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CONCLUSIONS of a Meeting of t h e Cabinet held at
1 0 , Downing Street, S.W.I., on WEDNESDAY,
20th September, 1 9 3 3 , at 3.0 p.m.

PRESENT;
The Right Hon. J. Ramsay MacDonald, M o P . .
Prime Minister.'
(In the Chair.)
IT ho Right Hon.
Mevi 1 le -^G-hambe rl ai n $ M* Ps ,
Chcaa&el-l-e-g-of the-Eaeheq^e-^.

The Right Hon.
The Viscount Sankey, G.B.E.,
Lord Chancellor.

The Right Hon.
The Viscount Hailsham,
Secretary of State for War.

The Right Hon.
Sir John Simon, G. C. S. I, ,
K.C.V. 0., O.B.E. , K. C. , M.P. ,
Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs.

The Right H o n .
J.H. T h o m a s , M.P. ,
Secretary of State for
Dominion A f f a i r s .

The Right Hon.
Sir Philip Cunliffe-Lister,
I.P. , Secretary
G. B. E .
of State for the Colonies.

The Most Hon.
The Marquess of Londonderry,
K.G., M.V.O. , Secretary of
State f o r A i r .

The Right Hon.
Sir Bolton Eyres-Monsell,
G. B.E., M . P . , First Lord o f
the Admiralty.

The Right Hon.Lord Irwin, K.G., G.CS.I...
G. C.I.E. , President of the
Board of Education.

Major The Right H o n .
Walter E l l i o t , M.C. , M.P. ,
Minister of Agriculture a n d
Fisheries.

The Right Hon.
Sir Henry Betterton, B t . ,
C. B.E. , M. P. , Minister of
Labour.

Major The Right Hon.
Wo Ormsby-Gore, M.P. , First
Commissioner of W o r k s .

THE FOLLOWING WERE ALSO

PRESENTi-

M r . R.A. E d e n , M . C . , M . P . ,
Parliamentary Under Secretary,
Foreign Office.

Colonel S i r M.P.A. Hankey, G.C.B., G.C.M.G., ........... Secretary.

BECHUANALAND.

...

Trials of White
Men by Native
Chiefs.

1.

The Secretary of State for Dominion

Affairs called the attention of the Cabinet to the
public interest that had been aroused over a
recent incident in Bechuanaland m e r e

the Chief

Tshekedi had dealt with the misdemeanours of a
European in a native court in consequence of which
he had been suspended from exercising the
chieftainship.

He had received great numbers

of letters on this episode which consequently
had become a matter of some political importance.
The point of principle involved was that the Chief
had claimed the right to try a European and this
was a point on which no concession could be made.
The Chief was due to sail for London on Friday
n e x t , September 22nd.

The Secretary of State was

not without h o p e , however, that before that date
Tshekedi might accept the advice of his Counsel
and express his regret to Vice Admiral Evans, the
Acting High Commissioner, in which case he proposed,"
if the Cabinet agreed, to sanction his reinstatement.
The Secretary of State also intended to examine
the action of the Magistrate concerned.
a

In reply to

question he explained that the course he proposed

to take was supported both by Vice Admiral Evans,
the Acting High Commissioner, and by Sir H. Stanley,
the High Commissioner, who was in this country.
The Cabinet concurred in the action proposed
by the Secretary of State for Dominion
Affairs.

%

2.

The Cabinet had before them the following

documents on the subject of the Reduction and Limitation
of Armaments:Telegrams 269 and 270 from Mr. Murray (Rome)
giving details of proposals made by the
Italian Government to the French Government
( C P . 219 (35) - a translation of the
proposals is attached in Appendix I ) :
A telegram dated 15th September to the French
Ambassador (Rome) containing t h e reply of the
French Government ( C P . 221 (33)).
This
reply, while very friendly in tone, pointed
out that the proposals would have to b e made
more precise at a later date.
It also
contained detailed comments raising many
controversial points:
A telegram from His Majesty's Ambassador in
Rome containing a summary of the conversations
of the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State
for Foreign Affairs in Paris on September 18th.
( C P . 218 (33) - Appendix I I ) . While the
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State
considered that the French proposals constituted
an advance in disarmament a s compared with
June last, he reported that M. Daladier had
asked to be reassured as to the attitude which
His Majesty's Government would adopt if
Germany were proved by supervision to be
re-arming:
A note by the Parliamentary Under-Secretary
of State for Foreign Affairs covering a more
detailed record of the same conversations.
( C P . 220 (33)).
In his covering note
Mr. Eden stated that M. Daladier preferred
to arrive at some common accord w i t h t h e
United Kingdom and, if possible, also with
Italy, to save the Disarmament Conference
rather than any of the more drastic methods
open to him for reassuring the real anxieties
of the French people on the German attitude.
The Prime Minister said he had been informed
that a decision had to be taken before the end of the
present week in connection with the Paris conversations.
That was why had had summoned an emergency meeting of
the Cabinet.

He had also thought it advisable to

invite the presence of the Parliamentary Under-Secretary
of State for Foreign Affairs in order that the Cabinet
might have the fullest opportunity to obtain information
on what had occurred.

The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs,,,agreea
with the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State that a
point had "been reached when decisions were required from
the Cabinet.

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State

had been asked to g o to Paris and explore what the French
were prepared to do in the way of disarmament, a point
on which hitherto their attitude had always been somewhat
vague.

