
~ February 1932 Z•.ien the Conference for reduction and limitation of
artn~nts net at Geneva. This endeavor dragged on until 1936 when
~ell anyt s attitude and her repudiation of the League made further
efforts- senseless .

I should here like to mention one episode in these efforts
eollowing World S',Tar I ti•,rhich deserves atten,tion . As .I said earlier
•-tlhis paper, a protocol outlai•ding the use of chemical an d
bacteriological ti•Tarfare rras signed by 29 nations including the United
3tates in 1925 . It was ratified by, 41-nations including the U .S .S .R .,
<race, Germany and the United Kingdon. The United States and Japan
üd not ratify. The protocol deserves attention because of its
simplicity . It tivas nerely an agreement to abstain fz~m the use of
3,sphyxiating poison, or other gases and bacteriological weapons' . in ti-rar,
;roviding no safeguards and no international systern of control . In
;orld y'lar II gas was not .used by one nation against another although
~he Geins used gas in gas charibers to externinate large numbers of
;aeny c ivilian s and pri soners . I think it is saf e to say that f ear
?f' reprisâls offered a strono deterrent against the use of gas in war .
~ertainly also there were very f err occasions in which gas night have
~een used with decisive advantage and in each of these cases ther e
:ere substantial tactical and technical reasons against its use . In
trawing conclusions f rom the non use of gas in S'lorld I`dar II we mus t
:et forget however that all the principal nations engaged had devoted
rery great attention . to develop:nen t and neti•r gase s of terrible pot ency
:ere available . .

In the discussions at Geneva a special jargon developed which

ggressive character" cane in for nuch debate .

~derstood terns so that the public may I .noj•r z•rhàt is going on. It

7adequate and effective saegards to protect all states against

jlfle respects as the League of Nations Covenant on the subject of

de it very difficult for the general public to follow the debates
th understanding . There was conpetition betz•reen the advocates o f

qualitative" as contrasted i•rith "quantitative" disarnanent ; others
ere advocates of indirect means o~ limitation-such as t'budgetary" ;
one asserted that arnaments could be classif ied as "offensive" or
defensive" and that the former should be eliminated and the latte r
rcouraged; in one phase of the discussions z•reapons of '"peculiarly

The lesson to be drawn frors this experience is, I think, that
are must be taken to keep discussions of disarmament to simple, t•rell

s iriportant also that in discussing these natters the new terns z•riththeir
aial technical meanings should not be alloz•red to obscure the simpl e
cts end political princ iples on i•hich in the final analysis

~cceptance or re jection must rest .

S"'marizina the le ssons to be drain f rom the great off orts in
~e study of disamaaent made frora World j'lar I until the outbreak o f
rld War II it v~ould appear to have been proved conclusively, that
y effective syste:a of disarmarzent must be general and not unilateral
13mited to regions or to a few nations ; that it must be enforceable
an international system of collective security ; that all nations
t participate in good faith, and that any system must be acconpanie d

asions and violations . These safeguards necessarily involve a system
international t'security checks" w3 .th a corresponding surrender by

1 nations of some portion of their national sovereignty, or as I
~efer to put it, the creation of an agency to exorcise these poi•rers
-ffectively on behalf of all the nations .

~R~R OF Th~E UIdITED II Vi'IOIIS

The Charter of the United Nations, thoûgh not as detailed in

sa
-a~ent, contains several articles 'which bear examination, and.


