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The concept of disarmament — a term which is used to include
the limitation, control and reduction of the humamd material
instrumentalities of warfare as well as literal lithm — has occupied a
prominent place in thinking of persons concernethwiorld peace for
more than a century and a half. Inmanuel Kant ohefuthe elimination
of standing army as the third of his “Preliminarytiéles of Perpetual
Peace between Statés.”

Armaments have never been considered something godbe
modern world. Although there was a strong war hiest@ the European
society as they were considering it as the solutiball their problems.
But peace loving people never appreciated arms ira@ay period of
time. People were feeling disturbed of the arms rbefore the First
World War; although there was no serious realiratibout the harms
which could be created by the arms race on thedwdéevelopment.
There were some efforts in the world to control #mms race and the
most prominent among them were the Hague Confeseatd 899 &
1907. Many countries participated in these confegsrbut no serious
attempts were made to control the arms race. Mbghe countries
considered it as the issue of their security arestge in the world. No
power was ready to sacrifice its right to collecha as much as possible.
This kind of approach made these countries to speace and more
money on production of arms. The havoc which therses could bring
was seriously realized only after the outbreakhef [Eirst World War. It
became a long war and caused wide spread destrudticnot only
brought negative impact on economic developmentatst increased
aggression in some countries. The lust and confelef winning the
war involved many countries in the war and as altethere was great
collection of arms. Whole collection of arms wagdisn war by every
country and none of the countries was willing toresnder except it had
lost its arms in the war.
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After the war ended serious attempts were madéeckcthe arms
race to avoid facing the situation of pre-war pagragain. First of all, it
was decided that the defeated powers should digemselves and then
an arrangement would be made for a general disaemiaof the whole
world. There were prolonged efforts to achieve #rid but without any
prominent result. Thus the arms race continuedhdl outbreak of the
Second World War and is still going on.

Disarmament is associated with a reduction in arkhewever,
disarmament is a more complex and self contradiqtoocess which is
not captured by this popular definition. There amany forms of
disarmament such as reduction in military expemdjtweduction and
destruction of the stocks of certain weapon sysgefman or a limitation
on the production of some type of military equipmerduction in the
numbers of military personals and cuts in defenesearch and
development. A disarmament process usually imgliewdification of a
nation’s military strategies.

The word disarmament has been used to cover fostinch
concepts:

1. The penal destruction of the armament of a coudéfeated in
war.

2. Bilateral disarmament agreement applying to spegifiographic
areas.

3. The complete abolition of all armaments.

4. The reduction and limitation of national armamenwpt deneral
international agreement.

Peace Settlement and Limitation of Army of Defeated Powers

The First World War was started with great entharsias war was
considered the only solution of the existing pratde But this prolonged
war made every person to think against war anthi®idevelopment of a
mechanism which could prevent war in future. As soguarantee
against early renewal of war the defeated poweree wequired to
disarm. The German high seas fleet had been s@meshdt the armistice
and was interned at Scapa Flow. A new German naglgtrbe built. The
number and tonnage of vessels were described intréety and
submarines were not to be included. The Austriamy naas to be
surrendered and neither Germany nor Austria wabetgermitted to
build air craft for the purposes of war. Armies wéo be limited. In the
case of Germany upto hundred thousand men, Austriz0,000 men,

2 Encyclopaedia Britannica, \Vol.5, p.484.
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Hungary to 35,000 men and of Bulgaria to 20,000nsedption was to
be seized. Mustafa Kamal refused to submit to amjtdtion of his
armaments. Turkey was the only ex-enemy power whigs not
restricted in the manufacture or use of armamenis @mumber of her
troops. Mustafa accepted the demilitarization ofai& but other
humiliating clauses were rejected. These measuree wreated as
preliminary to a general reduction in the size whaments throughout
Europe but no general reduction was madie.the case of Ottoman
Empire not any of the particular steps were talegarding disarmament
because of the treaty of Severs. According to witiehas divided into
many parts which apparently reduced danger ofgtgession for some
time. It was not enforced in the case of victors vess done to
vanquished, and their continued refusal to deabssly with the matter
led to the suspicion that they were preparing farther wars.
Competition of armaments began again and posgilofithe future war
could not be ignored. Although Great Britain redli¢eer forces, navy
military and aerial to such an extent that in thdyepart of World War Il
she was facing serious danger of defdatthe covenant of league it was
included that there would be a general disarmataeatiow level, which
would provide collective security to the membergtad League. In due
time league would remedy the injustices of peaeatigs. Even France
would come to see that Germany could not be kephdor ever,

