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INTRODUCTION '

‘Redeflining the past is not a mere academic exercise but
a healthy way of invoking the past for understanding the present,
We can come to proper terms with the present only when the
past is analysed‘in right context with objectivity. EH. Carrx
has described history as an unending dialogue between the
present and the past.

The first world Disarmament Conference (1932-34) is now
a historical event. But in the international relations of
the interwar period, it had played a very crucial role., It
was the culmination of the League's endeavours for disarmament,
and the first systematic effort hy'the world community to do
awzy wlith tke means of war, The activities, sessions,
achievements and failures of the Conference were important
for the cohtemporary world because the sole aim of the
Conference was to avold another world war. But the Conference
failed in achieving.its objective. Yet, the Conference is
important because it, for the first time, institutionalized
the problem of arms race and disarmament, and inaugurated the
systehatic efforts for disarmament by a world body drawing
the attention of the world community to disarmament, So it
is exciting to study the wWorld Disarmament Conference in
detall and its inside story so as to know why this giand
Conference failed, Secondly, it is rewarding in thé present

context to study different forces of the world politics of



that time because they were vital in shaping the final result
of the Conference, It is rewarding because now aiso disarma-
ment talks are going on, and taking a clue from the first
Disarmament Conference, all prevailing forces of the world

pollitics can be rightly tapped so as to reach agreement on

disarmament.

In this study, attempt has been made to analyse the ‘
Disarmament Conference against the broad framework of the
international relations after the first World War. Moreover,
though the first World Disarmament Conference has been dealt
by the experts on i.nternationAal relations, it has not been
discussed in its proper context,

The first two chapters of the dissertation deal with
the events and circumstances that ultimately led to a world
Disarmament Conference, The Iﬁégue of Nations had the pilous
desire to bring about a general disarmament, But all its ‘
early efforts for disarmament failed due to the incompatible
French demand for security and the Gemmran claim to equality
in status, Finally, when the Locarno Pact was signed, the
international situation became conducive for the establishment
of a Preparatory Commission for the wWorld Disarmament
Conference, The two arch-enemies of the post-First World
War Europe, France and Germany belng in the same grouping,

facilitated the lLeague's work for disarmament.



But as discussed in the second and third chapters,
the Preparatory Commission and then the World Disarmament
Conference soon became platforms for polemics, All proposals
met with counter-proposals, and the French ‘and the Germans
took uncompromising stands all along., So no agreement could
be reached., The Conference met a very sad demise without

any achievement to record.

In the fourth chapter, an attempt has been made to
answer the question as to why' this Conference failed. The
whole exercise was bound to be réduced to power-conflict,
the origin of which can be traced back to the VParis Peace
Settlement (1919)'. Two distinct gtoups of States emerged
from this Settlement such as the status quoists and the
revisionists, Power-conflict betveen these two groups got
full expression in the conflict between France and Germany,
the chief protagonists of status quo and revisionism
respectively .,

In the fourth and fifth chapters, the antagonism between
France and Germany has been highlighted, As our discussion
shows, this conflict was primaril_y a confllct over security
issues, A modern nation-~state is powerful only 'when it is -
secured against any foreign invasion., National interests
are always conflicting because different nations pursue

different measures and methods for their own security,



It ultimately boils down to power-conflict over security
issue which is the main national interest of any modern
nation state., The fourth chapter tries to answer the fallure

of the Disarmament Conference,

Our entire study revolves round two variables, security
and disarmament, Both were interlinked, Disarmament, as we
will see, was impossible without security, Had there been
adequate security for France as well as Germany, a disarmament
agreement w'ould have been signed. Ultimately, thouch a scheme
- was evolved to guarantee security of France, the way the French
wanted to pursue it, was not acceptable to Germany because by
deferring her attaimment of equality of status, this scheme v
would have endangered her security in the face of other
hostile nations with heavy armaments. So a generally accepts
able security plan should have been first devised aé a prelude
ﬁo disarmament talks. The League of Nations did not adopt this
approach, but tried to proceed to disarmament directly which
ended in fallure, |

The conchding chapter emphasizes the fact that security
and disarmament are inter-~linked, This is a conclusion which

is relevant even today.



Chapter I

SECURITY AND DISARMAMENT: THE PARIS
PEACE CONFERENCE OF 1919

A war ends in a treaty on a truce; but the restoration
of peace is a different proposition, It depends on how much
the parties involved are satisfied with a post-war settlement,
But it is natural that in a post-war settlement, the defEated
party is always dissatiéfied. This was the real state of
affairs in the inter-war period. The First World War had
changed the entire international scenario, destroying the old
mighty empires, and destabilizing the world economy and society.
So the main task of the Paris Peace Conference was to systematize
the emerging international order, The first step in this regard
was the settlement with thedfe ated Powers. The Allles and
victorious Powers, i.e., Great Britain, the United States of
america, France, Italy and Japan, wvere unanimous that Germany
was responsible for the war, and that it must pay for its guilt.
This revengeful and antagonistic attitude of the victorious
Powers dictated the terms of the treaty not only with Germany
but also with Austria, Bulgaria, Hungary and Turkey who
happened to be the allies of Germany, These treaties,
collectively known as Paris Peace Treaties, virtually
determined the course and content of international relations

in the interwar period.

Of all the treaties, the Treaty of Versailles made with

Germany, was the most important as it was made with the méin



villain of international peace., Germany had to surrender
her territorial possessions to the Allies in all directions,
north, south, east and west. The territorial clauses of
the Versailles Treaty involved the loss by Germany in Europe
of more than 25,000 square miles of territory and nearly 7
'million inhabitants .1 Apart from this, the African colonies
of Germany were taken away and turned into mandated territories
under the League of Nations. The Treaty also made the Germans
taccept the responsibility of Germany and her allies for
causing all the loss and damage to which the Allied and
Associated Governments and their nationals have been subjected
as a consequence of the war ﬁnpoéed upon them by the aggression
of Germany and her allles,' Because of this responsibility,
Germany had to pay reparations as ‘compensation for all damage
done to the civilian pupolétion of the Allied and Assoclated
Powers and their property.' The most important thing about the
Treaty éf Versallles is that it imposed permanent restrictions
on Germany's military strength. Its main features were:

Germany to abolish conscription, reduce her army

to 100,000 men with no heavy artillerxy, tanks on

general staff. No alr force,

The navy to be limited to six small battleships,
six cruisers and smaller craft., No submarines,

1 EMH. Carr, International Relations between two World
Wars {New York, 1967) o DP9




The Rhineland to be a non-fortified zone and to
be occupied by the Allies (West of the Rhine)

for fifteen years., Union with Austria forbidden.2

The Paris Peace had anticipated reduction of national
armaments, This 1s well in evidence in the text of the
Covenant of the League and the Treaty of Versailles. In the
preamble to part V of the Treaty, it was clearly stipulated
that in order to render possible the initiation of a general
limitation of the armaments of all nations, Germany underéook
strictly to observe the military, naval and air clauses which
followed, Thus, by rendering Germany crippled militarlly, the
Paris Peace makers had the pious desire to disarm all the

nations,

‘Besides the Treaty of Versaillles, the Allied and Associated
Powers also concluded treaties with Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria
and Turkey, the defeated allies of Germany.

With Austria was signed the Treaty of st.Germain,
It registered the collapse of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy,
and confined Austria to a small land as 1lts territories were
taken away to create new states of Czechoslovakia‘and

Yugoslavia.

The peace-makers of 1919 fashioned the Treaty of Trianon

with Hungary on the model of the Treaty of Versailles, Hungary

2 Stephen King-Hall, Our Times 1900-31960 (London, 1961),
p.87 °




was dismembered, New states of Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia
gained at the cost of the Hungarian territories. Some six
hundred thousand men and women bf Magyar racé. some four and
a half million of former subjects of the Hungarian crown,

3 The terms and provisions of

passed under alien domination.
the Treaty'were so harsh and unequal that the Hungarians regarded
the Treaty as the chief source of their sufferings and

hardships since 1920,

The Treaty of Neullly with Bulgaria confirmed its losses

in the sSecond Balkan War (1913), and rendered it fuliy disarmed

and economically crippled,

The Treaty of Sevres silgned with Turkey was the last of
the series of peace treaties concluded by the allied Powers
with Germany's ailies. According. to the treaty provisions,
Turkey had to confimm all losses of territory back to the
Balkan War. It had to surrender some territories to Greece
and Italy. In addition to some other minor provisions, the
Treaty of Sevres also put military and financial restrictions
on Turkey, It is irteresting to note that the Treaty virtually
made Turkey dependent politically, economically and in every
financial respect on the three great Fowers of Western Europe,

Great Britain, France and Italy.

3 H.A.L, Fisher, A History of Europe (Glasgow, 1976),
voleZ, Po.1268.




The Paris Peéce Treaties as a whole, and the Treaty of
Versailles in particular, were vindictive and harsh. %“when
the terms of the draft treaty were made known to the Germans,
théy were regarded as staggering in their severity and
impossible of fulfilment., The whole scheme seemed designed
to keep the country in perpetual sub»jection."4 Hence, there
was a general belief that the Treaty of Versailles was a
tdiktat' -—- a dictated peace. It was imposed on the defeated
Gemarny, rather than negotiated by a process of give and take
between the victors and defeated pPowers, E.H. Carr observes,
"Nearly every treaty which brings a war to an end is, in one
sense, a dictated peace, for a défeated Power seldom accepts
willingly the consequencés of its defeat. But in the Treaty
of Versailles the element of dictation was more apparent than

in any previous treaty of modern times.”5

The four other defeated Powers wére no less dissatisfied
with the treaty provisions imposed upon them, The critics
viewed the whole Paris Peace settlement as punitive in mature.
The author of *'Peace-Making 1919'<Harold Nicolson, writes:
¥We arrived, determined that a Peace of justice and wisdom

should be negotiated: wWe left it, conscious that the treaties

4 Ibid,., p.1265.

5 Carr, n,l1, p.4¢
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imposed upon our enemies were neither just nor wise."6

At the Paris Peace Conferencé, France was totally obsessed
with her security from yet another Gemman invasion, So she
insisted and worked for complete subjection of Germary. |
It is therefore natural that a sedulous propaganda put out
by the vanquished Powers, and by Germany in particular, has
led even responsible writers on international affairs
constantly to condemn the settlement as a whole) and the
Treaty of Versailles in particular, as a vindictive and
fraudulent departure from the principles on the faith of
which Germany had laid down her arms.7 No doubt, there is
some truth in this assessment of the Treaty of Versailles,
The Germans had surrendered on an understanding of President
Wilson'!s Fourteen Points., But they were eventually forced to
accept a dictated peace treaty which bore no relation to the

lofty principles of the Fourteen Points,

As it is already pointed out, the Paris Peace Treaties
soon became the fulcrum around which the international relations
started moving. On the basis of these treaties, European
states were divided into two blocs -- those which supported
the status quo and those which were considered as revisionist

powers. France was the chief protagonist of status quo as it

6 Harold Nicclson, “Peace-making 1919 -~ A Criticque®, in Igo
J.lederer, ed., The Versailles Settlement (Boston,n.d.),p.20.

7 G.M.Gathorne-Hardy, A Short History of International Affairs,
1920-1939 (London, 1968), p.l7.
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involved her security interests. The defeated Powers,
particularly Germany, Hungary and Bulgaris, were wholly
revisionists, The treaties had been imposed on them, They
had no intention of accepting the terms and conditions as

they were losers territorially, financially, and militarily.
So their motive was to look for even the slightest opportunity
to revise the treaties,

Thus, the period following the Paris Peace saw a new
international order based on antagonism and incompatibility
of status quo and revisionism, The relation between nation
and nation came to be characterized by suspicion, revenge
and opportunism. In this context, the problem of security
became more cocmplex, The status-qué Powers, and France in
particular, were apprehensive of a resurgent Germarny, No
doubt, the Paris Peace was in large part, shaped by the
desire to provide security against Germafxy. Even the Germahn
disarmament almed at security and nothing else, despite the
rider that it was instituted to make possible the disarmament
of others, According to A.J.F. Taylor:

The problem of security became more acute because

the peace of Versailles lacked moral validity from

the start., It had to be enforced; it d4did not, as

it were, enforce itself, No German accepted the

treaty as a fair settlement between equals without

victors or vanquished., All Germans meant to shake
off at any rate some part of the peace treaty as
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soon as it was convenient to do so. So Germany

remained a source of potent threat., (8)

To counter this threat and as an instrument of peace,
the League of Nations had been created, The last one of
Wilson's Fourteen Foints anticipated the lLeague, It said:s
“ap general association of nations must be formed under specific
covenants for the purpose of affording mutual guarantees of
political independence and territorial integrity to great and

small states alike“o9

The League, at its inception, was
expected to take cére of the security of Europe. By that time,
everybody had realized the magnitude cof destruction and
sufferings that a war could bring about, So war must be

avoided, and this could be achieved only when war was renounced

as an instrument of policy.

The new international order that emerged after the Paris
Peace was to be free of war. "What was confidently expected,
or at least not openly questioned, was the inauguration of a
new era, in which nations and races, under govermments of
their own choosing, would unselfishly and automatic;lly

cooperate in the suppression of the first signs of an appeal

’

8 A.J.Fe Taylor, The Origins of the Second World War
(Micdlesex, 1981), L.52.

9 C.K. Webster, The League of Nations in Theory and
Practice (London, 1933), p.33.
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to force,"1C

So it was obvious that disarmament would
predccupy the mind of the pParis Peace makers. Disarmament
was given so much emphasis because by that time scholars,
historians, statesmen and even common men had recognized

the pilling up of armaments and the campetition to which it
led, as one of the chief causes of the First World War.
During the war, there was a great deal of academic discussion
of limitation of armaments. Even President Wilson adopted

it as one of the Fourteen Points which reads "Adeqpéte
guarantees given and taken that national armaments will be

reduced to the lowest point consistent with domestic safei:y."11

Thus, disarmament became the general concern of all those
who were involved in the making of the peace éettlement. it
would destroy the instrument of war, hence a warless world be
realized, This was the main motive behind the Gerhan disarma-
ment clause. But the general expectatién, as stated in the
preamble to the part V of the Treaty of Versallles that the
Gefman disarmament would initiate a general limitation of
the armaments of all nations, was beguiled, The real object
of the German disarmament was to render Germany (and her alliles)
completely defenceless for the future on the assumption that
the victors of the war retained the use of modern weapons.

The naval clauses of the Treaty were based on a British draft,

1ic Gathorne-Hardy, n.7, pp.60-61.

11 Webster, n.%, p.183.
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the military and air provisions on a French draft., Each
Allied Power had simply considered how they could remove as
completely as possible any possible danger from their

terrific foe, whom they had taken four years to overthrow
inspite of a great superiority of men and resources. There

was thus, no thought in the minds of those who prepared the
drastic clauses of the pPeace Treaties, of laYing the foundation
of a complete and scientific system of reduction and limitation
of armaments which could be applied to all nations.12 That 1is
why, after some years, Hitler could charge the Allies of not
showing any signs of carrying out their implied promise to
disarm themselves, Therefore, said Hitler, the disarxmament

clauses of the Treaty were null and void,

The new international order was unstable. France, the
chief spokesman of the status quo, started a neurotic search
for security against Germany. Since 1870, and still more
since 1914, France had been morbidly conscious of her weékness
in the face of Germany. She had turned the tables on the
victor of 1871. what could be contrived to prevent Germany

one dsy turning the tables on the victor of 1918713

12 Ibid.( p01820

13 Carr, n.l, p.25.
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So from the wvery beginning, France insisted on sufficient
guarantees against a future German attack. The League provisions
were insufficient to give such a guarantee to France. In the
Covenant of the League, there was no provision for creation'
of an international amy nor ewven for the use of national
contingents by the League. Again, the sanctions that the
League provided for were not effective encugh to deter the
attacking nation. Due to all these 2asons, France could not
rely on the lLeague for her security., Her feeling of insecurity

increased when the United States failed to jecin the League,

“The French conception of security meant in practice
that any increase in German military strength would be matched

by an increase in French_power.“14

France, however, was
already close to having exhausted its own military potentials
while Germany had not even begun to tap its resources,
population and industrial potential, to mention only its two
most spectacular and portentous military assets in view of

15 Under such circumstances when

its relations with France.
the League as a supra-national body was ineffective in
guaranteeing security, France had to make her own arrangements,

Her frantic bid for gettiag assurances against Gemany was

14 Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics among Nationss The Struggle
for power and Peace (Calcutta, 1973), p.392.

15 Ibid,
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well in evidence in her demand for a 'physical guarantee! w-
the possession in perpetuity of the Rhine and its bridges
across which any invader of France from the east must pass,
But France had to compromise with this demand as the other
Powers In the Paris Peace Conference resisted it, Then, she
followed two separate and parallel methods: a system of treaty
guarantees and a system of alliances, The first one failled
as Great Britain did not give guarantee of security, but the
second one succeeded as France could build up a'system of
alliances, She first forged an alliance with Belgium (1920)
in the west, then with Poland (1921) in the east, and finally
‘with the Little Entente States of Czechoslovakia, Romanla

and Yugoslavia.

It is important to note here that not only France but
also Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Romania were
worriled about their security problems., Poland was afraid
of Lithuania; the Little Entente State feared Hungary as a
threat to thelr existence; and Yugoslavia in‘particular was

afraid of Italy.

Thus, there was an atmosphere of insecurity and hostility
throughout Europe., So it is natural that diszarmmament should
be linked with security problems. No nation was ready to

disamm itself when its securlty was not guaranteed, As

already mentioned, the League machinery was impotent for that
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guarantee, Under Article 10 of the Covenant, member States
of the League were required to undertake the responsibility

of preserving the territorial integrity and existing political
independence of all members, But this Article had been
accepted with reluctance by Great Britain., Similarly, Articles
16 and 17 that had provided for sanctions or penaltles against
any State which resorted to war in disregard of its obligations
were, in practice, ineffective as they required a unanimous
vote of the members, Thus, from the very beginning, it was
clear that the League could not provide necessary security

to the European nations,

The League, however, undertook the task of disarmament
which was a concomitant of security. This self~imposed task
was the result of deep-footed‘realization and conviction,

It was not just the ordinary people, but also the statesmen
who believed that if there had not been an arms race between
the great Powers, there would never have been a world war,
Armaments were seen as an urmitigated evil.16 So not only
the makers of the Paris Peace and of the League but also the
ordinary people aspired for general and, if possible, total
disarmament. This plous aspiration was expressed in Article

8 of the League Covenent which stateds "The members of the

16  George scott, The Rise and Fzll of the League of Nations
(London, 1973), p.186,
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League recognize that the maintenance of peace requires the
reduction of national armaments to the lowest point consistent
with national safety and the enforcement by common action of
international oblig'ations."l7 The same Article also provided
that taking into account the geographical situation and
circumstances of each State, the League Council was to formulate
plans for arms reduction for the consideration and action of
the Govermments, A special clause was also inserted regarding
the evils of the private manufacture of arms, Finally,

another clause of the same Article asked the member States

of the League to interchange full and frank information about

their armaments and military industries.,

The first step of the League for disarmament was the
creation of a Permanent Advisory Commission., Article 9 of the
Covenant provided that: "A Permanent Commission shall be
constituted to advise the Council on the execution of the
provisions of Articles 1 and 8 and on military, naval and

u18 Accordingby, the Commission was

alr questions generally.
set up in May 1920, consisting of military, naval and air
experts, There were three technical sub~commissions namely,

Military Commission, Naval Commission, and Air Commission,

17 See Appendix A.

18 1Ibid.
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The League Council asked the Permanent Advisory Commission
to draft regulations on the military, pmaval and air forces
of the member States and to reqﬁest the States which had
signed the Amms Traffic Convention of the Treaty of St.
Germain to furnish information on their export of amms, and
to submit proposals for the fofmulation of a Central

International Offjce for the exchange of information as

provided in the Convention,

The Permanent Advisory Commission survived till 1939,
At its first meeting in August 1920, the Commission discussed
among other things, the problem of asphyxiating gases,
composition of the military, naval and alr forces of the
States which would be seecking admission to the league, and
traffic in arms and munitions, The Commission had agreed
thats (1) the employment of gases would be a fundamentally
cruel weapon; (ii) it would be useless'to seek to restrict
the ugse of gases in wartime by prohibiting on limiting their
manufacture in peacetime; (iii) the prohibition of laboratory
experiment would be impracticable; (iv) the military, naval
and alr conditions of the member States of the League were
unsettled; and (v) with regard to traffic in arms and munitions,
a Central International Office as proposed by the Council
would be of no use untilthe St.Gemain Convention for the
control of traffic in arms came into force, The Commission

also wundertook to consider practical methods which might be
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employed for rapidly obtalning, when the Council should so
decide, all information with regard to armaments,'and also
the principles on which the future plans for the reduction

of axmaments might be based,

The Commission adopted a purely negative attitude to all
negotiations on limitation and reduction of a#maments. It
was hardly likely that members of the Commission would take
the initiative for the reduction of their own forces, and
they were more conscious than civilians of the great difficulties
to be overcome.19 However, one nbtable achievement of the
Commission was the publication of the ‘armaments Yearbook!®
containing the military expenditure and military establishment
of the member States of the League. |

The failure of the Permanent Advisory Commission to
achieve something tangible in the reduction of armaments
prompted the League Assembly to set up another Commission
which would really work for reduction of armaments, This
Commission, called the Temporary Mixed Coﬁmission, was set
up in 1921, It had some civilians as its members besides
military experts, and all its members were selected by the
League Council, It consisted of 6 persons of recognized
competence in political, social and economic matters; 6

members of the permanent Advisory Commission for nawval,

19 Webster, n,9, p.185.
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military and air questions; 4 members of the Provisional
Economic and Financial Committee; and 6 members of the
Governing Body of the International Labour Office ;-- 3
employers' representatives and 3 workers'! representatives,
It had three sub-commissions: (i) for the study of traffic
/5‘:’?3.11 arms and manufacture of war materials; (ii) for the
{

“ & right of investigation and mutual control; and (1ii) for
L ‘

::Q%'E%sucal inquiry.

The League had also created a Disarmament Section within
its secretariat, Moreowver, the respective Secretariats of
the Permanent Commission and the Temporary Mixed Commission
were amalgamated into one department, Pricor to it, the
Temporary Mixed Commission agreed that international traffic
in arms ratﬁer than private mamfacture of arms was the
proper point at which to attack the problem.zo In 1923,
the League Council asked the Mixed Commission and the
Economic Committee of the League for a joint inquiry into
the question of a draft convention for the control of
private manufacture, with a view to summoning an interna-
tional conference in order to deal with it. The Mixed
Commission also undertook the task of the exchange of

information in regard to existing armaments, In July 1921,

i TH2426

20 Arnold J. Toynbee, Survey of International Affairs, 1924
(0xford, 1925), p.19. ss
' 327.174
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it appointed a sub~committee to organize an inquiry into

the existing facts not only those of a statistical but also
of a general and political order, and on the basis of this
sub-committee's work, a programme was drawn up, and approved

in September 1921 by the Second Assembly.21

In 1922, the British diplomat Lord Esher proposed a
scheme of the Temporary Mixed Commission for the reduction
of armaments, His main contention was that the problem of °
the arms race could be solved if national forces could be
determined by the proportion of national needs. Lord Esher
suggested an allocation to each European Power of a fixed
number of units of 303,000 men in a defined ratio, But
most of the members of the League did not accept Esher's
proposal., They argued that there was no measuring yardstick

to determine the national needs.

