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PREFACE

The object of this study is not merely to narrate the
history of disarmament from the 19th Centuggand mtie systematically
during the League period, but also to examine ita»gglgggggg_;g_;hg
post-second world war disarmament negotiations, The study of the
history of disarmament during the period under review itself is
rewarding as it offers an_;ggg:quggg_;ggight_into.the“ﬁech;gagigps
of European States which resulted in the First World war. Just
like the present U.S. "military -« industrial complex™, there were
very powerful military incluences in every important European State
which the political leaders could not resist, PFor instance,
the General Staff of Germany, France or Russia were much more
responsible than the politicians for the rejection of every
reasonable proposal for the reduction of arms and pushing
Europe to the brink of a World Wwar.

The European State system which was utterly chaotic,
exhausted and demoralised was to be rebuilé’under the League
system, But the new world order that came into being had
within it the seeds of its distruction and of a future world war.

It was erected'EE”FEE—I;;;;oncfiégie and permanent antagonism

of the satisfied and dissatisfizd European Powers. It was’ o
the duty of the League system to maintain the balance between .Q}///
these two clearly divided groups. The disarmament negotiations
under the League period were essentially a power struggle between
the status quo powers led by France on the-;;;—généﬂghé

revisionist powers led by Germany on the other. European

security and to a certain extent the world security hinged on

every move and counter-move taken by and every alliance and
counter-alliance made by France and Germany.

\/&he League design to disarm Germany in the first
instance and to be followed by corresponding reduction of
armaments by other nationsg did not work.V/On the contrary,
it could only aggravate the arms race, It is the purpose of
this study to examine all these developments, the cumulative

Contd. . .2/"”
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effect of which was the collapse of the disarmament efforts
under the League period,

Another object of this study is to examine the
causes of the failure of the World Pisarmament Conference,

4 o Sr———— ot o ———r M.ttt . — -

Important among the reasons for the failure, it may be
mentioned in particular,v{%e very weak and loose collective
security machinery provided by the league covenant, the

loosening of the alliance of the Allied Powers, the national
insult to Germany under the dictated Peace Treaty (of Versailles),
the rise of Hitler and the callous indifference of the

major Powers t& disarmament,

The advantages and disadvantages of voluntary and
enforced disarmament will also be examined in this study.

The structural details of the League machinery of
disarmament have also to be studied in some detail.

Finally, a serious effort will be made in this
study to examine the general proposition that the success of
disarmament efforts depends largely on resolving the underlying
political conflicts in the international society,
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Chapter - 1.

Introduction

JaSESsearch for security began with the killing of

Abel by his brother Cavfl, Whether the Hobbesian view of men
living in the state of nature 1s more accurate than Rousseau's
view, recurring hostilities and fratricidal wars becanme a re-
gular feature of inter-State relations,Mith the increasing
ability of man to fabricate more and more sophisticated means-
of destruction in warfare, nations and people felt insecure
and they thought of some device to control the instrument of
war. _

However, the idea of ensuring the security of nations

—— -

through disarmament is of recent origin, Ino fact, disarmanment

e e m w—— = o

is coeval with the phenomenon of arms race, According to Noel-

o ——

3aker, " the growth of modern armaments had hardly begun seven-

ty years ago. It is only since then that t?e arms race has been
the dominating factor in international life".
There were several factors responsible for the

arms race., A standing army, technological development and

development of modern communications greatly accelerated the
arms race in Europe in the 19th €entury. Another self-pferpe-
tuating factor for the arms race is the lobby of armament
industry and war, As Salvador De {dadariaga most sucfinctly

put it, " armament firms are interested in fostering a &tate

(i) Noel Baker, The Apms e, (London : Stevens and Sons
Limited, 1958), p. 21,
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2 _
of_affairs which will increase the demand for armaments", ILast

but certainly not the least, arms race itself is a stimulating
factor of arms race., In the words of NoeleBaker, " the arms race

& 3 *
was a major factor in the causation of the 1914 war"., The broad

picture of the increase in armaments during the three decades

- f4:‘::"‘~,.__.

 before the 1914 war is shown in the following three tables?

Table = 1,

Men under Arms - Army and Navy (thousand)

Countries 1884 1900 1908 1914

Britain ' . 281 327 315 397
France 556 659 657 834
~ Russia 806 938 = 1260 1253
Germany | 458 629 653 864
Austria-Hungary 300 383 389 443
Italy - - 270 345
UeS.Ae 37 126 | 128 165

Japan | 43 273 256 301

L.

(g) Salvador De Madariaga , Disarmement, {(London : Oxford '
University Press, 1929)%, p. 9.

@Noel—Baker, 92_.___(21_20' Pe 11,
4, IM. De 40,
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Table - II

Defence Expenditure in &€ Sterling (Millions)

Countries ] 1883 1900 1908 1913
Britain ’ 28 &3 59 i
France 31 - 391 44 82
Rusgsia : 36 44,6 60 g2
Germany 20 40 59 100
Austria-Hungary 13 13,8 21 24
Ital& ' 12 15,4 18 29
U;S.A. 11 40.1 53 64
Japan | : o5 5 4,5 12
Total 51,5 227 318,5 480

Ayerage Price level

( 1913 : 100) . 95 , 90 100
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Table 1III

Total Naval Expenditure Voted or Estimated £ Million (Since_1908)

Countries 1908 1909 1910 1911 1912 1913 1914
Britain. 3242 ;35.7 40,4 42,4 45,1 46,3 51,0
Germany 16,5 19,7 2z 22 22,6 23 23.4
Ttaly 6.2 6.5 8.4 84 8,5 10.2 10.4
France 12,7 13,3 17.3 17,3 18 20;8 19.8
Russia 10 9.6 11,6 11,6 17,6 25,3 26.7
Austria-Hungary 2.4 - 4 5.1 Se 5.8 5.9 2.8

Although nations realiged that disarmament
could help to divert all these enormous human and material
resources wasted on destructive and dangerous weapons to

peaceful purposes and to conquer diseases, poverty and*puman

misery, there was neither the will not¥ the iggtiative except

sporadic and desultory attempts in the past, in the direction
of disarmament, The Rush-Bagot Treaty (1817) was the firsmt

bilateral agreement on the limitation of armaments concluded

in the 19th €entury. Under the Treaty, the United States and
Great Britain ( on behalf of Canada ) agreed to reduce the
number of warships to three for maintaining peaée and security'
in the border region of the Great Lake. Then at the instance

of the Isar of Rusgsia, there were some infructuous attempts
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at the Hague Conferences of 1899 and 1907, to bring about some

kind of understanding about disarmament which might have con~
siderably reduced the heavy dburdens of their armament's budgets.
/ﬁut the most systematic, concerted and organigzed efforts to
reach disarmament agreements at an international level were
made only under the Ieague of Nations, at the end of the First
World War. . Jhe Treaty of Versailles also reflected the same

urge for multilateral disarmament,
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Chapter 2

IHE NEW WORLD ORDER UNDER THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS

“The First World War had brought about the downfall of four
great empires - The German empire, The Austro- Hungarain empire,
The Ottoman empire and the Russian empire. Thus at the end of 1918‘
a scene of enormous confusion, political and economic confronted
the leaders of the.Allies and Victorious Powers:/&he immediate pro-
blem of the victors-Britain, America, France, Italy and Japan was
a settlement with the defeated nations,

(&he Peace settlement between the victors and the vane
quished took four years to completé%(And at the end a separate tre-
aty was signed with each of the defeated countries./The most impor-
tant being the Treaty of Versailles concluded with Germany) Qhatev—
er the differences the Allies had over other problems, they were
définitely agreed on one thing at Versailles : Germany had been
responsible for the war and it must be made to‘pay for her guiét'
in no uncertain way. Germany, which had been feared for many years,
was - broken aﬁd it must be made to realize war does not pay. The
Versailles Treaty was, therefore, framed to glive territorial rewar-
ds to those countries which had suffered German attack, and to
weaken Germany‘in various ways so Q@at it could not be a meanace

to peace agaigi}

On January 19, 1919, the greatest peace conference
assembled in Paris. But the Germans were not present. On May, 7,

1. Petei‘:&es, World Affairs Since 1919, (LondonsMethuenand
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the Germans were summoned to Paris and handed over the Treaty,

The Treaty of Versailles had certain sgpecial characte
eristics which determined much of its subsequent history. Germany
called this Treaty of Versailles a dictaxed peace treaty. It was
{imposed by the Victbrs on the vanquished, not negotiated by a

process of give and take between them. Nearly every treaty which
brings a war to an end is, in one senSe, a dicteted peace treaty
for a8 defeated power seldom accepts willingly the consequences of
its defeat. But in the Treaty of Versailles the element of dicta=
tion was more apparent than in any previous peace treaty in modern
times. The Germand Delegation of Versailles was allowed to submit
- one set of written comments on the draft tpeaty presented to them.
Some of those comments were taken into account; and the revised
text was then handed to them with the threat that war would be
resumed 1f it were not signed within five days. Even on these occ-
asions the oridinary courtesies of social intercourse was not

cbserved.2

These unnecessary humiliations, which could only be
explained by the intense bitterness of feeling still left over
from the war, had far reaching psycholdgleal consequences, both
in‘Germany and elsewhere. They fixed in the consciousness of the
German people the conception of a 'dictated peace' and thaf the
signature extorted from Germany in these conditions was not more
ally binding on 1t.° | '

@) B.Hcarr, International Relations Sice tho Foace Ireaties,
Londoni llan Coe Ltde, 1937), Ped.

3. mﬂ"po4c ' v
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After bitterly protesting that Treaty of Versailles bore
. no relation to Wilson's Fourteen Points, the Germans were obli-
ged to secept the Allied ternms.

The treaty was a compromise between the realistic and
revengeful wishes of the French and the idealism of the Ameri-
cans, On.President Wilson's threat the Covenant of the. League
of Nations was included in the ¥jireaty of Versailles.

Part 1 of the Treaty of Versailles was the Coven ant of
the League of Nations,

The 1I part of Treaty of Versailles inecludéd provisions
regarding Germany.,

First, we will deal with the Covenant of the League of

Nations.

The European state system which was utterly chaotic, exh-
austed and demoralised was to be rebuilt under the League system.
But the new order that came into being had within it the seeds of

its own destruction and of a future World War,

The distribution of pover as it existed at the end of the
First World War found 1ts legal expression in the peace treaties
of 1919.V&t became the\main purpose of the league of Nations to
maintain peace by preserving the Stetus-guo of 1918 as it had
been formulated in these peace treaties. Article 10 of the Cove-
nant of the League of Nations, obligating its members to 'respect
ahd preserve against external aggression the territorial integrity

and existing political independence of all the membhers of the
K



(@

League', recognized as one of the purposes of the League the maine
tenance of the territbrial &g&gg_-_gm as established in the peace
treaties of 1919@ The Statuse-quo implications of this Article take
en by itself, are evident. Tﬁey represent the condition that the
Status~-quo was good and should. not be changéd *this oomicti?nh *'ilas

not absolute, however, and Article 19 indicated that change/take
pédoce with the assent of the states direetly concerned.

The provislon for treaty revision under Article
19 was so weak as to be virtuauy meaningless, In the first place,
the Assembly could only recommend, it was for the states involved
to decide what effect, Lf any, should be given to the recommenda-
tions, Secondly procedural rules apparently required a unaninous
vote for the Assembly recommendations. Under these clmumétames

Articlef 19 soon became & dead letter.s

-\ésx.nce peaceful change eould not take place in
adequate measure within the frame-work of the Covenant, it took
place, when the power situation had shifted, outside the Covenant
and in disregard of it \Thua Germany was able eventually to throw

off many of the obligations imposed by the Treaty of Versailles

under threat of force. Fear of a war for which they considered

themselves unprepared led Britain and France to 8cquiesce.6

5. Mo Margaret Ball, Inieriationsl Selations, (New YorksThe
Ronald P!‘BSS, 1956)9 P+333e

. H.J.Morgentheu, Politi s Amon N t nﬂ,(New Yorks Alfered,
Piy

6.M. f"lav%;nre‘t'BaU op-ct.) P-333 e
‘b\ﬁ’c 28ig=P 3358
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Consequently in the period between the two world wars the
struggle for and agéinst the Status-quo was in the main fought
either by defending or opposing the territorial provisions of
the Treaty of Versailles and their puarantee in Article 10 of the

- eovenant of'the Leagueq7

The division between gtatus-quo snd revisionist powers in
the inter-war period did not precisely reflect the élignment of
povers at the time of the First World War. All of the Central powers
were revisionist in some degree of course, although Austria and
Turkey seemed more or less willing to 8ccept their new status as
relatively permanent.vﬂérmany,‘Hnngary and Bulgaria were wholly
revisionist in sprit and hed no intention of accppting the 1919
settlement any longer than they must.%/fn addition to these states,
three of the former A;lied and Associated Powers were also revisi.
onist. Italy had clearly indicated its dissatisfection with the
peace settlement at that time. IEg}y entered the war on the side
of the Allies. It declared war on thé Central Powers not for ide-
alistic reasons but because after secret consultation with both
sides it decided more territory could be gained by selling her
services to the Allies, Its motives for entering the war were,then,
unblusingly for gain. Having failed to achievex her ambition at the
peace treaties, Italy began to consider herself a vietim of Allies

R.J. Morgenthau .ogg cit, p.37,
gg??eter Wales, op: ci .,p.iga.
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rathor then a beneficisry.®

Jgggn was dissatisfled with the recognision which
it recelved as a power after 1919, inecluding the unequal status
which had been forced upon it at the inter-war naval conferencaes.
It aspired to recognition as the great power of Asia, a status
not yet conceded by the western states. Russia theoritically acc-
epted the developments which had reduced ;;;_tq_rritary after the
Revolution of 1917, but later activities indicated that this acc-

eptance was temporary rather than perm&nent%o

The remainder of the war time Allied and Associated
Powers favoured the ratention of the gtatus-gup by which they had
gained, So did the new states that owed their existence to the
1919 séttlements. The mnjor policies of France and the continen-
tal beneficiaries in the inter-war period centered on preserving
their gains from the peace treaties. This type of policy was pur-
sued both inside and outsbde the League of Nations}l

£t was therefore, only consistent from their point
of view that the nations chiefly opposed to the gtatus-guo establi.
shed in 1919 should sever their connections within thg League.Japan

[P — . -

in 1932, Germany in 1933 and Italy in 1937 broke their relations

from the lLeague, ALl these powers were dissatisfied by the territo-
rial status-guo which they gained after 1919.

e Stephen King-Hall, e World S (Londons Thoms Nelson
sons Ltde ’ 1937 ’ p .
10. Peter Wales, gn‘_ggg, p.198.

11, Ibid. pe199.
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Thus the new order that camé into being, was erected on the
lrreconcilable and permanent antogonism of the satisfied and 61ssa-
tisfied Eurppean powers. At was the duty of the League system to
maintain the balance between these two clearly divided gooupSe. But
it failed to do so 4nd the result was the Second World War.

The disarmament negotiation under the League peroid were
- essentially a power Struggle between the gtatus-quo powers led by Fraw
su The cue haud aud  the evisionist bowess led bti
s Germany on the other. Europgan security and to a certain extent the
world security hinged on every move and counter-move taken b y and

every alliance and counter-alliance made by France and Germany.

Part II of the Ireaty of Versailles relating to Germany
included a provision to return Alsace and Lorraine to France and

to surrender all 1ts colonies.

Germany was made to accept all the respongibility fér
the loss and damage caused by Germany's aggressive war. This was

the war guilt clause which had never been accepted by Germany.

Finally there was an important section of the treaty
designed to render Germany militarily weak. The object of the

v Allied povers was to render Germany and her allies completely def-
enceless for the future on ;he assumption that the victors retained
the use of modern weapons. The naval clauses of the treaty were ba-
sed on a British draft, the militsry and air clauses on a French
draft and each had simply considered how they could remove as comp=-

letely as possible any possible danger from their terrible fbe.lz

12. C«K+ Webster, les Nations I P
(%‘ndo' ¥ "L'Ge"o'rag'g'e A CTR TR IS .L!,mlgiisi"é)p.ma.
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) Under the German Disarmament clauses, the number of men
was limited in Germany's case to 100,000. fhe nmumber of Officers was
also limited, conscription was abolished and voluﬁt&ry long service
introduced, It was well meant as a blow at militarism, but 1t preve
ented an experiment £n the limitation of conscript armies which might
have been even more valuable./&he'great General staff was ébolished.

13
Voluntary formations were for_bidden.

Even more drastic was the limitation in weapons. German

p———

nevy had to be reduced to six battleships, six small crulsers, tve-
lve destroyers and twelve torpedo boats. Submarines vwere entirely
prohibited. The treaty also prohibited Germany from building reple
acement larger than 10,000 tons for armored ships, 6,000 tons for
light crusiﬁgrs, 800 tons for destroyers and 200 tons for torpedo
boat. No budgetary limitation had been set for German naval armane
ents and this mistake was not recognised until) Germany produced
in the late 1920's her pocket battleship which had a novel armor

arrangement and propulsion system.lé

All air forces were outlawed and the possession of
military air craft prohiblited.

