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IRAFT - INTERIM A(,REEMENI‘ FOR LIMITATION OF THE PRODUCTION OF OPTUM TO MEDICAL AND
SCIENTIFIC NEEDS. (Conference Roum Paper No. B8) '

The CHATRMAN opered the discussion on the dreft protocol, submitted by
the French representative, to adept the provisions of the 1931 Convontion for the
limitation of the manufacture of narcotic drugs to opium, ce

Mr. AMINI (Iren) said thet bo had not had tims to study the new proposl
submitted by the French representative and consex;uéntly reserved the right to
intervene in the discussion at a later stege. As & ‘prélim&nary rewsrk, he polnted
out thet, in his opinion, the Commiasion had met to discuea the question of the
monopoly, and that the French proposal constituted en entirely nev proposal on
which mewbars of the Commiselon had not received any inst.ructions from their
Governments ead on vhich, therefore they would be able to _express on.?;.y their own
peraonal views a.s e:zparts 1n the field.

Mr. GR (Turkey) asadcia.ted himgelf with the Iranian representative’s

statement,

Mr, WEI (China) obeerved that much in the proposed protocol would
naturally depend on the definitions. He agked for some clsrificacion of
definitions (a) and (a).

/Mr. VAILLE
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Mr, VAILLE (France) said it was obvious that the proposed protocol
would hawe, in due ccurse to bc ezamined end approved,by all the Governments
concerned. The main problem before the Commission was to devise some effective
means of llmiting the production of opium. Since there seemed to be no unanimity
on the beslc provisions for an opium monopoly, he had proposed en alternative .
'solution, but his delegailon would give sympathetic consideration to emy other

déffpctive end concrete proposal.

- Mr. R (Turkey) thanked the French delegation for its efforts to find
& wey out of the difficulties which confronted the Commission, He had only
received the docuwent that morning, and had not been able to examine it thoroughly.
It vas, however, & new approach end was worthy of“careful consideration and
study.

The CHAIRMAY said thab the French propoaal was not really sntirely
new, It represented an alternative to the interim sgreement which had bsen
before the Commission for sows time oost. It would be for the Commission to
decide, after examining the French draft protocol, whether it should be adopted
as en interim measure, or whether the Commisslon should resume its work on the

Interim agreement itself,

Mr. MAY (Chairmer of the Perwenent Central Oplum Board) recalled that
in his introductoery stamement the French representative had wentioned that there
would be two agreemonts -- & dlplomatic instrument and a commercilal one,

He warted to know how the two would be connected.

Colonel SHEARMAN (Canada) referred members of the Commission to
document E/CN,7/L.6/Add. 2 which stated that the Cenadian Government was
'not favourable to_the'establiohmont of an international monopoly of opium
alkaloids, He added that "in gereral, Canade meintains its prefsrence for
the established 'free order system upon which the 1931 Convention is based@"

/Mr. ANSLINGER
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Me. ANSLINGER (United States of Americe) congrainlated the French
delegaticn on prodacing guch & slmple and cleer documant.; The Commisaion had -
reached a deadlock in 1ite qogsidprati . of .the . opium ménopoly, ‘end), in order to
escape from it, i£ wag necessary to turn to some .gther plan. . ‘The nev proposel
could be discussed by the réﬁresentgpivesrin their capaciiy as experts.

Mr, KRUYSSE (Netherlands),supported by Mr. ANSLINGER (Usited States of
America}, thought 1t would weste time to discuss definitions and suggested that
the Commissiun should 1mmediately bagin discussion on the operative part of the
French proposal, , : Lo ‘

Mr. NIKOLIO (Yugosiavia) emphasized thet the Commission's aim was 'to
limit the proévction of opitm. It had not met to discuss the opium monopaly: -
for its own sake, but merely because it had been felt that such- mqnopoly would
constitute the best soluticn to the problem.

" Mr. AMINI (Iramn) felt, bn the contrary, that the Commission had met

merely to sclve the various difficulties raised by the proposed monopoly.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Commiesion's main :task was, as the Yugoslav
representative had pointed out, to deviee sffective means for limiting the
production of opium. It was nonetheless true, as the reprosentative of Iren
hed pointed mut, that the instructions recelved by ite members dedlt mainly =
with the vroposed oplum monopoly. As Some members felt that the limitation of -
opium production could be achieved by other means than a monopoly, the Commibsion
should naturally examine their proposels. '

- Be wunted to know whether the definitions comteined in the French araft
protocol were wsually eccepted in the opilum trads, whether they were in conformity
with definitione used in previous conventions ¢n-nercotic drugs, and also what
was the exasct di fferenue between galenical medicines prepared from opium lisued
wnder (b) and -msdicinal oplum listed under (c). ’ '

He proposed that the Cormlssion should discuss the French proposal
reregraph by parsgraph.

