principles underlying such a declaration in an artiele 
of the· Convention. · ··:; . _ · · · ·. · .. , : . . · _ . _ . . . . 

<. :~: Certairi points in the p~sitive·d~firiiti~n-of aggression might be open to diKCUHH.iuu,. 
··':and the Commission would not be surprised, he thought, to hear that he bimHelf pr~•!t•rrt•«l 
'the definition given ill Chapter III, Section A, paragraph 3, of the ~'rench plan. 1 

·. · Again, a negative list,- such as that given in part 2 of the Soviet propoKal mi~-:ht he 
thought to. present .more drawbacks than advantages,. for no list was ever complete, and 
this might give rise to_misunderstandings. 

In conclusion; it migh·t perhaps be found that part 3 of the Soviet propo11ul, whic•h 
concerned the concentration of armed forces in the vicinity of a frontier, was not of I!Ueh 
a nature as to cause the Commission to lose sight of a provision, to his mind preferahle, to he 

.. found ~_the Convention to impr~ve the Means of preventing War • 
.' But these were only details, on which opinions might differ. They must be diKeUHHed 

and explained and, in the circumstances, M, Massigli would confine himself to repet~ting 
that the Fren~h delegation approved the principle of the Soviet declaration and hoped 
that It would be studied as soon as possible in a small committee. _ . -. . · . 

·~ ... -. . . .:.~. .·· . ' .. ~ ... ·. -.~. ·.:. .. .·· · .... 
· .. Mr: LESTER (Irish Free:state)-thought· that a 11tage had been reached at which 

· :iha old teniJ.ino~ogy regarding certairi aspects of international affairs required to be revised. 
·The absence of a declaration of war was no longer sufficient to make it possible to prevent 
the effects known as war and for that reason he welcomed the Soviet delegation's proJlosal, 
which he believed wouid be found valuable in that it was necessary to have adclitional 
guida~ce 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- tJCrhapa 
even very fundamental changes in regard to form - WOUld probably be ne(~~H~ary. before 
it could obtain any substantial agreement. lie was not unaware of the legal dif!IC~lt~es a!ld 
arguments which could be used against certai.J} parts Of t~e pr?posaJ, 1101' of tb~ dJf!ICUltJCI! 
ariJ!ing from what had ·been called the realities of each situatwn wheq a conflict between 
two .states had occurred. Therefore, after a ·general discussion in the Political CommisHion~ . 

~-the best procedure might be to appoint a. ~pecial c~mmit_tee to discuss the propoKal or,, . 
. better still, to h~ve it discussed b]'_ a committee dealing wtth other related questiOns. 

. . . . ' 
. . 

• Document Conf.D.l46. 
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M. NADOLNY (Germany) assumed that the study of the questi?n of th~ determination 
of the aggressor would, with other questions, be referred to a com~uttee which would be not 
only a drafting committee but a committee of enquiry and draftmg. He would therefore 
only make a few brief remarks. · , 

As the President had already pointed out, the question of the determina~ion of the 
a(Tgressor was not a new problem. It had already been in~·estigated and. studied by t~e 
L~auue of NationH. He would mention in this connectiOn the wo~k of the Special 
Co~mittee of the Temporary Mixed Commission in 1923, 1\I. de Brouckere's report. of 1~26 
and the memoranda drawn up in 1928 by M. Politis and l\I. Rutgers for the ArbitratiOn 
and Security Committee. 

Since she had entered the J,eague of Nations, Germany had taken part in the ear~ier 
work done with a view to setting the question of the aggressor, and the Ge~an delegati?O 
was to-day equally prepared to collaborate in studying the problem o~ the basis o~ the Soviet 
proposals and the French plan. Its motive in doing so would be the Wish to contnbute to the 
consolidation of world peace. 

The great advantage of the Soviet proposal was that it laid _down definite, c~mcrete 
criteria for determining the aggressor. It was, he thought, very II?portant to defrne, by 
means ,of as clear and objective criteria. as possible, the rul.es wh~ch should govern the 
determination of the a.ggressor. That was an excellent suggestiOn whiCh should undoubtedly 
be thoroughly studied. In doing so, it should not be forgotten that an a.greement on the 
factors by which the aggressor could be determine~ was not only imp~rtant from the 
standpoint of the exact measures to be taken agamst the aggressor, either under the 
Covenant of the League of Nations or in virtue of an understanding between the States 
signatory to the Paris Pact. There was still another aspect which the German delegation 
thought was of the utmost importance- Jlamely, 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 1\Ieans of preYenting 
War. Article 5 of that Convention provided that failure to comply with the Councii'H 
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 
fame evidence that the party guilty thereof had resorted to war if war broke 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. .I~ would, in his view, b~ a serious mistake to think of laying down pr~nciples for 
deteriDIDlDg the aggressor confmed to a small group of countries, as that would lead to 
c~llisions. ~nd disputes with countries outsi~e that group. International rules of such 
Wide political scope shoul~ always have a uruversal basis. Naturally, there was nothing 
to prevent- an~ the Soviet. delegation would certainly agree with him on that point -
the rules thus laid down bemg used as a basis also for action taken under the Leaaue 
Covenant. · . "' 