Germany had also destroyed enormous. quantities of
ground force g equipment. In addition to 5,000 artillery piaces,
25,000 machlne guns, 3000 mortars and 1,700f aircraft turned over
to allies, the German Republic was forced to destroy 6,000,000

13. Ibid. P.183, v

(34, Henry W. Forbes, The Strategy of Diaé:mAan§, (Washington¥ < )
llc Affalirs Press, 1962), P.28.
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rifles and carbines, 105,000 machine guns, 242,000 machihe gun
barrelsg 54,800 guns and spare barrels, 23,000 gun carriages,2s,
400§ mortars and spare tubes, 14,000 aircraft, 27,000 aircraft
engines,la,IZ,ooo field telephones, almost 9,000 radio sets and
1,7000 armord vehicles. The ammunitions destréyed amounted over
38,000,000 artillery shell#, 16,500,000 hand or rifle grenades
and morter shells, over 60,000,000 fuzes and 490,000,000 round
of small arms ammunitions. Under Article 165 of the Peéce treaty
Germany was permitted to rétazn 84,000 rifles, 18,000 carbines, 1qQ_
machine guns, 1,134 light machine guns, 63 medium mortars, 189
1ight mortars 20477-mm field guns and 84105-mm howitzers. The
ammunition holdings wvere flxed a maximum of about 55 million
rounds for small arms, 25,000 for medium mortars, 151,000 for
light mortars, 204,000 for the field guns and 67,000 for the
howltzers.ls

v/The disarmement provisions of the Treaty of Vers-
ailles included the demititarization of the left bank of the
Rhine and other areas and the opening of the Xiel cannal,

German made little protest against this part of the

Treaty of Versallles. But she asked that the same process should
be applied to victors in accordance with the Armistic terms.

o b e - - -

Although it was not a clause in the treaty, the se-
ction dealing with disarmament had a preamble which stated that

%. Howo Forbes’ m PPe 25‘26.
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Germany was to observe the disarmament clauses so as to render pos-
Sible the initiation of a general limitation of the armaments of all
nations.16 This statement was later proved to be very useful for
Hitler, whonable to say that although Germeny had been officislly
certified by the Allies as disarmed by 19224 The allies had never
shown any signs of carrying out their implied promises to disarm.
Hence Hitler asserted that disarmament clauses of the treaty vere
Mull and void. 7

The Paris Peace Conference had definitely anticip-
ated reduction of national armaments. This 18 evident from the text
of the Covenant of the League and the Treaty of Versallles, In the
peace treaties, the disarmament of the Central Powers was required

as a prerequisite to gemeral disarmament, as is seen from the Prea-

.. mble to part V of the Treaty of Versailles which says:=

" In order to render possible the initiation of a
general limitation of the armaments of all nations, Germany under-
takes strictly to observe the military, naval and air clauses which

follow",

k;ﬁéharefbre, in the minds of those who prepared the
€ovenant, disarmament was by far the most important of the tasks
imposed on the League. '

The piling up of armaments, and above all the comp=
etition to which it led, have been recognised by all historians as

16. Stephen King-Hall,iga:;?ngﬁﬁ_zaggglaﬁg,(LondonsFaber and Faber,
1961), P, 87.

17, Ibid. P87,

T
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one of the chékf causes of the First World War. Armaments breed
suspicion, No one who reads the story of Anglo-German naval com-
petition can deny it. The decision of one country to increase its
alr defence obliges even a friendly power to do the same and come
petition reaultsqﬁs one witnessess the effect on Briflsh policy of
the French aerial defence Scheme for expansion. The very fact of
the existénce of armaments, moreover, is an encouragement to just-
12y theefzi;:r;frdwberhaps their use. The League would not have been
born, had there not been the desire to prevent war. Therefore, It

was clearly the League's duty to attempt to remove this competiti-

on in armamants%g

The problem of disarmament is inseparable from the

‘problem of security and one cannot be Solved without the other,It

is, therefore, logical in order to do away with the threat of war,

which 18 ag old as the world itself, thyt man should have tried to

_take action against the means that permit nations to wage a war,

Armaments lead to wars and insecurity, and, there-

fore, the way to reduce the chances of war is to reduce armaments

and the way to eliminate wap 18 to abolish armements,

Keeping 21l this in mind, the
framers of the €ovenant of the League of Nations, sspecially in
Article 8, made disarmament as the cornerstone of the League
system. Carried away by the wave of hope and faith of Internation.
al organization through the restructuring of international society,
it was widely felt st the begining of the inter-war

reriod thét maintenance of peace and

18. He.R.Gresaves, T%g Ileague Commi ttees and World o;gg§,
ndons Oxford Unfversity Press,1931), p.200
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security depended entirely on disarmamént and that it would bé‘

sufficient for countries to agree to a limitation of their respéc-
tive armed forces in order finally to remove the threat of war. So
none of the League's activities had aroused so ﬁudh interest in thé

world as its work for the limitation and reduction of armaments,

According to Article 8 of the Covenant :"The members

of the League recognige that the maintenance of peace requires the
reduction of national armaments to the lowest point consistentvwith
national safety and the enforcement by common action of internationa.
obligations". The replacement of the word 'domestic' from the draft
Covenant by 'national is significant, for it includes defense
against outside enenies as well as the maintenance of internal

19 .
order, The council was to formulate plans for the reduction of

armanents of the nations whose éﬁ%éﬁﬁﬁx had to be obtained. It was
also laid down that "tThe geographical situations and c¢ircumstances
of each state" should be tzken into account. The plan was to be
revised after every ten years. A special clause was inserted re-
garding the evils'of the private manufacture of arms. The members

of the league agreed to interchange "full and frank information"

‘of their armaments and industries which made thenm possible,'

[articles 8 of the €offvenant was therefore based

Hupon two fundamental [ conceptions‘/éhe first was the idea of
"common action". In a system of international solidarity like

that of the League of Nations each state must have sufficient

ﬂgrmaments to protect itself against aggression until this 'common

actionlf.ﬁan begin tozfunctmon Sat lleft-to itS owot ungided -

19, C.K,Vebster, League of Nations in theory and Practice,.
(London : George Allen and Unwin Lta., 1533), p. 184,
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regources, a state unlawfully attacked , must be sufficiently

armed not to be overwhelmed before having bad time to mobilize

-the whole of its national forces, It will therefore be possible

- for the reduction of armaments to be the more substential in

proportion as the setting in motion of the contemplated 'common
action' is less uncertain and likely to be more promgg.

Viewsed from this angle , the limitation of armaments, in
conjunction with the development of the gystems for the peaceful
settlement of'Qispute and with mutual assistance is means of
organizing peace, But in order that it may be carried into effect,
the principle of common action must supersede in the minds of the
pations that of individual defence, It implies that the league
wag considered by them as a living reality, 1nvg$ted with positive

responsibilities and possessed of effective power,

Concurrently was the second esgential idea upon vhich Arti-

cle & was based J/Article 8 of the covenant clearly stated that the
point below which national armaments could be reduced depended

upon the degree of security enjoyed by the nations concerned, A

proper estimate of this safety nust take into account not only the
manner in which the 'common mction' of the Ieasgue will operate,

but also the geographical situation ané circumstances of each

nati°9;747Zn essential factor, dominating the entire problem of the
limitation and reduction of armaments and acting,one may say, as
a main spring for the functioning of Article 8 of the covenant was
security provided under the league, It was fecided in the early

20, Tocuments of International Affairs 1931 (Oxford: Koyal Insti-
tute of International AilairsS,1522)s De45e

Ibid

21, Gpcedt, p.44
22, Ibic, p. 44
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V&ears of the league dhot disarmement must gé hand in hand with
collective security. 3& was generally thought that reduction of
armaments could not be fully successful unless it is general;
that there was a'relation between reduction and a satisfactory |
guaranteé of the safety to many governments and that such a gua~-

. rantee might be found in a defensive agreemeﬁt open to all coun-
tries providing imme@iate and effective assistance in accordance

with a prearrange& plan in the event of one of them being attacked,

Thus there is a linkage between disarmament and security.
Article 16 of the Covenant of the league of Nations which deals

with the collective security says:"Any member who violated the
obligations under Articles 12,13 or 15 was to be considered to haw
comaitted an act of war against all other_members". Thé latter
undertook to subject the violator 'to the severances of all trade
or finaacial relations,the prohibition of all intercourse between
their nationuls anc the nationals of the convenantﬁbreakin%,state,
and the prevention of all financial, commerciel or personal
1ntercourse between the nationals of ths covenant bresgking stazte
and the nationals of any other state whether a member of the

league or pot' (Art.16, para 1).

There was no atteopt made in the covenant to provide for
-ah intetnational army, or even for the use'of national contingents
by League organ. [The Loague Gouncil was charge@ with the aduty of
recomnending what military navel, or air-force units members shoub
contribute'to protect the Covenant of the Ieague'lAny state which
violated its obligations under the Covenant might be expelled by»

unanimous vote of the Council,not counting the vote of a state in

question,
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These military and economic sanctions of the covenant were attacked

g—

from two conflicting pointéfview. Those nations fearing attack,

'sueh as France complained that the sanctions vere not strOQg_eﬁbugh.
As long as each state judged fop itself the existence end the extent
of tis obligations, France could not disarm. On the other hé@, sugh |

nations as the United States and Candda complained that the \

~sancticns were too strong. x

' \
The collective security system under the League did not \

i
h)

Ay

suceeed in ¢outlawin3, although 1t did restrict the use of force. "

Thus article 10 obliged the members of the League to refyain fron

‘the use of fore~ directed a%alnét the territory or independence
of dther members. Under Articlerlgi HMexmbers agreed not to 3o to
war within three months of the handlin-: down of an arbitra)
aéard; coart decisions, or Council report, in eases to wnich they
vere party. League memhers were boutld not to go to war apainst
any member conmplying with an arbitral gward, court decision or
unanisous Council re,ort. What is generally reﬁbrred to as gap_in
the covenant, however, was the possiﬁility of war in the event of
& non-unanimous Counci| report issued under Articlgﬁ}f;_ln this
case, the parties retained freedom of actions and could commenze hnsti-
1ities after three months. There wa3s also a gap with respect %o
domestic guestions, for the Council might refuse jurlsdicti-n
over a dispute on that g-hund in which case the parties might also

23
£0 L0 war.

4 641/7 There were other weaknessesas we'l. The covenant was lar-ely
yaPt
dpngely #in terms of resort to war, and therefore, left hq?ile

activities consisting of 'forcihle measures short of warl,

23, #, Margaret Ball, on cit.,p 335
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completely unlimited war itself was not defined nor was aggression
the difficulties of defining the late term were found to be insur-
mountable, Enfbrcemeﬁt under Article 16 was to occur only when &
member or non-uember accepting the 6§;;g;tions of éoﬂvenant for
the purpose of a dispute, resorted to war in violation of its ob-
ligation under Articles 12,13 and 15, Other violations were not
subject to sabnctions,although they might gi%a rise to expulsiig.
Blthough 2 réadiag of Article 16 would indicate that
economic sanctions wore to be imposed automatically,end the coun=-
cil was to 'advise' on the military sanctions to be undértaken
against aggressors, interpretive resolutions soon weakened these
provisions, A resolution of the Second Assembly(1921)stated that
while a country resorting to war against member ip disregard of
Articles 12, 13 and 15 was to be deemed to have committes un act
of war against all leasgue nembers,this did not create an actuai
state of war unless the members proposed so to consider it.This
meant that economic sanctions were not thereafter to ve automatie,
licreover a resoiution of the Fourth Agsembly(1923)weakened the
whole concept of milggary sanctions by interpretting Articie 10
in the following sense.

* It 4s in conformity with the'spirit of Article 10
that, in the eveni of the Council considering it to be its duty

to recommend the application of military measures in consequence
of an aggression or danger or threat of aggression®,

€ouncil -
" There,shall be bound to take account, more particu-

-

larly of the geographical situation and of the spetial conditions

j | of each state}

\

\/,\-N:,~lQ,(>ﬁ”)’N,g ’
Pp. 334-375, L2 R
G-524(

25. i-"i'. :Aargaret Bal; OEQ ﬂit.’ v 4
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"It is for the constitutional authorities of each member to decide
in reference to the obligation of preserving the ind@pendencé and the
integrity of the territory of Mmeers,:in wvhat degree tﬁe Men ber is
‘bound to assure the execution of this 6b11gatidn by the employment of mili
tary forces". |

"The recommendationpmade by the @ovenant shall be regarded as
being of the highest importance and shall be taken into consideration
by all the members of the League with the desiréfgaexecute thetir
engagements in good fatth”.

A8 2 result of this statement mombers might disrezard at will
‘VXhe council's call gro military sanctions. Not disobedience alone, but
disobedience accompanied by wiolence was necessary for the sanctions
to apply. Hbreovef, if a state was attacked 1t had the right ewer
of self-defense and this was not taken awvay from it by the Covenant?6
Aithough France had votod in favour of these interpretive
resoliitions which had weskened the E€ovenant, it was angbus to

strengthen the col lective security systam.

/
/§§4Ihe weakness of the covenant became all to apparent in

contiection with the discussion of disarmament wnich tock place

e

during the early years of the LGQQQQj/%TitEIH and the United States

relied heavily upon the conclusions of the Hoel Saker(British) and
Nye (American) investigations of the machinations of the munitions
makers in connection with the outbreak of Pirst World War. These

two countfr%s wore of the opinion that armamnemts lead to war, and
that war, thorefore, could not be eliminatéd until arms limitation
was agreed to. Fpance, 1ts continental allies, and some other states,

profoundly disagreed. To these latter countries it seemed utterly
25. CeKe Webster, Cp. cit., ps 144K,
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27
inpossible to disarm unliess their security was guaranteed.

It was natural, the refore, that the first years
of the League should be largely occupied with the question of
security. On'the one hand, France and the succession states
demanded more definite guarantees and Platly re.used to reduce
thelr armaments until they obtained them. On the other, the Iritish
group led by Gandda, and the neutrals led by the Scandinavian Powers,
wished to reduce in seope and certainty even~tﬁ%e guaranteed thch they
had already given in Artieles X and X¥I,

Naturally, these revelations were not relished by those
frenchaen wno hopéd to errect @& permanent and sutomatic machine for
the security of the new Burope. At felt its position to be particularly
vulnerable because Sritain and the United States had failed to ratify
the treaties of alliance, directed against Germany,which they had offered
to Ftance,at'thh Beacel Congerence in order to give up tts claim to
~ the left bank of the Rhine. Franes, therefore, insisted that the
601lect1ve‘seeurity provisions of the Covenant should he strengthened

23
before it would comnit itself to the hodding of a diearmanent conference,

As the situation devaloped,'disarmament efforts soon proved
to be ineffectual because the League collective security system remained

- weaks

* The failure to srengthen the League collective security .
system and the inability to aé?é disarmament had for reaching

consequences.,

27, M.Margaret Ball, op. cit,p. 335, ‘ v
28. C.K. Webster, op. éit.,p. 149



@)

The seriousness of the situation Qas perhaps not fully redised by
1233, as 1s fllustrated by the anpneagement policles pursued towar
Hitler between 1933 and 1939. Nevertheless, countries were
"begining to "hedge thetr bets" on the League system well before
that; hppe of protection through the League was slight wven by
1933. That is why the nations like France did nnt agree to any

proposal for redustion and limitation of armaments., The depressio

d

n,

the atiempt to bring about an AustréeGerman customs Union in 1931y

successful Japanese aggression in Manchuria in 1931-32, Hitler's

rise to power in Gerwmany in 1933, Itdgy's invasion on Bthiopia and |

finally the failure of the Desarmament Gonference of 1932-34 all / .. %

%}ncreasad the sense of fear. Attenpts were made to find secunity.

outside the League by way of alliances. /

ll co\k\%‘&
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Chapter 3

The Strategy of Disarmament under the League System

. The Members of the League of Nations as a whole
agreed to look to the League Council to draw up a plan for arms
reduction., This arrangement was perfectly reasonable because
the question of reduction of armaments depended, essentially

on the conduct of blg powers.

The purpose of Article 8 of the Covenant,which
dealt with the reduction of armaments, was not only that arma-
ments should be reduced, but that they should be reduced accord-
ing to an international plan and“no country should be free to
prepare armaments beyond that préScribed 1limit. The eSSgnce of
the covemant was that states.should renounce their right to be (
the sole judge of their _— armaments. This was the most dan- gﬁ%&?

=

gerous of all questions. The cruicial issue was to bring

national ariaments under international control.

Neither this nor any of the obligations of

the Covenant with regard to disarmament were fulfilled. No

such plan as had been forseen by the states at the time of
covenant-making, was ever prepared by the Council. Private
mamifacture of war material was neither prohibited nop regulated.
The arms traffic never came under the control of the League.

The pledge that full and frank information of the armed forces
and war industries should be exchanged between idembers of the
League was regarded as impractﬁ%le.kﬁé:z state - continued to
believe that its security depended entirely on its own arﬁaments.

Eash state wanted to maintain armaments equal or superior to
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those of their‘neighbours.

Therefore it is not a cheerful task to describe
the all long and complex disarmament negdtiations which were
never to attain to the results at which‘ﬁhey aimed « But the
efforts of the League of Nations towards disarmament must be
told. Because the problem of disarmament, and the debates of
the Assembly, the council, the Temporary Mixed Commission,
the Permament Advisory Commission, The Preparatory Commissioﬁ
for world Disarmament Conference and the World Disarmament A
Conference of 1932 itself, constituSe an essential part
of the annals of the League disarmament efforts and also

the general history of the inter-war efferts period.

When the League came into existence the
situation had changed completely. There was everywhere an
ardent desire for lasting peace. The dangers of excessive
military preparations and of competition in armaments were
Seen in the World War of 1214-1918. Now there was everywhere
a hope that the states would come to an agreeﬁent for the

renunciation of these means of destruction.

Peprmanent Advisory Commission

The Council of the League had taken a first‘
step as provided in the convenant, which lays down in
_Article 9 that :
o " 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 air questions

generally".
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<§;cord1ng to Article 9 of the covenant a Permament
Advisory Commission was set up to advise the council on
military , naval and air questionSQ The Commission consisted
of army, navy and air force officers of each of the coune
tries represented on the'cauncilk/ﬁach delegation included
a naval, a military and an éir representative, who were
respectively members of three technical sub-commissions
namely Military Commission, Naval Commission and Air

Commissioda

M. Bougeois of France présented a report to the

Council on the subjeect of the constitution of the Permament

Advisory Commission on May 19, 1920. He described the duties
of this commissicn as follows : (1) to prepare the military

naval and air regulations for states seeking admission to
the League .(Article 1 of the .Covenant), (2) to investigate
the military, naval and air status of the Members of the
League and to formulate plans for the reduction of armaments
and for the limitation of the manufacture of arms.(Article 8
of the covenant), (3) to advise the council on the military,
‘naval and air forcés to be used by a Member states against

a defaulting state. (Article 16 of the Covenant), (4) to
assist the council in investigating the manner in which
Germany executes the military regulations of the t.reaty1

(Article 213 of the treaty of Versailles).

The council instructed the Permanent Advisory

1. League of Nations’ Official Journal, June , 1920. p. 31.




A

QY

Commission to draft regulations on the military, naval and
air forces of the states, those who had applied for admission
to the League and to request the Governments signatory to

the A¢ms Traffic Convention of St. Germain of September,l0,
1913, to furnish information on thelr export of arms and

to msubmit proposals for the formulation of Central Inter-

national Office for the exchange of information, as provided
2

La

in the convention .

The first meeting of the Commission was held

JECTIE i — g

at St. Sebastain in August 1920, The Commission submitted
its report to the Council on October 22, The following

(1) Asphyxiating gases. {2) Composition of the
Military , naval and air forces of the states which would be
seeking admission to the League of Nations.(3) Traffic in
Arms and Munitions. (4) Constitution and composition of the
organization to be placed at the disposal of ¥ the Council
of the League for the exercise of the right of investigation
authorized by Article 213 of.the Treaty of Versailles, Article
159 of the Treaty of St. Germain, Article 104 of the lreaty
of Neuilly, Article 143 of the Treaty of Trinon, (5) Preli-
minary enguiries to serve as a basis for proposals f9r the

3
carrying out of clauses of Article 8 of the Covenant .