Attitude of Winning Power s towar ds Disar mament

It was accepted by the winners of the war througdicp settlement
and through the covenant of League that after tharmiament of the
losers of the war generally and that of Germanyiqdarly they will
also disarm themselves. Except Great Britain nehew single country
abide by this promise, even in England the redoatibarmaments may
have been due more to the anxiety to improve sgeialices rather than
to any abstract devotion to the idea of disarmamBgt 1925 Great
Britain had reduced her total naval strength coeghavith 1914 by no
less than 48%. In the same period that of the Uga& increased to
17%, of Italy by 20%, of Japan by 35%. The USA hathe same period
increased her army by 40% while Great Britain wasto the boné.
Some authors appreciated British attitude. It &test that no one can
deny that the English set a good example by disgyria an extent that
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endangered the defence of the couftBut it only concluded in
England’s loss of international influence in favaiirpeace. France was
conscious of its security to such an extent thavas never ready to
disarm unless its security against Germany is gueed. France was so
much worried about its security that instead ofpoesling to the
League’s disarmament clauses it helped small polilkesPoland and
Rumania in collecting arms. Italy was also not injjl to work for the
sake of disarmament.

Because of the aggressive and non cooperativadstibf different
countries a need was felt that the world powersukhaeach an
agreement which can prove to be helpful to chenisamace. As it could
be the only way to not allow to prevail the sitoatiof pre-war period.
To achieve this goal, efforts were made for disanewst under the
banner of the League and also out of its jurisoliti

Effortsfor General Disar mament after the First World War

General disarmament for peace and security of tbedwwas
considered very important and that is why this masle part of treaty of
Versailles and that of peace settlement. But thib iever been an easy
task. To achieve this goal, an already conflich tworld was supposed to
be brought under an agreement which could neveachéeved. There
were two aspects of disarmament issue. The firdivated by sheer
revulsion against war itself led to attempts tospribe use of cruel
weapons. Second approach was aimed at reducti@arnsiments by
mutually agreed limitations on possession and priioln® There was a
split among different countries into two camps:siavho thought that
disarmament will bring about an increase in seguasihd those who
thought that increased security must precede daaent and that is
why already difficult task became more difficultthrar impossible.
Efforts for disarmament were made inside as webdside the League
which will be dealt with separately.

Effortsfor Disarmament under the L eague of Nations

Disarmament was a major clause of peace treatyaadhieve this
end it was included in the covenant of the Leaddearticle 8 of the
covenant the members of the League recognizedhbanaintenance of
peace required reduction of national armamentsh& lbwest point
consistent with national security. Therefore thieedlgovernment had
given Germany a promise to proceed to general daent. Article 8

7 Ibid., p.581.
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of the covenant also placed the duty of reductibarmaments on the
“Council of League”. In November 1920 the councippainted

“Temporary Mixed Commission” composed of civiliaasd military

personals. In 1922 British delegates on temporaigedn commission

proposed a numerical scheme for the limitationrafies. Armies were
to be divided into imaginary units of 30,000 menga certain number
of these units were to be allocated to each powais plan was

condemned by military experts of every European growFrench

delegation introduced the basis of increased dgcas a necessary
condition of disarmament and won the consent ofidBridelegation.