M. N_adolny added that the universal character of the Soviet proposal should also be 
~eflected m the mem~e~ship of the committee which would be asked to study it. Clearly, 
1t wo~ld 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 in~end to disc.uss ~he proposal in detail at the present 
time. He would only make one brief observatwn, m conclusion, on a point on which 
M. Dovgalevsk!, moreover, had. alread;r spoken. He wa:s referring to the doubts expressed 
by the ~et~e.rlands rel?resentat1ve durmg the general discussion of the French plan about 
the ~dvisability of laymg down beforehand too rigid rules for determining the aggressor. 
~1. Nadolny wondered whether rules of an automatic character would really be appropriate 
here: M. Dovgalev.sky_ had, he agr~ed, been right in asking for as full a list as possible to be 
d~av.n up of the critena of aggressiOn, but l\I. Nadolny felt that the cases which might arise 
"'?uld b~ too numerous to b~ covered by an absolutely exhaustive definition He had in 
m~d ':ll~mly_ th~_fact that a d~sJ?ute, in all its different phases, was frequent! so. com licated 
t~at rigld cnteria for deternumng the aggres~or would be insufficient . 11 £t f t p · th 
diSpute should be considered and weighed as a whole It . a e ac ors m e 
in dra"ing ~p certain ~ules for the determination of th~ aggr':~~~~~~!~ot~ghst' b~tnecessar) 
seemed to hiiD to furniSh a very val . bl b . . h. . e oV!e proposa 
which would be sufficiently elastic ~ e:ab~!I~~n tteisp~~!~~~.on t to \ea:h a_n :greemen~ 
and all the methods of conciliation to be exhausted. Ies o e a en rn o accoun 

M. ScH.MIDT (Et~tonia) agreed with many of th th d · · 
proposal was a very valuable contribution to th ~t 0 er ele_gatwns t~a~ . the Soviet 
aggressor. The problem was one of ver e a _emp~ to find a definitiOn for the 
desirable to establish as clear and definif great Pdin~actical 1mportan~e, for it was highly 

e a wor g as was practically possible. 
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The So,·iet proposal seemed to :li. Schmitlt to eontain in this respect elt'ments which 
were ~ndo~btedly really valuable and he was therefore fully prepared to give it all the 
attention It deserved. .As h~•d already btJt>n said the Soviet draft nt>eded some 
rearrange~ent, but the questions im·olved would not, he hoped, be very dilfit•ult to solve. 
The E~toman deleg~t.e trusted, th~refore, that the Commission's efforts in this t•onnet•tion 
would lead to a. po~1tn·~ result which would represent a substanth•l advance in the sphl're 
of present-day mternahonallaw. 

. :llr. EDEN (United Kingdom) had listenl'il with nry gn•at intl'rt>st to the llist•us11ion 
on the. Soviet delegation's very important vroposal~. The objel't.ive v.·hkh it wt\s sought 
to rea~:;e ~a~ not, of cou:se, a new one. There had bt'en many and importtmt attt~mpts 
to realise It m the past m the sphere of varied inter1mtional a<>th·itit•s more t>specinlly 
among the Members of the League of :X ations them::~elves. ' 

.T.he preamb_le to the Soviet proposal stated, " It is nect>ssary, with the ut.nwst 
precisiOn, to defme aggression, in order to remoYe any possibility of its justifit•t•tion ", 
Tha~ ~as the problem, and with this object in view the ~oviot dt,finitiou Iaitl down a sorios 
of ng1d and automatic tests a<>cording to which the aggressor in any }larticular case w"s 
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 Gernmn delt1gate had rightly alhuled, 
The possibility of defining the aggressor had been fully <liscussml in the pa•st, and the 
conclusion had always been that it was impossible to lay down any sut·h rigid erih,riu. 
of universal application, since it was impossible to foretell how they would work in JHlrticuh•r 
sets of circumstances, and there was serious risk that their ap}llieat.iun might rosult, as 
in the quotation to which the Chinese delegate had referred, in tho aggreHMt'e bt1ing 
pronounced to be the aggressor. 

Without attempting in any way to go into the history of the maliN' in tlotail at the 
present stage, he might refer to the study of the question, which l\1. Nadolny had rnontion01l, 
in the report of the Third Committee of the fourth Assembly in 19:.!3, and the documtmt11 
printed with that report. One quotation from the conclusion reached by tho l-lptlllial 
Committee of the Temporary MiXed CommisRion which bad considered the dt,finitlon 
of a ease of aggression had been that " under the conditions of modern warfare it would 
seem impossible to decide, eYen in theory, what constitutes an act of agw-ession ". The 
quotation goes on : " It is clear, therefore, that no simple definition of agw-ossion cam be 
drawn up and that no simple test of· when an act of aggression has actually taken plat1e 
can be devised ". . 

Reference had also been made to the very important report of l\1. Rutgora 1 on 
Article 10 of the Covenant, in which he stated : 

• 0 

" The question of acts which are evidence of aggression has nlreally boon the 
subject of the most exhaustiYe and careful study by the League of Nations and by 
many of its Members. These studies haYe led to different cont•luKiunH, and we are 
constrained to belien that any attempt to lay down rigid or abHolute c·ritc,ria in 
advance for determining the aggressor would be unlikely in existing circum11tancos 
to lead to any practical result." 

There was one othe; aspect of this question of which those countric111 which were 
Members of the League must not be neglectful. It was absolutely eMs~ntial fo.r IIUI'h 
States that any definition which might be considered should not be inconMIMtent .v.·1th the 
situation resulting for 1\fembers of the League from the Covenant, and, for certam of the 
States Members of the League, from treaties to which. they were already partieH. At 
a fir;;t examination it seemed, at least, Yery uncertam whether the propoHaiH under 
discussion did, in fact, comply with that condition. . . . 

1\fr. Eden drew the Political Commission's attention to the foregomg Cl~liH!deratwnM, not, 
of course, in any hostile sense, but because he tho~ght th~t the CommlHKIOD cou.ltl Htart 
its work more clearly if it discussed the matter m the hght of the Yery co.nKulerahle 
efforts made in the past. .That being so, he must say 9 ~ito frankly that, i!l v!ew of the 
abandonment of preYious attempts to lay down \"cry ngad and absolute cntena Huch a11 
those set forth in the Soviet proposal, he hardly felt Hanguine of the IIUCceKs of any endeavour 
to retain that proposal, at least in the form suggested in the present in11tance. 

l\I. WESTl!AN (Sw~den) noted that the 1-;oviet propo11al, as ll. Dovg~levHky IJal! pointed 
out on several occasion11, attempted to define the aggressor on the uruver11al plane. That 
was a high and meritorious aspiration. 

