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FIRST MEETING. 

Held on Thursday, November 6th, 1930, at 11 a.m. 

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands). 

r. Re-opening of the Session. 

The President. — We are met together to-dav to continue the work of our sixth session 
which we Suspended because the naval Question-*.,, the question of the 
for the reduction and limitation of naval armaments-was not yet solved. Our Commission, 
which in the beginning consisted of only eighteen delegations, now comprises thirty-two 
nnd I am hapnvfo wefcome two new members, the representatives of Ireland and Norway, 
who Lwcorfo oinW:s aTa result of the recent election of their "tofn^ioX had Z 
also elad to note the presence of certain members whom we have not previously had tne 
pleasure of seeing among us as delegates of their countries. beh^^ aU ^ Secretariat of 

tht renerel Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 
TW Powere Tvou know met on January 21st last in London at a Conference to which 

°f ‘'xh^results'obtained'in^Sndorrwere'ma^known^tQ1 you in^he'‘letter of April 2ist last from 

need not be taken into account in determining total tonnage. 
i LUinV T am sneaking on behalf of the whole Commission when I say that we note tnese 

question of tonnage London Naval Conference and the reopening of the 

SZ.SCSSS 

you have been informed by the Minutes transmitted to you by the Secretary-General. I think 

“ included three imP°rtant POintS' namely: 

(1) A Preliminary Draft General Convention to strengthen the Means of Preventing 
War; 

(2) A Draft Convention on Financial Assistance; and 
(3) Matters concerned with Communications affecting the Working of the League o 

Nations in Times of Emergency. 

As ““ 

SJ57S5 S’; £»»; KS"”.™.. 
In the case of some ? problem of the more 

divergent views closer together but, res to be recommended by the Council, and that 

S su^“sir7nCd"Se°s! it found iLlf unable to put forward any unanimous proposals. 
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At its meeting on May 15th last, the Council examined the report of the Committee and 
instructed the Secretary-General to transmit to the Assembly the Preliminary Draft General 
Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War, together with the report on the work of the 
Committee. 

You are already, of course, acquainted with these documents. 
The eleventh Assembly examined the Preliminary Draft General Convention and decided, 

since the various divergent views had been brought appreciably closer together, that it would 
be desirable to continue the study of the question, and requested the Council to appoint a 
special committee for the purpose, which would submit a report to the Council before the twelfth 
ordinary session of the Assembly. 

As regards the second question on the agenda (Draft Convention on Financial Assistance), 
the Committee on Arbitration and Security succeeded, at its fourth session, with the assistance 
of four members of the Financial Committee, in drawing up a final text. On May 15th, the Council 
requested the Secretary-General to transmit this report also, with its annexes, to the Assembly 
for consideration. At the same time, it pointed out to the Governments the desirability of 
providing their delegates to the Assembly with powers to sign the Convention. 

The Draft Convention on Financial Assistance was very carefully studied by the Third 
Committee of the Eleventh Assembly. The latter adopted the draft with certain slight formal 
alterations. It thus became possible to open the Convention for the signature of the various 
States at a solemn meeting of the Assembly on the morning of Thursday, October 2nd. At that 
memorable meeting, the delegates of twenty-eight countries, provided with full powers, signed this Act. 

It should be noted that, under Article 35 of the Convention, its coming into force is conditional 
on the coming into force of the Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, 
as provided in Article 8 of the Covenant. 

With regard to the third item on its agenda (Communications affecting the Working of the 
League of Nations at Times of Emergency; Facilities to be granted to Aircraft), the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security proposed, at the suggestion of the Advisory and Technical Committee 
on Communications and Transit, that the Assembly should adopt a draft resolution taking into 
due account all the preparatory work accomplished, and which is thus in harmony both with the 
principles of the International Convention of 1919 and with those of the Conventions concluded 
between States parties to the Convention of 1919 and States which are not parties to that 
Convention. At its meeting on May 15th, the Council also instructed the Secretary-General 
to submit this draft resolution to the eleventh Assembly. The Council also submitted to the 
Assembly a draft resolution concerning Motor Transport. The Assembly adopted these two 
resolutions with certain very slight drafting changes. 

As regards the examination of the work of the Preparatory Commission itself, the Third 
Committee of the Assembly invited your President to attend its discussions from the outset 
I was thus able to explain to the Third Committee of the Assembly the progress of our work! 
and to assure it, as President of the Preparatory Commission, that the Commission would terminate 
its task during the present session. 

Without going into the details of the question of disarmament, the Assembly, and its Third 
Committee, stated once again that it was necessary for our Commission to complete its task at 
this session in order that the Council might convene, as soon as possible, the General Conference 
for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. Although some delegations insisted on the 
need for convening this Conference in the course of the year 1931, the Assembly did not feel 
itself able to fix a date. It nevertheless expressed the desire that the General Conference should 
be convened m 1931, a desire which I am sure we all share. 

I trust, however, that public opinion will not be under any illusion as to what the Preparatorv 
Commission will be able to accomplish. ^ 

In the first place, people should abandon the habit of saying that the object of our work is 
disarmament ”. It cannot be repeated too often that we are only considering the reduction 

and limitation of armaments, absolute disarmament being still an ideal, the achievement of which 
is hardly conceivable m the political, and above all moral, state of the world as we see it at present 

Our Commission’s only task—which is far from negligible—is to formulate the principles 
to be applied and the methods to be followed by the General Conference for which it is making 
preparations, in order that a halt may be called in the competition in armaments and that 
armaments themselves may be gradually reduced to the lowest point consistent with national 
safety and the enforcement by common action of international obligations, as laid down in 
Article 8 of the Covenant. The Conference itself will prepare the plan and fix the figures for 
these reductions and limitations after consideration by the various Governments, duly supported 
1 hope, by public opinion, which is very, and very rightly, impatient on this subject, as various 
fetters recently addressed to me by private organisations show. 

The draft Convention which we are establishing to serve as a basis for the work of the 
Conference is only a first step, though a reasoned and decisive step, on the long path which will 
have to be covered by the Governments resolved to unite in preventing armed conflict between 
civilised nations and to combat the mutual distrust which too often engenders such conflicts 

Remember, Gentlemen, the emphasis laid at the last Assembly by various — and bv no 
means the least eminent — delegates, on the absolute necessity of limiting and reducing armaments 
We must succeed at whatever cost and with the smallest possible number of reservations l 
therefore appeal most earnestly to all delegates here present to abide by the results—at any 
rate provisionally—even if those results fall short of their ideal, and even if the methods they 
advocate individually are not adopted. They will thus be helping us to terminate our work 
and may rest assured that this first endeavour will lead to others which will gradually bring us 
near to our ultimate goal. J b 
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There can be no doubt that a setback will shake the confidence of thf * g4 f peace 
for peace ” so often asserted by its leaders. Nothing could be more harmful to the caus p 

mtmrnmmimsm 

weaken during this last phase of our labours. 

2. Order of Work. 

_ .J + T Vinnp von will a^ree that if our work is to make satisfactory progress, we The President.-I hope you will agree mat no larl morning from 10 a.m. 

should meet only once a day. I propose , ?th ^ conversations, which are so 
to I p.m. In that way is fo“nd necessary to appoint 

TpropoS'that we begin our Meetings every morning punctually at five minutes past ten. 

The British delegation has submitted three Propos^ JtntS the “ 
I propose that we do not open any gei'''r-i the var;ous delegations are known. Moreover, 

part of our sixth session. The cases put when the various points on our agenda come up 
there is nothing to prevent their P

the examination of our draft 
for discussion. We will therefore begin to ’ Revert to questions which have already 
Convention. We shall try, as far as possi carefully consider those which have 

s; SIS SS,. .. — 
W^liCIf'thSe^i^n^obj^tionfTsfed^conside^tha^the'commission accepts this procedure. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - Mr Prfld“^a^etorgoinrb/have^any 
the general course of our proceedings. . general views as to the way we should deal 

SSXS KSSSSf1 p| i-™ sssisss SS2 
“ Sp'Sh .1,., r»s .«h.=s 3 1*1; ;p 

Sh°UI<ri principle,6T am in entire agreement with the procedure you have outlined. 

„ .,, T ,i:ni. ,iw,rP ;s a slight difference between Lord Cecil s 
Count Bernstorff Germany). — I think mem is a siigiii exceptional cases, articles 

th6T should'like to remind you of the statement I made on behalf of my Government on May 4th, 
1929. I will only quote one sentence from it: 

■■ I therefore find myself obliged to dlsf^vToThencefoXa'Tts 
which the majority of this Commission as jus ra , ^ for the preparation of 
course is being shaped at the present moment, the sole responsibility lor r v v 
the Conference.” 

I know that our Commission’s sole task is to ^ermine hyj^^P^^^^^eclude 
Conference is to settle the question. In my °Pin^ ’ . , J armament- yet the essential point, 
the possibility of any appreciable reduction of blrnd

th
0^a"^houl’d

yinvoiVe an appreciable 
in our view, is that, if we are to take a first step forward ^hat ^P^teirunacceptable, as far 
reduction of every kind of armament Any ot P^ statement^ have just repeated; 

aand nr^ed^r^it^^s my attitude towards the negotiations in 

^Xl^eis^Tour Commission should complete “k^“c^ 

armaments. . r uindnns I feel sure the world is under no illusion 
We have been warned against cherishing illusions. wnriri has lost any illusion m 

regaTto ^wTc^ p”arly in the first part of our present 

tev^^terTno^iday.’^ca^j^we^Sgw'have'cortinued^ur^worTiinmed^te^altor^he1 London 

Naval Conference. 
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The German delegation has made a proposal regarding publicity. It has been said that this 
proposal would be discussed when the question of publicity was dealt with in our draft. 

It is true that our proposal relates to the publicity to be given to the elements of armament 
which are susceptible of reduction. We have made these proposals to assist in preparing the 
work of the Conference; and for that reason I ask that the German proposal be discussed as well, 
apart from the discussion on the draft submitted to us. 

My Government has instructed me to ask that, if we do not rediscuss the questions already 
settled, and if we must regard the work done as completed, we should do our utmost to ensure that 
the Conference is convened at the earliest possible moment. I think that, on the basis of our 
present work, no real reduction of armaments will be possible. Yet a reduction of armaments 
we must accomplish, and I ask that it should be effected as soon as possible, because the world 
demands it. I repeat: a great deal of the uneasiness which exists in the world is due to the long 
delay in realising disarmament. The world has waited five years, and no appreciable result has 
been achieved. 

Accordingly, I repeat once again: let us convene the Conference as soon as possible. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The honourable delegate of Great 
Britain has declared himself in agreement with our President, and I find myself in agreement 
with Lord Cecil, but not with the President, because Lord Cecil’s proposal is at variance with the 
rules laid down by the President. You, Mr. President, propose to begin where we left off eighteen 
months ago, whereas the representative of Great Britain proposes to begin the examination of the 
draft Convention from the commencement, which means going over those points already discussed, 
and in the majority of cases adopted. 

I shall not go so far as the representative of Great Britain. I shall ask much less, for the 
reason that I have been here during the last few sessions, whereas Lord Cecil has been absent, and 
is therefore more optimistic. I am prepared to support Lord Cecil’s proposal, but I have no 
desire to prolong this session by fruitless debates. I feel compelled to make my situation before 
the Commission quite clear. 

The Preparatory Commission has seen fit to regard to-day’s sitting as the continuation of the 
sixth session, begun and broken off eighteen months ago, rather than as the beginning of a new one. 
In their boundless optimism, which seems to increase rather than to decrease in direct ratio to 
the failures of the Preparatory Commission, the majority of the delegates assumed that a short 
break in the sixth session would suffice for the surmounting of the difficulties met with in the 
sphere of naval disarmament. This optimism has also failed to justify itseff this time as, indeed, 
throughout the pursuance by the Commission of the path mapped out by it—a path which the 
Soviet delegation has always considered, and still considers, a fatal one for the cause of disarmament. 
The Soviet delegation never believed that the method of attempting to solve the question of naval 
disarmament, upon which the majority in the Preparatory Commission placed such hopes, was 
capable in the slightest degree of solving the problem of naval disarmament on an international 
scale, whether the agreement be limited to three sea Powers or whether two or more other States 
joined in it. I will not dwell now upon this special question, as this will have to be done when it 
comes before the Commission. I do not think, however, that the optimists of the Preparatory 
Commission have any grounds to be gratified by the results so far attained in negotiations and 
agreements as to naval disarmament. Confronted by such a state of affairs, we can merely 
register the unique fact, without precedent in the history of international conferences, that a 
break of eighteen months has taken place between two sittings of one session of an international 
commission. 

Can we really ignore this circumstance and behave as if we had only just dispersed after the 
twenty-first sitting of the sixth session, and were meeting to-day for the twenty-second sitting, 
to go on with our work where we left off ? Can we ignore all that has occurred during this interval ? 
In normal times, eighteen months might be considered a fairly long period in the history of inter- 
national relations; how much more in the stormy, and therefore abnormal and exceptional, times 
in which we live. The catastrophic upheavals and disturbances caused by the world war are 
only now beginning to make themselves felt in all their implacability and are peremptorily 
presenting their account to humanity. When advocating the Soviet draft Conventions for disar- 
mament at the 1927 and 1929 sessions of the Preparatory Commission, I referred to the ever- 
growing danger of a fresh war; but the Commission at that time regarded this as a too pessimistic 
view of the international situation, not justified by the circumstances. If the Preparatory 
Commission were to adhere to this its appraisal now, it would find itself at variance with recent 
declarations by statesmen and the Press of capitalist countries, pronouncing the most gloomy 
diagnosis of the present international situation, pointing to the anxiety and alarm felt by all with 
regard to the imminent development of this situation, and even making definite analogies between 
the times immediately preceding the world war and the present moment. Thus we have M. Munch, 
the Danish Minister for Foreign Affairs, declaring at the eleventh Assembly of the League of 
Nations: 

“ The solution of great economic and political problems has not brought about the hoped- 
for appeasement, and the situation in Europe appears more disturbed at the present moment 
than at any other period since 1924. ” 



— i8 — 

M. Hymans, the Belgian Foreign Minister, at the same Assembly expressed a similar thought 
in the following words: 

"... for various reasons, on which I will not at present dwell, the atmosphere has 
become heavy as if charged with electricity, at times reminiscient of previous troubled periods. 
Anxiety prevails in certain circles. There are, indeed, some circles in which rumours of war 
are spreading like gas-fumes ... the very fact that war is discussed is m itself a danger. 

And how the situation in Europe is judged by the unsophisticated man in the street we are 
told by the Washington correspondent of a Berlin paper as recently as the fourth of this month 
(I quote verbally): 

“ Almost all Americans returning during the last months and even earlier, frorn summer 
tours in Europe have brought back the impression that Europe is moving towards a new 
war. Quite harmless people, before their journey anticipating all that they were to see in 
Europe, returned with that pleasing news, breathless ^ and indignant that the well-meant 
friendly visit had been rewarded by haunting anxiety. ” 

Indeed, does not the extraordinary intensification of political and economic antagonisms 
confront us steadily and threateningly—antagonisms finding new and fertile soil m the genera 
economic crisis at present experienced, a crisis not even to be shaken off by anti-boviet incanta- 
tions ? Does not the existence in Europe alone of something like 50 million persons belonging o 
national minorities, in some countries comprising one-third to one-half of the whole population, 
and ever more insistently urging their rights, continue to press upon the international situation . 
Can we really ignore the significant intensification of the influence on the destiny ot certain states 
of the most irresponsible, reckless and aggressive groups and parties, in its turn the resu ® e 

intensification of international and inter-class antagonisms within capitalist society itself, constitu - 
ing, as this influence does, a special danger to peace in countries which are fully armed . Does 
not the determination with which various States are resisting the slightest attempt at disarmamen 
and the energy with which they are carrying out further increase of their armaments, speak to us o 
the danger of war ? Have not the war budgets of five of the biggest States increased by ha 
a billion dollars (i.e., 27 per cent) since 1926—he., during the existence of the Preparatory 
Commission ? 

We are not to be misled by any talk about the reduction of armed forces on a national scale 
in any country. Figures are only convincing when they have been subjected to meticulous an 
impartial verification and analysis. The number of effectives, for instance, may be reduced, the 
term of actual military service curtailed, and at the same time bodies of reserves may be increased, 
their mobilisation facilitated, the number of aeroplanes and reserves of military stores increased, 
so that the result is not the diminution but the increase of the destructive power of the armies 
concerned. If we aim at disarmament, it is the reduction of the general potential ot destruction 
and not partial shifting of items within a given military war budget that we mean. 

The opponents of disarmament have for many years been singing hymns to security , 
which is in their eyes, apparently, a sufficient and exclusive guarantee of peace. 1 hey have attained 
the creation within the Preparatory Commission of a special “ Committee on Arbitration and 
Security This Committee successfully concluded its work and drew up model security treaties, 
treaties have already been signed between many countries, and arbitration agreements concluded; 
more the Paris Pact is in existence for the renunciation of war, to which almost all European 
and non-European States are parties. And has international tranquillity ensued ? I he danger 
of war becomes less ? The resistance to disarmament weakened ? Alas ! all these questions mus 
be answered in the negative. The State which I represent can testify from its own experience about 
a year ago that the Paris Pact has not saved it from incursions from a neighbouring country, 
party to the Pact, of armed bands and detachments, with all the consequences entailed. 

The President (interrupting M. Litvinoff). — We decided not to have a general discussion. 
I must therefore ask M. Litvinoff to confine himself to essentials. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I will be as brief as possible. I am 
coming to the point. 

It is perfectly obvious that the mere conclusion of arbitration, regional or any other treaties 
whatsoever, and even the solemn signing of a general Pact for the renunciation of war are incapab e 
of creating that international confidence which should enable States to forget the danger of war 
and to cease intensive preparations for war. Add to this the fact that, under the system o 
“ security ” measures conceived by their authors and exponents, comparative security is only to 
be created for a single group of countries, at the expense of the “ security of “‘^W^urance 
in other words definitely national or group aims are pursued and by no means the insurance 
of conditions of general peace, so that the chances for general disarmament be“n?e d 
still slighter. Thus the theory " security first, and then disarmament ™st b® 
and the fact recognised that the thesis of “ security at the present time and InJhe 

by its exponents militates against disarmament, and that the exponents of this doctrine 
actually working against disarmament or even the reduction of armaments. It is, theretore, no 
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wonder that, among the countries which were the loudest in their demands for “ security ” 
guarantees, and which made provident requests to the League of Nations for financial aid in case 
of attack on themselves, were some in which the chiefs of military staffs were, as is now common 
knowledge, at the same time devising and carrying out plans for the provocation of war with 
their neighbours. 

What conclusions should be drawn from all this ? How are we to protect ourselves against 
the imminent danger of war ? To us, the representatives of the Soviet Union, and exponents of 
definite socio-economic theories, the impossibility of removing the politico-economic antagonisms 
of capitalist society, and hence the ultimate inevitability of war, is perfectly clear. We believe, 
however, or we should not be here, that the danger of war might be considerably diminished, or 
made comparatively remote, by some measure of real disarmament. The greater the degree of 
the reduction of armaments, the less will be the danger of attempting to solve existing antagonisms 
by armed conflicts. The Soviet delegation therefore came to the Preparatory Commission with 
a proposal for complete and general disarmament as the maximum guarantee of peace. Meeting 
with determined resistance from the majority of the Preparatory Commission, the Soviet delegation 
brought a proposal for the reduction of all branches and kinds of arms, on land and sea and air, 
by 50 per cent. The principle of proportionality and justice upon which this proposal was based 
was to have removed all these obstacles which the London, Paris, Rome, Geneva and other 
disarmament negotiations, going on outside the framework of the Soviet draft, are coming up 
against. Unfortunately, this draft Convention also was rejected by the Preparatory Commission. 
At the second reading of the draft Convention drawn up by the Preparatory Commission itself, 
the Soviet delegation proposed the establishment in this draft of at least some sort of coefficient 
for the reduction of armaments, expressed in figures. But this proposal also was rejected by the 
Commission. I would willingly propose a return to all these questions and their re-examination 
in the light of that new phase of the international situation which I have just described, if I had 
the slightest hope of any inclination for this among the majority of the Commission. But I 
have no such hope and therefore will not again raise these our old proposals, reserving them for the 
Disarmament Conference. 

Confining myself, however, within the limits of the second reading of the draft Convention 
now under consideration, and certain firm principles of a negative character, already adopted by 
the Commission, I would nevertheless venture to propose re-examination of certain questions, 
in the hope of the Commission taking into consideration the present international situat’on and 
the new circumstances which have arisen during the eighteen months’ interval separating 
the twenty-first from the twenty-second meeting of the sixth session of the Preparatory 
Commission. 

Last year, summarising the results of the earlier half of the sixth session, I pointed out that, 
while the previous sessions might be said merely to have marked time and produced no results 
whatever, the present (sixth) at last making a move, but a backward move, may write down to its 
account negative results. Within the framework of its own Convention, the sixth session of the 
Commission rejected one after the other the amendments of the Soviet delegation regarding the 
prohibition of preparations for chemical warfare and the prohibition of aerial bombardment. 
The Commission excluded from its Convention clauses on the limitation of trained reserves, and 
of military stores, both for land and air forces; it refused to draw up a list of military weapons 
to be limited, thus putting difficulties in the way of attaining the complete withdrawal from use 
by armies of those which are particularly aggressive and comprise special danger for the civil 
population. The Commission refused to make a list of the various ranks in armies and of air 
experts, without which the effective limitation of the potentialities for the development of armed 
forces is rendered extremely difficult. The Commission rejected the proposal for the compulsory 
limitation of land and air forces separately for home countries and colonies. The Commission 
did not accept the Soviet proposal for the prohibition of new and perfected weapons of 
destruction. 

While attaching the utmost importance to all these questions, the Soviet delegation is 
nevertheless not counting upon the consent of the majority of the Commission to revert to them, 
and, not wishing to prolong the session by fruitless discussion, it would like to fix the attention 
of the Commission on at least the more important of them, without the positive solution of which 
the whole draft Convention will be but an empty shell, in which no contents appertaining in the 
slightest degree to disarmament can be poured. First and foremost we once more invite the 
Commission to substitute throughout the draft Convention the words “ Reduction and Limitation 
of Armaments for the term Limitation of Armaments ”. Only thus can the impression 
remaining from the first half of the work of the sixth session be slightly modified—the impression 
that the Preparatory Commission intends to propose, instead of a reduction, a mere limitation 
of armaments at the present level, even leaving scope for their further increase. The Soviet 
delegation next proposes a re-examination of the question, formerly decided in the negative, 
of the inclusion among the objects of the Convention of trained reserves, as one of the principal 
elements of the belligerent power of modern armies, appalling as much on account of the millions 
which will be sent to the front in time of war as on account of the hundreds of thousands they 
maintain under arms. Further, the Soviet delegation holds out for the inclusion in the Convention 
of reserves of military materials enabling vast armies to be equipped for war. The apparent 
diminution of armed forces in the form of the numerical reduction of troops is at present more 
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than compensated for by the impregnation of armies with military-technical supplies. The same 
applies, of course, to military aeroplanes in reserve. 

Inviting the Preparatory Commission to revert at least to the three questions I have 
enumerated, the Soviet delegation also has in mind a certain alteration in the membership of 
the Preparatory Commission itself, arising partly out of the coming into power of new Governments 
in some countries, and also the change in views on the questions discussed in the Commission on 
the part of some other Governments represented in it previously. We have recently heard from 
representatives of the Governments of certain great States official speeches on the question of 
disarmament, which are far from corresponding to the views expressed by the representatives 
of these same States in the Preparatory Commission. We are bound to afford these Governments 
an opportunity to bring the speeches and voting of their representatives at the Preparatory 
Commission into line with their own public official speeches. 

The Soviet delegation contents itself with a proposal for the reconsideration of a minimum 
number of questions, but a second negative decision on these questions will deprive the Soviet 
delegation of all interest in the majority of the other questions on the agenda, as being quite 
unconnected with the question of disarmament or the reduction of armaments. 

The President. — I did not want to interrupt M. Litvinoff a second time, but he 
has gone far beyond what he himself told us he would say. I cannot expect the Commission 
to remain in session to hear the translation of his speech. The translation will be distributed later. 
The first part, however, will be translated, as it deals with a question of procedure which was 
under discussion. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I confess that, as a result of what we have just heard, I was 
rather depressed. My usual optimism received a rather seveie shock when I was told that no 
reduction of armaments was possible under this Treaty and that the whole thing was .an 
illusion. I think I would have been too depressed to address you if I had not called to mmd 
an incident which occurred in my own country once. The Government of my country were 
assembled on one occasion for the purpose of drafting an address, which it was proposed to begin 
with the words, “ Conscious as we are of our own infirmities ”. Certain objections were raised 
to this phrase as being “ too humble ”. A certain judge rose and suggested that he could compose 
all differences with a very slight alteration. He suggested the words, “ Conscious as we are of 
one another’s infirmities ”. That was universally accepted and the address proceeded, ^nd I am 
quite willing to believe that, in the opinion of the last two speakers, the only two countries in favour 
of permanent disarmament are Germany and Russia; but they cannot of course expect us to share 
that conviction. 

My proposal is not intended to be entirely different from that of the President. My conception 
of the thing is that we should all of us send in any amendments that we desire to have discussed 
and that no amendments should be discussed unless they have been distributed beforehand, 
otherwise we shall have a long discussion without anybody knowing what is being discussed. 
When these amendments come up for discussion, if they deal with any particular part 
of the Convention which has already been passed in second reading, our President should call 
our attention to that fact and ask the Commission whether they think it is an amendment 
which ought to be discussed or not. If it is not desired that it be discussed, it will be passed over, 
but if there is any considerable desire to discuss it, then the Commission will allow it to be 
discussed. If we really desire to work together and to reach a conclusion, this ought not to be 
difficult to carry out. When that has been done we shall have discussed these important things, 
and I believe we ought to reach a conclusion. Personally, I was delighted to hear from M. Litvino 
and from Count Bernstorff their earnest desire to promote disarmament, and, as far as I am 
concerned, I shall be ready to do anything I can on behalf of my Government to promote 
disarmament in its most effective form. I beg them to consider that, after all, we are passing 
through a very revolutionary change in the history of the world, and it is deplorable and regrettable 
that it has not proceeded with greater rapidity. And yet you could not really expect any great 
rapidity in a matter of this kind. I have not abandoned hope that, if we will work in accordance 
with the recommendations of the speeches to which we have listened—namely, m a real desire 
to reach agreement and compromise—we shall.succeed; in other words, I venture to recommend, 
as the real foundation for our proceedings, an adequate amount of faith and courage. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — Lord Cecil misunderstands me if he thinks I entertained 
the least doubt of his desire to enable us to reduce armaments. I do not feel the least doubt; 
but as regards his proposal, I am somewhat in a quandary. If amendments are to be 
introduced in the articles we have already adopted, I must necessarily revert to the questions m 
which I am particularly interested—namely, trained reserves and material—and I shall have to 
make specific proposals on those two points. I shall do so with great pleasure although I know 
it will take a great deal of time; but I shall not make such proposals unless I see that the majority, 
which decided otherwise at our last meeting, intends to change its attitude. 