He was to find out whether they

any disarmament, or even
so, what it was.

contemplated

contingent disarmament, a n d , if

The Under-Secretary of State had

accomplished this task successfully without undertaking
any commitment whatsoever.

Putting the substance of t h e

Under-Secretary of State's report in as definite a form
as possible, the Secretary of State said that its purport
was somevt/loat as follows:-

The French Government did

want a Disarmament Convention.

They did not take the view

that in consequence of recent events in Germany no
Convention was desirable.

In conjunction with the Italian

Government they contemplated a Convention divided into
two parts.

Part I would cover the next four years, a n d

Part II a second period of four years.

Part I would

provide for the transformation of the Reichswehr and for
all-round reductions in effectives on the lines o f the
British proposals.

During this first period of four

years there would be no new armament in weapons which
ultimately were to be prohibited.

During this period,

however, the French desired a control and inspection
which would b e automatic and periodic and not brought
into operation only in the event of a complaint.

In a

word, it was to b e part of a regular system of inspection.
In part II the French would say that by the end of the
second period they would be prepared to agree to a
substantial reduction in armaments.

For example,

a reduction of 50 per cent, in their Air F o r c e , a formula
w h i c h Mr. Eden had pointed out would b e unfair to us
and, therefore, unacceptable without adjustment. Similarly,
b y that time

all guns exceeding 155 mm. would have been disposed of.
In the matter of tanks, they wanted either a 30 ton
tank or, as an alternative, a global tonnage limitation.
For the first time, therefore, the Secretary of State
continued, the French had said what they were prepared to
do and it was something quite substantial.

As regards

automatic inspectign, he had ngt received a very clear
impression from Mr. Norman Davis, but he had seen a statement
published from Washington that the United States were
prepared to accept the principle of periodic and regular
inspection.

The Italians had declared tneir willingness to

accept a Convention of this kind in two parts and were in
favour of a system of periodic inspection.

He did not know

the G-erman view.
The urgency of the question, the Secretary of
State explained, was that some Minister ought to go to
Paris this week to continue the conversations since the
French Prime Minister was available for the purpose.
The Frensh desi red a Convention and were in closer
accord with Italy than they had been for a long time.
It would be a hopeful step if the United Kingdom, France
and Italy could be brought into agreement.
The Secretary of State added that there
appeared to be only two alternatives, v i z :

(l) n o

Convention at all, involving a breakdown of the Disarma
ment Conference.

This would be serious

internationally

and from the point of view of internal politics.

If

such a breakdown occurred, Germany would re-arm as and
when she liked and in his view no one could stop her.
(2) To enter into this Convention in two parts which
the Germans might be brought to accept, though their
acceptance would probably involve, at any rate in the
second period, permission to have some specimens of
weapons forbidden by the Treaty of Versailles to Germany
but which other Pewers intended to keep.
4.

That

undoubtedly was an objection to which many advocates
of disarmament would attach importance and on v/hich
perhaps statements by members of the Government might
be quoted against them.

Nevertheless, if the other

Powers would not reduce their armaments, Germany
would have to b e allowed some increase of hers as a
condition of a Treaty.

If the Cabinet were prepared

to face that objection as well as the Franco-Italian
plan of inspection a n d controls it might be possible
to get a Convention.

O n the point of control, however, the

Parliamentary U n d e r s e c r e t a r y of State had been careful
to reserve our position.

The Secretary of State himself could

see no overwhelming objections to any measure of control and
inspection which the United States Government was
prepared to accept.

All depended on what was to be

the function of the Control Committee,

It must not

have a roving commission and its functions should be
limited to establishing that the undertakings entered
into by the various States should not be disregarded.
For example, if those undertakings were of a
qualitative character, the Committee would have to
assure themselves that the weapons did not exceed the
prohibited limits.

If the undertakings were

quantitative in character, they would have to assure
themselves that the numbers of aeroplanes, guns,
tanks, and so forth allowed were not exceeded.

The

proposal had arisen out of the desire of France to
know what Germany was doing.

He did not see why

in t h e case of the United Kingdom and the United States
of America the control should not be exercised in a
lighter form than in the case of continental Powers.
If that point should be accepted all that we had to do
w a s , in conjunction with France and Italy, to draw
up a list of the measures of disarmament we were
prepared to carry out in three or four years and to
set up the Commission now.

In reply to questions from members of the
Cabinet the Parliamentary Under Secretary of State
for Foreign Affairs said he was not sure that the
Germans would b e willing to forego?until the second,
period of the Convention,the possession of specimens
of weapons'-,, forbidden b y the Treaty of Versailles but
retained by other nations.

. There was no

certainty

that the Germans might not ask for specimens in the
first period.

Broadly speaking, he thought that the

Italian proposals might b e taken as some, indication of
what the Germans might be willing to accept.

The

scrapping of guns over 155mm. applied only to mobile
guns and not to fixed defences.

A s regards budgetary

limitation, the French might desire it in the first
period but might perhaps be induced to be--.-content-with
publicity-'..until the second period.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs thought
that the Italians might be willing to contemplate the
Germans having specimens of certain forbidden weapons
after the first period but not the French.
s

in order to obtain supervision

Nevertheless,

on the lines they

desired the French might be willing to make concessions.
The Parliamentary.Under Secretary of State said
that as bearing on this point M. Daladier had indicated
at one point that the French would not be afraid if
the Germans brought thirty ton tanks against their
fortifications.
The Prime Minister said he v/as quite clear as to
what would happen in the second period of the Treaty if
all had gone well in the first period.