Lord Esher's plan .was admittedly based on the precedent
applied to naval disarmament at the Washington Conference of
1921=22, but the circumstances which enabled agreement to be
reached on that occasion had little resemblance to those in

which the European land forces had to be attempted.?? In
Diss

N 1, (5T )EN3q & NIg
21 Ioldo m—'

22 Gathorne~Hardy, N.7, p.63.,
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the case of the washington Conference, national security and
disamament were brilliantly equated. Agreement was. reached
with prior consideration of possible danger-points and of the
security of the parties involved. 1In the Washington Conference,
the iequirements of security were dealt with by the concluéion
ot a Four=power Treaty and by the Nine~pPower Tfeaty. But in
the case of the League's efforts, and particularly in Esher’s

scheme, the problem of security was not taken into consideration.

Fortunately, it was gradually recognized by the league that
disamament znd security were inseparable, Any proposal for
disarmament cn arms reduction must be accompanied by guarantees
of security tc the concerned countries, With this conviction,
in 1922 Lord Robert Cecil submitted four proposals to the

Temporary Mixed Commission,

His points were that no scheme for the reduction
of armaments could be successful unless it were
generals that, in the present state of the world
the majority of Governments could not carry out

a reduction of armaments unless they received
satisfactory guarantees for the safety of their
respective countries; that such guarantees should
be general in character; and firally that there
could be no guestion cf providing such guarantees
except in consideration of a definite understanding
to reduce armaments, (23)

Lord Cecil's proposals were accepted by the lLeague

Assembly with certain modiflcaticns as Assembly Resolution 14.

23 Toynbee, N,z0, pezl.
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Then the Assembly recuested the Council to examine. these
proposals in consultation with the Mixed Commission. On

the basis of the Assembly Resolution, two drafts were
subnitted to the Temporary Mixed Commission by Robert Cecll
and Coclonel Requin respectively: and'after long and arduous
negotiations, these were successfully coordinated in a single
text., This text was laid by the Mixed Commission before the
Assembly during its Fourth Session in September 1923, and
transmitted by the Assembly to the Council with certain
modifications and with the recommendation that it should be
communicated to all Govermments for thelr observations.24
This text came to be known as the draft Treaty of Mutual

Assistance.

Stigmatizing aggressive war as an international crime,
the draft Treaty made collective security as the basis of
disarmament, It provided for the joint'and several obliga-
tion to the signatories of the Treaty to assist the invaded
State, but the latter must have conformed to the prc;visions
of the Treaty regarding the reduction on limltation of
armaments, Article 11 of the Treaty mentioned these
provisions:

The parties were to inform the Council of the
League of the reduction or limitation of

24 Ibid.' p0220
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armaments which they considered proportionate
to the security furnished by the general Treaty
or by the defensive agreements complementary to
the general Treaty; to cooperate in the prepara-
tion cf any general plan for the reduction of
armaments proposed by the Council; and tc unders
take to carry it out within two yvears (without
making any subsequent increase except with the
Council's consent) qftemn it had been submitted
to them by the Council and had received their
approval, (25)

The other important provisions of the draft Treaty were

that the Council would determine the aggressor, presérihe
econonic sanctions to be imposed on it, dGetermine the forées
which each nation furnishing assistance would place at the
Council's disposal, and prepare a plan for financial and
military help to the invaded signatory State., But there was
a rider that militaxry action must be confined to the States
situated in the wvery continent in which such operations

tcok place.

wWhen the draft Treaty was submitted to the Goverments
for their consideration, the Soviet Union, Norway and Sweden
did not concede to the principle of inter-relationship between
the reduction of armaments and creation of an international
organization for the prevention of war. So they rejected the
Treaty . Some other countries, particularly the allies of

France in Eastern Europe, refused to accept the draft Treaty

25  IbiGe, Pe24e
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on the ground that the guarantees provided in the Treaty were
not sufficient enough to justify any reduction of armaments.
“rinland further stated that signatories would not know how
much assistance they could count on when estimating to what
extent they could reduce armaments and that it was not clear
how mutual assistanhce was to be org'anized."26 Doubts were
also raised in some cquarters as to whether the provisions of
the draft Treaty were in accord with the principles of the
League Covenant, Another objection was against the provisioh
of the Treaty that provided fcor voluntary, complementary
regional alliances., This provision, if carried out, would
have supplemented the mainr Treaty and increased its effective-
ness by the formation of strong alliance systems particularly
in regions where the danger of aggression might be acute.27
But as it wes feared that this provisién might reviwve the
pre-war system of hostile alliances, thirteen Govermments
refused to comply with such a provision regarding regional

agreements .

The mcst decisive objection to the draft Treaty came
from the United Kingdom and her Dominlons. The British
Government was not ready to extend her international commit-

ments by accepting the draft Treaty. Moreover, the provision

26 willard N.Hogan, Internaticnal Conflict and Collective
Security (Kentucky, 1955), r.46.

27  1Ibid., p.47.
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of the Treaty for military action on continental lines would
cut acrcss the structure of the British Commonwealth, Arnold
J. Toynbee observess

" The very fact that the British sea-power, and

the territories of the British Commonwealth

which sea-power linked tcgether, extended intc

every region of the world, not only made the

obligations inherent in the draft Treaty of

Mutual Assistance more extensilve, though

possibly less intensive, in the case of the

British Commonwealth than in that of any

other Member of the League, or group of members,

but threatened to raise in a new and an acute

form the difficult problem of the constitutional

relations of the several members of the Commone

wealth with one another. (28) .

Other nations, like Gemmany, Italy and Japan, opposed
the draft Treaty on various grounds. But it got full approval
of France because it established a relationship between
disarmament and security. Had this draft Treaty been finally
operative, some amount of stability and order could have been
brought to fluid, instable world situation, Unfortunately,
the British rejection counted a lot because Britain was not
only one of the greatest Powers of the world but also a
great champion of the league cause. So ultimately the Treaty

was rejected,

The League's quest for disarmament and security did not

stop with the rejection of the draft Treaty of Mytual Assistance,

28 Toynbee, n.20, p.27,
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It was socon followed by a scheme for an alternative method
in which security and disarmament would follow from a
diminution of the dangers of war arising from compulsory
arbitration of all dis&gmtes0 The new scheme was based

upon the formulas: ‘arbitration, security and disarmmament,®

This scheme arose out of é debate in the Fifth Assembly
in 1924. The British and French Prime Ministers, Romsay Mac-
Donald and M.,Herriot respectively, contributed in the debate,
to the evoiution of this scheme known as Protocol for the
Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, more camonly
referred to as Geneva Protocol, It was actually drafted by
M. Politis and M. Benes of Greece and Czechoslovakia
respectively on the basisyof a joint resolution proposed by
MacDonald and Herriot, It was then unanimously adopted Ly

the League (in 1924) which recommended all States to accept it,

The Protocol made the system of arbitration as 1ts back-
bone, Arbltration was to breed security by closing the so-
called gap of the League Covenant, The gap was that the
League left the door open for way as a means of settling
dispute "not only in cases when the Council, voting without
the parties, failed to pronounce a unanimous judgement on a
dispute, but alsc in cases where the subject of dispute was
ruled to be a matter within the domestic jurisdiction of one

429

of the parties, In order to close this gap, the Protocol

29 Carr, n.l, p.90.
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provided that éll signatories to it would have to submit
thelr disputes of legal character to the Permanent Court

of International Justice whose decision was binding, If

" the dispute was within the domestic jurisdiction of oné

of the parties, the league had still the right to consider
the case under Article 11 of the Covenant, The Protocol

also provided an 'adequate and automatic'! test of 'aggressiont
on the principle of arbitration. Aggression came to mean
resort to war in violation of the procedures of peaceful
settlement laid down in the Covenant and the Geneva Protocol .30
This test did nc more necessitate the unanimity of the League
Council on the question of aggression. After the aggressor
was designated, the Council would czll upon the signateories
to apply sanctions against the aggressor. Finally, the

Protccol proposed for a Disarmament Conference on 15 June 1925.

The Protocol was a great victory for France, it
strengthened the status quo of 1919 settlement by providing
for the compulsory arbitration, And France was the greatest
champion of the status quo. But Great Britain rejected the
Geneva Protccecl, She was not ready to accept the system of
compulsory arbitration., Moreover, the British Goverrmment
did not want to be entangled in new responsibilities Ly

adopting the Prcotccol. Fresh classes of disputes were to
N

30 Hogan, n.26, p.53.
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be decided by the league; fresh possibilities of defying its
decisions were thereby created; fresh occasions for the
application of coercive measures followed as a matter of
course.31 Another British objection to the Protocol was

that the emphasis laid upon sanctions and elaboration of
militaxy procedure, as laid down in the Protocol, would make
the League more as a preserver of peace by organizing war than
as a promoter of friendly cooperation and harmorny, The British
Dominions too opposed the Protocol partly due to fear of \
interference with their domestic sovereignty in such matters
as immigration, and partly due to apprehension of being
involved in the application of sancfions. The Dominions did
not like any European entanglement. So the rejection of the
Protocol was inevitable, F.P. Walters enumerates four reasons
for the British rejection of the Protocols the opposition of
the Commonwealth Members, fear of trouble. with the States, a
reluctance to underpin the territorial settlement of Eastern
Europe, and the deep-seated dislike of the Foreign Office for

32_ As Great Britain and her Dominions

compulsory arbitration,
fimly rejected the Protocol, it was abandoned like the draft

Treaty of Mytual Assistance,

31 Ibid., p.54.

32 F.Po Walters, a History of the Leaque of Nations
(London, 1952)‘ VOl.lp p.284o




31

Toynbee has made comparison between the draft Treaty

and Geneva Protocol in the following liness

In general, it may be said that while the draft
Treaty concentrated attention and effort upon

the second phase in an internatlonal dispute, the
Protocol transferred the emphasis to the first
phase, The draft Treaty was primarily concerned
to secure a state which had reduced its armaments,
the certainty of receiving precise, immediate, and
effective military assistance in the event of its
being attacked by another party., The Protocol was
primarily concerned to provide exhaustively for the
compulsory settlement of all International diszputes,
so that-.-no loophole should be left for the waging
of a 'private' war between States which would not
be stigmatized and penalized as an act of
aggression. (33)

In 1924, another effort of the League for the reductilon
of armaments met with failure. The Naval Sub~Commission of
the Permanent Advisory Commission, met in Rome in February
1924 to consider the application of the principles reached in
the Five-Power Treaty for the limitation of naval armaments in
the Washington Conference, The lesser naval Powers in Rome
were unwilling to reduce the tonnage of thelr capital ships in
the proportion which had been agreed upon by the principal
naval Powers at Washington, Moreover, the Powers that attended
the Rome Conference wére more concerned with the auxiliary
crafts and especially with the submarines than with the capltal

ships to which the discussion in Rome was confined. Finally,

33 Toynbee, n.20, p.49.
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the Rome Conference could not succeed because the discussion
was limited to technical questions ignoring political ones,
As political questions were not discussed, any concrete
condition or term under which'aQy scheme for the reduction

of armaments would be carried out, could not be defined.34

Some other efforts of the League for'ihe control of
armaments also failed due to the reluctance of the member
States to accept -the resolutions presented., These were the
convention on international trade in amms, munitions and
implements of war, and the prot&col forbidding chemical and
bacteriological warfare. These two did not take anywhere as

sufficient numbexr of States did not ratify them,

No doubt, the league, since its inception, put all its
efforts on bringing about a concensus on the reductilon of
armaments, As long as the question of security had not been
tackled, Franca opposed all the efforts of the League, When
security was made the sine qua non for the reduction, she
cooperated with the League in its efforts., But the tragedy is
that Great Britain and her Dominions then opposed the League's
efforts because of their reluctance to undgrtake new obliga-
tions to ensure security. The problem of arms race and arma-

ment culture remained unsolved.,

34 Ibid.' p0780



Chapter II

PRELUDE TO THE WORLD DISARMAMENT
CONFERENCE

Disarmament or arms reduction was not an isolated
phenomenon in the inter-war period, It was interwined
with security which in its term, was the chief foreign
policy objective of each European nation, All wanted to
twist disarmament in accordance with theilr security needs
without having genuine and sincere interest in it. This
was the politics of disarmament, During that period,
disarmament did not mean what the temm actually comnoctes;

it meant a process with security as its necessary concomitant,

After the failure of the éeneva protocol which was
based on the principle of 'arbitration, security and disarma-
ment!, it became evident that universal acceptance of
collective security was impossible., So regional arrangements
were to be made as guarantees agalnst dangers in particular
regions, Up to 1925 the development of international
organization through the League of Nations proceeded on the
hypothesis that any war or threat of war was of concern to
all members, During 1925-26, the viewpoint was adopted that
some wars and threats were of more immediate concern than
others, especlally with respect to the members which would

have to carrv the chief burden of applying sanctions.1

1 Willard N, Hogan, International Conflict and Collective
Security (Kentucky, 1955), p.59.



34

The same mood was expressed by the British Prime Minister
Chamberlaln when he amounced in the League Council (1925)
that security and disarmament could best be achieved by
promoting special arrangements between those States wvhose
relations with one another were most important for the

preservation of peace.

But this sort of regional arrangement was opposed on \
the ground that it might encourage counter-alliances, thereby
creating two hostile groups. The opposition was met only
when both partiecs to a possible dispute could be combined in
the same group, by a system of mutual guarantees against
aggression and agreements for the peaceful solution of their
differences.2 The Locarno Pact, bringing together both
France and Germany in the same group, became the first such

regional agreement,

If Locarno marked the zenith of the Franco-=German
rapproachment in the post-World War perdod, the beginning
of this process was the solution of the reparation problem,
This knotty problem was solved, at least for the time being,
by the Daweos Plan in 1924,

2 G.M. Gathorne-Hardy, A Short History of International
Affairs, 1919-1939 (London, 1950), p.73.
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The Dawes Plan had been prepared by the Dawes Comunittee
headed by thé american General Charles Dawes., Basing the
whole scheme on the slogan "Business not politics¥®, the Plan
provided for a new currenéy, the Reichsmark, for the stability
of the German economy. It was to be controlled by a Bank of
Issue independent of the German Govermment. Thereafter,
when a stable currency was established, the Plah provided,
Germany would pay to the Allies amounts rising in five years
from 1,000 million gold marks to 2,500 million marks. The
security for these payments was made to the bonds of the
German railways, the bonds of Gemrman industrial enterprises,
and to the revenue receipts from the customs and the taxes
on alcohol, sugar and tobacco., For the success of the Plan,
the Dawes committee provided for the abandomment of the Ruhr

occupation and for a foreign loan of 800 million gold marks

to Germarnv.

The Dawes Plan met with spectacular success, The
provisions of the Plan were implemented without delay.
The proposed loan was sanctioned to Gemmany; a wave of
prosperity swept over and Germany now started paying the
Dawes annuities; and the foreign troops were withdraﬁn
from Ruhr. Together with the reparation another vexed
problem, i.e., inter-allied debts, was also solved as the
United States promised to act as a creditor to the European

countries.
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The necessary corollaxy of this success in the economic
front was a sense of prosperity and general well-being'through-
out Europe. It started a process of rapproachment between the
Allies and Germany and improved understanding between Great

Britain and France,

The conclusion of the Locarno pact thus became easier.
By 1925, it was clear that France and her allies would not
cooperate in any disarmament effort unless they were given
definite guarantee of security against a revived Germany.
At that time both the Treaty of Mutual Assistance and the
Geneva Protocol had falled due to non~ratification, So,
another machinery for security purposes was to be made. Of
course, the failure of the Geheva Protocol made the Locarno
agreements necessary and possible, "It is because without
that initiative and preparation, and without that failure
the Locarno treaties would not have been negotiated'and

signed except perhaps, after a long interwval of debate.“3

The genesis of the Locarno Pact can be traced back to a
German proposal to France in 1922, It proposed a mutual
pledge with the powers interested in the Rhine, not to
resort to war against each other for a generation, The

United States was to be the *trustee' of the agreement,

3 H.R.G¢ Greaves, The Leaque Committees and the:wWorld
Oorder (London, 1931), p.214,
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But this proposal was rejected by France. The offer was

repeated twlce in 1924, but it was spurred everytime,

In 1925, when the European situation slichtly improved
due to the success of the Dawes Plan, France became receptive
to any proposal guaranteeing her security., At this opportune
moment, German Prime Minister stressmén repeated the same
proposal wlth some modifications. He proposed a four-sided
pact of mutual secﬁrity by which Britain, France, Italy and
Germany would guarantee the Franco-German frontier.4 This
time, of course, Great Britain was ready to guarantee the
Franco-German frontier. It would be in conformity with the
traditional policy of the British and restricted to meeting
a direct threat to the British strateglc interests. After
receiving the Gemman proposal, France and Great Britain
started talks in order to reach at a mutually agreeable
reply to it. The French stand on the German proposal was
made clear in a draft proposal. It had the following main
points: Germany must enter the league of Nations with the
same obligations and rights as others had; revision of the
peace treaties could not be considered; Belgium must be
included in the Rhineland Pact which must not affect existing

provisions for the occupation of the Rhineland; arbitration

4 George Scott, The Rise and Fpll of the Leaque of Nationg
(Londen, 19732), p.1i3,
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-treaties should apply to any disputes whatever and should
leavé room for ccercive action conly in case of failure to
observe the agreements toc be concluded; it was necessary to
have similar agreements withlthe eastern neighbours of
Gemmarny ahd all agreements were to be coordinated in a general
convention to be placed under the auspices of the League
of Nations., The British did not accept all conditions made
by the French. It became clear in the British memorandum
that any new obligation which she had to undertake must be
specific and limited tec the existing territorial arrangemeht
on the Western frontier of Germany. The crux of the difference
between the French and British govermments was the question of
vwhether the guarantees of security would be restricted to
western Eurcope only or extended to the eastern Europe as
well.5 But at last both agreed that the parties to the
proposed Rhineland Pact would have the cption of becoming
themselves the guarantors of arbitration treaties between
Germany and her eastern neighbours. On other points of
differences also, bcth made compromises. Thus, a joint

Anglo-French stand on the German proposal was evolved.

wWhen Germany came to know the terms and conditions of

the Anglo~French proposal, she raised three major issues,

5 Hogan' n.l’ p.62.
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The first was the German anxiety not to preclude questions
of revising the peace treaties; the seccnd issue was the
German apprehension about a possible unllateral determina-
tion to apply coercive measures for an alleged.viblation of
one of the treaties or agreements: and the third was regarding
the conditions of admission of Germary to the Ieague of
Nations.6 Regarding the third issuve, Germany demanded
equality of status with other great Fowers as a necessary
condition for her entry into the League. sbe alsc opposed
the linkage of the proposed Rhineland Pact with a settlement
of her eastern frontiers with Czechcslovakia and Poland.
Though the French reactions to these German claims and

views were negative, negotiations favourably proceeded, and
finally a conference was called at Locarno in Switzerland
from 5 tc 16 Octcber 1925. Representatives of the German,
Belgian, British, French,‘Italian, Polish and Czechoslovak
govermments laboured hard to hammer out agreements, The

German terms and ccocnditicns were effectively dealt with.,

Finally, the representatives at Locarno drafted and
initialled a series of agreements in addition to a final
prctoccl, Collectively known as the Locarno Pact, these

agreements and treaties intended "to provide for the

6 Ibié;; pp .63"'640



peaceful settlement of disputes of every nature which may
eventually arise betweén them and to give these Powers
supplementary guarantees within the framework of the
covenant and the treaties in force."7 The Locarno Pact

comprised, besides the final protocol:

i) A treaty of mutual guarantee of the Franco-German
and Belge~Ceman frontiers between Germany, Belgium,

France, CGreat Britain and Italy.

ii) Arpitration conventions between Germany and Belgium

and between Germarny and France.

iii) Arbitration treaties between Germany and Poland and

Germany and Cgzechoslovakia.

iv) A Franco-Polish and Franco—CzecHos;ovak treaty for

mutual assistance in case of aggression Ly Germany.a

In the treaty of mutual guarantee, known as the Rhinland
Pact, the contracting parties collectively and severally
guaranteed the inviolability of Gemmany's existing frontiers

and the observance of the provisions of the Treaty of

7 Secretariat of the League of Nations, Ten Years of
World Cooperation (Geneva, 1930), p.77.

8 CGathorne-Hardy, n.2, p.75.
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Versallles regarding the demilitarized zone. The parties

to the arbitration convention agreed for the settlement hy‘
peaceful methods cf all disputes and the arbitration authority
was given to the Ccuncil of the League and the Pemanent Court
of International Justice. The arbitration treaties were
almost ldentical with the conventions except some phrases
taken from the draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance, Finally,
the parties to the Franco-Polish and Franco-Czechoslovak
treaties agreed tc come to each ctherts assistance when any

of them was attacked by Germany.

A ccllective note was also sent to Germany on the
interpretation of Article 169 in response to the previocus
German claim for a special status in regard to this Article.
It was also decided that the Locarno Treaties would be signed

in London on 1 December 1925,

\

The Locarno Pact combined arbitration, conciliation,
non-aggressiocn and guarantees the features already contained
in the League Covenant and the Protococl. "Every line of the
Pact was based upon the Protccol or the Covenant, Every

provision for its application depended in the last resort on

9 For this Article, see Appendix A.
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action by the Council, Wwhat had been planned at Locarno
could be fulfilled nowhere else than at Geneva.“lo Thus,
though the Locarno Pact was made outside the League, it was
placed within the framework of the League as the French had
ingisted all along. This was welcomed everywhere., %“The
Locarno compact is declared to have ‘security and protection'
as its objective, and is describedbs providing supplementary
guarantees within the framewcrk of the League of Nations, ‘
This is a good description; for the framework micht be withe

drawn altcgether and the compact would still stand firm.n11

The Locarno Pact brought about a temporary halt to the
French quest for security., France got guarantee of her
Rhineland boundary backed up by Great Britain and Italy.
Moreover, she and her enemy entered the same group with
mutual guarantees. It really removed the French apprehension
about Germary. More important was the effect of the British
guarantee, The British, of course, joined the Locarno Pact
in their own defence interests. They undertook to guarantee
the western frontier of Germany because it was vital for them

strategically and military.

Economically, the Locarno Pact was supposed to bring

10 F.F, Walters, A Histoxry of the League of Nations
(London, 1952), vol.l, p.291.

11  George W. Pepper, "“Security, Real and Illusory: A Comment
on the Locarno Compact", Current History (New York),
vol.23, December 1925, p.313.
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the unification of the Locarno Powers because by that time
France and Germary had already realized how they were
mutually dependent for iron ores and ccal. The Locarno
agreement, 1f carried to its logical conclusion, would
result in breaking down the barriers of trade and prejudice
until there was evolved a free-~trade union of Europe, binding.
the nations of Europé into one economic unit that would
cultivate the prosperity of their peoples, and make a new

war an unthinkable crime.12

But, in a sense, the Locarnc Fact also did harm to both
the Versailles Treaty and the League Covenant. The provision
and conditions worked out at Locarno encouraged the ildea that
the Versailles Treaty did nct have binding force, if not
confimed by other agreements of voluntary nature, It also
seemed to release States not directly involved in frontier
disputes from the obligation to take military action in
defence of these frontiers.13 Some years after, all States
of Eurcpe actually started to act according to these ideas,

thus killing the Versailles Treaty and the Covenant,

In spite of the long term adverse ccnsequences of the

12 Norman H, Davis, "The Lccarno Facts: Their Meaning to
Europe and America®", Current History, vol.23, December
1925, p.317.