It is quite useless for me to put in the amendments I submitted at our last session if they 
are to be rejected in the same way, because that would lead us to a result which I desire to avoid. 
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I repeat: my chief desire is that the Disarmament Conference should be convened as soon as 
possible, and that the Preparatory Commission should complete its work at the earliest possible 
moment—the day after to-morrow, if it can—in order that the Conference may meet as soon as 
possible. 

The President. — I think I may say there is no disagreement between Lord Cecil and 
myself. My idea is this: for the sake of clearness, I would propose to read you the whole 
of our text as adopted at second reading. The discussion will, in principle, not be reopened 
on anything that was adopted at second reading. If, of course, there were occasion to introduce 
any small drafting or other changes they might be discussed. When we come to the articles 
which were adopted at first reading or the articles part of which were postponed, then, and then 
only, would the discussion be reopened. 

In these circumstances, as you see, there can be no question of a third reading. 
I think, therefore, that we are all in agreement. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I quite agree in principle, but I am really very 
anxious that it should not be open to any member of this Commission to be able to go out 
from here and say that such and such a point was never properly discussed, although he had 
desired to raise it. That would be a disastrous result. I see no prospect of having to ask the 
Commission to rediscuss anything which has been agreed to in principle, but I hope the President 
will not have too cast-iron a rule. It is no use our putting before the Commission proposals 
which have already been adopted by substantial majorities, unless it is necessary to discuss them 
from any other point of view. I suggest we insist on amendments being drafted in writing before- 
hand so that we shall know exactly what they are, and, if any member desires to have any matter 
brought up, that can be done. It is much better that we should spend two or three days in so 
doing rather than leave it open to anyone to say that we have not considered a matter properly. 
We have a tremendous problem before us, and I think that, if we try to rush things, even at 
the last stage we shall make more haste and less speed. I therefore venture to hope that the 
President will bear these observations in mind in exercising his high function of directing our 
deliberations. 

The President. — Lord Cecil need not feel uneasy. I shall try to act with common 
sense and judgment and not to be too autocratic; but we must have order and discipline 
in all we do. 

M. Sato (Japan). —• My delegation is in favour of all the procedure proposed with a view 
to promoting the progress of our work and the reaching of a practical solution. The 
adoption of a procedure is a matter of great importance for the successful issue of our discussions, 
and, if the procedure be bad the results may be disastrous. To make the situation perfectly 
clear, I venture to suggest that we take first of all the questions which were not settled at second 
reading. This procedure seems to me logical, because we are really continuing the discussion at 
second reading. For example, in the first chapter (which deals with effectives), we should, in 
Article A, rediscuss the last paragraph (regarding naval questions), which was left unsettled. 
We might proceed very quickly, discussing in this way the points not yet settled, and then re- 
examine the text from beginning to end. Lord Cecil’s suggestion might then be put into practice 
—in other words, we might examine any amendments proposed to any of the articles. We should 
thus be able to complete our work logically and clearly, and Lord Cecil’s point would be met. 
We should not, however, begin by examining the amendments to each article in succession. My 
proposal is that we begin with the questions that are not yet settled, and then, at the end of our 
work, examine the exceptional cases which Lord Cecil has mentioned. In that way we may 
achieve a practical settlement of our work. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I declare myself in agreement with what M. Sato has proposed. 
Mr. President, you proposed that the text, so far as it has been settled in second reading, 

should be read but not discussed; but, when we come to the parts not settled in the second reading, 
we should discuss them, and, at the end, we should have the right to reconsider any important 
questions which had been left out. 

The President. — I think we are all agreed. I will read the whole text of the draft 
Convention, but we will not discuss the articles already adopted at second reading; we will 
only discuss the others which were left unsettled. Then, at the end of the discussion, we will 
re-examine the whole draft and see whether any questions still remain outstanding. Any amend- 
ments submitted could be discussed afterwards. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — May I ask you, Mr. President, to give instructions that 
all amendments should be submitted as soon as possible, in writing. 

The President. — I always emphasise the value of that procedure. It is essential that 
we should know as soon as possible what amendments are being submitted, and they should 
therefore be sent in to the Secretariat without delay. 

M. Massigli (France). — I entirely agree with what has just been said in conclusion of 
the discussion. As regards the general revision of the draft Convention, however, when we 
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have examined the texts which have not yet been taken at second reading, there will, of course, 
be a fresh discussion only if a majority of the Commission consider it necessary. 

The President. — That is understood. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I would have preferred to leave it to the President to 
see that only questions are raised again on which there is something to be said, rather than ask 
for a formal decision of the majority of the delegates. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The Chairman has ruled that my 
statement should not be translated into French. Personally, I will not lose anything by 
that ruling, as it may heighten the importance of my statement. Prohibited literature is 
always read most eagerly. At the same time I think it is unfair to treat the French-speaking 
delegates as less advanced and ripe for Soviet speeches than the English-speaking delegates. 

The President. — I proposed that we should not have that speech interpreted at once, 
because, in any case, it was out of order. I interrupted M. Litvinoff. He told me he 
would be brief. I did not want to interrupt him again; as, however, we had decided that there 
would be no general discussion, I said that his speech would not be translated immediately, 
but that the translation would be circulated later. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I understood, as did M. Massigli, that a question 
would not be discussed if the majority of the Commission decided against it. Where the 
majority of the Commission holds an opposite view, it seems to me superfluous to move an 
amendment. For my part, I have no intention of moving any. I only say that lest you should 
think I propose to flood you with amendments. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — Do I understand that, if a person submits an amendment to any 
article during the second reading, he will have the right to explain the position of his Government 
in submitting that amendment to the Commission ? 

The President. —• I may answer Dr. Riddell at once. There is no reason why a question 
should not be re-examined when the various items of the agenda come up for discussion. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — Could we not ask delegations who send in amendments 
also to state their reasons in writing ? 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — At this last session the Commission's task will not 
be a very easy one. We must impose strict discipline upon ourselves and follow exactly 
the suggestions made by our distinguished President. We must place full confidence in him and 
in the Bureau. The proposal made by M. Sato and accepted by Lord Cecil seems to me a very 
judicious one. For the rest, we must trust our President. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). •—I heard Dr. Riddell speak just now of possible amendments. 
If I understand aright, we are to decide that, in principle, the questions already settled at 
second reading will not be rediscussed save in exceptional cases. The decision in that case 
would be taken by the Commission, according to M. Massigli’s proposal, or would be left 
to the President’s discretion, according to what has last been said. If an amendment be submitted 
to a text adopted at second reading, I understand that we must be governed by this procedure, 
and that, in principle, such amendments will not be admitted save in exceptional circumstances. 

The meeting rose at 1.15 p.m. 

SECOND MEETING. 

Held on Friday, November jth, 1930, at 10 a.m. 

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands). 

3. Discussion of the Draft Convention — Procedure. 

Note by the Secretariat. 

1. Document C.P.D.211, referred to in the following pages, was prepared by the Secretariat and cir- 
culated in the Commission at the commencement of the Sixth Session (second part). 

It combines in one document: 

[a) The texts of the Draft Convention drawn up at First Reading, with the Observations and 
Reservations in regard thereto, and 

(b) The Texts of the Draft Convention drawn up at Second Reading. 
This document is reproduced in whole as Annex 1 to this volume. 

2. The texts printed at the beginning of the discussion of each Article are taken from this document 
C.P.D.211. 
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The President. — Before we begin our work, I had better recapitulate briefly what was 
decided yesterday with regard to procedure. 

We decided that I should read to you our draft Convention from the beginning, that we 
should only stop at points not settled at the second reading, whether articles or parts of articles, 
and, lastly, that when we have finished this work we may find exceptional cases in which it may 
be thought desirable to discuss points already settled at the second reading. 

We shall accordingly revert to these exceptional cases if delegations so request and if the 
Commission thinks advisable. 

M. Fierlinger suggested, and the Commission agreed, that it should be left to me to decide 
whether, in these particular cases, there should be a fresh debate on questions already settled at 
the second reading. I hope that in so doing I shall faithfully interpret the Commission’s opinion, 
but, of course, the Commission is master of its own affairs and can always ask me to put any such 
proposal to the vote. 

It was also decided that, in such exceptional cases, proposals for amendments should always 
be preceded by a statement of reasons. 

4. The Preamble: Discussion held over. 

The President. — According to the procedure I have just indicated, I ought to read 
you the Preamble—i.e., the three drafts which you probably have before you if, as I suppose, 
you have all received official document C.P.D. 211, prepared by the Secretariat. I do not think, 
however, that you want me to read the whole of these three drafts, since, as was said both by the 
Commission and by myself at the third session, the Preamble is really only the roof of the edifice, 
and, in this particular case, I think this roof should only be put up when the building is completed. 
I am sure you will agree with me on this point. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — We have always followed the practice of drafting the 
Preambles at the end of our work and I think it would save time if we again followed 
this procedure. 

A greed. 

5. Discussion on Chapter I. — Effectives: Article A. 

First Reading. 
Observations and 

Reservations. 

The German delega- 
tion makes a general 
reservation in regard to 
Chapter I as a whole, 
which, contrary to its 
view, does not contain 
anylimitation of reserves 
given military train- 
ing, registered, and com- 
pelled by law to serve 
in case of war, although 
in its opinion these re- 
serves, while non-exis- 
tent in professional 
armies, form the decisive 
factor as regards per- 
sonnel in war, in coun- 
tries having a conscript 
system. 

The British delegation 
reserves the opinion of 
its ^Government as to 
the limitation of trained 
reserves. 

The delegation of the 
United States of Ameri- 
ca makes a general reser- 
vation on the following 
provisions of Chapter I 
as regards the inclusion 
of formations organised 
on a military basis and 
the exclusion of trained 
reserves. 

ARTICLE A. 

The High Contracting Parties 
agree to limit the effectives in service 
in their armed forces, or land, sea 
and air formations organised on a 
military basis, and who may for 
that reason be immediately employ- 
ed without having to be mobilised, 
to the effectives determined in the 
tables enumerated below and an- 
nexed to the present Convention. 

1. Land Armaments: 

Table I. — Maximum home forces. 
Table II. — Maximum overseas 

forces stationed in the home 
country. 

Table III. —Maximum of total 
forces stationed in the home 
country. 

Table V. —Maximum of the total 
forces of the High Contracting 
Parties. 

Table VI. — Maximum of the forces 
belonging to formations organised 
on a military basis stationed in 
the home country. 

Table VII. — Maximum of the forces 
belonging to formations organised 
on a military basis stationed in 
overseas territories. 

Second Reading. 

ARTICLE A. 

The High Contracting Parties 
agree to limit the effectives in service 
in their armed forces, or land, sea 
and air formations organised on a 
military basis, to the effectives 
determined in the tables enumerated 
below and annexed to the present 
Convention. 

1. Land Armaments: 

Table I. — Maximum armed forces 
stationed in the home country. 

Table II (optional). — Maximum 
armed forces stationed overseas. 

Table III. — Maximum of the total 
armed forces of the High Con- 
tracting Party. 

Table IV. — Maximum of the forces 
belonging to formations organised 
on a military basis stationed in the 
home country. 

Table V. — Maximum of the forces 
belonging to formations organised 
on a military basis stationed 
overseas. 
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Observations and 
Reservations. 

The delegations of the 
British Empire and the 
United States of Ameri- 
ca only accept the limit- 
ation of naval effectives 
provided such limitation 
is generally accepted 
and provided also that a 
satisfactory agreement 
is reached respecting the 
limitation of warships. 

The delegation of the 
British Empire considers 
Table IX unnecessary. 

First Reading. 

2. Naval Armaments: 

Table VIII. — Maximum armed 
forces. 

Table IX. — Maximum forces be- 
longing to formations organised 
on a military basis. 

Second Reading. 

2. Naval Armaments: 

(Discussion of text of first reading, 
and the reservations relating thereto^ 
adjourned.) 

The delegation of 
France reserves for the 
second reading its final 
decision regarding a 
separate limitation of 
air effectives of home 
and overseas forces. 

The delegation of the 
British Empire considers 
Table XI unnecessary. 

3- Air Armaments: 

Table X. — Maximum armed forces. 

Table XI. — Maximum forces be- 
longing to formations organised 
on a military basis. 

3- Air Armaments: 

Table I (optional). — Maximum 
armed forces stationed in the 
home country. 

Table II (optional). — Maximum 
armed forces stationed overseas. 

fable III. — Maximum of the total 
armed forces of the High Con- 
tracting Party. 

d able IV. — Maximum of the forces 
belonging to formations organised 
on a military basis stationed in 
the home country. 

Table V. — Maximum of the forces 
belonging to formations organised 
on a military basis stationed 
overseas. 

The President. — In the text adopted at 
mentioned with regard to naval armaments: 

the first reading, the following tables were 

Table VIII. — Maximum armed forces. 
Table IX. Maximum forces belonging to formations organised on a military basis. 

p vv d u p that a satisfactory agreement be reached respecting the limitation of warshios fjsss atsaasr*ln * 
.HS'ESHS S;fT .h. 

“I 1 £ 
The President. Air armaments are on page 4 I have taken Nn<; r and o and i ob u 

go on m a moment to No. 3. F 4 ^os- 1 and 2 and 1 sha11 

I presume w^now^aS wW^ ~d ^as ^een determined about naval armaments, and 

The President. — That is right. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire), 
naval armaments ? 

We have now to consider what we ought to do with 
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The President. — Exactly. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). —The note made in regard to this item 
at the first reading I presume still stands for the second reading. I should like to make our position 
clear on that. In our opinion, the limitation of naval personnel is not of very great importance, 
inasmuch as it depends, for all practical purposes, on the size and character of the fleet. However 
if there is a general desire for a provision of this character, inasmuch as we have now determined 
on the size and character of our fleet, we find no serious objections and therefore we withdraw 
our observation. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — As I understand, the question of actually how we limit 
the numbers of effectives is raised in Article H and not in this article. Ihis is only a gpneral 
article, I understand, and therefore as I am in general agreement with what Mr. Gibson 
has said, I think it will come up for discussion on Article H. 

The President. — May I ask Lord Cecil if he still thinks Table IX unnecessary. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I believe we still do regard it as unnecessary, but we have no 
objection to it if anyone wants to have it in. 

M. Massign (France). — I think it is understood that Tables VIII and IX apply to the 
whole of the effectives under the Admiralty, whether on land or sea. ... -D + 

Our general desire is to limit all effectives, whether on land, on sea or m the air. But there 
are countries where the navy administers certain land troops, for instance, the coast defence forces. 
I suppose these forces should come in Table VIII. 

The President. — I think everyone will agree with what M. Massigli has just said. 

Agreed. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The Soviet delegation would like to 
insist on leaving Table IX in the draft Convention. Since the British delegate has ]ust with- 
drawn his objection to this Table, I do not think there will be any objection to it on t e par o 
other delegations. . . . , 

In explanation of our point of view, I wish to point out that there are, in some countries, priva 
or semi-official formations, on a military or naval basis, belonging to various political groups or 
parties. They are not numerous at the present time, but when we come to some agreement in 
regard to the reduction of armaments without including in it lable IX, these semi-omcia orga- 
nisations may multiply in contravention of the Convention. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — May I ask if Table IX applies only to the maximum land forces 
and the maximum naval forces, as it comes immediately after Naval Forces , or does it a so 
include the maximum air forces ? 

The President. — Table IX only applies to naval forces. We may congratulate ourselves 
that the British delegation’s reservation regarding Table IX has not been maintained. It is 
therefore understood that this Table will remain in the right-hand column of the document 
you have before you (Document C.P.D.211). M. Cobian has just pointed out very rightly t a , 
as the last table in Article A, which we adopted at the second reading, is now No. V, lables Vill 
and IX must now be Nos. VI and VII. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I would like to remind the Commission that I voted 
against Article A at the first reading, because trained reserves were not mentioned. I say 
this at once so as not to have to repeat it in the course of the discussion and so as to save the 
Commission’s time. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I suggest that we number each of these tables according 
to Service—Land “ one to five ”, Air " one to five ”, therefore I suggest that the naval tables 
should be so numbered too. 

The President. — Lord Cecil’s observation is perfectly logical. Nos. VIII and IX should 
become Nos. I and II of naval armaments. We now go on to 3: Air Armaments: 

Table I (optional). — Maximum armed forces stationed in the home country. 
Table II (optional). — Maximum armed forces stationed overseas. 
Table III. — Maximum of the total armed forces of the High Contracting Parties. 
Table IV. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military 

basis stationed in the home country. 
Table V. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military 

basis stationed overseas. 

Munir Bey (Turkey). — I maintain the reservations made by our delegation with regard 
to the distribution of forces between the home country and overseas. 

The President. — Due note will be taken of the Turkish delegation’s reservation. 
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6. Discussion on Chapter I. — Effectives: Article H: 

First Reading. 
Observations and 

Reservations. 
The second paragraph 

of Article H has not 
been discussed in con- 
nection with naval and 
air effectives. 

^ The delegations of 
h ranee and Italy declare 
that the clauses of the 
first two paragraphs 
must apply in the same 
conditions to land, naval 
and air effectives, and 
that it can only accept 
them subject to this 
reservation. 

The delegations of the 
British Empire, Chile, 
Japan, and the United 
S tates of America do not 
accept the third para- 
graph. 

ARTICLE H. 
In order to prevent the number 

of officers, warrant officers and 
sergeants from exceeding the legi- 
timate requirements of each army, 
the tables relating to land arma- 
ments mentioned in Article A above 
shall indicate a maximum number 
of officers, warrant officers and 
sergeants which each High Con- 
tracting Party shall undertake not 
to exceed. 

Similarly, for the same reasons as 
those given above, the said tables 
shall show the maximum figure 
which each High Contracting Party 
undertakes not to exceed in respect 
of other ranks whose period of 
service is longer than the longest 
period at present in force in the 
conscript armies of the High Con- 
tracting Parties. 

The provisions contained in the 
first paragraph of this Article equally 
apply,. mutatis mutandis, to the 
tables in Article A relating to naval 
and air armaments. 

Second Reading. 

ARTICLE H. 
The tables relating to land arma- 

ments mentioned in Article A above, 
shall indicate a maximum number 
of officers which each High Con- 
tracting Party shall undertake not 
to exceed. 

The said tables shall further fix 
the maximum number of soldiers, 
other than officers, who may have 
completed more than x1 years of 
actual service with the colours. 

In conscript armies, the number 
of men whose service exceeds the 
legal period in force in their respec- 
tive countries but is less than ^ 
years, shall be shown for each High 
Contracting Party in the annual 
statements for which provision is 
made in Article IA of Chapter V. 

The tables relating to air arma- 
ments mentioned in Article A shall 
indicate, in the form of aggregate 
figures for officers, non-commissioned 
officers and men together, the maxi- 
mum number of soldiers who may 
have completed more than x years 
of actual service with the colours. 

The number of men of the class 
mentioned in the second and fourth 
paragraphs of the present article 
who are actually with the colours 
shall be shown every year for each 
High Contracting Party in the 
statements for the preparation of 
which provision is made in Article 
IA of Chapter V. 

Each country may, if it so desires, 
show for purposes of information, in 
a special column in publicity table 
IA of Chapter V, the proportion of 
recruits not trained as defined in the 
national legislation who are embo- 
died in the effectives of its armed 
forces. 

(To be discussed later as far as 
Naval Effectives are concerned.) 

~ This figure will be determined by 
the duration of the longest period of actual 
service with the colours which is in force in 
the Conscript armies of the High Contracting 
Parties at the time of the signature of the 
Convention. 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

here dealing ^i'Aavd a^mamentr ^Ha^re^red^w'h^rt^h^n °f an dinhuheeh* 

end Sfre’S?,?, “S' " »'“'"“'V P™. 

.h,<d ’a, . moment’s nffiartSS" S'1 S?if,?.”; 
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the same extent to either the air or, still less, to the navy, because the limit of what you can do 
depends on the material you employ in ships and aircraft. Therefore, there is not the necessity 
to make the distinction, and we propose to put them together instead of separately. I thm 
it really meets all possible cases of an attempt to have a ‘ camouflaged force on the ships which 
is greater than is necessary for the actual management of the ships. I hope there will be no 
objection to that. 

The President. — I hope Lord Cecil will excuse my pointing out that the text of this 
amendment should have been circulated beforehand. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I quite agree with what the Chairman says and am 
extremely sorry not to have circulated this amendment earlier. If any members of the 
Commission think they are prejudiced, I am quite ready to have this matter adjourned 
to a later stage. It is a matter which has been discussed in both the first and second readings. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I should be glad if the discussion of this amendment could 
be adjourned, since it is difficult to discuss the matter without having the text before us. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — The Italian delegation accepts Lord Cecil’s proposal and 
therefore withdraws its reservations which figure in the margin of Article H. 

I would remind you that, in connection with these tables, the Italian delegation formulated 
a general reservation bearing on the distinction between home troops and troops serving m oversea 
territories. The text of this reservation is on page 105 of document C.195.M.74.1929.IX. 
Naturally this reservation is maintained. Will it be placed in the text of the Convention or m 
the report ? We leave it to the Bureau to decide where it should be inserted. 

I would remind the Commission that, generally speaking, the reservations formulated at the 
second reading are maintained. 

The President. — Due note will be taken of this observation, and the reservation will be 
regarded as maintained. 

M. Sato (Japan). — Lord Cecil has just said that he was submitting an amendment 
to Article H. In my opinion, it is not an amendment but a new proposal, for we have not yet dealt 
with naval effectives in connection with this Article H. We have left the last part of Article H 
blank. 

It seems to me that we ought to discuss this amendment at once without postponement. The 
Bureau might arrange to have Lord Cecil’s proposal circulated, but meanwhile we might begin 
to discuss it, for it is not very difficult to understand. The idea is to provide for the limitation o 
naval effectives by analogy with the limitation of air effectives, i.e., in an inclusive manner, without 
making any distinction between officers, petty officers and other ratings. 

I am glad to hear the British proposal, which I accept. I made a statement with regard to 
this point on April 23rd, 1927. The Japanese delegation found it very difficult to accept the 
limitation of naval effectives. Its argument was that, if naval material were limited, it was no 
longer necessary to limit effectives, because the limitation of material brought with it a limitation 
of naval effectives. We nevertheless took into consideration the apprehensions of certain 
delegations, notably that of France, which pointed out that, if naval effectives were not limited, 
the limitation of land effectives would be incomplete. We therefore gave way on this point and 
accepted the limitation of naval effectives. It was a great effort on the part of my Government 
to make this concession. I should therefore be glad if we were not asked to go further, and 1 
propose that we should confine ourselves to the limitation of naval effectives as proposed by 
Lord Cecil. 

In making this concession, my Government had instructed me to make a reservation i.e., 
to accept this limitation of naval effectives only subject to the following conditions.1 2 

“ (!) Limitation shall apply to the total naval effectives, without distinction between 
officers, petty-officers and other ratings ”. 

This is the British proposal. 
“ (2) From the point of view of limitation, no fixed ratio should be established between 

naval effectives and warships. 
“ (3) Limitation of naval effectives should not affect either the existence of the necessary, 

administrative and training staffs or the normal working of the warships which each High 
Contracting Party shall be authorised to retain under the provisions of our Convention”. 

Such are the three conditions on which we accepted limitation as regards naval effectives. 

I had the privilege to be congratulated by the President who said: “ I can at once inform 
the Japanese delegate that his statement will be noted. On behalf of the whole Commission I 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — Minutes of the Sixth Session (First Part). 
2 Note by the Secretariat. — See Minutes of the Third Session, document C.310.M.109.1927.XX, page 323. 
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should like to thank him for this fresh proof of his concUiatory spirit. We have often had occasion 
to appreciate this spirit, which is so necessary to our work and which has always marked his 
contribuhons ^ of the President's. I am not accustomed to receive 

such praise, but I was particularly glad of this statement because the President said that he noted 
thf* Tananese declaration on behalf of the Commission. . . 1 

I strongly urge the Commission to decide on limitation on the lines of the British proposa 
and not to go further. 

The President. — Before continuing the discussion, I must point out that M Rutgers 
has put forward a preliminary proposal with a view to deciding whether this debate should be 
continued or postponed, owing to the fact that Lord Cecil’s amendment was not communicated 
to the Commission before the present meeting. It is particularfy important to vote o 
M Rutgers’ proposal because a second amendment has just been handed in by M Litvmoff 
to whom I venture to make the same observation as to Lord Cecil Personally, I think it would 
be much better not to continue this discussion and to comply with M. Rutgers request. 

M MassisUi (France). — I apologise for speaking after the opinion the President 
has just given, but I must say that I should have been glad for the discussion to have been 
continued8 As M. Sato has very rightly pointed out it is not “^"ng 
of proposals which we all knew would be put forward when we came to Article H and regard g 
which we should therefore all have an opinion. If it were an amendment o 
quite agree to the adjournment; but it is a question of principle I therefore ^ c0^ 
discuss it immediately. At any rate, as far as I am concerned, I am quite ready for the di^ion 
and I shall have a number of observations to put forward on the proposal made by L 
and supported by M. Sato. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — May I say that we gave this proposal in to the ^cr^r1^ 
rather more than half an hour ago, and as it is only four lines o ype s ^ T entirelv 
that we could have had it distributed before now I cai} ,0Jllyq

rePeat \ want 
in the hands of the Commission, and, though I think it could be discussed now I “ want 
to press the matter unduly. This is not a question of an amendmen . ere 
second reading text pointing out that something will have to be done about naval effectives t 
merely in discharge of the notice already given to every member that I have proposed this solut o: . 
I should have thought we would be well advised if the discussion could go on, rather than tha 
should be adjourned. I feel we have already gone a good way into it. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I am mindful of the rules laid down 
as to handing in amendments beforehand, but the reason I did not follow the rules m this instance 
is that my proposal is based on that of Lord Cecil, which I could not foresee. If it be decided to 
adjourn the discussion of Lord Cecil’s proposal, I quite agree to the discussion of my amendment 
being also postponed. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I support what has been said by 
M. Massigli for it seems to me that the question before us is a very simple one. We could very 
well settle the principle as to whether there should be an aggregate limitation of naval effectives or 
whether there should be some more complicated form of limitation, and then it could go to the 
Bureau. 