It weg 80 agresd,

[Estinetes
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Estinates
" M. KRUYSSE (Netherlands) thought the Commission showld firet dlesucs
whether the principle of submitting estimates would prove acceptable to the
Comuissicn and the producing ‘countries. The manhfacturing countries were
already well ecquainted with that syetem.

AMINI (Ira.n) wandered whether the repreeenta.tive of ths Secretary-
General could give some infomation on how the 1931 Convention had worked in,
the paet and how it would be e.dapted to opiwn,.

. Z.AKUSOV (Union of Soviet Socialiet Republiqe) e.eked the French
representative ‘what fundamentally was the new element in the draft protocol, ac -
compared with the 1931 Convention. Hs aleo wanted to know what procedurs would
be adopted for bringing the cwnmercial agreement, mentioned by the French
represent.ative, into exietence. :

s
LA .

Mr YAILIE _(France) ‘:ag're’e.dm v;rii:.h{t'l‘le. Netherlands and United States
representatives that 1% would de e waste of time for the Commission to discuss
definitiona.

. His proposal we.e diametrically oppoeed to the principle of a monopoly,

in that it adopted the principle of ag much liberalism eni freedom as poseible. .
The law of sunply and demend would be ellowed full play, in other words, there.
would Ye free competition in the opium trade. The manufacturing countries

would be a’ble to buy e.e much opium a8 they needed from whatever source they chist
They would no longer Ye bound to buy certaln quantiiles from certaln producing
countries, which would therefore lose the guarantee they had enjoyed thus fer.
Manufacturing countries, on the other hand would run the risk of shortages

of opium, but that could be remedied by laying in stocke in both the producing
and manufacturing countries. 3 -

The definitions in the draf’c. protocol had been drafted very rapldly,
but were on the whole based on those used in past conventione, As the protocol
would extend to all forma of opium, it was necessary 1o include the galenlcel
medicines prepared from opium, J.ieted under definition (b). Definition {a)

[covered
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covered opium used for licit none-medical purposes. Definiticn {c) had been
opied from the 1931 Cenvention, end definition”(d) had been added to avoid

d¢ff#:ultiee raised by the uee of the word "drugs", which was most unsuiiable

in French. : : " 2

Replying to questions fram Mr., ANSLINGER (United States of America)
end Mr. Wkl (uhina), Mr. VAILLE (France) said that it had not been his intentic
to subordinaté -the signature of the protosol to the conclusicn of thevsingle
convention, although, ae stated in the footnote to page 1, 1t had been drafted
“ag 1f the Permanent Central Opium Board and the Supervisory Body had already
been amalgamatbd." He hed no preconceived 1deas on that score) 'aﬁd his delegati:
would be glad to examine any suggestioms. ' ’ B '

: In reply to-the question of the USSR represeﬂtative;zhé emphasized
that one of the reasons for the new-protoéol was peychological. It would be
very useful if all the regulations on opium, old and new, were combined in one
comprehensive instrument. Another new element of his proposal wes that it
extended ‘to opium the'control‘eyetem established under the 1931 Convention,

Mr. AMINI (Iran) thanked the French representative for the clarity of
-his‘explanations., He nevertheless failed to &ée how the representatives of the
producing countries could ask their governments to accept the Fremch proposal,
which wotdd offer them no- advantages whatsoever, ' Unlike the monopoly, it would

not gvarentée a stable market, limitation of productizn or freedom fram the
{rigks attendant upon & poor harveet;'7Mbreover, it tock no account of existing
stocks of opium in various countries. '

Mr. WEI (China) ted that estimates were to be divided into two

categories: the quantity required for legitimate medicinal purposes end the
quantity which 1t wes desired to produce for stocks, There seemed to be scue
-omission in this‘respect: no principle was laid down for determining the amount
- of such stocks.- Again, there wculd seem to be same confusion or reptiticn under
the heading "Opium" (Chapter I, parsgrephs 1 and 2), Perhaps the French
representative would be able-to clear up those two points. ‘

/Mr. KRUYSSE
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. Mr KRUYSSE (Netnoriands) inquired how the' Fredeh représenthtive
envieeged the poeeibility of free cbmpetition under the estimetes systém, since
produc*ion and competition would depend upon the 8emends of mehufacturers, - If- &
producer did not aell ite opium, there would be’ overproduction.~f