During this period nothing practical was achievedept a convention
which never came in to force to control internagiotiade in arms. On
27 September 1922, the Assembly of “League of Maticadopted

certain principles. No scheme for disarmament cdodd successful
unless it is general. There could be no reductidthont a security

guarantee. But it could never be decided what shbel prior to the

other.

A draft treaty of mutual assistance in the caseuibreak of war
was brought out in 1923 according to which a miitaction will be
taken against the aggressor by attacked party ar igite designated by
the council. This could not receive a positive oese from most of the
countries. On 2 October 1924 Geneva Protocol wgeesdi for the
settlement of Intentional disputes of Albania, BlfaBulgaria, Chile,
France, Greece, Poland, Czechoslovakia, YugoslaR@mtugal and
Latvia. It was accepted unanimously by the LeagtidNations. The
protocol prohibited recourse of war and made theliegtion of
sanctions compulsory after determination of aggneskhe protocol was
signed by 19 states but it did not come into fatall.

On 3 October 1924 the League setup a Coordinatmmnalssion
replacing Temporary Mixed Commission to deal witle toroblem of
disarmament. It did not last long and later on alissd. Signatory
authorities of the Locarno treaties raised new bdpe reaching to an
agreement for a general disarmament. In Decemb25, lithe council
appointed a preparatory commission for the “Disanerat Conference”,
which met for the first time in May 1926. The gerapart of 1926 was
occupied in defining the nature of armaments whighe to be limited
and reduced. In March 1927 British and French dglegs submitted
that disarmament conventions to show what wouldirbi#éed and how.
In the question of military personal the Frenchedation wished to limit
men on service, other great powers wanted to kthirained personnel.
Same kind of conflicts were about military budgatel maintenance of
naval fleets. The autumn session of Preparatory fliesion of 1927
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was enlivened by the first appearance of a Sowéghtion under M.
Litvinov, who made an eloquent plea for total andivarsal

disarmament, which received no support. After Laonddlaval

Conference it was decided that preparatory comaorsshould hold a
final session in the autumn of 1930 and that wheatékie issue, long
postponed conference should then be convened. dh rieeting a
dummy draft convention was passed which was nod usg the

conference when it was summoned for 2 February .1932as attended
by 61 members. It continued for a long time andabse of lack of
mutual confidence no results could be achieved.iodarmethods of
disarmament were discussed:

1. Proportionate reduction was proposed that all pswsrould
agree to reduce their existing forces by one loaié, third or one
forth.

2. The prohibition of certain types of warfare suchsabdmarine
attack and aerial bombing.

Quialitative limitation of armaments.

4. Total military expenditure of a state should be tkefthin an
agreed limit. To pursue this annual defence experalishould
be published.

5. Idea of a super national force under the jurisditdi of the
League to check aggression could not receive atiy®si
response.

Sir Ramsy Macdonald prepared a plan to secure suoeess for
Disarmament Conference. First part of it was relai® provision of
security. Second part dealt with material on a itatale basis, limiting
the weight and calibre of certain weapons. One p&rit banned
chemical and bacteriological warfare and the ofineposed a permanent
disarmament commission with wide powers of inspectand control.
The Draft convention was accepted by general cosiarisas a basis and
the conference adjournéd.

The Four Power Pact

In March 1933, British Prime Minister brought theatdlonald Plan
to Geneva, continued his journey to Rome to disadissrmament
problem with Mussolini. In the draft the four powedeclared their
intention of coordinating their European policy.ejhalso declared that
one of the points of their common policy would beconsider a revision

w
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of the peace treaties. The four powers agreed ithaisarmament
conference fails to find a solution they would rgaize Germany’s right
to rearm by stages. Lastly they decided to cootditlaeir policy in all
extra European issues along with the colonial sphafith the efforts of
France it revised text; the four powers undertamlcdoperate with all
powers within the frame-work of League of Natiolswas initiated in
Rome by representatives of four powers on 7 Ju8.1bhe four power
pact never came into force but it sowed the seegsd#ntment between
France and her allié8. Germany demanded the right to rearm if
disarmament to its level was not reached and in3198 left the

conference altogethét A further session of conference on 16 June 1934

was equally without any result and the powers efworld engaged in
an armament race compared with which preceded i 182emed
trivial.'> Sporadic sessions of conference’s bureau were tnetitl 31
May 1937 when it was dissolved formalfy.