The President. — I would ask if Dr. Rutgers maintains his objection. If so, I must 
consult the Commission. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I am in rather a difficult situation. Some of the delegates 
saw the British amendment before the meeting and they tell us that it is extremely simple 
but I am not in the same position. We might, of course, discuss this amendment, but 1 
do not think such a method has much to recommend it. I myself saw the British amendment 
only a few minutes ago and I find it so simple that it might be left on one side. Personally, 1 
should prefer the discussion to be postponed. 

M. Massigli (France). — The Commission can take what decision it wishes. I should 
like to point out to M. Rutgers that, although I saw the text of the British amendment 
when I came into this meeting, it was by reading the Minutes of the 1927 session that I familiarised 
myself with the British point of view. It was in that year that the British delegation took up 
this attitude. We have therefore had every opportunity to study the arguments against it. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — It seems to me that what M. Massigli has just said 
constitutes an argument for postponement. If M. Massigli does not agree with the British 
proposal, he will have to put forward an amendment himself. But if I am the only one to ask 
for a postponement, I shall withdraw. 

The President. — In that case, we need not lose any more time. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I agree with the President. We might close this debate 
y taking a vote. 



M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I withdraw my proposal for a postponement. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — I should like to ask the Commission how it intends 
to proceed with regard to naval questions in genera]. In this Commission, there are many 
countries which have no direct interest in naval questions. But there are questions of principle 
which have a political scope and which are closely bound up with the other questions we shall 
have to discuss. I wonder whether we can discuss questions of principle, like that which has just 
been raised by Lord Cecil and M. Massigli, without some preparation—i.e., without having definite 
amendments and proposals before us. I think questions of principle can always be discussed if 
they are stated very simply and clearly. Once the question of principle has been settled by the 
Commission, the matter might be referred to a naval sub-committee, which can continue the 
discussion. I think this would be a good course to adopt. 

I realise that I am raising a somewhat premature question, but I think it well to raise it 
now. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I agree with the desirability of 
expediting this, but I should like to propose an alternative method of reaching the same end. I do 
not know whether Lord Cecil is prepared to withdraw the text of the amendment, on the 
understanding that we agree to discuss the principle of whether we should have an aggregate 
limitation or some more complicated form. I can hardly believe that, after three and a-half 
years of exhaustive discussions on this subject, we are not ready to debate the point, and it seems 
to me that if we were to put it off again it would, as it were, be sweeping it under the carpet to 
get it out of sight. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I should be quite ready to fall in with that suggestion. 
I am only anxious to do whatever is convenient to the Commission, and I have never desired to 
insist on anything in connection with this. I recognise that I am at fault in not succeeding 
in distributing my amendment earlier, and I am entirely in the hands of the President and 
the Commission as to the best course to pursue. My only object is to save time. 

The President. — Does M. Fierlinger maintain his proposal ? 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — It was only a suggestion, but I should be glad if the 
President would give me a reply as to the method in which he proposes to deal with the question 
of naval armaments. 

The President. — I think it should be dealt with in the same way as the others; 
if we are discussing a principle already laid down three years ago, I do not want to prevent 
the Commission from arriving at a decision, and, as these questions may be of interest to nations 
which are not great naval Powers, I think it would be better not to discuss the matter now. I am 
ready, however, to accept the opinion of the majority, and I therefore ask the Commission to 
decide whether it wishes to discuss the principle now or not. 

The Commission decided to discuss the principle immediately. 

M. Massigli (France). — The French delegation, like the Italian delegation, made a formal 
reservation at the first reading of Article H and asked that the same rules should apply to the 
limitation of naval, land and air effectives. 

When the question came before us once more last year, I stated that, in order to reach an 
agreement, I was ready to suspend my reservation and to discuss the limitation of land effectives; 
I added that, if later on, I was given reasons for not applying the same principles to air armaments 
and naval armaments, I should accept these reasons. 

As regards air armaments, this demonstration was made last year; it was rightly pointed out 
that different principles were in force in the different armies, that officers, non-commissioned 
officers and men often performed the same duties, either as pilots or as observers, for example, 
and that, consequently, the distinction it was desired to establish was unjustified. 

I would remind you that I accepted this argument, and the clauses of Article H already 
adopted sanctioned this difference of treatment between land forces and air forces. 

To-day the problem is coming before us under another aspect, and I repeat what I said before. 
If it is proved to me that the proposed distinction is impossible or that it presents drawbacks, 
I am also ready to give way. 

But if Lord Cecil will forgive my saying so, I have yet to hear this demonstrated. 
What is the situation before us ? The British delegation, supported by the Japanese delegation, 

has just told us that the proposed distinction is not necessary, because, as it says, not without 
reason, the essential factor from the naval point of view is ships. But because a distinction is 
not necessary it does not necessarily follow that it is impossible. Among the numerous tables 
which have been adopted with regard to land armaments, several are perhaps not necessary; 
but they have been thought useful; they have seemed likely to provide important information 
and they have therefore been accepted. 

I should therefore like to ask whether the compilation of tables with regard to naval effectives 
—I refer here to the table “ Officers ” and leave out of account for the moment the tables for petty 
officers and other ratings—is open to any serious objection. I do not think it is, and I will tell 
you at once the difficulty you will find yourselves faced with if you do not prepare these tables. 



As a matter of fact this difficulty is no new one, and here, again, I have but to refer to eai le 
debates" Lord Cecil told us just now that it was not necessary to make out these tables because 
there was no reason why the proportion of officers, as compared with other ranks, should be 
exceeded Furthermore, he gave an excellent reason to justify the distinction made from th 
nn^nt of view of land forces. He said that the separate limitation of officers of the land army 
was useful and necessary because it guaranteed that there would not be supernumerary officers 
To serte for ?he caTres oyf new formations. I am not at all sure that this argument is not also 
valid from the naval point of view. . , f 

In 1027 M Paul-Boncour expressed the same doubts and asked whether, m the case o 
J* Ull’i tension or of conflict, it would not be a matter of importance for a country to be 

in a nosition to constitute immediately such a cadre of officers, which would enable it to arm 
additional warships. This raises the whole question of auxiliary cruisers and is no wi ou 
importance^ Admiralties which administer, not only the forces on board ship 

these ^naffies10theSlaHer Smay ^cre^ase^t 'will ihe ranks of the officers of the land formations m 
question and, in this way, tL measures taken with regard to land effecttves may be circumvented 

for a proof that the tables we desire to be provided cannot be provided. 

t a fRritiffi Fmnirel   I was verv anxious to hear what other members 

that you can manage in the Army; foe ^stance I am smiting of 
electricians and technical workers join a P y -npttv officers That would not be true 

a real comparison. You would not nave me san e i three-fold distinction which 

apphesYl^ove^the5,worldCa^II1Samn^olcl,the^tmi^th!16 LTnno^pretend 

Ja^riese'delegations ^thi mltlrandT'Xuld be very ready to agree to anything that suited 
them, subject to the difficulties that I have put before the Commission. 

M. Massigli (France).. — I was not of petty officer ^ 
officers. I recognise that, m the case of navies, what Lord Cecil says o p y 
considered. 

The Hon Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I am always very loa^ ^ 
with my friend M. Massigli but, in this case,1 in the same 
withdrew their objection because it appeared g Pff tiVe= but we did not wish to go 
manner. We do not believe m any limitation ^f^^'ff^ouslv more necessary to have 
against the majority of the Commission on this po . Y cannot 
a detailed limitation of effectives for land forces tWor would not find it 
be suddenly increased, m case of war, m the same ^nner as a tQ ^ between 0faCers 

IndmenYhe ffisisted upo“S, butwf'ffink such a method would be complicated and useless 
and that it would be preferable to have a global limitation of naval effective.. 

M Sato (Tapani. — M. Massigli said just now that my delegation supported the British 

mistaken, the ^TrVmsenfati^entrseTtr Brltlh proposal.80 XhTs is merely a small 

ithI?eCardetCotioffi^s-5e«I!Ito S Irn^YoTotorf SpIratSy^6510 

now the^orceSof0tMra^gument.in^^ce1navaHmateriaFkIIliinhed>,rthe^effectiv1es1ofetheIc1rews'Me 

““wfhavriw“Tported the view that ^1 Sng^/“ffinLInl™! 

Hmit tlie'number of^officks'Sparately^ IHs difficult to^magme that^ in accepting ^naval^agree- 

proportion between the number of officers and the rest o 



M Massigli apprehends that if these officers were greatly in excess of the ordinary average 
cadre they might be used for auxiliary cadres on land. ^ 

He may be right, but I find it difficult to understand his point. Is it possible for a country to 
keep and feed so many ofticers, which would cost it so much ? For it is not a question only of a 

°u ' th:;r familleS alS0 have t0 be This would be an enormous expense i nna it dithcult to believe that any country could indulge in such a luxury. 

Moreover, in nearly all countries naval budgets are being more and more cut down All sorts 
of economies are being made on naval expenses. Since the Washington Conference this reduction 
in naval expenses has always been in the forefront of the different conferences If budgets are 
bemg diminished m this way, it is the more difficult to admit the possibility of an excessive number 

h°Pe, argT^ ^in convince M- and that his apprehensions may be allayed. So as not to complicate the question too much, I therefore suggest that we should be 
content with global limitation-..,., with limitation bearing on naval effectives as a whole, without 

akmg a special distinction as regards officers. For the last three years my delegation has 
maintained this point of view After the limitation of material effected at Washington and London 
my Government will certainly take the same view as it did three years ago, and, as nothing 

forward116(110 CaUSe US t0 m°dlfy thls 0Plnl0Ib I maintain it and entirely support the proposal put 

1 should like to add a few observations however. In face of the difficulty M. Massigli has 
put before us, I wonder if we could not find a sort of compromise by seeking a solution in nublicitv 
I have not yet consulted my delegation on this point, but it is an idea I venture to submit to the 
Comm.ss.on. We might publish not only the total of naval effectives, but ako the number of 
officers and other ratings. This would not be limitation, but publicity, and it might allav 
M. Massigli s apprehensions. I should add that I am not yet quite sure of my ground in mak ng 

o aSIt TslZe t0 ^ ^ ffrther' N°r d° 1 kn0W whether L“d C“il is P”pa“d to accept it. As these naval questions only concern a small number of delegations would it not 
e useful, and even necessary, to meet in a small committee to seek a solution ? 

M f (British Empire). - I see no objection to the compromise suggested bv M Sato. As a matter of fact, we, and almost all the nations, publish annually in the nawd 
estimates the number of officers and men in the navy. My only objection to M 

sar^0whi1rhthat 1115 a misfak
1
e to have in this document any complication that is not ne^es- sary, which would only mean a little more difficulty for the officials who have to carry it out 

rnm r m,akes lt ^ llt1:.le morp uncertain if we shall succeed in our object. Therefore I am against omphcations unless it can be shown that there is a real necessity for them I see the reasons for 

ask him whether it is necessary to complicate the matter further by 

whirhT mS1Sted °n- P"rsonal
1
ly'1 h°Pe we shall stick to the simple? method we have adored 

MM • r C(?IJ1Pro^se- Originally we were against any limitation of personnel and I hone 

a similar proposal wLSy Wnting^nm/del^ation!"^ ^ tha‘ th6 th°Ught °f making 

be separateteWes forTfficers^ettl offirerf kePublics>' ~ We moved that there should 

“SrebUd'dW0Uld pr4l ‘V th--^eons00shr:auMyct: ^0^0^ t^ol 
ftougM that it wouffiaffeTbku1: 0Ur PrTSaI' 1 am n0t in the least ac" by the 

ofTrrnaments^ncftiie^maxlmuiifert118^^5*?'?^^16™^8^™00”™^™ 

anUuSffiimitednnumbe:“"f ffiUt pkdn^obsfficteifthlTa™of makfng wlr^With 
begreatTv tadffi^ tv officerf and P^*y officers, mobilisation and the making of war must 
bufako 1/ S f ^ ’ «S <;ann0t ho/oubted. But these remarks concern not only naval effectives 
when th ‘a"l?nd a‘rf ?

ffe?1Ve
J

S' and‘hat is why the Soviet delegation made the same proposals e questions of land and air effectives have been discussed in this Commission. 
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In addition to the arguments of the French delegate, I would mention that some of the 
big Powers have, in peace time, a number of vessels in reserve with reduced crews, and these 
vessels could easily be brought into condition for war if officers could be found. 

The experience of the last war has shown that it is much easier to find men for the army 
and navy than trained officers and petty officers, and therefore it is more important to limit the 
latter than the former. I would remind you that, during the last war, for instance, when trawlers 
assembled from among fishing vessels, they could not carry on certain operations under fire, 
as long as they were not manned by officers or petty officers. As an instance I would refer to 
the forcing of the Dardanelles. 

For these and other reasons, it seems to me necessary to make special provision for reduction 
in the number of officers in the navy, as well as in land and air forces. Lord Cecil has not convinced 
me that there should be a distinction between land, sea and air forces. In this I am in disagreement 
with M. Massigli also, who, I think, in the earlier part of the sixth session, insisted that air effectives 
should be reduced globally. 

Perhaps he will agree when we come to discuss again the other parts of the Convention that 
there should be the same provision in regard to air and land forces, as he now proposes for sea forces. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — When we discuss limitation of naval personnel, we must 
always have in mind the limitation of land personnel, and perhaps that is the main 
question. One main reason for the limitation of naval personnel is the need for preventing evasion 
of the rules adopted in regard to the limitation of land personnel by incorporating surplus land 
forces in the naval personnel. 

That is why limitation of naval personnel was accepted. 
We have a proverb in Holland which says " Once the dog is through, the tail will follow after. ” 

It seems that, as we are prepared to accept global limitation of naval personnel, it should not be 
difficult to accept limitation by categories as well. 

In my view, limitation by categories is necessary, not only in view of the arguments brought 
forward by M. Massigli, but also because of the necessity of preventing evasion of the rules regarding 
the limitation of land personnel. If it is not decided to limit naval personnel by categories, it 
will be possible to transfer soldiers of the land army who have served a certain period to coast 
defence or “ landing divisions For this reason, I think it is necessary to adopt limitation by 
categories both for naval and for land personnel. 

Is limitation of naval personnel by categories impossible from the naval point of view ? 
Lord Cecil said that, in certain navies, petty officer’s rank is given to men who, in other navies, 
hold no such rank. I think that objection was met on the second reading by the use of the expression 
" men other than officers who have completed more than a certain number of years of actual 
service ” in place of the expression “ petty officers ”. 

Having followed the whole of the discussion, I do not feel that the arguments of M. Massigli, 
with whose standpoint I am in entire agreement, have been refuted. 

Certainly the Netherlands delegation will not oppose the publicity suggested by the Japanese 
delegate; but publicity does not exclude limitation—on the contrary. 

I do not therefore think that the Japanese suggestion implies the abandonment of limitation 
of naval personnel by categories, on which point I share M. Massigli’s view. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — A moment ago I supported Lord Cecil’s proposal for 
t aking the aggregate figures of officers, petty officers and men. 

M. Sato has suggested that this global method of limitation should be accepted, but should be 
supplemented by stating the total number of officers. This means that, when we come to Chapter V 
of the Convention, we shall be compelled, under this proposal, to specify the maximum number 
of officers. 

This proposal of M. Sato was accepted as a compromise by Lord Cecil and the United States 
delegate. I have the pleasure to accede to it unreservedly. 

When we discussed this subject at the first reading, the Italian delegation made a reservation 
of a general character. For the sake of consistency, it maintained its reservations with regard to 
naval armaments pending the meeting of the Conference, which was then announced. Now it is 
possible to consider each proposal objectively. 

While one may feel some solicitude in the matter of trained reserves in the case of land 
effectives, the position is otherwise in the case of naval effectives, since the latter almost always 
serve for a very long period, and this precludes the possibility of greatly increasing the trained 
reserves. For this reason, it does not seem to me that there is much ground for making the proposed 
distinction, specially if the maximum number of officers, who take the chief part in handling ships, 
is made public. 

I accordingly agree with M. Sato’s proposal. 

M. Massigli (France). — I wish at once to thank M. Sato for the friendly spirit in 
which he has made his proposal. I also thank Lord Cecil and General de Marinis for the 
approval which they have been good enough to give to it. I am in a difficult position. For one 
side is appealing to me to be conciliatory and, on the other side, there is M. Litvinoff urging me 
not to be weak ! 

I am anxious, nevertheless, to be conciliatory, because I think we should all be conciliatory. 
I believe M. Sato’s proposal might be considered by a small committee which might also perhaps 
discuss other questions connected with the question before us. 
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In any case, I am anxious to say that I shall consider M. Sato’s suggestion with the utmost 
desire of finding in it material for a solution. 

The President. — I think what M. Massigli has just said is a very happy suggestion, 
and I propose that those delegates who have spoken on this question should meet this afternoon 
at 5 o’clock in the Secretary’s room. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I accept the Chairman’s proposal. May the delegations 
content themselves with sending an expert to the meeting, if they prefer ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Of course any delegation will naturally be represented by 
anybody it pleases; but, if I may say so to General Marinis, I think that, in all these matters, 
the heads of the delegations must accept responsibility for the decision arrived at. It would be a 
pity if we tried to devolve it on anybody else. 

The President. — There is still one amendment, which has not been distributed—namely, 
M. Litvinoff’s amendment. Did it refer to Article H ? 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — Yes, my proposal is exactly opposed 
to the proposal of the British delegation, and I thought that was just what we were discussing. 

The President. — Very well; we will discuss that this afternoon. 

It was agreed that a small Committee to discuss this matter should meet at 5.0 ft.m. 

7. Discussion on Chapter I. — Effectives: Article C. 

First Reading. Second Reading. 

Article C. 
By “ formations organised on a 

military basis ” shall be understood 
police forces of all kinds, gendar- 
merie, customs officials, forest guards, 
which, whatever their legal purpose, 
can be used without mobilisation, 
by reason of their staff of officers, 
establishment, training, armament 
or equipment, as well as any organi- 
sation complying with the above 
condition. 

Article C. 
By “ formations organised on a 

military basis ” shall be understood 
police forces of all kinds, gendar- 
merie, customs officials, forest guards, 
which, whatever their legal purpose, 
can be used without mobilisation, 
by reason of their staff of officers, 
establishment, training, armament, 
equipment, as well as any organi- 
sation complying with the above 
condition. 

The President. — This article has been adopted at second reading. There is a British 
amendment to insert the words “ for military purposes ” after the word " used ” in the second- 
reading text. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I do not propose to move any amendment of the text at this 
stage in view of the agreement we arrived at. I would like to suggest whether it would not be 
well to appoint a purely technical drafting committee to go through the text of these articles 
with a view to seeing that it is in proper order, because it is a very important document. 

The President. — This very necessary revision will be undertaken rather later. The small 
change proposed by Lord Cecil will therefore be considered later. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I think it is much better that 
and not deal with any second-reading texts. 

we should stick to our rule, 

8. Discussion on Chapter I. — Effectives: Article D. 

First and Second Reading Texts. 

Article D. 

Qi, " mobilisation ” within the meaning of the present Convention shall be understooc all the measures for the purpose of providing the whole or part of the various corps, service: 
and units with the personnel and material required to pass from a peace-time footing to ; 

No observations were made on Article D. 
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9. Discussion on Chapter I. — Effectives: Article E. 

First Reading. Second Reading. 

Observations and 
Reservations. 

This Article has not 
been discussed in con- 
nection with naval and 
air effectives. 

Article E. 
When drawing up the tables 

mentioned in Articles A (Chapter I) 
and IA (Chapter V): 

{a) By “ effectives in service in 
the armed forces ” shall be under- 
stood the average daily effectives 
reckoned by dividing the total 
number of days duty by the number 
of days in the budgetary year; 

(b) By " effectives in service in 
the formations organised on a mili- 
tary basis ” shall be understood the 
actual effectives—e.g., the actual 
number of men shown up to the 
time of their discharge from active 
service or during their periods of 
training, in the statement of effec- 
tives which determines grants of 
every kind for these effectives, 
including men who, for any reason 
whatever, are absent from the units 
to which they are allocated. 

Article E. 
When drawing up the tables 

mentioned in Articles A (Chapter I) 
and IA (Chapter V): by " effectives 
in service in the armed forces ” and 
by “ effectives in service in the 
formations organised on a military 
basis ” shall be understood the 
average daily effectives reckoned 
by dividing the total number of 
days duty by the number of days 
in the budgetary year. 

(The discussion of this Article as 
far as Naval and Air Effectives are 
concerned has been reserved.) 

The President. — Article E is for discussion so far as it concerns naval and air effectives. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I am not in a position to discuss Article E with regard to air forces. 
I am at present in correspondence with my Government on the subject. I will ask the 
Commission to postpone the question of air forces; but I am prepared to discuss the naval question. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I shall be delighted to discuss any suggestions 
which will enable us to complete this article, but I have nothing to propose at the moment. 
It seems to have been overlooked by some mistake. The explanation has been suggested 
to me that we thought that the article as it stands is quite effective to apply to both naval and 
air forces, and that there was no necessity for adding to it anything dealing with those forces 
specifically. The same principle applies in all similar cases. 

M. Massigli (France). — Lord Cecil has made the admirable suggestion that we should 
apply the same principle to naval and air armaments. I agree unreservedly. 

M. Sato (Japan). — The proposal made by Lord Cecil and supported by M. Massigli 
places me in a difficult position, as my Government would have difficulty in applying 
this rule to naval effectives. The land forces in Japan are not continuously in barracks. At 
certain times of the year they are sent to their homes. In our navy, on the contrary, that practice 
does not obtain. We should, for this reason, prefer a simpler rule applying only to actual naval 
effectives. 

I should like to hear whether other delegations really consider it indispensable to apply the 
same rule to naval effectives as to other effectives, and whether it is not possible to introduce 
rather more elasticity into our text. 

The President. — I understand Lord Cecil wishes to postpone this discussion till to-morrow. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am very anxious that we should arrive at an 
agreement on all these technical matters, but I do not quite understand why M. Sato thinks 
that some such system is not necessary for the navy. I should have thought it would be necessary 
for all armaments. You must have some system of arriving at the average daily effectives. 
I do not want to oppose anything which M. Sato thinks is desirable for the proper working of 
the Convention. If you are going to have some plan, it is better to have the same plan in order 
to avoid complications. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — At the first reading it was said that the average daily 
effectives would be reckoned by dividing the total number of days’ duty by the number of days 
in the budgetary year. That was only for the military forces. For the formations organised on a 
military basis another system was proposed. 

At the second reading the same system was adopted for both categories of forces. The system 
is therefore quite elastic, and should accordingly satisfy M. Sato. 

M. Sato (Japan). — Lord Cecil was good enough to explain his reasons for supporting 
the present text. M. Rutgers has given me additional explanations. Further, M. Massigli 
has very courteously intimated that he is against my suggestion. Under these conditions, I 
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withdraw my proposal. I will make no difficulty in accepting the present text in the matter 
of naval effectives; but I must make an exception in the case of air effectives. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — The Italian delegation would like the same definition to 
be applicable to the effectives serving in all three categories of armaments. That amounts to 
omitting the second paragraph of Article E. 

The President. —• Article E is accordingly adopted unanimously, subject to M. Sato’s 
reservation in regard to air forces. 

10. Discussion on Chapter I. — Effectives : Article I. 

First Reading. Second Reading. 

Observations and 
Reservations. 

This Article has not 
been discussed in con- 
nection with naval and 
air effectives. 

The delegation of 
France declares that the 
clauses of this Article 
must apply in the same 
conditions to land, naval 
and air effectives. 

Article I. 
In each Contracting State having 

the conscription system, the total 
period of service which the annual 
contingent is compelled to serve 
shall not exceed the figure accepted 
by each of the High Contracting 
Parties. 

For each man the total period of 
service shall be the total number of 
days of active service and of days 
of service during the periods of 
instruction which he undergoes. 

Article I. 
(Discussion of the text adopted 

at first reading and of German 
amendments. *— See below—ad- 
journed.) 

Text drawn up at First Reading. 

Amendment proposed by the German Delegation. 

In each Contracting State having the conscription system, the annual contingent 
and the total period of service which the annual contingent is compelled to serve 
shall not exceed the figure accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties. 

For each man the total period of service shall be the total number of days 
of active service and of days of service during the periods of training which he 
undergoes. The period of active service shall be shown separately. 

No register shall be kept of persons whose military obligations are terminated. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — You are already familiar with the German amendment. 
It provides that the annual contingent and the total period of service, which the annual 
contingent is compelled to serve, shall not exceed the figure accepted by each of the contracting 
parties. 

You are thus afforded another opportunity of limiting trained reserves, and of proving 
beyond all question your desire to arrive at a genuine disarmament in the case of effectives. 

The German amendment further urges that the period of active service should be shown 
separately. That is indispensable for the sake of clearness. Otherwise it will always be open to 
a contracting party to alter the distribution of the total period of service as between active and 
reserve service, and so to give a misleading impression of its armed strength. 

Lastly, our amendment urges that no register shall be kept of persons whose military obli- 
gations are terminated. We want to prevent these persons being reincorporated in the event 
of mobilisation, and in that way to limit the trained reserves. I propose that we vote on the 
amendment. 

The President. — In view of the advanced hour it seems to me that it is better to 
resume the discussion on the German amendment, which is of great importance, to-morrow. 

A greed. 

The meeting rose at 12.55 
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THIRD MEETING. 

Held on Saturday, November 8th, 1930, at 10 a.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

II. Discussion on Chapter I: Effectives. — Article H (continuation): Statement by the 
President. 

The President. — You will remember that I asked those who took part in yesterday’s 
discussion on Article H to meet with the Bureau for the purpose of finding a solution of the 
question. The solution has not yet been found, but I have some hope that we may succeed 
to-day at a second meeting. 

12. Discussion on Chapter I: Effectives. — Article I (continuation): 

Amendments proposed by the British and Polish Delegations. 

The President. — We will now continue with Article I, to which three amendments 
have been submitted. 

The first is the amendment proposed by Count Bernstorff, which was referred to yesterday. 
The second amendment, proposed by the British delegation, is to alter the text drawn 

up at first reading to read as follows: 

“ In each Contracting State having the conscription system the total period of service 
which the annual contingent is compelled to serve shall not exceed . . . days. 