2. F. Kellor, Security Against War (II Vol.), New York:
Macmillan Company, 1924) p. 584,

3. League of Nation's’0Official Journal , Nov-Dec.,1920.
p. 37,
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On these matters the commission agreed as
‘follows : (1) The employment of gases would be a fundamentally
cruel weapon, though not more so than certain other weapons,
commonly employed , provided that they would only be used
against combatants. Their use against non-combatants as ob-
jective , should however, be regarded as barbarous and in-
excusable . (2) It would be useless to seek to restrict the
emp loyment of gases in wartime by prohibifisyng or limiting
their manufacture in peace time. (3) The prozibition of

laboratory experiment would be impracticable .

The Commission found the military, naval and
air conditions of the Members of the League as an unsettled,
‘With regard to traffic in aras and munitions, the comnission
wags of the view that a Central International Office as
proposed by the Council would be of no use until the St.
Germain Convention for the control of traffic in Arms came
into force. Instructions were issued by the SﬁbaCommissions
to thelr delegates to obtain informatlions from thelr govern-
nents concérnnng the organisation to be placed at the disposal
of the League. Finally the Commission agreed to "consider
practical methods which may be employed for rnpidly obtaining
when the Council should so decide, all informastion with regard
to armaments, and also the priﬁciples on which future plans

5
for the reduction of armaments might be baSed",‘

4. League of Nations' Official Jopurnal, Nov.Dec.1220
Pe39.

5. 9bidit., p. 45.
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The Sixth Committee of the First Assembly was to

i T

deal with disarmament . It was decided in this Committee that

not only technical questions were involved in disarmament
but also the geographical situation of the countries and

their relations with neignhouring countries.

According to this proposition, the Sub-Committee
‘of the Sixth Committee drew up a report to the Assembly which wa
was addopted unanimously by the Committee. It had three
resolutions referring to the work of the Permanent Advisory
Commissiong/éhe first resolution urged the signatory states
of the St. Germain Arms Iraffie Convention to ratify the
convention without delay and establish the International
Office of Control.J@he Second resclution urged thet the
Assenbly to request the Council to order an inveétigation
of the private manufacture of war material Q/The third

resolution recommended as follows:

"Realising on the otherhand that a complete
and comprehensive»plan of disarmament depends upon the fo-
llowing éonditionsz\jérst, uﬁder the responsibility of _the
powers signatory to the treatlies of peace, upon the complete
fulfilment of the reduction of armaments impcsed#by the above
mentioned treaties upon certain of these powersi/éecondly,
upon the exercise, as occassion may demand, of the right of
investigation accorded by these treaties to the Council of
thé League of Nations in order to maintain this resclution
and 1ast1y,vpn the collaboration of the other great military
povwers which have hither to remained outside the lLesgue,
invite the Councid " to request the ﬁermanent Advisory Comme

ission for Military Naval and Air questions rapidly to
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to‘complete its tecggical examination into the present condi-

tion of armamentSecse "

When the Assembly met in November 1920, it found that
the Commission did nothing in the direction of reduction in

e e [, SOSS R

armaments. It had reported negatively on every point of the

programme submitted to it by the Council, What elso €ould be
expected from a Commission which was composed of only Military

experts. Then the Assembly decided to seg_gg;ggntheg‘gggggggr

ion which would be a different one from the Permanent Advisory
Commission. It would differ from the first on two important
points. Firstly it would be mainly a civilianizommission
thyough the£3 would be some military expérté also and Seco-
ndly, its members would be chosen by the Council on their

wwn merits. They.would not be the representatives of the

governmentis.,

The work of the Permanent Advisory Commission

e s e et

could be summed up as follows:
A A R et P e N it

With regard to the right of investigation under
Article 213 of the Ireaty of Versailles, the Commission
proposed that, should the Council desire to excercise this
right,bhé Commission would appoint from among i%s members

one delegate from each state represeuted on the Council.

' On the subject of private manufacture of war
materiai, the Commission decided to walt until it had been
informed of the programme of the Temporary Mixed Commission
which was created recently. On the question of interchange

of information the Commission decided that the questionnaire”’
Submitted ts 1he (ouncil i Decesmbey, 1920, Covered Mhe subject, but The tiwe Wa
nat Pa suitusle to send out such gueghicumaes.?

6. Records of the First Assembly, pp. 515-23.
7_0 F-Kellor, OD s cit. De 390 .
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On the recommendation of the Assembly, the Council

'set up a temporary lMixed Commission consisting of 5 persons

vho were competent in the political, socizal and economic

ﬁatters, 6 members of the Permanent Advisory Commzssion,

4 members of the Provincial Economic and Finacial Commission,

6 members from the governing body of the International

Labour Office, of which three members would be employers

and three would be employeesg.
The Temporary lMixed Commission began its work

in July 1921. It divided its work into threesub-commissions

(1) for the study of traffic in arms and manufacture of war
materialy (2) for the right of investigation and mutual
control and (3) for statistical enquiry.

Some resolutions were passed in the Second
Assembly, which charged the Commiséion with three functions :
(1) preparation of a treaty for the reduction of armaments
(2) investigation of armaments, of military budgets and of
polson gas; and (3) traffic in arms including private
manufacture, ratification of the St. Germain Convention and

: 9
examination of surplus stock.

S LV ) a7 B O SREET T
8. F. Kellor, op.cit., p. 688 .
2. Ibide p. 695,
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In 1ts very first report the Temporary Mixed Commi-

ssion mentioned about the technical and politidal difficul-

ties in the way of disarmament,

- The Commission considered the question of private
lmanufacture of arms., On February 25, 1321, thevggrmament
Advisory Commission reported that no action could be taken
while-thé/&emporary Mixed,Commission after reaching the \
same conclusion in regard to absolute prohibition and
considering certain measures for the establishment éf
contrpl;/éecided that the international traffic in arms

rather than the private manufacture of arms was the proper

10
point at which to attack the problen.

On the other hand, the League tried to solve this

‘problem in other ways. For instance, the Assembly recommended |
the Council to invite members of the League to agree not to K
exceed, for a specified period, the total expenditure on
military , naval and air forces provided for in their

budgets for the current‘yéar. The possibilities of limiting
the use of poisonous gases 1in warfare and of the publication
of fresh discoveries in this field were also considered. But
on the whole the results of these endeavours were hopeless,
But during this period the most important work was the
preparation of the/ggéffxﬁzﬁgﬁz/eEﬂggﬁgglbégg;gggg;lwhich was
submitted by the Temporary Mixed Commission to #he Assembly

Selpt-
in%1923.

10. Survey of International Affairs, 1924, (Oxford:
Royal Institute of International Affairs,1925),
pe 19.
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The Temporary Mixed Commission first studied

a plan, which was submitted by Lord Esher, /fn this plan

he suggested a massive and immediate reduction in the land
and air forces of all the Buropean povers, He suggested
that these forces should be limited according to a fixed
ratio and the Washington Agreement of 1921-22 should 5e
taken as an example for this. They should be reckoned by
units of 30,000 men of all ranks: France should have six
such units, Iiﬁly & Poland four, others including Britain ,

three or less.

\/&he Esher plan was based on the conviction that
armaments wers in themselves a causSe of war and disarmament

promoted security. But this plan was rejected by the the

Permament Advisory Committee for some technical reasons

R

O s

and the Temporary Mixed Commission rejected it because
1i5slon re,

it did not take into account of the political and psycho-
12
logical factors,

e i o i

Upto now a very different attitude was that
of France , Belgium , Poland and other European countries
because they were always afraid of'Germany's attack. These
- states alsoc declared that they wished for nothing more
‘than for a massive arms reduction, But they were of the
view that the armaments were the result of the insecurity

~and fear Armements were not the cause of insecurity and

11). F.P.Walters, History of the League of Nations (Vol.l),
( London: Oxford University Press, 1952), p. 220.

12, Survey of International Affairs,1924, op.cit., p.21.
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fear. These states were very much afraid of Germany's vast
preponderance in man-power and enormous industrial resour-
ces. They declared that 1if Europe was assured of peace
~end 1f it was certa;n that any attempt to break the trea-
ty of Versailles would be met by counter action then thne
reduction of armaments would follow. At the peace Confer-
ence France had given up her demand of Rhineland on a

' pledge from the United States and Britain that they would
coﬁe to 1ts help 1f it were attacked., The pledge had been
repudiated because the United Stzates could not become the
member of the League of Nations., France was left with the
covenant as its sdle guarantee. But that guarantee was not
enough because the United States was outside the League of
Nation and Britain was showing a strong inclination to
minimize its commitments under the cOVenantK/fherefore,
France was of the view that either it must maintain its
armed forces at a high level or it must receive new pledges

for its security.

‘This relationship between disarmamentg and
Security was considered in the Temporary Mixed Commission to
a great extent. It accepted the view of some states that
security should precede disarmament. Keeping this in mind
a series of four propositions was subuitted to the Temporary
Mixed Commission on Juky 7, 1922 by lord Cecil. His points

were that/// plan for the reduction of armaments could be
successful unless it were general;'majority of the states
could not agree to »eduetion ef & any proposal regarding

reduction of armamenits unless thgy received satisfactory
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guarantees fof their security;/fhat such guaranteeé should
be general in character, and%/finally, there could no ques-
tion of gusranteeing providing such guarantees except in 13

consideration of a definite undersaking to reduce armamenss.

The Temporary Mixed Commissién adopted these
proposals but the Permanant Advisory Commission insisted
that the guarantees to be offered in consideratlon'of an
underfaking to reduce armaments would not be effedtive
unless it were given substance in a technical plan for
military co-operation pre-arranged befween the parties. The
last suggestion was rejedted by Lord Cecil and his supporters
on the political ground. They sa3d that in practice it would
not lead to a general reduction in aramaments but would
revive the system of competitive group alliances which had
resulted in the First World War. These two points were much
debated in the Assembly and at last the Assembly adopted a
resolution known as the Assembly Resolution XIV. It says:
“The Assembly, having considered the report of the Temporary
Mixed Commission on Araament on the question of the general
Ireaty of Mutual Guarantee, being of opinion that this report
can in no way affect the complete validity of &1l the which
are known to exist between states, and considering that this

report contains valuable suggestion as to the methods by which

13+ Survey of International Affairs, op.cit., pe 21,
14. op. cit., p. 21.
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a treaty of Mutual Gurantee could be made effective, is of the
opinion that 3 (1) No scheme fof the reduction of armaments
within the meaning of Article 8 of the covenant, can be fuily
successful unless it to be general. (2) In the present state
of the world many governments would be unable to aeccept the
responsibility for a serious reduction of armaments unless
they recelved in gﬁ%@nge a satisfactory guarantee of the safety
of their country. (3) Such a guasrantpe can be found in adef-
ensive agreement which should be open to all countiies, binding
them to provide immediate and effective assistance in accordance
with a pre-arranged plan in the event of one of them being
attacked, provided that the obligation to render assistance to
a country attacked shall be limkted in principle to those
countries situated in the same part of the globe. In céses,
however, where for hlstorical, geographical, or other reasons
a country in special danger of attack, detailed arrangements
should be mad8 for its defense in accordance with the above
mentioned plan. (4) As general reduction of armaments was the
Tre Thealy &5 Mutiand fetistomts The mant
object of the three preceding statements, andA of achieving
that object, previous condent to this reduction was therefore
the first condition for the Ireaty.Fhis reduction could be
carried out eithgr by means of'a“general Treaty,vwhich was the
most desirable plan, or by means of partial treaties designed
to be extended and open %to all countrieé?“
On this resolution, the Temporary Mixed Commission

&repared a draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance, It was based on

o — e T

a British and French draft. The British draft aimed at the

15. Frederick Maurice, Disarmamentf, (LondonsThe Daily .
News Ltd.) pp. 14-15.
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conclusioh of a general treaty guarantteeing to a state that was
attacked the support of all other members of the League. But

the specipl treatles were tc be concluded only when the Council

by a three-quarters majority, decided to negotiate a supplementary
defensive agreemént at the request of a State which was in a

dangerous situation.

Ahe French draft reverted to the idea of a pre-arran-
ged plan of defenskfd. |

<The debate on these two drafts centred on the two
~vﬁ§oblems of the prevention of war and of mutual guarantees. The
- Temporapy Mixed Commission entered upon the task of fusing the
French and the British draft into one and the result was the
draft Treaty of Matual Assistance. This Treaty declared that an
aggressive war was an 1nternationaiﬂggz;;:zgz/;aintaihed the
principle of general assistance and also provided'for the con-
clusion of supplementary defensive agreements by which the sign-
atory States undertook to put into immediate execution 4he plan

of assistance they had agreed in case of aggression.

N//The Treaty also declared that 4f there was any
 threet of war, it might be advisable for the Council to take
.measufes hitherto contemplated only when war had definitely
. broken out. If one or more of the signatory States became
engaged in hostilitles, 1t would be for the Council to decside
within four daye, who was the aggressor and which state was
entitled to the assistance'proviggd under the treaty. The Treaty

é1d not fefine an act of aggression.

16. Ten Years of World Cowoperation, (Secretariat of the League
of Nationa, 1930) p. 63. v
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The Treaty contained the disarmament obligatéons
recognized by the signatories. The mutual assistance was to
be given only to those Stetes which had reduced their armaments.
It also provided for the establishment of demilitarized zones.

From the very begining, it seemed that the Treaty
had 1little chance of survival. It had no clear beacking from any

e

government. It was submitted to the States outside the League as
well as to the Member States. mwenty‘nine replies were recelived.
Eighteen acceded in principle but suggested some changes and
fmprovements in 1t. But the opposition which the draft mncounted
soon made it clear that it could not come into force unless 1t

was fully transformed.

Vfﬁe Russians criticized the Treaty as lengihy on the
general baslis that there was no linkage betwaen security and
disarmement and that all that was needed was immediate all round
reduction of armameats“%he Anmericans declared that the Treaty
was closely bound up with the covenant. snd therefore they could
not accept it J/éhe Britishers did not lige the Treaty, They
contrdverted every proposal in the Treatyé/France approved the
Treaty and Ita1{7also approved it except the provisions for

special agrements,

The Treaty was rejected by the Allies and Asso-
a

clated of France on the ground that these proposals did not

@ F.P. wathI‘S, Qgsglt., Peo 226.
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promise a sufficient increase of Security to justify any
reduction of the national armaments. The Treaty was rejected
by the United Kingdom and its Dominlous on the ground that
1t involewed great extension of exisiing international oblig-
ations. Germany declared its inability to undertake the ob-
ligations involved on account of the almost total unilateral
' 18
disarmament to which it had already been subjected.
The main factor which really decided the fate
of the treaty was the attitude of the 3ritish commonwealth
ot mangbeasons « Fiksthy Ghont Barlain was
and this was, one of the greatest power in the world and 1t
enhoyed a speclal presiigé among small states Members,
polity was Lilehy o Wmdhuent WG
therefore, its decisions of szall Member-States. Secondly,
the united naval power of the Commén-wealth would be very
valuable sanction for the enforcement of the terms cf the

Treaty in case of need.

in thé British government's reply it was
pointed out that "the main criticisms of the proposed treaty
fall under two headss Are the gmafantees contained therein
sufficlient to justify a state Iin reducing its armaments ?
Are the obligations to be undertaken towards other states
of such a nature that the nations of the worid can conscient-

: 19
iously engage to carry them out.?

18. Survey of International Affairs, 1924, opecits,pp.25-25

@E} Salvador De Madariga, Disermament, london: Oxford
University Press, Humphry Milford, 1229), p.102
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Some states also pointed out that the determination
Jof an aggressor was uncertalin both on account of the unani-
mity rule of the Council and of the absence of any sufficient
criteria.

In the Commlssion itself a cleavage had taken place
between the points of view of staﬁes which were nervous
about their securiéy and those which were not. The states
which felt themselves secure did not want to render assis-
tance, None of them was willing to come to other's help on
the applicant's mere recuest. The states which felt them~
selves insecure were not willing to reduce their armaments
unless they refelved an effective assistance in case of
need.

Thus due to the lack of ratification by the
majority of states, this draft treaty of Mutual Assistance
failed completely.

Geneva Protocol

After the fallure of the Draft Treaty of Mutual
As<istance, The Assembly of the League met on September I,
1924 to solve the problem of security énd disarmament. It
had been realized that it was impossible to formulate any
plan for the arms reduction without taking into account
&he proﬁlem of security . The assembly drafted the Geneva
Protocal for the Pacific Settlement of International

Disputes in 1924,

This Geneva Protocol was a successful attempt to
translate into a formal system the formula - Arbitration
Security and disarmament. This system was based on the convicti-

on that the development of pacific settlement gives a basis
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for confidence in the national security and that confidence

makes poSsible steps towards disarmament.

This triple formula, namely , arbitration,

Security snd disarmament was not against the essentiak

lines of the Covenant of the League of Nations. In fact,

the founders of the League had forseen each part of the
triple formula. The covenant 3aid emphasis on arbitration
and on other methods for the pacific settlement of disputes;
all that reméined was to close the gap, if the Council were
devided, the use of force would in theory become legitimate.
The Covenant provided for security in so far &s each member
‘had to respect the territorial integrity and independence of
" other members, and to apply sanctiions against that State
which had violated the order of the Council or the Assembly
all that remained was to mske these sanctions effective.
The Covenant &18o called for the reduction of armametts. For
this the Protocol sald that the Council should draw up a

. 20
plan for the armg reduction as soon as possible.

The Genewa Protocol dealt with arbitration,
security and disarmament in detail.

\/4%9 new thing in the Protocol was that it
attempted to improve the Covenant and to provide additional
Securlty through compulsoty resort to arbitratioez/Thg .
Covenant left the door open for war in cases when thef _

Council falled to reach a unamimous judgement and also in

@8 F. . vabters, op. cit., pp. 212- 273 .
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cases where the matter of the dispute fell within the domestic
jurisiiction of a State.the Protocol tried to remove these wea-
kness. It maintained that all disputes of a legal character
should be subfiitted to the Pé}manent Court of International
Justic, whose decision would be binding, But 1f the Council
vas not able to reach a unanimous judgement, it would not
gilve freedom to the disputemisto go to wagf/&he Council had

to refer the dispute’to a committee of arbiirators whose
decision would be bindin%f'As regard the~second weakness,

the Protocol provided that such dlsputes which fell under

the domestic juridiction of the States, thfough excluded by
the Covenant under Article 15, should be submitted to the
proccedure of conciliation under Article 11, and no State, who
had brought the matter under that Article, should be judged as

an aggressor.