13 E.H. Carr, International Relations between two World
Wars (New York, 1967), p.97.
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Locarne Pact, its immediate chief merit was that it brought
about a sense of security and well-being in Europe. This
sense increased with the entry of Germany -into the League in
September 1926. A peaceful era dawned on Eurcpe where
victers and vanquished now became equal collaborators.
British Prime Minister Chamberlain remarked that tﬁe Locarno
Pact was ‘the real dividing lire between the years of war and
the years of peace.' He also talked about the ‘spirit of
Locarnc! through which peace was to be established in Europe.
As it was expressed in the final protocol of the Ioccarnc
Pact, by strengthening peace and security in Europe, would
facilitate the implementation of the disarmament provisions
in Article 8 of the League Covenant, The Locarnc Pact “was
only a begimning -~ a first step towards an ultimate ideal
when far wider regions, if not all the world, should have
bound themselves similarly never to maké war; when disarma-
ment should have become universal and arbitration and
conciliation alone shoulid govern the relations of the

nations with one another."l4

Animated by the ®spirit of Locarno", the League Council
restarted its attempt for disarmament. The German entry into

the League nocw made general disarmament a pressing neeq,

14 C.A. Macartney andé others, Survey of International
Affairs 1925 (London, 1926), vol.2, p.55.
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and the obligation of the Covenant was there for fulfilment.l5
The Sixth Assembly that met in 1925 revealed two currents of
opinion regarding the League's definite commitment for a
general disarmament -—- one that it would be preferable to
await the resultis of the negotiation which lzd to the Locarno
Pact, before the League Council commited itself too definitely
to preparatory studies for the reduction and limitation of
armaments; the other that, while deferring until the most
suitable momznt for the summoning of an international conference
on disarmament, it was essential that the preliminary work
should be done without delay.lG Accordingly, the Assembly
adopted a resolution inviting the Council to engage in
preparatory studies so that a world conference might be
called. The League Council set up a Preparatory Commission

in December 1925 for the World Disarmament Conference, Prior
to it, the Council had reformed the whole disarmament
organization of the League. The authority of the Temporary
Mixed Commission was taken away and entrusted to a new
committee of the Council, It had ten members, and it was
assisted by the Mixed Comnission under a new name, the

Coordination Committee, The latter now consisted of six

members appointed by the pPermanent Advisory Comnission, the

15 Hogan, n.l, p.72.

16 secrctariat of the League of Nations, n.7, p.s80,



Chairmman and one member of each of the Economic, Financial
and Transit Committees, and four members nominated ly the
Governing Body . When the Preparatory Commission came into
being the Coordination Committee was substituted by a new
Mixed Committee, Its duty was to act in an advisory capacity

to the Preparatory Commission,

All the advisory committees of the Preparatory Commission
were organized as follows: *(1) the Mixed Committee, having
two members from the Economic, Financial and Transit Committees,
two from the employers and two from the labour represenﬁatives
on the Governing Body; (ii) a Special Sub-Committee A for
military questions; (iii) a special sub~Committee B for
economic questions; (iv) a Committee on Arbitration and
Security which was to consider the measures capable to
give all states the guarantees of arbitration and security
necessary to enable them to fix the lewvel of their armaments
at the lowest possible figures in an international disarma-

w17

ment agreement, The last Committee was an addition in

1927,

The Preparatory Commisslon consisted of representatives
of all the sStates which were the members of the League Council,

It also included six other states namely Bulgaria, Finland,

17 Greaves, n.3, pp.212-13,
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Yugoslavia, the Netherlands, Poland and Romania because they
were specially interested in disarmament, Later on, Germany
became a member even before she entered the League, Other
important members of the Preparatory Commission were the
United States and soviet Russia, both of them not yet members
of the lLeague. Thus, the Commission included both members and

non-mempers of the League.

Though originally planned to hold the first session of

the Preparatory Commission from 15 February 1926 at Geneva, it

181t. was

was postponed till May due to Russo=~Swiss tension_.
hoped that by May 1926, the Russo-Swiss differences would have
been resolved. The postponement was further prompted by the
expectation that, by May, ﬁhe special Assembly‘ would have
completed its task of admitting Gemmany to membership of the

19 But as it turned out, neither of the Commission's

20

Leag‘le .

object was achieved,

So the first session of the Preparatory Commission opened

wilithout the Soviet representation, "It convened ky resolution

18 As the Soviet delegate to the Lausanne Conference was
murdered, the Soviet Union refused to attend a meeting
on the Swiss soil.

20 The Russo-=-Swiss negotiations for a settlement broke
down in February 1926, Again, the special Assembly
of March 1926 falled to admit Germany to the League
with a permanent membership in the Council, So the
Russian representation in the Comnission and German
entry to the league remained unsolved,



of the Councill dated March 8, 1926, met at Geneva from

18-26 May 1926, It elected as Chairman H.E. Jonkheer

J. Loudon and as Vice-Chairman, M. Cobian and M.Buero,
delegates of Spailn and Uruguy respectively,"21 The

immediate task of the Commission was to consider and

examine a list of questions submitted to it by the Council.
These questions were on various aspects of armaments and
disarmament, which contained mostiy Anglo-French ideas.

The French, with their characteristic emphasis on security,
eﬁphasized security-related topics, One such topic was the
'%ar potential' in all its aspects. It referred to industries,
rallways, raw materials, geographical situation and so on

of a country., There is no doubt that a country with great
industrial resources, raw materials etc.is potentially more
capable of resort to war than one which does not possess them,
So, owing to the French influence the qﬁestion included not
only the proklems dealing with actual armed forces and
armaments but also those linked with adjusting the war
potentials of a country like industries and railways, Sub-
Committee A examined all the questions and tried to answer
them, But the militaﬁy experts of each country, represented
on the Committee, took different positions according to their

respective national interests. "It would have been impossible

21 League of Nations, Official Jourmal (Geneva), July
1926, p.997.



49

to expect a body of men with vested interests in their
country 's armed services, and always consclous of the

need to refer back on policy questions, to achieve unanimity,
and all the reports' conclusions were hedged about ky

qualifications or positively contested by counter ax:'g'amem:s.“’22

The report that finally came out in November 1926 showed
wide range of differences on different aspects of armament
like land armaments, naval armaments, air armaments, inter.
dependence of armaments, budgetary limitation of expenditure,
and supervision, On land armaments, one view, expressed by
the American, British, Dutch, Finish, German, Spanish and
Swedish delegation, was that reduction should be applied
to all national forces available on mobilisation and trained
reserves, The other view presented by the French, Argentine,
Belgilum, Czechoslovak, Italian, Japanese, Polish, Romanian,
and Yugoslav delegations was that peace~time armaments or
‘war. potential ¥should be limited., On naval armaments, though
the sSub-Committee recognized that only war-ships should be
limited, there appeared two conflicting opinions -~ one group
favoured Limitation of total tonnage, whille the other advocated
limitation by categories, On air amaments differences arose

as to whether limitation should cover civil aviation or not.

22 SCOtt, no4’ pp 0190-910
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Some delegations considered that all armaments were inter-
dependent and limitation must be generai; but others stood

for separate conventions for separate armament, As for
budgetary limitation of expenditure, some delegations favoured
it while others did not accept it. A Committee of experts on
budgetary question then drew up a uniform model statement
showing the lines on which govermments could sulmit their
annual military budgets, so as to be sure that the returns

of all Goverments represented the same items of expenditure.23
Regarding supervision of the execution of the proposed disar-
mament convention, it was unanimously decided to continue and
improve the League Secretariat's publication, the *Military

Yearbook* for exchange of information,

In the context of these serious differences of opinion
on different aspects of armaments, hopes for an early
Disarmament Conference vanished. However, SubeCammittee B,
had been considering, with the help of other sub-committeeé,
such problems as model budgets, so that amounts spent by
different countries could be compared and the chemical

industyy could be controlled.z4

In December 1926, the Council, in response to a resolution

23  Secretarist of the League of Nations, n.7, p.100.

24 C«&K. Webster, The Leaque of Nations in Theory and
Practice (London, 1933), p.191.
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of the seventh Assembly, instructed the Preparatory Commission
to prepare for a Disarmament Coqferehce in the near fﬁture.
when the Preparatory Commission met again in March 1927, two
alternative draft conventions were submitted, one by the
British and another by the French, Both the drafts had no
figures, but presented a broad framework designed to show
what should be limited and how. The substance of the British
draft was an agreement that the contracting parties would
limit their armaments, air, land, and water, to a figure to

be determined later, and not to increase them except in

case of war, rebellion, of emergency. The basic idea of the
French draft was the interdependence of three categories of
armaments, air, land and water, The British ahd French drafts

ditrered on the following liness

On the question of military men, the French proposed to
limit only men on service. But the British wanted to limit
all trained persomnel; on the question of military materials,
the French wanted to limit military materials by the indirect
means of limiting budgetary expenditure on it and the British
deemed any limitation of military material impracticagle;
on the question of naval material, the French wanted only a
limitation of the total tonnage of navies, but the British
wanted separate limitation of each category of ship; on the

questioﬁ of budgets, the French wanted a limitation of
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expenditure, but the British wanted the budgetary stipulations

of any kind.25

In spite of these differences in proposals, the
Preparatory Commission tried to amalgamate the drafts,
Unanimity was reached on some matters though with reservations
by delegations, but on many other points, only alternatives
were recorded. This stage formed the first reading of the
proposed draft Convention that was to be submitted to the
Disarmament Conference. Thereafter, the Preparatory Commission
was adjourned for six monthg hoping divergencies to be
smoothed by diplomatic initiativeé outside the league,
Intimating the work of its third session (MarchepApril 1927),
thé Commission sulmitted a report to the League Council in

June 1927, It reads

The Preparatoxy Commissicn for the Disarmament
Commission examined, in the course of its third
session, the reports submitted to it by technical
Sub-Commeissions with regard to the questionnaire

it had been instructed to study. The Commissicn
was of the oplnion that these preliminary investiga-
tions were such as to permit it to undertake forth-
with the study of a draft Convention, 1Its task
was facilitated by .the fact that preliminary drafts
had peen sulmitted to it by the British and French
delegations. (26)

25 Carr, n.13, p.1l78-79.,

26 League of Nations, Official Journal, July 1927, p.860,
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In order to reach an agreement on naval arrangements,
the United States took diplomatic initiative by convening a-
‘naval conference at Geneva in June 1926, Though all the
Naval Powers of the Washington Conference (1921) had been
invited, France and Italy declined the invitation. So only
the United States, Great Britain and Japan attended the
conference, The purpose of the Conference was to apply the
remaining categories of ships in precisely the same ratio as
had been agreed upon at.the Washington Conference with
reference to large battleships. But the Conference broke
down due to inccmpatibility between the British proposal,.
of t*absolute standard of requirement! and the American
doctrine of 'mathematical parity and fixed ratios'. The
participating Powers in the Conference discussed their naval
needs in view cf their national interests, uvnconsciously
repeating in its most extreme form the French demand for
security before disarmament to which they had listened with
impatience and distrust in the Preparatory Commission.27
In this case the conference was bound to fail without
agreement, It cast a gloom over the Preparatory Commission

that agein met in November 1927.

At this session of the Commission, the soviet Union

took part for the first time., Maxim Litvinov, the chief

27 Walters, n. 10, pp.367-68.
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Soviet delegate, first criticized the work of the Comission
and the League, and proposed a scheme for absolute and
universal disarmament within a pericd of four years. He

alsc said that "he had full powers to sign an agreement
along these lines and called upon the capitalist imperialist
naticns to show there and then whether all their past talk
about disarmament had been sincere or mere rhetoric.“28 The
examination of this Soviet proposal was deferred for the next
sesslion of the Commlssion in March 1928 at which the Soviet
proposal was put in the term of a draft Convention., It was
discussed and debated., The Commission found it unacceptable,
The soviet draft was impracticable because without creating
any machinery for secufity, no nation would disarm itself

or reduce its armaments, Moreover, it was condemned as a
mere pretence. If the Russians truely wanted disarmanment,
Vthey were first asked toc make their contribution to interna-
tional confidence. Some suggested that Russia should jein
the League first, To the same session of the Preparatory
Commission, Litvinov submitted another scheme for the gradual
reducticn of armaments, But it was also rejected on the

following grounds:s

28 SCOtt, D.4' polgeo
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"It took no account of the connection established by the
Covenant between secﬁrity and disarmament, it was founded
on principles which had been rejected by the League organs
sometime before 1t would necessitate a chénge of methods
and it encroached upon the prerogatives of tﬁe future

Disarmament Conference."29

The Commission continued to work for the preparation of
a draft-Convention, the foundation of which was laid down in
its third session. But there was no perceptible progress in

this direction during the year 1928,

The basic problem cof France and her allies, more
particularly of the status quo Powers, was that they tried
to lirk any question on disarmament or reduction with security.
The virtual breakdewn of the Preparatory Commission con the
British and French drafts in 1927 marked the end of an
attempt to find a solution for the problem of dlsarmaments
in isclation from the problems of arbitration and security.
So there was a proposal to go back to the Geneva Protccol
of 1924 which would give sufficient guarantees of security
to justify disarmament, But Great Britain was not ready to
withdraw her opposition to thé Prcteccol, However, it was

widely felt that "it was useless to expect States to disarm

¢
T Pt e s

29 Secretariat of the League of Nations, n.7, r.106.



until they deemed themselves secure, and that it was therefore
useless to discuss disarmament without exploring simultaneously

all possible means of guaranteeing security."BO

So parallel to
the Preparatory Commission'’s works, endeavours were macde to
work out some system of guarantee of security,

One result was the Briand-Kellogg Pact, popularly known
as the Pact of Paris, - signed in August 1928. It was a
Franco-American initiative, but there were fifteen original
signatcries to this Pact., Simply cutlawing war, aArticle I

of the Pact declareds

The High Contracting parties solemnly declare, in the
names of their respective peoples, that they condemn recourse -
to war for the solution of international controversies and
renounce it as an instrument of national policy in their

relations with one another.32

This was a voluntary renocunciation of war. About sixty-
five countries ratified the Pact with a pledge to rencounce war

as an instrument of national policy. It was a type of moral

30 Arnold J. Toynbee, survey of International Affairs, -1928
(London, 1929), p.49.

31 For the origin, negotiation and conclusion of the Pact,
see David Hunter Miller, The Peace %act of Paris, Demnys
P, Myers, Origin and Conclusion of e Paris Pact, and
Alfred Zimmern, The League of Nations and the Rule of Law.

32 Documents on International Affairs, 1931 (London, 1932),
pP.l.
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declaration =« a new ethical attitude to war, but it
contained no sancticns against an aggression. However, by
outlawing war and by associaﬁing the United States in an
international obligation for ﬁae collective organigzation of
peace, the Pact of Paris did much to increase the feeling of

security in Europe,

An important result of the League's endeavours was the
General Act for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes
that was adopted by the Ninth Assembly in September 1928,

At the instance of the Eighth Assembly (1927), at its meeting
on 30 November 1927, the Preparatory Commission had constituted
a Committee oﬁ Arbitration and Security to consider measures
for giving all States the guarantees necessary to enable them
to fix the level of their armaments at the lowest possible
figure.33 The Committee was to pramote, generalize and
coordinate arbitration agreements. Its programme was divided
into three parts: (1) arbitration and conciliation; (ii)
security agreements; (i1i) study of Articles of the Covenant,
Its early task was the preparation of a series of model
treaties and conventions for the peaceful settlement of
disputes., The Ninth Assembly adopted these treaties and

conventicns into the General Act for the Paéific Settlement

of International Disputes. It had four chapters. The first

33 League of Nations, QOfficial Journal, May 1928, p.61C.
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chapter provided exclusively for conciliation procedures;

the second chapter in addition to conciliation provided for
compulsory arbitration of legal disputes by the Permanent
Court Qf International Justice or by an arbitral tribunal;
the third extended judicial settlement and arbitration to all
disputes without distinction; and the final chapter dealing
with general provisions, allowed adherence to the Act to be

either ccmplete or partial.34

Thus, the General Act provided
for three sets of treaties, It intended to reduce the
likelihood of war by the provision of alternative procedures
and by promises of self-restraint in the use of forces. Though
the signatories to the General Act were nct mary in number by
1939, it was nc doubt a step forward in creating an enviromment

of general security.

The work of the Preparatory Commission was, therefore,
expected to be easier; but in reality it could not proceed
on its given task of preparing for the World Disarmament
Conference because the Commission could not produce a draft
Convention to be placed before the Conference, The differences
of opinion that had hindered a consensus for a draft could

not be removed by diplamatic irtiatives.

34 For reports and discussions on the General Act and
accompany ing draft agreements, see League of Nations,
Official Journal, May 1928, pp.610-706,
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The first such diplomatic irnitiative was an Anglo-
French private arrandgement in 1928 so as to reach an agree-
ment on the treatment of land and sea forces. "The gist
of this was that in consideration of the withdrawal of fhe
British opposition to the French standpoint in regard to
trained reserves, France was prepared to accept a naval

limitation ny categories.. .“35

But this arrangement was
not accepted by other Powers, especially Germany and the

United States.

The vexed question of naval armaments which was a major
source of contention in the Preparatory Commission was solved
in the London Naval Conference of 1930, Compromises were
arranged and an agreement was reached on the limitation of
naval armaments in all cgtegories. Following.the British
Prime Minister, Ramsay MacDonald's visit to the United States
in 1929, the Nawval Conferznce in London was.convened to
which France, Italy and Japan were ianvited besides the Anglo-
American participation, There were some obstacles in the
Conference that prevented agreements, These were: the French
rejection of the Anglo~Americszn proposal for the extension to
non—capiﬁal ships of the Washiagton ratios; Italian claim

to parity with Prance; and Japan's dissatisfaction with the

35 Gathorne~iardv, nN.2, p.185.
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inequality imposed by the Washington Treaties and her claim
to parity with Great Britain and the Unifed States in all
categories. But substantial agreement upon certain important
points wes reached., Finally, a trecaty was signed iﬁ April
1930, A notable achievement of the London Conference was an
agreement on the method to be applied for the limitation of
naval armaments, This was found in the so=czlled *project
transactional?’, that is "it provided for the basis of
limitation to be total or *global' tonmnage, not tonnage by
categories, but each Power was to make known the amount of
tonnage that it proposed to allocate to each category and
there was to be freedom, within certain limits and on certain
conditions to transfer tonnage from oﬁe category to another.“36
Other areas of agreement were regulation of sukmarine warfare;
extension of the wasnington Treaties for another f£ive years;
a limit on the tonnage and gun calibre of submarine and a
regulation on capital ships. Besides these comnon areas of
agreement, there were some other areas in which Italy and
France could not rcach agreement, The flects, therefore, could
not be stakilized, Yet, the London Conference marked a great
advance., It encouraged the Preparatory Commission to tackle

the problem of land and alr armaments,

36 Ibi(io, p‘.!.gz L )
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The conveniang of a World Disarmament Conference had
already been too late, The world public opinion pressed for
it. From 1928, there was a popular campalgn in favour of
disarmament in every continent., "The Preparatory Commission
found awaiting in an immense sheaf of resolutions forwarded
by bodies representing the Churches organized labour, wcmen’'s
movements and peace movements all over the world both inter-

national and national.“37

All emphasized the deep and growing
sense of danger caused by the continued faliure of the |
Commission, and demanded that there should be no further
delay. In the face of such pressing world public opinion,

the Commission could no more delay. Again, in its session of
april 1929, there was clear sign of readiness on.the part of
France, Great Britain, the United States, and Italy to
compromise on methods and types of -limitation. This was due
to improved mutual understanding and guarantees of security.
S0, the Commission was to finish its work soon for a world

conference.

When the Preparatory Commission met in November 1930, it
succeeded in concluding its labours by the adoption of the

draft Disarmament Convention, the work on which had started in

37 Walters, n.l0, p.373.
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March 1927. This paved the way for convening a World
Disarmament Conference. But it must be pointed out that

when the Preparatory Commission met in 1930, there was a
changed situation in the world and it really undermined the
whole.basis of the Commission's work, Herr Stressman was

dead; the Nazl Party was predominant in Germany which was no
longer ready to acquisce in the Versallles settlement, while
other countries refused to.disarm., On the economic front, the
post-war economic balance was shattered by the Great Depression,
Finally, the growth of totalitarianism in Germany, Italy and

Japan changed the political scene, threatening world peace.,

The Preparatory Commission had produced a draft cOnvention38
to be placed before the World Conference. On the whole, it was
no more than a method, the actual figures being left to the
Conference to decide. | There remained diszagreement on many
points., So the Convention was passed not by unanimous vote,
but by a majority. "“The USSR and Gemmany found themselves
forced to vote against it, the first because the Convention
did not go far enough to meet the expressed Soviet desires and
the second because no provision was included for the termination
of Germany ‘s inequality of status in the matter of disarmament

imposed upon her by the Treaty of versailles.“39 The swedish

38 For the entire text, see Appendix B.

39 Documents, n.32, p.l7.
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and american delegates also expressed their disappointment
over the Convention, Nevertheless, the convention, in providing
for a method of limitation of all forces for the world, marked

a definite step in the direction of disarmament.

The Convention had five chapters., The first chapter
dealt with effectives, the second with materials, the third
was on annual budgetlexpenditures, the fourth on chemical
warfare, and the fifth chapter contained miscellaneous
provisions, The Convention inserted the provisions of the
London Naval Conference in laying down the limitations for
naval armaments, With regard to land and air armaments, the
Convention left blanks to be filled up by the Conference. An
innovative feature of the Convention was that it introduced
budgetary limitations to be applied to the total expenditure
on land, sea and alr forces, It also provided for the establish-
ment of a Permanent Disarmament Commission with the general
duty of supervising the implementation of the Convention and
investigating any case in which one country might complain

that another was not keeping within the prescribed limits,

The draft Convention was, by no means, a general agree-
ment, Moreover, it had some obvious limits, It d4id not
contain the actual flgures which the armed forces were not
to exceed; it provided no limitation of trained reserves; with

regard to land armaments, it limited the cost of acéuiring war
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materials in the future, but left existing stocks untouched;
and as for air armaments, it limited the number and horse-

power of first~line planes but not those in reserves.40

The German protest against the Convention mostly stemmed

41

from article 53, It provided that the Convention would not

affect tbe obligations by which signatory States were already
bound., The French and their allies interpreted it to refer to
the military clauses of the Treat? of Versailles, This was an
attempt to keep Germany a permanent disadvantage while allowing
France and others to remain heavixy armed. The German delegate -

Bernstoff was immediately recalled by the MNazli Govermnent.

Except for France and her allies, almost all nations
were dilssatisfied with the Convention, Yet, it was finalised
and adopted at the end of the Preparatory Commission's session
in order to be placed before the World Disarmament Conference

the date for which was fixed for 2 February 1932,

40 WaltGrs, n.lo, po4‘410

41 See Appendlx B,



Chapter I1III

THE WORLD DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE, 1932-34

By 1932, when the first World Disarmament Conference was
held, the preliminaxry preparation for it had been finished with
the adoption of the Draft Convention in 1930, At that time,
there had already started a world-wide campaign for disarmament,
In Great Britain, a disarmament movement was inaugqurated by
Mr Henderson, President—Elect of the World Disarmament Conference.
Thereafter, churches and religious institutions carried out’
the movement, Another phase of the movement was repreéented
by the British sighatures -- numbering over two million --
which were affixed to an international declaration in support
of disarmament put forward, in the first place, by the Wbmen!s

International League.1

This declaration which was intended to
be presented before the Disarmament Conference, was circulated
in forty different countries., In the United States, peace-
lovers pressed President Hoover to use éll his influence to
make the Conference a success; they also arranged meetings on
disarmament, In Italy, Mussolini himself declared the

necessity of disarmament in the contemporary world. How the
public opinion was surcharged with a sincere desire for disarma-
ment became apparent when the Disarmament Conference began with
a reading session of petitions, messages and manifestations

sent by different organized bodies of the world.