“ For each man, the total period of service shall be the total number of days of active 
service and of days of service during the periods of instruction which he undergoes; and 
each of such numbers of days shall be specified.” 

Thirdly, we have a new text proposed by the Polish delegation as follows: 

“ For all the High Contracting Parties having the conscription system, the maximum 
total period of service which the annual contingent may be compelled to serve shall be 
fixed at . . . months. 

“ The total period of service for each man shall be the total number of days of active 
service and of days of service during periods of instruction.” 

Amendment proposed by the German Delegation. — Discussion. 

The President. — As the German delegation’s amendment, on which Count Bernstorff 
wishes a vote to be taken, is farthest from the text adopted at first reading, we will deal 
with it first. Has any delegation any observations to make on this amendment ? 

M. Sato (Japan). •— We have to consider Count Bernstorff’s amendment in regard to 
Article I. 

So far as the first and second paragraphs are concerned, I will say at once that my delegation 
is prepared to accept them. 

In the first paragraph, Count Bernstorff proposes to limit the annual contingents and the 
total period of service in countries having the conscription system to the figure accepted by each. 

As regards the total period of service, my delegation has already agreed to the text of Article I 
as drawn up at first reading after lengthy discussion, and now incorporated in the German 
amendment. In these circumstances, I have no difficulty whatever in accepting this part of 
the German amendment. 

The limitation of the annual contingent is a much more difficult matter. Speaking generally, 
as regards the limitation of land forces, we may say that, once the total strength of these forces 
has been limited, the object of the limitation has been attained. If you add to this total limi- 
tation a statement of the average daily effectives, calculated according to the method indicated 
in Article E, the limitation appears to us to be both complete and equitable. The fixing of 
the annual contingent and the length of service within the limits of the total average effectives 
per day calculated in the above manner should be left to each country to determine according 
to its special circumstances. At first sight, the strict limitation of the annual contingent 
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contemplated in the German proposal may appear reasonable; but on reflection it seems that 
it would be difficult, and not very fair, to apply the same strict rule to different countries whose 
conditions are not the same and whose armed forces are composed on systems which vary 
considerably. 

There is yet another difficulty. In my country, for example, the period of service differs 
in the various arms. For the infantry, it is a year and a half, and for transport drivers two 
months, and there are other periods of service in other categories. This variation in the period 
of service is a necessary consequence of general conditions in the country and army requirements. 
According to the German proposal, the annual contingent for all arms and their different periods 
of service would have to be fixed. The figure for the annual contingents would inevitably appear 
very large, and would be of little value for obtaining a correct idea of the armament of any 
given country and for making a fair comparison with the armament of other countries. It was 
precisely in order to avoid difficulties of that kind, and possible inaccuracies, that we decided 
to adopt as a standard the maximum effectives determined by the average effectives per day. 

Moreover, the interconnection between the total effectives, the period of service and the 
annual contingent cannot be denied. At the Third Session of our Commission, I made a long 
statement in regard to this interconnection. I do not desire to repeat the same arguments 
here, and would therefore refer you to page 100 of the Minutes of the Third Session.1 I should, 
however, like to emphasise once again the fact that you must be able to vary the strength of 
the annual contingent if you wish to fix the total effectives in armies having a variable period 
of service. I say a variable period of service ” because in many countries there is a tendency 
to reduce the period of service. 

It has often been pointed out that if you shorten the period of service you run the risk of 
increasing the trained reserves, but, in my view, you should not forget that the military value 
of the trained reserves which are thus constituted will necessarily be reduced as a result of the 
shortening of their military training. The increase in numbers thus sets off the decrease in 
their military value. Moreover, I do not think that the increase in trained reserves is peculiar 
to conscript armies. I do not really understand why we have not yet discussed this question 
in its relation to professional armies. It is true that the period of engagement in a voluntary 
army is usually much longer than the period of service in conscript armies. Consequently, 
when the volunteers have completed their engagement, say after ten years’ service, they may 
be regarded as trained reserves possessing a first-class military value. Moreover, in some cases, 
these volunteeis may be discharged before the expiration of their engagement—say at the end 
of five years. It is obvious that they will be much better trained than conscripts, and will 
constitute better reserves than those of conscript armies. If trained reserves constitute a 
disadvantage, therefore, that disadvantage exists not only in conscript armies, but in professional 
armies also. 

Since we are still at the stage of the second reading of the whole text of Article I, I should 

iC ,at I am concerned to find that this Article refers solely to conscript armies, no rules being laid down for professional armies. This gives the impression that the conscription 
system is to be subject to stricter limitation, which, in my opinion, is unfair. 

If you are going to determine the precise length of service for conscripts, you ought also 
to determine the duration of engagements in professional armies, and to publish the number 
of men discharged from such armies. I think that is only fair. 

I have been speaking of the German amendment in so far as it concerns land forces. As 
S nava^ anc^ air effectives, my delegation finds some difficulty in accepting the fixing of e duration of service contemplated in Article I, as drawn up at first reading. As regards 

these two classes of effectives, my delegation would prefer a more flexible system. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I hope that you will feel it right to put the first 
paragraph of the German amendment separately from the others because they really raise 
entirely distinct questions. We have no objection at all to limiting the number of the annual 
contingent, and 1 am a little sorry that my colleagues of Germany and Japan have introduced into 

at question the question of trained reserves, which does not seem to me to enter into the matter 
at all. 11 you limit the number of the effectives you will no doubt limit the number of the trained 
reserves, and limiting the total number of the army is the best way of limiting the number of the 
rained reserves, not only by conscription but by the voluntary system also. It is a matter which 

must really be continually emphasised, that the number of trained reserves entirely depends on 
nu^ber of people whom you enlist in your Army and on nothing else. Therefore, I do not 

ln . e. Question of trained reserves arises here at all, and we do not propose to raise that 
question m any form. In saying, then, that I am “ in favour of the German amendment ”, it is 
not owing to a desire to raise that question in any way, for, with all respect to Count Bernstorff, 

o no mk that it is an amendment of great importance—merely to tell you what is to be the 
proper ion in each Army of the conscription system and the voluntary system; how much of the 

rmy is conscriptiomst and how much is voluntary, and therefore how much depends on the 
cinnual contingent and how much on the voluntary system. The only thing is that it does give 

^f0l+ + i intormatlun» und, when you come to consider the amount that each country accepts for is o a strength, I think the question of how much of that is composed of long-service men and 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — Document C.310.M.109.1927.IX 
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how much of short-service men will become a matter of great importance. Other things being 
equal, a voluntarily enlisted man who serves for a considerable number of years is probably, after 
a lapse of time a more valuable fighting machine than a conscripted soldier who serves for a short 
term. I support the amendment therefore, but not on the grounds put forward by Count Bernstorff, 
because I do not think it is a question of limiting trained reserves. 

In my view, the British Government would have been glad if some means could have been 
found to take into account the trained reserves of every country as part of its military strength. 
They have arrived at the conclusion, however, that it is not practical to limit trained reserves. 
Therefore in supporting this amendment as I do, it is on the ground that it gives a more complete 
picture of the military strength of each of the countries concerned. With regard to the second 
and third paragraphs," I will reserve my observations until we come to them. I would like to say 
that our amendment is not an alternative amendment, for, whether the German amendment is 
adopted or rejected, I shall still ask that our amendment be considered. 

M Massigli (France). — As Lord Cecil has just pointed out, the German proposal 
raises several questions. It seems to me that there are three different points: the limitation 
of the annual contingent, the limitation of the period of service, and, finally, in the third 
paragraph there is another question which I will not specify at the moment because, frankly, 
I do not quite understand it. 

I will not refer to the period of service, which I think can best be discussed in connection with 
the British and Polish amendments. 

I will therefore confine myself to the first and third questions. 

The idea of the limitation of the annual contingent is not a new one. It was discussed, if 
I remember rightly, by Sub-Commission A, which rejected it for the excellent reasons mentioned 
by M. Sato. Once you fix the average daily effectives, and once the period of service is known, 
for any given army, it is an easy matter to ascertain the strength of the annual contingent 
especially as Article H provides that each country may publish the proportion of recruits not 
trained as defined in the national legislation—that is to say, the exact number of the conscript 
contingent. 

What, then, is the object of Count Bernstorff’s proposal ? Notwithstanding the more 
favourable interpretation placed upon it by Lord Cecil, it seems to me that it does raise the 
question of the limitation of trained reserves. Count Bernstorff has signified that my interpreta- 
tion is correct, so I need say no more. I do not wish to reopen a matter which was very fully 
discussed at the first and second readings, and will merely say that I cannot accept the limitation 
of trained reserves. I should like to add a further argument. The limitation of the contingent 
gives rise to inequality among the men of the contingent. In some countries this principle o 
inequality is accepted, and the periods of service differ according to the arm to which the conscript 
is attached. But there are other countries in which, for social or political reasons, equality of 
military obligations has always been the rule. The limitation of the contingent introduces among 
a given class of young men the idea of inequality in those obligations, and that suffices to make it 
unacceptable to certain countries, including my own. 

The last paragraph of Count Bernstorff’s proposal provides that “ no register shall be kept 
of persons whose military obligations are terminated ”. I must frankly admit that I do not 
quite grasp the meaning of this clause. The military obligations of a citizen are laid down by 
law, and the law prescribes the age to which the obligations extend. Once that age is passed and 
the citizen’s obligations are at an end, I do not see how he can be registered for military purposes. 
So far as a conscript army is concerned, therefore, I can see no object whatever in the proposal, and 
there would be even less need for it in a professional army, because, in countries with a voluntary 
army citizens have no military obligations, and there could be no question of their registration. 
I do not understand the meaning of this paragraph, and I shall therefore refrain from expressing 
any opinion until I have had a fuller explanation. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I feel some uneasiness about the principle of equality 
as expounded by M. Massigli. In the first place, this equality would necessitate the 
calling-up of the whole annual contingent of a country, and, secondly, all the men would have 
to serve for the same period. Since all the classes would be embodied, I do not see how it would 
be possible to avoid an increase in the size of the army and a corresponding increase of material. 
I think the argument of equality, which has so often been invoked here m the name of democracy 
against the limitation of the annual contingent, is fatal to the idea of disarmament This conception 
of equality necessarily involves the maintenance of large armies, at all events so long as the 
conscription system is in force. How can this be avoided ? 

M. Bourquin (Belgium)]. — The proposal to limit the period of service was originally 
moved by the Belgian delegation. You will all remember the able and persuasive way in which 
it was defended by my friend M. de Brouckere.. I need not repeat his arguments in favour 
of this limitation, since vou are already familiar with them. I should like to state, however that 
our attitude has not changed. We consider that the limitation of the period of service should be 
included in our Convention, and that its omission would be extremely regrettable. 
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I am aware that, in calculating the maximum effectives in accordance with Article E of 
our Convention, account is already implicitly taken of the period of service, since the figures 
to be established are the result of two factors: the size of the contingent and the length of the 
period of service. Nevertheless, the terms of Article E would allow contracting States to play 
off one of these factors against the other, laying chief stress either on the contingent or on the 
period of service. Without failing in its obligations under Article E, a contracting State could 
quite well either reduce the period of service and increase the contingent, or reduce the contingent 
and increase the period of service. It is in order to prevent this second contingency to some extent 
that we think it necessary to establish in the Convention the principle of the limitation of the period 
of service by adding a special limitation, concerned solely with the period of service, to the general 
limitation. In our view, this is essential to prevent conscript armies from gradually assuming 
the characteristics of professional armies; or, to put it more clearly, to prevent conscript armies 
from securing the advantages of professional armies while avoiding their drawbacks; and we 
therefore hold strongly to this principle. 

The amendment submitted by Count Bernstorff deals not only with the limitation of the 
period of service, but also with the limitation of the annual contingent. That is quite a different 
question. 

As far as Belgium is concerned, and from the point of view of our national interests alone, 
we have no objections to raise, because this limitation of the contingent is a matter of necessity 
for us. We know the birth-rate which will determine the contingent at the time the Convention 
comes into force. We know that the contingent will be considerably reduced. This reduction is 
forced upon us by the nature of things, but the proposal now made is for a reduction by treaty; 
and, as M. Massigli has just pointed out, the question of reduction by law involves difficulties 
of principle. States will be obliged to discriminate. Discrimination in the case of the unfit is, 
of course, a natural thing. If, however, another kind of discrimination be attempted, this will 
conflict with certain principles, and for political reasons will be absolutely inadmissible in certain 
countries. 

We cannot deny, as Count Bernstorff admitted just now, that what we have to settle is the 
question of trained reserves. I need not remind you of the gravity of this question, and of the 
difficulties to which it has given rise. If it be revived, we shall not be able to reach agreement. 
It is our unanimous desire to find a solution, and therefore we must not say any more about 
trained reserves. If we reopen that discussion, we shall never reach a practical solution. 

From a practical point of view, therefore, I would urge Count Bernstorff not to press his 
proposal. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — The question with which we are dealing has 
already been discussed at length in our Commission. Personally, I think it would be extremely 
difficult to advance new arguments in support of the various views put forward at the first reading 
of the draft. 

I am more convinced of this than ever after hearing the remarks of the previous speakers, 
to which I have listened with the greatest interest. I will merely say, therefore, that there has 
been no change in the views of the Italian delegation on this question. 

I think it unnecessary to repeat my previous arguments in support of these views. If I wished 
to do so, I could not do better than repeat the summary of those arguments so ably presented 
by our colleague M. Sato. Our delegations, his and my own, have always been in agreement on 
the problem of the period of service. Consequently, I need only associate myself with what 
M. Sato has just said, and would add in conclusion that I approve the text of Article I drawn 
up at the first reading, so far as it concerns land effectives. 

I share M. Sato’s views on the subject of naval and air effectives, and consider that Article I 
should be confined to land effectives. 

I also agree with M. Sato’s statement to the effect that if the period of service in conscript 
armies is to be strictly limited, it is also necessary to limit the number of engagements in professional 
armies, and to publish the number of volunteers discharged from those armies. 

That is what I wished to say about the Italian delegation’s views. I should like to add, 
on my own account, that I do not think, in view of our past experiences, that there is any 
chance of a continuation of this discussion leading to any change in the views already expressed. 
I feel that the time has come, if we are to make any progress, to take note of the reservations 
of the delegations still in the minority, include them in our draft and in our report, and then 
get on with the work. If we go on with this discussion we shall only hear a repetition of the 
speeches already made in Sub-Commission A and at the various sessions of our Commission. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — The views of the Canadian Government on universal and compulsory 
military service have not changed since the proposal of the Chinese delegation was examined 
during the first part of the sixth session of the Commission. I repeat what I said then; the 
traditions, the environment and the practice of the Canadian people are opposed to such a 
system, and its abolition would mark an all-important era in moral and material disarmament. 
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Nevertheless, our delegation, in common with many others, doubted whether it would be wise 
for the Commission, at that time, to adopt a resolution which laid down a definite and complete 
prohibition of a particular system of national defence, when the Governments which had that 
system refused absolutely to give it up or to limit the numbers of their trained reserves. The 
amendment proposed by the German delegation does not go so far as to prohibit compulsory 
military service but it aims at limiting, firstly, the annual contingent, and secondly, the total 
period of service which the annual contingent is compelled to serve. The Canadian Government 
supports wholeheartedly the part which proposes to limit the annual period which a contingent 
is to serve. We believe it is possible to train a man in the art of defence in a shorter period 
than for offensive warfare. The Canadian Government presumes that the object of countries 
favouring compulsory military service is to train men to defend their frontiers and soil, and 
not to attack neighbouring States. Defence is a legitimate and a normal act; attack is a 
reprehensible one. The limitation of the period of training may well be regarded as a restriction 
upon intensive military training, which so often leads to aggression. In regard to the other 
part of the German amendment, asking that the annual contingent be limited, the Canadian 
Government hold the opinion that the doing away with, or the limiting of, trained reserves, would 
advance the cause of disarmament probably more than any other single step which could be 
taken. Up to now our discussions, including the discussions at this present meeting, have 
not seemed to show us any probability that we could gain unanimity on such a subject, for the 
reason already stated, that certain Governments represented on this Commission refuse to agree 
to reduce their armed forces on this basis, and have repeatedly so refused. 

The Canadian delegation is in agreement with the suggestion that the total period of service 
should be the total number of days of active service and of days of service during the period 
of training or instruction which the conscript undergoes and that the period of active service 
should be shown separately. We do not, however, believe that the last portion of the amend- 
ment, which reads “ No register shall be kept of persons whose military obligations are 
terminated ”, is practicable or even desirable. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The Soviet delegation does not attach 
much importance to the proposal for the limitation of the term of active service of annual 
contingents as long as the Commission does not decide on the limitation of the number of 
trained reserves. So long as that is not limited it does not appear to us to matter how long 
the term of service is. Indeed, the shorter the term of service, the greater may be the number 
of able-bodied men passed through active service. It is only if the Commission decides on the 
limitation of trained reserves that the question of reducing the term of service becomes of any 
importance, so that if the Conference agrees to the limitation of trained reserves we shall certainly 
support the proposals for the reduction of the term of service. 

As regards the German proposal, it seems to me it would be a partial solution of the problem 
of trained reserves, if we were to strike off the registers all those able-bodied men who have 
fulfilled their military obligations. In that way we reduce the number of trained reserves in 
each country. It is not a very great reduction but it is something, and it prevents the dragging 
into war of entire nations, including even old men. 

For the reason that we are always prepared to support any proposal which tends to diminish 
the possibilities and the scope of war, the Soviet delegation is prepared to support the German 
amendment in its entirety. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). — As a new member of this Commission, on which I have 
been appointed to serve by my Government, I have not had any experience of its previous 
discussions. Nevertheless, I feel bound to express the views of the Chinese delegation in regard 
to this important article. Dr. Riddell has already referred to the Chinese proposal for the 
abolition of compulsory military service, and you know that our delegation has always supported 
any measures designed to prevent war, and has given evidence of its desire for everything which 
might conduce to the maintenance of peace. Therefore I merely desire to state that China 
will vote in favour of any measure for the limitation of armaments of any kind. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I only make one appeal to my German colleague 
because, in spite of all the eloquent observations that have been made, I am still of 
opinion that, whether we put in these words, “ the annual contingent ”, or not, we make little 
change in the draft. It has been, I will not say welcomed, but treated by both of the contestants 
on the question of trained reserves as raising that point, but I am convinced myself that it does 
not raise the point and that it will not affect that question one way or the other whether you 
pass these words or not. In these circumstances, is it worth while, merely in order to reaffirm the 
German proposition in favour of limiting trained reserves and that of the French delegation 
and others against that proposition, to divide on the question ? I think it would be a good 
example for the future conduct of this Commission if the German delegation were to withdraw 
this part of their amendment. As to the rest of it, I am warmly in favour of it. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — As my neighbour and friend, General de Marinis, 
has remarked, the very last thing that I desire is a repetition of speeches, and therefore 
I confined myself to a few remarks yesterday, and will be very brief to-day. My earnest desire 
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is that we should reach the last stage of our work, that is to say the Conference, as soon as 
possible, so that we may really know where we stand. I have, however, one statement to make. 

Lord Cecil will allow me to say that the one argument which we did not expect to hear during 
this discussion was that our proposal had nothing to do with trained reserves, because we have 
stated over and over again that we take our stand on our former declarations and negotiations. 
I would remind you that, in Sub-Commission A, it was stated that the reduction of the period 
of service, and of the annual contingent, was an extremely effective method of reducing trained 
reserves. That was why we made this proposal. I am glad that M. Massigli acted similarly 
and said frankly that he could not agree to any mention of trained reserves. I could understand 
Lord Cecil’s observations if trained reserves had been mentioned in Article A, but that is not 
the case. 

The conscription system has grown to such an extent on the continent of Europe that to-day 
the people of every country, from the cradle to the grave, are brought up to be soldiers; and 
yet it is now proposed to draw up a disarmament convention which is not going to take that 
state of affairs into consideration. The situation would be impossible for countries which do not 
have the conscription system, and therefore the result of the exclusion of trained reserves 
would be that the convention would not be worth the ink with which it was signed. 

Vote on the First Paragraph of the German Amendment. 

The President. — I think the discussion is now closed, and that we can proceed 
to vote on the first paragraph of the German proposal. I should first like to say that I think 
we can congratulate ourselves on the spirit displayed during this discussion. I should also like 
to thank you for the frankness with which you have spoken. Plain speaking is always a good 
thing, and enables us to see where we stand. We will now vote on this paragraph, which refers 
solely to land armaments. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I can vote in favour of the first paragraph of the German amendment 
if the words “ annual contingent ” are omitted. I should like to know whether this is to be 
the case or not. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -— If you do that, you will shut out the Polish amendment 
and my own. I do not mind how it is done, but let us vote now on the question of the annual 
contingent being inserted in the amendment, and then we can vote on the Polish amendment 
and can make whatever amendments we like. 

M. Massigli (France). — I agree with Lord Cecil that we should first vote on the first 
two lines of the German amendment. 

The President. — We will vote on the first paragraph of the German amendment, 
including the words “ annual contingent ”. The vote will be taken by a show of hands. 

Six delegations voted for this first paragraph. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I should like to know which delegations voted in favour of 
this paragraph. 

The President. The delegations of Norway, Sweden, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, China, the Netherlands and Germany. 

I will now ask those delegations which are against this first paragraph to signify the same. 

Twelve delegations voted against this first paragraph. 

The first paragraph of the German amendment was rejected by twelve votes against to six for, with 
some abstentions. ' 

The President. — We will now take the second paragraph. 

k°r<* (British P^mpire). -— It is impossible to vote the second paragraph without 
the first; they hang together. We had better now take the Polish amendment. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). In view of the result of the vote, I have no longer any 
interest m this question, and you can vote on the rest of my amendment as you please. 

Discussion on the Polish and British Amendments. 

The President. I propose that we discuss the amendment submitted by the Polish 
delegation. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — I should like to explain shortly the amendment to Article I 
proposed by my delegation. 

Polish delegation still considers it necessary to limit the period of service, as it is 
convinced that this question is an important factor in the problem of disarmament. The 
discussion on the first reading brought out the object of this limitation, and showed that it was 
desirable not only from the point of view of the economic and social requirements of each country, 
but also from an international standpoint. 
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the requirements of national defence and also in order to arrive at the number of effectives 
allowed under the Convention, taking into account the necessity for training the contingents 
called up to enable them to defend their country. A conscript army with a very long period 
of service constitutes a danger to other countries, because in strength and character it resembles 
a professional army, while at the same time its enormous size may represent a threat to 
international peace. 

We need only look at the Armaments Year-Book to see the considerable differences in periods 
of service which still exist in the various conscript armies. Moreover, even in the same country, 
the period may differ in the various arms and in the various categories of contingents. In view 
of these differences, the text of Article I drawn up at first reading does not furnish a satisfactory 
solution of the problem. It provides that each country shall itself fix the maximum period 
of service. The country will do so on the basis of the longest period of service in any category, 
so as to meet all its requirements. Thus, the different periods referred to and which vary from 
one year to more than five years, with all the resultant disadvantages, would be sanctioned by 
the Convention. The Polish delegation’s proposal aims at establishing a uniform maximum 
limit which no contracting party would be able to exceed. This maximum limit of the period 
of service would include in an aggregate figure the whole of the time spent with the colours 
and in training in the reserve. This maximum, which would be common to all States, should 
be laid down by the Disarmament Conference. It should be regarded as a figure corresponding 
to the normal requirements of the vast majority of conscript armies. In certain cases it might 
result in an appreciable reduction in the period of service with the active army, which is such 
an important factor in armaments. 

The British delegation has submitted an amendment which appears to have the same object 
as our own. Both amendments aim at counteracting the tendency—referred to by the German 
representative—noticeable in certain countries, to make all citizens liable to military service 
almost from the cradle to the grave. 

The President. — The difference between the Polish and British proposals is so slight 
that I think we could discuss them together. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I should be pleased to accept the first paragraph of 
the Polish amendment in place of my own, and I will treat it as the only amendment 
before the Commission at the present moment. This is by far the more important of the two 
questions we have discussed this morning, and I was astonished to hear Count Bernstorff say 
he did not regard it as such. 

As to whether or not we should limit the annual contingent, I believe that the principle 
of any policy of limitation or reduction of armaments, so far as effectives are concerned, must 
lie in the limitation of service. We must arrive at a state of things which exists in Switzerland, 
where the military service, though regarded as a duty by all the male citizens, is constituted 
for purposes of defence, and the army is not to be used for aggression. If we could have that 
system prevailing throughout the world we should destroy the fear of aggression which now 
exists, and in turn we should arrive at a system of disarmament. That is the vital thing so 
far as effectives are concerned, but unless we can arrive at some system of limiting material 
as well, I do not think we shall have done anything towards disarmament. It is well known 
that there is a considerable section of the military experts in the world, not least in Germany, 
which believes that the future military organisation of every country will depend, not on enormous 
armies, but on small armies very highly equipped and very highly trained. That is the view 
held by an important section of military opinion throughout the world, and particularly in 
Count Bernstorff’s country. Count Bernstorff will know that they have published dissertations 
which have attracted a good deal of attention. The whole question of effectives seems to turn 
on the question of limiting the period of service. 

Lhe difference between the Polish proposal and the proposal adopted at the first reading, 
is that the Polish proposal proposes to fix a uniform standard for the duration of military service 
among the parties to the Convention, and that is the idea the British delegation had in mind 
in putting forward its amendment. It is evident that if we can obtain a universal agreement 
to reduce the period of service, in the first instance, to one year’s service, we shall have made a 
great stride towards reduction, so far as military effectives are concerned. It depends what 
figure we are going to put before the Disarmament Conference. The ideal thing is to aim at 
a universal standard. If we can only reach a universal standard by putting in a high figure, 
it will be for the Disarmament Conference to consider whether it is desirable to aim at a universal 
standard or to return to the idea of each country fixing a standard for itself. It will depend 
on whether we can arrive at a substantial reduction in the average period of service throughout 
the world. In putting forward this idea it is only with the view of obtaining a figure of that 
character. If that figure does not turn out to be practicable, I should imagine that the British 
delegation attending the Disarmament Conference will hold itself quite free to propose another 
system which would be more satisfactory; but, at the moment, I think the right thing is to 
have a universal standard for all countries, because it is simpler and more effective. Therefore, 
I think we should accept the first clause of the Polish amendment. 