-Vighe Protocol defined an act of aggressor. Any
State which decided to make war or fall to carry out the ar-
bitrator's ew reward would be considered 8s aggressor. Lhen
it became the duty of all signatories of the Protocol to help
the attacked State. They §ledged that their cooperation Should
be loyal and effective, but they retained control of their own
forces and were bound té help only when their geographical
position and the condition ¢f their armaments allowed them

21
tQ do SO

@ F. p. walters, op. cit., p. 273,
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N/ﬁha Protocol also provided for a Disarmament Fonfer-
erce=to be held in Geneva on June 15, 1925,The Protocol would
come into force only when the Conference had adopted a general
plan for reduction of national armaments, A

N

S The Assembly met on October 1, ;924, to receive
the final text of the Protocol. Then the resolution was voted
and the Gereva Protesol opened for signature;/éhe French gov-
ern?ment was the first Eo sign the Protocol wlthoﬁt any reser-
vation, and its example was followed by Belgium, Brazil, Alba-
nia, Bulgeria, Chile, Poland, Greece, Yugoslavia, Latvia, Por-
tugal, Finlend etc.

Vé; the other hand the attitude of the British
Cemmonvealth countries was not favourable towards the Protocol
because of the exeggerated and even absurdly azcounts of obli-
‘gations to which Great Britaln was alleged to heve committed
itself. They came to ths conelusion that the Protocol wgs
unworkable, that it would not liead either to world peace or
to the prosperity or security of the Britisthommonwegéth,

thercfore 1t shbuld not be accepted in its present form.

\/&h@ Prime Minister oR4 Canada particularly
emphasized the consideration of the effect of non-paticipation
of the United States upon attempt to enforce sanztions and

particularly so in the case of contiguous countries like Candda.

22. Survey of Internatjonal Affairs, JO25, Op. gits, PPs 2«3 .
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V/Australia also eritisized the Protocol.

. These and other considerations had, in the minds

of the British go~vernment, turned the balance against the

Protocol and the 3British _government rejected the Protocél. The

British éovernment objected &o the compulsopy asrhitration beca-
use of the weaiceniing of those reservations in Arviclies 15 of
the Covenant which prevented any interference by the League
in matters of domestid jurisdiction. The e¢lauses which dealt
with the sanctions were obscure, and would prove inefficient

and they destroyed the balance and changed the sprit of the

Covenant . ' ‘

The British representative said that the purpose
of the Protocol was to bring disarmament by closlng some gaps
in the scheme of the Covenant for peaceful settlemeht of
international dispubes and by sharpening the sanctions. He
further said that the changes which the Protocol had made in
the Covenant were formal rather substantial, they aimed at
theorétical completeness rather then praétical effect. But
it was the sanetions which worried the Bribkish gdvernment
because the United States was outside the League of Nations
and thus remained outstde the obligations. With it remalning

" aloof and perhaps trading with the offender, there was no
certainty either that sanctions would stop trade'or that the

23
offender would bs crushed or even that it would suffer most.

23. Denys P, Yyers, World Disarmament, (Bostosh: World
Peace Foundation, 1922/, p. 1144
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/It was true that the Protocol had not modified
Article 16. But no body could deny the fact that an increa-
se in the number of disputes in which the council could |
determine the aggressor meant en increase in the number of

24
disputes in which sanctions might have to he imposged.

Britainr 2ls0 criticized the Protocol beczause it teﬁ;&dﬁo

preserve the =gtatus quo which France wish@l to protect.

It was of the view that the pezce settlement 2f 1919 was
defec tive because it was the outcome of & wzz. There vere
many who belived that 1t would be casler to ¢hange the
status-quo if the hhreat of changing it by force wgs

entirely removed.

Britain said that the Protocol was calculated
to meet Lthe wilshes of those States which falt themsSelves
insecure. The hest soluilon for thelr security would be to
supplement the Covenant withthe cOOperation cf the League
by making special arrangemenis in order to meet special

26
needs,

Thus Britain had four recasons for rejecting the

Protocol. " The opposition of the Commonwealth Members; fear

E. H. Carr International ' glations Betweon The Two World

25. Salvador De Madarliagsa, ope cite, pP. 112,
26. Ten Years of VWorld Cooperation, gu. gitey pe 75,




of trouble with the United States; a reluctance to underpin
the territorlal settlement of Egstern Burope and the deep
seated dislike of the Boreign Office for compulsory

27 .
arbitration.™

The Protocol could not survive if rejechbed by
the members of the British Empipe besides which, meny other
States were avowedly modelling their attitude. Japan had
already declared that it would not ratify the Protocol 1f

it was rejected by Britain, A siuilar stand pdint was adopted
by Italy. |

Thus the Geneva Protocol came to an end., With the
failure of the,Protocpl five years of hard and intensive
labour to devise an international security system on a world
wide seale came To naught.

-~ Locarny fAppreements

After the failure of the Geneva Protocol, the
French search for security had once more run into a dead end
and the French thought that it was again the fault of Britain.
It was due to the unfavourable attiiude of Britain that both
~the draft Ireaty of Mutual &Assistance and the Geneva Protocol

failed. Now France was again in search of securitye.

@ F.P. Waeters, OD.e tadg Pe 284,
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At the end of 1922 the German government had proposed
to the French government to enter into a mitual pledge, in which
Britd n and Belgium would be included,not to regort to war against
one ganother for a gensration. Because at that time France had
occupied Ruhr therefore, this scheme was more advantageous to
Germény than France. The French Prime Minister rejected the
sheme scheme at that time. But when the Geneva Protocol failed
the French thought that it was time to have political as weldl
as finangjal settlement with Germany, At thistime Britain vas
prepared to guarantee thie Franc6-German frontlier agalnst

aggression by Germany which was what France had always asked.

Locarno Agreements were signed in such an atmos-
phere, Although the Ilocairno Agreements were concluded out-
side the League of Nations, they could not be ignored, because
they put into application certain ideas evolved during the

previous years by tue <Leauf League of Nations. Their alm was

to bring disarmament by increasing the sense of seeﬁrity in |
BPuropes. They depended largely for their effectiveness on the
existence ofthe League. Their object was " to provide for the
peaceful settlement of disputes of every nature which may
eventually arise between them and to give these powers supple-
mentary guarangges within the frame worik of the €ovenant and the

treaties in force.®

@E’ He. C&T‘r, QL gzte, Pe 93 . '
29, Ten Years of world Co-operation, gp.cit., p.77,
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 On Oetober 16, 1925, the ministers of all the
States concerned aséembled at a town of Locarno and the

following agrecments were signed:-

(1) The treaty guaranteeing the Franco~German and Belo-German
fronticrs |

-

(2) Arbitration treaties between Garmany on the one hand and
France, Belgium, Czechoslovakia and Poland on the other;

(3) Treaties of mutual guarantee between France gn the one
3 :

hand and ¢ zechoslovakia and Poland on the othere.

The treatiss had some important’implications.
First, voluntary endorsement by Germany of its western fron-
tier gave that froantier a mere sacred character and 1t was’
realized by every body that the obligaticns which were impo-
ged by the ¥reaty of Veraalles were morally, 1f not legally,
less binding than obligations voluntarily accdepted. Secondly,
Britain was ready to guerantee certaln frontieis and it refused
to guarantee othexm. This divided the frontiers into the first
and second class from the security point of view. In the long
run, the Locarno Ireaty was destructive both of the Versallles
Tfeaty and of the Covenant. It encouraged the view that the
Treaty of Versailles locked binding force unless it was cone
firmed by other treaty which wase voluntarilyAaccepted by the
States. The Logzarno Tre-aty also led to the view that the
States could not be expedted to taks military astion in
degfence of fronﬁiers in wh&ch they themselves were not

dlirecily concernad.

e

@ E. Ho Cal’r. OQ' Qlt.’ pl 95 ]
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But we cannot ignore th contribution of the Iocarno
Treaty to the pacification of Burope. It was the first time
since the First World Viar that A fair and impartisl balance
was struck betwew: Irench and Germen needs. Austen Chamber-
lein described 1t, as " the real dividing line between the

31
years of wgr and the years of peage.™

The Locarno Treaty knit together States which had

been enemies in the war.

Presaratory Commigsion for Disgarmament Conference

After the fallure of the Geneva Protocol, &a the
Council created the prevaratory Commission for the Disarmament
Conference in December, 1925. It replaced the femporary Mixed
Commission. It consisted of (1) representatives of States
members of the Council, (2) reprssentatives of the States
which were in a special positlon as regards disarmament
because of thelr geographic situation. The United States,
Russia and Turkey also entitled %o sit inthe Commission,
Germany was also invited to taie part. The Coumission
had two sub-Commissionss~ Sub-Coumission A was composed

- of miiitary and alr expé%ts for each of the eountries

represented on the Commission. Sub-Conmission B consisted
of representatives of each delegation tosthe greparatory

Commissions

BE. He Ca‘rr, O s Q&v’ T 97 »
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The task of the Preparatory Commission was to prepare
for the World Disarmament Conference and to lay down ‘

guiding principles for that conferenée's worke

When the Preparatory Commissiog was dofug lts
work, certein develcpments cornected with the problems of
the reduction and limitation cf armaments were taking place.
Some of these were whthin the orbit of the League and some

were ocutside the League.

General Aot for the Pacific Setilement of Disputes

The general Act for the Pacific Settiement of
Disputes was within the orbit of the League of Nations.
It was drafted by the Committee on Arbitration and Secu-
rity and presented to the Assenbly in 1928, Upto 1932 it

was brought into force by twenty states.

outside the League of Nations wzs the Baris
Pact for the Renunciation of War as an Instrument of National

Policy ¢

Pact _of Faris

The pact of Paris also called the Kellogg
Bripd Pact was based on the consideration that the
problem of disarmament could not be solved only by the
reduction of armaments but i1t would follow only by the ”
renunciation of force in setting the iaternztional disputes.
The Pact of Paris declared: "The High @ontrac ting

parties solemnly decdare in the name of thelr respective

32. Documents on International Affairs.122J.o-.mi* . r. a4
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countiries peoples that they condemn recoufsa to war for
Lhe solution of international contro&ersies, and renounce
it as an instrumenﬁlof national poliey in.their'relation
vith coe anouhar”?o

The Pact of Paris did not aention any sanctions,
it asserted no positive obligation to # seek & pacific
settlement and it also did not outlaw war. It conly cerlie
demned or renounlce war. Moreover there were many resere ‘
vations which permitted each state war of self-defence
and in such cases each state would be its owun judge?ﬁ
Nevertheless the pact was regardced as the long awaited
victory of Man's better nature. The Pact signed on August
27, 1928, was ratified by nearly every state in the
world. Britain ratified it with the reservation that the
Pact was not to obstruect Lts libherty of actien in areas

of vital 1ntarest:5 The Soviet Union was the first country
to ratify i1t but it expressed its regret‘that there was
not in the Pack any obligaticn what so ever having to do
with dlearmament. Any internaticnal agreement, which
renounced war and also talked about the limitation of
armaments but did not cffer any guarantee, would be a

33
dead letter very sonon,

P

33. Documents on International Affoirs,1823, ov.cit., pp.1«2. o

/

C.Perkins, International Relatinns,{Zssion : Houghton
Mifflin, Comnany,) p. 424,

35, Ibid. p. 495.

36 Documents of International Affalrs, 1928, op.cit.,p.1ll.




53)

But the pacs of Paris‘incraased the ﬂfeeling of
security ameng nations becausa‘the United States was
associaieé with it. The use of the kelogg Pact in Far
Eastern diputes hed shown that the Uriicd Statee, as
Senator Boarsh said, could not regard & viclation of the
Pact as something which did not concern 1ﬁ. The attempt
to harmenize the Covenant with the Pact of Paris had also browgt

37
up the question of Security.

The Draft Gonvention of 1230

In December 1230, the Preparatory Commission
for World Disarmament Conference prepared a Praft convention.
and suhmitted It to the Council.,The convention wag not
edopted unanimously. The U.8.8,.R and Germany criticized it
and they voted against it. The U.S.5.R was of the view
that it was agenist the Soviet desires ef cnlversal disar-
mament and Germeny voted eagafnst it because no provision
wag included in it for the termination of Germany's status

of inequality, in the matter of disarmement,

<@he'ﬁraft Convention gave emphasis on quan-
titetive disarmament. It alsps discussed the problems of
qualitative disarmament, chemical and bhacteriological
weapons, budgetary regulation of armameuts and natlonal

contrsl and 1nspectiaq;>

37« C4 Ko WEbstel', QE:- G;tu, PP 156-157 o
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The guantitative reduction of armed forees had
" eccuplied an ifimportant place and 1t had revolved round the proQ
blen of how to conirol or raduce man power and equipmént with-
cut changlng tu= exiﬁting'relﬂtive situatioEL_SEE_ﬂggggggm

of ratio was gieen a great attention in the Freparatory

Commisaion bt no agreement wus reached by the Preparatory

Comuission on an acceptable patioce.

The Praft Comuisglon-firally adopted by the

Commission w,8 2 hollow shell. It dealt with the limitation
— - 2as - 38

of effectives accoréing Yo & table whelh loft blunk.Reserves

were not te be ingluded bpt police forces , gendarmerie,
customs cfficials aud forest guands vere Lo be counted.
There were separate tables for homé and colonial foreces.The
poriod of service was aisc o be limited according %o a table
which was ieft'blank‘ Bffectives wera to be controlled by &n

average, the so called "aversge cally effectives™.

Reserves wers not to be counted in contro-
1ling the effectives. This question developed into a dugl
betweon France and Germany.After the First World War Frace
had the largest conseript army in'Eurppe excapt Russis
vhile Gefmany's forces had heen reduced to the lowest point
according'to the Treaty of Versahlles, Germany wanted that

reserf¥es should be included in the limitation of effectives

38. League of Nations, Preparatory Commnission for Disarmament
Conference, C,P.D. 202 (2), (CenevaiBec. 9,1930) pp-3-¢.




because the Gérman personnel in army served for twelve
years and hence the mmber of reserviets available in

39
Germany was less than Francs.

(ﬁp agrcenent was reached in the case of

~)

ground force qquipment and alr foreces but a little
succ3ss was achieved inthe fleld of naval disay mamenté)
IThe Preparatory Commisslion -adopted budgetary rather than(?
direct limitation for hnd armaments in 1930, Q\lthough .
the States were divided in their opinion whether this

problen was to be Soclved by direcht method or by budgetarjv

limibation,

The Washington Conference of 1921-22 solved

the naval armaments problem to some extent. Thie Ccnfcrence

resulted in naval limitaticn agrecment between the United
States, Britain, Japan, France and lItaly and aecceptod a

ratio of 5:8:3:1067:1.67 for sapital ships.

in Preparatory Commission the naval question

dézg;gped into a struggle as to wheiher naval armaments
should he controlled by classes or by global tonnage,
Britain insisted upon limitation by categoty while other
countries wamted limitation by globel tonnage. Every

nountrg vas inspired b bx 1ts own national interests, The

e —— e st b et o gt Hesbomperia 51 e -
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Draft Convention finally adopted was a compromise between
global tomage and tonnage by cabegory. But this pleased

ne oee

| With regard to the’aireraft, the Draft Convent-
ion provided for the ilimitation mf‘milihary planes and dirist
1gibles by nuaber and by horse power, with the usual

blams tables att&ahgg, Clvitian planes wers o he free

fron restrictions hat i% wos laid down that they should

Aot posgsess any miliiarny foature.

The Draft Convention of 1930 aisd discussed
the probilems of qualitative disarmament. The aim of

C e e

qualitative disarmanent was to premova aggressive weapons

antd thus to remove the feeling of insscurity between
nations. After ths Fipat World War 1t was thought that
aggressive war could be eliminated by soutlawing aggre-
ssive webpons. Put .o 2zrecnent could be arrived at
during the L@égue pariod as to which typss of weapons

wers ageressive and whidh defensive.

With regard to militery pervsonnel the

Queatiﬁn of qualizative dizarmusnt developed Into a
auol ﬁhﬁﬁh@r @rdfaasicnal or ecoL¥eript armies had a
more defensive chiracter. IThs Draft Conventlion of 1330
provided for conseript arales. It did not indleate sven
a period of sarvice. It was mainly dus to the attitude
of the Trench governmsnt while it was anxtous to diserm

10, Leagne of Fations, gue cdl-, (Geneve,Dac.9,1930),p.14, ¥




Germany but 1t was not willing to abandon its own large

conseript army.

The Preparatory Commigsion failed to
arrive at an acdeptable defgnition of sggressive
wospons, Althnugh there was a strong wave £6r the
abolition of aggressiva'waaponﬁ but whet constituted

aggressive weapons, there wag no agreement azong States.

With regard to naval weapous, the Draft
comvention meniloned thel capital suips ware to be
limited Yo a maziwm of 35,000 tons aud they wers to
have no guns larger then 15-ineh calibgpe. It provided
that alr-eraft carriers were to hove maximum 4icplace=-
ment of 27,000 tons atd to have ho gung heavier than 8
inches in callbar., Alr craft carri%é of 10,000 ton
displacem~ant were ﬁé have Qo guns exeesding S8l inches
in ealfter. Submarines were to he iimited to a maximin
of 2 2,000 tons and 581~ 1nch guns. No mepchant ship was
to be prapared for war duty ezsept strengthening decks

41
for the mounting of guns nol heavier than 6.inches.

By quallitetlve control of land armaments
The rebreseutohiveg of he States
was meutzonad in the Draft, fuiiﬂu to arrive at a
congensus in the Freparatory Comaission. Germany and the

. . Koo
Te5.5.Rs wanted that tne_Treat;es of after the

4l. Docuwents on iulercational Affalrs, 1931,0pe.cit,,
pk" ?Cﬁ"‘fﬁﬁ . 3
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First World War but France, Japan and Italy wanted a
budgetary ceiling.

The Draft Convention did not mention
any qualitative control of air-craft while all the states
agreaed with ﬁﬁis view that the bombors vere aggréssive but
they were not united on hnw to achieve'a gualitative contrbl

of gir-gcrafi,

The Draft Conveation provided for the prohi-
biltion of poision gases and bhacteviological warfare. Article

33 sayss " The High Contractiug rarvies undertake, subject

ko reciprocity, Yo abstain from the use in war of asphyxi-

ating, polslonmug; or similar gases, and of all analogous

b/////

liquids, substances opr processes.

The Draft Convention made we mention of ins-
rection or contrel but 1t reguired the States to submit
informatioun on the strangth of effectives, on new material,

and on budgetary figures to the Permanent Disarmament
q .