In tne course of the studie11 undertaken at Geneva for many yearH, the ad,·antages and 
risks of fixing in adYance the criteria to be applied ~ defining a11 a~ aggr_eHHor a Htate that 
had broken its international obligations had been weaghe<l. These diHCUHswna were recalled 
by the present debate. 

• See Official JQIIf"r.al, May 1928, page 671. 
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· The Swedish delegation would b& very glad il, after thi~ discussion, it were found .. 
. possible to reaeh unanimous agreement on such ~ definit~on, which :would b~. bot4 cl~ar and 
precise in theory, and thorough and efficacious. m practiCe. As tli~ Comnutt~e whi~h was 
about to be appointed would probably have a fairly hea':y .task· m connectiOn With the 
problem of security submitted to it by the Political Comm1sswn, M. Westman would take 
advantage of the general discussion to add a few remarks. · . . . . .. 

One thing was certain- namely' that one of the ~ases on which subseque~t ~e~sw,-es fGr 
in('reasing security would be founded must be the 1mprove~ent .of the e:nsting. metho~s 
of defining the aggressor, which would, in fact, amount to mak1~g m?re. and more automati? 
the system of sanctions. That idea was undoubtedly correct m prme1ple. . 

If the rules at present in force were examined,. it '!ould be noted that they took, a~ a 
startin"-point the principle which was difficult to JUStify, that each State must deternune ... 
separately whether, in the 'event of a conflict, one of the parties was at fault; that was 
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 fa~ !1-B possible, 'these . 
rules would be pracLicable' and would bring about the fundamental co~d1t10n of ~ny s!stem 
of sanctions, which was not to provoke but to prevent war. ·In this c.onnect10n, It '!as · 
desirable, in M. Westman's opinion, to note that nothing would be ga~ed by adoptmg 
a stipulation under which, for example, the Council was required to specify the ag~e~sor 
by a majority decision, the various States being bopnd, in consequence of such a deciSI?n, 
to take part in economic and military sanctions. It was very doubtful whether the adoptwn ·. 
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 international 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 ~tate should be compelled to disclose its intentions to the whole world. 
It was important that the Council's decision should have the character of a confirmation 
of acts already recognised and observed by the whole'world. Proceeding from thatidea,.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. · . . · · · . ·. . · '·· · . · 

. The Spanish delegate had pointed out some days previously that there ·was a.n 
international Convention to improve the Means of preventing War; Several speakers 
- ~1. Lang~, M. Massigli and M. ~a~olny- had just referred to· that very Convention,. 
wh1ch was, mdeed, based on the prme1ples M. Westman had just mentioned .. 

During the preparatory work . for . the Convention, the Swedish . delegate · had··~' 
recom~en~ed certain stipulations which; on several points, went further, than those actually · 
embodu~d m the Convention. The time had now come, in his view- in order, from this 
stan~pomt at least, to strengthen security- to extend the Council's powers when it was . 
reqwre~ to take the measures provided for in the Convention to improve the Means of 
prey~ntmg War. Thus the C?mmission might consider the adoption of a rule providing for . 
demswns by a competent maJority in the case of measures of that kind. . . ·. . 
. I~ th~ event of a threat of war, the Council should have the power, for exa~pl~, to ·make 
mvest~gatwns and to take measures of supervision of all kinds, to· decide upon the 
estabhshment. of neutral. ~ones, to order the cessation of military preparations subject 
to t~e. necessary ~u~erv1s10n. Further, the Council should be im:ested with power to 
prohibit, by a m?-JOrity vote! the exportation of arms and ·other war materia!' to ·one or' 
both States parties to the d1spute. Also, after the. beginning of hostilities, :the Council 
shoul~ be empowered to order th~ above me~s~res, to decide upon the evacuation ·of an 
o~cupied terr1to.rr, an~ _to prescnbe an arm1st1ce. Should any State refuse to comply 
"lth the ~ounml s dee1s1ons, the latter should be able to impose' export prohibitions of a 
more s.pecml character, or to prescribe the declaration of a boycott of wider scope. 
. \~~ereas the Covenant of the League of Nations provided for the possibility of an 
!.f~te t1a\e kand gen_e~al ~oycott, while a~ ~he same time conferring on each State the . 
c~uncif wao~da g:c~~~~~!~e~ \~~eC~~c~SJlOI_l .should r~commend. a system whereby the 

~nC:s::~~:~~~u:n~~~~~: :;u:!e~~0~ken one ~:~~~n:he wo~~:r 08b:e::~;·a~to;:~e:yc~~~;gi:j 

l\1. YADA (Japan) said that his delegation had . · d · · . . · 
draft declaration concE'rnina the definitio f exa~e Wlth great 1nterest the Sov1et 
and acts which, in the Sovi;t delerration's ~ ~ _aggre~swn .. It amounted to a list of deeds 
of t~e ag:;:-rE>ssor. The Japanese "'delegatio~~~~~~d~lght serve as criteria for ~he definition 
poKHible to designate an ug!!ressor Rtate i vent~re to ask whether It was really 
proposed in the draft. '"' ' "' . n 80 automatic and mechanical a, :way as was 