With regard to the other parts of the British amendment, perhaps you will allow me to 
dispose of them after we have dispensed with this first proposition. 
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The President. — Would General Kasprzycki agree to replace the word “ months ” 
in his proposal by the word “ days ”, in order to avoid fractional periods ? 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — I think it is more practical to calculate the period in 
months, but I will agree to a calculation in days if the President wishes. 

The President. — We will accordingly replace the word “ months ” by “ days 

M. Antoniade (Roumania). — The Roumanian delegation supports the Polish 
proposal. It considers that this proposal would afford a satisfactory solution of the problem 
raised in Article I of the Convention. The Roumanian delegation is of opinion that, in the 
case of countries having the conscription system, the total period of service of the annual 
contingent has no direct relation to the problem of the limitation and reduction of armaments 
and is not so important as effectives, material, and budgetary expenditure. 

All countries with the conscription system desire that their annual contingents should 
complete their necessary military training and preparation in as short a period as possible. 

But, as has been pointed out many times, this period depends on a number of factors which 
vary not only as between different countries but even in one and the same country, according 
to the degree of education of the population, the existence or absence of pre-regimental training, 
the size of the cadres, the organisation of training in the various arms and services, the special 
requirements of the colonies, etc. 

In these circumstances it is only natural that the period of service should vary in different 
countries and even in the same country, according to the arms, services or colonies. 

Even if we accept the proposed solution, which appears to us to be the best one, of a common 
maximum limit for all countries having the conscription system, there is another important 
factor which should be borne in mind: the period of service in conscript armies should not be 
so long as in professional armies; otherwise, in view of the large number of effectives which 
they would have, the nature of these armies would be changed and they would have great 
powers of aggression. That cannot be allowed. Moreover, this point was strongly emphasised 
by our Polish colleague. 

Consequently, while supporting the proposal to fix a reasonable maximum period of military 
service, our delegation agrees with the Polish suggestion that, in conscript armies, the duration 
of service should not exceed a period fixed by the Disarmament Conference. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — The principle laid down in Article I of the draft 
Convention is a very simple one, but, notwithstanding its simplicity, it provides, [as we have 
already stated on several occasions, for the limitation of effectives and also, indirectly, for the 
limitation of the period of service. This principle has been attacked precisely because it is so 
simple. It has been alleged that it does not take into account all the factors which make 
up the military value of an army. Nevertheless, if we study it carefully we shall see that 
it has many advantages. By its elasticity, it offers the Commission a way out of the 
difficulty of dealing with the two systems, the professional army and the conscript army. 

Under the former system, the fighting value of the army is very great; under the second, 
this value is less, but, apart from that, it provides trained reserves of relatively high fighting 
value. The countries which have adopted the latter system have done so largely because they 
desired to create trained reserves for defensive purposes, and also for budgetary reasons. That 
is why our country has a conscript army. 

1 he difficulty of framing a rule for fixing the period of service in each country has already 
been shown. If limitation be introduced into this article, which is at present extremely simple, 
a contradictory conception will be introduced. A large number of technical factors and the 
varying durations of service in the different armies will have to be taken into account. Moreover, 
in all countries with a conscript army, there is a tendency to reduce the period of service for 
political reasons. This is a grave problem of internal politics. All that the man in the street 
wants to know is that he or his sons will serve only fourteen months and that this period will 
be reduced still further in future. 

If we attempt in the Convention to fix the period of service in each country without taking 
all future possibilities into account, we shall be introducing considerable complications. It 
would be very unwise to fix the period of service in each country in an international convention. 

The Polish and British delegations have submitted a different solution in a proposal which 
amounts to a compromise, and which has the great merit of providing a uniform solution which 
should meet the requirements of all countries. 

Naturally, this system has a certain rigidity, but the principle is a fair one, since the same 
rule applies to all. That is why I regard it as a compromise. 

. I wonder if this proposal might be supplemented by a system of publicity in regard to the 
period of service in each army and in each arm. If this combination were possible it would 
take into account all the factors which I have mentioned. 



— 44 — 

M. Westman (Sweden). — The Swedish delegation, in accordance with the attitude it 
has always maintained, voted just now for a measure tending to limit trained reserves. 

As this question of trained reserves has been rejected once again, we are anxious to arrive 
at a solution on the basis established. I am therefore prepared to accept the first paragraph 
of the Polish proposal submitted to this meeting, chiefly for the reasons stated by Lord Cecil. 
I think that, if this proposal be adopted, it would afford the future Disarmament Conference an 
excellent means of reducing the attacking power of the different armies. The attainment of 
that result must obviously depend on the manner in which the Conference makes use of the 
means thus placed in its hands. In the hope that, on the basis of this article, the future Conference 
will be able to bring about an effective limitation of the period of service, I am in favour of the 
adoption of the first paragraph of the Polish proposal. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I see no serious disadvantages in accepting the Polish 
proposal. In this respect, I am in a favourable position, because Italy is, I think, the country 
that has reduced the period of service more than any other. In theory, the period of service is 
eighteen months, but, in practice, a large part of our contingent serves only twelve months, and 
a fair part only six months. I believe that the average period of service in our country is 
actually about nine months, the annual contingent being divided into three parts. 

For this reasons, I should have no difficulty in supporting the Polish delegation’s proposal, 
although, in principle, I do not see the advantage of accepting this hard and fast rule instead 
of the more elastic provisions of Article I. 

I would repeat that this matter does not affect my country, but, from a general standpoint, 
I am of opinion that we should remember that the period of service depends on various factors, 
which are not identical in all countries. It depends on social considerations, the state of 
education and even on the physical condition of certain parts of the population, the budgetary 
situation and the number of conscripts. These factors vary in each country. Therefore, I do 
not see what would be the advantage of a hard and fast rule. Would it not be better to allow 
each country to take account of its own particular situation ? 

Moreover, at the Conference, the question of the period of service, if left open, may facilitate 
negotiations between States. If you fix a hard and fast rule for all countries you will deprive 
them of the possibility of making mutual concessions in this matter. 

binally, you will emphasise still further the distinction between conscript and professional 
armies; while the period of service is to be the same in all conscript armies, professional armies 
would be allowed to maintain different periods of service. 

For these reasons—although, I repeat, my country is not directly concerned in this question— 
I think it best to adhere to the more elastic provision in the text of Article I of our draft. 

M. Litvinoff (Union o* Soviet Socialist Republics). — I have listened with attention to 
what speakers in favour of the Polish proposal have said, but I still fail to see what bearing 
all this has upon the question of disarmament. I hope the President will excuse me for making 
use of this term, in spite of his warning in his inaugural speech that disarmament ought not 
to be mentioned in this Commission. The Commission has not yet, however, changed its 
name that of Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference. 

The tendency of many countries lately, and especially of the most military ones, has been 
to ieduce the term of active service, by no means out of consideration for disarmament, but 
for the sake of economy and technical convenience and the improvement of the armies—and 
perhaps for the purpose of increasing the number of their effectives. As I have mentioned 
before, in my opinion, the shorter the term of service, the greater may be the number of men 
passed through active service. By adopting the Polish proposal I think we would not further 
the cause of disarmament or reduction, nor even of the limitation of armaments. By itself, 
it might be a quite harmless proposal, if the Commission had adopted some measures of real 
effective reduction of armaments, but I am very much afraid—judging by what has transpired 
from to-day s speeches—that we are hardly entitled to expect any real decisions with regard 
to the reduction of armaments in this Commission. 

If the draft Convention should consist only of such innocent and ineffective proposals as 
the Polish one, it might give a false idea of the work of the Commission, and whatever we do 
here I think we ought to see that the public at large should understand what has been done. 
1 here should be no illusions, no camouflage, and people should see all the shortcomings of the 

C ommission, and it seems to me that such proposals as the Polish one may just throw a veil 
over the shortcomings. It is for that reason that I think this proposal of the Polish delegation 
may be rather harmful than harmless. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — I feel a certain doubt in my mind after hearing the remarks of 
the head of the Italian delegation. 

I am not opposed to the limitation of the period of service, but I am afraid that, if we 
adopt the formula under discussion, this wifi not help us to reach our goal. 

If we are to have a uniform maximum period of service for all conscript armies, we must 
either make this maximum very high or else give up the attempt to reconcile this reduction of 
the period of service with the maximum military effectives assigned to the various countries. 
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The figure for military effectives must be based on the requirements of defence, national security 
and international obligations. ^ 

Suppose, for instance, that a country is allowed to maintain a force of 100 ooo men for its 
requirements of national defence, and that another country is also allowed, for the same reason 
the same maximum of 100,000. Both countries may have compulsory military service that 
ls,t.0,say> conscription, but the populations of each may be very different. One of the countries 
which has been assigned 100,000 men as a maximum may have an annual conscriptive force 
of 1,000,000 men, whereas the other country, also allotted a maximum of 100,000 men mavhave 
an annual conscriptive force of only 200,000. ’ J 

If we fix a period of service to allow for all these differences, the figure will be so high that 
no result will be obtained. If, on the other hand, we reduce the period, difficulties will arise 
for the country allowed 100,000 men and having only 200,000 conscripts. That country could 
not have 100,000 men and accept the limitation of the length of service fixed by us. 

I would therefore ask the Commission to consider these figures very carefully unless I 
have made a mistake in my calculations—before adopting the formula proposed. 

'Colonel Al1 Khan Riazi (Persia). — Our delegation shares the misgivings expressed bv 
the honourable delegate for Spam. We accordingly propose to add at the end o*f the first 
paragraph of the Polish proposal the following words: “ . . . due account being taken of 
the total limited amount of armaments fixed for each country and the exigences of the 
training of recruits ”. ^ 5 tuc 

Unless we adopt some such provision the danger will remain and we shall not be progressing 
towards general disarmament. F 

The President. — To enable this text to be circulated, 
delegate for Persia to submit it in writing. 

I would ask the honourable 

. Mas sigh (France). — The French delegation co-operated in the drafting of the text 
at.,first rea

1f
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three or four months longer than the Swiss citizen. I his applies to privates. In the case of corporals, 
the length of service is the same in Switzerland as in France. 

Consequently, there are various factors, including traditional customs, to be borne in mind. 

It may be argued that in fixing a common maximum you will encourage many countries to 
lengthen the period of military service. I do not agree. This risk can be obviated by means of 
publicity. 

I should like to make another observation. The whole of this discussion has been confined to 
conscript armies. Nevertheless, some provision should be made for professional armies. I admit 
that it is extremely difficult to fix a lower limit for the period of service in professional armies, 
but countries possessing such armies could at any rate furnish information as to the length of the 
engagements. 

I now come to my last point, which is not without importance. 

When the article was adopted at the first reading, it was understood by several delegations 
to refer solely to the limitation of land armaments. At that time, the French delegation made a 
formal reservation to the effect that it was also necessary to limit the period of service of naval and 
air forces. I would stress the fact this refers solely to conscript armies. Why should it be impossible 
to fix a limit for the period of compulsory service in the naval or air forces of conscript countries? 
I do not think there is any valid objection to this: in any case, I have not heaid any convincing 
argument against it. Everyone realises the importance of the air arm and the difficulty of training 
airmen. It is only natural that we should want some reassurance on this point. I desire to emphasise 
the fact that we shall not be able to settle this question of the period of service unless we find some 
means of extending limitation to conscript navies and air forces. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — I have already stated the attitude of the Belgian delegation 
towards the principle of the limitation of the period of service. We attach great importance to 
this and I should not like it to be thought here or elsewhere that the insertion of this principle in 
our Convention is useless. However, I feel confident that public opinion will not make this 
mistake because the public has a great deal of common sense and realises that, as regards the 
problem of the organisation of conscript armies, the question of the period of service must be 
regarded as fundamental. We hold strongly to this principle. The proposals submitted by the 
Polish and British delegations do not affect this principle. The only difference between those 
amendments and the proposal which we made ourselves may be said to be a difference in the method 
of application. As regards methods of application, my delegation is always very conciliatory because 
what it regards as essential is the principle. I know that methods of application are important, 
and are even very important in practical life, but here we are merely making a first attempt to lay 
down legal principles and rules of law in a domain which has hitherto been left to the discretion of 
States. This is a heavy task and it is obvious that, at the moment, we cannot do more than sketch 
out the plan. However, I am anxious that this rough plan should not be left as it is, but that it should 
gradually become more definite and more complete. In this connection, I think it is essential to insert 
certain principles. They are the seeds from which the work will grow. I must admit that 
the arguments submitted in support of the Polish amendment, both by the Polish delegation, other 
delegates and finally by M. Massigli, are very weighty. We suggested that there should be a 
maximum figure for each State. That proposal has been supported by the representative of the 
Italian delegation and M. Cobian. However, it might lead to certain complications. Moreover, 
the idea of a common maximum has the advantage of greater simplicity. I call to mind the advice 
so often given us by Lord Cecil, who has had very great experience and can speak with authority. 
Lord Cecil has told us over and over again that we should endeavour to avoid complications 
and should make our formulae as simple as possible. 

I think that is very wise counsel and it is because the Polish and British proposals are extremely 
simple and also because they leave intact what I regard as essential—namely, the principle— 
that, if these proposals commend themselves to the Commission I, for one, would be prepared to 
agree to them. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — Can the President give some idea 
of what questions will come up on Monday so that we can prepare for them ? 

The President. — We shall naturally deal with Chapter II. — Material: Land 
Armaments. 

The meeting rose at 1.5 p.m. 
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FOURTH MEETING. 

Held on Monday, November 10th, 1930, at 10 a.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

13. Discussion on Chapter I: Effectives. — Article I (continuation). 

The President. — I should first like to extend a welcome to His Excellency Dr. Tewfik 
Riistii Bey, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Turkish Republic, who arrived on Saturday 

We will now continue the discussion on Article I, and, in particular, the Polish amendment 
providing for a uniform period of service corresponding to the normal requirements of the 
majority of States. 

Five or six delegations have already expressed themselves in favour of this amendment. 

Amendment proposed by the Persian delegation. 

Th® President. The Persian delegation, in order to allay the misgivings expressed by 
M . Cobian, proposes that the first paragraph of the Polish amendment should be drawn up as 
follows: 1 

For all the High Contracting Parties having the conscription system, the maximum 
total period of service which the annual contingent may be compelled to serve, shall be 
fixed at . . . days, due account being taken of the uniform standard for all armaments 
fixed for each country ” 

Before calling on the first speaker on the list, I will ask M. Massigli to address the Commission, 
as he desires to make a correction in the Minutes of the previous meeting. 

t ^M^]N!latSSigli (F^ance)- — 1 said on Saturday that I could accept the first paragraph of the Polish proposal, and I explained the reasons. In the Minutes I am made to say the 
exact opposite. I should like to repeat, therefore, that, subject to the observations which I 
submitted, I can agree to the first paragraph of the Polish proposal. 

14. Discussion on Chapter I. — Effectives: Article E (continuation): Statement bv 
the Japanese Delegate. 

o n f+t0 ~ In the first place, before discussing Article I, I should like to make a brief statement regarding Article E. 
My delegation made a slight reservation concerning Article E, with regard to air forces, 

i have now received further instructions from my Government, and am in a position to withdraw 
this reservation. 

We are therefore prepared to accept the present text of Article E, not only in respect of 
land forces, but also in regard to naval and air forces. 

t. Th® f/*Si.de”V M. Sato’s statement gives us great satisfaction. It is understood, 
therefore, that Article E is adopted m the form in which it was' submitted to us. 

(continuation): Discussion on the 15. Discussion on Chapter I: Effectives. — Article 
Polish and British Amendment (continuation). 

r ti
M> Satf. (JaPan)- ~We have to consider the Polish amendment to Article I. If this had 

vfpw/ fU?Ltl0D ^ fc?n
1
dary. importance, I should have done my utmost to fall in with the 

nSr uf thf, P£llsh legation and to accept its amendment; unfortunately, however, my 
and whh w?h6S veJy .^at importance to the fixing of the period of service in the army, 

“ceprftVpoSh Amendment.the ^ 1 ^ ^ t0 Say that We find * ^ 

for the ^firs if time ^ t0 ^ E f6W WOrds about what happened when we discussed this question 

nrnnlid Fre.nch. delegation had made a suggestion which it was difficult for me to accept. I 
Pn 

llmit the period of service in such a way that each State would be left full liberty 
whirWR1 °Wn Penod °f service. My delegation proposed to say: “ The total period of service 
Statl! ”i annUal COntmgent 13 eompelled to fulfil shall not exceed what is laid down by each 

Lord^Cecil^said*1!’ ^ ^ ^ satisfactory to Lord Cecil, although he shared my views. 

™ n°t quite happy about the exact form of words suggested by the honourable representative of Japan. I quite agree with his object, but I do not quite like saying that 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Minutes of the Third Session. Document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, page 107. 
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anything in a treaty shall be fixed by any particular party to the treaty. The thing that 
fixes it must be the agreement between all the parties to the treaty. I suggested to him, 
and I am glad to say he agrees, that, instead of saying ‘ fixe par chaque Partie ’, you should 
say: ‘ accepts par les Hautes Parties contractantes ’, if M. Paul-Boncour has no objection 
to such a phrase.” 

I accepted this new wording proposed by Lord Cecil, which is embodied in the text adopted 
at first reading. 

In that text we agreed to say that all countries should be free to fix the period of service 
according to their special circumstances. We attach the utmost importance to this. 

The importance of this principle was emphasised by several speakers during the first reading, 
and again two days ago by several members of this Commission, including General de Marinis 
and M. Cobian. I entirely agree with them. 

We now have the Polish amendment, which proposes a uniform standard for all countries. 
I fail to see the use of fixing a uniform standard applicable to all countries. Conditions and customs 
are not the same in every country. Is it possible to apply one and the same rule to every country, 
when their conditions vary so greatly ? I do not think so. The attempt would be useless. 

If a uniform standard be accepted, as proposed by the Polish delegation, this standard will 
either be fixed very high, so as to apply to everyone, or very low, in which case it would be difficult 
for certain countries to accept it. 

If the standard be high, the result will be unsatisfactory. As you are aware, in nearly every 
country there is at the present time a tendency to reduce the period of service. 

Efforts in this direction have also been made in my country, and the period of military service 
has already been reduced from three to two years. 

If a maximum of four years, for instance, be established,this will prejudice the efforts which 
have already been made in certain countries. Those countries will say that they have done their 
utmost to reduce the period of service under the influence of the social movement and that it is 
possibly unnecessary for them to continue their efforts, in view of the maximum fixed at Geneva. 
I fear that the good intentions of certain countries would thus be weakened, and that would be 
very regrettable. 

On the other hand, if, in order to encourage the tendency to reduce the period, the standard 
is too low, the result will be just as unsatisfactory. 

In my country, for instance, we are doing our utmost to reduce the period of military 
service, but this depends on certain conditions, and we cannot bring about this 
reduction in a day. There are many things to be considered before it is possible to 
arrive at an appreciable reduction. If the Convention required us to reduce this period 
all at once, we should be faced with enormous difficulties, and therefore could not accept the 
Convention. Consequently, whether the standard is too high or too low, difficulties are bound to 
arise in the case of certain countries. 

I therefore find it very difficult indeed to agree to the fixing of a uniform standard. 

I have so far spoken only of countries in which conscription is in force, but is it possible 
to apply the Polish proposal by analogy to countries having professional armies ? Can we impose 
a uniform standard on them ? I am not well acquainted with the usual length of engagements 
in those countries, but I am certain that it varies considerably. 

I do not think there would be any use in fixing a maximum period for engagements, and full 
liberty should be left to countries in this respect. 

The same applies to countries where conscription exists. As regards the question of the period 
of service, the position of my country may possibly be somewhat different from that of other 
nations. 

In order to explain the difficulties with which we are faced, I should like to give you some 
additional information. I have told you that, on our own initiative, we have already reduced the 
period of military service. We did so having regard to social tendencies and for budgetary, financial 
and other reasons; nevertheless there is a certain limit beyond which we cannot go. 

We have to consider the best method of forming an efficient army. There are mountaineers, 
for instance, who do not even know how to put on boots; there are fishermen who are very brave 
and accustomed to facing storms and danger at sea, but who are quite unaccustomed to sleeping 
on iron bedsteads. How can you turn these men into good soldiers or sailors in a very short time ? 
If you do not turn out well-trained soldiers, what is the use of spending so much money on military 
training ? It takes a certain time to produce an efficient soldier, and this time varies according 
to the country. A period applicable to a European country cannot apply to my country. 

It must be possible for us to take into consideration all the existing circumstances, customs 
and aptitudes, and we wish to be free to fix the methods of engagements and the period of service. 
That is why, notwithstanding my good will, I find it difficult to accept the Polish amendment in its 
present form. I should greatly prefer the adoption of the text drawn up at first reading. 
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If, when the vote is taken, I am in a minority, I will give way to the opinion of the majority 
of the Commission; but, in that case, I will ask it to examine the question more closely. We are 
at present discussing the matter in the abstract; we do not know—and, moreover, this point is 
left blank in the Polish amendment—what the maximum would be. If the text drawn up at first 
reading be rejected by the Commission, I should like to know what its views are as regards the 
number of days to be inserted. 

If that point be discussed, perhaps—I would emphasise the word “ perhaps ”—certain 
apprehensions felt by some delegations may be removed. But that possibility cannot be considered 
until later, and, if my arguments have not convinced my colleagues, I should like to know what is to 
be the result of our discussion and what is to become of the text drawn up at first reading. 

^u^er® (Netherlands). I entirely agree with M. Sato. If only one figure be inserted 
m the article, it will either be too low for those countries which need a longer period 
of service or too high for others. In the face of this alternative, there is no doubt that the highest 

w111 be chosen. That will take us very far from the standard of Switzerland, for instance, 
which has 150 days for service in the infantry, and we shall doubtless approach the period of four 
or five years which the delegate of France mentioned as being in force in certain countries. 

On the other hand, if different figures are allowed for each country, it will be possible for each 
to contribute to the limitation and reduction of armaments by adopting a fairly low figure. 
Switzerland, the Scandinavian countries and the country which I represent could insert a figure 
which, for the infantry, would not exceed five, six or seven months, since those countries have 
for the infantry a period of service of 150 to 200 days, including training periods. If the amendment 
be accepted, the result will be that these figures will not appear in the Convention. 

£ ^1 sb(?uld bke to remind you of the discussion which took place in regard to this article at the first reading. I suggested myself that it would be preferable to say “ the figures ” instead of “ the 
figure , so as to enable countries in which the period of service varies in the different arms to insert 
more than one figure. This suggestion encountered a certain amount of opposition. At the meeting 
on April 1st, 1927 J, M. de Brouckere stated at the close of the discussion: 

At any rate, we are all agreed that we want at least one figure. Let us then begin bv 
registering our agreement on this point and attack the difficulty by stages. Are there any 
great drawbacks in a country’s only giving one figure ? No; because that country cannot 
secretly bring its effectives up to the maximum strength under cover of this figure, since it has 
to indicate the number of days’ duty. 

On the other hand, there may be some advantage in putting down several figures. 

au I1 here t0 the argument Put forward a moment ago by the delegate of the Netherlands. the same, there is nothing to prevent a country from giving several figures. After all 

the, C?Fvenboa lays down what a contracting party is bound to do, and it contains no clause 
forbidding that country to do more. A country will always have the right to put down as many 

gures as it wishes. We undertake to give a figure, but obviously we have a right to give more 

singul^^figm-e’frinCiple ^ dearly established there is no objection to our adopting the 

The President. I think it is now possible to say that general agreement has been 
reached on this point. 

the time ’bdnggerS (Netherlands)• “ In these circumstances, I do not press the point for 

“ The text as above was adopted. ” 

frT the Mi?utes 1 bave iust read t0 y°u shows that the present wording of the article allows more than one figure to be mentioned, and the general tendency to reduce the period 

f be stren^tb!ned by the indication, not only of the highest, but also of the lowest figure, 
if it shonM^n^n0^1 x?P

+t
thiat fhe Commission will not adopt the Polish amendment, although, 

of the articled° ’ ^ Netherlands delegation will not feel compelled to oppose the adoption 

M. Colban (Norway). — I am prepared to vote for the first paragraph of the whole text 

hTfaZ^^n/t^T^011 by the
1p

01J1I]
i;
iss

r
ion in I927) but that does no^exclude me from also voting 

it sterns a^ifhfh^T? PF'a^raP1!,of ^he Pohsh-Bntish amendment. Indeed, during the discussion, 
I can^t tbardwerSfi?f hG C2mmisslon have considered these two texts as incompatible. 
—that afi fhP that, that is the case. To my mind, it is very important to maintain the rule of 1927 
servirp T WpSl mdlca^ m the Convention what is the maximum duration of military 

1 ' ka.ve n° obJe9tion to adding to this, if the Conference can see its way to do it a general 
phrase covering all armies based upon obligatory service. general 

T Pr,obab!y uearing the point when you can take the vote, and I respectfully submit 
id0DtedU unanhnneglin Y t0 the, V°te the firSt ParagraPh of the text of Artide I, which was 
Polish-Brhd^i proposal.m ^ °f I927’ ^ °nly afterwards P^eed to the vote on the 

deleMtion^n^+h!!011 (Ya&oslavia)- should like to summarise the views of the various egations on this question. Everybody is agreed that the period of military service should 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — Minutes of the Third Session, document 0.310^.109.1927, page 108. 
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be limited and that it only remains for us to decide upon the method by which this is to be done. 
We should also bear in mind—and this is also a very important point—that the period of service 
has not been adopted as the basis of our general scheme for the limitation and reduction 
of armaments. In adopting Article A, we decided to retain as the essential principle and general 
basis of the measures of limitation and reduction, the limitation and reduction of effectives. 
As the Belgian delegate pointed out two days ago, this decision indirectly implies a certain limitation 
of the period of service. In short, we have to find some means of establishing a correlation between 
the general principle of the limitation of effectives and the unanimous desire to limit, in some way 
or another, the period of service. 

Two systems have been proposed. 

The first, which was adopted at the second reading, appears to be more in conformity with the 
essential principle for the limitation of armaments laid down in Article A—namely, the limitation 
of effectives. When all countries have accepted an aggregate figure for their land, naval and 
air effectives, it will be necessary to specify for each country the maximum period of military 
service and the maximum period of service for their different categories of arms. This will give us an 
accurate picture of the army of each country. 

The second system, proposed by the British and Polish delegations, relates to principles of a 
more general character. I am inclined to prefer this system, which seems to me to be more in 
accordance with the general desire. There is something very attractive about the idea of limiting 
the period of military service in all countries by means of a general rule. 