T Mr MAY (Permanent Central Opium.Board) considered thet the. estimetes:
system, as proposed by Franoe, would heve to be expanded on the Yines laid down .
the 1931 Convention to meke it mere oomprehensive. ‘

 Mr. STEINIG (Secretariat) recelled ‘tha't the 1925 Comvention on Neteotic
Druge had provided for eatimetee to be submitted By -each country of the quantity
of drugs, including opium, which it antioipeted {t would reguire t6- import 1n'
any given year for domestlc use.‘ Thoee eetimatee Had played no practical role
in enabling the Permenent Central Opium,Board 6 control or limit the productiov
of 0p1um during the whole twenty-two yoare of ite’ exiétence. v
The 1931 convention, ofi ths other’ hand, "had esteblished estimates of i
an entirely different order. Each oountry submitted an estimate of 1its v
enticipated requirements of manufactured druge for domestic' use. - ‘Domestic ugs.
for that purpoes, ‘had been defined &8 including quantities required for consumpt'c
for gonve: eien into other druge “end for maintensnoe’ of ‘stocks. "~ The Supervisory
Body prepared estimstes for: those countries and territories whidh did.not gubmit
them. The sum total of the estimeted requirements for each cou itry, when added
:together by the Supeivieory ‘Body at the end of ‘sach year, ropresented the
‘estimated world requiremente for’ the . eucoeeding year., VWorld requiremente as
thue es’ imaueo for ebout 172 eOVereign countries- end terrlitories were subJect-to
'revieion in tno liglt af aotual needs,” govefhﬁbnte conld submit eupplementa:y
estimdtss for that purpose. o o
- . The Supe visory Body had found that most countries overeetimated thelr
‘requiremente; in l93h end 1935, thé world total was about.60 per cent in excess
of the aotual world needs.‘ SR PR T e ; LA -
Uhder the eeylnete eyetem of the 1931 Conventicn, ‘consuming eountries
vere free to ootain Hqei ,Hdppliee of drugs from any:source, provided. they kept
“etrictiy wifhin the eerimares eubmifted. . Therefcrs, noé menufacturing country.
could know in adveres the queniity of ‘drugs 1t would be: ‘¢al.led upon’ to,mamu~ ..

feoture and; export in any one year. R STt would
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It %ould be Pechiled that, dnring the. prepuration of the 1931 Convent!o.
the propoeal ‘had beeri td have a cambihed es'timte and quota’ Bygtem, whereby each
mxufactm'ing ‘souitry would héve beenicalled upon to menu.facture a given proport.:.
of world requirements im-each:year. ‘Frence:had, at that time, introduced a fro:
order, similar to the one now proposed which had reeulted in the rejection of
th“e'éﬁota. Bystem, Aocordingly, -the ‘sstimates. ‘system under the 1931 Cenvention
althouch 1imiting menufacture (Artible 6) on a world scale, . did not in fact limu
it in advance within a given country in one year.. :: - B

Such a system would not be practicebdle, however, in the case of the |
agricultural produet vhere 1t vas impossible “to estimats with any accuracy the
yieid thst would be cbteined, 'and ‘no:supplementary egtimates were possible.
Opium was such ‘a delidhte’ croP ‘that scmetimes this yield might -be only 25 per cet.
or 30 per cent of what had Beedi anticipated.: o~ .

" “The cenclusion might be drawn’ that the. estimates system in itselt woulu
not achieve limitation of manufacture oy ‘production, . It was & means to thet end
but 1t would have to’ be adapted: to the natu.re of  the eu‘bste.nce involved.

Different methods were called’ Zbr in applying the system te manufactured drugs
and to the i)roduction of the ravw material

Mr VAILLE (France) expressed apprecietion of Mr, Steinig's cleer.
e+atement All the points he hed mentionsd had been takeén into accpunt in
prsparing the French proposal REEE C : ’

It ves generally acknawledged that the: 1925 Contvention had fe.iled in
its ob:jec t, me.inly bscauee no’ ‘provision had’ beeh made for sanctions in the event
of violations. In view ‘of the considerable degree of social progreass since l‘? 2F
sa.nctions were proba.bly less necessary at the present time., = Nevertholess 4,ﬂit,
yes essential that eny Mm.ren+ion concluded should be safeguarded by en adequate
,syrstem:of anctiorns.m v L : P