. One speaker in the General Commission had · . ·. · · 
w1th the definition of agg-ression that attent· said, among ot~er thmgs, in connection 
of an economic war, of a Custom's war or of 10f~ mus.t also be pa1d to an aggressor guilty 

a manCial war. Further, it had been said in 
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~: ~olit~cal Commission i!self that the derision, in the rase of an armetl ronflirt as to 
d J. ter here was aggression and who was the aggressor was alwavs a ('Omplirat,~d and c: ca ~ matte: ~o be ~ble to pronoun('e on the aggressive or defensive attitude of the 

u~:nes fenga_.,ed ill a d_Ispute, a('('Ount mu:<t nt'('essarily be hl\tl to the wholl' group of 
P~~nt ems ormmg the subJec~ of th_e di~1mte. All that was entirely true. Iu re('alling these 
~ ft 8 h!J~~~· o1course, no illtentiOn of pointing out ('erh\in gnps or omissions in the 8oviot 

· raul. at e wante\1 was that a fair and equitable formula should be found one whi(•h 
wo d at the same time ~a_ke ~nto ('O~sideration the a('tual fl\('ts and luwe rt•g1ud to all 
tthhe. asinfpe~t~ of hu~an activity ill the field of international rt'lntions, tlll'ir romplt>xity and 

err Irute variety. · 
f th?r\ ~ada hims~lf would frank_ly say that he folt quite illl•apahle of juritli<•I\INyntht'stlll 

~ a. nd! espec~a~y as he realised that they involved very arduous and diffit•ult work, 
or thhe solutiOn of which the League had made the utmost t>ndm\vours sint•e its origin down 

to t e present day. 

M. KUN~L-JIZERSKY (Czechoslovakia), on behalf of the Stutes of the l'l'till' l:utt"llll' 
expressed their sympat~Y. 'Yith the Soviet proposal conrerning the tlefinit ion of tho aggn,ssor: 
They re~arded that defirut10_n as .a valuabl~ contribution to the working out of a rlll\l sy~:~t.t•m 
of security. ~he three delegations rons1dered that the queHtion dt•:<t•rvNl mo11t t•nrt•ful 
study_. 0~ P?mts of detail they ~eserved their right to propoKe the ntwe":<nry nnwndnwnts, 
but! .~ pnnmple, they would smcerely co-operate iu the working out. of an illi}Jrovotl 
defi~tlon of the aggressor on the basil! of M. Litvinoff's det•huation. 

Mr. GmsoN (United States of America) observed that tho Conft~rent•l\ had raistld a 
se~ies of technical questions which, up to the presl\nt, it hatl bol1n unable to solve, and whh·h 
still barred the path to an agreement on the reduction of armaments. The diHt'UHHion in 
the Political Commission, in its turn, had not failed to raiHe a. question which htLd bot.lwi"tHI 
all students of international relations ; for the definition of the aggrt'>~Hor lmd pt•rhapH ht~t•n 
more ~i~cussed than any other point in this whole field of thought. It Rllemed to him that 
the difficulty had always resided in the fart that any definition was by itA nature limit.ed. 
Thus there would always be ways of resorting to force which remained tel'hnit•ally out.Hido 
any definition that man in his finite wisdom could conceive, and convt~rst•ly it WI\H 

inconceivable that it should be possible to formulate an all-incluHive dt•finition whit·h 
. would give assurance that it could be relied upon ultimately to meet any situation t·rt•utod 
by the infinitely complex interplay of human relationships. 

Furthermore, he questioned the utility of a l"igid ·definition, particularly one like 
that given under point 1 of the Soviet proposal, since conditions could readily he imngilwd 
in which even some of the acts listed would not in themselves necessarily constitute lUI 

act of aggression. . ~ 
For _practical reasons, it might perhaps be wiser to approach the prohlt•m from a 

somewhat different angle, and endeavour to examine the criteria which etH•h Government 
would find helpful in any given rase in reaching a. decision regarding aggrcsHion. l'ltu·h 
a method would perhaps be calculated to clear the thoughts of delegtLh•s on the suhjet·t, 
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 raiHe. The 
forthcoming discussion might, perhaps, clear them up, but at present the U"niterl Htah•R 
delegation questioned, in all sincerity, whether it was deMirable and adviKahlo to endl'avour 
to put into words a problem which must in the final analysis be judgt,d on thll tmHiH 
of more factors than could possibly be foreseen at the moment, and a!Ho on fa1·tor11 
the relative evaluation of which would be different in each concrete case that would have 
to be decided. 

- M. m SoRAGNA (Italy) associated himself with the previous speakers' expreHHions of 
gratitude to the Soviet delegation for the practical contribution it had marie to the 11turly 
of the problem of the definition of the a:;rgressor. Whatever opinion might be held all to 
the nature of that problem, it was none the less one of the mo11t important polnt.ll In the 
international law of the present day and of the future. The Italian deh~gation would be 
happy to take part in the work of the technical and legal committee which would 11turly 
the problem and would contribute its entire store of knowledge of the relevant texts and 
facts with the utmost goodwill. From the experience gained during the diKCUHHions on this 
matter in the past few years, it did not seem to l\1. di Soragna that it "fi:OUld be poKsible 
to classify it with those questions of which it wa~ poHKible_t? say, at.tbe preHe.nt Htagc, wit~ 
some degree of exactitude that they would receive a def1rute Holuhon covenng both the1r 
general character and limits. The Yery inter011ting observations of .Mr. Eden and llr. Gib11on 
seemed to warrant doubts on the subject. It waR, however, in any case certain that any 
progress which was real and not me.rely apparent could only be ~minent}y deHirable. It 
would represent a. notable contributiOn to the common stock of illtematwnal Jaw. 