Disarmament Efforts outside the L eague

A convention on the limitation of armament was sigrby Costa
Rica, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua and Salvadoi7 d-ebruary
1923. It was decided that armies of the member tc@snwere to be
limited for five years. Naval and war aircrafts eexdso to be limited.

« A convention of the regime of the Straits was siatLausanne
on 25 July 1923 by Great Britain, France, Japaly,liGreece,
Turkey, Russia, Yugoslavia, Rumania and Bulgatigrdévided
for the demilitarization of Dardanelles and Bosor(near
Turkey).

* The Locarno Pact 1924 guaranteed frontiers of Geynveith
Belgium and France. Kellogg Briand Pact 1928 owtldwvar to
resolve the differences.

e In 1928 Litvinov put forward his idea for disarmamheHe
advocated the abolition of all armed forces and waristries.
He put forward the idea of destroying all heavy pmss,
fortresses and factories manufacturing war materidbwever,
nothing came out of it.

10 Ibid., p.193.

11  Ibid., p.186.

12 G.W. Southgate, p.235.

13 Mac. GrahambDisarmament and Development (Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1986),
p.165

14 Norman Lowe, Mastering Modern World History (Macmillan: Macmillan
Education Ltd., 1993), p.208.
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» A convention regarding the regime of Straits wamed in July
1936 in Montereux. This convention set out measur#s
demilitarization of the straits from the Aegean $edhe Black
Sea®

Naval Disar mament

Naval forces of all great powers played a very i§icant role
during First World War. It caused heavy damagethéofleet of enemy.
The main reason of conflict among British, Americ&nench, Italian,
and Japanese naval fleets posed challenge to dashbefore the war.
Britain maintained huge fleets to maintain its natgpremacy. Germany
had become the second greatest naval power. Ard otluntries joined
the race to maintain their hold on the colonies nsave themselves to
be let down by other powers in this field. But tfestruction and havoc
brought by naval fleets during the World War malde great powers to
think seriously about the naval forces. So, mamyferences, held and
agreements were signed by great powers to:

1. Maintain the status quo.

2. Introduce a system which could keep a check on the
development of naval forces.

Although nothing practical came out of these cariees except
signing the agreement but it succeeded partialghteck development of
naval forces during 1920’s.

Washington Conference (1921-22)

Invitations were issued by the American governmtengll those
countries who were interested in the Pacific. Thewre favourable
circumstances for the success of the conferencereTivas no direct
conflict between the policies of three great powersGreat Britain,
United States and Japan. It fixed ratios on tontiagjes for capital ships
of leading naval powers. It recognized the regiauadremacy of Japan
in Pacific and agreed that fortifications and basesld not be extended
there. In return Japan agreed to overall infegiciit the navies of Great
Britain and United Staté§.The treaty was supposed to remain in force
until 31 December 1936 and two years notice foreeding from the
treaty was to be issued.

15 Mac. GrahamDisarmament And Development (Oxford: Pergamon Press,1986),
p.167

16  lbid., p.196.

17  Joel H. Wiener and J.H. Plumb (edSrkat Britain Foreign Policy and Span of
Empire: 1689-1971, Vol.1 (New York: Chelsea House Publishers, 19B2)68.
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Another treaty between Great Britain, United Staf&rance, Italy
and Japan for limitation of naval armament was esighy which total
tonnage of aircraft carrier was as below:

US 13500, Britain 13,500, France 60,000, Italy 60,@nd Japan
81,000 tons. Certain other decisions were also madethe same
design®®
Second Naval Conference (1927)

President Coolidge invited Great Britain, Frant¢alyland Japan to
attend a conference to consider limitation of @iss destroyers and
submarines. It was accepted by Great Britain apdrJdut was rejected
by France and ltaly. The American government pregastotal tonnage
restriction on each of the ship categories undsrutision and proposed
same ratio as agreed at Washington Conferencet Griain did not
agree to it. The conference lasted for two monthisniothing came out
regarding limitation of naval armaments. After failure both the
countries (USA and Great Britain) started spendimgye and more on
naval armaments.