He .asked,

however, what would happen if things went badly in the
first period.

The Parliamentary Under Secretary of State
said that if the Supervision ^Committee' s- Reports, showed
that Germany v/as not carrying out the Convention
Prance would then refuse to carry out the disarmament
measures contemplated for the second period.

The

French Government also wished to know what our
attitude would he if the Germans were proved to be
violating the Convention.

They did not seem to

trouble themselves very much as to our attitude about
violation of the Treaty of Versailles, but n o w French
opinion v/as saying that the Locarno Treaty had been
violated and they asked why if the Locarno Treaty
was not observed any later treaty could b e relied on.
T h e Prime Minister said he had understood that
if the Germans did not observe the Treaty the French
would expect us to take some action.
The Secretary of State for the Colonies sugges
ted that the whole of the Cabinet were agreed that
we could not bind ourselves to take any action at all
in such a contingency.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
agreed that we could enter into no new commitment.
The First Lord of the Admiralty asked whether
the French really intended any disarmament at all.
Up to now they had been very adroit in avoiding
disarmament.

They had escaped from the period of

the London Naval Treaty.

Under these new proposals

they gained a period of four years in which they did
not have to disarm at all.

At the end of four years

they would certainly h e able to find some excuse not
to disarm.
The Parliamentary Under Secretary of State
thought that the F r e n c h did desire a Convention.

The Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs thought
that the whole Cabinet were agreed that there should be .
;

no new commitment.

The only question was as to whether

without such commitment we ought not to try and get a
Convention.
The Prime Minister thought the Cabinet ought to
take a decision on the subject of supervision.

It

ought n o t , however, to be a mere 'yea' or ^ a y ' decision.
Words would have to be carefully chosen and h e would
want to see them on paper.

It was not enough for us

to authorise the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
to say that the British Government was willing to agree
to supervision.

That might place us in a difficult

position.
The Secretary of State for the Colonies drew
attention to the following passage on page 4 of
CP.

220(33) 

"Monsieur Daladier
observed that certain
of the German preparations, of which h e had informa
tion. affected the Rhineland, and to that extent
affected the Treaty of Locarno".
The Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs thought that M- Daladier had been
referring to the fact that the Rhineland. was a
demilitarised z o n e , and that certain movements of
troops and fortifications therein constituted violation
of the Locarno Treaty.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs said
there was a strong argument that that did not
us in any commitment.

involve

W e were only involved to the

extent of action in the event of a flagrant violation,T h e Secretary of State for W a r , after reading in
full the passage from which the above extract is taken,
pointed out that M. Daladier had not been satisfied

with Lord Tyrrell's suggestion that in the event of a
violation of the Convention by Germany the other
Governments should he free from their obligation to
reduce their armaments.

He had said "that

something

more would he required, and he would like to know the
degree of support on which he could in that event rely".
M. Daladier thought

"that English public opinion would

b e prepared to agree that if Germany violated the
Convention, freely entered into by h e r , there would b e
an occasion for definite action".

We of course did

not intend to take any action, but M. Daladier said it
was essential for him to know.
Turning to the question of supervision, the Secretary
of State for War did not agree with the view that had been
expressed that the only problem that remained was that of
a rigid supervision.

If that was the only outstanding

point h e agreed it w o u l d be a great responsibility for
the Cabinet to refuse a Convention on that point alone.
The Cabinet, however, had before them the Italian
proposals and the French replies.

There were points

both in the Italian proposals and in the French reply
that were unacceptable to u s , and there were points in
the Italian proposals that were unacceptable to the
French.

For example, the proposed concession to

disarmed Powers of a quota of forbidden weapons had
evoked strong protests from the French Government
( C P . 221 ( 3 3 ) , pages 7 - 9 ) .

If at the present stage

we were to agree to the French proposals for

supervision

we should b e making the same mistake as we h a d made
earlier in the Disarmament Conference of making con
cessions which did not produce agreement.
he recalled, for

The C a b i n e t ,

very good reasons, which h a d not b e e n

confined to those urged by the Defence Ministers, had

with Lord, Tyrrell's suggestion that in the event of a
violation of the Convention by Germany the other
Governments should be free from their obligation to
reduce their armaments.

He had said "that

something

more would be required, and he would like to know the
degree of support on which he could in that event rely".
M. Daladier thought "that English public opinion would
be prepared to agree that if Germany violated the
Convention, freely entered into by h e r , there would be
an occasion for definite action".

W e of course did

not intend to take any action, but M. Daladier said it
was essential for him to know.
Turning to the question of supervision, the Secretary
of State for War did not agree with the view that had b e e n
expressed that the only problem that remained was that of
a rigid supervision.

If that was the only outstanding

point h e agreed it would be a great responsibility for
the Cabinet to refuse a Convention on that point alone.
The Cabinet, however, had before them the Italian
proposals and the French replies.

There were points

both in the Italian proposals and in the French reply
that were unacceptable to u s , and there were points in
the Italian proposals that were unacceptable to the
French.

For example, the proposed concession to

disarmed Powers of a quota of forbidden weapons had
evoked strong protests from the French Government
( C P . 221 (33) , pages 7 - 9 ) .