· In l\1. di Soragna's view, the progress of the work and its HucceKII would be the better 
assured the wider and more universal the basis upon _which the delegation!! c~o-operated 

·in the Commission and the less the work itself remained dependent on any idea of 
· subordination to ~ore or less restricted plans for international organisation. 
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The PRESIDENT thought that the discussion had reached the stage when a Committee 
mi.,ht be appointed to deal with the question of the definition of aggression. He therefore 
su.!'.,.ested that this Committee, under the chairmanship of the Vice-President, 1\I. Politis, 
sh~~ld consist of the representatives of the following countries : Belgium, United Kingdom, 
Cuba, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany,. Hungary, Italy, Poland, Spain, 
Switzerland, Turkey, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United States of America and 
Yugoslavia. 

The Committee would be instructed to consider all questions 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 1 and the question of mutual 
assistance which had been discussed by the Commission at the preceding meetings. 

The propoaala of tlte President were adopted. 

1 Document Couf.D.;C.P.l2. 



-57-

A.~XEXES. 

DOCUMENTS OF THE POLITICAL COl\11\IISSION. 

Conf.D.JC.P.l(3). 

REVISED LIST OF MEMBERS OF THE POLITICAL CQ)l:UJSSION 

(February 21th 1932, .llarc·h l(}th, 1933). 

President: )!r. Arthur HE~DERSON (United Kingdom). 

Vice-President: M. N. POLITIS (Greece). 

Rapporteur: M. E. BENES (Czechoslovakia). 

Country 
Afghanistan: 

ll embers 

1\[. A. HUSEIN AZIZ Khan. 
Sirdar AHMED ALI Khan. 

Union of South Africa: 1\Ir. C. T. TE WATER. 
M. B. J. PIENAAR. 
Major F. F. PIENAAR. 

Albania: l\1. Lee KURTI. 

United States of Mr. H. S. GIBSON. 
America: Mr. H. R. WILsoN. 

Dr. WOOLLEY. 

Argentine Republic: Dr. Ernesto Boscu. 

Australia: 

Austria: 

Belgium: 

Bolivia: 

Brazil: 

United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland: 

Bulgaria: 

Canada: 

Chile: 

China: 

Colombia: 

Mr. J. G. LATHAM. 
Sir G. DE LAUNE RYRIE. 
1\Ir. S. 1\1, BRUCE. 

M. E. PFLUGL. 
l\1. Max HOFFINGER. 
1\1. R. HECHT. 

1\[. P. HYMANS. 
M. BoURQUIN. 

1\1. COSTA DU RELS. 

M. J. C. DE MACEDO SoAREN. 
M. Carlos MARTINS PEREIRA 

E SOUZA. 

Sir John SnwN. 
Sir Philip SASSOON. 
Mr. A. EDEN. 

l\1. C. BATOLOFF. 
1\I. D. 1\liKOFF. 
Colonel MARINOFF. 

1\I. Maurice DUPRE. 
Dr. W. A. RIDDELL. 

M. J. v ALDEs-liENDEVILLE. 

1\1. Liou Von TAo. 
Dr. W. W. YEN. 
1\1. T, Y. Lo. 

Dr. A. J. RESTREPO. 
Dr. E. SANTOS. 

8uhotituh,. 

Oenerul Mohamed OllAR Khl\ll. 
YusUF Khnn. 

Mr. F •. G. SHEDDEN. 

1\I. 1\1. LEITl\IAlER. 

Viilcount PoUJ,LET. 
l\1. DE BxoucxtRE. 

1\1.· A. ONTRIA-GUTIERREZ. 

1\1. Orlando LEITE ltiBEIRO. 

l'!ir William MALKIN. 
Mr11. ll. Corbett A suB Y. 

l\1. P. E. RENAUD. 
Mr. T. A. STONE. 
Lieut.-Colonel H. D. G. CRERAR. 
Miss KYDD. 

ll. J. SAAVEDRA-AGUERO. 
)1. GAJARDO. 

M. Lone LIANG. 
Major-General B. K. YAo. 
Major-General TCUENG-KAI. 
Dr. Hoo Chi-Tsai. 

Dr. J. E. RUEDA. 
Dr. R. GL"IZADO. .. 



c~wltry 

Costa Rica: 

Cuba: 

('zechoslot•akia : 

De11mark: 

Dominican Republic: 

.b'gypt: 

Es(o11ia: 

.b'thiopia : 

l'inland: 

l'rance: 

Germany: 

Greece: 

Guntcmala: 

Haiti: 

Honduras: 

Ilu11garg: 

I11dia: 

Iraq: 

Irish Free Stc&le : 

Italy: 

Japan: 

Lall:ia: 
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!lember1 

1\1. FIGUEREDO-LORA. 

1\[. A. DE AGUERO Y 
BETHANCOURT. 

M. E. BENE~. 
1\1. Z. FIERLINGER. 

M. P. MUNCH. 
1\1. Eric DE SeA VENIUS. 
1\1, P. C. SCHOU. 

1\l. E. DESCHAMPS. 
M. C. ACKERMANN. 

F AKHRY Pasha . 

M. A. SCHMIDT. 
General J. LAIDONER. 

Comte LAGARDE, 
due D'ENTOTTO. 

1\1. R. ERICH. 
Dr. R. HOLS'ri. 

1\L Andre TARDIEU. 
M. 'PAUL-BONCOUR. 
M. Pierre CoT. 
M. R. MASSIGLI. 

1\1, NADOLNY. 

1\1. N. POLITIS. 

1\1. J. MATOS. 

M. 0. MAYARD. 
1\1, A. ADDOR. 

, I 

Count A. APPONYI. 
General G. TANczos. 
1\1. C. de MASIREVICH. 

II. II. the AGA KHAN. 
The Rt. Hon. 

Sir Samuel HoARE, Bart; 
Sir Henry WHEELER. 

Mr. S. LESTER. 

l\[. GRANDI. . 
Count Ugo CAVALLERO. 