1 Arnold J. Toynbee, Survey of the International Affairs
1931 {London, 1932), p.290. S



66

The disarmament movement got a boost when the people
actually came to realize economic evils of armaments, The
Great Economic Depression was an eye-opener. As the Govern-
ments reduced expenditures on all fronts except on defence
establishments to cope with this economic crisis, the
enoxmous costs of defence and armaments came under attack.
"It began to seem senseless to divert an ever-increasing
proportion of a nation'!s ever-decreasing supply of resources
to the unproductive purposes of military preparedness vhile
business fziled, banks closed their doors and the unemploy -

2

ment lines lengthened," Therefore, all sensible individuals

and nations desired for an agreed general disarmament so that

the world economic order could be streamlined.

Finally, the Disarmament Conference was facilitated by
-an Armaments Truce, originally proposed by Italy in the League

Assembly of 1931, According to the Truce:s

The Assembly requests the Govermments invited to
the Disarmament Conference to prepare for this
event by means of an armaments truce and
accordingly, requests the Council to urge the
Govermments convened to the said Conference to
give proof of their earnest desire for the
successful issue of the efforts to ensure and
organize peace and, without prejudging the
decisions of the Conference or the programmes

2 William R. Keylor, The Twentieth Century World
(New York, 1984), p.l44.
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or proposals sulmitted to it ky each Govermment

to refrain from any measure involving an

increase in their armaments. (3)

By 1 January 1932, the Armament Truce had been accepted
by fifty-four nations including the United States and the
Soviet Union, The Secretarv-General of the League announced

that the Truce had been accepted for one year as from

1 November 1931 by the Govermments invited to the Conference,

Amidst such a favourable international situation, the
World Disarmament Conference4 as scheduled before, opened at
Geneva on 2 February 1932; Its sessions continued till May
193%. It had two distinct phases, the first phase covering
the entire 1932, and the second phase spanning the rest of

the Conference period till May 1934.

The World Disarmament Conference was attended by the
delegations of fifty-nine nations though invitations had been
sent to sixty-four nations. It was a very comprehensive
gathering with many statesmen and experts. In the words of

F.Pe Walters, "By the eminence of the principal delegates;

3 League of Nations, Official Journal (Geneva), January
1932, p.134.

4 For a first-hand accounyof the Conference, see,

A.C. Temperley, The Whispering Gallary of Europe
(London, 1938) .
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by the numbers and qualifications of their expert advisers:
by the importance for the wvhole world of the work tﬁey had
assembled to perform; by the public interest, as shown by

the crowds of journalists who reported its proceedings; it

was at least the greatest since the Peace Conference of Paris."5

The President of the Conference was Arthur Henderson,

who had been the Foreign Minister of the United Kingdom;

Though the whole world had eagerly waited for the
Conference with high hopes that a universal multilateral
disarmament convention would be signed, the Conference had a
very ominous beginning. Three critical and dangerous
developments cast their shadow over the Conference -~ the
Far-Bastern conflict resulting in the Japanese invasion of
Manchuria; the steady rise of aggressivg nationalism in
Germanv in the garb of Nazism; and the financial catastrophe

that had fallen over Europe due to the Great Depression,

However, the immediate task of the Coniference was to set
up a machinery for its smooth functioning, First, it appointed
itself as the General Commission for working purposes. Then,
it set up five commissions to discuss the details of the

proposals made, These commissions were to grapple separately

5 F.LPo. Walters, A History of the Leaque of Nations
(London, 1952), vol.2, p.501.
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with the questions relating to Land, Naval, Air armaments,
Defence Expenditures and Political Issues. Later on two special
committees were appointed, one on Moral Disarmament and the
other on Bacteriological and Chemical Warfare. The whole
machinery was kept under the direct supervision of a Bureau

of fifteen, consisting of representatives of all the Great

Powers.

For the first few days, the Disarmament Conference held
plenary sessions in which all principal delegates took part.,
At first, the Draft Disarmament Convention, the product of
five years work by the Preparatory Commission, was the basis
of deliberations, but it was soon abandoned as new proposals -

came in,

The first country to submit a proposal to the Disarmament
Conference was France. Its objective was the organization of a
system of security which would remove from the French mind the
fear-psychcsis of invasion. So security would precede disarma-
ment, This was consistent with her profegged poliqy6 spelt out
repeatedly after the Paris Peace. The chief French delegéteA

andre' Tardieu, presented the proposal, "for placing civil

6 France's official attitude towards the Disarmament
Conference was stated at length in a memorandum issued
on 20 July 1931. It reiterated the French claim for
‘security first'. In the League Assembly of September
1931, M, Briand alsc expressed the same view,
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aviation and bombing aircraft, and also certain material of
land and naval forces, at the disposal of the League of.Nations;
for the creation of a preventive and repressive international
force; for the political conditions upon which such measures
depend; and lastly, for new rules providing for the protection
of civil population."7 The salient features of the French
proposal were: internationalization of civil aviation under

a regime to be organized by the League; Limitation of bombing
ailrcraft; creation of an international police force under the
League to prevent war and to aid the victim of aggression;

and framing cof rules for the protection of civil population,
The proposal also asked for strencgthening the general system

of security by compulsory arbitration, identification of
aggressor, an efficient organization of sanctions, and by

their extension. to cover breaches of the Disarmament convention
as well as of the Ccvenant, The whole French plan put more
emphasis cn security than disarmament -- a harking back to

France's old plans and demands.,

But it met with immediate opposition, No nation was
ready to endorse the reorganizaticn of the League Covenant

system with additional commitments, as the French plan suggested,

7 IX Disarmament, 1932, IX.25 (League of Nations
Fublication), p.23.
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The United_states and Great Britain in particular were
opposed to any idea of supra-national police force. Then,
Germany strongly opposed the French plan because it said
nothing how to change the conditions imposed on her by the
Versailles Treaty. The general feeling in the Conference
was that the French plan was a mahoeuvre to perpetuate her
own armaments while denying the same to Germany and other

revisionist Powers. So this plan could not advance further.

The British and American delegates did not lag behind
in submitting their proposals to the plenary session of the
Conference, Their proposals made a seninal contribution to
the evolution of the concept of ‘qualitative and quantitative
disarmament®, The British delegate, Sir John Simon, drew a
distinction between the two methods of limiting armaments,
known as qualitative and quantitative., "The first was the
exclusion of certain defined weapons or methods from use in
warfare by international agreement; and the second was the
method of fixing maximum limits beyond which the nations
would not go. The British proposal emphasized qualitative.
disarmament, i.e., total prohibition or cutting-deowm off
offensive weapons. It stated that "special attention should
be directed to such prohibitions or limitations as will
weaken the attack and so remove temptation for aggression,

and to methods of warfare which are speclally liable to cause
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8 The American delegate, Gibson,

injury to non~combatants.,"
also dwelt on qualitative disarmament, and suggested a new
criterion for limiting the number of men under arms by
allowing to each nation a fixed and absolute contingent for

internal order and defence,

In the plenary session, the Russian delegate Litvinov
criticized the French plan, and repeated the Russian plan for

the abolition of all armaments, But it got lukewarm support,

Germany, with her claim for equality, presented a new
plan for the reduction of armaments., She had rejected ﬁhe
Draft Convention of 1930, as mentioned in the previous chapter.
But the Germans had promised at the Disarmament Conference that
they would cooperate with other countries in reaching the
right way to disarmament. It is in that spirit that the
Geman delegate presented a long and detailed scheme. Germany
and the three other defeated Powers had‘bnplemented the
disarmament provisions. according to the Paris Peace whereas
others were yet to begin the process, The German plan laid
down a principle for disarmaments WThere can be only one system
of disarmament in future which must be equally applicable to
all countries; such a system would produce an equitable and
effective solution of the problem of disarmament if armament

figures to be incorporated in it for all countries were fixed

8 Documents on Intermational Affairs, 1932
(Londoh, 1933), p.159,
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at the possible level."9

On the basis of this principle,

the plan provided a detailed scheme as to reduction of land
forces, naval forces, and air forceé. As to land forces,

it provided for voluntary recfuitment of personnel, forbade
to maintain and use different size-guns in outside and inside
fortresses and field-works, and prohibited tanks of every kind,
Regarding naval fcorces, the plan provided that the maximum
tonnage of the vearious types of vessels would be reduced
simultaneously with a proportional reduction of tonnage;

that submarines would be abolished, and that naval personnel
were to be recruited only by voluntary enlistment., As to
airferces, the German plan prohibited air force of everykind
as well as military aviation. There were also some general
provisions in the plan that included among other things,
complete prohikition of chemical arms, check on traffic in
arms, and full and frank exchange of information as to

armaments.,

The German claim for equality came to be the insurmount—
able obstacle to progress of the Disarmament Conference, Of
course, it was natural for a nation already disarmed that its
concern would be less with the extent to which other nations
reduced their forces than with the disparity between their

position and its own.10

9 IX.Disarmament, 1932, n.7, p.30.

10 -+ GeM. Gathorne-ilardy, A Short History of International
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Italy accepted the German claim for equality, but
rejected the French demand for fresh guarantees of security
before disarmament., She proposed a plan for total abolition
of all types of the most destructive ammaments, whether on

land, or sea or in the air. It went a long way towards meeting

the Russian proposal.

Other notable proposals to the plenary session of the
Disarmament Conference were those of Poland,. Turkéy and Spain,
The Polish proposal for ‘moral disarmament'11 was taken up
for study by a special committee of the Conference. The
Turkish and Spanish proposals raised the question of tragde
in and manufacture of arms, and this‘was also taken up for

study by a special committee.

During the plenary session of the Conference that
continued till 24 February 1932, altogether nineteen proposals
were submitted for discussion. Making an assessment of these
proposals, Toynbee writes that these were guilty of intending
to serve the special and vested interests of their authors

than to provide a basis for common agreement.12

Though all these proposals differed widely, there was a

11 It referred to reforms in national legislation,
broadcasting, cinema, theatre etc.

12 Arnold J. Toynbee, Survey of International Affairs, 1932
(London, 1933), p.208.
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common ground that all armaments fell into two main groups,
offensive and defensive, In the proposals of France,

Great Britain etc., this distinction was very much prominent.
About thirty countries announced their acceptance of the
concept of the abolition of offensive weapons. Thus,
qualitstive disarmament gained credence in the Conference

which broke for an Easter recess after February 24. But

it took some more days for the Conference to proceed definitely

on the line of gualitative disarrament,

After the plenary session was over, the Disarmament
Conference requested the General Commission to proceed to a
preliminary study of all the proposals, and then to coordinate '
them with the Draft Convention of 1930. Accordingly, the
Commiséion prepared a coordinating table which was published
on 8 March 1932, Socme cuestions were also framed which were
referred to the General and Political Commissions. The General
Commission immediately recquested the technical commissions to
consider these cuesticons. But ncthing substantial came out of

these attempts.

when the Disarmament Conference reassembled in April 1932,
the American delegate presented fresh proposals for qualitative
disarmamenit, France opposed it and demanded 'security first!

before ary consideration of disarmament or reduction of arms.
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But the Conference at last approved the principle of qualita-
tive disarmament, i.e,, the selection of certain classes on
descriptions of weapons the possession or use of which should
be absolutely prohibited by a convention. Then the problem
was to identify these classes of weapons which mostly led to
offensive warfare. The General Commission entrusted this tésk
of defining the offensive weapons as distinct from defensive
weapons, to the Land, Naval and Air Commissions, 'They were
asked to identify these weapons whose character was the most
specifically offensive or most effacacious against national

defence or most threatening to civilians.

But all the three Commissions failed in their work. 1In
each Commission, the military experts could not reach a concensus
as to offensive weapons. They were vigilant that their own
countriss suffered né reduction in military strength., So they
tried to prove weapons offensive or defensive in the light of
their national interests. They considered as defensive the
categories of armaments that were suited to their own country's
needs, and as offensive those that did not. In the Naval
Commission, for example, the British and American experts
argued to prove battleships and air-craft carriers as defensive,
but submarines as offensive., To France, submarines were
defensive and not injurious to civilians. Many lesser naval

Powers treated battleships and air-craft carriers as offensive.
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In the aAir Commission, conflict was acute over the nature

of fighting aeroplanes. The Land Comission was virtually
divided into three factions over tanks. One faction,

comprising Germany, Italy, the Soviet Union and the Scandinavian
countries, considered all types of tanks as offensive weapons;
Britain and her Dominions maintained that only heavier tanks
‘were offensive; and France and Japan considered those tanks

as offensive which were capable of hitting modern fortificétions

of medium strength,

Due to these conflicting opinions, the three Commissions
could not produce unanimous reports., This result was intimated
to the General Commission in June 1932, The special Committee
on the Bacteriological and Chemical Warfare, however, gave an
unanimous report, It recommended that the qualitative method
of disarmament should be "applied to the use of all natural or
synthetic noxious substances; to appliances, devices or
projectiles specially constructed for the use of such nomious
bodies; to all methods for the projection, discharge or
dissemination in any manner of pathogenic microbes or of
~infected substances; to projectilesspecifically intended to
cause fires and; to appliances designed to attack persons by

13

fire, such as frame-projectors." The work of other committees

like National Defence Expenditure Comuission, Moral Disarmament

13 Toynbee, n.12, p.231.
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Committee and Committee on Effectives was not encouraging
during this time. However, they also submitted their reports

to the General Comnission in the second week of June.

The cause of the failure of the three service Commissions
to reach any agreement was that they contained military experts.
Agreement on such complex issues required the presence of
poliéiCal representatives who were conspicious by their

absence.l4 In the words of F.r. Walters:

By the mid-June 1932, the Disarmament Conference

was totally bogged in a morass of technical

obstacles and complications which were all the

more paralysing in that they were for the most

part not really technically at all, but forward

to block the concrete suggestions for reduction

of existing ammaments. (15)

On 22 June 1932, President Hoover presented totally a new
set of proposals to a specially sumoned session of the General
Commission. This plan intended to approach the disarmament
problem on the basis of five principles. These were:

{t
i) The Briand-Kellogg Pact to which we are all signatories

can only mean that the nations of the world have agreed

that they will use their arms solely for defence,

ii) The reduction should be carried out not only by
broad general cuts in armaments, but by increasing the
comuarative power of defence through decreases in the

power of the attack.

14 Ceo Webster, The League of Nations in Theory and
practice (London, 1933), p.200.
15 Walters, n.5, p.508.
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iii) The armaments of the world have grown up in mutual
relation to each other; and, speaking gehnerally, such

relativity should be preserved in making reductions.

iv) The reductions must be real and positive. They must

effect economic relief,

V) There are three problems to deal with land forces, air
forces, and naval forces. They are all inter-connected.,
No part of the proposals which I make can be dissociated

one from the o’cher.“16

Based on these principles, Hoover proposed reduction
of the armaments of the world by one-third. But this reduction
would be applicable to the forces, over and above the force
needed for internal police duties., Hoover, thus divided national
forces into 'police component' and ‘defensive component', and
applied the formula of one-third cut to the latter. His plan
also envisaged the abolition of all tanks, all chemical warfare,

mobile large-calibre guns and bombing plans.

The Hoover proposal reflected the American attitude in
the matter of naval disarmament, that is to say, it worked out

a simple mathematical proportion which paid very little attention

17

to obstacles of a practical nature. During that time, the

16 Documents, n.8, p.l69.

17 Gathorne-Hardy, n.10, p.348.
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existing ratios of forces between different countriés
represented varying capacity for aggression,.as in sane cases,
the forces had already constituted minimuwn defence component,
while in others they were too large.18 So it was irrational

and unscientific to reduce all by the same percentage.

The Hoover proposal, as the American delegate Gibson
remarked, was clear, self-contained and comprehensiwve. It
was in accordance with the trend of debates at Geneva for it
incorporated features like prohibition of air bombardment and
other types of weapons that had been suggested by several
delegates to the Disarmament Conference, In accordance with
this proposal, the United States Was ready to destroy a large
number of tanks, heaw guns, and bombers that she possessed

in her armoury.

Italy and Russia accepted the American plan without any
qpalificétion. France objected to it as it did not mention
anything about security. To the French objection, the American
reply was that the adoption of the plan would in itself provide
a sufficient guarantee of French security by maintaining
existing relative strength. Germany accepted the plan as it
seemed to fulfil her demand for equality, but she also wanted

some modifications. Japan opposed the plan in toto. But the

18 Ibid.
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British opposition was the most vocal. Though there was much
support in some sections of the British opinion, the Government
gave a cool reception to it., The American plan meant that the
British Empire had to do most of the sacrificing, at least in
cruisers, The British Governmeﬁt published a declaration on

7 July 1932 suggesting some new proposals for naval and air

disarmament,

Due to these conflicts of interests, the Hoover proposal
could not make advance in the Conference, Now the mood at
the Conference was one of frustration and intense irritation
at the delay in reaching any agreement, The American, British
and French delegates proposed that the Disarmament Conference

should adopt a resolution summing up the progress made so far.

Accordingly, a resolution19 was prepared and submitted
to the Conference on 20 July. It was divided into five parts,
the first of which was the preamble, The rest four were named
respectively :'Conclusions of the First Phase of the Conference;!
‘Preparation of the second Phase of the Conference', ‘'General
Provisions®', and ‘*Armaments Truce', The resolution expressed
firm determination of the Conference to achieve substantial
reduction on the basis of Article 8 of the League Covenant and

as a s2quel to the Kellogg-Briand Pact. Then it decided:

19 For the text, see, Documents on International Affairs,
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i) That a substantial reduction of armaments shall be
effected to be applied by a general convention alike

to land, naval and air armaments.

ii) That a primary objective shall be to reduce the means

of attack.zo

The resolution also noted agreements reached on various
aspects of air and land-disarmament. Finally, it requested the
Bureau to continue its work of examining various problems ‘
during the adjourmment so as to facilitate the next session

of the Conference,

The resolution was passed by forty-one votesg; eight
countries (including Italy) abstained, and two (Germany and

Russia) voted against it.21

Those voting for it were not
satisfied because of absence of any achievement to record. They
regarded the resgolution as a failure of the Conference's efforts

for disanmament,

Germany *'s refusal to vote for the resolution was the
outcome of her insistence for recognition of her claim to

equality. Gemmany hagd, all along, insisted that the other

20 Documents, n.8, pp.l178-79,

21 EH. Carr, International Relations between the Two
World Wars, 1919-1939 (New York, 1967), p.186,
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Powers must either reduce their arms to the Versailles level
or recognize her right to re-arm. When the resolution was

put forth in the Conference, the German delegate Nadoliy not
only voted against it but also announced that his country
would not participate in the further work of the Conference
until the principle of equality of rights had been definitely
recognized, Germany's claim for equality had been more
vociferous with the installation of Papen's Govermment, Italy
supported the German claim and the Italian delegate Balbo
abstained from voting on the resolution. Henceforward, Italy's
policy became more and more harmonized with that of Germany.
It now became a matter of serious concern for France which

feared concerted action between Germany and Italy.

After adoption of the resolution, the Disarmament
Conference broke for a recess. On 16 September, the German
Government made the official notificatién of its withdrawal
from the Conference. It was followed by a British note to
Germary wnich strongly criticized Gemmany's claim to equality
and challenged the legal correctness of Germany's interpreta-
tion of the disarmament provisions of the Versailles Treaty.
But Germany remained unyielding., So when the Disarmament
Conference re-assembled in October, Germany's seat lay vacant,
But the Conference referred to the Bureau the questions raised

by the July resolution. Due to the absence of the German
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delegate, the Bureau soon found itself faced with a deadlock

which prevented all progress.,

In this hopele;s situation, the only notewortly feature
was a new Freneh proposal for security, It was presented by
France in view of the rising German menace. It also intended
to make some concessiohs to the German demand for ecquality.
Regarding the organizaticn of security, this proposal divided
the States of the world into three concentric circles, The
cutemost circle would comprise all the Powers represented at
the Conference. These Powers would ke called upon to establish

in an effective manner the following principles:

a)  Any war undertaken in breach of the Paris Pact is a
matter of interest to all the Powers and shall be
regarded as a breach of the obligaticns assumed towards

each of them;

b) In the event of a breach or threat c¢f a breach of the
Paris Pact, the said Powers shall concert together as
promptly as possible with a view to appealing to public

opinion and agreeing upon the steps to be taken;

c) In application of the Pact of Paris outlawing war, amny
breach of that Pact shall involve the prohibition of
direct cr indirect economic cor financial relaticns with

the aggressor country. The Powers shall undertake tc
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adopt the necessary measures to make that prohibition

immediately effective;

d) - The said Powers shall declare their determination not
to recognize any defacto situaticn brought about in
consecquence of the violation of an internaticnal

undertaking.22

The second circle would consist of the members of the
League., They were to give full effect to the obligations
imposed upon them under the Covenant23 and the treaties they

had signed in conformmity with the Covenant,

The innermost circle would comprise of the European States
for whom a special organization would be arranged involving
political and military arrangements, Based onh equality of
defensive status, the proposal aimed at (a) reducing the
offensive character of the national forées in accordance with
the principle laid down in the American proposal of 22 June 1932,
and (b) specializing certain things with a view to the most’
urgent operations involved in the common action provided in
the Covenant of the League. For attaining these two aims, the
French plan proposed ﬁhe reduction of defensive forces of the

European States to a uniform general type; the stationing of a

22 Documents, n.8, pf220.

23 See Appendix A.



86

small number of specialized units at the disposal of the
League for joint action; and the total war materials of the
contracting Powers to be internationally supervised and

organized.

The French plan treated the Geman claim to equality as a-
political problem, It envisaged "an equitable solution of this
problem in the interests of general peace, by the progressive
equalization of the military status of the various countries
and by an equal participation in the burdens and advantages of
the organigzation of common action, all question of re-armament

being ruled out..ﬂ.z4

The French plan was an exercise in futility. Germmany did
not accept it as a basis on which it would return to the
Disarmament Conference, but other Powers appreciated it, The
United States supported it because it contained certain elements
of the Hoover plan and because it did not seem to be incompatible
with the principle of an all-round cut of one-third which Herbert
Hoover had suggested.25 Great Britain favoured the French plan

because it did not ask her to take new obligations,

But the French plan could not make any advance. The

German issue dominated everything else, It became apparent

24 Docunments, n.8, r.219.

25 Toynbkee, n.12, p.281.
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that unless a satisfactoxry solution to the German problem

was found out, the Disarmament Conference could not progress.
So Great Britain and France started diplomatic negotiations
with Germany to bring her back to the Conference table. The
British Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald himself went to Genewva
and the French premier too. They joined in talks with Neurath,
the German Foreign Minister, Raron Aloiri, Mussolini's
representative; and Norman Davis, head of the American
delegation.26 The result was the Five-Power Agreement, sigﬁed
on 11 December 1932, It made a unique compromise between the
German claim to equality and the French search for security.
Germally was provided ‘equality of rights in a system which
would provide security for all nations.' This meant that the
disarmament clauses of the Paris Peace Treaties would be
replaced by a future conventicn in which Germany would possess
equality of rights with other nations. .The Five-Power Agreement
also provided that the four European Powers (Great Britain,
France, CGermany and Italy) would not resort to war to settle

their differences.