G

Commission to be createds

The Draft Convention fixed the date as
February 2, 1932 for tne World Disarmament Conference. In
the interval of Uhis period and the openiung of the Disa.

ronanent Conference, the Assembly of the league adopted a

42, Ugouments on International Affaips, 1931,0n.cilie, P33 *
43, HeWie Forbes, gue cite, ps 68,
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resolution on S%ptember 29, 1931, which provided for an Arms
Iruwee for the perlod of ohe year beginning from November 1,

1331« By the end of the year it hed been acdepted by all the

states walch had shown their lutention of partlcireting the'
Disarmament ﬂonﬁeréﬁﬁe;

Lius Quring the whole period between 1920 f/ |
to 1930 wmany atiempts wers made by thg Leagus of Natioq?to
ensure securlity of the amgll nations. Because the Stcates
uhich felt themselves insecure were not willing to reduce
their armamsnts unleas they'received a1 effective assistance
in case of need. Therefore, proposals like the Treatly of
Mutual 3ssistanca and the Geuéva Protocol wergzgﬁ the Tsmpb~
rory Mixed Commission and the Assembly. These progosals tried
td eolve the questlion of securlty of smell natlons to some
extent. Bul ke due to the unfavourable attitude of the blg
nations both of these treaties faileds The States whlch felt
thomselves ssgure Afd not want jo rendeyr asgissance. None of
-them was willing to come to other's help. They were inspired
by thelr national interests and generally opposed 4 every
propoeal af the League which uwndermmine thelr rational inter-
eets. Britain was showiay & strong inslinstion to minimize
1te oonmitments under the Leaguc. It 414 not want $o hecome

entangled in the politic&l probleme of Burspe through any

44, Documents on International 4Lf7Zajrs, 1931, op. ait., pel?. o
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moré security guarantee. In such an atmosphere Frarce and
other cbuntrleé ﬁho vere afraid of Germany's attask refu-
sed to reduce thelr armémenta-unless they received an
effective assisianc@. They were of the view that secu-

rity should precede dissrmansnts



1y

Chapter ~ 4

The World Disarmament Conference of 1932

@pe World Disarmament Conference at last met on 2nd ’

February, 1932, with Arthur Henderson as its President, But the

climate of 1932 was very depressing. Three facts in particular

overshadowed the Conference. fhe first was the Far Zastern
T

Conflict, oW at its most acute phase on The Shanghai Front,

N/’l‘fle second was the steady advance of aggressive nationalism in -
Germany and its reaction in France, Poland and elsewhere, The
véh:rd was the economie disaster which had fallen on Europe since
the previous May. )/&t might well have been expected at that time
that the economic disaster will increase the need for interna-
tional co-operation, both economic and political and to reductior
in the amount voted for armaments..But in fact, it resulted in
bitterness and nervousness; each country blamed and criticigzed

its neighbouring countries gnd the gevernments started spending

more and more on defence. /

By the number of participating countries, the Confe-
rence was no doubt the greatest in historyg;gigﬁy four nations
vere present, Theoretically the laboriously prepared tfig Draft
convention.drawn up by the Preparatory Commission for World
Disarmament Conference was the point_of discuséion but from the
very beginning new proposals pushed it aside. The delegates
brought with them no less than 337 proposals. Thus the long

L FhmyTeanne

and laborious preparatory work was brushed agside and the.

F,P.Walters, A History of the League of Nations,(Vol.II) -
(London : Oxford University Pre€8S,1992)s Pe 507e
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Conference had to discuss a series of plans which the delegations

saw for the first time.

-

(jFirst of all, Tardieu, Minister of Var in France,
) . 2 [ .
presented a new and elaborate plan on February 5. According to

therFrench'plag'all the powerful and dangerous weapons - bombers,
battleships, heévy guns etc, - should be set aside by the states
that owned and they should bg used only on the orders of the
League or in selfﬁdefence agéiust sudden attack; a standipg
internatiénal police force should be placed at the disposal of
the Council; further nafional forces should be earmarked to
reinforce the interpational police if required; and the general
system of security should be strengthened by compulsory arbit-
ration, definition of aggressor, an efficient organization of
sanctions, and their extension to cover breaches of the Disar-

mament Convention as well as of the Covenant,

The French plan was criticigzed for two reasons,
First, there was no possible chance that such a complete re-
organization of the international system would be endorsed by
the members of the British Common Wealth, Italy, Germany, Russia
and the United States. Secondly, it did not deal with the German
problem, France still wanted that Germany should be bound by the

limitations imposed at Versailles,

<:3The Prench plan was followed by the British an
American plsns, According to the British plan presented by

Simon a distihction was drawn between the two methods of limiting

drmaments which came to be known 'quantitative' and 'qualitative'

2. Survey of International Affairs, 1932, (Oxford : Royal -
Tnstitute of International AiTairs,1$33), pp. 197-199,
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disarmément. The first aimed at fixing maximum limit beyoné

‘which the states would not go. Second referred to excluding by

international agreement from use in warfare certain defined

weapons or methods. He suggested the abolition or reduction of
weapons which are made for attack than for defence especially
those suited for aggressive warfsre such as submarines, He
pleaded for the acceptance of the restrictions imposed by the
Washington and London Agrecements, In regard to land armaments,
he favoured the prohibition of guns above a certain calibre, He
wanted the establishment of a Permanent IMisarmament Commissioz.
Gibson, the American .delegate also proposed a new criterion for
limiting the numbers of armed men by allowing to each country

a fixed and absolute contingent for internal order plus a vari-

able contingent for defence,

-

Both of them did not deal with the German problem
The German delegate reiterated his claim for equality and de-
manded that it should be achieved by the reduction of armaments
of others. But no where in his speech there wasany¥ indication

of a threat to rearm. He proposed that the system of qualitative

N Ndpitation already applied to Germany should be extended to

other countraes. Grandi, the Italian representative supported

Germany s stand. Italy accepted the German claim to @quality

and advocated the total prohibition of all powerful weapons,
used by land, sea and air forces, It rejected the French deman&
for guarantees of security before arms could be reduced. Japén ]

representative said that it would be very difflcult for his %

3. Survey of International Affairs, 1932, op. cit.QKK IR
Pp. 200-2071, ' AR B




government to reduce its land or air forces, though its delega-~
tion was prepared to study any workable plan in these armaments,
In the case of naval armaments, its proposais did not differ in
substance from those which had been put forward by Japan at other
naval conferences ;g/recent years.(ﬁussia ad#ocated total and
complete disarmamenz. Indla's deiegaté, the Aga Khan supported
the reduction of armaments but he criticized the French plan for
fresh guarantees of security., He also criticized the French
proposal for International Police Force and said that the es-
tablishment of a world authority would call for a vast and
complex adjustment of the manifold provisions of International
Laﬁ? . _

Thus many of the proposals which had been put'
forward in the Conference were open to the charge that they
reflected the varying interests of their authors and hence

fai;ed td provide a basis for common agreemént.

Senor de Maéariaga summed up the situation in
the fable which he related to the General Commission of the
Conference on the February 25, of the Russian proposal for

universal disarmament:

~

"The animals had met to disarm. The lion,looking
sideways at the eagle, said : "Wings must be abolished". The

eagle, looking at the bull declared : "Horns must be abolished".
\

TN
4, Survey of Internatiopal Affairs, 1932, Op.cit., \\ v
pp‘ 205"‘&0 » ) \
Retords ' v
5.'TE§'Con£erence for the Reduction and Limitatiog 0f

" spmament , oeries A, verbatim Records of Plena
deesing, VOl. I’ p. 159. ”’ A\

A
-\

AN




CQU

The bull, lookinz at the tiger, said, " Paws and especially
claws, must be abolished", The bear in his turn sald, "All arms

6
must be abolished; all that 45 necessary is a universel embrace",

It 15 true that most of the smaller countries
wanted to achieve same kind of qualitative and guantitative
disarmament but this could not be achieved without the co-
operation of big powers, Vhile the big powers were interested
in maintaining their own national 1nterests,=%hey geperally
voted with the small states only whgn their own interests
vere served,

There were many differences of opinion in regard
to the weapons which would bde classified respectively as !
‘offensive'! and ‘'defensive'., This task of @dividing armaments
fell to the Commissions on lLand, laval and Aerial arma.ents,

which were set up by the Conference,

Ags a result of the discussions in the Land, lLaval
and Adr Commissionsy the principle of qualitutive disarnament

appeared to be in danger of being refined out of existence.

In the naval Commission, each delegation con-

siﬂered those categories of vessels as defensive which were -
guited to its own country's needs, an/ agressive, The cate=
gories which it 4id not wish to retain for itselfs Thus the
representatives of the United States und of Britain makitbtalned
that the battleship was a purely defensive weapon, and the
submerine wes'offbngive. Japan defended both the battleship

and the submarine, All the other states weré of the view that
large battleships must be considered a;gressiveﬁ fge German dele.
te seid thut all the vessels which had been forbidden to

g-roany by the Treat: of Versailles, were‘aggreséive‘wh;le the

~ A o it it et
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vescels which 1t had beecn alloweé to retain were degewsive, France
| and Itzly maintained that submarine is pot aggressive. ‘
, The report of the Land comission was also
; hqpeless; In order to save time the Commission ﬁeci&ed to deal
with only certéin typés of weapons namely, artillery and i
armoured cars, But even in this limited field delegates were
ungble to resch on any unapimaous conclusdous, The Land
Comanission finally decided thet "all értillery cun be used for
offensive and defensive purposes', and proceeded to givide ’
all artillery into thress categories., Artillery over 250, mm,
caliber wags most threatening to national defense” because
of 1td ability to neutrelige peramanent fortificqations, Artillery
below 70-mm, Or possibly 100-mm, in caliber was held to be
prinarilly defensive for the aidﬁlé range% however, no
classification at all e¢ould be arrived at.

The Land Comnission was divided into three groups,

Namammen

Germany, Italy, the Soviet Union, and the Scandinatian

countries thought all tanks afféﬁnsiveﬁ wezpons, Second group
under Britgish keaﬁegsh&pﬁ, maintalned that only the'ﬁeavier tanks
were offensive, A third goup bonsisting of France ané Japén des
clared that only tanks which were'capable of ascahlting modern
iortifications-of medium.strenéy;\shaulé be considered as offensiw
&énd that minimum weight of such a tank would be seventy tons,

hecordins to the Franchview tanks were essential

A

Q,H.W. Porbes, the strategy of DNisarmament,
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to the defense of a country. Only France and Japan Supported
seventy-ton limitation. Britein favoured twentey-five tons.

All other States wanted to abolish tanks entirely, with the
exception of Finland, Estonia and Latvia? ﬂhﬁ%‘ﬁphe report of

the Land Commission, like that of Naval Commission,"bonsisted:@ainly
éf a record of conflicting opinions,

The report of the Air Commission presente@la better

aprearance of unanﬁnity. The Commission wag 0f the view that all

air armaments could be used to some extent for offensive purposes; that
civil aircraft couldd serve militaiy ends; and that the capacity of

air armaments for oijensiﬁe action depended on certain of their
consfructional cherpterstics. The Commission unanimously declared that
air bombardment was a grave threat'to civilians., The report made
speciali mention of posionbus gases, bacteria, and incendiary and expl=
osive appliances?

\/ké the question of chemical and bateriological weapons
and methods of warfare arose in connection with land, air and naval
armaments, the General Comnission had Yo appoint a Chemical and Bé}erio-
logical Committee on lday 10, 1932 to deal with those questioms. Its
repcrti\was‘unanimous. It recommé;déd that the gqualitative method o:
disarmament sh%yuld be applied to the use of all maturel or synthetic
noxious substances, to appliances,devices or projectiles spebially ‘
constructed for the use of such noxious bodieé; discharge or disseminati

on in any manner of pathogenic microbes or of infected substances; to

8e OES Cit" p0430
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prpjectiles specially intended to cause fires; and to
applidnces designed to attack persons by fire, such as flame
prajectorszo*

Thus no agreement was reached by any of the ghree comaus.
ission, the experts held their priniecipal responsibleAfor these
hop?;ess results, In Burope the political power of the General
Staf} was very great at that time,

By mid~- June the pogiérebee was not able to reach
any accord regarding the reduction of existing armaments. It

" was totally bogged down. In order to break the stalemate private
convérsations were held between Gibson for the United States,
Mac Dahalfn and Simon for Britain, and Herriot and(géul- ancour
for France, But no progress was achieved, It was felt that if
Prance and its allies could be movecd from their insistence on
sticking to the letter and spirit of Versailles; if the British
commodjWealﬁh was ready to consider any proposal involving new
commitments and if the United Sta%es could pledge itself not to
offer opposition to the sanctions of the Covenaht then the conferenc

might look forward to good resulis,

10, Survey of International Affairs, 1932, op, cite, pe 231
cR It also be remembered here that the International Congerence v
" on the Contpol of the International ¥rade in Arms, HMunitidns, and
Implements of War which was held at Geneva in May and June 19295,
had drawn up a Protoc@l which bound the contracting§ parties not .r
to make use of chemical and bacteriological methodr of warfare,
J By the beglﬁ‘gng of 1932 the Brotoc el had been signed by 46 States v
and ratified"by %4 of thenm, '




@%%p it was clear that no progress wasg being
achie#eﬁ at the conéérEnce, the Americans made a gresh effort
te break the deadlock, Hendereson was asked © call a general meeting
gf the coeggrence and President Hoover's proposals were annonnceé
vy Gibson at Genove on June 22, 1632."
i . In the begining of his propesals, president Hoover
d;ﬂu mentlon of *he Briané—kg&logg pact in vhich all the signatories

haé agreed uhut thny would use their arms only for cefence, He re-
gpeﬁg %0 aconomic relief w.ic'. the reduc/®n in armaments would
bring. rhen he dealt with the thrse problems land forces, air
forces aﬂ? — forces.

// \/In regaré to laud forcess, president Hoover proposed
that tﬁc offensive characier of weapons should b. reduced by the
abol%%iicn of all tanks, all chemicul warfare, and large moblle guns
He sﬁggesteé that thepe should be a reduction of one toird in the
strength of all land armies over and Wbove the so-called police
compoWent, This ! police component' would be ﬁetermﬂ%d by the
criterion established in the peace Treaty, which had been ascigned t
Germany, for example, 100,000 troops for a populstion of 65,000,000

_ 12
people,

- ——
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\/éresident Hoover's proposals in regard to the gir
forces cealt only with m litary and naval aircraft and ignored the
.prcblem of civil aviation, He :suggested the abolition of all bombers,

V/In regard to naval forces, the freaties 6f Washin-
gton and Iondon were‘taken as the basis, and reduction of one third
wag proposed in the treaty in regard to the number and tonnage of
battmeships and submarines subject to the condition that no country
should retain a sbumarine tonnage in excess of 35,000 tons, A reduction
of one fourth was suggested in the treaty ?g regards tonnage of

aircraft carriers, cruisers and destroyers,

The Ameriean proposals rewived for a while the ”W
b — ¥
almost imperce§ible hope of the Disarmament fonference., They were

~§ety definite and sim ley Dhe smeller powers weleomed them with great

enthusiasm, Italy 8SCSP¥ the 'Hoover Plan'' entirely and in all its
parle. ( | a
But PaueL Boncour, speakiny for France, pointed out

that nothing was said about secmrity in this plan, Prance was not

—— - A o - EA——— TS

willing to make substantial reductioh in ifs arwed strengkh without
fresh guarantees of help if it or its allies were attacked. The change
of government inx Germany was to France an ominous znd alarmining
sign,The inability of the League to protect €hina from the aggression
of Japan congirmed its view that something more than the cowenant

was required., The Unitegd Statés dié not want %0 become entangled in the

political problems,of Burope through, any more security guarantee.

1%. Survey of International Afiairs, 1932, op. cit., p. 241,
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V/Tﬁe British government did not like the Hoover Plan,
It was critical on the details of the plan, It did not want to
abolish either tanks or bombers, nor to forbid air bombardmeht.
It wanted to abolish submarines, It wanted to cut down, for the
future, the sgize of capital ships and cruisers, but:%; scrap
those already in service., lleanvhile Japan had declared itself

totally opposed to whole plan,

1t was soon realized that Hoover's efforts
di& not gucceed to set the Conference once more on the movq;]
After five months of debate, no conclusions were in sight, and
it was becoming impossible to keep the delegations at Genevz&izid
longer without a dbreak, Then the Americans British and Frenchithat
the Conference should adopt a resolution summing up thg/g;;;iess
made and laying down what was to be dene to prepare the next
session, S

During the next fortnight, the cdelegates were
busy in preparing the draft resolution, It was a very difficult
task of drawinz up a resolution which could be accepted by all
the nations. All the states had suggestions to make. For example,
the German delegate wanted that the recolution should deélare
that the Conference had accepted the Gérman view that there
should be equality of status in armaments, The Prench wanted
a clear referecnce to the necessity for establishing a compre-
hensive system of security, The Americans wanted the acceptancé
of the Hoover FPlan,

At last, after a great discussion, a text

was prepared which wags more or less satisfoctory to the majoriﬁy
of states though not to all of them, {In the resolution, nothing

was sald about German equality of rights; nothing ebout any



~concrete decisions for reduction of national armaments; nothing
about guarantees against aggression. It was affirmed in general
terms that the Conferencg was unanimously determined to achileve
substantial reduction, and that a primary objective should be
to reduce the means of attack., Guns and tanks were to be for-
bidden above certain 1imits, but what those limits were to
remain undeclared. Even the reference to the abolition of air \
bombardment was expressed in guarded language, so as to leave
open the possi?%lity to retain bombers and to use them for \

‘police purposes,

This resolution was submitted to the Conference

by Ir. Benes on July 20, 1932, After a lengthy discussion, vot—

ing took place on July 23, Forty-one delegations accepted it
but most of them did so with open dissatisfaction, They did not
want to prolong the deadlock.

' V/éritain and France supported the resolution,
) Japan also accepted it with the exception of the prohibition
of air bambarmeny( The resolution was opposed by Italy,Germany
and thg/U.S.S.R.,It was the opinion of Italy that the confer-
ence had made no progress in the direction of reduction in

armaments, [he German Government did not sccept this resolution

. PN -~
Its delegation pointed out that nothing was sald in the reso7,i§

o

lution about the German equality of rights therefore Germany
i

i
lowos |
7
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could not take part in the further discussions of the Conference
unless its claim to e%gality of rights in armaments was recog-

nized by the Conference,

v/Fram this time forward the Italian policy became
more and more harmonized with &hat of Germany anéd its attitude
in the Conference was for the most part indifferent and even

obstfuctive.

Now the question of German armaments became the

:Egginan; 1ssue in warlg_pgg}tjfg. The German decision to quit
the Conference unless its elaim to eqpality of rights had

been recogniged, came as a dramafic shock to the world, In fact
it 414 not produce a new gituation but made clear the fundamen-
tal and inescapable reality. Even then the big powers were not
ready to face it, In regard to the substance of the German claim
the British Government said, "Germany is not legally entitled
to the abrogation of Part V of the Treaty of Versailles by any
disarmament convention « The correct position under the
Treaty of Versailles is that Part v is st1ll bipaing and can
ounly cease to be binding by agreement",

This statement of the British Government's
views was received with satisfaction in France and with surprise

and resentment in Germany.