.M. T . .:'IIATSUDAIRA •. 
ll. N. SATO. 

:\I. J. FELDMANS. 
: 

' .. 

Substitute& 

M. DE BLANCK. 

1\1. R. Kti'NZL-JIZERSKY. 
M. A. HEIDRICH. 

1\I. W. BoRBERG. 

1\1. J. KODAR. 

The Badjeronde Zellieka 
AGUEDEOU. 

Ato' TASFAE TAGAGNE. 

· M. K. R. SWENTORZETSKI. 
Dr. E. BTITONEN. 
Colonel I. A. E. MARTOLA: 
1\1. P. K. TAR.JANNE. 

M .. MoYSSET. 
M. L. AUBERT. 
M. R. CASSIN. 

1\I. GOPPERT. 
M. FROHWEIN. 
M. ASCHM.ANN. 

M. R. RAPHAEL. 
M. A. CONTOUMAS •. 

M. A. DE BALASY. 
M. B. DE 8ZENTISTVANY. 
Colonel G. DE SIEGLER. 
Captain DE HARDY. 

· Commander S. DE SP6NER. 

Mr. 8. K. BROWN. 
Colonel D. B. Ross. 
Lt.-Colonel W. E. BEAZLEY. 

1\lr. J. J. HEARNE. 
Mr. T. J. COYNE. 

· Marquis A. Meli LUPI DI 
SORAGNA. 

M. A. DE MARINIS. 
M. PILOTTI. 

Viscount K. MUSHAKOJI. 
1\1. YADA. 
M. M. BOTTA. 

General KALEYS. 
M. Ch. KALNINS. 

It 



' 

Country 

Lithuania: 

. Luxemburg:' - . " 

. Mexico: 

· N etherlanlls : · 

Ne-w Zealand : 

Norway:. 

Pana11~a: 

Peraia:, 

Peru: 

Poland: 

' Portugal: 

Roumania: 

Sa'udi Arabia: 

Siam: 

Spain: 

Swedelt.: 

Switzerland: 

Turkey: 

Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republica : 

Uruguay: 

Venezuela: 

Yugoalaria: 
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)f<•m t.er~ · 
Dr. .A. SOTTILE. 

:\I. P. KLniAs. 
:\1. Y. SIDZIKAl"SKAS • 

l\1. J. BECH. 

Dr. F. CAt~TILLO X AJERA. 
::\I. A. PANI. 

:\I. v. ll. Rt:TGERt~. 
l\1. J. P. A. FRAN~,'OIS. 

Sir Thomas WIU'ORD. 

.M. BRAADLA:<iD. 
Dr. LANGE. 

M. ::8arci~o GARAY. 

l\1. ALA.. 
::\I. ANSARI, 

l\l. Szl'MLAKowsKI. 
l\1. · B. RACZYNt~KI. 

Dr. Augusto DE VAsCoNCELLOI'!. 
Dr. V. DE QUEVEDO. 

l\L TITULESCO. 
111. S •. RADULESCO, 
M. ANTONIADE. 

Sheik Hafiz \V AHBA. 

Prince PRIDI. 

::\1. L. DE ZULUETA EscOLANO, 
l\1. Leopolllo PALACIOS, 
l\1. S. DE MADARIAGA, . 

1\I. R. J. SANDLER. 
l\1. UNDEN. 

.1\L G. l\IOTTA. 
l\L l\Iax HUBER. 

Dr. Tevfik RtsTU Bey. 
Cerna! lltsNU Bey. 
Necmeddin SADIK Bey. 

M. :\1. LITVI:-IOFF. 

Dr. E. BcERu. 
l\1. CosiO. 

:\1. c. ZniETA. 
M. D. EscALANTE. 

:\1. I. CHOlJllENKOVITCH. 
ll. B. YEVTITCH. 

.\1. c. YF.Rl[AIRE. 
l\1. A. W•:n&ER • 

Colnnt>l J,.:6:s. 
.\lajor .:\1 ERC ADO, 

l\lr. ('. K:-.owu:s. 

:\1. E. t'OUIA:S, 
.\1. lRm::s s. 

;\[. Rl::PAI!Illllll. 
l'nl01wl A. RIAZI. 
:\l. A. l\loTAm:DL 

l\1 . .l\!iim.snaN. 
:\[. GWIAZDOWI'lKI. · 
l\I. T. KO\IARN ll'K I. 
Captain Ponet•t ug SANDON, 
l\1. KUL!-!KI. 

Dr. J. I,, u'Avu.A I•IMA. 
Dr. A. l\1. }'l·:RRAZ DE AND ItAim • 
.l\1. llRANCO, 

l\1, l\1. RAI.I<:A. 
.l\[. I. PETitoVH'l, 
.\[. V. V. I'I•:LLA . 
.\I. l\IusAn;sco. 

.\I. K IJussAc. 

Luang llHADRAVADI. 

l\L AraquiHtain Y Qtmvtmo. 
!\I. IJf'IJli'Z OJ,J v ,\ N. 
:!\1. .\1. Pf:DROHU. 

:!\1. ,J. J,iiF<lR~;:-1, 
M. K. I. WEHTliAN. 
l\I, ]<~. C. BOIIEllAN. 

~r. E. PJ-;RRn:u • 
:\1. C. Golto~:. 

APTt'LAHAT Bey. 

.\J. G. HoKOLNJKOFF. 
:!\1. A. Lol'lUTCHAKHKJ. 
~1. V. DovoALEVHKY. 
:!\I. Bori11 ST EJ :-~. 

:!\Ime. Paulina LL·iHJ. 

:!\1. Chacin lT&IAGO. -.. 
. .\I. C. FOTJT<.1J. 
)1.. J, 'A:\"DRITCH. 