On these terms, Germany returned to the Disarmament
Conference. It was really a moral victory for Germany because

France recognized her equality of status in armaments, and this

26 George Scott, The Rise and Fall of the League of Nations
(London, 1972), p.271.
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victory would contribute to the restoration of her international
prestige.27 But the Agreement was effective only for a short—
time. It solved the immediate problem of Germany's return to

the Conference, But in practice, the promise of equality within
a system of common security was meaningless because if the French
got security, there wculd be no equality of status, and 1f they

did not get security, there wculd be no equality.28

However, the return of Gemmany was hailed throughout the
world. The General Commission of the Conference took a very
satisfactory note of the Five Power Agreement, Then the Disarma-
ment Conference was adjourned until 31 January 1933. During the
last menths of 1932, the work of various technical comaissions
did not make much progress. But the Commission on Defence
Expenditure had made some progress in its work. It could
collect repcrts of almost twenty countries regarding their

defence expenditure.

The first year of the World Disarmament Conference, thus,
ended without any substantial achievement, Agreement was reached
only on prohibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare,

Vast areas of disamament remained to be settled., A fresh

27 Yoynbee, n.12, p.290,

28 A.J.P. Taylor, The Origins of the Second World War
(Middlesex, 1981), p.96.
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approach to the problem of disarmament was required.
Henderson, the President of the Conference, hoped that when
it would reassemble the 'period of waiting'! would be over and

the 'preriod of definite decision' would start,
II

The Disarmament Conference re-assembled in January 1933,
But the Five Power Agreement of December 1932 itself was not a
stable one, Ii'was differently interpreted by France and
Germany in accordance with their national interests. The
French interpreted the phrase 'ecuality of rights in a system
which would provide security for all nations' to mean that the
establishment of a satisfactory system of security would precede
any system of equalizing the armaments of France and Germany;
Germany, on the other hand, tried to direct all her efforts
towards the attaimment of equality in afmaments at the earliest

possible moment.29

Due to these conflicting interpretations,
the bridging of the Franco-German gulf was ltemporary. Moreover,
the advent of Hitler to power in January 1933 accentuated the

difference between these two countries,

This gifference was manifested when the Bureau met in

the last week of Jahuary 1933 to decide the course of action'of

29 arnclda J. Toynbee, Survey of the International Affairs
1933 (Lcndon, 1934), p.225.
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the General Commission. During a discussion of the report on
supervision and functions of the Permanent Disarmament Commission,
the French and German points of view clashed without amy

possibility of compromise,

The General Commission met on 2 February 1933, For the
first few days, it was preoccupied with the French plan for
security which has been discussed in foregoing pages. The German
and Italian delegates criticized the plan on the ground that it
did not make adecuate provision for immediate and effective
reduction of armaments., As the discussion proceeded, it became
apparent that the plan had nc chance of general acceptance.

Although it was nct really withdrawn, it was tacitly shelved.

Before the Genexal Commission re-assembled, there was a
general feeling that the Conference should avoid inconclusive
discussions, and concentrate upon guestions on which agreement
seemed tc be within reach, With this objective in mind, the
British Govermment drafted a proposal which was sukmitted to
the Bureau. It contained directicng fcr the Bureau "to agree
on a programme of work which would enable the Conference to
embody in a Cecnvention the proposals made by various delegations
‘since the opening of the Conference .*3C These directions were:

to discuss for a solemn affirmation ky all the European States

30 IX. Disarmament, 1933 IX.I (League of Nations Publication),
Pele
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not to resort to force; to initiate study by continental
European States for reaching political arrangements for

mutual cooperation; to apply the principles that the new
Disarmament Convention would replace the disarmament Chapters
of the Paris Peace Treaties and that the newly expressed
limitations would last for the same period, and be subject to
some methods of revision for all the Powers; and to embody in
the Disarmament Convention first an undertaking by the signatory
States for a new Conventicn before the expiry of the old one,
and, secondly, provisions for qualitative equality in war
materials together with reduction of the armies of the
Continental European States to an uniform general type of
organization.31 The Bureau adopted the British draft proposal,
and referred to the Political Commission the questions of an
affirmation against resort to war and of European mutual

cooperation, Other questions were postponed.

Throughout the first weeks of the re-assembly of the
Disammament Conference, there was still a wide gulf between
France and Germany, In the discussion of the General Commission .
on gquestions of principles relating to effectives, France and
Germany opposed each other's resolution, However, the Special
Bffective Committes carried on its work, On 14 March, this

Committee recommended to the General Commission that in countries

where pre-military or para-military Instruction existed, it

31 Ibid,
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should be regulated and supervised in such a way that account
could be taken of it in computing effectives, and that
Govermments which did not feel competent to take the necded
measures to that end should be requifed to prohibit pre-
military and para-military instruction altogether.32 France
and Germany clashed in the Air Commission over the issue of
internationalization of civil aviation. While France favoured
internationalization, Germany stood for the abolition of
military and naval aircraft and prohibition of air bombardment,
but considered that regulation and control of civil aviation
would be sufficient. Nothing could be settled, and the issue

was referred to a sub-committee,

In February and March, the pPolitical Commission of the
Conference carried on discussion first on the British proposal
of the solemn affirmation by the European States, and second
on the rFrench proposal for a European pact of mutual assistance.
On the former, the Commission accepted a declaration which
stated that the question of giving universal effect to the
proposed obligation would be left open for the time being, and
that resort to force would be prohibited on the same temm as

resort to war was prohibited in the Kellogg Pact.33 On the

32 TOynbeC, n.29' p.2410

33 Ibid., pp.244-45,
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French proposal, after much debate and discussion, it was
decided to appoint a sub-committee on security that would

. . , . .3 o .
first examine the cuestion of aggression 4 and then consider

the French proposal for a European pact.

In spite of these labourious discussions in different
commissions and commnittees, the Disarmament Conference did
not show any sign of reaching a gensral Convention. Many
countries abstained from voting on ary important iséue
regarding reduction of armaments because they were not ready
to commit themselves to anything in the then prevailing state
of international tension. The situation in the Far'East had
already deteriorated due to the Japanese aggression on Manchuria.
In the last week of PFebruary, Japan also notified her intention
of resigning f£rom the League, though her representative
continued to take part in the Disarmament Conference. But the
most serious concern for Europe at that time was the emergence
of Hitler who had become the¢ Chancellor of the German Reich on
30 January 1933. The aggressive nationalism of Germarny coupled
with the intention of a massive programme of unilateral re-arma-
ment cast its shadow over the Disammament Conference. France now
became more vociferous in her demand for security through a
European pact of mutual assistance and through the standardization

of European forces. The Conference reached a stage of deadlock.

34 The (uestion of aggression had been raised in the Russian
and Belgian proposals.

[

I
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But tiie Conference soon got a new lease of life when
the British Prime Miniséer Ramsay MacDonald laid before it a
new plan for disarmament, Submitting his plan on 16 March
1933, MacDonald said: "The British plan would satisfy nobody:
it was not a.shpp—window affair or a message from Mars, but a
business documeht covering the whole field of disarmament..e.
It ailmed at preventing an adjourmment af this moment which
would be the most heart-breaking confession of failure that the

n35 This plan, popularly known as

Conference could indulge in.
the *'MacbDonald plan'36 had the advantage of suggesting for the
first time actual figures of effectives and aeroplanes, together
with limitation of mobile guns ly calibre and of tanks by weight.
The plan had five parts. Part I relating to security, was based
on the Kellogg Pact and provided for a conference in the event
of a breach or threatened breach of this Pact. Part II dealt
with the reduction of effectives in accordance with a table

which proposed numbers for each State as a basis for further
discussion, It also dealt with materials on a qualitatiwve basis,
Part III with the title 'Exchange of Information® was to be
drafted later on when othér provisions of the plan were

implemented. Part IV banned chemical, incendiary and bacterio-

logical warfare. Part V related to the composition, function

35 Documnents _on International Affairs 1933 (London, 1934),p.139.

36 For the Ifull text, see, Documents on International Affairs
1933, pp.151-94,
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and supervision of the Permanent Disarmament Conference. A
noteworthy feature of the plah was that it provided for a

transitional period of five years from a period of armament
to a period of disarmament. The provisions of the plan were

applicable only to this transitional stage,

"The presentation of the British Draft Convention was,
in my judgement, the psychological moment for saving the

Conference,"37

said A.C., Temperley. It was really so because
it tried to satisfy France, Germarny and the United States by
giving some concessions to each of them, But when debate
started over the British Draft, there was marked difference of
opinions among the delegates of different countries., Its
omiésions and contents were criticized and some modifications
were suggested. But Italy gave its unqualified approval to the
plan. France emphasized the relation bétween security and
disarmament, and insited that there must be no German re-—
armament, Germany, on the other hand, emphasized on her claim
to equality which was tacitly provided in the plan. Though
the views of France and Germany were irreconcilable, the
General Comission finally accepted tle MacDonald plan as the
basis of future discussion, Thereafter, the Conference

adjourned for the Easter holidays,

37 A.C. Temperley, The wWhispering Gallery of Eurone
(London, 1938), p.243. '
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when it reaséembled on 25 April, the General Commission
was confronted with a munber of amendments to the MacDonald
plan. But the most intransigent one was the German package of
amendments to Part II of the plan., It proposed to include
trained reserves among effectives, to limit the number of
overseas forces stationed near the home, and to refer the
question of the standardization of continental military forces
to the Permanent Disarmament Confersnce. The underlying tone
of these proposals was to secure for Germany equality of rights
in armaments and to guarantee the security of the Reich, But
France opposed the German proposals on the ground that they
destroyed the very basis of the plan. The British delegate
also disagreed with the German proposals. So no progress
could be made in the work of the General Commission. The
situation was complicated on 11 May 1933 by the publicatioﬁ in
the German press of an article by Freiherr Von Neurath, which
made a tacit declaration of Germany's intention to re-arm.
The immediste reaction was an Anglo-French threat to Germany
of imposing the sanctions of the Treaty of Versailles. On
13 May, the German Vice;Chancellor Papen reacted to the Anglo-
French thrzat by making a speech in which he éulogized war and
exhorted German mothers to be prolific in order that their sons

might perish in adequate numbers on the battlefield.38

38 Gathorne-Hardy, n.10, p.352.
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Thus, when the prospect for any general agreement
seemed dark, on 16 May, President Roosevelt sent a message
to all the nations taking part in the Disarmament Conference
and the ensuilng World Economic Conference, requesting them
not to let these conferences fail. Otherwise, the results
would be disastrous to peace and stability, both political
and economic. Roosevelt also put forward his disarmament
formula. Its chief ingredients were that the conference
must abolish 311 offensive weapons; and that every nation
would accept the draft Convention proposed by MacDonald, sign
a treaty of non-aggression and pledge itself not tb send armed
forces across frontiers into the territory of another country.39
Oon 17 May, Hitler amnounced the official policy of Germany .
This announcemnent was reassuringly statesmanlike and
unexpectedly conciliatory. Hitler declared that Germany
had no intention of using force in support of her claims;
that the German Govermment accepted the MacDonald plan; and
that the defence forces of Germany would not be abolished unless
at least cualitative equality was conceded to her, He also
struck a warning note that Germany would not allow itself to

be reduced to perpetual degradation.

This speech produced relaxation of tension in Europe, and

cleared the air to a marked degree. The German obstructive

39 SCOtt, n.26¢ pp.278-79 o
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attitude now belng abandoned, the first reading of the
MacDonald plan could be made. A favourable impression was
created by a further poiiqy declaration4o by the United States
which was made in the General Commission by the American
delegate Norman Davis. It was a highly important landmark

from the point of view of disarmament as well as of security.
In regard to disarmament, the United States showed its readiness
to take the German Govermment at their words and to accept the
solution of the problem of equality in armaments; in regard to
security, the United States was also ready to consult with

other States in case of a threat to peace.

Théreafter, the General Commission made a detailed study
of the Macbhonald plan., In the meantime, the Security Committee
that had been appointed by the Political Commission, finished
its work of defining aggression and fixing measures to be taken
against an aggressor. It was discussed in the General Commission
in relation to the MacDonald plan. uwhen the MacDonald plan was
discussed in detail, there was revealed fundamental difference
of opinions on every important issue. Throughout the discussion,
the French delegates submitted amendments so as to secure
guarantee of security., The important issues of difference

that came out during the discussion of the plan were Japan's

40 For detailed discussion, see the Survey of Ipternational
Affairs 1933, pr.273-76.
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reservation on naval limitation, the Russia's interest in a
new regioral security system based on a specific definitioh

of aggression, and the French emphagsis on provisions dealing
with inspection and investigation. However, finally, on

7 June 1933, the MacDonald plan was accepted by the General
Commission as the basis of the future Convention, On the
following day, the Commission adjcurned. Before its adjourn-
ment on 8 June, the Commission discussed two reports submitted
by the Committee for the Regulation of the Trade in, and
Frivate and State Manmufacture of Arms and Implements of War,

and the National Defence Expenditure Commission,

During this pericd, a Four-Fower Pact41 was s;gned
betvween Great Britain, France, Germary and Italy. Its original
sponsor, Mussolini, had the idea of giving some real concession
to Germary and of some territorial revision of the Peace
Treaties so as to keep the peace of Europe. Had this Pact
been implemented, it would have relaxed tension between France

42

and Italy, and between France and Germany . But it could not be

implemented as Cermany withdrew from the League in October.

41 The ract, signed on 8 June 1933, had four articles
which provided that the four Signatory Fowers would
maintzin the peace of Europe; that there should be
reviczion of Peace Treaties within the framework of the
League; that Germany would be permitted to obtain
ecuality of rightg if the Disarmament Conference failed;
and that the four Powers would act together in political,
economic and colonisl affairs.

42 Temperley, n.37, p.245.
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During the adjournment of the Disarmement Conference,
its President Henderson went on a ‘disarmament pilgrimage’
to the principal Eurcpean capitals. His mission was to
reconcile divergent points of view. Private negotiations
were also carried on to settle disputes over the wvarious
points in the MacDonald plan. But Henderson was unable to

get anything done,

As the months passed, the Eurcpean situation became
more and more critical, The emergence of Nazil regime in
Germarny increased tension in the world. Its pressure on
Austria mounted, and there were reports of re—armament of
Germany . France became reluctant to reduce hexr armaments
until the system of control and supervision of the execution
of any Disarmament Convention had been tested. It meant that
in the preveiling situaticn, France wanted filrst a probation
period of some years' duration in vhich the system of supervision
and control would be tested before the actual disarmament took

place.43

The French point of view was accepted by Great Britain,
Italy and the United States. Ali these Powers agreed to extend
the vhole pericd of the Disarmament Convention to eight years.
This would be divided into two parts: during the first period,

which would last for four years, there would be a system of

international supervision over armaments and the prohibition

43 Toynbee, n,29, p.294.
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on arny increase in German armaments would remain in force;
the disarmament provisions of the Convention would be put
into effect, cduring the next phase on the basis of complete
equality. This was a marked departure from the MacDonald plan
which had suggested five yecars as transition period and
asked imuediate disarmament after the adoPtidn of the plan,
So it was obvious that Germany would not accept the new plan
which would again postpone for four years her attaimment of
equality of status in armaments., When the new proposal was
laid before Germarny, she did not oppose the stages of the
Disarmament Convention, but claimed the right to possess
samples on prototypes of any weapons which were retained by
other Powers during the first pericd. But the French and the

British were unwilling to accept this German amandment,

The Bureau of the Conference met on 14 Cctober 1933 and
the proposal was presented for consideration. On that very day,
Germary announced her withdrawal from the Disarmament Conference,
and later served notice of her intenticn to resign from the
League. But at the same time, she reiterated the desire of
her government to guarantee the peace of Europeghnd agree
any actual disarmament of the world. In a broadcast speech,

Hitler repeated the offer.

After the withdrawal of Germany from the Disarmament
Conference, all hopes for any real measure of reductiocn or

limitation faded away. The Bureau recommended to the General
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Commigssion first to adjourn till Décember 1933, and then again

recomnended adjourmment for a time in order to allow 'parallel

and supplementary' efforts through diplomatic channels so as

to reach an agreefnent. Understandably, most countries regarded
the Disarmament Conference without Germany as empty of meaning;
and all the major powers withdrew their ministers, leaving only

officials to represent them.44

During this recess, some diplomatic efforts were made to
reach an acceptable formula for disarmament., In December 1933,
Hitler stated the terms on which Germany would resume the
disarmament negotiations, These included a conscript army of
300,000 admission of all sorts of weapons, freedom of civil
aviation from supervision, and the immediate return of the
Saar territo:y.45 France rejected these terms outright. But
Great Britain and Italy evolwved new proposals, conceding to a
large part of the German claim to re-armament, They also
provided for consultations in corder to meet the French demand
for security. But France rejected these new proposals. Now,
in order tc save the situation, the British Prime Minister
Anthony visited Paris, Berlin and Rome. Modifying the original

terms, Hitler made an offer to Eden to accept amy limit for the

44  Scott, n.26, p.289.

45 Gathorne-Hardy, n.10, p.354.
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German army wilch would be equally acceptable for the French,
Italian and Polish ammies., But the French Govermment opposed
it as ‘'legalization of German re-armament.' Some days after,
the French were not ready even to accept any gquarantee of
security because the German budget for 1934-35 showed an
increase of 90 per cent over the military estimates for the
previous financial year. Thus, failled all negotiations for

a compromise on the disarmament issue.

There were suggestions for winding up the Disarmament
Conference, But there emerged also two other wviews on the
future of the Conference, Ovne view supported the adjourrnment
till political situation improved, but the other view was in
favour of notifying to the League Council the inability of the
Conference to reach agreement and asking it td appoint a small
committee of Great Powers for a settlement. Small States like
Demmark, Norway, Sweden, Spain and Switzerland naturally did
not support the latter view. 1In May 1934, a suggestion came
from the Russian delegate Maxim Litvinov that the General
Commission should concentrate its work on the question of
organization of seéurity. This proposal was supported by

the Frencli.

When the General Commission of the Conference met on
29 May 1934, for the last time, there was a division of States

into 'security first' grcup led by Russia and France, and the
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Anglo-americean ‘'Disarmament first?®! group. The former wanted
that the Conference should concentrate efforts on organization
of security, but the latter group sponsored the idea of
adjourmment of the Ceonference and of resumption of disarmament
talks in favourable conditions. 7The two other suggestions,
i.e., winding up the Conference altogether and appdintment.of a

small comaittee for disarmament, did not get any support.

The Fresident of the Conference, Arthur Henderson,
nimself was convinced that security was the outstanding problem
of the time, but he did not approve the plan of the ‘'Security
first! gréupo He gave his own action plan which recommended
that the Russian proposal for pacts of mutual assistance should
be referred to the Govermments; that one of the existing
committees should deal with guarantees of execution; and that
the President of the Conference should make himself responsible
for further political preparations for tﬁe resumption of the
Disaxrmament Conference°46 The French delegates suggested some
modifications, The amended plan47 was approved by the éureau
and adopted by the General Commission on 8 June, mThe plan
retained the Russian proposal for pacts, renovated the Air

Commission and the Committee on the Manufactuxre of and Trade in

46 Arnold J. Toynbee, Survey of International Affairs 1935
(London, 1936), vol.l, p.40.

47 For e full text, see Documents on International Affairs
1934 (London, 1935), pp.171-73.
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Arms, and gave the task of dealing security auestions to
- two special committees, The modified plan was thus a
compromise between 'Security first' and 'disarmament first'®

gr OU.pS °

Thereafter, the Conference was adjourned, it never met
again, But the Committees, appointed according to the new
plan, continued theilr work. The Security Committee adopted a
report laying down certain general principles which would
govern the conclusion of regional security pacts. The Committee
on the Manufacture of and Trade in Arms, after much deliberations
recognized unanimously national responsibility for national
control, and reached an agreehent on equal treatment of State
and private manufacture., The old National Defence Budget
Commission had already submitted to the Conference a draft
Convention on the international supervision of national defence
expenditures by means of publicity. But the reappointed Air
Commission was still-born; it did not meet at all. However, .
the work of these committees and cammissions was meaningless

in the absence of a universal disarmmament Convention.,

By 1935, the Disarmamént Conference was almoét non-
existent, The European situation had already been tense,
Totalitarianism was in ascendancy, threatening the very
existence of democracy all over the world. So any talk of

»eduction or limitation of arms was just a ‘cry in wilderness!',
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Yet, the Disarmament Conference remained in suspended
animation throughout the rest of the inter-war period

because no Power was willing to be responsible for signing

its death-~certificate.

Reflecting on the collapse of the Disarmament Conference,

Toynbee has very aptly said:s

The Committees and Sub-Committees, the experts
and the rapporteurs had toiled in vain; their
voluminous reports, the texts which they had
drafted and re-drafted had merely been filed
away ‘'for future rcference'; and in the absence
of agreements for the organization of security
and for the reduction or limitation of arms
and munitions, a new armaments race had already
begun, (48)

483 Toynbee, n,46, p.4l.



Chapter IV

FAILURE OF THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE

"To avold war should be the hichest ambition of statese
manship®, wrote Frederick Gentz to King Frederick William IIIX
of Prussia in 1779, and Neville Chamberlain said on a higtoric
occasion that war is a fearful thing, and one must be very
clear while embarking upon it that great issues are really at
stakeil War is thus dreaded; it must be prevented. The immediate
but childlike answer to the prevention of war is abolition of -
the means of war, i.e., arms and ammunitions. This answer is
based on the assumption that man ﬁends to fight because he has
weapons., But this assumption is too simple. Wwhen examined at
a deeper level, it is disproved. Armaments or ams races are
not the cause of war, but only the means of fighting. They
reflect rather than create the .ambitions, antagonisms and fears
which uxiderlie the phenomenon of war, Disarmament or arms
reduction always involves some technical problems like the
distinction between defensive and offensive weapons, standards
of allocation, and ratios of armaments to be left with different
countries, But in the final analysis, these problems are rooted

in political conflicts,

It goes without saying that the function of national

power is to uphold or to challenge the existing pattern of

1 John W, Wheeler-Bennett, Munich: Proloque to Tragedy
(London, 1978), p.3.
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relationships, or to influence the establishment of a new

one at a time when the world stands between the dissolution of
the past and the definition of the future.® So relations among
nations are characterized by :l.ncompatible ambitions, antagonisms
and mutual fear. Fram this, it follows that when disarmament
or ams reduction is proposed, it is immediately confronted
with the political difficulty of incoampatible claims and
ambitions that some nations are eager to improve what they
consider to be their dangerously inferior position, and others
are detexrmined to consolidate their superior status., As Inis
Claude puts it: "The urge to avoid the worsening of the national
power position is the universal passion of participants in
disarmament conferences, far more significant than amy
enthusiasm for disarmament itself; responsible statesmen

may be prepared to consider the forswearing of national
ambitions, but newver to entertain the idea of reducing the

relative strength of the nation."3

This gives rise to
technical problems about which mention has already been made.
when the political problems of adjusting and accommodating
every nation's claims and counter-claims to the existing power-
structure are solved, technical problems will disappear. Then,

disarmament will become a possibility,

2 Inis L. Claude, Jr., Swords into Plowshares
(London, 1970), p.268.

3 Ibid., p.269.
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But the World Disarmament Conference did not appfoach
the problem of disarmament in thi‘s direction. It 4id not
try to solve the political problems of the nations concerned.
So it was doomed to faillure from the very beginning, 'i‘he
right direction would have been to solve the political problems
of Europe as a prelude to the task of disarmament, As it was
not accomplished, the ambitionsg, antagonisms and fears of the

participant nations prevented any agreement at the Disarmament

Confer_ence .