Thus the French and British governments continued

to incist on the legal validity of ‘the Treaty, and etill spoke

15, Tocuments on International Affairs, 1932, (london :
Roy?13inst1tute of International ALTairs, 1933),
Do 8¢
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as though it were in their power to grant or refuse permission
to Germany to break away from the restrictions which were im-
posed on it through the Treaty of Versailles. But no legal ar-
gument affect the conviction, This was not merely a Germany's
view but was widely shared by others also, In fact the disar-
mament provisiéps of the League Covenant were applied stermly
only in the case of Germany. The Allies had broken their promise
made both direct to Germany and in the Uoverant of the Ileague,
Yhile the twelve years passed, every Member of the League,eXCept
the defeated countries , was completely free to build up its
land, naval and air armaments as it wished. In these circumiij

tadées, the provisions of the Treaty were no longer decilsive,

/After the'adjournment 0f the Conference, notes
were exchanged between the German and French government but
no progress was made towards disarmament, lieanwhile the tone
and temper of statesmen on both sides became more bitter, In
Gefmany they threatened immediate rearmament, in Frénée théy
declared that Germany must be held strictly to the limits of

| the Treaty and France should increase not reduce its armed
strength, TheABritish-government was still sitting on the
fence} the Americans remained aloof from the dispute and Italy

supported the German claim of equality of rights.

At last, a conference was held between France,

[

and Britain, The United States, Italy and Germany. The rep-

U S

resentatives of the five countries tried to find a formula Whiph

would satisfy the German demand that its equality of status {-

should be recognlzed in principle and at the same time it would‘1

satisfy France that its security would be safegggrdei,After .



five days of intensige labour , on December 11, 1932, the
1 B . .
following declaration was signed:

A%

1. "The governments of the United Kingdom_, France
and Italy have declared that one of the principles that shoulgd
guide the Conference on disarmament should be to grant to Germany
and to the other powers disarmed by Ireaty, equality of rights

'in a systenm which woul@ provide security for all nationsseeses"

‘2, "On the basis of this declaration Germany has
~ signified its willingness to resume its place at the Disarmament

Conference",

3., "The governments of the United Kingdom, France,
Germany and Italy are ready to join in a solemn réaffirmation
to be made by all European States that they will not in any
circumstances attempt to resolve any preseat or futur e Jiffe-

rences between the signatories by resort to force',

4"The five governments of the United Stateé, the
United Kingdom, France, Germany and Italy declare that they are
resolved to co-~operate in the Conference with other States there
repersented in seeking Eﬁgzu%elay to work out a convention
whnich shal effect a substantial reductibn,and a limitation of
armaments with provisions for future revision and with a view

to further reduction®, ' _

The American delegate's signature applied only to

the fourth clause of this declaration,

W<
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Germany accepted the declaration, There was a general
stitisfaction at Germany's return to the disarmament Conference,
Then the Conference adjourned until January 31, 193%. The first

year of its work had ended where it should have begun,

The Disarmsment Conference regssembled in 1933, The

reécgniiion of‘fﬁe‘éiaim of éédaiityméfwéégﬁény in principle
in the declaration of December 11, 1932, made it pogsible for
the German delegation to return to the Disarmament Conference
but it could not solve the political problem of reconciling
the German gdemand for equality with the FPrench insistence on

tsecurity first'.

\/éhe declaration of December 11, 19352 was accepted by
France becaguse the principle of Germany's equality of rights
was conceded as part of 'a .system which would provide security
for all nations', The French government interpretted this phrase
to mean that the establishment 0f a satisfactory system of
security would precede any steps in the direction of egualizing
the armed forces of France and Germany; On the other hand,
Gefmany wanted to attain equality in armaments as soon as possi-
ble., Its attitude was clearly defined in an article by General
Vo Schleicher which was issued to the Press on January 26,1933,
In this article the Chancellor of the Reich announced that
Germany was returning to the Tisarmament Conference with the
object of achieving ' in the shortest time', the conclusion of
a convention which would , satisfy Germany's fundamental demand
by creating equal ?gcurity for all through the disarmamnt of

heavily armed states, This declaration lost none of its force

18.5urvey of International Affairs, 1937 op.cit, p.225,




when its author resigned and Hitler came to power on January 30,
Nor the change of government in France on January 31 could mean %
that there was any possibility of modification in the old French

" policy that security should precede disarmament.

) At this time , the Nazis in Germgny/became the

‘master of the country. Their militariestic attitude seemed to
.make all talk of disarmament hollow and unreal,

Vf%is certainly was the sentiment of France, driven
more and more on to the defensive, politically against the
Italo-German compaign for treaty revision, and militarilyagainst
the sudden revival of German fighting pow;r. The French had
always accused Germany that it had violated the Treaty of Ver—
sailles by concealing those arms which it was under the obliga-
tion to destroy. With the advent of Hitler, France saw the
revival of German nation-in-arms. 1t realized that it was not
capable now to enforce the disarmament provisions of the Treaty.
Its vast preponderance in armaments was the only hope of
security ageinst the German preponderunce in manpower aqd in-

dustrial resources,

\/in these circumstances the French were not reagdy
to accept any propossl for the reduction of its armaments with-
out any guarantee of security. Thus after six weeks of fruitless

discussion again a deadlock was. created in the Conference,

&wa the initiative to break the deadlock came

from the British governnent on ifzrch 16, 1933, llacdonald gave

(i?) FoP.Talters, Op. cit., Do 541, vé



the pisarmamenf Conference a new lease of life and a new plang
for the reduction and limitation of armaments. In his speech
he said that the situation was very serious and the delegations
to the Tisarmament Conference might return to their respective
countries without a draft convention if the stalemate was not
broken by more positive response,

20
The British draft convention submitted to the

— o —

.Eggfe:ech_goqgjgtgg_pf_f;Vg_yggts\/?ért I dealt¥ with security
ané it was based on the kellogg Briand Pact. It laid down that
in the event of any breach or threatened breach of the pact,

a conference should be held between the partiesf%he convention,
at the request of any five of them, If a breach of the phct
was threatened, it would be the aim of the Conference to decide
what steps could be taken, ané if a breach was foudni to have
occured the Conference %ould deteimine which party was to be

held responsible,

Wé;rt II dealtk with land effectives and with
land, naval and air material, In regard to effectives, the
resudt of the pr0posals wouid be to reduce the whole of the
land forces of continental Europe, excluding forces stationed
overseas, to a militia basis by fixing eight months at the

maximum period of service,

20, Survey of International Affairs, 193%3%, op. citz,
PP. 225-221. , '



The following table shows the suggested figures for the

continental Buropeanh countrieés:-

iand Armed Forées

Party ' Stationed in ‘Total including
Home Country overseas
Germany 200, 000 200, 000
Belgium ‘ 60, 000 75,000
3ulgaria 60, 000 60, 000
Spain ' 120, 000 170, 000
France | 200, 000 | 400, 000
Greece 60, 000 60,000
Bungary _ 60, 000 60, 000
Italy - 200, 000 250, 000
Netherland 25, 000 75,000
Poland . 200, 000 200, 000
Portugal >0, 000 60, 000
Rumgnia v - 150, 000 150, 000
Czechoslovkia 100, 000 100, -000
U. 8. S. R« 500, 000 500, 0GO
Jugoslavia 100, 000 100, 000
Each other ‘ ﬁo separate ¢0 000
gontinental figure o
European
state

In regard to land material maximum calibre of
105 mm, (4.5 inch) was proposed for mcbile land guns in
fature, The-maximum calibre of coast defence guns would be

406 mn, The maximum limit for the weight of tanks would be



16 tons. All prohibited material would be destroyed within
three years of hhe coming into force of the coavention, With
regard to naval material the object was to extend the provi-

sions of the Treaty of London to France and Italy.

\/%art II1 dealt with air armaments. Bombing from
the air was prohibited except for police.purposes and provided
that the Permanent Disarmament Commission should immediately
devote itself to working out the best possible schemes for-
the complete abolition of military and naval air craft and if
no ggreement was possible on a method of effective supervision
then it would determine the minimum number of machines requir-

ed by each party consistent with its national safety.

' \P;rt IV related to the chemical, incendiéry and
bacteriological warfare, which was prohibited in accordance
with the proposals that had already been accepted by the
Conference, Preparation for such warfare in time of peace

was also prohibited,

‘ \4éart V contained clauses relating to the compo-
sition, functiong and operations of the Permanent Nisaramament
Commission,

The British idea was that the conventidn was to
remain in force for five years, except for naval provisions
which would remain in force until December 31,1936 and the.
rulegs forbidding the use of chemical methods of warfare which
were to remain indefinitely. A second disarmament conference
would be held to conclude a new convention before the expiry

of the convention,



' The main features of the British draft convention
were the proposals in Part I, that a conference would be held
between the parties to the convention in the event of a breach
or threatened breach of kellogg Fact and the inclusion in
Part 11, of definite figures relating to the effectives and
the aeroplanes of European states, It was the first time since
the discussion of disarmament had begun under the auspices of
the League of Nations, that proposals had been submitted in

this concrete form,

V&lmost‘every delegate in the Conference liked the
ABritish plan.JThe American représentative did not take part
in the discussion and theJQapanese delegate maintained that
the plan was to apply only in Europe so the question of its
applicability to Japan need not to be considered.d@he Russian
delegate criticizéd the air and naval proposals and regretted
that the figures which had been given in the draft convention
applied only to Ruropean States./France and Germany did_not.
reject the draft but their representative again pointed out
the differences in their views. The French delegate emphasized
the relation between security and Gisarmament.\ihé/g;zmén |
delegake accepted the provisions of the draft convention only
on the understanding that they would make it possible for -
other states to disarm., He said that some modifications in the
draft would be neeeséary in ggder_to satisfy Germany's pres- ‘
tige and its need for security.

The German delegated presented many amendments to ‘

the draft convention, the result of which would be to inclucde

21, Survey of International Affairs,193Z,0p.cit.,pp.259-260 ,,#
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trained reserves among effectives and to limit the number of
overseas forces stationed near the home country.* vihe German
delegation also proposed that the whole question of the standar-
dization of ceontinental military forces should be referred to the
Permanent Disarmament Commission., French delegate again pointed
out that there should be reduction of armaments without any re-
armament and he further said that the grant of equality of right
to Germany depended upon the satisfactory guarantee of securi%?.
beermany's represnetative refused to withdraw his
amendements., Many attempts were made for a compromise but all

failed, The situation became more serious by the wide publicity

given to an article in the German Press by Frelherr Von Neurath,

which was understood as a definite announceﬁent of Germany's in-
‘tention to rearm. In this article, the German Foreign Minister
said that it was the esrnest desire oflGermany to secure equality
by means of a reduction of the armaments of cother nations but the
‘realization of Germany's equality of rights through disarmament
had failed ¢due tc the attitude of highly armed statiz. Now the
love of war for war's sake was seen in Germany. These manifestati-
ons were discouraging the British opinion. According to the Briti-
sh view a refusal by Germany to take any further part in the Tis-
armament Conference would lead to the rejections of the offers
made to it, and the situation would demand the greatest conside-~
ration, In suéh circumsténces Germany would be bound by the Treaty
of Versailles and any atteupt to rearm would be & breach of the
Treaty and would bring into operation the sanctions for which it
provided.The same view was expressed by the French government,Thus

again a deadlock was created in the Conference.

*5ince Germany had neither reserves nO¥ overseas forces this pro-
posal would have left the total of her effectives untouched,on
the other hang,it would have greatly reduced the number of
effectives allowed to France,

22, Survey of International Affairs,1923,0p.cite,pe262 o v
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Then on May 16, President Roosevelt issued an appeal
to the heads of all the fifty four States represented in the
conference., He appealed them not to let the conferernce fail oth-
erwise its result would be disartrous to peace and stability of
the world., As regards disarmaments, he called for the acceptance
of the British plan, accompained by commitments to éontinue the
process of reduction until all offensive weapons had been com-
pletely destroyed and also by a new and all-inclusive pact of
non-aggression§4 After rew.day, on May 22 Norman Davis 1nformed
the conference that his Government would only adhere mto the
British proposal for consultation in case of a breach of the
kellogg-pact, but would promise to do nothing to oppose the
action of the League against an aggressor State its, as a res-
ﬁlﬁnof that consultation, it agreed with the League's verdic%?
This sAtatement was of a great importance because the members
of the British Commonwealth had been reluctant to think about
applying sanctions for fear of finding themselves in conflict
with the United States over the freedom of the seas. .

The day after Roosevelt's appeal, Hitler
accepted the British draft as the basis of the future disarma-
ment convention, He claimed that Germany Ahad disarmed in accor-
dance with the Treaty of Versailles. He said that the Nazi and
the Stahlheln were not military organization and declared that
thelr purpose was to protect Germany against communism. Gerﬁany
did not want to use force in support of 1ts claim. It believed
in peace. He declared, "Germany is at any time willing to under-
take further obligations of international security if all the

24. Documebts on International Affairs,1933, op. ¢it.,(1934),pp.
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other nations are ready on thelr side to do the same and if this
security 1s also to benefit Germény. Germany would also be ready
to disband her entire military establishment and desf.roy the
small amount of arms remaining to her 1if the neighbéuring count-
riesvwillﬁdo the same thing with eQual throughness but Lif these
countries are not willing to cérry out the disarmament measures
to thch they =re also bound by the Treaty of Versailles,Germany
must at least maintain her demand forvequalitgf“ Towards the end
of his speech Hitler struck a warning note, “The‘Gefmany Govern-
ment and the German peopls will under no clrecumstances allow the-
msSelves to be forced to sign what would mean a perpétuation of

2
the degradation of GermanyZ"

Hitler's deddaration produced Some relaxation
of tension in Europe. HiS speech was a remarkable one. Even today
after reading his speech one Is compdiled to think that the spea-
ker was sincerly anxious for disarmaments and peace. He was a
master of concious deception. His speech comforted the hearts of
all who were afraid of Germany's rearmament. "It was the beginning
of a phenomenon before which poserity wlli stand for ever astoni-
shed. From then on, Hitler was able to commit one action after
another of such a natﬁre as to make war more and more certain,and

yet by the art of speeches to renew again and again the hope that,
 in the end, he would show himself to be & man of peagg,“

26. ggggﬁnts on Intsznatggnal Ag;a;zs,1933, op.cit.,(1934), p.205
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Hitler fbllowéd his speech by giving instructions to
his delegation to support the British plan. On June 7, 1933,the
conference adopted a recommendation that the British'draft conw
vention should be accepted as the basis of future convention,
This acceptance would be without prejudice to amendments submi—ﬁ
tted by many countriesQ/But now there were other problemsy and
progresSs was very slcw.géapan raised new difficulties over naval
limitations.vﬁiitain insisted on the vretention of air bombard-
ment for police purposesQ/France demanded, among other things,
that the provisions for insepection and fnvestigation should be
strengthened. Russia also shared the French view because it was
afpaid of Hitler.

At the begnning of June, o real progress was mades
Then many diplomatic negotiations were held in Paris between the
French Primeminister, lLord Londonderry and Eden on bshalf of
British Government and Norman Davis of the United States. The
reduction of French armamgmts was the main subject.of discus-
sion., But the French Prime ming#ter made 1t clear that his Gop-
ernment could not agree to any proposal which would reduce i sﬁ’
armeq strength unless it was assured of a satisfactory syste
of control?afrmamenis and of arms manufagture and was ‘aséured of
some fresh guarantee against German rearmament. I{ was the
opinion of French people that Germany was preparing its youths
for war and it had already started to manNfacTure those arms
which were prohibited by the Treaty'of .versailles. The Nazi® leaders
were openly inspiring the youth of the nation with the desire .
for war, aggression and revengé. Hitter wanted.to ine lude Aﬁhtria
in the Great Reich. In these circumstances the Franch gaverﬂﬁggt

N

wanted Some \{;modi fications in the British plan. \




Due to the great & efforts of Eden, the British dele~
gate, Norman Davis of the United States and the French Prime -
Minister Daladier, there appeared to be general agreement betwsoen
the United States, France, Britain and Italy on the prineiple
that the duration of validity of the disarmament convention
should be devided into two 952§£s= during the first phase,which
might last for thgreeor four years,.the prohibition on increase
in German armaments would vremain in foree, and it would be str-
ictly superviseds. The reduction of the armaments of the other
nationak would be the second phas%g The proposal departed subse

tantially from the original British draft convention, which had
been accepted by the conference in June as the basis of the

future disarmament convention.

On October 14, Jhon Simon, on behalf of the Great
Powers who had been in cunsultation togbther, announced in the
conference that, " The scheme which emerged for consideration
as the result of number of these interviews was one in which
the proposal period of eight years would begin with the trans.
formation of Coyntinental armies on the lines set out in the
British draft, together with the setting up, through the medium
of the Permanent Disarmement Commission, of an adequate system
of supervision, so that the sense of security which the due obe
servance of the convention will afford should provide the ground
vork for the practical attainment of the two ideas of disarmament
and eqnali%g.

29. Survey of International A I8y 1933, ops _clite, po 296. -
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This proposal could not be accepted by Germany, It left
Germany for another four years in a position of ju;&cial infer-
iority because it would still be bound by the limlitations of the
peace Treaty and would be subjected to regular 1nve§t1gation on
that basis., Hitler wanted to stand before his &ég;gg%%on as the
champlon send to redress the wrongs done to Germany. He needed
a plain issue on which the whole nation would be united and
‘such an issue was now ready. A few minutes after Simon h:7/
spoken, a telegram, evidently prepared in advance, was sefit
by Freiherr Von Neurath from Berlin to the President of the
Disarmament conference, He stated:"on behalf of the German
Government I have honour fo make to you the following communie
cation, /In the light of the course which recent discussions of
the powers concerned have taken in the matter of disarmament,
1t 1s now clear that the ‘Disarmament Conference will not fulfil
what is its sole object, namely, general disarmamentav&t is
also clear that this failure of the Conferernce 1s due solely
to unvillingmess on the part of the highly armsd States to
carry out their contractual obligation to disarm. This renders
imposgitle the satisfaction of Germany's recognized claim to
equality of rights, and the condition on which the German Gov-
ernment agreed at the beginnin: of this year again to take part
in the work of the conference thus no longer exists;“;he German
6overn8%£%'is accodingly compelled to 1eave the Disarmament Con=
ferencgz" On the same day on Uctober 14, Germany also withdrew

}from th~ league of Nations.