If at the present

we were to agree to the French proposals for

stage

supervision

we should be making the same mistake as w e had made
earlier in the Disarmament-Conference of making con
cessions which did not produce agreement.
he recalled, for

The C a b i n e t ,

very good reasons, which had not been

confined to those urged by the Defence Ministers, had

rejected the French theories of supervision.

Speaking

for himself, as a member of the Cabinet rather than
as Secretary of State for W a r , he could say that if
supervision was the only point standing in the way of
the conclusion of the Convention he would think
seriously before refusing the proposals agreed to by
other Governments, but he would certainly want to
k n o w , in detail, what those proposals were.
present we

At

had no knowledge of what was involved,

and he had been asked by his Department to suggest that
this information should b e ascertained.

As a matter

of f a c t , however, as he had already pointed o u t ,
supervision was by no means the only outstanding point.
The French had raised many points in the Italian proposals
that they could not accept.

The War Office could not

possibly accept the fourth proposal of the Italian
Government that during the first period the present
level of land and air armaments and of the expenditure
relating thereto should not be exceeded.

W e had

already disarmed to a degree that rendered our position
most perilous if there v/ere any risk of war within the
next few years.

The late Chief of the Imperial General

Staff, on resigning office, had warned him that an
expenditure of £30 million would be required to enable
the Expeditionary Force to be ready, not in a month's
time, but within six months.

Our ports v/ere almost

undefended, and our anti-aircraft defences were totally
inadequate.

H e did not think anyone was prepared to

allow that state of affairs to continue.

Everyone

must agree that some increase in expenditure on armaments
v/ould be required within the next few years.

He

thought this probably applied to the Royal Air Force
also,, b u t , at any r a t e , so f a r as the War Office v/ere
1

concerned, it v/as impossible to a g r e e to the Italian

10 o

fourth proposal, to which he had referred.

There

were other proposals into which he did not enter
in detail at the moment.

In view of the many out-...

standing points on which agreement had not yet been
reached he urged that the Cabinet should adhere to
their previous attitude of making no offers or under
takings beyond those contained in our own draft
Convention

(Cmd.

"gp^),

unless and until the other

Powers had r eached agreement.

If they should reach,

agreement h e , for his p a r t , would be prepared
to consider in a sympathetic spirit any proposals in
the matter of control.

He thought, therefore, that

the Cabinet's answer to t h e points raised by the
Secretary of State for Foreign A f f a i r s , and to the
French Government, should be to the effect that they
had considered these matters in a sympathetic spirit;
that they noted that there were still a number of
points of difference outstanding between the French
and the Italian Governments;

that we should be glad

not only to see agreement reached on these p o i n t s , but
to do anything we could to promote such agreement;
that we would like to be kept informed of what
was being m a d e ;

progres

and that if agreement were reached

we would be prepared to consider the proposals in a
sympathetic spirit, provided that they did not damage
any vital British interest.

The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs thought
it necessary to remind the Cabinet of the position.
W e had decided to ask the French Government what their
proposals were in the matter of disarmament and the
French Government had now made their position clear.
It did not appear much use to say to them Y o u must
n

agree with the Italians before we can express any
further views".
The Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs pointed
out that it was necessary to bear carefully in mind the
danger of the blame for failure being placed upon u s .
Even if the worst happened in the matter of the Disarmament
Convention were we really in a bad position?

W e could

show b y actual facts that we were the only nation that
had made any real contribution to actual disarmament.
W e could^ show that we had been prepared to go as far as
anyone else.

W e had presented a complete picture of

the disarmament w e contemplated.

The Cabinet were not

in possession of any complete picture of disarmament as
contemplated by the French and Italian Governments.
Our plan, therefore

3

still held the field.

W e might

say that we were prepared to consider any proposals
for a complete convention that they might suggest.
The President of the Board of Education pointed
out by extracts from pages 8 and 9 of C P .

821 (33)

that the French objections to point 6 of the Italian
proposals referred to the grant to Germany of
prohibited weapons during the first rather than the
second period of the Treaty.

It seemed important to

know whether the language used was not designed to leave
open the possibility for the grant of some latitude to
Germany after the first period of the Treaty had been

successfully accomplished.

If this were the case

supervision would seem to he the keystone of the French
plan.

H e agreed that the Cabinet must not agree to

generalities and he shared the prime M i n i s t e r s

desire

for precision in the language used to the French in
the matter of supervision, but he was impressed by what
the Secretary of State for War had said on this point.
We could not accept any new commitments, but he

suggested

that if the French and Italians could reach agreement on
the various points and if our objections to supervision
were the only outstanding difficulty we could hardly
stand out provided that our requirements were met as
regards the form of supervision.
The Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries

suggested

that much would turn on whether our reply were cast in
an affirmative or a negative form.

The Government's

advisers in the Foreign Office and elsewhere- were
constantly calling attention to the dangers of the
present situation in Europe, and at their last meeting
the Cabinet had been engaged on this aspect of affairs.
W e could either indicate that we were impressed w i t h
the dangers of the present European situation and were
anxious to do all that we could to improve m a t t e r s , or
we could convey the opposite impression that we were
already disinteresting ourselves in the affairs of
Europe and that if we could not obtain a measure of
disarmament w e should disinterest ourselves further.
H e was apprehensive of a position arising like that
in 1914 when the two groups of Powers were both anxious
that the United. K i n g d o m should come down on their s i d e ,
and w h e n , owing to our failure to declare ourselves,
we had been accused of failure t o prevent the Great War.

The Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs

raised

the question as to whether this meant that we were to
accept a commitment.
The Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries thought that .
w e could not remain as disinterested to-day as we could
in June or July last.

H e drew attention to M. Daladier s
1

question on page 4 of C P . 220(33) (already referred to)
as to what degree of support he could rely on if the
Permanent Disarmament Commission were to

establish

during the first or second period that Germany had
violated her obligations.

He thought w e ought to he

prepared to go rather further in answering this
than we would have done in June or July.

question

If this view

v/as taken it might involve a speech either b y the prime
Minister or the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs.
He recalled that the Secretary of State for W a r s
s

as to what

speech

the position would be in the event of a violation

of the Treaty of Versailles had produced considerable
effect.
' The Prime Minister pointed out that the discussion
had widened out%

he would be only too glad to give

the Cabinet an opportunity to discuss the question raised
by the Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries and h e hoped
that before Parliament met the Cabinet might hold some
meetings without an Agenda Paper at which such matters
could be raised.

For the m o m e n t

3

however

9

he thought

it necessary to focus the discussion on the question of
the acceptance of supervision.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs said
that the Cabinet could not possibly decide in favour of
any further commitment.

I f this point were

our reply must not b e vague or indefinite.
14.

raised

T h e Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs agreed
that i f we gave any vague assurance we

should expose

ourselves to the whole "blame for any catastrophe.
The Prime Minister thought that the present position
was not without its dangers.

M. Daladier seemed to

have made a statement in which he extended our obligations
under the Treaty of Locarno.

For example, he quoted

the following from page 4 of C P , 220(33) 
"He observed that certain of the German
preparations, of which he had information,
affected the Rhineland, and to that extent
affected the Treaty of Locarno,"
It was being said in France that
the present German activities were a
violation of the Treaty of Locarno, but
that nothing was being done about these violations,
and how could France therefore be assured
that any more serious notice would b e taken
of eventual German violations of the Disarmament
Convention itself?"
If M. Daladier were in a position to turn up
the French record of any such statement without our
being able to quote some statement that he w a s m i s 
interpreting the Locarno Treaty, the position might
be-dangerous.
The Secretary of State for the Colonies called
attention to M r . Eden*s undertaking to report
M. Daladier's remarks to his Government and his promise

"emphasise that what the French Government
sought w a s some formula wherewith M . Daladier
might be able to re-assure French public opinion
i n regard to the attitude of the United Kingdom
in the conditions which he had outlined."
This rather emphasised the importance of what the Prime
Minister had said.
The Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs said that in his view there had been
no question of M . Daladier's asking for a new inter
pretation of the Locarno Treaty.
15.

The French Prime

Minister- had only wanted to know what out attitude
would he if the Disarmament Convention were broken^
Possibly M. Daladier had hoped that we would propose
economic sanctions, but h e had himself deliberately
avoided pressing him on the point.

The Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries
pointed out that M. Daladier had b een hound to put these
questions in view of French public opinion.

If

public opinion was not warned that the Government
could not guarantee ten years without war they would be
just as justified in criticising the Government
as had been the case in relation to the Government before
the "War.

He felt that the Cabinet were bound to face

the question as to what would happen if there were a
flagrant violation of the Treaty.

If the Germans

started to re-arm in a flagrant manner, it would appear
to afford a casus belli.

V,,

The Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs
thought it was essential that the Cabinet should not
separate without reaching decisions on certain points.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
conceived that if a reply had to be given to
Mo

Daladier's point, we should say that the question of

whether Germany had violated an agreement or not would
have to be decided by some neutral body, namely, the
Permanent Disarmament Commission.

If that Commission

reported that Germany had violated the Treaty, then the
other signatories would be discharged from their
obligations.

That would be all.

There could be no

further commitment on our part and he could not agree
to give any other answer.

In his view it would be

fatal to give some vain encouragement to the French.
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State
for Foreign Affairs thought that they would not expect
any answer beyond that.
The Prime Minister agreed.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
summarised the attitude which he thought would fall
in with the views expressed by the Secretary of State

17.

for War and the Cabinet generally.

His proposal was to

note that Prance and Italy were not yet in complete
agreement and to indicate that if they could reach agree
ment and supervision was the only outstanding point,
they must not assume that we should stand out on that
point alone, provided that there was to he no roving
commission and that the ohjeGt of the Disarmament Committee
was only to ascertain whether the Treaty had b e e n observed.
The First Lord said he could accept something
on those lines.
The Secretary of State f o r A i r laid stress
on the importance of the Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs' definition of supervision.
The Prime Minister said that he could accept
supervision and he had been informed that the Chancellor
of the Exchequer and the Secretary of State for India,
both of whom were unable to be present, could also
accept it.

He repeated, however, that the w o r d s in

which our acceptance was made must b e carefully chosen.
He thought that everyone agreed in principle with the
line indicated by the Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs.
The Secretary of State for War and the First
Lord of the Admiralty agreed in the latter statement
but made clear that in doing so they did not accept
the French proposals for supervision.

The Secretary of State for Foreign-Affairs" '
then a s k e d if he might assume that the Cabinet's views
on the various points raised were as follows:
(l)

It should b e made clear to the French Government
that we could accept no new responsibilities
in the matter of sanctions.