Arthur Henderson's 'Preliminary Report on the work of the
Disarmament Conference! clearly showed how at the outset of the
Conference there was a demand to settle political issues first.
According to the Report:

At the Council meeting of January 1931, several

members particularly France, Italy and the United

Kingdom expressed the opinion that, in order to

ensure the success of the Conference, a consider-

able amount of politlcal preparatlion was necessary

and that active negotiations between the Goverrments

on the principal political problems were essential, (4)

But nothing was done to obtain at least same measure of
agreement upon the political issues between the principally
interested Powers. So it was natural that when the Disarmament

Conference began, these political issues prevented any

4 The Monthly Summary of the Leaque of Nations (Geneva),
vol.15, November 1935, p.309.
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agreement on disarmament. Rather, mutual animosity, fear,

and suspicion became more manifest in the Conference,

One fundamental political issue which was the legacy of
the Paris Peace Settlement, was the' division of European states
into two blocs. The Paris Peace treaties had been imposed
on the defeated Powers rendering them crippled territorially,
financially and militarily. So the revisionists, particularly
Germany, Hungary and Bulgaria tried to revise or destroy the
Peace Settlement. Thus, ever since the Paris Peace, there came
into existence a new international order based on antagonism
and incompatibility of status quo and revisionism. This
division was a very potent factor in keeping the parficipant
nations divided in the Disarmament Conference. When any
scheme for disarmament was proposed, it was twisted by both the

sides according to their own interests., So no agreement could

be made,

The Paris Peace had imposed unilateral disarmament on
Germany . She had accepted it on the condition that her disarma-
ment would be the prelude to a general disarmament, But this
did not occur. Rather almost every nation increased its
expenditure on armaments in the post-War years. Great Britain
spent § 535 million on armaments in 1930 whereas in the year
pefore the War she had spent only § 375 million; France spent
$ 455 million in 1930 against § 349 million ia 1913; and the
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United States expenditure soared uptc § 728 million from a
meagre § 245 m:i.ilion'.‘s According to another estimate, the
world expenditure on armaments increased from about two and
a half billion dollars to over four billion dollars in 1930 .6
This was contraxy to the implied commitments in the Treaty

of Versailles,

The German claim to equality of status in armaments was
logical and realistic. She waited for fourteen years (1919-33)
for other Powers to reduce their armaments. But when they did
noi: do 1t, she withdrew herself from the Dlsarmament Conference

and the League, and pursued her own course of action,

The German claim for equality, if granted, would have
posed a serious threat to the Peace settlement. So the status
quo Powers vehemently opposed the German claim, and France
took lead in this opposition. Germany®s claim for equality
was linked with France's security. Since the omnclusion of the
Parls pPeace, France was afraild of a revived Germany. Though
France was the victor of the Great War, she suffered more
physical damage, human and material, than any other country,

excepting Russié. Population losses had been such that there

5 Je. Hamlden Jackson, The Post-War World: A Short
Political Histoxry (London, 1935;,‘ D485,

6 Allen W, Dulles, "Progress Towards Disarmament",
Foreign Affalrs (New York), wol.ll, October 1932, p.5S.




were now three Germans for every two Frenchmen; French
industry had been devastated; one in ewvery five Frenchmen
had been mobllized during the war, 1.4 million killed and
another three quarters of a million permanently invalidated,

7 on the other

and the French economy was totally dislocated,
hand, though Germany was defeated in the War, her industrial
resources and manpower were more than that of France. Added
to it, Germany did not lag behind in restoring her military
strength, The disarmament provisions of the Treaty of
Versallles were a blessing in disguise because the German
General Staff, departing from the o0ld methods of warfare,
turned its ingenuity to new methods, which had not been
prohibited by the Treaty .8 General E. Requin showed how,
since 1920, Germany had aﬁned at the execution of a definite
programme: to create and preserve the essential foundations

of a powerful military'machine modelled after that of pre-
war days,g In order to prove that by 1932, Germany had
already reached a maximum status, he gave the examples of the
amy 's modernized amaments and equipments that were consider-

ably in excess of the authorized amounts, and of the trained

7 J.A.S. Grenville, A World Histoxry of the 20th Century
(Glasgow, 1986)) VOlo].' p02660

8 Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics among Nations: The Struggle
for Power and Pegce (Calcutta, 1973), p.403.

9 General E. Requin, "“The Armaments and Military Power of
Germany", Foreign Affairs, vol.ll, January 1933, p.234.
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reserves which totalled about 800,000 youngmen with one

million trained@ ex-combatants, aged less than 32 years.10

Thus even in defeat Germany had the potentials of a
strong military Power. It was, therefore, natural foi
France to be apprehensive of.threat from a revived Gemany.
So throughout the inter-war period, she demanded security
first. Security must be the prelude to any substantial amount
of disammament, France's obsession with security arose out
of the past history of her emmity with Germamy. Since the
French occupation of Prussia in 1806, Franco-German nations
had been dialectical. Germany became the victor in the conflict
of 1870-71 and took revenge on France; then Iin 1919 France
became the victor and dictated the terms of treaty to Gérmauy.
If this dialectical process continued, the French feared, the

Germans might one day turn the tables against them,

Therefore, just after the conclusion of the Paris Peace,
France started her search for security., As discussed in the
first chapter, she adopted different methods to obtain security
against a possible German attack. Great Britain and the United
States were not sympathetic to the French. They were not

ready to accept obligations to save France, Rather, France and

10  Ibid., p.243.
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Great Britain were divided over the questicn of security.
while the former warted security tirst, the latter maintained
that amaments made naticns feel irnsecure. An impasse was
therely created, and it became the cause of the failure of the

Treaty of Mutual Assistance and the Geneva Protocol;11

Morecver, the League cf Naticns had faited to provide
an efrective security system. Articles 10, 16 and 17 of thg

Covenant12

referred to collective security . But what these
Articles provided for was insufficient to deter anrattacking
nation. There was also no provicion in the Covenant for the
creation of an internationai ammy nor even for the use of
naticnal contingents by the League organs. Due to these

‘gaps! in the Covenant, France could not rely on the League

for her security. Her feeling of insecurity on the League for
her security . Her reeiing of insecurity increased vhen thg
United States falled to join the League. The ineffectiveness
of the Leacgue machinexry was proved when Japan and Italy invaded

Manchuris and Ethiopla respectively.

In the Disarmanent Conterence, it was certain that no

country was ready to disamm until adecuate collective security

11 See Chapter I tor details.

12 See Appendix A.
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arrangements existed., That is why the two French proposals
that were submitted to the Coﬁference, very aptly linked
security with disarmament, The French demand for security and
the Geman claim to equality clashed with each other. Their

incompatibility prevented any agreement on disarmament.

The French demand for security and her attitude to the
Conference have been criticized., In 1933, Wilhelm Groener wrote
that in consideration of the military alliances of France, of
the impossipility of the German attack on France either through
Belgium or Poland, and of superiority of armed forces and war
industry, France had actually no reason to complain against her
security.13 Wwhen the Disarmament Conference began, France was
not too concerned abou£ it other than a theoretical problem
because her enemy, Germany, was already disarmed, In the

Conference, the French defined disarmament as a formula to f£ind

out how German disarmament could be maintained at the least

. 14
sacrifice of French armaments,

As it has already been seen, Germany withdrew herself
from the Conference when France trizd to introduce dinto the
Disarmament Convention a preobation period of some years
duration during which a system of supervision and control would

be tested before actual disarmament took place,., But Germany,

st .

i3 General wWilhelm Groener, "Germany Military Power
since Versailles", Foreign Affairs, vol.il, April
1933, pp.434-46,

14 Frederick H. Harbaan, The Relations of Hations
(New York, 1971), p.276.
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long impatient with her inferior positicn in armaments, was
not ready to wait for some years more to attain the equality
of status in armaments., So she withdrew herself from the
Conrerence, ahd her withdrawal was the death-blow to the

Conference.,

The conflicting aims and objectives of France and
Germany arcse out of their unsettled political issue which
was the Versailles settlement. Had this fundamental political
issue been solved priocr to the Disarmament Conference, there
would not have arisen the questions of French security and of
German ecuality in armaments. That is why allen W, Dulles
wrote that if the problems which confronted the European
countries werc to be worked out Ly agreement, Europe needed
a second Peace Conference in which the disarmament question

would be only one of the major problems to be solvecil.:15

This
Peace Conference would solve the political problem between

France and Germany, anhd facilitate an agreement on disarmament,

Moreover, the economic crisis of the 1930s created
tension throughout the world. The Great Depression brought
about the collapse of the world economic order. It added to
the already existing political tensions. ihe World Monetary

and Economic Conference, that met in London in June 31933, failead

15 Allen W, Dulles, “Germany and the Crisis in Disarmament",
Forélgn Affairs, vol.12, January 1934, p.269.




117

to solve the economic problems because of the short-sichted,
parochial policy of the United States. The Conference had
been called to devise a muttisaterai solution to the chronic
instability of the world's currencies caused by the collapse of
the gold standard. But_before the Conference got underway,

the United s£ates abandoned the geld standard, being alarmed
by the collapse of domestic commodity prices and subject to

intense political pressure from the farm bloc.16

The economic
crisis, with its attendant evils of unemployment and industrial
stagnation further complicated the task of reducing interna-
ticnal tensions, thereby making progress in disarmament an
impossibility., As this turned out, massive reamament became
one of the remedies adopted by countries to deal with the
economic crisis. It generated demand for manutactured products,
raw materials and labour. As a result, industrial activities
resumed, and the role of unemployment was reduced. It is
perhaps the most tragic irony of modern history that the
preparation for war on a large scale became the most eftective
remedy for the ,economic problems of underccnsumption and
unemplqyment.l7 Rearmament and ammy expansion after 12936
virtually eliminated unemployment in Germany. It aiso
generated phenomenal economic growth, making Germany

economically self-sufficient. In Great Britain and the

16 william R. Keylor, The Twentieth Century worlé
(New York, 1984), p.139.

17 Ibidgo p0142t
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United States, the rearmament programme alone cured unemploy -
ment, Thus, it could be said that the failure of the Disarma-~
ment Conference was precvidential for the economic recovery of

the world.

Behind the failure of the Disarmament Conference, same
of the arms firms of France, Great Britain and the United states,
the German steel industry and the metal magnets of Britain,
were indirectly involved. They were agreed that productivity
and profits in the midst of depression would be restcred by
an arms race., They would be at seriocus loss if any agreement
on disarmament was reached at the Disarmament Conference. A
special sub-committee, appointed ly the Temporary Mixed
Commission, reported that armament firms fomented war scares,
attempted tc influence their Govermments, disseminated false
reports, sought to influence public opinion by getting control
ofvneWSpapers. formed international trusts which increased the

price of armaments, and intensified international competiticn.18

The final blow to the Disarmoment Conference came with
the rise of totalitarianism in Europe. Nazi Germarny under
Hitler, in particular, openly challenged the League system.
Germany not only withdrew herself from the Disarmament

Conference and the League, but also repudiated the Treaty of

18 Kathleer Gibberd, The League in Our Time (Oxford, 1933),
PP.84-85.
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Versailles by announcing conscription. It killed any hope for
future disarmament talks. By repudiating the Treaty of
Versailles, Germany destroyed the post-War settlement, and
posed a serious threat to the status quo Powers who, in

turn, started massive military programme to counter that threat.

Fascist Italy had already fallen in line with Germary .
In the Disarmament Conference, she was a supporter of the German
claim for equality. Italy proved the ineffectiveness of the
League machinery by her invasion on and victory over Ethiopiae.
This showéd the hollowness of the League, and the Powers
redoubled their military preparedness to face any foreign
invasion., Before the Italian aggression on Ethiopia, the
Japanese attack on Manchuria had already shown the weaknesses
of the security system established by the League. Now it
became evident that the memmers of the League were not prepared
to resist an act of aggression committed by a powerful and

well-axmed State like Italy and Japan.“"9

From this discussion, it becomes obvious that security
was a predominant facter for any amount of agreement on
disarmament, Had there been security, both political and
economic, the World Disarmament Conference would have been

a Success.

19 EJH. Carr, International Relations between the Two
World Wars, 1919-1939 (New York, 1967), p.172.
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The year 1932, when the Disarmament Conference began,
was not congenial for holding such a conference., Perhaps,
1924 would have been the best time for the Conference because
in that year the Franco-German rapproachment had been a reality
due to the Locarno Pact, and the knotty; repara.tion'problem had
been solved by the Dawes Flan at least for the time being. A
feeling of security and confidence was prevalent in France,
Germany and other countries, creating a congenial atmosphere
for a disammament agreement. But the opportunity was lost, and
when the Preparatcocry Commission was appointed, it worked at a

snail's pace with procrastination and leisureliness.

Then, when the Disarmament Conference met in February
1932, time was _already running out, Various developments, as
~ discussed above, made the Conference a still~born baky.
According to A.C. Temperley, the Conference was doomed to
failure from the very peginning, and it would have been almost

a miracle if it had succeeded.20

The Disarmament Conference itself cannot be acquitted
of a fair sharé of the blame for its own faillure. It made a
big mistake by inviting some sixty States. The number was
quite umanageable, and the small States wasted a good deal

of time, increased friction and added tc the intrigues,

20 A.C. Temperley, The Whispering Gallery of Europe
(London, 1938), pe275.




121

without being of any real assistance to the essence of the

21

. problem., The real problem was the disapmament of the

Great Powers. It was of no importance what the small Powers?
views on disarmament were or whether they themselves disarmed.
If the Great Powers reached an agreement, they would have easily
dictated it on the small Powers. So, it was unnecessary to
invite so many small Powers whose voice was really too

peripheral to the main problem.
A

Frem the foregeing discussion, it becomes evident that

\E%g#gﬁg}/;ate was guided by its own national interests, which
Q;;é very often incompatible with each other. WuWhen individual
States' national interests were opposed to each other, it
became essentially a power conflict, hence a political problem.
Even the British refusal to accept any extra commitment to
guarantee the security of Europe or the American reluctance

to bé invblved in the Eurcpean affair was, in the final
analysis, a political problem. Both these Powers aéted

according to their national interests, but France and her

allies wanted just the opposite from them,

The World Disarmament Conference failed to achieve

its objective due to a multiplicity of factcrs, some of which

21 Ibid.



were fundamental and others were functional. The former
includes all those that were essentially power-conflicts

(like status quo versus revisionism, Franco-German rivalry,
economic crisis and ineffective security system), and the
latter includes procedural mistakes (number of the participants,
details of the prcposals and procrastination of the Conferencef

ot the Disarmament Conference.



Chapter V

CCNCLUS IO

The World Disaxrmament Conference was the first systematic
effort by the worid community tc reduce the armouries of States.
The moving spirit behind this effort was the piocus desire to
avoid ancther world war by way of dismantling all arms and
ammunitions. But the Conference was almost like a still-born
child because from the very beginning international developments

cast a shadow over it.

The study undertaken here, has first tried to locate the
first World Disammament Conference against the backdrop of the
post~First World Vvar scene, Power conflict over security issues
is inherent in the contemporary international system of sovereign

states,

Security is the first and foremost interest of a State.
Every State has different security perceptions according to
which it pursues its foreign policy. This is well revealed in
our study. The cuestion of security predominated the entire
proceedings of the Disammament Conference; and it became the
ultimate decisive factor in the outcome of the Confercnce,
The Freach search for security was the most vociferous. As
discussed in the first chapter, the French were afraid of a
revived Germany, their arch-enemy. So, their prime concern

was national security which they could not risk for disarmament.,
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Similarly, Germany was also worrisd about her security.

She had been disamed by the Treaty of Versailles on the
condition that her disamnament would be the foterunner of a
general disarmament. But this condition was not fulfilled;
so0 Germany felt insecure in the face of growing armaments of
other countries. That is why she demanded equality in status

in respect of military potentials,

But the Franco-German demands were incompatible, and
this incompatibility killed all suggestions and proposals for
disarmament. Had there been any provision for meeting the
French demand for security, it would not have satisfied the

German demand and vice-versa,

From our studv, it becomes obvious that disarmament could
not be separated from the question of sgcurity. Both were
organically related. France could have conceded to army
disaimament proposal if her security was adequately guaranteed.
Right after the paris peace Conference, she started her search
for security. But, no power was ready to undertake additional
commlitments for her security. Even before the Conference,
France had fully supported the draft Treaty of Mutual
Assistance of 1922 because it had made an equation between
disarmament and security. For the same rcecason, France
supported the Geneva Protocol of 1924. But these two

schemes could not be put into operation due to opposition from
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Great Britain., The British were not ready to extend their
international commitments noxr to be entangled in new

responsibilities.

The year 1932 was not favourable, for holding the World
Disarmament Conference. Rather, the opportunity was in the
year 1925 after the conclusion of the Locarno Pact. As
discussed in the second chapter, the Locarno Pact successfully
brought a rapproachement between France and Germany, €ontaining
provisions for arbitration, conciliation, non-aggression and
guarantees, the Pact got the approval of both France and
Germary . The French apprehensions about Germany were temporarily
removed. The immediate result of the Pact was the entry of
Gemany into the League and the establishment of a Preparatory
Commission for the Disarmament Conference. Thereafter, this
Commission took a long time to produce an agreed document on
disarmanent, but by that time, the Locarno spirit had already
died., During the work of the Preparatory Commission, it
became obvicus that disarmament could not be considered in
isolation; it had to be linked with security. The tragedy is
that though everybody realized it, a satisfactory means of

guaranteeing security could not be evolved.

France insisted more on security than on disarmament. In
her first proposal she suggested a system of security in which

an international police force was to be created; in the second
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proposal also, France gave priority to security and proposed
to divide the States of ihe world into three concentric
circles for effective security measures. Both the Fréndh
proposals met with German opposition. Similarly, France,
opposed the Hoover plan because it did not deal

in a satisfactory manner with the problem of security. Another
notable proposal was the MacDonald Plan. France emphasized
provisions dealing with inspection and investigation while
Germarny attached utmost importance to her equality of status
which had been tacitly provided in the Mac Donald plan. In
spite of these differences in approach, this plan was adopted
by the General Commission of the Disarmament Commission as

the basis of a future convention,

Something concrete might have come out of the delibera=-
tions over the MacDonald plan. After the Nazi takeover in
Germaly, however, France was so afrald of German militarism
that she wanted a system of control and supervision before
any Dilsarmament Convention was put in practice. But Germany
was not ready to undergo a probation period because it would
postpone her attaimment of equality with othef Powers in
respect of armaments, On this ground Germarny ultimately left

the World Disarmament Conference and then the League of Nations.

Fallure of the world Disarmament Conference was inevitable

because it approached armaments and arms race purely in military
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tems. Had the Disarmament Conference first dealt with the
basic great Powers antagonisms, a general agreement on
disarmament would have been possible. As discussed in the
fourth chapter, the conflict between France and Gemary was
essentialky a power-conflict, the immediate origin of which
can be traced back to the Parls Peace Settlement, This
conflict should have been amicably settled first, then the
Disarmament Conference should have begun its assigned task of
finding out a consensus on disarmament, Of course, there
were some other factors like the Great Depressibn, the evil
design of the arms firms of France, Great Britain and the
United States, and the Nazi takeover in Germany which

contributed to the failure of the Disarmament Conference,

Sometimes, the World Disarmament Conference is compared
with the Washington Naval Conference of 1921-22. Whereas the
former failed, the latter was a success. The washington
Conference brought limitation in naval armaments of five
leading naval Powers of the time -- the United States, Britain,
Japan, France and Italy. These States accepted a ratio of
5$533:1067:1067 for capital ships, i.e., armored vessels
between 10,000 and 35,000 tons, The success of the Washington
Conference was due to the fact that there was no outstanding

political conflict between the concerned Powers. Great Britain

and the United States had no political conflicts with each
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other and, moreover, they had an identical interest in
avolding an arms race with Japan. Even Great Britain

solved its political and military problems with the United
States by dissolwving her old alliance with Japan and
conceding parity with the United Stafes in case of capital
battleships. The World Disarmament Conference took place in
the midst of serious conflict between the status quo and
revisionist Powers. There was mutual suspicion and
apprehension. In an atmosphere of insecurity, no State was

ready to reduce its arms.

The World Disarmament Conference took place fifty-five
years ago. Though it failed in its objective, it was not
worthless nor fruitless. Without solving the deep-rooted
problems of the concerned countries, the Conference directly
undertook the task of disarming the nation. This Conference
was global in dimension and for the first time it represented
a systematic attempt by a world body to tackle the problem of

disarmament,

The World-Disarmamernt Conference has an important lesson
to teach the present—da§ world when everybody is worried about
the ongoing nuclear arms race. The Conference failed primarily
because it adopted a wrong approach to the problem of disarmament.,
The present ongoing negotiations for the reduction of armaments

must not repeat the same mistake. These negotiations should



129

focus not only on the paramount threat of thermonuclear

arsenal but alsc on the underlying sources of tension and
cenftlict between the Soviet Union and the United states and

the two rival alliance systems. The Soviet-American arms race
is more a matter of power-conflict than of military competition.
The elimination of areas of acute tensions and a certain

amount of understanding of each other's security interests are
necessary .« No aﬁount of agreement on amms reduction is possible
as long as a concerned party feels insecure in a giveh world
order., Sovereign states have different and often mutually
conflicting security interests. But for the success of
disarmament, a ‘common security' plan®* -- a plan for security

to all -- could have been discovered, Of course, it would

have required first a solution of outstanding political

problems between different nations. Not only in the interwar
period but also in the present world, security and disarmament
must be juxtaposed. But as security perception varies from
nation and nation, a ‘common security! plan seems to be the

only alternative,

Recently, the Independent Commission on Disarmament and
Security under the Presidentship of Late 0Olof Palme has
suggested a 'common security ! plan which can avoid the
deadly arms race and resolve the unsettled issues of
strategic and theatre nuclear weapons, conventional
armaments and regional security,

For detaills, see, Common Secufity: A Program for
Disarmament (Londcn, 1982).




APPENDIX -~ A

THE COVENANT OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS

Preamble

THE HIGH CONTRACTING PARTIES,
In order to promote international co-operation and to
achieve international peace and security
by the acceptanée of obligations not to resort to war,

by the prescription of open, just and honourable
relations between natipns,

by the firm establishment of the understandings of
international law as the actual rule of conduct
among Governments, and

by the maintenance of justice and a scrupulous respect
for all treaty obligations in the dealings of
organized peoples with one another,

Agree to this Covenant of the League of Nations.

Article 1
1. The original Members of the League of Nations shall be
those of the Sigﬁatories which are named in the Annex to
this Covenant andalso such of those other States named in
the Annex as shall accede without reservation to this Covenant.
Sdch accession shall be effected by a Declaration deposited

with the Secretariat within two months of the coming into
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force of the Covenant. Notice thereof shall be sent to all

other Members of the League,

2, Any fully self-governing State, Dominion or Colony not
named in the Annex may become a Member of the League if its
admission is agreed to by two~thirds of the Assembly, provided
that it shall give effective guarantees of its sincere
intention to obs;rve its international obligations, and shall

accept such regulations as may be prescribed by the League

in regard to its military, naval and air forces and armaments.

3. Any Member of the League may, after two years' notice of
its intention so to do, withdraw from the League, provided
that all its international obligations and all its obligations
under this Covenant shall have been fulfilled at the time of

its withdrawale.

Article 2
The action of the League under this Covenant shall be
effected through the instrumentality of an Assembly and of

a Council, with a permanent Secretariat,

Article 3

1, The Assembly shall consist of Representatives of the

Members of the League.
2. The Assembly shall meet at stated intervals and from
time to time as occasion may require at the Seat of the

League or at such other place as may be decided upon.
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3. The Assembly may deal at its meetings with any matter
within the sphere of action of the League or affecting the
peace of the world. '

4, At meetings of the Assembly, each Member of the League
shall have one vote, and may have not more than three Represen-

tatives,.