L ondon Naval Conference (1930)

It was attended by Great Britain, America, Fraritay and Japan.
France and Italy could not arrive at any agreechiéda in case of their
possessions in Mediterranean. The London Naval ti¥realved the
problem of the relative cruiser strength of thee¢hpowers. It was also
decided that if any of the three powers would havincrease its power
in any shape like those of cruisers, warshipsietgould have to notify
others so they could also increase it at the satie i he treaty received
great criticism in Great Britain, USA and Japan.

Naval Conference of (1935)

It was held in London. The clash between France kalg in
Mediterranean did not allow these countries to catrem understanding.
The expansion of ltaly in the Mediterranean wassaered to be a
permanent menace to British communications aloeglife line of the
British Empire. Japanese conquest of Manchuria aragher bone of
contention. Great Britain and USA were not prepdcedccept Japanese
hegemony in Fareast any more. In December 1934nJdgnounced the
treaty of Washington. The conference failed to eehiany results. The
nations of the world were left as they were beftnel 935, Germany had

18 Ibid., p.768.
19 K. PerryModern European History (Made Simple Books Ltd., 1985), p.192.
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entered into a naval agreement with Great Britginvhich later allowed
her to keep a navy equal to 35% of the strengtheBritish Navy?°

USA, Great Britain, France, Canada, Australia aremlvNealand
signed a treaty in London on 25 March 1936 for lthdtation of the
naval armaments and for the exchange of informatégarding naval
construction. This was done because treaties of ¥fl 1930 were
going to lapse in 1936.

Nothing significant or fruitful could be achievelsrdugh the whole
process of disarmament whether it were the effegarding general or
naval disarmament. The whole process went in vain.

Causes of Failure

We can see the whole process of disarmament anplate failure.
But a whole lot of reasons can be traced out. énpgiocess of history
there is nothing mono causal. The process of disiarent is much more
complex thing than it can be perceived appare#tiywhole lot of things
were involved in the process. Many countries ofwioeld were involved
in the issue and every country had its own congsaiEvery country
wanted to achieve its own end and every one wantptémentation of
the disarmament according to its own choice. Thene so many causes
of failure of the process — some were personahdividual constraints
of the participating countries and some were irtomal causes of the
failure of the process. Both types of causes aatyaed here.

There has been no strong organization to pursuectuse of
disarmament. Peace organizations everywhere laskedgth both in
numbers of participants and in resources. Politgidid not need to give
in their pressures. On account of their weaknesg #ine often forced to
speak in generalities and enable to act in unis@pécifics.

Human aptitude for aggression is innate or sociddiiermined and
render little guidance for actual policy. Civil maments have been
remarkably weak on the arms race at both the redtiamd international
levels. Although these were strong but could notgoproper impact on
the arms race and control. Religious movement baasiyet much of an
impact for creating peace or against preparingvin®*

Of primary relevance to disarmament are the vestéetest of
military and business concerns engaged in arms uptiath, often
bolstered by the trade unions and those engagedlitary research and

20 Norman Lowe, Mastering Modern World History (Macmillan: Macmillan
Education Ltd., 1993), p.260.

21 Norman J. PadelfordThe Dynamics of International Politics (New York:
Macmillan Publishers Co., 1976), p.435.
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development, whose concerns and employment given tetake in
continued production and technical advance. Beltlnd all is the
competitive spirit of different natiorf.