' He was scmevhat concerned over the- question of atnus) estimates. It
vas possible to arrive e.t accurate eéstimates, dut any difficulty arising through
“unavoide,ble inacouracies mie,ht ‘be overcome by increasing the amount. of stocks.
Each country ehould ‘be a.llowed under the comvention, to hold a ‘reserve stook of
not more than ‘one year Ve supply ‘and - some provision should be made where'by larger
stocks would be permitted in bertain circmstaneee. No eerious difficulties '

should be involved in that, . i e e
o /the:possibilfty
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- Thie possibility” 6f exzaggeratbd eatszea had boen montioned. If,
however, estimates were based on statistics of a.varage yiqld qnd caqsum,ption
during the past five” ‘yéars, that would provide -a safey foundaticn than 1n the po-.-

“U %t ‘was true that 'under the 1931 Conventilon, ‘e manufacturer could not
know {n adva.nce ‘what the extent ‘of his operatioms would be for the. sueoeeding se
but it was unlikoly that any substantisl thanges would take piace rram yoar ' :
to year. "

" 8o fad'ds € Hidndpoly ‘wes: concerned, it was.oniy. ﬁhtural that count¥ies
should wish o’ protect thelr ovmiinterests,. and it might as well bb recdgnizbd
that perfec‘tion otuld not be achleved ., : ‘Nevertheless;, despite. the difficultiée
and uncetrtain‘ties 1nvolved aome progress towerds lin;iting thes uso of na.rcotic :
drugs was possible, and what the Commisaion was .trying. to ;lo wae to :plan tho H
extent of that progress for the next few years... . The difficulties 1nherent 1n th‘.
task had to be tackled, arid that wes why be a.greod with Mr. Stainig that, 1n
futu.ro, estimates ‘of ré&w opium: produotion would have tq, 'be computad on 8, basia
‘different from that hitherto-used;  #

He agreed with the Iranian representative that the opium momepoly would
of'fer certain a.ava.ntagoe 't the’ producing countriea, At .the sgme time, he
favoured a’ m.ore liberal approach, - He-was, convinced that, thg producing countria.
wiehed to see stmé’ progresa ‘towards = -humsne solutien of the )roblem and, under
the propoeed h'erwh' scheme, ‘they would suffer no f;nancip.l loss. . Naturally,
they should be allowed & céFtatn time to reduce their acreage: under oplum
cultivation and introduce other crops.  :-The intereests :of the highly 1mportant
group,  perhaps the most imporiant group, of consuming countriee would Pe equall,
protected under the French scheéms.

Referring to the points raiged by th;’dhiln;s‘é' representative, he said
‘that the definitions in his proposal had been derived from the 1925 and 1931
Conventions; no new elements had been intreduced. With regard to the question
of stocks, which was very delicate, he had been cereful not to take up am extreme
positien, It was necessary to provide far a certain flexidility, fer which
the Commission must envieage detailed provisioms, outlining the role:that the
Permanent Central Board would play in that comnexion, On that peint and also
on the section headed "Opium", there would have to be further discussiom, in
order te determine distinctions and establish quantities for the various uses.

/In cemnexion
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Itk conpexion. xith the pam ﬁaiaﬁa by the Netherlands representative.
he stated that the dystem he proposed Vel %h@ sb,_mo as that provided in the 192°
end 1931 Oenventiune, “he,, reserved hia right tc; re'vver’c to the matter later,

: - In conoldidH, he. f'uu,y agrded vith Mr May ‘that 1f the estimates
systenm was- to;«auceeed 4t -would have fo be further expanded ‘But 1t was sti
too sarly: ..to go into details,

Mr MAY (Permanent Central Opium Boerd) thought there would be genéral
appreciation: of "the need for e different approach in oeta‘blishing eetimafces for
the manufa.ctwad product and ror the a.gricultural product " The essential
differe:nce veg .caused by the time fa.otor.h A manufacturer could ‘check over-
prdduction within & .comparatively phort time ’ but thore would neceesarny bve &

' time-lag of at ‘least one ¥eexr 1in d;ackmg agrioultural over-production. Accordiu:’
foy thsf particuler year;:there.vwes a danger tha.t stocks voulc ‘be higher than-
ves necessary... Therefore.the fundamental 1§sue 1n any acheme ‘bedsed on & aysten
of estimates would be control of the size of stocka.

“° . M, AMINI (Iran) was heppy to note that the French representative
" agreed with his view that the Trench schems would entell sacrifices on the: part
of*' the producing ocountyries, altlgough thoeo countries vers lese’ devaloped and’.
leas ablélto bear such.a burden than ‘the mnufacturing countrios ~ Ome of the
main arguments for & mongpoly yes. tha.t 1t would aprsad auch ‘dédritices ‘equnlly
“betwesn producing eand manu:ﬁ'@gtg;‘ingcountri.gs.‘

The meeting roge at & P.m.

" 2)5 4.