If, unhappily,

some party to the Treaty, Germany for example,
should disregard their obligations and the
Permanent Disarmament Commission should make
a finding to this effect, the other parties
to the Treaty would be absolved from their
obligations but would not be involved in
sanctions.
(3)

We were glad that the French aid Italian
Governments were coming together on the question
of disarmament.

We observed, however, some

differences which we hoped would b e resolved.
We would like to help in any possible way in
resolving these difficulties and to b e

informed

as to h o w matters stood.
(3)

If France and Italy should reach agreement a n d
supervision should prove to b e the only out
standing point, w e would not stand out on
that issue.

We must be assured, however,

as to exactly what w a s intended.

There must

be no roving commission, and the task of the
Permanent Disarmament Commission must be
limited to ensuring the carrying out of the
Convention.
The Cabinet turned first to the third of the
above tentative conclusions which was felt to require
more precision.

In particular it was suggested that

w e must exercise the greatest caution, not only on
the question of supervision, but on the other points

in the Franco-Italian agreement since tthere were several
points in the Italian plan and the French comments
which were not

acceptable

to u s .

'

thereon

The Cabinet were given

to understand that the points of difficulty were not
limited to point 4 of the Italian plan to which the
Secretary of State for War had already drawn attention.
On supervision also we must be quite clear as to what
was intended a n d should only express our willingness, if
this were the only outstanding point, to consider the
proposal sympathetically and wi th an anxious desire to
find a means of supervision acceptable to all.
The First Lord of the Admiralty asked whether
the points of difficulty in the Italian proposals and the
French comments ought not to be examined.
The Prime Minister pointed out that at the
moment the Italian proposals and the French comments
thereon had only been communicated for information a n d
not submitted for our opinion.

Consequently, the

Cabinet were n o t dealing with these points to-day.
The Prime Minister thought it essential that t h e

Cabinet

should see the formula in writing before giving approval.
(The Secretary of State for War then started to
draft a formula for the carrying out of the third
point mentioned by the Secretary of State for
Foreign A f f a i r s ) .
The Cabinet then turned to the first point
mentioned by the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs.
The Prime Minister suggested that the question
of our acceptance, if there were no new commitments,
should be dealt with separately from the other points
and should be separated from them in the Cabinet
conclusions.

Referring once more to M. Daladier's

observations on the connection between certain of the
German preparations affecting the Rhineland and the Treaty
of Locarno

( C P . 220 (33) page 4 ) , he thought the best plan

might be for the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State

for Foreign Affairs to write a letter to M.. Daladier.-'
Mr. Eden might point out that when transcrihing his
notes of the conversation, he had found a passage
which might he interpreted to mean that M.

Daladier

"believed that the alleged German activities in the Rhine
land were a violation of the Treaty of Locarno
involving the

obligations of the signatory Powers

(Final Protocol of the Locarno Conference, Annex A ,
Article 4 ) .

He realised that M, Daladier had not

intended this, but he had felt it advisable to draw his
attention to the matter as a precaution against any
' false deductions that might be drawn in t h e future from
any record of the conversations.

The Prime Minister

was apprehensive that if something was not placed on
record some misunderstanding might arise in the future.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
did not think that M. Daladier had intended to raise
this point.

He had not said that the German preparations

brought into operation the obligations of the Locarno
Treaty, but merely that they affected the Treaty of
Locarno.

One way in which the matter could b e dealt

w i t h would be to link it on to the question of supervision
and to say that the question of whether the Disarmament
Convention was being properly observed was one that
would have to be dealt with by the Permanent Disarmament
Commission;

that if the Commission established a

violation, the other parties to the Treaty would be
absolved from their obligations under the Treaty and
that that was the sole obligation:- involved.
The Prime Minister thought, nevertheless, that
there was some risk that if no action were taken some
months hence it might be suggested that t h e Parliamentary
' Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs had tacitly

admitted that our obligations under the Treaty-fell
under the provisions of the Looarno Treaty.
The Secretary of State for War at this
point read the formula he had been drafting in respect
of point (3) of the summary of the Secretary of State
for Foreign Affairs and, after a few amendments had b e e n
m a d e , this was accepted in the form contained in
Conclusion 2 below.

In the discussion on the formula

it was decided to make no separate mention of the
United States of America as being specially concerned
with ourselves in the question of supervision.

The Cabinet

then reverted to their

on the question of

discussion

a possible breach of the Disarmament

Treaty.
The Prime Minister asked whether if

the-Secretary

of State for Foreign Affairs, said nothing about the
matter M. Daladier was likely to ask "What will you
do if the Convention is broken?"
The Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs thought it was probable

that

M. Daladier would raise the point, and reminded the
Cabinet of his promise to report M. Daladier s remarks
1

to his Governmento
The Prime Minister was inclined not to make any
statement to M. Daladier unless he asked for it.
He doubted if the French Prime Minister expected an
answer on the point.

O f course, if the matter was

raised on our side he was bound to press i t , but if
this was not done he might leave it alone.
The Secretary of State for

Foreign

Affairs thought

that M . Daladier might say "Supposing the

supervising

Commission finds that the Treaty has not been observed,
what will happen then?"

The answer would be that

the other parties to the Treaty would b e
from their obligations under the Treaty.

absolved
There m u s t ,

however, b e no ambiguous language.
The Prime Minister thought it v/as important to
keep the two points of our attitude on

supervision

and our action^in - the:' ejventi of a breach
of the Treaty separate, even in the conclusions of
the Cabineto

They were not part of the same

uni fi e d de ci si on.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs said he
was quite clear about the formula proposed by the
Secretary of State for W a r and that in the event of a
23.