There were people who were convinced that hugeraengs could
give them security. The war lords refuted the arguinthat international
problems could be resolved by peaceful means. @earnlike France
believed that security must precede disarmament.ti@nother hand
countries like Great Britain argued that presentereat armaments
makes the nations feel insecure. Germany annoutegdshe will not
maintain disarmaments unless other nations areyraad agreed for
disarmament at the same level. French questioeafrity and German
demand for equality could not be reconciled.

Economic disaster of 1930s was also a blow to wliaarent as in
the conference of 1932 most of the countries adopte extremist
attitude for their nation’s safety and securityheitit giving weightage to
the argument of others.

Another reason of failure of the effort of disarmerwas that it
also brought negative impact on economy as it @ausemployment for
workers of armament industry. It also brought myserthe researchers
and scientists/experts who do manage the producifoarms but no
body took into consideration that duration of nagatimpacts of defence
expenditures was usually short term. In the long iticould result in
significant and beneficial gains through expansainproduction of
civilian goods and services and other social welfaorks?®* The arms
race had always been inconsistent with efforts dinaé achieving
disarmament and the new international economicroideview of the
urgent need to divert the resources utilized fer dloceleration of arms
race towards socio-economic development, partilyulir developing
countries.

To be a military power had become a status symbtileocountries
and none was willing to accept any type of constsaon their military
strength. Maintenance of status quo is somethimy wmportant on
which every powerful country emphasized.

The basis of the efforts were already conflict tasnsome believed
that provision of security must be prior to thatrefching at any results
regarding disarmament. Others believed that ifrdisanent is achieved

22  Alva Myrdal, The Game of Disarmament (Manchester: Manchester University
Press, 1977), p.318.

23  Peter BatcheloBisarmament and Defence Industrial Adjustment in South Africa
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1998), p.169.



210 Pakistan Journal of History and Culture, Vol XXVII1, No.2 (2007)

security will ultimately be provided. So from theedinning the
discussion was at conflicting point.

“Disarmament Conferences” wasted a lot of timehia tliscussion
to differentiate between defensive and offensivensaras the same
weapon could be defensive or offensive accordinghto situation in
which it was used. So no conclusion. Another diffig arose as “what
constituted armaments” many thought of battleshipsisers tanks and
fighting aero planes etc. were armaments. Whileergthinclude
everything with which a nation could fight. Alongtiv weapons, men
who use them, who produce them, war office stdféngsical compound,
instruments of propaganda were also categorizedrras. So nothing
could be concluded about what should be contraltdimited

There was another matter of concern for certainguewand that was
the issue of collective security. Disarmament weasible only within
the context of an institutional system which falrewhere within the
range of ambitiousness bounded by the League abMaand the world
governments. There was supposed to be a negotiatiedtive security
treaty which could provide an alternative guaramtethe security of the
disarmed states — the difficulties of such a systesd often been
pointed out. Collective security was made impossibi the social
conditions of the existing world order. Many thinkesuggested for the
collective security but none advised any workaltéen pvhich could lead
to the collective security and ultimately to thexgeal disarmamert.

There are distinctive attitudes towards securitgfedce and
disarmament. These differences could be interpredally as the
impact of different interests arising as a resuit different socio-
economic and geo-strategic positions. Correlatietwwben arms race and
socio-economic under development seems to be ¢jeiie.

Italy had grievances regarding the war indemnitieseparations; it
expected more than what it got. The economic canmdit which
prevailed in Italy after the First World War todkn the grip of Fascism;
Fascism and disarmament were opposite to each. dthgr not only
remained busy in the collection of armament bub &ept providing
arms to others. Germans were ready to accept cisagmt and in the
early days after the treaty of Versailles it disadnitself completely but
when it realized the fact that no other power veddng any serious steps
regarding disarmament it started rearmament umdeN&azi rule and left

24  Evan LuardConflict and Peace in the Modern International System (London:
University of London Press, 1970), p.174.

25 John Garnetfheories of Peace and Security (Macmillan: St.Martin’s Press, 1970),
p.131.
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the disarmament conference in 1933. France wasmach concerned
regarding its security. It was severity frightendtbm German

aggression. On the other hand it had propagatedetiie of German
aggression to that extent that if it were willing accept any clause
regarding disarmament it had to face strong intgpn@ssure from the
masses as well as the elites and the army. US/MAdtadn had their own

constraints. They were never ready to surrendeir timernational

position at any cost. For that matter although theyde attempts for
disarmament but their more attention was towardstaiaing the status
quo. They seriously attempted for the disarmamdnthe defeated
powers after conclusion of First World War and agbkd their goal in
shape of complete disarmament of defeated powers.