After hearing the observations of the Italian and Spanish delegates and the speech of M. Sato, 
who foresees further difficulties if we adopt the Polish delegation’s proposal, I think we ought to 
reflect very carefully before voting. Although, in view of the adoption of Article A, this question 
is not really of primary importance, it is of great importance in the eyes of public opinion, which 
is less acquainted with military questions. In these circumstances, it has occurred to me that it 
might be possible to adopt two alternative texts and to leave the final decision to the General 
Disarmament Conference. I do not think that there is any objection of principle to such a solution; 
but, if the Commission considers that it is bound to take a decision, I should like to make another 
sugf3estion namely, that we should consider the discussion closed after we have heard all those 
who desire to speak, and that the vote should be postponed until next week, so as to give us time 
to reflect and, if necessary, to consult our Governments. This would not really be an adjournment, 
as there would be no further discussion but only a vote. I frankly confess that, personally, I hesitate 
very much between the two solutions. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I think we have had an extraordinarily important debate 
on this subject. Let me say just one word. I cannot agree with M. Litvinoff that this is a 
matter of no importance. I think the whole of military history shows that the higher the 
standard of training that is given to troops, the more serviceable they are for purposes 
o aggression. What we want is to train all armies for defence and not for aggression, and it 
seems to me that it is desirable to limit the period of service. But I must say I have been very 
much impressed by the arguments of M. Cobian, General de Marinis, M. Sato, and others. 

think they have made a very strong case against an attempt to fix an absolutely rigid level. 
As lar as the British delegation is concerned, there is no great desire to see a fixed level unless 
i can be a low level. If it be fixed at quite an absurd figure—ten years, for instance—it would 
nave no value at all. The only purpose of our proposal was to try to keep the general 
standard of the armies of the world down to a defensive standard, and, if that is found to be 
impracticable—impracticable if you are to fix a figure which shall be acceptable to all countries 
—then I admit the matter must be reconsidered very carefully. 

I was a great deal struck by the suggestion of the Norwegian delegate: Why not have both 
sys ems embodied in the amendment ? Why not have the text which we agreed to on the 
nrst reading and add to it a limit beyond which no armies should go ? It could be done with 

, e,£’1;ea^es^ ease as a ma-tter of drafting by adding at the end of the first paragraph: “and 
um11-110 CaSe exceec^ • • • months”. It would be a figure accepted by each party and 

S ou^.m nc* case exceed so many months. I feel very much attracted by that solution, or something of the kind; indeed, before I heard the Norwegian proposal, I had myself arrived 
at the conclusion that I could only vote for the Polish and British amendment, with a clear 
conscience, if I added an intimation that, unless at the Disarmament Conference it was found 
possible to fix a low limit, the British delegation would feel perfectly free to go back to the 
proposm of the first leading, or some analogous proposal. I do think we could accept the 

o ish solution and put into our report a statement that many delegates were of opinion that 
ns would only be satisfactory if it were found possible to have a low limit; if not, they would 
e prepared to adhere to the original proposal. But, as at present advised, I think the Norwegian, 

proposal really meets both cases, and, if we could agree on that, perhaps it would be the best. 

.. quite realise the difficulty felt by the delegate of Yugoslavia, who naturally feels he would 
ike to have a little time for consideration; but I rather hope we shall get to some conclusion, 

i possible, and we could renew the consideration of the point later on if any delegations desired 
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it I hope we shall be able to arrive at the compromise suggested by the Norwegian delegation 
Ine proposal would then read: 

In each contracting State having the conscription system, the total period of service 
which the annual contingent is compelled to serve shall not exceed the figure accepted by 
each of the High Contracting Parties, and shall in no case exceed . . . months.” 

stan ? double standar<l sh°uld it be found possible to get a reasonable universal standard, and, if that were not possible, we should have the standard originally mentioned in 
the first reading text. 

qo hi!1, Bourquin (Belgium). — I quite agree with Mr. Markovitch’s suggestion, all the more 
to the PresidentrmClple’ ^ 18 m accordance Wlth a Pr0P°sal which I have just communicated 

It is obvious that we are all agreed as to the principle of limiting the period of service but 

tmd^he6 indiidduaPstimdard?3""0'^6 ^ ^ are tW° methods-the uniform standard 

advocaterfbrth^Pn^h ^ lhe Bel§ian delegation would agree to the uniform standard 
i n K,the^Pollsh delegation and supported by the British delegation, provided it was acceiited by the Commission. It is becoming more and more evident that there will be no 

Lord fVrd fav0ur; P
+
er!on.ady' 1 am very undecided and share the doubts expressed by Lord Cecil. We are confronted with a common difficulty—the impossibility of gauging accuratelv 

and completely the value of the two technical systems before us without going into figures and facts 
We shall not be able to choose the system which has the greatest advantages and the fewest 

Wf haVG be/°re .us the demands of the various Governments and know the charactenstlcs their military organisations and the figures which they propose 
Ihese facts and hgures will have to be dealt with by the Disarmament Conference7 PInPthis 
Commission we are confined to a theoretical appreciation of the situation. I therefore propose 

WeTndTeU Mark°vdch’S ^ggestion that we should give the Conference an alterna^ teU
1.
lt,that-,we are a11 agreed as to the principle but that there are two ways in which 

the scope ?fP the' Commlsiom* t0 betWeen them beCaUS6 Certain fact0rS were outside 

We would not submit a majority formula and a minority formula, but would aeree to 
present the alternatives. We have to think, not only of our own work, but ffiso of the work 
of the Disarmament Conference. We must endeavour to smooth out the difficulties for the 

a Jf adoPted a single. formula, that of the uniform standard, the draft would 
Thnt0 thf Gove™menjS invlted to send representatives to the Disarmament Conference 
auestionOVTfnfhpnrS ?Ct0rS necessary for the application of the formula in 
nni Vf * Ya ? C°nference decided that this formula was impracticable or difficult to carry out, it would have to revert to the other formula and begin the preparatory work over a^affi 

If SnnTh tihat^thlS ^1(lCOmPllCate the work of the Conference and7would waste time' If, on the other hand, we tell the Governments that there are two alternatives the delegations 
to the Conference would be prepared to deal with either alternative. delegations 

• B°rd Cecil’s suggestion, which I think is in accordance with M. Colban’s proposal is that 
t A^r °M an adernatlve, we should have a combination of the two systems M Colban and 
toradHZt?r0Sen0,taile the °f

riginaI text’ Which Provides fOT an individual standard1 and 
+m-=ddHh 1 u 6 Ti11 aiSO a uniform standard. I am afraid that, if we adopt the two forniul* 
Ip W1 com^1de f^6 disadvantages of both. If the uniform standard be adopted a very high 
thl l r11 pr°bably be fixed- If the suggestion made by Lord Cecil and M. Colban be adopted the various delegations will specify the individual standard which they require. P 

If you propose to have a uniform standard in addition to these individual standards vou will 

w^h M Rutg^S Senrn^ t0 Vi6WS °f a11 COlmtrieS' This is the drawback to 

will thusTbe OTesentwl wfth'a'rnn01 i"Stance- 'yh>ch have a very short period of military service, 
Tf Panted with a Convention providing for a maximum period of three or four vears 
looSngat tSTmatter from’thp'^ iS

f^
0m ei?ht t0 ten m°nths- Parties-Iam 

internftional pffiitfcs win on V17 °f domestlc Politics, which are an essential factor in iniernational politics—will on these grounds urge an increase in the period of service That wnnlH 
certmnly run counter to Lord Cecil’s intentions. I should therefore have some difficulty in accepting 
the combination of the two formula and should prefer an alternative aimcuItyln accepting 

suggestion in^to™ 6 f0" °f Procedure- 1 do not think it is really necessary for me to submit my 
rfaffr w ,,, of a new amendment. When I first saw the British amendment the other 
contra. tinJ’s't”,od"",rHaS TfTk’ “"r1 ventured t0 ask Lord Cecil whether the words “ in each 
Cecil replied5*W a nniformT ^ hther- wouJd be a separate standard for each country. Lord 
r^ds “for aU^die High°rWi+*an^ardr>W^.a mtended' 0n the other hand, the Polish amendment 
Stoourintentol fiS raCtmg^artle? • ■ • We must not leave any room for doubt 
explain the reasons for Cw’de c0uld

tg
ulte wel1 adopt the text of the British amendment and 

alter.1 t.w xu f Z declslon m ‘he report. The text is sufficiently elastic to cover the 
between them 686 and W6 Sh°uld Say why !t was imP°ssible for us to choose 
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M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I should not like to leave on the minds 
of the delegates the impression that the Soviet delegation is opposed to the British and Polish 
amendments in themselves. That is not the case. If a direct proposal had been made to the Soviet 
Government to reduce the term of service independently of what was happening here, we certainly 
should have responded to it willingly, the more so because more than half of the Soviet army 
consists of territorials. That is a system, very much like the Swiss militia, with a term of service 
in the first year of three months, and one month in subsequent years; so we have no grounds for 
opposing the amendment. If I speak against it, it is because I am afraid it may be the only 
achievement of this Commission in the way of disarmament. 

If the Commission would revert to the question of the limitation of trained reserves and war 
material, or if the future Conference would adopt such limitation, I would vote for reducing the 
term of service; but, as I am not sure of any such measures being adopted by the Commission 
or the Conference, I wish to abstain from voting. I only want to make quite clear the attitude 
of the Soviet delegation. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — I agree to a very large extent with my friend 
Mr. Markovitch, but I question the desirability of having two alternative texts. Would that 
not be a rather dangerous path for the Commission to take at this stage ? It is our duty, as far as 
possible, to draw up a single text. Later on we shall be faced with more difficult questions, 
and may then be obliged to draw up two alternative texts. 

If we do not, as far as possible, draw up a single text, we shall complicate the task of the 
Disarmament Conference enormously. As you know, that task will be a very heavy one. We 
have already touched on a controversial point. The scope of this controversy may be greatly 
enlarged at the Disarmament Conference. For that reason I should prefer the adoption of a single 
text, if this is at all possible. 

It is our task to prepare a method; the figures will be filled in by the Disarmament Conference. 
Ihe object of the Polish amendment is to establish a standard determined by a figure “ x”. This 
figure will be inserted by the Conference, but it will in any case have before it a definite system. 
It will be easier for the Conference to discuss this single figure rather than two alternative figures. 
In the latter case, it would be obliged to discuss both these texts in addition to fixing the 
figure “ x”. 

As I told you on Saturday, I have no enthusiasm for the Polish amendment, which I regard 
as a compromise. 

At the time, the Czechoslovak delegation recommended the adoption of Article I in its present 
form, and accordingly accepts a more drastic limitation than that provided for in the Polish 
amendment. We are prepared to accept a more stringent obligation than that resulting from the 
Polish amendment. 

I have therefore no hesitation in accepting the Polish and British proposal, in conjunction 
with the Norwegian proposal. 

I am in favour of the system laid down in Article I, and I do not think there is any objection to 
the addition proposed. I merely desire to maintain my reservations in regard to this higher level, 
which would produce a certain feeling of uneasiness, especially in countries which are endeavouring 
to reduce the period of service as far as possible. 

Ihe reduction of the period of service depend son the goodwill of the Ministry of Finance, 
because, the more closely the army resembles the professional type the greater its cost. That is 
why we are in favour of a conscript army. Apart from this, I am quite prepared to accept the 
Norwegian proposal. 

I think it should be possible to conclude this discussion fairly quickly. We could, of course, 
allow the delegations a few days to think the matter over; but, after the text of Article I is adopted, 
the question will be very simple and we could quite well accept the Polish and British proposal. 

There is another way out of this difficulty. I referred to it on Saturday. This is the method of 
publicity. If the system recommended by Lord Cecil and M. Colban does not secure the unanimous 
support of the Commission or of the majority, we might return to this idea of publicity, which 
I would then explain more fully. It is not a question of merely nominal publicity. This publicity 
would almost have the value of a treaty obligation. 

For the moment, I merely desired to draw your attention to the fact that there is another way 
out. I think it would be best to take a vote at once on the Norwegian proposal regarding Article I, 
in conjunction with the first paragraph of the British proposal or with the Polish proposal, which, 
as I understand them, are identical. 

Munir Bey (Turkey). — The Turkish delegation has decided not to vote in favour of the 
Polish and British amendment for establishing a compulsory uniform standard. 

This attitude is not dictated by any desire to avoid a limitation of the period of military 
service, since in our country, although this period is legally a year and a half, it is much shorter in prac- 
tice. We consider, however, that the result of fixing a uniform standard would be to increase the period 
of military service, because, in order to secure unanimity among the contracting Powers it would be 
necessary to adopt a relatively high maximum. For these reasons the amendment latterly moved 
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by the Norwegian delegation and supported by the British delegation is preferable to the Polish 
amendment. Nevertheless, the Turkish delegation considers that, even in this case, the desired 
result would not be obtained, because the maximum adopted would necessarily be higher than the 
period in force in most of the contracting States. As it would be possible for each Power to adopt 
the figure fixed, there might be a tendency to work up to that maximum. 

For this reason the Turkish delegation prefers the text adopted at the first reading. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — Before the vote is taken, I should like to have an explana- 
tion in regard to the British and Norwegian proposal. Unless I am mistaken, Article I, as 
adopted at the first reading, provides for the acceptance by each country of figures with a view to 
limitation, and not for a measure of publicity. For instance, in the case of country A, three months’ 
service is accepted, and, in the case of country B, six months’, etc., and these figures must be observed 
during the term of the Convention. It is now proposed to add an aggregate figure and to say that 
no country may exceed the limit, say, of fifteen months. 

What is the use of fixing an aggregate limit, since the figures accepted are three months or six 
months respectively ? I fail to see the purpose of this aggregate figure. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — After following with close attention the discussion 
in which we have been engaged, I think it is clear that a certain number of delegates are 
concerned in regard to the special circumstances of each country which might justify differences 
in the legal period of service. This principle forms the basis of the text adopted at first reading. 
On the other hand, other delegates are concerned with the danger that might arise if the legal 
period fixed were too long. With a view to limiting this legal period, it has been proposed that the 
period of service in all countries should be standardised: that is the Polish proposal. 

The two tendencies, therefore, are to allow freedom to all countries to adopt the legal period 
of service which suits them best and, on the other hand, to ensure that this period shall not be 
too long. 

The addition proposed by Lord Cecil to the text adopted at first reading meets both these 
points of view, and I accordingly support the British delegate’s proposal. 

M. Colban (Norway). — As General de Marinis has already replied to the Swedish delegate’s 
observations, I only desire to speak briefly. I think it would be a good thing to have in the first 
Convention a maximum limit fixed, even if a number of States, or most States, probably will not 
ask to go up to that maximum. It is hardly to be expected that, in our first Disarmament 
Convention, the figure we arrive at will be all that we hope for; but we must not forget that this 
is our first Convention, and that in the future—perhaps in the near future—we may have a more 
advantageous figure, and, let us hope, that we shall also see progress made in other directions, 
lhat is why I think I should rather insist that we should not only vote for the adoption of the 
first paragraph of the text of Article I, which was adopted unanimously in the spring of 1927 

and which, to my mind, is the great essential thing—but that we should also adopt the idea 
of the Polish-British proposal. 

I quite accept the draft proposed by Lord Cecil. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — It is already on record that the Canadian delegation is in favour 
of the limitation of the duration of service. I have listened with a great deal of attention to the 
presentation of the two systems which have been advocated and to the difficulties attendant 
on fixing a limit, and I heartily agree with what General de Marinis and the honourable 
representative of Norway have said. I think that there is a great gain in having the two figures 
—a tremendous gain—and in my opinion we would be most unwise if we were to separate one from 
the other. 

M. Colban has made it clear that, after all, this is a first Disarmament Convention that we 
are drawing up, and, as it is a first Disarmament Convention, probably the figures will not be all 
that we might hope they will be in ten, or twenty, or thirty years; but it seems to me that to have a 
definite agreed figure beyond which no country can go is a great gain/' 

As I have already pointed out, we are trying to prepare a text which will permit the nations 
to agree to limit the period of instruction of their trained reserves to such an extent as to make their 
use for aggression exceedingly difficult, if not impossible; and public opinion in the coming years 
will, I think, see to it that gradually there shall be laid down a period of training 
which will determine whether a given country is sincere or whether it is not. If they can fix such 
a figure as that, and I believe they can, disarmament will have made great progress. When such 
a figure has obtained general acceptance, a particular country which stands out and says, “ We 
must have a longer period ”, will be acknowledging either inefficiency or motives distinct from 
those which animate us here. If it be permitted to look into the future, I think we shall see that 
the figure after the first ten years—that is fixed for the number of days’ service, will be reduced 
progressively until it will be sufficiently short to prevent the use of trained reserves for offensive 
warfare. 

I listened on Saturday to the arguments in favour of maintaining trained reserves. Some 
of us here abstained from voting. Why did we do so ? Because we felt that it was impossible to 
obtain general agreement on a Convention wherein trained reserves would be limited. As we 
have made this concession, it seems to me that the countries retaining the conscription system 
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should be willing to limit the period of training for their conscripts. If we are going to reduce our 
armaments, it will have to be done on a basis of compromise. The Canadian delegation will therefore 
support the proposal of the Polish and British delegates, because we believe that this 
is a fundamental point and that we shall be doing something which, although it may not make 
for the greatest progress at the first Disarmament Conference, will certainly do so at 
succeeding ones. J 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). - I am very glad to see the keen interest taken 
by the Commission m the reduction of military service. This problem, like peace and 
disarmament, merits the most careful examination. Many speakers are in favour of the principle 
recommended in the British and Polish amendment. Some observations have been submitted 
m regard to the difficulties of application, and the danger of interpreting this amendment without 
taking sufficient account of the present position in regard to the period of military service. 

A certain misunderstanding appears to have arisen, and I should like to deal briefly with it. 

As regards the interpretation of the Polish amendment to paragraph i of Article I I would 
refer to the explanations which I gave you at last Saturday’s meeting. There can be no’doubt as 
to the method by which the uniform standard for the period of service will be fixed: the Conference 
will do it and will have to take into consideration all the normal requirements of national defence. 

The first thing will be to fix the maximum land, naval and air effectives of each State as 
provided for in Article A. Consequently, there will be a definite basis for fixing the common 
maximum period of service in Article I, and no contradiction can ever arise between these two 
articles of the Convention. No country can ever be put in a position of not being able to attain 
the maximum effectives allowed it under Article A. Therefore, the period of service calculated 
in this way does not represent a minimum but a theoretical maximum, justified by existing 
circumstances and the legitimate requirements of defence and security. 

As in other branches of disarmament, we cannot expect to get final results all at once and 
with regard to the limitation of the period of service in the first Disarmament Convention w’e can 
on y take a first step. As it has so often been said, we are obliged to proceed by stages * that is 
obvious It is not possible to act in any other way for all the excellent technical reasons mentioned 
by the Italian and Spanish delegates. In appearance, the first stage of fixing a figure will not seem 
a sensational advance, but this limitation will nevertheless be of the greatest importance for the 
cause of peace. ° r 

I do not think that M. Colban’s suggestion and the Anglo-Polish amendment are incompatible 
and I would also refer to the suggestion made by the Czechoslovak representative, supported 
bY . e Frencb delegate, to supplement the text by provisions concerning publicity. I would 
willingly agree to any proposal to that effect. The original text of ,the Polish amendment is 
satisfactory; but, if a provision in regard to publicity were added, this would be an improvement. 

rvo^tithei SuITie bme’ 1 prepared to accept the suggestion made by the Belgian and echoslovak delegates, to submit the two alternatives to the Conference. 

T Y1.1*1 the reservations of those speakers who were in favour of our amendment, i now turn to the objections of principle. 

thp that 1 WaS- rather surprised to hear it said that the limitation and reduction of 
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great Slze- 1 he Potential of aggression if I may say so, is immediately heightened by any period of service in excess of that which is strictly necessary. 
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for him to acquire more thorough or more extensive military knowledge. The opposite is the case 
when the period of service extends to the longest period in force to-day. A man serving for such a 
considerable period can acquire a great deal of practical and theoretical knowledge of his special 
subject. He will also have time to receive more thorough training in field service, field operations, 
liaison work and command. He will be ready for promotion at any moment to the rank of non- 
commissioned officer, and in quality he will be equivalent to the non-commissioned officers of 
conscript armies with a short period of service. His value is no longer to be compared with 
that of a private soldier in an army with a short period of service. A long period of training 
therefore affords a means of creating large camouflaged cadres which can be utilised in the case of 
emergency for the formation of new units, to an extent which is impossible for countries with a 
short period of service. 

Lastly, I should like to. draw the Commission’s attention to the advantages afforded by the 
possibility of specialisation in armies with a long period of service, more particularly in view of 
of the importance of mechanisation and the increased use of motive-power by the assaulting 
armies, which will be a characteristic of future wars. I will not go more fully into this question 
at the moment, although I would emphasise its importance from the military point of view. 

I do not think there is any further need to stress the fact—which is quite obvious—that an 
excessively long period of service is an important factor in the military strength of a country, and 
it is very difficult to speak of a reduction and limitation of armaments if at the same time the 
excessively long period of service which still exists in certain countries is to be maintained. 

Before concluding, I should, however, like to draw the attention of those who are opposed 
to the reduction and limitation of the period of service to certain other considerations. The 
reduction of the period, even in the exceptional cases in which, according to our formula, it will be 
applied, should not make it necessary for any country to enter upon an entirely new path. 

The tendency to reduce the period of service is apparent almost everywhere and may be 
regarded as a factor of social progress. All that would be necessary, therefore, would be to acce- 
lerate in exceptional cases—that is, in countries'which have lagged behind for some reason—- 
a movement which already exists in them all. 

I now come to another point. There is an interconnection between the periods of service 
in the various countries, and the period in force in one country affects the period in neighbouring 
countries. Let us take the case of a country which, owing to an excessively long period of 
active service—say four or five years—becomes in peace-time a nation of soldiers or a nation 
with a large professional army. What will be the effect of this state of affairs on neighbouring 
countries ? It is obvious that their attempts to restrict the period of service will be greatly 
hampered and may even prove impossible. 

There is yet another question, that of moral pacification—a factor of primary importance 
in the problem of disarmament. It is essential that every effort should be made to bring about 
this pacification. I would draw your attention to the fact that the maintenance of an excessively 
long period of service in certain countries—from four to five years’ service in the active army— 
alarms public opinion in every country owing to the threat to peace which it involves. 

Another argument advanced against the reduction of excessive periods of service is that 
this reduction might bring about an increase in the number of effectives called up. 

I doubt whether this would be the case in the majority of countries. I have already 
referred to the tendency to reduce the period of service which is apparent in all countries on 
the Continent. In those countries the reduction of the period of service has not brought about 
an increase in the number of effectives, for the simple reason that the whole of the annual 
contingent had already been called up. 

I admit that in certain special cases, although these are very few, this increase might occur. 
As the result of the adoption of our maximum limit, a Power might be obliged to reduce its 
period of service and at the same time have available a part of the contingent which had not 
yet been called up. A country in this situation might perhaps be tempted to make good the 
loss in the number of average daily effectives by increasing the proportion of the contingent 
liable for service. In such case it would be possible for the country in question to set off the 
reduction in the period of service by an increase in another element. The omission of the 
principle of limitation of the period of service would not, however, prevent this contingency. 

In short, a long period of service enables more thorough and extensive general and technical 
training to be given to the men. They can be made more efficient and more perfectly adapted 
to the part which they will be called upon to play in time of war. A specific and deep impression 
is made on their esprit de corps. The soldier acquires the status of a non-commissioned officer 
ready to take command at any moment. In this way it is possible for a country to obtain an 
almost unlimited number of trained non-commissioned officers for cadres. This system places 
at the disposal of the country which adopts it the large number of specialists necessary to handle 
the new implements of war efficiently and such men will be essential for the future armies of 
assault—the armies of aggression making surprise attacks. 

It seems to me that these facts are only too obvious. Neither experts nor the man in the 
street will understand a speaker who maintains that a reduction of excessive periods of compulsory 
service in conscript armies is not in the interest of disarmament and peace, 
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1^:,P?litis (Greece) — This discussion being about to close, I think it is time to explain 
the attitude my delegation proposes to take up. explain 

We have before us a text adopted at the first reading, and—it is well to remember—a rl™wi 
unanimously. In the course of this long second reading discussion we have endeavoured to 
make an improvement m the text adopted. We have had in view the principle of hmiW the 
period of service. That principle is already embodied in Article I, of the first reading 8text 
with provision for individual application of the principle. The improvement, to which it is 
now proposed to have recourse takes the form of a general provision for what has hist been 
called a uniform standard for all the contracting parties. 

, +1
Y°U haJe f6*1?16 diffic^lties which arise when it is proposed to apply a uniform standard to the period of military service. As has been pointed out more than once in the course of the 

ft in the nsk’ if ^ Wish t0 retain this idea ^ a uniform standard of maW It too high This danger is not eliminated by the combined method proposed by’M. Colban 
and accepted by Lord Cecil. If you begin to take into account the requirements o^f each State 
by laymg down that m any case the maximum period of service is not to exceed so many days 
that maximum will be fixed at a figure which will cover all the individual statements of require- 
ments previously indicated. In the end, therefore, this combined system arrives at the same 
actual result as the fixing of a uniform standard. The uniform standard may be put fairlv 
igh, and I for my part am afraid that the countries which are at present tending—and that 
o an increasing extent—to go still further in the direction of limitation, may find the fixing 

internal doImcs t' ^ ‘1^ Psycllological standpoint and from the standpoint of 
oftw P°™?s—*h ‘ 1 Say’. When they find an international convention, of the importance 
°{

r ‘
hat .°“ whlch ™ are

T
at work, fixing a limit higher than the limit which they haveLlready 

accepted m principle. It will be difficult for the Governments of such countries to ask the 
national legislatures to go lower than the limit already accepted. 

serviced eTJhtoln T examP^: ^ law at Present in force in Greece fixes military 
• 1 ghteen months; but m practice the period is never more than fourteen months 

in practice0of anotUmn?ent0hf &Xrg * Legislation at twelve months, with an effective service 
convention of this L +than ten m°n*hs- J maat very frankly say that, if an international vention of this importance were to fix the uniform standard, even at a moderate figure I 
am not thinking of ten or five or three years, but of two years or eighteen months I believe 

accept'the D^osS^or ^d L® Gov®rTent °f my C°Untry t0 ask tke nationai legislature to accept the proposal for reduction which is at present contemplated. 