Article 4

1, The Council shall consist of Representatives of the
Principal Allied and Associated Powers, together with Repre-
sentatives of four other Members of the League. These four
Members of the League shall be selected by the Assémbly from
time to time in its discretion. Until the appointment of
the Representatives of the four Members of the League firét
selected by the Assembly, Representatives of Belgium, Brazil,
Spain and Greece shall be members of the Council,

2o With the approval of the majority of the Assembly,
the Council may name additional Members of the League whose
Representatives shall always be members of the Council; the
Council with like approval may increase the number of Members
of the League to be selected by the Assembly for representation
on the Council,

The Assembly shall fix by a two=-thirds majority the rules
dealing with the election of the non-permanent members of the
Council, and particularly such regulations as relate to their
term of office and the conditions of re-eligibility,

3. The Council shall meet from time to time as occasion
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may require, and at least once a year, at the Seat of tﬁe
League, or at such ofher place as may be decided upon.

4., The Council may deal at its meetings with any ma#ter
within the sphere of action of the League or‘affecting the
peace of the world,

5. Any Member df the League not represented on the Council
shall be invited to send a Representative to sit as a member
at any mee?ing of the Council during the consideration of
matters specially affecting the interests of that Member of
the League,

6o At meetings of the Council, each Member of the League
represented on the Council shall have one vote, andmay have

not more than one Representative,

Article 5

1. Except wﬁere otherwise expressly prdvided in this
Covernant or by the terms of the presenthreaty, decisions
at any meeting of the Assembly or of the Council shall require
the agreement of all the Members of the League represented
at the meefing.

2, All matters of procedure at meetings of the Assembly_
or of the Council, including the appointment of Committees
to investigéfe particular matters, shall be regulated by the
Assembly or by the Zouncil and may be decided by a mago*ity

of the Membgrs of the League representeu at the meeting,

3, The first meeting of the Assenbly adQ\the first meeting

of the Council shall be summoned by th;.{r631dent of the

Unlteqfstates of ﬁgerica.

g
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Article 6

1, The permanent Secretariat shall be established at
the Seat of the League. The Secretariat shall comprise a
Secretary-General and such secretaries and staff as may be
required.

2. The first Secretary-General shall be the person named
in the Annex; thereafter the Secretary-General shall be appo-
inted by the Council with the approval of the majority of
the Assemblye

3. The secretaries and staff of the Secretariat shall
be appointed by the Secretary-General with the approval of

the Council.

s

4, The Secretary-General shall act in that capacity at
all meetings of the Assembly and of the Council.
5 The expenses of the League shall be borne by the

Members of the League in the proportion decided by the Assemblye.

Article 7

1, The Seat of the League is established at Geneva.

2, The Council may at any time decide that the Seat of
the League shall be established elsewhere,

3, 211 positions under or in connexion with the League,
including the Secretariat, shall be open equally to men and
women,

4, Representatives of the Members of the League and
officials of the League when engaged on the business of the
League shall enjoy diplomatic privileges and immunities.

S The buildings and other property occupied by the
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League or its officials or by Representatives attending its

meetings shall be inviolable.

Article 8

1. The Members of the League recognize that the maintenance
of peace requires the reduction of national armaments to the
lowest point co?sistent with national safety and the enforcement
by common action of international obligations.

2 The Council, taking account of the geographical
sitvation and circumstances of each Staté, shall formulate
plans for such reduction for the consideration and action of
the several Governments,

3o Such plans shall be subject to reconsideration and
revision at least every ten years.

4, After these plans shall have been adopted by the
several Governments, the limits of armaments therein fixed
shall not be exceeded without the concurrence of the Council.

5. The Members of the league agree that the manufacture
by private enterprise of munitions and implements of war is
open tc grave objections. The Council shall advise how the
evil effects attendant upon such manufacture can be prevented,
dué regard being had to the necessities of those Members of
the League which are not able to manufacture the munitions
and implements of war necessary for their safety,

6. The Members of the League undertake to interchange full

and frank information as to the scale of their armaments,

their military, naval and air programmes and the condition of
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Article 9
A permanent Commission shall be constituted to advise
the Council on the execution of the provisions of Articles 1

and 8 on military, naval and air questions generally.

Article 10
The Members of the League undertake to respect and preserve
as against external aggression the territorial integrity
and existing political independence of all Members of the
League, 1In case of any such aggression or in case of any
threat or danger of such aggression the Council shall advise

upon the means by which this obligation shall be fulfilled, .

Article 11

1. Any war or threat of war, whether immediately affecting
any of the Members of the League or not, is hereby declared
a matter of concern to the whole League, and the League shall
take any action that may be deemed wise and effectual to
safeguard the peace of nations. In case any such emergency
should arise, the Secretary-General shall on the request §f
any Member of the League forthwith summon a meeting of the
Council.

2. It is also declared to be the friendly right of each

Member of the League to bring to the attention of the Assembly
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or of the Council any circumstance whatever affecting
international. relations which threatens to disturb international
peace or the good understanding between nations upon which

peace depends,

Article 12

1.,The Members of the League agree that if there should
arise between them any dispute likely to lead to a rupture,
they will submit the matter either to arbitrafion or judicial
settlement or to inquiry by the Council, and they agree in
no case to resort to war until three months after the award
by the arbitrators or the judicial decision or the report by
the Council. | |

2, In any case under this Article the award of the
arbitrators or the judicial decisidn shall be made within
a reasonable time, and the report of the Council shall be

made within six months after the submission of the dispute,

Article 13

1. The Members of the League agree that whenever any
.dispute shall arise between them which they recognize to be
suitable for submission to arbitration or judicial settlement,
and which cannot be satisfactorily settled by diplomacy,
they will submit the whole subject-matter to arbitration or
judicial settlement.

2. Disputes as to the interpretztion of a treaty, as to

any question of international law, as to the existence of any
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fact which if established would constitute a breach of

any international obligation, or as to. the extent and nature
of the reparation to be made for any such breach, are declared
to be among those which are generally suitcble for submission
to arbitration or jﬁdicial settlement,

3. For the consideration of any such dispute, the court
to which the case is referred shall be the Permanent Court
of International Justice, established in accordance with
Article 14, or any tribunal agreed on by the parties to'the
dispute or stipulated in any convention existing between
them,

4. The Members of the League agree that they will carry
out infull good faith any award or decision that may be
rendered, and that they will not resort to war against a .
Member of the League which complies therewith. In the event
of any failure to carry out such an award or decision, the

Council shall propose what steps should be taken to give

effect thereto.

Article 14
The Council shall formulate and submit to the Members of
the League for adoption plans for the establishment of a
Permanent Court of International Justice. The Court shall be
competent to hear and determine any dispute of an international

chara cter which the parties thereto submit to it. The Court

may also give an advisory opinion upon any dispute or question
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referred to it by the Council or by the Assemblye.

Article 15

1., If there should arise between Members of the League
any dispute likely to lead to a rupture, which is not submitted
to arbitration or judicial settlement in accordance with
Article 13, the Members of the League agree that they will
submit the matter to the Council. Any party to the dispute
may effect such submiséion by giving notice of the existence
of the dispute to the Secretary-General, who will make all
necessary arrangements for a full investigation and consideration
thereof.

2. For this purpose the parties to the dispute will
communicate to the Secretary=General, as promptly as possible,
statements of their case with all the relevant facts and
papers, and the Council may forthwith direct the publication
thereof.,

3. The Council shall endeavour to effect a settlement of
the dispute, and if such efforts are successful, a statement
shall be made public giving such facts and explanations
regarding the dispute épd the terms of settlement thereof as
the Council may deem appropriate.

4, If the dispute isvnot thus settled, the Council either
unanimously or by a majority vote shall makeand publish a
report containing a statement of the facts of the dispute
and the recommendations whiqh<are deemed just and proper in

A

regard thereto. |
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5. Any Member of the League represented on the Council
may make public a statement of the facts of the‘dispute and
of its conclusions regarding the same,

6o If a report by the Council is unanimously agreed to
by the members thereof other than the Representatives of one
or more of the parties to the dispute, the Members of the
League agree that they will not go to war with any party to
the dispute which complieg with the recommendations of the
report.

7 If the Council fails to reach a report which is
unanimously agreed to by the members thereof, other than the
Representatives of one or more of the parties to the dispute,
the Members of the League reserve to themselves the right
to take such action as they shall consider necessary for the
maintenance of right.and justice,

8o, If the dispute between the parties is claimed by one
of them, and is found by theCouncil,to arise out of a matter
which by international law is solely within the domestic
jurisdiction of that party, the Council shall so report, and
shall make no recommendation as to its settlement.

9. The Council may in any case under this Article refer
the dispute to the Assembly. The dispute éhall be so referred
at the request of either party to the dispute, provided that
such request be make within fourteen days after the submission

of the dispute to the Council,
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10, In any case referred to the Assembly, all the
provisions of this Articleand of Article 12 relating to the
action and powers of the Council shall apply to the action
and powers of the Assembly, provided that a report made by
the Assembly, if concurred in by the Representatives of
those Members of the League represented on the Cbuncil and
of a majority of the other Members of the league, exclusive
in each case of the Representatives of the parties to the
dispute, shall have the same force as a report by the Council
concurred in by all members thereof other than the Represénta-

tives of one or more of the parties to the dispute.

Article 16

1. should any Member of the League resort to war in
disregard of covenants under Articles 12, 13 or 15, it shall
ipso facto be deemed to have committed an act of war agalinst
all other Members of the League, which herehy undertake
immediately to subject it to the severance of all trade or
financial relations, the prohibition of all intercourse
between their nationals and the nationals of the covenante
breaking state, and the prevention of all financial, commerchl
or personal intercourse between the nationals of the covenant-
breaking State and the nationals of any other State, whether
a Member of the League or not,

2. It shall be the duty of the Council in such case to
recommend to the several Governments concerned what effective

military, naval or air force the Members of the League Shail
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severally contribute to the armed forces to be used to
protect the covenants of the League,

3. The Members of the League agree, further, that they
will mutually support one another in the financial and
economic meésures which are taken under this Article, in
order to minimize the loss and inconvenience resulting from
the above measures, and that they will mutuallf support one
another in resisting any special measures aimed at one of
their number by the covenant-brezking State, and that they
will take the necessary steps to afford passage through their
territory to the forces of any of the Members of the League
which are co-operating to protect the covenants of the League,

4, Any Member of the Leagﬁe which has violated any
covenant of the League may be declared to be no longer a
Member of the League by a vote of the Council concurred in

by the Representatives of all the other Members of the League

represented thereone.

Article 17

l, In the event of : disphte between a Member of the
League and a State which is not a member of the Léague, or
between States not members of the League, the state of States
not members of the League shall be invited to accept the
obligations of membership in the League for the purposes of
such dispute, upon such conditions as the Council may deem
juste If such invitation is accepted, the provisions of

Articles 12 to 16 inclusive shall be applied with such
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modifications as may be deemed necessary by the Council,

2. Upon such invitation being given the Council shall
immediately institute an inquiry into the circumstances of
the dispute and recommend such action as may seem best and
most effecthal in the circumstances,

3. If a State so invited shall refuse to accept the
obligations of membership in the Leaguefor the purposes of
such dispute, and shall resort to ward against a Member of
the League, the provisions of Article 16 shall be applicable
as aéainst the State taking such actione.

4, If both parties to the dispute when so invited refuse.
to accept the obligations of membership in the League for
the purposes of such dispute, the Council may take such
measures and make such recommendations as will prevent

hostilities and will result in the settlement of the dispute,

Article 18
Every treaty or international engagement entered into
hereafter by any Member of the League shall be forthwith

registered with the Secretariat and shall as soon as possible

be published by it. No such treaty or international engagement
shall be binding until so registered.

Article 19
The Assembly may from time to time advise the reconsideration
by Members of the League of treaties which have become

inapplicable and the consideration of international conditions
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whose continuance might endanger the peace of the world.

Article 20

1. The Members of the League severally agree that this
Covenant is accepted as abrogating all ébligations or under-~
standings inter se which are inconsistent with the terms
thereof, and solemnly undertake that they will not hereafter
enter into any engagements inconsistent with the terms thereof.:

2. In case any Member of the League shall, befbre becoming
a Member of the League, have undertaken any obligations
inconsiétent with the terms of this Covenant, it shall be
the duty of such Member to take immediate steps to procure

its release from such obligations.

Article 21
Nothing in this Covenant shall be deemed to affect the
validity of international engagements, such as treaties of
arbitration or regional understandings like the Monroe doctrine,

for securing the maintenance of peace.

Article 22
1. To thos colonies and territories which as a consequence
of the late war have ceased to be under the sovereignty of
the States which formerly governed them and which are inhabited
by peoples not yet able to stand by themselves under the

strenuous conditions of themodern world, there should be

applied the principle that the well-being and development of
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such peoples form a sacred trust of civilization and that
securities for the performance of this trust should be
embodied in this Covenant.

2. The best method of giving practical effect to this
principle is that the tutelage of such peoples should be
entrusted to advanced nations who by reason of their resources,
their experience or their geographical position can best
undertake this responsibility, and who are willing to accept'
it, and that this tutelage should be exercised by them as

Mandatories on behzlf of the League.

3. The character of the mandate must differ according to
the stage of the development of the people, the geographical
sitvation of theterritory, its economic conditions and other
similar circumstances.

4, Certain communities formerly belonging to theTurkish
Empire have reached a stage of development where their
existence as independent nations can be provisionally
recognized subject to the rendering of administrative advice
and assistance by a Mandatory until such times as they are
able to stand alone, The wishes of these communities must
be'a principal consideration in the selection of the Mandatory.

5. Other peoples, especially those of Central Africa,
are at such a stage that the Mandatory must be responsible
for the administration of the territory under conditions which
will guarantee freedom of conscience and religion, subject

only to the maintenance of public order and morals, the
prohibition of abuses such_as the slave trade, the arms

traffic and the liquor traffic, and the prevention of the
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establishment of fortifications of military and naval bases
andé of military training of the natives for other than police
purposes and the defence of territory, and will also secure
equal opportunities for the trade and commerce of other

Members of the Lesgue.

6. There are territories, such as South West Africa and
certain of the South Pacific Islands, which, owing to the
sparseness of their population, or their small size, or their
remoteness from the centres of civilization, or their
geographical contiguity to the territory of the Mandatory,
and other circumstances, can be best administered under the
laws of the Mandatory as integral portions of its territory,
subject to the safeguards above mentioned in the interests
of the indigenous population.

7. In every case of mandate, theMandatory shall render
to the Council an annual report in reference to the territory
committed to its charge.

8. The degree of authority, control; or administration
to be exercised by the Mandatory shall, if not previously
agreed upon by the Members of the League, be explicitly
defined in each case by the Council.

9. A permanent Commission shall be constituted to receive
and examine the annual reports of the Mandatories and to
advise the Council on all matters relating to the observance

of the mandates,
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Article 23

Subject to and in accordance sith theprovisions of

international conventions existing or hereafter to be agreed

upon, the Members of the League:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(4)

(e)

will éndeavodr to secure and maintain fair and humane
conditions of labour for men, women, and children,
both in theéir own countries and in all countries to
which their commercial and industrial relations extend,
and for that purpose will establish and maintain the
necessary international organizations:

undertake to secure just treatment of the native
inhabitants of territories under their control;

will entrust the League with the general supervision
over the execution of agreements with regard to the
traffic in women and children and the traffic in
opium and other dangerous drugs;

will entrust the League with the.general supervision

of the trade in arms and ammunition with the countries
in which the control of this traffic is necessary in
the common interest;

will make provision to secure and maintain freedom of
communications and of transit and equitable treatment
for the commerce of all Members of the League, In
this connexion, the special necessities of the regions
devastated during the war of 1914-1918 shall be borne

in mind;
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(£f) will endeavour to take steps in matters of international

concern for the prevention and control of disease.

Article 24

1. There shall be placed under the direction of the
League all international bureaux already established by
general treaties if the parties to such treaties consent.
'All such international bureaux and all commissions for the
regulation of matters of international interest hereafter
constituted shall be placed under the direction of the Leagﬁe.

2. In all matters of international interest which are
regulated by general conventions but which are not placed
under the control of internatiohai bureaux or commissions,
the Secretariat of the League shall; subject to the consent
of the Council and if desired by the parties, c¢ollect and
distfibute all relevant information and shall render any
other assistance which may . be mecessary or desirablé.

3. The Council may include as part of the expenses of
the Secretariat the expenses of any bureau or commission

which is placed under the direction of the League,

Article 25
The Members of the. League agree to encourage and promote
the establishment and co-operation of duly authorized voluntary

national Red Cross organizations having as purposes the
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improvement of health, the prevention of disease and the

mitigation of suffering throughout the world.

Article 26
1. Amendments of this Covenant will take effect when
ratified by the Members of the League whoseRepresentatives
compose the Coﬁncil and by a majority of the Members of the
League whose Representatives compose the Assembly.
2. No such amendment shall bind any Member of the League
which signifies its dissent therefrom, but in that case it~

shall cease to be a Member of the League,

The original text of the Coveﬁant was approved by the
Peace Conference on April 28th, 1919. The text given here as
an apﬁendix is as amended in later years by tﬁe League
Assembly, But theamendments were few. The second paragraph
of clause 2 of Article4 was added in 1921, as was clause S
of Article 6, although neither came into force immediately
because of delays in their formal ratification by individual
countries. The only other amendments followed the setting=-up, -
in 1921, of the Permanent Court of International Justice. as
required in Article 14, The amendments-to Articles 12, 13
and 15 - simply provide for the possibility of submitting
disputes to the Court and refer to its powers to make judicial

decisions and settlements.
—-x—-—

Source: George Scott, The Rige and Fall of the League of

Nations, pp. 407-18,



Appendix B
Text of Draft Convention, Decemper 1930

Article 1

The Higihh Contracting Parties agree to limit andg,
so far as poscsible, reduce their respective armaments
as provided in the present Convention,

PART I PERSONNLSL

Chapter A Effectives

Article 2

The average daily effectives in the land, sea, and
air armed forces and formations organized on a military
basis of each of the High Contracting Parties shall not
exceed, in each of the categories of effectives defined
in the tables annexed to this chapter, the figure aid
down for sch party in the corresponding column of the said

tables,

Article 3

The average daily effectives ar. reckoned by dividing
the total nunber of days' duty performed in each year by

the numper of days in such year,
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article 4

By formations organized on a military basis shall be
understood police forces of ail kinds, gendarmerie,
customs officials, forest guards, which, whatever their
legal purpose, are, in time of peace, by reason of their
staff of officers, establishment, training, armament,
equimment, capable of being employed for miliitary purposes
without measures of mopilization, as well as any other

organization complying with the above condition,

By mcpilization, within the meaning of the present
article, shall be understood all the measures for the
purpose of providing the whole or part of the wvarious
corps, services and units with the personnel and material
required to pass from a peace-time footing to a war-time

footing,

The Tables annexed to Chapter A of Part I are:

i. average dally ertectives not to be exceeded in Land
Armed Forces,

Table I. Maximum Land Armed Forces in Home Country

Table I, (optional) Maximum Land Armed Forces QOverseas

Table IIT, Maximum of Total Land Armed Forces

Taple IV, Maximum lrormations organized on a Militaiy Basis

stationed in Home Countrv
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Table V, Maximum formations organized a Military Basis

stationed Qverseas

These five Tables each contain the following categories:
a) Total Effectives (including (b) and (c)
b) Officers
c) Other Etfectives who have completed at least x
months of service,
x (This figure to be determined by the duration of the
longest period of service which is in force in the conscript
land army of any High Contracting party at the time of the
signature of the Convention,) |
2. Average daily effectives not to be exceeded in Sea
Armed Forces,
Table V. Maximum Sea Armed Forces
Table VII, Maximum Sea Formations organized on a Military Basis
In these two Tables:
Total Eftectives (officers, petty officers, and men) are
given in one column,
3. Average daily effectives not to be exceeded in the air
Armed Foxces
Table VITI, (optional) Maximum Air armed Forces stationed in
Howme Countoy,

Table IX. (optional) Maximum Air Armed Forces stationed Overseas.
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Table X, Maximum of the Total Air Armed Forces
These three Taples each contain~the following Categories:

a) Total effectives (incliuding columan (b),

b) Ettectives who have completed at least z months
of service (0Officers, N.C.0.'s and Men),
z (This figure to be determined by the duration of the
longest period of service which is in force in the conscript
alr amy of any High Contracting Party at the time of

the signature of the Convention,)
Chayter B, Period ox service

Article 5
The provisions of this chapter apply only to etfrectives

recruited oy conscripticn,

Article 6

For each of the High Contracting Farties concerned,
the maximum total periods service to which the effectives
recruited by conscription are liable in the land, sea or air
armed forces or formations organized on a military basis
respectively, shali not exceed the figures laid down for

such party ir the tarle amexed to this chapter,
Article 7
For each man, the total period of service is the total

number of cays comprised in the different periods of service

which he is liable under the national i1aw to perform,
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article 8

As an exception, each of the High Contracting parties
concerned may exceed the limits which he has accepted oy the
table annexed to this chapter in so far as, owing to a
falling-off in the number cf pirths, such an increase may
be necessary to enable the maximum total number of effectives
fixed in his case by the tables annexed to Chapter a of
tnis part to be attained,

It is understood that amy Hich Contracting rarty which
avails itself of this option wiil imnediately notify the
measures taken and the reasons justifying them to the other
High Contracting Parties and to the Permanent Disarmament
Commissicn referred to in Part VI of the present Convention,
Apticle 9

In any case, the total period of éervicevshall not
exceed,..months,

Table annexed to Chapter B of part I
Maximum toctal pericd of service to which the effectives
recruited by conscription are liable in the armed forces
or formations organized on a military basis of each High

Contracting Farty, with separate columns for Land, Sea
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PART II MATERIAL
Chapter A.Land armaments
article 10

(Provisicnal text subject to the drafting of the Annex.)

The annual expenditure of each High Contracting rarty
on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war material
for land.

Armaments shall be limitﬁg to the figures laid down

J

for such rarty, and in accordénce with the conditions

prescribed in the annex...tc this Article,

Chapter B, Naval Armaments

Arcticle 11

Throughout the duration of the present Convention, the
global tonnage of the vessels of war of each of the High
Contracting Parties, cﬁher than the vessels exempt from
limitation under aAnnex I to this Chapter and the special
vessels enumerated in Annex II, shall not exceed the
figure laid down for such pParty in Table I annexed to
this Chapters

article 12

Tavle IY annexed to this Chapter shows, by tonnage per
category, the way in which each High Contracting rarty
intends to distribute during the period of application

cf the present Convention the. global tonnage which is limiteg

in the case of such Party to the figure laid down in Tapbl
able 1,
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Article 13

Within the limits of the global tonnage fixed for

such Party in Table I, and falling any stricter conditions

resulting itrom special conventions to which it is or may

become a party, each of'the High Contracting Parties may
modify the distribution shown for it in Table II, subject

to the folilowing conditicns:

1) The tonnages by category shown for each High Contracting
Party in Table II shall in no case be the object of
increase beyond the figures shown for it in Table IIIX
annexed to this Chapter,

2) Before the laying-down oi the ship or ships for the
construction of which the transferred tonnage has been
acsigned, due notice must be given to all tne other
Hich Contracting rarties and the Secretary-General
and the permanent Disarmament Comﬁission, of the amount
of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice
peing that laid down for each of the High Contracting
Parties in Table III,

Article 14

No capital ship shall exceed 35,000 tcns (35,560 metric
tons) standard displacement or carry a gun exceeding

16 inches (406 mm,) in calibre.,
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Article 15

No aircrzft carrier shall exceed 27,000 tons (27,432
metric tons) standard displacement or carry a gun with

a calibre in excess of 8 inches (203 mm,) .