It was clearly evident that none of the nations waking to disarm
herself and it was the most difficult problem toemome to achieve
general disarmament during the inter-war period even afterwards.
There could be no disarmament so long as therenwsigal distrust and
suspicions, fears and hatred, and it was somewmmossible to
eliminate these feelings among the countries inptiesence of existing
world order.

Rear mament

The decade of 1930s is the decade of rearmameratl ajreat
powers. In 1933 Germany resigned from the disarm&menference
and openly indulged in development of arms induatrgl production of
arms. France and ltaly never accepted any clausgmrding
disarmament as France had developed hyper setysitegarding its
security against Germany although Germany was filikarmed under
the treaty of Versailles. Italy was under the rofeMussolini, the leader
of the fascist movement. America worked for theadizament of others
but never applied any of the clauses on itselftaBridemobilized its
army and limited it but only to lessen the burdenits economy but
because of the disarmament conference and theseftordisarmament
outside the banner of League did not allow thesenties to work for
arms production openly. In March 1935 Germany asoounced the
clauses of the treaty of Versailles concerning rdiganent and also
article 42 and 43 of the treaty of Versailles aadtder troops in to the
Rhine land®® After 16 years circle of frustration was closetbe at the
world disarmament through the League had begun witiateral
disarmament of Germany. The efforts seized withateral rearmament
of Germany. By the beginning of 1937, all treatieposing quantitative

26  Philip GibbsAcrossthe Frontiers (London: Micheal Joseph Ltd., 1938), p.138.
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restrictions of three great naval powers came atemad. In March,

London announced plans for constructing new batiips, Washington
followed it and Tokyo struggled to keep pace widr hivals in a naval
race?’ On 28 April 1938 Hitler denounced Anglo-German hlaRact of

1935. Disarmament had become a memory which hathedaat that
point through large scale successive failed confare for achievement
of general and naval disarmament to maintain peackto check the
threat of aggression and war. Every country hadvits justifications for

rearmament but none of them made efforts to pratient

Conclusion

“I have the power to make laws; so | have the rightreak.” This
was the formula which was acted upon by every goeater regarding
disarmament. Economic power was then the main fafrinternational
power, which needed not necessarily to increaswigiqal or military
competition. Indeed a combination of shared pragpemd positive
diplomacy ensured a more cooperative internatictiaiate, hence the
shift towards greater economic, political and railjt cooperation. The
shift in balance towards military and economic powead important
policy implications for those countries who hadgkararms industries,
because the strong economies of twentieth centualy as Germany and
Japan were those countries that prioritized thesld@wment of civil high
technology industries than feather bedding thefiemtee sectof®

The main reasons of the failure of the efforts ishdnmament were
clash in national interests of different nationgpdr sensitivity for
security and the wish of the so-called powers tintam the status quo
caused failure for the efforts of disarmament. E&dor disarmament
never came to an end. Great powers under the bahtiee UN and the
Security Council are still working for one or theaher shape of
disarmament. Most prominent examples of these teffare “CTBT”,
“Non Proliferation Act” etc. The picture is samewas during the inter
war period. Smaller nations for their security boeind to buy arms and
great powers have to strengthen their hold in iational politics so
they have to keep themselves as stronger as paskiblvever, they are
raising the slogans of disarmament and controlrarsaand developing
their strength in production of arms.

27  Paul Kennedylhe Rise and Fall of Great Powers (New York), p.390.
28 Peter Batchelor, p.22.