31+ Documents on International Affaigs, 1933,0pecits, p+285




The Disarmament Conference did not come to an end on
the withdrawal of Germany but all sense of reality hsd gone
from its subsequent meetings and ultimately on June 11, 1934,

the conference separated, glocomily &aware that it was mot likely

tc meet agein,

Thus the wor;g_P;sarmamentﬁ Conference failed comple-

tly as it main object was to conclude & word disarmament treaty

e

which 1t could not do. And the wheels were turning with increa-

sing speed in the opposite direction, Not reduction, but arms

race became the order of the day in one country after another.

| On Mareh 15,1935, Gérmany denounced Part ¥V of the
%@reaty.of Versailles and reintroduced military conseription. On
March 7, 1935, Germany repudiated Articles 42 and 43 of the
Treaty of Versailles, denounced locarmo Agreements snd smkssent
troops into the demilltzrized Rhine land. "After 16 years, the
circle of frustration was closed. Bfforts at World Disarmament
Conference through the league had begun with the Unilafieral
disarmameft of Germany. The efforts ceased with the unilateral
rearmamnent of Germany. The collective intelligence of EBurope,
having faééed to achieve security, turned towards preparations

for suicide.™

The Great Sga Powars also reached a similar impasse
Naval disarmament had bhegun in 1921 with the termination of an
AAnglo~Amer1can Japanese naval race., Naval disarmament ended in

1235 with the resumption of the same race.
e

aL)Q%jS, Fe L. Schnman, ern atjonal P s(New YorksMeGraw Hill
book Company, 1953), p» 232.




/By the beginning of 1937, all treaties imposing

- quantitative resirictions on the three great naval powers came
to an end. An March, London'announced its plans for construect-
ing 238,000 tons of new battleships, lnecluding 35,000 tons dre-
adnoughts,and an expanding prograume of overf100,000,000 in the
ensuing year on naval arpaments:/fge United States and Japan
followed Britain. On April 23, 1932, Hitler denounced the Anglo-
German Naval Pact of 1935 on the ground that Britain's alliance
with Poland was hostite to the Reich andziviolation of the pur-

pose of the agreement.33

" On the walls of the feast of Belshazzar,
the destruction of his kinédom was forteld by the cryptic
words mene, menas, teket,upharsini"‘The letters of failure, wri-
tten larger over the portals of successive disarmament confere-
nces during the two decades after the Ireaty of Versailleé, be-
came letters of inpending catastrophe for the Western worlﬁf”

Worlsd )

Causes of the failure of the/Disarmament Confepence

y/The World Disarmament Conference failed be-
cause of the power rivalry between France and Germany., France
was afraid of Germany, Germany was demanding equality of rights
and demanded that 1t should be achieved by the reduction of ar-

maments of others and abstained from anything 1n the nature of

PN :
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a threat to rearm.vﬁgt France refused to consider any form of
compromise and proposal Which would reduce its own armaments.
The constant refrain of France was that security should come
first and then the Disarmament. The sentiment of ?rance was
driven more and more on the defensive, politically against the
Italo~German compatiign for treaty revision, and militaridy ag-
ainst the sudden revival of German fighting power. Its vast
preponderance in armaments was the main hope of security agai-
nst the German preponderance in man power and industrial resou-
rcess:/f.t wanted to maintain the status-quo established by the
 peace treatles whereas Germany wanted to break that status-quo.
France was of the view that the conference should neither con-
sent to German armaments nor ask for any reduction from it on
the other hand, Germany was demanding equality of rights and
sald that it was its moral right td rearm, if obher great coun-
tries would not disarm. But the French could not for a moment
listen to any such view. They believed that Germany was not
only drilling its youth by millions, but that it was also manu-
facturing the arms prohiblted by the TreatyQ/&hus in such an

atmosphere to think of any disarmament treaty was impossible.

J%rance vas not willing to accept any dis-
armament proposal'unless it guaranteed seeurity. It rejected the
Hoover Plan for the & abolition of all offensive weapons and a
one thipd reduction of all defensive weapons, France wondered
what the United states would do if & nation which followed its

TRehe :
call for disarmament hhnaa%& weakening 1ts power to defend ite
self were suddenly attacked by its neighbour. Nothing was said



about security in this plan. Both Great Britain and the United
States did not want to become entangled in the political proble

ems of Europe through any more Security guarantees

\Jﬁhere vas nox effective international machinery
to ensure the security of nations. League's collective Security
system was indffective and unuargable. It was not able to do
anything effectively when Japan iggg;gg Manchuria and Italyy ov
Ethiopia, Mussalint urote openly that he would have Ethiopia
"'with-Gensva7w1thout’Geneva, against Geneva". Even then the
blg nations were not Uhited for collsctive action against agg-.
ression. In Manchurian ease, the British Foregin Mingster pro-
claimed openly his rejéction of the fundamental principdd of
the League, "the object of my policy,"he said in the House
of Commons,™ is to keep my own country out of trouble. The
aggressor may do . as he 11k2§nIn the Abyssinian case, the same
Foreign Minister said,v"He would not risk losing a single
British ship for the sake of Abyssimi§§“ﬂence no state was
willing to be dicarmed in the absence of an effective coll-
ective Security machinery because it had to depend on its
own armaments for it s defense. Some States demanded definite
guarantee and flatly refused to reduce armaments until they

. objained them.

The Logic of disarmamentx under the League system
was based on the disarmament of Germany as *é; render posslblé

the initiation of a general limitation of the armaments of all

35, Gilbert Marray, From the League to U.N.,(Londons:Oxford
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nations'. This principle was later to be very needful for Hitler,
who was able to say that al%hough Germany had been disarmed by 1922,
~ the Aliied had never shown eaiy any signs of earrying out their
implied promise to disarm. Hence he could claim that the disarma-

ment clauses of the Ireaty were null and void.

| V¢éls was not merely a German view but was
widely shared by others also. In fact the disarmament provisions
of the League covenent were applied steruly onhly in the case of
Germanys The Allies had broken their promise made both direct to
Germany and in the co#j?nt of the League. Whiie the twelve years
passed every Members of the League, except the defeated countries,
was comﬁletely free to build up its land, naval and air armaments
as 1t.likeds Therefore in 1933, Germany left the Disarmament Conf-
erence by saying that thé heaviﬂy arﬁed States had no intention
elther of disarming or of fulfilling their pledge to éatisfy the
Germean claim to equality of'rights.

fn Germany, whén Hitler came into power, to
think of anyx disarmament was useless. All talkes of disarmament
Seemed hollow and unreal. Hitler's aim was‘to undo the wrongs done
to his countrymen and Germany through the League system and the
Treaty of Versailles, From the very beginning, Germany had the
galling impression that it was forced to accept a ‘4iviaied peace.
The German's as they pondered over the savage penalitier of the
dictated treaty and brooded on revenge, reached the conslusion
that what had been demonstrated by the victors was the fact that
might was right.



'If the World Disarmament Conference had been held in

1924, when France German repprochment was possible, it would

ave had much better chances of-successcvﬁhe very procrastin.
ation, the very extraordinary lgisureliness of the Preparatory
Commission, was evidence that in the 1920's France was not
concerned about world disarmamént any more than as a theoriti-

cal problem., Its major enemy was fﬁ;eady disarmed, Butighe 1930's
1t was France's major enemy who threatened to reaﬁmg Disarmament
came conséquently to mean to the French the finding of a formula
where by German disarmament could be maintained without any sign-
ificant reduction of French armements. Francé was not really going
to disarm if it was not .Secure. How could one land powéer ever to be
Secure against a more powerful and poté%ial neighbour ? Disarmament

7
in Such cases cannot effectively remove the fuse from the bomb.

Naval disarmament also ran into difficulties
in the 1930's and was in effect abandoned. At theftime, Japan had
also become aggressive. In order to promote 1ts expansionist goal
Japan left the League in 1933, This was another set back in the

success of Disarmament Conferencea.

Jiith the emergence of Mussolini with his

sinister designs in Italy, the fate of the World Disarmament

‘\cbnference was sealed. lItaly being a dissatisfiedvpower deter-

mined to destroy the status- quo established by the vintorious
nations after the First World Wap under the Treaty of Versailles.

37.) Frederick H. Hartmann, The Relationg of Nations,
(New York, The Mecmillan Company,1957), p.290.
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"A conference at which each nation was Seeking grea-
ter relative strergth for itself, and greater relative weskness for
others, was not a conference which had- a good prospectS of Success.
In the World Disarmament Conferance every State put forward such
proposals which would serve its own national Interests, Big nations
voted with small powers only when they were satisfied that 1t would
'serve thelir natlonai interests, Whe¥e one State's gain wés another
State's loss and where nothing could beit done except by unanimous
consent, there result would be the failure. This was what had

happened in the World Disarmament Qonference.

4

It was lack of will and almost exclusively lack
of will émong the Geeat queré,~which prevented the success of
the(:onferencé, lack of will based on lack of mutual trust, and
on the knowledge cf Germany's wide spread aecret-rearmameni in
fac thples outside her own bordecs. - | ;

JLast but not the least; the World Disarmament
Conference was bound ﬁb fail because several Governmentis repres-
ented at it were merely tools of their arms manufactur%§ and -
~ other vested interests. These internal pressure groups were com-
mitted to arms race as a means of economic and Social survival

~

. in the conditions created by the slump.

To sum up, the World Disarmament Conference
falled because the Emropean State system was decaying and the
whole international system was collapsing.The world depression

of 19293 the financial chaos of 1931; the new dictatorship 1%{
\=i

: , \
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Germany of 1933 and 1ts profound repercussions elsewherej the dim-
minished membership of the League of HNations and the reduced authe
ority of the Leagusj menace of Japan, the rise of Hitler to power
in Germany and iMussclini in Italy all came in rapald successions;
and a new race in srmaments- all contributed as Cumwlalive for
the collapse of the World Disarmement Conference. Sincé then the
profits of rearmament were regarded as & nocessity for the reco-
very of Capitalism from the slﬁmp, and rearmament was preased on

that as well as on other more general grounds of ‘national
39
interests.'

39. Vigilents, ¥ e League Has Falled,(London s Victor
_ olilancz Lide, 1938), pe Tl



Chapter«s

Historically, attempts at disarmament have occurred

i )

under two difforent sets of circumstanses. Under one, disarmament

has been imposed as a penalty following defeat in war; under the

other, it has been achlieved by nations under mutually acceptadble

conditions. Generally, victors have imposed disarmament upon van-

quished states. According to the Treaty of Versailles disarmanent
was imposed on Germany. Its land forces, navy, weapons-all were |
limited by the Treaty of Versailles. Alr force was strictly fore
bidden. The Treaty required almost complete disarmament of Gern-
any. The victors had done this to Germany with the hope that 1t
might never again be a threat to world peaces

But a big difficulty with enforced disarmament i858
that, to keep it effactive,v; continious supervision by the vice
tors and ngillingness to act in goncert to supress violatious
are necessary. Unless the victors rcmain in occupation and enf-
orce thelr will by armed coercion on the land of the defeated,
this map mean a reoccupation. To remain indefinitely in occupa-
tion and yet permié 8 national army owing alleglance to the
occupled State is a contradiction in terms. Yet once the defoa-
ted State has been evacuated 1t becomes very difficult to see
that the limitations are being observedt The problem is very
simple in the case of weapons vwhich are difficult to conceal,
such as - tanks and ships. But the problem becomesvery diffi-
cult in the case of small arms and machine guns etc. which

@ Fl‘ederick HQ Hartm‘ﬂ" _&z_\vm’::u,rﬁ!dw )' EORE W OPers
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are not difficult to conceal.

vWhen there 1s disunity'among the allies, at that
time rearmament and increase in power of the defeated country
usually goes ons Defeated country takes advantage of their
disunity. After the Fipst World War dissgreement between France
and England were not serious. But when France oceupied the
German Ruhr in 1923, it was opposed by England. France eccupied
Ruhr in the face of intense British opposition.Germany came to
know about this disagreement between F%anoe and England and it
took advantage of this disunity between these two powers. Disa-
greement between the vietors permits or assists in the resurr-

ection of the power of the defeated country.

If the Allies have lost its uﬁ&ty the rearmament
of the disarmed State is not a difficult one. By 1926 Germany
was substantially recognised as & great power by the former
allies,

f This imposed disarmament 1s less offectives; it
permits the disarmed State to regain its strength eventually
and 1t encourages the sprit‘of revenge. This 18 clearly evident
5y the rearmament of Germany which led to the Secbnd World Vap.

V' a ¥:I:¥. nt

If the history or‘ enfbncéd disarmament is
one of failure, the history of voluntary disarmamen§ is not so
_diseppointing. Because in the case of voluntéry éibarmament,the
disarmament 48 not imposed upon one state by anothaf\gtate or

\
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Coalition 6% States, it has been voluntarjlyaccepted by the
states. 1f an agreement is reached between SQme_étates on
disarmament then the concerned states will carefully observe
the disarmament clauses of that agreement:/éeeause it will
be in their interest to observe the disarmament provisions
of a treaty. That agreement has been reached by the mitual
consent of the States; States know that this agreement has
been reached by their own wi;l and {t is not against their
will, therefore, they respect such agreemente. Such attempfﬁ
have sometimes been made on & local, bilateral basis cover-
ing a restricted area. The Rush«Bagot Agreement of 1817
between the United States and Great Britain stands in con-
trast by virtue of 1ts long ovity, 1t is still in effact.
Both the countrioes know that it is in fb@ir interest to

observe this agreement, therefore, they aré observing this
agreement'upttll Nowe

Similarly the naval conferenceswhich were
held outside the League of Nations were successful, The Washi-
ngton Confefence of 1922 waé very successful, These naval cohe
’feréncea brought disarmament in the fleld of naval disarmaments.
The problem of naval disarmament was solved to the largest
extent in these naval conferences- the Washington Naval Conf-

“erence of 1922 and the london flaval Conference of 1930. Ther-

efore, it is necessary to deal with these naval conferencesin
: detail,



Was Nava n - 2

Duflng First World Wayr the United States
began a big programme of naval expansion, climaxed by the
Naval Act of 1916 with provision for ten new battleships, six
battle eruisers, and more than a hundred smaller eraft. The
motive behind this American poliey of naval supremacy, as inti-
mated by the Secretary of Navy, Josephus Dawlels, "was primari-
ly to fashion a club to hold over the Buropean Allies in genor-
al, and over Great Brltain‘in particular, pending their adhere-
nce to President Wilson's comprehensive plans for reduction of

armanents and creation of a new world order."

There were two main factors which brought
about the conference of 1921, First was the naval competition
botween the United States and Britain. It had been a settled
British polley up to now to maintain a navy equal in strength
to the combined forces of the next two largest navies, With the
great expansion of the American Fleet, it was beyond the capabe
111ty of Britain to retain that standard - at least in the
light of American firm determination to achieve equality.a

The second factor was the Angldo -
Japanese Alliance concluded in 1902+ It had been renewed and
changed 4n 1905 to provide that an attack upon either party by

2. Sprout, Harold and Margaret M&AMQW.
Pover, (Princeton- Princetcn University Press, 1940), p. 59 V
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one other power would be a cause of war for both States. The
Alliance was to continue indefinitely, subject to abrogation
by either party on one years notice. After the First World War
this treéty wag causing 2 great alarm in the British Dominions,
Canada in particular feared that 1ts operation might congeivabe
ly some day bring it into & war on the sice of Japan against
the United States. Although this treaty was between Japan and
ﬁngland, the Dominions traditionally fought on the side of
Britain when Britain had to fight a general'war, The United
Stated also wented that this treaty should be terminated so
that Japan's position might become weale?

\/éhereZbre President Harding of the United Sta-
tes invited Great Britain, France, Italy and Japan to send dele-
gates to a conference in Washington to consider limitation on
naval armaments. All these States aécepted the invitation, At
the Washington Conference agreement was reached regarding the

number of capital ships that the partlies might have, this
conferenc;\;;;;;;;a‘zgfg naval linitation agreement between the
United States, Britein, Japan, France and Italy. These States
accepted a ratlo of 5:5:3811.6711.67 for capital ships, 1.e.,
armored vGSSGis between 10,000 and 35,000 tons. The actual tot-
al tonnage for this type of vessels were to be eventuallys 525,
000 each for the United States and Britain, 315,000 for Japan,
and 175,000 each for France and Italy.Battleships were limited
to 2 maximum of 35,000 tons and naval guns to 16- inch caliber.

Frederick He Hartamanu, op.cite, p+231 .



Airereft carrigS, permitted at the ratio of 185,000 tons each to
the United States and Britain, 81,000 tons to Japan, and 60,000
tons each to France and Italy, were limited to a tonnage of 27,

- 000, except that every country was permitted to possess two of
up to 33,000 tons. Guns on alrcraft carrid§ vere not to emeed
a 6-inch ealiber.S

No new capital ships were to be constructed
for ten years except & few replacqgent units which was specif-
fcally mentionedin the trosty. Existing forces were to be sBiasiie
stablized close to the formula by the scrapping of few ships.

Due to this treaty sixty-eight ships were ser-
appedj twenty eight by the United States, twenty four by Britain’
and sixteen by Japan. The United States sgrapped some such ships
vhich had not been yet completed.

According to Article 19 of the Washington
Treaty, tho United States, Britain and Japan agreed that the
oxisting gtatus-quo in the Pacific, with regard to fortificoe
tions and naval bases, shall be malntained.

Thus the Wahington Treaty of 1922 dealt with
the relations between the United States end Grest Britain, and
with the relations between the United States and Gpeat Britein
on the one hand, and Japan on the othors

As the result of this treaty the United States
adught parity with Britain in battleship strength. It was bound

S« HoWe Forbes, 3
befaips~Proses



to achieve that parity becBuse of 1ts superior and militarily
uncommitted industrial resources. The only question was whether
1t would achieve that equality with Britain by way of costly
competition or by way of mutual agrecment, Since there was no
pdlitical conflict betwesn the two countries, both the count-
ries agreed upon a practically identieal maximum tonnage for
their battleships®

After the First VWorld War Japan had become a
preponderant naval power in the Far East, thus threatenming the
interasts of the United States and Britain in that reign. It
was_invzting both the countrieg for a race in naval armaments.
But the United States did not want that race due to some fina-
ncial and’ Psychologicel reasons. On the other hand, Britain
had military alllance with Japan. The British Dﬁmin&ous, more

| particularly, feared that this alllance's oparqpion might some
day bring them on the side of Japan, 1f there is any cdnflict
between the United States and Japan, Ehus Grea_t Britain and
the United States not only had no political conflicts with

 eagh other which might lead to warj they had also an identi-
cal interest in avoiding armaments race with Japaé}ereat
Britain solved its political and military problems in the
field of naval armamenis by dissolving the alliance with
Japan and agreeing to parity with the United States in the case
of capital battleships. The United States also achieved what

H.J’. Morgenthaw, Rehit




it wanted by separating Great Bpitain from Japan and reaching
equality with Great Britain The understanding between the
United States and Great Britain not only isolated Japan bhut
at the same time it placed it in & position of hopeless in-
ferfonity with regard to heavy naval armamentS.’