, • ougfj . am attracted by the idea of a limitation of military service by means of a con- vention and in a generalised form, I think, for the reasons I have given and remembering that 

text ^ TWSf 1 mnemi fU the most Prudent course is to adhere to the first reading 
the Conferenced^ thP H66’ rh0Uld ^u^136 a sudden movement of international solidarity in the Conference m the direction we all desire, to recognise the possibility of fixing a uniform 
standard at a low figure and accepting it. But in the meanwhile I think it is best to accept 

courlfand ‘for mTmrt5!^68*^ “1 *1? iT* adoPted at the first reading- That is the wiser course ana, lor my part, I propose to hold to it. 

for ufto^cklrifXjwrst^6 ^ WhiCh diSCUSSi°n haS reaChed is necessary 

• ,M* 1>°!,tlt T35 iust stated the position of the problem very clearly, but there is an essential point to which I ventured to draw attention at the close of my remarks of the day before vesterdav 
which has not been mentioned this morning. 7 y Detore yesterday> 

The question I asked the day before yesterday is this: Are we really in aereernont on the 

navy o^ah fOTce1?SThatannUal cont‘nfnt
f
of a country as a whole- whether servfng in the army, navy or air torce ? That is an essential, a fundamental, point. y 

for the renTifremStLf1 dtha that the Coave.nt‘on ouSht to have a certain elasticity in order to allow lor the requirements of the navies and air forces—and on the understanding also that the onlv 
limitation proposed is the limitation of the legal period of service Sut any question of 

under1 the (mnditions^set Lth^Af 1 ^ fr<™ ha™g -00^ to volun^yTnlistaent 
introducing the MefJ f"f

h Ar*?1®, H~we thought that the Polish-British formula, introducing the idea of a uniform standard at a fairly high figure, might facilitate agreement; 
-Cut i Still do not know how we stand m this matter; and, before deciding whether I shall 

Pdish'arnendment61 want trTh "Wth* ^ -adtaS or adhere to my acceptance of the ronsn amendment, I want to have light thrown on this fundamental point. 

the obsheervationsdtptDe7inIgti1nnth |M' MaSSigH is Per
A
fecdIy right- We have hitherto disregarded me ooservations appearing m the margin opposite Article I (first reading text): 

™sAriiCle has
f

n^t been di,scussed in connection with naval and air effectives, 
conditions ^ ^ °£ thiS mUS* ^ inthe Sam® 

I would ask you to be good enough to state whether this article is to apply under the same 
conditions to land, naval and air forces. M. Sato also referred to this point oCsaturday 

M M^stlfLonld^he'f El”Pire>- — T11®. only satisfactory way of giving an answer to 
was the so .7 a b a i,PLS0Xe W°rds lnt° th® amendment making it quite clear what 
^iferenre wheX deSIrei L IL LmmiSSIOn- For my Part' U does not seem to me to make any 
take the pChshC y°a L th®,°ld ,sysje“ .or th® "ew system. You have to settle whether you e the Polish amendment or the old drafting, and to decide whether it is to apply to all three 
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branches of the armed forces or only to land forces. It should, however, be quite easy to insert 
the total period of service which the total annual contingent is compelled to serve, whether by 
land, sea or air, and to put in some words which would make it quite clear. We can vote on that, 
and M. Massigli can form his own judgment as to the action he ought to take in consequence of 
that decision. 

The President. — The words “ whether by land, sea or air ” will have to be inserted. 
M. Massigli points out to me that what we have to do is first to establish the principle, and that 
we can settle the wording later. 

M. Sato (Japan). — In principle I accept the French proposal of applying the same 
rule for the period of service to all three categories of armed forces, provided always 
that the first reading text is adopted, and each State is accordingly left complete freedom to fix 
the period of service. 

I am dubious, however, as to the application of this rule. Its application will be easy in a 
country where the period of service is one and the same in all three categories of the armed forces; 
but where there are differences in the periods of service, that is no longer the case. In my country 
the longest period of service in the army is two years in the cavalry and artillery; but in the 
navy the longest period of service is three years. 

If the figure of three years be put in in the place left blank in the text, a difficulty will arise 
for the army—viz. that to which M. Politis drew attention, and which I had in mind when I spoke 
on the Polish amendment this morning. 

I think it will be necessary to specify a fixed period of service for each of the three categories 
of the armed forces, for the army, navy, and air force. Perhaps someone will let me know whether 
my idea is right or not. Generally speaking, and in principle, I accept the French proposal. 

The President. — Before calling upon the next speaker, I suggest that, if we say “ the 
figures ” instead of “ the figure ”, that will cover every supposition. 

General de Marinis (Italy). —The Italian delegation is prepared to accept the extension 
of this provision to the annual contingents of the three categories of the armed forces, by land, 
sea and air; but it is obvious that, in this case, it will be necessary to say " the figures ”, because 
there will be different periods of service in the army, navy, and air force. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — General Kasprzycki himself admits that his proposal 
involves a certain logical corollary. If we accept it as it stands, a country with a certain 
population will be able to have effectives of several million men with the colours throughout 
the year. This would be inconsistent with our conception of disarmament. M. Politis has wisely 
pointed out that what is essential for us is Article I. Without Article I we cannot make any 
substantial progress. 

As regards the Norwegian proposal, I think we should first vote on Article I and see what 
majority it gets. I think M. Colban is in agreement with me on this point. It is understood that 
Article I will be put to the vote with the slight amendment which the French delegation considers 
necessary. We might then have a further discussion, or vote on the Polish-British proposal. 

The President. — According to strict procedure, we ought to vote on the proposed 
amendments first; but I think M. Fierlinger’s proposal is very sound. 

M. Massigli (France). — I should like to know whether, once the vote has been taken 
under the conditions indicated, it will be open to us to give explanations with regard to our 
vote on the addition of the amendment proposed by M. Colban and Lord Cecil—with 
regard to the introduction of a second maximum establishing a uniform standard—to the first 
paragraph of Article I. 

The President. — Certainly. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I withdraw my proposal for recommending the two 
systems as alternatives to the Disarmament Conference, in view of the argument as to the 
rules of procedure and in view of the fact that we have to establish a single text. 

I do not, however, withdraw anything of my arguments, which the representative of 
Belgium has been good enough to support. 

It is suggested that we should first vote on system No. i, and then add system No. 2. I 
confess frankly that I have tried in vain to reconcile these two systems and I am astonished 
to find the Commission is prepared to be unanimous on the point. I should like to counter 
that unanimity with an argument of a general nature, a legal argument. I do not understand 
how it is possible to compel a country, the Kingdom of Yugoslavia for example, which accepts 
eighteen months as the maximum period of compulsory service, to adhere to that period under 
paragraph 1, when in paragraph 2 the maximum limit is being fixed at two years. As I see 
the position, paragraph 2 cancels the obligations of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia in respect of 
the maximum of eighteen months. I should be very grateful to those who are in favour of this 
system if they would explain to me what will be the position of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia in 
this case. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — I think there is a misunderstanding. M. Colban’s 
proposal was to vote on Article I and on the principle advanced by the Polish and British 
delegations. We have found that paragraph 1 of the British proposal should be interpreted 
as being identical with the Polish proposal. The British proposal appears to involve a contra- 
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diction to which attention has already been drawn It is a rasp of q mi ^ 
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is given for the period of service in a country for the three categories of armaments, that will lead 
to difficulties. I quoted the case of my own country, in which the period of active service is two 
years in the case of the army and three years in the case of the navy. If we take the figure" three 
years ” only and apply it to all the categories, the soldiers will say—that is what was in 
M. Politis’ mind, as it is in mine—“ Why make the period of military service any lower ? ” I should 
like to strengthen the tendency in the direction of cutting down the period of military service; 
but to give three years as the period of service in the Japanese army will not only not strengthen 
the tendency to reduction, but will rather strengthen the tendency to an increase. 

For this reason I cannot agree with the French proposal. It might be possible to consider 
leaving each country a free hand in this matter. France might perhaps give a single figure for all 
categories, while other countries (like my own) would give three different figures, or two different 
figures, for the three categories. Perhaps that is a possible way out of the difficulty. 

The President. — I think the wording, on which we are about to vote, covers all the cases 
you have in mind. 

M. Sato (Japan). — M. Massigli does not accept it. 

M. Massigli (France). — I did not say I did not accept it. I said that, if three figures are 
to be inserted, a number of States will be compelled to put the same figure in all three columns. 

Vote on Revised Wording for Article I, Paragraph i. 

The President. — I put the following wording to the vote: 

“ In each contracting State having the conscription system, the total period of service 
which the annual contingent is compelled to serve—whether by land, sea or air— shall not 
exceed the figures accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties. 

This was adopted unanimously, the German and Soviet delegates abstaining. 

Vote on Article I, Paragraph 2 

The President. — I now put to the vote the Anglo-Norwegian proposal to add to the 
wording we have just accepted the following: " and shall in no case exceed .... months.” 

M. Colban (Norway). — It should not be called the Anglo-Norwegian proposal, but the 
Anglo-Polish proposal. Do not give me an honour which really does not belong to me. On the 
other hand, I am prepared to vote in favour of that proposal. 

General de Marinis (Italy). —The Italian delegation is prepared to accept the extension 
of this provision to the annual contingents of the three categories of armed forces. But it is 
clear that, in this case, we ought to give the three figures, because the period of service will not be 
the same in the land, sea and air forces. 

M. Massigli (France). — I should like to say in a few words why I think it unnecessary 
to add the proposal which has been called the Anglo-Norwegian proposal—I do not 
know whether it should still be so described—to the text we have voted. M. Politis has given 
excellent reasons for not doing so; but I should like the Commission fully to 'realise how the 
text we have just voted will operate. 

What will happen at the time of the Conference ? The Governments will put forward their 
demands for effectives. In fixing the numbers they will start, not with the idea of what the contin- 
gents are to be, but with the idea of what their minimum requirements are. Further, the Convention 
will be in force over a more or less lengthy period, in which there may, and indeed certainly will, 
be very important variations in the strength of the annual contingents in the case of a number 
of countries, because this period will reflect—from a distance of twenty years—a tragic moment 
in the history of the world and of Europe. 

When they come to put in the figures for duration of service, to which they bind themselves 
under Article I, the Governments will take this situation into account. As elements for determining 
their attitude, they will have the average daily effectives considered necessary, the possibilities 
in regard to recruiting regular soldiers, and, thirdly and lastly, the annual contingent. It is in 
accordance with these three elements—plus the necessary margin—that they will state the maximum 
period of service which they undertake not to exceed. 

Discussion will perhaps follow on this matter; but in the end there will either be no convention 
or an agreement will be reached stabilising the figures X, Y or Z which have been given. 

The members of the Conference will represent a large number of countries. They will be led, 
in the light of the explanations given, to consider different figures for the different States; and we 
know already that, both for the reasons which I have given and for reasons of a social and political 
character to which reference has been made in the course of this discussion, the same figure will 
not be put down by everyone. Of the forty or fifty figures which will be put down, there will be 
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The proposal was adopted by seven votes to six, with some abstentions. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I wish to state that I abstained from voting. 

The meeting rose at 1.30 p.m. 

FIFTH MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, November nth, igjo, at io a.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

16. Discussion on Chapter I: Effectives. — Article I (continuation). 

The President. — We will continue with Article I. 
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, ot course, be mentioned, not only in the Minutes, but also in the report. 
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Amendment by the British Delegation to the Second Paragraph. 

The President. — You have had the text of the British delegation’s amendment1 

It proposes to add to the original text the following words: “ . . . and each of such 
numbers of days shall be specified 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I need not detain the Commission for more than a moment. 
The object of this amendment is perfectly obvious. It is simply to give additional information. 
I do not think that there is anything more to be said about it, and I beg to move that a vote be 
taken on it. 

M. Massigli (France). — Lord Cecil’s proposal is no doubt a proposal for publicity. If it 
were intended for any purpose of limitation, that would hamper the Governments by preventing 
them, during the validity of the Convention, from varying the periods of reserve or active service 
inside the limits of the total period of service. It appears to me necessary to state that this is a 
publicity proposal. Each of these numbers should be shown in the annual statements for which 
provision is made in Article IA. 

When we come to consider the question of publicity, I shall ask for a corresponding provision 
for publicity in the case of professional armies. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I agree. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I also agree with M. Massigli. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I also agree with the French delegation. 

The amendment by the British delegation, with the addition proposed by M. Massigli, was adopted 
unanimously. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — The drafting will be settled later, no doubt. 

The President. — Yes. M. Massigli has handed in the wording he proposes. It is in the 
following terms: 

“ . . . service during the periods of instruction which he undergoes; and each of 
such number of days shall be specified in the annual statements provided for in Article I A.” 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I agree with Lord Cecil’s suggestion to postpone the final 
drafting of the text until later. If we adopt the Article as proposed now, we shall be referring 
to Article IA. But I do not think it is our intention to define a point of this kind in Article IA. 
It will therefore be necessary to give another reference. 

The President. — M. Rutgers’observation appears to me well-founded. It will be preferable 
to follow Lord Cecil’s proposal and postpone the drafting till later. 

Agreed. 

17. Request by the Swedish Delegate in regard to the drawing up of the Tables 
provided for in Article A and other Articles. 

M. West man (Sweden). — Before we finish with Article I, I would ask the Bureau to be 
good enough to draw up the various tables for which Article A and other articles provide. 
It will be very interesting to see whether the provisions of Article H are sufficient, or whether it is 
necessary to add anything to it in order to be able to proceed with the tables. 

The President. — I may remind M. Westman that the discussion on Article H is not 
yet finished. 

18. Limitation of Material — Land Armaments —^Procedure. Discussion on Resolution 
adopted by the Preparatory Commission on May 4th, 1929 (Sixth Session 
(First Part)).2 

. T*1® President. — As the Commission will remember, this question was considered at 
length on the second reading. On May 4th, 1929, the great, majority of the Commission passed the 
following resolution on the limitation of land armaments: 

( The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, 
(I Hciving rejected the systems of direct limitation of material in service and in stock; 

noted that the system of indirect limitation (limitation of the expenditure on 
material) did not meet with general assent: 

.... .-Defiles that the limitation and reduction of material must be sought by means of 
publicity of expenditure, which will be dealt with in examining Article DA* of the text 
adopted at the first reading.” 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See page 36. 
2 Note by the Secretariat. — See document C.195.M.74.1929.IX—Minutes of the Sixth Session 

page 179. (First Part), 
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M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I would remind the Commission 
that, in my first speech, I moved the re-examination of the question of the limitation of armaments 
as one of the three cardinal points of the draft Convention. It is true that it has been ruled that 
the Commission may re-examine certain points during the third reading only. I, for my part, 
would prefer to have the discussion now, because the decision which we may take on land arma- 
ments will affect our discussions and decisions on a number of other points of the draft Convention. 
Supposing we do decide to put a certain limitation on land armaments, the question of publicity 
would still come up, but in quite a different light. Any such decision would also greatly affect 
the question of limitation of budgetary expenditure. I think the only efficacious way to limit 
armaments is the direct way and not budgetary limitation, which, in my view, is not sufficient. 
The decision on this point will determine the whole attitude of my delegation to the rest of the 
draft Convention. I would therefore ask the Commission to agree to discussion being taken 
up on this point now, without further delay. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I should like to know, after the statements which have 
been made, whether the discussion can now begin on this question. 

The President. — It was my intention to open the discussion on this point, but at a more 
opportune moment. We have now before us a proposal by General de Marinis, supported by 
M. Litvinoff, for the discussion to take place now. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I do not wish to raise any objection of procedure to the 
su§§esfioris which have just been put forward. It is of quite secondary importance, in my view, 
whether we discuss now or at a later meeting the questions which we debated at great length and 
in a very conciliatory atmosphere last session. At the same time, on behalf of the Yugoslav 
delegation, and in the interest of our proceedings, I venture to say that, the question of the 
limitation of material having been settled last session, we should now direct all our efforts to 
giving practical effect to the principle of the limitation of effectives. If the Commission loses itself 
in the search for supplementary measures, it will weaken a decision which, if really put into 
practice, will lead to disarmament. 

I venture to repeat what I said last session. It must not be forgotten that this programme 
of disarmament, on which we are at work, is not made up of subtle technicalities, but is governed 
by certain political conditions and certain international situations, and is subject to the existence 
of a peaceful atmosphere; for this reason I believe our efforts should be directed, in the sense of 
the decisions of the last Assembly, towards the drafting of a Convention which all countries can 
accept, and I think this draft should endeavour to give effect to the essential principles which we 
have already adopted. 

When discussing this question I reminded the Commission that the limitation of effectives 
implies at the same time the limitation of material. 

The President. — That is going rather too much into the substance of the question. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I will say no more. I only wish to say that the limitation 
of effectives implies the limitation of material. Having made that point, I will add that I am 
not opposed to discussion. I think procedure should be very wide and elastic: but I do not 
see the use of discussing again questions we have already settled. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — I will not touch on the substance of the discussion. I will confine 
myself strictly to the question of procedure. 

We took a decision on this question of procedure at our first meeting and, failing proof to 
the contrary, we ought to conform to that decision. What was our decision ? 

It was this, that questions settled on the second reading in 1929 should not, in principle, 
be reopened, unless in the case of exceptional circumstances and, in such case, they should be 
taken at the end of the discussion. 

We decided on two things: First, not to reopen questions already settled, and secondly, 
if they are to be reopened, to reopen them at the end of the discussion. Questions which have 
not been settled on the second reading we take as they come. 

I will re-read the text of the decision of 1929 in regard to the limitation of material. It is that 
which the President read just now: but I venture to recall its wording. It makes an extremely 
clear distinction between direct limitation and indirect budgetary limitation. 

As regards direct limitation, the question was settled on the second reading in 1929: there 
can be no dispute as to that. I will read: 

“ The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, 
“ Having rejected the systems of direct limitation of material in service and in stock ...” 

There can be nothing clearer than that: the question has been settled. But the question 
of indirect budgetary limitation has not been settled; the wording of the text is altogether different. 
It says: 

“ Having noted that the system of indirect limitation (limitation of the expenditure 
on material) did not meet with general assent, 
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" Decides that the limitation and reduction of material must be sought by means of 

publicity of expenditure ..." 

That means, as I understand it, that it was agreed to say that publicity was necessary: 
but it was not agreed to reject indirect limitation—^., limitation of budgetary expenditure.’ 
It was merely stated that there was no unanimity on the principle of indirect limitatiom I think 
I am therefore giving a sound interpretation of the 1929 decision when I say that the principle of 
indirect budgetary limitation still remains open, and that the only question we should consider 
as settled, short of exceptional circumstances, is the question of direct limitation. 

That, I take it, is how the question stands. 

M. Politis (Greece). — I venture to speak, because of the reference to the discussion of 1929, 
over which I had the honour to preside. 

M. Bourquin’s recollection of what happened is accurate in almost every respect; but I am 
afraid the Minutes do not reproduce the psychological aspect of the proceedings at that moment. 
With your permission I will summarise the position. 

First, a great majority of the Commission was agreed to reject the system of direct limitation 
of material. 

Secondly, the attempt was made to arrive at limitation by the indirect budgetary method, 
and there was a strong current of opinion in the Commission in favour of acceptance of this system! 
But there was also strong opposition, and on this second point the Commission took no decision. 

When it was suggested that it might be possible to arrive at indirect limitation by what I 
may perhaps call another indirect method—that is to say, by publicity of credits the 
Commission confined itself to introducing finally in the resolution, to which M. Bourquin has 
just referred, an expression of opinion that the limitation of material should be sought by 
means of the system of publicity of credits which means that, in 1929, the Commission 
was of opinion that there was no majority either for direct limitation or for indirect limitation 
in limiting the credits which each country entered in its budget for military material, but that 
there was a method even more indirect (if possible)—namely, the method of publicity of credits, 
which would allow public opinion to exercise pressure on the States not to continue indefini- 
tely increasing their expenditure on war material. 

That is the situation. But the problem is so serious—and so largely dependent on the solution 
reached on this point—that we should not be held up by considerations of procedure. We should 
put out of our minds our decision as to what we should, in principle, do at the beginning of this 
session. We should recur to that rule, which is a fundamental rule of every assembly—namely, 
that we are at any moment the master of our own agenda. 

I think the Commission would be well advised if it would now ignore all it has done up to the 
present, whether in respect of substance or of procedure, and decide to discuss the substance of 
this question now. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). -— M. Politis has recalled the psychological atmosphere of the 
discussion in 1929, in which I had no part. I have read the decision taken at the close of the 
discussion then, and I find that it makes a very clear distinction between direct and indirect 
limitation. 

If I have drawn attention to this point of procedure, it was by no means with the intention 
of stifling discussion. I will never do that. 

The President. — I have no doubt of that, M. Bourquin. 

M. Massigli (France). I think M. Politis, in what he has just said, has given an accurate 
summary of the situation. If the Commission wishes to reopen the whole discussion, it can do 
so. I will even say it should do so. There have been certain fluctuations in the position, and 
certain changes of opinion may have taken, shape. The discussion must be reopened 
The only question is: When ? I think, with all respect to Lord Cecil, that there would 
be great advantage in following the order suggested by our President. Last year we found 
that, when the question of indirect limitation was broached, there were signs of opposition. We 
were told: “ Let us see first what results may be expected from publicity ! ” No doubt publicity 
is an inadequate minimum in many respects—I have said so myself—but I think that, if we 
begin by considering what we can do in this field, we shall have new arguments with which to 
convince the adversaries of the other systems of direct or indirect limitation, as and when the 
system of publicity is shown to be insufficient. 

We should begin then by taking a decision on the question of publicity, which is the extreme 
minimum. That being done, when we come to the third reading we can take up the question 
again as a whole. 

If, however, the Commission decides otherwise, I shall of course bow to its decision. 

19. Observation of One Minute’s Silence in Memory of all those killed in the Great War. 

The President. — It is now eleven o’clock and it is November nth. In memory of all those 
who fell in the great war, I request you to rise and remain silent for one minute. 

(The members of the Commission rose and remained silent for one minute.) 
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20. Limitation of Material. —Land Armaments. — Procedure (continuation). Discussion 
on Resolution adopted by the Preparatory Commission on May 4th, 1929 (Sixth 
Session, First Part) (continuation). 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I quite agree with the conclusion at which M. Politis has 
arrived, and that is that we had better take the discussion immediately; but these questions 
of procedure are never very important, and I would agree whichever course is taken. But I 
want to be clear on this point, that these methods of limitation are not mutually exclusive. All 
of us would be in favour of publicity, because it already exists and we add nothing new by it. 
If the Commission is in favour of budgetary limitation, that does not exclude specific limitation; 
you may have all three systems. The only thing I am anxious about is that we should not 
have two or three discussions on this question, but that we should dispose of it in one discussion, 
and I do not mind whether it arises out of direct or indirect or budgetary limitation, but let us 
have a discussion which will settle quite definitely what principles we should have in this 
Convention. Seeing that this is a matter which excites a great deal of interest out of doors, and 
in order that we should not appear to be evading the question, I am in favour of beginning the 
discussion immediately. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — I should like to state the arguments in favour of very 
strict limitation of our discussion. 

We have left our President discretionary powers to re-open the discussion on particular 
points. In this special case, a new fact has been mentioned. I consider Mr. Gibson’s statement 
to be a new fact, allowing us to return to the point we had reached at the time when there was a 
very strong majority in process of formation on the very important question of the indirect 
limitation of material. The publicity proposal is really a step backwards. 

I feel we should always endeavour to find ways of going forward—not backward; and, if 
Mr. Gibson’s statement allows us to take a step forward, I think we should return to this question 
in such a form as will allow of a majority being formed in the Commission. If we were to desire 
once again to take a backward step, I think that would be a very grave mistake, since we should 
thus run the risk of a recrudescence of the barren discussions which have lasted for so many years. 

I think, therefore, the discussion should be resumed within very strict limits. We should only 
go back to the point at which there is a prospect of obtaining the support of a very large majority 
of the Commission. 

When should we resume the discussion ? According to the British proposal it should be when 
we discuss Chapter V. The Czechoslovak delegation will bow to the decision of the majority. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I share entirely M. Massigli’s standpoint. I attach great importance 
to his statement, for the French delegation, and in particular M. Massigli’s predecessor, M. Paul- 
Boncour, were the first to raise the proposal for indirect limitation of material. In spite of that, 
M. Massigli has told us that he is disposed to follow the procedure which we adopted at the beginning 
of our session. I agree with him entirely. Important as the question of the limitation of material 
is, I see no reason to make an exception to the procedure we have followed up to the present. 
Professor Bourquin has given us his interpretation of last year’s decision, and he is certainly 
better qualified than I am to interpret texts. Nevertheless, I do not entirely agree with his 
opinion in this matter. He makes a distinction between the word " rejected ” in the first part 
of the resolution and the phrase “ did not meet with general assent ” in the second part. He 
said that the word “ rejected ” shows that direct limitation was entirely dropped, whereas indirect 
limitation, in the second paragraph, was merely held over. I think, on the contrary, that the 
expression in the second paragraph means the same thing, and that it is only a different way of 
expressing the same thought, the same meaning. What concerns us primarily is the decision. 
The first two paragraphs are preamble, which cannot reverse the sense of the decision itself; and 
the decision says that we should look to publicity of expenditure for a solution of the question of 
reduction of material. 

We defer to this decision, which was taken last year by a large majority. We see no reason 
at the present time for diverging from it. I was very embarrassed therefore when I heard 
M. Politis explanations a moment ago. I assisted in the adoption of the procedure at the beginning 
of this session of the Commission, and I am very anxious to maintain the same procedure until 
the end of the session. If, as M. Politis has suggested, the Bureau itself proposes some deviation 
from the procedure already adopted, I am very much afraid we shall not know where we stand. 

I propose therefore, with M. Massigli, that we follow the same procedure, and, at a suitable 
moment by which I mean, the third reading—we shall all be ready, including my own delegation, 
to begin the discussion of the substance of the question. 

But, even with this procedure, I should like to urge the Commission to reflect. The question 
of direct limitation of material having been rejected, as M. Bourquin reminded us a moment ago, 
we shall achieve nothing if we now raise it again, except the addition of another fifty pages or so 
to the Minutes. That is really not worth while, and, for this reason, I wish to urge the Commission 
not to enter now upon this question of the limitation of material, because that will inevitably 
raise the question of direct limitation, which I want to avoid at all costs. Wtien we come later 
to another chapter, we shall be able to confine ourselves to the discussion of the indirect limitation 
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of material. I accordingly suggest that the Commission should follow the procedure we have 
adopted up to the present. 