~- ., t 
;. 
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Conf.D.JC.P.2. 

Geneva, ~larch 15th, 1932. 

liORAL DISARl\1Al\1ENT. 

DRAI-'T REROLU1'ION s~;mnTTED BY THE PoLisH DELEGATION. 

RecogniKing the important part played by the Press in the development of international 
relations ; . 

Desirou11 of associating the Press in the work of m.oral dll!~rmament ; . 
Relying on the Press's sense of duty towards the mtern~twnal commumty: . 
The DiHarmament Conferenc-e decides to request the Council to convene at the earliest 

possible date an intl'rnational conference of _representatives of the chief associations of 
journaliHh and editors for the 1mrpose 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 Go-vernments should 
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. 

Geneva, l\Iarch 15th, 1932. 

DRAF'l' CONVENTION BUBmTTED BY THE POLISH DELEGATION. 

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

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

The Iligh Contracting Parties have agreed upon the following provisions: 
. ' . 

Article 1. 
The High Contracting Pa.rtics undertake to introduce in their penal legislation within 

a period of .... years from the entry into force of the present·Convention, the following 
provisions : · 

. Pl Any person guilty of public Incitement to war shall be· punished by 
1mpnsonment for not less than . . . . and not more than . . . . years ; • 

(2) Any Jwrson guilty of having publicly incited his or her country to violate 
uisting internat-ional law shall be punished by imprisonment for not less than .••. 
and not more than . . . . years ; 

( 3) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • etc. 
In the J>enal le~-tislation of the respective -countries, the above provisions may be made 

subject to the reciprocity clause. 

At·ticle 2. , 
The ~igh_ Contracting Pl_trt.ies undertake not to tolerate in their respective territories 

a~y orgamKati?n_, . whatever ~ts st~tutory aim, which engages in activities incompatible 
With the prolubitiOns contamed m the preceding article. 

Article 3. 
The High C?ntracting Parties undertake to carry into effect within a period of .... 

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

(1) The l_lrol~ibition in State and private schools of any activities of teaching 
sbtaffs or pup1lH mtended to arouse hatred of foreigners or to disturb good relations 

etween peoples ; . 

. (~)- ~~e re\·i~i?n of school text-books with a view to eliminating all passao-e& 

cone~~~ e .. ~.n. ~. ~:~.r~~ ~~. ~~~~e·d· ~~.~~~tempt of a foreign people ; "' 
· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · . . . . . . etc. 

Article 4. 
The High Contracting Parties undertak t h'b't . 

likl'ly to disturb international rl'lntions or· t: w~!:o I I anr broadca_sting trans~ission 
. of anothl'r eontracting country This prinr· 1 1 ll: the ~atwnal sentiments of hsteners. 
organisl'd in the territory- of. any of the,pHe. s~aC e appl~cable, n~t only to transmissions 
organised by third parties and relayed fr 1g b ondtract_mg Par.t1es, but also to those 
Contracting PartieH. , om a roa castmg statwn of any of the High 

• ' " ..4 rticle 5. 
The High Contrattjng Parties undert k t h' . 

in general, any pui}Jie tH~l'formance likely\ e d? fr~ 1b1t the pr~jection of any film and, 
or to arouse hatred of foreigners. 0 

IS nr good relatwns between the peoples 
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Con f. D./(' .P. 7. 

Gt•nt>Y:I, l't•hrunry Lith, 1 !l:l3. 

DECLARATIOX OF XOX-RESORT TO FORCE. t 

..\)IE~D)IE~TS PROPOSED RY THE CZF.C"!IOSLOYAK DEI.Y.:GA'l'I0:-1 

. Replaee the last words : " prt·~t-nt. ur futurt> tlifft•n•twt•:; ht>t Wt•t•n t ht>lll " h~· : ·• all 
rliffer~nceR between thrm of u·lllllrl'f'r 11alurr tllc!f "'''!I br ". 

Couf.D.JC. P .1 :?. 

Gt•twnl, :\lard a ·It h, 1\l:l:l. 

EUROPEAX PACT OF :\lt:"TFAL AS81ST.\X\E. 

PROC'EDl'RE FOR ESTARUSIII:SO nn: FACTS. 

Proposal b!f the Brlgia11 Ddrgation. 

I. There shall be set up at the seat of tlJt> Gowrt,nwnt nf t>al'l1 nf tht• lli"h Contr·wtitw 
Parties a Commission for eNtablishin:r the fal'ts, t•onsistin)! of J.' nwmht-rN (fi,.;., fur t•xa;mplt:) 
chosen fr~m among thf' diplomatic agents and military, naYal anrl nir attai'IHis 111•1·rt-rlilt>rl 
to the saHl Government. · 

II. The members of this Commission shall be appointt•d, in cunrlilious to he ll).tl'l't•rl 
upon, by the Council of the Lea:rue of Natinns (or: by the Pt•rmatH•nt llisat'lllllllll'lll 
Commission), which shall also designatt> the President. of the ('omtnission. 

III. Any High Contracting Party wllieh believt•s itself to llt• tlw vir-tim of, or to ht' 
threatened with, any aggression or violation of its territory Nhnll han• tlw OJlliml of t•ullin~ot 
upon the Commission set up at the seat of its Government to t•stnhlish nil tho f1Wt!1 liktoly 
to throw light on the situation and, if necessary, to dPtt•rmitw r·t•xponsihilit it•M. 