6B
breach of the Treaty the signatory Powers would be
discharged from their obligations, but that we should
b e involved in no new sanctions.

He was not equally

clear, however, as to whether anything was to be done
about the mention by M. Daladier of the Locarno Treaties.
He was now inclined to leave that matter alone.

He

thought M. Daladier had brought it up by way of illustration
with reference to past breaches of the Locarno Treaty
as explaining his anxiety for sanctions in the new
agreement.
The Prime Minister repeated his own apprehensions
as to the risk of leaving the matter without calling
M. Daladier's attention to it.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs pointed
out that a statement that the Locarno Treaty had been
violated was not the same as a statement that violations
brought our commitments into operation.

The suggested

violations would not necessarily be a casus belli, like
a flagrant invasion by troops marching over the frontier.
M., Daladier's remark that the reason German preparations
so far as they affected the Rhineland "to that extent
affected the Treaty of Locarno" was not the same as a
suggestion that our full obligations were

involved

thereby.
T h e Prime Minister tbought it w a s better to leave
M . Daladier under no possible misapprehensions, more
especially from the point of view of future

interpretations

of his remarks.
The Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs suggested
that a n e w French Cabinet dealing with the question
might attach an interpretation which perhaps M. Daladier.

had not intended.
The Prime Minister said that if he v/as the person
in charge of these records he would, a s a matter of
precaution, send a Note.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs suggested
that he should he given an opportunity to look into
the matter more closely and that the decision should
he left to

the Prime Minister himself.

This w a s agreed to.
The Secretary of State for Air raised the question
of whether the Cabinet should not discuss the Italian
proposals and the Frensh reply.

He pointed out

that further conversations in Paris must be based
on the Italian proposals since these were being discussed
between the French and Italian Governments.

The

French and Italians had reached some rapprochement
on these proposals but there was still a possibility
that they might b e unable to reach agreement on
important details.
important

For example, there v/as the

question mentioned by the Secretary of State

for W a r as to whether Germany v/as to b e allowed some
measure of re-armament.

If the French vetoed the

Italian proposals there was to b e no convention.

We

apparently were to use our good offices in promoting
agreement.

Ought not the" Cabinet, therefore, to take

some decisions on the various points at issue.
The Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs said that the French and Italian
Governments v/ere still negotiating and v/ere

reported

to be making good progress^
The prime Minister said that the Italian proposals
were not

really before the British Government

and we were not involved i n the negotiations.
25.

as yet, .
O n the

question of some re-armament being allowed, to Germany
were w e likely to disagree if Prance and Italy each
agree d?
The Cabinet then briefly discussed the procedure.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs said
he had to proceed to Geneva on Friday and he was
to anticipate M s

willing

journey in order to continue the

conversations in Paris.

H e would like to be

accompanied b y the parliamentary Under Secretary of
State,/
The Cabinet agreed 
(a)

that the Secretary of State for Foreign
A f f a i r s , accompanied b y the Parliamentary
Under Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs, should visit Paris on his way
to Geneva in order to continue the
conversations with the French Government.

(b)

that in regard to the disarmament position,
his attitude should be as f o l l o w s j 
(l)

j (2)

(c)

to welcome the fact that the
French and Italian. Governments
had come together?
to note that
the correspondence indicated some
differences of opinion on details,
and to express a hope that these
would be resolved?
to indicate
that we should b e glad to render any
assistance in our power in securing
agreement on any outstanding points,
and that i n any event we should
like to be informed of the progress
in negotiations,.

If it were found possible to
adjust the differences, and if the
only barrier to a convention were
on the question of supervision,
the British Government would not
regard this as necessarily
constituting an insuperable obstacle,
but would consider the proposal
with an anxious desire of finding
a means of supervision acceptable
to all. *--)
J
that if M. Daladier should raise once
more the question of what the position

would be in the event of a breach of the
Disarmament Conventions the Secretary of
State should reply that if unhappily
some party to the Treaty, for example
Germany, should disregard its obligations,
the matter would have to be determined by
the Permanent Disarmament Commission.
If
that Commission should find that the
obligations had been disregarded the other
parties would be absolved from their
obligations.
He should make clear to
the French Government that we could accept
no new responsibilities in the matter of
sanctions,
( d)

that the question of whether any action should
b e taken to safeguard our position in the
future against any wrong interpretation
being placed on M. Daladier's remarks on
the connection between certain of the
alleged German war preparations affecting
the Rhineland and the obligations involved
in the Treaty of Locarno should be left
to the Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs in consultation with the Prime
Minister.

Note by the Secretary.
In view of the absence of several members of
the Cabinet and of the importance of the subject,
the Prime Minister authorised the Secretary to make
a fuller record than usual of the above discussion.

MALTA.
* * * *

Italian
propaganda.
(Previous
reference
Cabinet 50(33)
Conclusion 6 ) .

3.

The Secretary of State for the Colonies informed

the Cabinet that the Governor of M a l t a considered it
essential, in present circumstances, that he should
have control of the police.

Consequently an

Ordinance to this effect would be issued at once.
H e added that many of the best Maltese were anxious
to revert to Crown Colony Government.
The Cabinet took note of this information.
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APPENDIX
Telegram from M r . Murray

I.

(Rome,)
16th September.. 1933.

N o ; 270.