J/The\washington.confbrence of 1922 secured
the limitation of armaments upto certain 11m1tsi§9 agreenent
was reached on the 1limitation of other vessels although the
United States wanted a reduction of cruisers and submarine stre
ength als§3 It wanted that these should also be reduced to a
certain extent. But because of disagrecment between the States
no agreement was reached on these quesations, Both France and
Italy folt that submarines were vital to their defense, there-
fore the efforts of Britain to out_law submarines ended in
failure. The cruiser question collapsed for different reasonsg,
Britain did not want to grant equality to the United States
in this category in 1921, which it thought vital to the defo=
nce of 1ts Empires As a result of the Washington Conference,
competition moved from capital ships to cruisers and new naval

race followed in this category.

\/éhis conference was also disappointing in
the case of land armaments and a&rerafég; But the success of

this conference in arfesting the competition in capital ships

Hc Js Morgenthatd, gpscite, pPe 373 «



wasqconcrete achievement of the highest order, and this produ-

cod immediate psychological effects. Before The conference came
previous

to an end, the provisions tension had been relaxed,the most

dangerous suspicious had heend dissipated, and the future settl-

o enent of outstanding issues in the Far East and the Pacifie had

been yrenderded easier by the ereation of a nev atmosphere of good
will.B

The Washington Conference led éire-
ctly to the Geneva Conference of 1927. Both were devoted to the
limitotion of naval armaments. Both were held outside the league
of Nations and both were called by the President of The United
States. Its objective was to avoid rivalry in crulsers and othey
ships. After the Washington Treaty the big powers had started a
race in building thenm.

Britain and Japan accepted the invitation
but France and Italy refused to attend the conference and they
insisted that ag naval arms were only one phase of the whole
armaments problem that Should be tackled as a unit.

After lengthy discussions, Britain and the

United States falled to reach agreement on the crulser question,

8. Survey of International Affaips, 1920-1923, Loxfordrfoyat
&astttute-oialnxegnaiiEEEE:KEEa“r37192?§, pe 498,
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probably besause their expertst had the tendency to view the
world through a porthole. The delegates of Britain and the
United States deadlocked on the guestion 6£ parity and the large
varses the small cruisers‘/fherefore, the Geneva Conference of
1927 falled complotely.

ihe London Naval Conferemce of 1930

In the history of the disarqgment and security
problem, the year 1930, in which the Naval Treaty of London waé
signed is a very important years The London Naval Conference of
193C was another major attempt to remove competitive naval cons-
truction as source of international frlctloqy/fts purpose was to
extend the gains obtained at Washington in 1922 to the othef

types of vessels.

t

The policy which the British and American Gove-
ranents intended topursue at the Conference was made known at
an early stage. The British Government's attitude was declared
by the statements of Alexender and Macdonald w who made 4t

known that their Governgmtntwould like to See a reduction in

the size and gun calibre of capital ships as well as the post-

——————— e

ponement_of replacement.6n the question of reducing the size of

battleships there was no official statement from the United
- States before the conference opened.?

Japan declared that it was prepared to
agree to the postponement of the battleshind replacement. It

was oyposed to the abnlition of submarines and claimed parity

s

9. Survey of International Affairs, 1930, onecit+,1331, p.32 ., :$



in that arm with Great Britain and the United Statesalo The

French and the Japanese opposed the move for the abolition of
submarines.rgﬂby expressed their concern to avoid the applicéiﬁ
tion of the ratio to all classes of vessels which had been <1
fixed at Washington.\}ealy demanded parity with France in the
conference. Prance did not want that Italy should be granted
parity with it which it had been forced to accept at Washington
8o far as battleships and alrcraft garriefgérﬁzéa;t should not
be recognized in abxiliary vessels.l1 France was of the view
that its requirements were much higher than those of Italy. It

needed large nmumber of ships to protect overéeas dependencies.

From the above statements it was clear, that
the treaty will be concluded between the three naval povers-the
filted States, Britain and Japan, While British delegates tried
their best to bring about conciliation botween the divergent
views, the United States delegates wrestled with Japan on its
claims for inereased cruiser strengt%,/irance and Italy could
never remove their differences and they did not 8ign the main
part of the treaty, dealing with cruiser strength.

The significént results of the London Treaty
wore as follows :(i) Equality of eruisers between Great Britain
and the United States was recognized (2) no battleship were to
| be constructed prior to 1936 (except for France and Italy which

10s Ibide Op ity b- 32 .
11e gD.odte, D33 . | e



were entitled to build two each), and (3) the United States,
Great Britain, and France agreed to roduce their battleship
fleets to 15115:9 respectively. The sections of the Treaty,
which France and Italy did not accept, were very significant
for the major powerss (1) heavy (8-inech gun) cruisers were to
.be limited at an 18:15:12 ratio for the United States, Great
Britain, and Japan respectively, (2) light (6einch gun) crui-
sers were to be limited by tonnage: 143,500 for the United
States, 192,200 for Great Britain and 100,450 for Japan, (3)
the destroyer fleets of Great Britain and the United Statos
were not to exceed 150,000 tons each, and Japan was 1imited
to 105,500, (4) the three powers were to enjoy parity in sube
merines at a limitation of 52,700 tons, and (5) an escape
clause was provided for the possibility of a nonsignatory
nation chellenging the naval Seeﬁrity of one of the three

eountrxes.la

President Hooverhailed the London Naval Conference
of 1930 as ¥a great success in removing the competition in naval
arms between the greatest naval Powers and the burial of the
foayr and suspleious which have been constant product of rival

warship eonstructio%egj

The British Governement was diseppolinted at the
failure of the attempt for five-power Ireaty. But the finaneial

12, Hs We Forbes, ope clte, ppe 30=31 . _
13, nternat Agfa y QDacitey P74,



aspest of the agreemont made the widest appeal to it. The
Japangse Government said that the treaty would reduce the
expenditure for naval armamenxg but it pointed oud that the
proportion of naval strength alloted to Japan was less than
its need during the period ending in 19335, and this Governe
ment was epmpletely free to present at the pext contetence
whatever claims might then appear suitable.

Although the Washington and Londén Naval

Treaties limited vessels of every category for the three

big naval powers and limited capital ships and aircraft carr-
lers for the fourth and fifth naval powers yet it was subst-
antial achievement. There were four weakness in these two
Iresties which soon appeared. The f{irst was, the abéenee of
comprehensive limitations on the naval pover of France and
Italy, the second was, the 'escalator clause', the third was,
the high tonnage 1limits fixed much above actuacl strength and
the fourth was, the lannching of the ‘'pocket battleship by
Germany in May, 1931, a ship that was under the Washington
.Treaty tonnage 1limit but it had the power of & large vessel.14
Furthermore, nothing was said about land and air forces in
these treaties.

.V/&he next naval disarmament effort vﬁs mnade

‘at the London Naval conference of 1935-1935 but it failed, be
_.cause.Japgn demamnded parity with the United States and Great

Britain, which Britain and the United Sgates were not ready to

@ Norman De Blgmer and H.Perking, Inmrnationa_éygﬂ.gw,
(Boston: Homghton Mifflin Company, 19337?"557"& =500



give and early in 19235 Japan left the conference.

Thus only the Washington Naval Conference of
19211922 was successfyll in the real sense of the term./f; was
successfulvnot 8o much Eecauce it brought disarﬁament in the
field of naval armaments but because it stabilized armaments
and established a 'Status-quo'in the Pacific. By 1930  the
political basis of tle agreement of 1922 was evaporating and
by 1934, after Japan had started 1ts aggression on Menchuria,
ﬁhe whole basis on which the 1972 agreement had been made was
gone, As Frederick H. Hartmann said,®"Japan's insistence on

parity and its withdrawal in the face of Anglo~-American opposi-
tion were the surface symbols of deep-set disagreement. They

were the harbingers of approaching vayo

Thus in the end we can say

that voluntary disarmament remains 1h force sp long as it

serves the interest of the partioigggiea. When they think that
1t is against tholr national interest, they renounce it. " The
limitation of armaments, whether enforced or voluntary, cannot
od itself do away with the threat of ultimate attack. The pote-
ntial power of the possible enemy is the inevitable product of
its resources and manpower. Short of dismemberment and its loss
of Sovereignty, the feared State retains the potential for rear-

15
moment or an increase of existing armaments,”

<§§> Frederick He. Hartmann, gp, cite., p.285,
16+ Ihid pe 299 .



G1o)

Chapter - 6

Conclusion$S

An attempt has been made in the foregoing pages
to examine the efforts within and outside the Ieague of Nations
to bring about arms reduction which would ensure peace and
gecurity, reduce tensions and bring economic benifits to the

nations accepting an agreed ratio of arms limitation, T'id the
. B

League of Nations belie the hopes of humanity? To what extent
The Ieague of Nations succeed in persuading nations to accept
limitation and reduction of arms? What were the reasons for

S et e —

the failure of the league to svert sad fhe Second World War?
Why did the disarmament efforts under the league of Nations
fail? What are the basic problems which impedcthe?%rbgress of
disarmament efforts? These questions have been carefully exa-
mined in detail in the preceding chapteré. A number of important

conclusions emerge from this study.

Q§The main obstacle to a generaL and complete

disarmament is the nature of the present international system,

While considering the prospects of disarmament one must keep
in mind the state df ghevgalance of power in international
relations., In ap international system where there is no supreme
coercive world authority, States try to provide for their
security by their own armed strength and with the help of the
allies. Here we may say that the efforts of the league of Nations
{towards disarmament failed mainly because it lacked some coer-
\//cive power to make its decision binding and for this reason

France and some other countries refused to consider any



disarmament proposal unless it guaranteed security. They knew
that the League of Nations would be able to do nothing if they
becAme the vicfim of aggression of their opponents and the Vv
examples of Manchuria dnd Ethiopia were before their eyes,
/Ehe League of Nations was not able to do anything effectively
Y ecause it lacked coercive power {0 make its decision binding.
ig the absence of supreme coercive world authority, a nation
has to depend on its own armed strength and it would not agree
to any disarmament proposal which will put it at a disadvan-
tage. It is also important to realize that the power equilib-
rium is a variable factor, When‘States regard armament as v
useful and necessary they are naturally reluctant to disarm,
and are determined that any disarmament which occ?rs shall
not have an adverse effect on their power position! Thus, there
s a close relationship between the willingnéss to disarm and

?
\// the feeling of security.

There are two kinds of views on the question

whether armaments are a_cause Or a consequence of international

political tension. Somefbelieve in the assumption that men

fight because they have arms. From this assumption we may
conclude that if men would give up all arms, all fighting
would become impossible, Arms control or disarmament is the

first step towards the settlement of political disputes.

Apother view is that arms race itself is a

manifestation of inherent tension and hence disarmament can

1. Vernon Van Dyke, International Politics, (New York :
Appleton - Century - Croits, 1D0Ce, 1§§75. p. 246,



P/“%e brought about only in the wake of a political agreement,
As Quiney Wright says :

" Successful disarmament treaties have always been
accompanied by polifical arrangements which were believed by
the parties {0 augment their political éecurity or to settle
their 6utstanding politicel problems, The two have gone hand
in hand , and, consigdering the conditions of successful
negotiation, it is unlikely that agreemnent will ever be

+ reached on the technical problems o0f disarmament unless the
parties have lessened tensions by political settlements or by
general acceptance of inte;national procedures creating con-

fidence that such sgttlements can be effected peacefully”,

Therefore, it has been accepted by the experts
\/ﬂon internaticnal relations that, while disarmament could not
by itself abolish war, it could to a great degree lessen the

political tensions that might easily lead to war.

Disarmament Or at least regulation of armaments
is an indispensable step in a general settlement of interna-
Mional disputes. Competition for armaments reflects competition
for power., So long as the States have contradictory claims in
the power contest, they'are forced by the very logle othhe

power contest to have contradictory claims for armaments,

2. Quincy Wright, A Study of War , (Chicago : The University
of Chicago Press, 1942), Vbi. 11, pp. 800-801,
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Therefore, the precondition of disarmament is a mutually
satisfactory settlement of the power contest, If the concerned
States have agreed among themselves upon a distributiod of v
power, then they can agree_ﬁo reduce or limit their armaments,

otherwise not,

1 Disarmament issues capnot be solved so0 long as
the conflicts of power from which they have arisen remain
ﬁasolved;'_ - |

| ' ﬁé%er the First Wor}d War France became the
preponderant military power in Europeqvfhe Treaty of Versailles |
left Germany thorOQghly disarmed.&fgis distribution of power
became the main problem when the VWorld Disarmament Conference
met in 15324 Germany's main purpose at the Conference was to v
change that distribution of power while Frunce's avowed purpose
was t0 maintain that distribution of power. Germany tried to
achieve its aim by demanding equality of rights between France
and itself, Op the ofher hand , France tried to achieve its
goél by linking the German principle of equality with the
principle of security. For Germany to give up its demand for
equality in armaments would have meant to acdept its inferior
power position as permanent and for France to give up its
demand for security would have meant its posgition as the

preponderant military power in Europe,

- Hence the controversy between France and
Germany on the limitation of their respective armaments at
the World Disarmament Conference of 1931b was in its essence

] .
a conflict over the distribution of power,



P

. If we look at the history of the disarmament efforts
in the pawt, it tells us that States agree to reduce their v/

armaments only when either their political rivalary is sub-

merged in an alliance or their interests do not clash directly.

Fear of ingecurity is an obstacle to disarmament, Thig is well
evident by the fruitless efforts made for disarmament during
the inter-war period, The hopes of Wilson proved to be illusory
and no general disarmsment was ever achieved, What made the
nations to keep up the state of their military preparedness

and blocked their accepting of any plan of disarmament was

fear of other nation? aggressive intentions,

ﬁuring the League period, what especially stood

in the way of disarmament was the French demand for security.

P

France was of the view that without'any guarantee of security,
it had no alternative but to build up its own system of secu-
rity based on armaments and alliances. The French rejected
the idea that disarmament created security. They said that
armaments night be dangerous in future, but any reduction in
their armaments was far more dangerous for the present, If
they reduced their érmaments to the level of Germany, Germany
would not.care for the Tréaty of Versailles and make prepara-—
tions for anéther_world war. Hence France always insisted
during the inter-ﬁar disarmament negotiations that security
pacts must precede disarmament agreement, When the United
States President Coolidge invited Great Britain, Japan,France
and Italy in 1927 to participate in a conference to limit
construction of those types of vessels, which Qere not covered

by the Treaty of 1522, Italy and France did not accept the



invitation on the ground that further limitation would be

dangerous from the point of view of their security.

But security is essentially linked with politi-
cal agreement, If the R%iE:?3%3E,é§£3§222§,8§~15115»Which
provides for 1imitatian/;f British and American naval strength
on the Great Lakes is cited as the most successful disarmament
jﬁgffﬁfﬁﬁi—it is only because Bri£223mZﬁgfﬁigﬁﬂiﬁii;ﬁi;;;;:»
‘had no political rivalries at that time. Anp accommodation
of political interest is necessary for the success of any

disarmament plan,

But the main feature of international relations
: .is that no solution 6f the problem of security and no accommo-
- féat_ion of pdlitical interests are permanedt. There fore, States
. try to take all possible precautions against future difficul-
ties while formulating their national policies., Armaments as
instruments of power aré kept in reserve, Thus,it is the fear
of future'insecuriﬁy also that is an hinderance in the way

of disarmahent . v

7

A political agreement and a removal of the
fear of insecurity both in the present and in the future, are
the two conditions that must be met before any disarmament
negotiations can be successful, Disarmament is not possible
without the removal of the fear of insecurity, which iﬁ turn
is not possible- without the solutioq of political problems,
Nations can be expected to disarm when they feel themselves

secure, Turing the League period France was ready for



reduction in armament if the big nations such'as shgfbreat V/
Britain and the United States guaranteed its security., It
knew that the collective security, which was provided under
the ‘Govenant, was weak and unworkable, In the absence of any
effective collective security system, no nation will take

the risk by;reducing its armaments,

‘ The fear of insecurity in the present may
}e removed or lessened but not necessarily the fear of future
{insecurity. Nations cannot be émpected to disarm completely.
even if political differences are removed. They would give
their consent to any disarmament proposal which is permissible
by political understanding in the present and would retain
armg to the extent to which it is warranted by what they
consider their fear of future insecurity, Thus’it is 1llogical
in the present context of international relations to admit
the possibility of genersl and comprehensive disarmament,
History also shows that disarmament has béen possible only
when it was neither general nor comprehensive, This is so
because the outlawry of a particular weapon does ndt,nece~
ssarily restore the balance of power .nor does it terminate
arms race. |

During the inter-war period the’Washington
Naval Conference of 1922 was the most éuccessful attempt
at disarmament, It was successful partly because none of
the participants had any political purposes to serve by naval
superiority and mainly because the acceptance of a ratio
in tonnage of capital ships did not prevent them to cons-

truct other types of vessels, The weapons problem it dealt



with was by nature susceptible of treatment - battlesﬁiﬁf

and carriers are relatively few, diffiéult to hiqfandlit{\
takes a long time in building, Even so it was unlikely thatix
agreement would have been reached if Britain's intention to
terminate the JapéneSe Alliance had not been evident, At

- that time none of the Sea Powers wanted war, and stabilizatic
of capital ships ip 1922 meant a balance of naval armaments
‘that served to limit the possibilities of successful attack,
and since that attack of any one State on others had to come
-mainiy and ultimately.by sea, and since the weapons involved
could not ge easily, quickly or secretly produced, agréement

was reached,

The main reason why a partisl disarmament is
possible and general and comprehensive disarmament difficult
is political disagreement among the Great Powers. In the case
of comprehensive disarmament. an agreement upon it will end
the pbwer of & 9tate to control the level of its own armaments:
Such an agreement was sought to be achieved at the World Disé 
'armament Conference of 1932, in which it failed completely,

And the failure of the World Disarmament Conference ultimately

led to the failure of the Ieague of Nations.

( Although the Ieague of Nations' efforts
halovoman
towards disarmament failed)yet its Zepeey to the modern world Vv

is very important, It institutionalized the problem of dis-

/ 7
armament., It started with a Permanent Advisory Commission,

ﬁhod‘ 0)
Prederick H, Hartmann, Blyawibelodiron g=0fllations,
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- For the first time,the whole programme of\disarmament was
| discussed in a systematic manner, When the United Nuations
was formed aftér the Second World War, it was the view of
the politicians that this new organization will not meet
with the same fate as its p£g¥&ous—éﬁe because last time
they had to createthe League of Nations out of nothing and

tﬁis time the foundations were theré.
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Thé:League of Natiosn and Disarmament
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