IV. A High Contracting Party making Ulll1 of this option muxt. nt t hi' xallll' t inw 
notify the Secretary-General of the League of ~ations (or: t.he St•t•rt•litry of tl11• l'l'l'lllanr•nt. 
Disarmament Commission) as quickly as posl!ible. The latter xhall imm,.eliat t•ly notify 
the Government of the High Contracting Party accuse<!, in ordt•r t hut tlw I at fl·t· may, 
without delay, have the facts establiHhed on its side by the Commisxion xl'f. up at tho seat 
of its Government. · 

V. If the Commission considers it useful for the accomplixhment of Hx fltHk to nrify 
certain facts other than those to which its attention ba11 bt•en elrawn hy tlw t·nmphdnant 
Government, it shall inform the latter, u·llich shall clccitlc tl'!wt 111'1ion Hlumld bt· l!lkt·ll .;" 
til is respect. 

VI. Any Commission before which a request for the I'HtahliMhnwnt of fa1·IH haM 111'1'11 
laid shall, as soon as possible, make a detailed report on the rt•Mult. of it H rui•Hion unci on tlw 
conditions in which it has been carried out, to Uat> SN·rl·tary·Ot•rH•ral of the• Lt·u~tll• ur 
Nations (or: to the Secretary of the Permanent Disarmament ('mnruixxiun). 

The Commission shall supply the Council of the I.ea:ruo of ~atioiiM urul tlw }',.r·murH•nf 
Disarmament Commission with any suppleml'ntary writtPn or nrhal HplallafinnH wllie·lr 
it may be askt>d to give in this conneetion. 

VII. The decillions of the Commix11ion shall be taken by n mujurit y n1f t•, I lw nu·mht·rH 
of the minority having the right to add to the rt•port. a noft• t•x plaillillg- tlw n·:tMOIIH fur 
their disagreement. 

('on f .ll.JC.I'.I 3. 

fli'IIH:l 1 :\Tarc·h 4th, .1!1:1:1. 

DRAFT RESOLUTIO'S Sl'BMITTED BY TTIE DELEGATIO~!! OF 0REEI'E, \'t'ClORLA\'IA 1 

ROU)JANIA1 CZECITOSLOV AKJA A~ D Jo'I :00 LA~ 1>. 

In view of the special situation of Europt> with rt•garcl to t he• prololt•m ()( A'l•ru•r:.l 
security; . 

Considt>ring that a European paet of mutual as~JstaiH'I' lmHI'cl on t lu~ JlfOJJ(lriUiri of 
the Committee of Arllitration and Security_ approveti.IJy tlu• AM•·.rnbly ~~r the L•·agu.e of 
Nations in 1928 would increase existing set·unty for all EuroJII'all nat Hill II WII hout ~·n•,pt wn : 

Considering that such an organisation of 11eace woul•l p1·rmit HllhHfantrul "t'lll'ral 
disarmament ; 

The Political Commission 
(a) Decides to accept immetliately the principle of a pad of mutual :tKKi!ltant·e; 
(b) Appoints a sm~ll. committee to prepare a text w1 r,apielly aH poK~ible lor 

discussion by the Commu;sron. 
I 

't .. ' •• 
1 Draft declaration submitted by the United Kingdom delrgation (docu~•t Conr.D.{C.P.4). 

I 



Conf.D.fC.G.l33 • 
. Conf.D.fC.P~l5. 

Geneva, June 3rd, · 1933.-," . 
. . ' . 

CO:lll!UNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE COMliiTTEE FOR 'MORAL 
DISARMAMENT TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE. CONFERENCE .. . ,. 

.\. .. ; f)ir, 
Now that the Gene~al Commission. is about to conclude the first reading of 'the draft 

Convention referred to it, the Committee for Moral J)isarmament thought that it might 
be useful for you to be informed of the enclosed resolution containing the· programme 
which it has drawn up, so that, -if necessary, you could eommunicate it to the General 
Commission in view of the resumption of its work. · : 

As you will see, our Committee has decided to take all necessary steps to ensure that 
the result. of its work shall be submitted to you in due time. _ 

In virtue of the terms of reference conferred upon it by the Political Commission 
on March l5th, 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 necessity of making a determined effort 
towards moral disarmament parallel to that which is being made in the sphere of material 
disarmament. . 

According to the provisions· contemplated by the Committee, the High Contracting 
Parties would undertake to. use all means at their disposal to promote good feeling and 
understanding between nations and also to·prevent anY: incitement to war-or other acts 
likely to disturb good international relations. · . · · · · · · · 

We feel sure that you· will share these views, which are inspired ·by the desire to 
strengthen still further the eHsential conditions· of lasting peace. · · · 

I have the honour to be, Sir, · · · · 
Your. obedient servant, . 1 

(Signed) Margery CORBETT ASHBY, 
President of the Committee for Moral Disarmament. 

Appendix . 

REsOLUTION. ADOP~ED BY THE CoMMITTEE oN JuNE.' 2.ND 1933. . . . . . . . . . . ' . 

· · ., The Committee on 1\Ioral 'Disarmament considers that provisions 'should forthwith 
be drawn up_c?ncerning ~oral disarl:Dament, these provisions to stand on the same footing 
as the provisiOns regardmg matenal disarmament· in the final texts to be adopted · · 
by the Conference. . · · · . · · . . . ·. · . . · · · · · 

~ith a yie~ to preparing these texts, th~ .Committee proposes to utilise the following 
material which 1s already· at its disposal : · ' · · 

(a) The prel~nary draft te~t exa~ined a_t th.e first reading last year c~ncerning 
teachl!lg, co-operatwn between mtellectual cucles broadcasting the theatre and 
the cmematograph ; · ' ' · 

J b) A preliminary draf~ text which ~ll be_ prepared by M. Pella on the basis 
of h1s memorandum concernmg the adaptation of munieipallaws to meet the present 
stage of development of international life • 

. ' . 
(c) ~he data already collected and to be submitted· later. concerning the 

co-operatwn of the Press in the work of ·moral disarmament . 
• 