IMMEDIATE.
Following is text referred
preceding

to in my

immediately

telegram.

(Translation).
Disarmament.
1.

Convention for the abolition of every kind of

chemical and bacteriological warfare.

Destruction within

a period of two years of all factories employed in
preparation for this sort of warfare and o f all stocks of
material prepared

for this eventuality

(instruments,

machines, munitions, etc.)
2.

Convention forbidding aerial bombardment of civil

populations.
3.

A n undertaking on the part of the signatory States

to proceed to a reduction of offensive weapons after the
trial period of the present convention which should be not
less than four years.
4.

An undertaking not to exceed during this period

the present level of land and air armaments and of the
expenditure relating thereto.
5.
on

Reduction and standardisation of land

effectives

the lines of the British plan.
6.

In connection with the preceding point a concession

to the disarmed Powers of a quota of defensive weapons.
This quota shall be reached by stages and by
arrangements.

successive

7.

The naval problem shall be reconsidered on the

expiry of the Treaty of Washington.
8.

Establishment and working of the Permanent

Disarmament Commission on the lines of the British plan.
9.

Supervisions

This should be given a periodical

character, permanent or automatic, in amplification of
the British plan.
10.

The Conference will meet again on the 1st January.

1938,, to arrange the procedure for the second

period.

CP.

215 ( 5 5 ) .
From
Telegram

FRANCE.
(Paris).

(en clair) from Lord Tyrrell.

N o . 219.

D.

September 18th. 1933.

R.

September 19th, 1933.

Saving.
oOo

Following from M r , Eden:His Majesty's Ambassador accompanied me to Q u a ! d'0rsay
this morning when we had discussion with M. Paul-3oncour and
were joined in afternoon by M. Daladier.
2.

M. Paul-Boncour referred at once to Italian proposa!

and I informed him we had received text from Rome.

He

thereupon gave u s text of reply French Government were r e 
turning (copy by b a g ) .
Government
3.

They expect answer from Italian

to-morrow.
French reply was generally not unfavourable.

French Government recognise that Italian Government have
made considerable advances towards French position and we
encouraged French Ministers to pursue their efforts towards
Franco-Italian agreement.
4.

This Italian- intervention may modify the situation

to some extent, but I do not know what view His Majesty's
Government take of it.

These Italian proposals seem to

afford better prospect of establishing
accord,

Anglo-French-Italian

the importance of which was fully recognised by

French Ministers and therefore deserves encouragement.

Mean

while both parties intend to keep us informed.
The French Ministers stated that their position had not
substantially altered since the June conversation.
I said that I should then, I supposed, be right in
reporting to His Majesty's Government that F r e n c h position

was/

was that, given a system of supervision acceptable to them
and a trial period during which experience could be gained
of its working, the French Government would undertake, in
the convention to make certain reductions during the second
period.

I said that until His Majesty's Government had

knowledge of what those reductions would b e and until they
were fully cognisant of intentions of French Government on
disarmament generally His Majesty's Government could not pro
nonnce

upon French proposals in regard to supervision etc.

W e had n o desire to press French Government but we were
anxious for the fullest information they could give u s .
6.

M . Daladier said that he would agree that by

the

end of the second period all guns exceeding 155 mm, should
have b e e n disposed of.
would have to b e agreed.

The methods and stages of reduction
A s regards tanks, he demurred to

the figure of 16 tons, and would prefer 30 t o n s , but

suggested

as an alternative a global tonnage limitation, or possibly a
limitation of the calibre of gun carried.

As regards air

craft, French Government found it difficult to accept British
plan as it stood:

it would involve too sudden and too large

a reduction for France.

France would b e prepared to reduce

by o0% if the other principal air Powers did likewise.

I

pointed out that v/e had already gone so far in reduction
that that would b e unfair to u s , and M. Daladier agreed that
there would have to b e adjustments for particular cases such
as our o w n , or perhaps the reduction might b e made not from
present figures but from figures at some earlier date.
7.

M o Daladier spoke as previously of handing over

material to the League, but was careful to explain that he
was fully prepared for the League to destroy it and that
this formula w a s only intended to satisfy French public
opinion.

80 A s regards effectives French are agreed that reduc
tion of period of service in all conscript armies should pro
ceed during

first period simultaneously with transformation

of Reichswehr.

M. Daladier said that he was considering

the possibility of making a declaration at Geneva on the re
sumption of the Conference concerning German re-armament, and
M. Paul-Boncour added that if the German delegate made the
usual speech about Germany having alone disarmed it might be
difficult to refrain from making such a declaration.
asked the view of His Majesty's Government on this.

They
I said

that I would report their question but at first sight I
thought it preferable if Franco-British-Italian accord could
first be reached on the future of the Conference to reserve
such retort against

the eventuality o f the Germans coraplain

ing that they had not been fairly treated.
9. These French proposals constitute an advance
disarmament as compared with June last.

in

A t the same time

M. Daladier expressed anxiety a s to position w h i c h might be
created were Germany to be proved by supervision to be re
arming.

"While admitting that French and other

signatories

would then regain her freedom he said that this w o u l d hardly
be enough.

He would like to be assured as to attitude His

Ma jesty's Government might then be expected to a d o p t .

He

appreciated our difficulty but thought that some formula
might be found which would help him to tranquilise French
public opinion.
French Ministers are anxious to resume conversations
you think fit to send me instructions here.

if