No aircraft carrier of 10,000 tcns (10,160 metric tons)
or less standard displacement shall carry a gun exceeding

6.1 inches (155 mm,) in calibre,

If the armament carried includes guns exceeding 6.1
inches (155 mm,) in calibre, the total number of guns carried,
except anti-zircraft guns and guns not exceeding 5.1 inches
(130 mra,), shall not exceed ten. If, alternativéxy, the
armament contains no guns exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm,) in
calibre, the number of guns is not limited., In either
case, the numpber of anti-aircraft guns and of guns not

exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm,) in calibre, is not limited,

Axrticle 16

No submarine shall exceed 2,000 tons (2,032 metric tons)
standard displacement or carry a gun exceeding 5.1 inches
(130 mm,) in calipre,

Article 17

No vessel of war exceeding the limitations as to

displacement or armament prescribed by the present Convention
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shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for or within the

jurisdiction of any of the High Contracting prarties,

Article 18

In regard to the replacement of the vessels of war
limited by the present Convention, the High Contracting
Parties wilil comply with the rules set out in annex IV

to this Chapter.

article 19

No preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time
of peace for the installation of warlike armaments for
the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war,
other than the necessary stiffening of decks for the

mounting of guns not exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm,) in calibre,

Article 20

In the event of a High Contracting farty's being
engaged in war, such Party shall not use as a wvessel of war
any vessel of war which may be under construction within its
jurisdiction for any other power, or which may have been
constructed within its jurisdiction for anocther Fower and

not delivered.

Article 21

Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to

dispose, by gift, sale, or any mode of transfer, of any

vessel of war in such a manner that such vessel may become
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a vessel of war in the navy of any foreiuyn PFower,.

Article 22

Any vessels of war which have to be disposed of as
being surplus to the tonnage figures allowed by the present
Convention shall be disposed of in accordance with the

rules set out in Annex V to tnis chapter,

article 23

Existing ships of various types, which, prior to
April 1, 1930, have been used as stationary training
establishments or hulks, may be retained in a non-seagoing

condition,

Article 24

(Provisional text, subject to the dratting of the Annex.)

The annual expenditure ot each Hiéh Contrascting Party
on the upkeep, purchase and manutacture of war material
for naval armaments shali be limited to the figures 1aid
down for such Farty, and in accordance with the conditions
prescriped, inD ANnNexX...

Note: The two following articles appear in pPart III of the
London lMaval Treaty, and are gquoted as examples of supplementary
restrictions which certain High Contracting Parties may be

prepared to accept,
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Arth.Le eoe

‘Mot more than 25 per cent of the allowed total tonnage
in the cruiser category may be fitted with a landing on

platform or deck for aircraft',
Articlees.e.

'In the destroyer category, not more than 16 per cent

oi the allowed total tonnage shall be employed in vessels

of over 1,500 tons (1,524 metric tons) standard displacement®,
Tables annexed tc Chapter B of Part II

Table I, The Total Global Tonnage not to be exceeded by

each Hich Contracting rarty.

Table 11, The Distribution ot Tonnage between five categories
of war vessels,

i.e. (a) Capital ships (with a subsection for States which

do not possess any capital ship of a standard displacement
exceeding 8,000 tons); (b) aircraft carriers; (c¢) Cruisers
(1) with guns exceeding 6,1 in., (ii) with guns of 6.1 in,

or less; (d) Destroyers (these two categories classified as
(ceds) light surface vessels); (e) Suomarines,

Table III, Rules tor Transfer,

The figures to be entered in this table will be

calculated on the following principles:
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1. Account must be taken of the special circumstances of each

Power, and of the classes of ships involved in the transfer.

2. rowers whose total tonnage does not exceed 100,000 tons

will have full freedom of transfer as regards surface ships.

3. As regards the other Powers, the amount of the transfer
should vary in inverse to the amount of the total (global)

tonnage of cach of them.

(Amnmexes contain definitions and lists of exempt vessels;
definitlons of capital ships, aircraft carriers, cruisers,
destroyers (and light surface vessels), and standard displacement;
rules for replacement; rules for disposal elther by scrapping or
conversion, These definitions and rules are the same as those
adopted at the London Naval Conference .)

Chapter C. Air Armaments
Article 25

The nwaber and total horse-power of the aeroplanes, capable
of use in war, in commiésion and in immediate reserve in the land,
sea and air armed forces of each of the High Contracting Parties
shall not cxceed the figures laid down for such Party in the

corresponding columns of Table I annexed to this Chapter.

The number and total horse-power of the aeroplanes, capable
of use in war, in commission and in immediate reserve in the landg,
sea and alr formations organized on a military basis of each of
the High Contracting Parties shall not exceed the figures laid
down for such Party in the corresponding columns of Table II

annexed to this Chapter,



162

Article 26

The number, total horsegpower, and total wvolume of
dirigibles, capable of use in war, in commission in the
land, sea and ailr armed forces of each of the High
Contracting Parties shall not exceed the figures laid
down for such Party in the corresponding cblumns of

Table III annexed to this Chapter,

The number, total horse-power and total volumé of
dirigibles capable of use in war, in commission in the land,
sea and air torﬁations organized on a military basis of
each of the High Contracting pParties shall not exceed the
figures laid down for such Party in the corrcsponding

colunns of Table IV amexed to this Chapter,

Article 27

Horse-power shall be measured according to the foliowing
rules... The volume of dirigibles shall be expressed

in cubic metres,

article 28

1. The High Contracting Parties shall refrain from
prascribing the embodiment of military features in the
construction of civil aviation material, so that this

material may be constructed for purely civil purposes, more
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particularly with a view to providing the greatest

possible measure of security and the most economic

return, No prerarations shall be made in civil.aircraft in
time of peace for the installation of warlike armaments

for the purposz of converting such aircraft into military
aircraft,

2. The High Contracting pParties undertake not to reguire civil
aviation enterrrises to employ persomnel specially trained

for military purposes, Théy undertake to authorize only

as a provisional and temporary measure the seconding of
personnel to, and the empl&yment of military aviation material
in, civil aviation undertakings. Any such personnel or
military material which may thus be emploved in civil

aviation of whatever naturé shall be included in the limitation
applicable tc the High Contracting Party . concerned in virtue
of Part I, or Articles 25 and 26, of the present Convention,
as the case may be,

3. The High Contracting pParties undertake not to subsidizé,
directly or indirectly, air lines principally established

for military purooses instead of being established for
economic, admministrative or social purposese

4, The High Contracting Partiss undertake to encourage

as far as jossible the conclusion of economic agreements

betveen civil aviation undertakings in the d4different
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countriss and to confer together to this end.

The itollowing Tables are annexed to Part I, Chapter C:
Tabie I, Aeroplanes of the Land, Sea and Air Armed Forces,
Table I1. Aeroplanes ot the Land, Sea and Air Formations
organized on a Military Basisoe
Table III, Dirigibles of the Land, Sea and Air Forces.

Table IV, Dirigibles of the Land, Sea and Air Formations

organized on a Military Basis,

These four Tables each contain the following categoriess
a) Total aeroplanes/Dirigibles of the Armed Forces.
b) (optional) Aeropianes/Dirigibles stationed inrthe
Home Country.
c) (optional) Aeroplanes/Dirigibles stationed Overseasi
d) (optional) (oniy in Tables I and III) Aeioplanes/

Dirigibles in aircraft carriers. (Columns indicating

nunper and total hourse~powsr-and volume for dirigibles) o’

PART III, BUDGETARY EXP=NDITURE

Axrticle 29.

(Provisional text subject to the drafting of the Annex.)

The total annual expenditure of each of the High
Contracting Parties on his land, sea and air forces and

formations organized on a military basis shall be limited
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to the figure laid down for such Party and in accordance

with the conditions prescribed in the Annex...
PART IV, EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION

Article 30

For each category of effectives defined in the model
tables annexed to this Article, the exchange of information
each year shall apply to the average daily number of
effectives reached during the preceding year in the 1langd,
sea and air armed forces and formations organized on a militacry

pasis of each of the High Contracting Parties.

For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will
forward to the Secretary-General of the League of Nétions,
within,..months after the end of each year, the necessary
information to enable the said tables to be drawn up in the case of
such Party. Each Party shall attach to this statement
an explanatory note showing the elements on which the
figures supplied are based, and stating, in particula; for
each sort of effectives (recruits, militiamen, reservists,
territorials, &c.), the number of these effectives and

the numper of days'® service they have performed.

The said tables shall be drawn up and pupblished with
the explanatory note referred to above by the Secretary-General

not later than ... in each year,
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The annexed Tables are as foll&ws:
Taole I, Land armmed Forces in Home Countriv.,
Table II, Land Aprmed Forces (Overseas,
Table IITI, Total Land Armed Forces,
Table IV, Land Formations organized on a Military Basis.
Table vV, Land Formations organized on a Militarxy
Basis--=0verseas.,
These five Tables contain the following categories:
a) Total Effeétives (including those speciftied separately
in each coliumn) . |
b)  Officers.
c) Other effectives who have completed at least x months
of service,
ad) Soldi=srs whose period of service has exceeded the legal
period of service but is less than x months, (Informmation
to be supplied only for effectives recruited by conscription,)
e) (optional) Recruits not trained as defined in
national legilslation,
TableFVII. sea formations organized on a Military Basis.
These two Tables contain the following categoriess-
a) Total Effectives (including those specified separatcly
in each colwnan),
b) Officers.
c) Other Effectives who have completed at least y months

of service,

d) (optional) Recruits not trained as defined in national
a

legislation,
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Table VIII, air Armed Forces in Home Country o

Tavle IX., Air Armed Forces Overseas.

Table X, Total Air Armed Forces'

Table XI., Air Formatiohs on a Military Baslis-~-Home Country.,

Table XII, Air Formations on a Military Basis-Overseas.

These five Tables contain the following categories:

a) Total Effectives (including those specified separately
in each column),

b) Effectives who have completed at least z months

of service, (Officers, N.C.0.'s and Men,)

c) (optional) Recruits not trained as defined in national
legislation,

Article 31

If any youths have compulsorily received, during any
yvear, preparatory military tréining within the jurisdiction
of any High Contracting Party, such Party shall communicate
to the Secreutary-General of the League of Nationsg, within
x months after the end of each year, the number of youths who

have received such instructione.

The above information shall be published by the

Secretary~General not later than...in each years,
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Article 32

The High Contracting Parties concerned shall forward
to the Seéretary-General of the League of Nations at the
end of each year the following information as to the
provisions of their law relating to the effectives recruited
by conscription in their land, sea and air forces and

informations organized on a military basis respectivelys

1) The total number of days comprised in the first
period of service;

2) The total duration in days of the ensuing periodse.
The above information shall be published by the

Secretary-General not later thane..in each year,

article 33

Each of the High Contracting parties shall, withine..
months from the end of each budgetary year, communicate to the
Secretary-General of the League of MNetions a statement, drawn
up in accordance with a standard model, showing by categories
of materials the total actual expenditure in the course of said
year on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war materials
ot the 1and and sea armed forces and formations oréanized

on a military basis of such Party.

The information contained in this statement shall be

published by the Secretary-General not later than...in each year,
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Article 34

Within one month after the date of laying down and the
date of completion respectively of each vessel of war,
other thah the vessels exempt from limitation under Annex I
to Chapter B of Part II, laid down or completed by or for
them or within their jurisdiction after the coming into
force of the present Convention, the High Contracting Partigs
shall communicate to the Secretary-General of the League of
Nations the information detailed below:
a) The date of laying down the keel and the following
particulars:

Classification of the vessel and for whom built (if not

for the High Contracting Party); Standard displacement
in tons and metric tons;
Principal dimensionsge--namely, length of water-line, extreme
beam at or below water-line;
Mean draught at standard displacement;
Calibre of the largest gun,
o) The date of completion, together with the foregoing
particulars relating to the vessel at that dates,
The above information shall be immediately comnunicated by
the Secretary-General to all the High Contracting Parties
and shall pbe published by the Secretary-General not lgter

than,,.in each year,
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ﬁfFiC1e 35

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall comaunicate
to the Secretariat of the League of Nations the name and the
tonnage ¢of any wvesgsel constructed in accordance with Article 19
(Chapter II), With regérd to existing vessels of this type,
this communication shall be made within two months after
ratification of the present Convention., With regard to
vessels to be constructed, the conmunication shall be made

on the date of completion,

Article 236

FPor cach ot the categories of aircraft defined in the model
tables annexed to this Article, the exchange of information shall
apply to the maximum figures attained in each year in respect of
the numpber and total hourse;power, and for dirigibles the
total volume, by the ailrcraft referredAto in Articles 25 and

26 of the present Conventione.

For t.is purpose eacn of the High Contracting pParties
will forward to the Secretary=-General of the League of Nations
within,..months after the end of each year the necessary
information to enable the said to be drawn up in the case of

such Party.

The tables referred to in the preceding paragraph shall
be drawn up and published by the Secretaryv-General not later

than...in each year,
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Annexed to this Aprticle are the following Tables:
Taple X, Aerpplanes of the Land, Sea and air Armed Forces,
Table I, 2eroplanes ot the Land, sea andé Air Formations
organized onh a Military Basise.

Table IIT¥, Dirigibles of the Land, Sea and Air Forces,
Table IV. Dirigibles of the Land, Sea and Air Formetions
organized on a Military Rsis.

These four Tab.es contaih the following categories, eaéh
category containing columns for numpber and tetal horse-power,

also tectal volume tor dirigibles:s

a) Total aercplanes of the Armed Forces,

b) (opticnal) Aeroplanes staticned in the Home Country .
c) (optional) Aeroplanes stationed Overseas,

d) (opticnal) Aeroplanes in Aircraft Carriers (only in

Taples I and IV) .

Article 37

In order tc ensure publicity as regards civil aviation,
each of the Hicgh Contracting rarties shall indicate within
x months atter the end of each year to the Secretary=-General
of the Luague of Nations the numker and total horse-power
of civil aercplanes and dirigibles registered within the
jurisdiction of such Party. Each party shall also indicate
the amounts expended on civil aviation oy the Govermment

and by local authorities.
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The above information shall be published by the

Secretary~General not later thaneg..in each year.

Article 38

Each of the High Contracting rarties shall communicéte
teo the secretary-General of the League of Nations
within,,.ronths of the end of eéch budgetary year a
statement drawn up in accordance with the standard model
annexed to this Article showing the total amounts actually
expended in the course of the said year on the land,

sea and air armaments of such Party,

The information supplied in this statement shall be
published by the Secretary-General not later than...in

each year,
PART V, CHEMICAL ARMS

Article 39

The High Contracting Parties undertake, subject to
reciprocity, to abstain from the use in war of asphyxiating,
poisonous or similar gases, and of all analogous liquics,

substances or processes,

They undertake unreservedly to apstain from the use of

all bacteriological methods of warfare,
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PART VI, MISCELIANEOUS FRCVISIONS

Chapter A, Fermaneni Disarmameni Commission

Article 40

There shall be set up at the seat of the League of
Nations a FPermanent Disarmament Commission with the duty of
following the execution of the present Convention, It shall
consist of x (figure to be fixed by the Conference) members
appointed respectively by the Governments of...(list to be drawn

up by the Conference),

Members of the Commission shall not represent their
Governments. They shall be appointed for x years, but shall
be re-eligible, During their teim of office, they may be
replaced only on death or in the case of voluntary resicgnation

or serious and permanent illness,
They may be assisted by technical experts,

Article 43

The Commission shall meet for the first time, cn being
summoned by the Secretary-General of the League of MNations,
within three mcnths from the entry into force of the
present Convention, to elect a provisional President and

Vice~president and to draw up lts Rules of Procedures
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Thercafter it shall meet annually in ordinary session

on the date fixed in its Rules of PFrocedure,

It may also, if summoned by its President, meet in
extraordinary session in the cases provided for in the present
Convention and whenever an application to that effect is

made by a High Contracting Party.
Article 42

The Commission shall have full power tc lay down its
own Rules of Frccedure on the basis of the provisions of the

present Convention,

Article 43

The Commission may only transact business 1f at least

twoe-thirds of its members are present,

Article 44

Any High Contracting Farty not having a member of its
nationality on the Commission shall be entitled to send a
member appointed for the purpose to sit at any meetings
or the Commission during which a question speclally affecting

the interests of that Party is considered,

aArticle 45

- Each member cf the Commission shall have only one vote.
All decisions of the Commission shall be taken by a majority

of the votes of the members present at the mecting.
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In the cases proviced for in Articles 50 and 52 the
votes of members appointed by the rarties concerned in the

discussion shall not be counted in determining the majority.

A minority report may be drawn up.

Article 46

Each memper of the Commission shali be entitled
on his own responsibility to have ady person heard ox
consulted who is in a position tc throw any light on the

question which is keing examined by the Commission,

Article 47

Each member cf the Commission shall be entitled to
recuire that, in any report by the Commission, account shall
be taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by him,

if necessary in the form of a separate report.
Article 48

All) reportse by the Commission shall, under conditions
specified in each case in the present Convention, cr in the
Rules of frocedure of the Commission, e communicated to
ali the High Contracting pParties and to the Councii ot the
League of uations, and shall be published.

article 49

The Fermanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all

the informotion supplied by the High Contracting parties
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to the Secretary-General ot the League in pursuance of their

internaticonal obligations in this regard.

Each year, the Commission shall make at lLeast one
report on the information submitted tc it and on any other
information that may reach it from a responsible source and
that it may consider worth attention, showing the situation

as regards the fulfilment of the present Convention,

This report shall be communicated forthwith to all
the High Contracting Parties and to the Councill of the League
and shall pbe published on the date fixed in Rules of

Frocedure of the Commission,.

Chapter B. Derogétions

article 50

If, dQuring the term of the present Convention, a change
of circumstances constitutes, in the Opihion of any High
Contracting Party, a menace to its national security,
such High Contracting Party may suspend temporarily, in
so far as conca ns itself, any provision or provisions of
the present Convention,.other than those expressly designed
to apply in the event of war, provided:

a) That such Contracting Party shall immediately notify
‘the other Contracting Parties and at the same time the
Permanent visarmament Commission, through the
Secretary=~General of the League of Nations, of such

temrorsry suspension, and of the extent therecof,
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k)  That simultaneously with the said notification, the
Contracting pParty shall communicate to the other
Contracting Parties, and at the same time, tc the
Permanent Commission through the Secretary-General,
a full explanation of the chahge ot circumstances

referred tc above,

Thereupon the other High Cohtracting Farties shall

promptly advise as to the situation thus presented,

when the reasons for such temporary suspension have
ceased to exist, the said Hich Contracting rarty shall
reduce its armaments to the level agresed upon in the
Convention, and shall make immediate notification to the

other Contracting Parties,

Chapter C, Procedure Regarding Complaints

Article 51

The High Contracting Parties recognize that any
violation of the provisions of the present Convention

is a metter of concern to all the parties,

Article 52

If, during the term of the present Convention, a
High Contracting Party is of opinion that another party

to the Convention is maintaining armaments in excess

of the figures agreed upon or is in any way violating
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or endeavouring to violate the provisions of the present
Convention, such Party may lay the matter, through the
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, pefore the

rermanent Dissarmament Commission,.

The Commission, after hearing a representatiwve of
the High Contrscting Party whose action is questioned,
should such Party so desire, and the représentative of any
other pParty which may be specially concerned in the matter
and which asks tc pbe heard, shall, as soon as possible,
present a rejort thereon to the High Contracting Parties
and to the Council of the League. The report and any

proceedings thereon shall be published as soon as possible,

The High Contracting parties shall promptly advise

as to the conclusions of the r=port.

It the High Contrscting Parties directly concerned
are Members ot the League of Nations, the Council shall
exercise the rignts devolving upon it in such circumstances
in virtue of the Convenant with a view tc ensuring tﬁe
observancce of the present Convention and to safeguarding

the peace of nationse

Chapter Do, Final Provisions

Article 532

The present Convention shall not affect the

provisions of previous treaties under which certain of



179

the High Contracting Parties hesve agreed to Limit their
land, sea or air armaments, and have thus fixed in relation
to cne another theilr respective rights and obligations

in this connexion.

The following High Contracting Parties,.e.signatory
to the said Treaties declare that the limits fixed for
their armaments under the present Convention are accepted
by them in relation to the obligations referred to in
the preceding paragraph, the maintenance oi such provisions
peing ror them an essential condition tor the opservance of

the present Convention,

article 54

I£ a dispute arises betwsen two or more of the High
‘Contracting Parties concerning the interprcetation or application
of the provisions of the present.Conyeﬁtion, and cannot be
settled cither directly bpetween the parties or by some
other method of friendly settlement, the parties will,
at the recquest of any one of them, sulxnit such dispute
to the decision of the Permanent Court of International

Justice or to an arbitral tribunal chosen by them,

article 55

The present Convention shall be ratified by the
High Contracting parties in accordance with their respective

constituiional methods., The instruments of ratification
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shall be deposited with the Secretary-General of the

League of MNations,

The present Convention shall come into force, for
each Party whose instrument of ratitication has been
deposited, as soon as the instruments of ratification

have been deposited Iye.. (list to be drawn up by the

Conference)

(should the present Convention not have come into
force in accordancs with the preceding paragraph by ...the
High Contracting Parties shall be invited by the Secretarye
General of the League of Nations to meet and consider
the possibility of putting it into force. They undertake
to participate in this consultation, which shall take

place before...)

article 56

Each of the High Contracting pParties will take the
necessary measures for carxying the provisions of the
present Convention into effect as soon as it has come into

force for such Partye

article 57

Subject to the provisions of Articles 58 and 59,
the present Convention shall remain in force for..w’2arse.
It shall remain in force after the expiration of that

period except in so far as it may be amended, superseded
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or denounced under the conditions specified in the .

following articles,

Article 58

Before the end of the period of x years provided
for in the preceding article, and not less than y years
after its entry into force, the present Convention
shall be re-examined by the High Contracting Parties
meeting in Conference, The date of this meeting shall
be fixed by the Council of the League of Nations, after
taking cognisance of the opinion of the Permanent
Disarmament Commission and of the intentions of the High

Contracting Parties non-members of the League of Nations,

The above-mentioned Conference may, it necessary,
revise the present Convention and establish fresh provisions
in substitution therefor, fixing their—period of duration
and laying down general rules regarding their examination

and subsequent revision, if the latter is required.

Article 59

Befora the end of the period of y years provided for
in the preceding article, but not less than z years
after the entry into force of tne present Convention,

the proccdure Pr examination and revision laid down
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in that article may also be carried out at the request

of a High Contracting Party, with the concurrence of the
Permanent Disarmament Commission, if the conditions uhder
which the engagements stipulated in the Convention were
contracted have undergone, as the result of technical
transformations or special circumstances, changes justifying
a fresh examination and, if necessary, the revision of

such engagementsi,

Article 60

In the course of a conference held in the circumstances
provided for in the two preceding articles, any High
Contracting Party shall be entitled to notify its

intention to denounce the present Convention,

Such denunciation shall take effect two years after
its date, but in no case before the expiration of the

period of x years mentioned in Article 57,

Source: Documents on International Affairs, 1931.
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