Proposal by the British Delegation. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I was going to ask the Commission to come to a decision now 
It is a question of procedure and we must decide it one way or the other. I take it there is 
doubt about M. Politis’ principle that the Commission is always the master of its own procedur , 
whatever resolutions it may have arrived at, and the first question, it seems to me, is whether we 
shall embark on the discussion of this question of material now or at some future time I 
propose, in order to test the feeling of the Commission, to move that the question of the 
limitation of material be considered forthwith ”. If somebody ^wishes to propose a modification 
of that, they can move for some other word than ‘ forthwith namely, after the discussion 
of other subjects. 

I also wish to move, and to this I attach great importance: ‘ That m the discussion the three 
methods of publicity, budgetary, and direct limitation be in the first instance considered together . 
I am afraid I cannot agree with M. Sato’s suggestion that we can put aside any one of these 
methods. I am not going to argue the question of procedure. I am quite confident that to do 
that would expose this Commission to the strongest animadversion outside—and personally 1 
should feel inclined to join in that animadversion—because this is really a vital part of disar- 
mament. I have come to the conclusion in the last eighteen months that, unless you can limit 
material in some way, the proceedings of this Commission, and the proceedings of the Disarmament 
Conference, are really not worth while going on with at all. How you are going to do it is another 
matter, but the limitation is the vital, essential thing. That is the view my Government 
takes. Therefore I could not agree to any system by which we were going to put aside any part 
of that discussion. I think it is essential that the discussion should take place once and for all. 
I do not really mind whether we begin it to-day, or next week, or the week after; but let us fix 
now the time either now or, if that be not thought desirable, then at some fixed date—namely, 
after we have been through the rest of the draft Convention. 

I do not care which way you settle it, and, to test the feeling of the Commission, I will move 
first that the question of the limitation of material be considered forthwith. If anyone desires 
to move an amendment to that, I personally shall not be violently opposed to it. 

The President. — As M. Politis and Lord Cecil have said, the Commission is always master 
of its own procedure. In my capacity as President I shall uphold the procedure adopted until 
such time as it is replaced by another. Lord Cecil’s proposal appears to me the simpler. 
I should like to put it to the vote at once, as it will clear up the situation. But there are three 
speakers who have applied to speak on the question. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I support fully the proposal of 
Lord Cecil. I only wish to be clear that, when he is moving that the discussion should take place 
forthwith, he means by that a re-examination of the decision adopted at the second reading. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — My idea was that we should discuss the whole thing, the 
matter being so important—even the decisions we came to on the second reading. I do not want 
two discussions; I want the whole discussion to take place once and for all. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — After what Lord Cecil has said, I support his motion. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). •— The explanation which has just been given us completely 
alters the substance of the proposal; and we should reflect before we proceed to vote. I do not 
think Lord Cecil is altogether logical, because he himself proposed to discuss these points when 
we came to consider Chapter III or Chapter V. There are three forms of procedure accordingly 
before us—immediate discussion, discussion under Chapter III and discussion under Chapter V. 
I admit the importance of M. Sato’s arguments. In our discussions we should always adopt a 
half way solution; and, in this case, the half way solution is to take the discussion under Chapter III. 
By adopting this procedure we shall avoid much barren debate. I make these explanations in 
order to explain why I shall abstain from voting. 

The President. — I put Lord Cecil’s proposal to the vote. If it be rejected, we shall have 
to decide whether the question is to be discussed under Chapter III or under Chapter V. 

The British delegation’s proposal was adopted by fourteen votes for to six against. 
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21. Discussion on Chapter II: Material. — Section I: Land Armaments. 

First Reading} 

Observations 
and Reservations. 

The delegation of 
the United States of 
America makes a 
general reservation on 
the failure to include 
provisions for the limi- 
tation of material both 
in the hands of forces 
serving with the 
colours and reserve 
material of land and 
air forces. 

Article TA. 

The delegations of 
Italy and Japan make 
a general reservation 
as regards limitation 
of material proposed 
in Article TA (Ger- 
man draft). 

(German Draft.) (French Draft.) 

The High Contracting Parties 
agree to limit the maximum mate- 
rial of their land forces in service 
and in reserve to the figures fixed 
in Table annexed to the present 
Convention. 

TABLE. 

Quantity of 
ammunition 

for the various 
arms (rifles, 

machine-guns, 

x. Rifles or carbines 
2. Machine-guns and 

automatic rifles. . . 
3. Guns, long and short, 

and howitzers of a 
calibre below 15 cm . 

4. Guns, long and short, 
and howitzers of a 
calibre of 15 cm. or 
above   

5. Mortars of all kinds. 
6. Tanks  
7. Armoured cars . . . 

Material in service 
and in reserve 

Maximum 
number 
of arms 

In each of the Contracting States, 
the total expenditure on the upkeep, 
purchase and manufacture of war 
material in the strict sense of the 
term, for the duration of the pre- 
sent Convention shall be limited 
for the land, naval and air arma- 
ments to the respective sums fixed 
in Columns X, Y and Z of Tables1... 
(Home forces and formations of 
the home country organised on a 
military basis) and ... (Overseas 
forces and their reinforcements and 
overseas formations organised on 
a military basis) annexed to the 
present Convention. 

The said sums shall be divided by 
the number of years for which the 
present Convention is to remain in 
force, and, in each of the Contracting 
States, the annual expenditure on 
the upkeep, purchase and manu- 
facture of war material in the 
strict sense of the term shall not 
exceed the figure laid down for 
each year; nevertheless, sums not 
expended during one year may be 
carried forward to the following 
year and added to the sums fixed 
for that year. 

1 The tables referred to correspond to the model 
statements provided for in the report of the budgetary 
experts. Their definitive form depends on the final 
conclusions of these experts. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — We are faced by one of the most important and most 
serious questions that have been raised in the course of our proceedings. It is sufficient to recall 
all the discussions which have taken place on the limitation of war material. From the outset 
of our discussion of this question, two apparently irreconciliable views have been in conflict. 
Fveryone has admitted that war material is an essential element of military preparation; but, 
while some have maintained that a convention on the reduction of armaments would be 
inconceivable without a reduction of material in service and in stock, others have argued that an 
attempt at any such reduction would meet with insuperable difficulties. During the first five 
sessions of our Commission, these two views remained as they were at the outset, without any 
agreement being possible. It was only at our last meeting, eighteen months ago, that the advocates 
of reduction of material, in a spirit of very great conciliation, agreed to modify their attitude in 
the matter, while stating that they were still convinced that there would be a serious gap in 
the Convention if it did not deal with the reduction of material. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — This text is given for convenience of reference, 
with the principle and the methods of the limitation of land material. The discussion following deals only 
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In response to this concession, the delegations which had always been opposed to any reduction 
of war material stated their willingness to agree to indirect reduction of material by limiting the 
expenditure appropriated for its purchase and upkeep. My own delegation was one of these. 

On May 2nd, 1929, at the eighteenth meeting of our last session I said (see page 164 of 
Series VIII of the Documents of the Preparatory Commission, document C.195.M.74.1929)1 that, 
while recognising that the method of reduction of expenditure was not perfect, the Italian 
delegation was “ prepared to accept a method of indirect limitation based on expenditure and 
applying to all material, whether in stock or in service”. 

I still, of course, maintain that attitude. It only remains to discuss the manner in which 
this budgetary limitation can be arranged, and the standards to be applied in fixing figures. 
I do not think the difficulties in this connection will be very great. It seems to me obvious that 
we shall have first to fix the maximum limit of armaments in the case of every State, and then 
to decide, on the basis of the limits fixed, the amount of the expenditure which each country 
will be entitled to incur on armaments. 

In spite, however, of the efforts we have made, we are sorry to see that the general agreement 
which had been hoped for has not been reached. But it seems to me that in a question of such 
importance we ought not to abandon the search for any means which can lead to such agreement. 

At the same time, it must be recognised that there has been a change since we last met. 
There can be no doubt that in recent years there have been considerable increases in military 
expenditure, nor can it be questioned that a great part of such expenditure has been devoted to 
increasing war material. I do not think I shall be wrong when I say that the situation, far from 
having improved, has become worse, so far as the equal distribution of armaments is concerned, 
which I have always regarded as our first aim and, in any case, the necessary pre-requisite of 
disarmament. It follows that, if we really wish to achieve any positive result in the progressive 
reduction of armaments, as we have always said we do, we ought seriously to consider this grave 
question of the existence of stocks of war material. It is a question to which it is impossible to 
close our eyes. It disturbs public opinion, and it should engage our attention. It would be 
inadmissible, it would be unacceptable—at any rate, for my delegation—to sign agreements 
ignoring the vast differences in existing armaments, allowing them to continue, and—what is 
more—legalising them by the fact of allowing them to continue. 

I remember the strong appeal which Count Bernstorff made to us when we last discussed this 
problem. He urged us in the disarmament of land forces not to exclude essential elements, 
which it is impossible to omit in any convention that really aims at something more than an illusory 
solution. 

I do not know whether the Commission, after its previous vote, is now prepared to take 
up this question again, nor whether the German delegation intends to submit a new proposal for 
direct limitation of material. But for my own part, I should be prepared, for the reasons I have 
given, to consider such a proposal. I think, as Lord Cecil said a moment ago, that the two methods 
of direct and indirect limitation do not conflict with one another; the one does not exclude the 
other. On the contrary, I should say that they may well supplement one another. 

In accepting, under present circumstances, the idea of direct limitation, I do not want to 
overlook the objections which have previously been raised on this subject. It has been urged 
that such limitation is inconceivable without supervision. 

I do not know whether it is altogether justifiable to put the question in such uncompromising 
terms. An undertaking by a State has after all some value, even if its fulfilment is left entirely 
to the goodwill and loyalty of the State. 

The British representative has just submitted a proposal for the creation of a Permanent 
Disarmament Commission, with the task of watching over the execution of the Disarmament 
Convention. It appears to me that this proposal, if it be adopted, should be sufficient to remove 
the objections to which I have referred. 

In any case, I think we should not despair of arriving at an agreement on some system which 
will give all the States that sign the Disarmament Convention sufficient guarantees as to its 
application, and will make possible an effective and, at the same time, equitable reduction of 
armaments. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I understand that we are engaged at the moment on a 
general discussion of the question of the limitation of material, and I do not propose to elaborate 
the case at any length. 

It is admittedly necessary in the naval and in the air forces. We have provided for it, and 
it seems extravagant to suppose that it is unnecessary in the case of the army. Indeed, the whole 
tendency of modern thought, so far as I am aware of it, is to make it more necessary than it ever 
was before to have some limitation, direct or indirect—I will come to that later—of material. 
I venture to refer to the writings of General von Seeckt, which I was perusing the other day. 
His conception is that future armies will consist of a comparatively small number of men very 
completely equipped, and it will necessarily have to be a small number, because the degree of 
equipment he contemplates will be beyond the means of any nation, except for a relatively small 
army. I do not know how far that opinion is shared in Germany or in France, but I gather it is 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — Minutes of the Sixth Session (First Part). 
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pretty generally shared. I remember at the beginning of these discussions a proposal was put 
forward that general disarmament should be confined, at any rate so far as land forces were concerned, 
to numbers, and there was a protest from the French delegation pointing out that merely to limit 
numbers was quite insufficient. That was eight years ago. I agree that three quarters, or some such 
figure, of the strength of an army depends on its equipment and not on its personnel. I think 
that is obvious to anyone who has studied the history of the late war. The mechanical 
means was the important thing, and it has been enormously increased by subsequent investigations 
and efforts—the misdirected ingenuity of human beings—to discover fresh means of slaughtering 
their fellow creatures. Therefore, I do not think anyone would maintain that merely to limit 
numbers will be an efficient way of limiting the strength of an army. It may be said that, if you 
limit numbers, you would directly limit material, because material depends on numbers; but that 
really is not the case. As an illustration I will deal with the question of tanks. They do not depend 
on the number of men in an army. If you had an army consisting almost entirely of tanks, the 
number of men would be reduced, because the number of men you can lodge in a tank is restricted, 
and many people believe that a single tank is more than a match for scores of men. However, 
I do not propose to argue that point at greater length. 

I assume that, if we are serious as to what we intend to do, we have to face some method of 
limiting material as well as numbers, and the only question which seems to me difficult is what 
method of limitation of material we should adopt. Three methods are suggested—the first being 
limitation by publicity. That limitation is in operation at this moment. It is not clearly in operation, 
because it is difficult to follow, owing to the complexity of the way in which the accounts and the 
States’ estimates as to the strength of the army, navy and air forces are presented to the various 
Parliaments. It is difficult for anyone, except an expert, to follow what is happening; but it is 
not beyond the power of the expert. In fact, in every country it is pretty well known what is being 
spent upon the armies, navies and air forces of the world, and, roughly speaking, what is their 
strength; and we have here, so far as strength is concerned, an Armaments Year-Book,which, sets 
that out with a very fair degree of accuracy. Therefore, you may improve the method of publicity; 
but I would point out that mere publicity is only an indirect moral method of limitation, and, 
unless you have some engagement, undertaken by the various countries, that they will not go 
beyond a certain strength in material, in some form or other, the moral effect of publishing what 
they are doing is not very great. They would be only doing what they were entitled to do by the 
treaty. Therefore, whilst I am in favour of publication as the basis of further steps towards 
limitation, I do not regard it as sufficient, or as a serious improvement on the state of things at 
present existing. Unless you lay down some standard for the strength of the material, the mere 
publication of how much there is will not produce any effect in limiting its amount. 

I will take first the question of direct limitation. Undoubtedly, direct limitation is, in principle, 
the most effective and the most obvious system. You draw up a list of the armaments somebody 
is to have. He agrees to that, and you have the thing absolutely fixed; but when you come to look 
into it closely I am afraid that direct limitation by itself would prove to be a very unsatisfactory 
method of limiting material. The difficulties are enormous, and they are all practical and detailed 
difficulties. Take the question of tanks. I use that illustration because, in a way, this is a kind 
of technical development of modern arms. Say that you limit a particular army to ten thousand 
tanks—it does not matter what number you take, a thousand or ten thousand. How are you going 
to define a tank ? They are of very different strengths and very different sorts. I know of no 
definition of a tank which would not include any kind of armoured car. I do not know that you 
could make any difference between certain types of these things. How are you going to have an 
enumeration which will fix the strength of an army in tanks ? I doubt very much whether it could 
be done, whether the establishment of a limitation of that kind would be effective. It could do no 
good, and it might be doing harm, for you are exposing the world and any country in it to an 
immense amount of suspicion. 

Let me mention another thing. I hope Count Bernstorff will not think I am using this instance 
in any sense that is hostile to his country; there is no hostile criticism, and what Germany is doing 
is perfectly legitimate. I take the case of the new German cruisers, one of which has been completed 
and another of which is being built. They are of ten thousand tons, and everybody admits that they 
are immensely stronger than any other ordinary ten-thousand-ton cruiser. Nobody complains 
about this; I am sure Count Bernstorff will believe I am not complaining, for Germany is carrying 
out the agreement that she was not to have vessels of more than ten thousand tons. But the fact 
is that Germany’s cruiser is immensely stronger than any other cruiser on the seas. This shows 
how difficult it is by enumeration to arrive at any real limitation. I take that as an instance. 
Supposing that system is to be generally imitated in other countries, you will have, in the case of 
cruisers of ten thousand tons, an almost unlimited competition to see who can build the most 
effective ten-thousand-ton cruiser. Though you will have the same numbers of cruisers on the seas, 
you will not in any way have stopped competition on the seas. That is an extreme instance, I 
agree, and no doubt you can add something which will make it difficult for that system to be 
adopted generally. It was thought when the agreement was made that a ten-thousand-ton cruiser 
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was the right standard to set up, but recent events have shown that it is difficult to find a limit 
by enumeration which will be a limit. 

Obviously, the same thing can happen in a number of cases. Tanks are another instance. 
Then we have guns. You may have any amount of improvement in your guns. You will keep 
the same number of guns, but one gun would be so infinitely inferior that it becomes quite a different 
thing. That is one objection to the system of direct limitation. I doubt its being, by itself, really 
an effective system of limitation. 

The other difficulty is the one already alluded to by my friend General de Marinis—the difficulty 
of knowing with any degree of certainty what is happening in any particular country. I quite 
agree with him that you cannot make a treaty on the theory that it is going to be broken, because, 
if you do that, it is foolish to make the treaty at all. You must do it on the theory that it is going 
to be observed, just as you make a contract with a man on the theory that he will carry out his 
undertaking. But, at the same time, you have got to have some degree of confidence established 
that the thing is going to be carried out and is being carried out. There must be some degree of 
guarantee. I know I am now embarking on a thesis which is generally put forward by my friends of 
the French delegation, and I think, if they will allow me to say so, they sometimes drive it too hard, 
and believe that, by a system of guarantees, you can reach absolute certainty—which you cannot. 
But some degree of belief that a treaty is notoriously being carried out is desirable in a matter of 
this kind, where such very deep feelings are aroused. I take the German table in Article TA. 
I see carbines, rifles, machine-guns, automatic rifles, and so on. How are you going to be satisfied 
that there is such a number of carbines, for instance, without an inspection in all the nations forming 
part of the League of Nations ? I take machine-guns, which are rather bigger and more easily 
detected; but a machine-gun can be made in parts, the parts can be put separately aside, and they 
could be put together when required. Your limitation by enumeration is not such as to spread 
confidence among the nations, I think. 

For both of these reasons I am not myself prepared to accept direct limitation as the best 
method of settling this question. If I can be satisfied that in certain of the arms, the bigger arms 
for instance, some method of direct limitation can be devised which is reasonably satisfactory, 
I would not oppose it; but I am quite sure that, unless it is combined with the some other limitation, 
it is an unsatisfactory system. 

The other system is the budgetary limitation. Budgetary limitation is a rough-and-ready 
system. You do not affect to bind each country in every detail of its armament. You abandon that. 
But you say, with respect to the army, the navy and the air force, there shall be a global system 
beyond which, in each of these respects, you shall not go; you have for each of these arms a global sum 
of expenditure on armaments. That is to say, with respect to each arm there will be two limits— 
first, a total limit of expenditure, including personnel and everything else, and, secondly, the 
limit of expenditure on weapons. Those two figures would be accepted. I had better complete the 
explanation of what is proposed. It is not proposed that these figures, whenever adopted, will form 
an element for comparison between two countries. It is recognised that the cost of living, the cost 
of labour, and so on, is so different in the different countries that it would be quite impossible to 
have a system of budgetary limitation which would make possible a comparison between country A 
and country B. What it would make possible is an element for comparison between what country A 
was doing in 1931 and what country A was doing in 1932, and, therefore, you would know whether 
country A was increasing its expenditure generally. You would know, since you would also have 
a limit on the numbers of men, that, if there were any considerable increase, it must be an increase 
in material or an increase in the pay of the men. You would know, roughly speaking, if you had an 
increase, that there was a considerable increase in military preparation, and particularly if there 
were an increase in the material. I believe that would be an effective check. 

It is quite true that it would not check the details of the thing; but I believe that, broadly 
speaking, each country makes the best use it can of the money available for its armament. If you 
can get them to limit that amount of money, you are going to have a real limit, which would be of 
value in checking any growth of armaments in that country. It is possible, of course, that one 
country may decide to economise greatly in one particular kind of weapon’and expend on another 
kind; but I believe everyone who has looked into the subject will agree with me that, broadly 
speaking, that is not what happens in one country. All the countries move together. They find a 
particular kind of armament is the better one, and, making certain allowances for the idiosyncrasy 
of each country, if there is an increase of expenditure on armaments in two countries it is probably 
an increase in the same direction in each. Therefore, I believe that, as a practical business move, the 
limiting^of expenditure is going to be the most effective way in which you can limit the growth 
of material. 

I know it is said by the critics: “ But, you know, a country might conceal its expenditure ”. 
Well, it may conceal a little, but in these days it is not so easy to conceal. There may be countries 
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where it can be done, but I know it would be quite impossible in my country and, I believe, in 
most of the countries I see represented round this table, if not all of them. You cannot do it nowadays. 
It is not only because of Parliaments, where Parliaments exist, but because of the pressure of the 
taxpayer, who is always enquiring what is happening to his money; and it is very unlikely, unless 
you conceive of a country deliberately setting itself to deceive the world and break the treaty 
altogether, that any such camouflage of expenditure could take place. In a great majority of cases 
I do not believe it is possible. 

The United States of America is among those countries which feel there are certain practical 
difficulties about the system of budgetary limitation; the United States has said this on a previous 
occasion. I quite recognise and quite understand the difficulties they feel; but, at the same time, 
I hope they will be able to find some way out of the difficulty if we can adopt some general agreement 
of this kind. I am sure we can rely on the United States Government and its representatives here 
to do their utmost to fall in with any scheme which is really intended to limit armaments. 

I am afraid I have kept the Commission much longer than I intended to do, but I think it 
was well, as I was speaking, to say how my Government looks at these questions. It is for these 
reasons that I recommend the Commission to adopt publicity to the utmost extent, and budgetary 
limitation on top of publicity, for the two fit together very closely; and, as far as direct limitation 
is concerned, I wait to be convinced that it is an effective system. 

May I add this one word ? We have had some little examination by experts as 
to the practicability of budgetary limitation. Their report was no doubt mainly in regard 
to publicity; but it applies also to budgetary limitation, and they are satisfied that such a system 
could be established without any technical impossibilities, although, of course, it would require very 
careful consideration and endeavour. 

The'Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — In common with this entire body, I have 
listened to the important speech of General de Marinis with the respect we all feel for his utterances. 
In addition, his remarks have been particularly gratifying to me, in that he has given a valued 
support to the thesis we have always maintained. 

It will be remembered, as General de Marinis has recalled, that, in withdrawing our reservation 
on budgetary limitation, I made it clear that our convictions were in no wise modified—that we 
still felt that direct limitation of material was the only one which would work. The withdrawal 
of our reservation was based on our unwillingness to let it constitute an obstacle to general 
agreement. In other words, we deferred to the views of the majority in order that they might 
endeavour to reach agreement. 

Since that time, however, there seems to have been some evolution of thought on this subject. 
Some delegations have expressed their readiness to consider or reconsider measures for direct 
limitation. 

Needless to say, I should welcome any trend of thought toward the method we believe in as 
honest and effective. 

While I am sorely tempted to enter into some of the arguments put forward by Lord Cecil 
as to the advantages of budgetary limitation and the disadvantages of direct limitation, I feel I 
should confine myself at this time to a bare statement of our position. However, I should like to 
say, in reply to his appeal to us to find some way of completing agreement, that my purpose in 
rising is to suggest an expedient to this end. 

There is one further point in his remarks upon which I should like to touch. He spoke of the 
great difficulty of reaching worldwide agreement if the United States of America remains outside. 
I only wish to underline the fact that the American Government is not the only one which does not 
share general agreement as to budgetary limitation. 

On this question of budgetary limitation I have already, on several occasions, set forth in 
detail the views of my Government. I do not propose to do so to-day and shall merely, for the sake 
of record, refer to the declaration made by the American delegation in Sub-Committee A; to a 
statement which I made on April 6th, 1927, during the third session; and to a further statement 
which I made on May 3rd, 1929, during the sixth session. We have already stated our reasons very 
fully. It is now the time for us to set before you what we are able, as a practical measure, to accept, 
and what we are not. My colleague Mr. Wilson and I have just returned from a visit to the United 
States, where we re-examined this entire question with our Government in the hope that we 
might find some way of completing agreement. We found that we could not honestly alter our 
attitude, and that for practical reasons already set forth—and into which I need not enter now—• 
a Convention which provided for budgetary limitation as applied to the United States was unlikely 
to come into force so far as the United States is concerned. This statement can hardly come as a 
surprise. It has been our consistent attitude during the last four years—and the reasons have 
been made very clear—and, while it has been generally understood that we were unwilling and 
unable to accept for ourselves any form of budgetary limitation, I have found fairly prevalent 
in Geneva the impression that we would oppose the inclusion in the Convention, for others who 
believe in it, of such a form of limitation. Quite the contrary. We have no wish to restrain other 
nations from adopting any form of limitation which they see fit. It is only in so far as it concerns 
ourselves that I must declare a non possumus. The American delegation has always urged direct 
limitation of material, and would still gladly learn that this method was generally acceptable. We 
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have likewise urged, and have long since put into practice, complete publicity as to material for 
the use of our armed forces. If, having these facts in mind, and having rejected our proposals 
for direct limitation, the other members of the Commission can agree to a draft for budgetary 
limitation applicable to themselves, we should feel that, although the method precluded us from 
joining them in these provisions, the aim is one in which we heartily concur. I can readily recognise 
that, if a considerable number of other Powers join in accepting a budgetary method of limitation, 
they may consider it inequitable to bind themselves to this method and leave other Powers exempt 
from any other form of limitation. As a practical matter, however, I believe that an examination 
of our situation will show that we have already an effective method of limitation. Our military 
effectives will be definitely limited, and full publicity given to the expenditure for their pay and 
maintenance. Our naval material and personnel will be definitely limited by treaty. There remains 
only the question of material for the land and air forces. As regards this, we have expressed our 
readiness to accept what we consider the strictest method of limitation—namely, direct limitation 
with full publicity as to expenditure, weights and numbers. If it gives satisfaction to those States 
which might be reluctant to see us exempted from any limitation, we are willing, provided that 
some practical budgetary method is generally agreed upon which is sufficiently detailed and precise 
to constitute a real method of limitation, to apply to ourselves a direct limitation of material 
along the lines which we have consistently urged for general adoption here. We honestly believe 
that this is the most effective method of limitation that has yet been suggested; and, with all 
deference to the views of others, we still feel that this affords a more scientific knowledge of 
military forces and material than can be obtained through budgetary limitation. In other words, 
we feel that it is easier to conceal the application of a dollar than it is the existence of a rifle. 

The President. — I have the feeling that the Commission has been taken somewhat by 
surprise by the vote on Lord Cecil’s proposal, which has led to the discussion of this subject. Under 
the circumstances, it will perhaps be preferable to postpone the rest of the discussion till to-morrow. 
I will, however, call on Count Bernstorff. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — For myself, apart from what the President has just said, 
I had intended to say that I do not propose to enter into the substance of this great issue to-day. 
I merely wish to refer to certain points which have been made in the course of to-day’s discussions. 

The first point to which I wish to turn1 is Lord Cecil’s friendly allusion to the German vessel 
Ersatz Preussen. In document CP.D.230, distributed to us this morning, which contains the 
proposal submitted to the Preparatory Commission as a basis of discussion by the delegations of 
the United States of America, Great Britain, Canada, France, the Irish Free State, Italy and 
Japan, I find on page 11 the following passage: 

" For the purposes of the present Treaty the following expressions are to be understood 
in the sense defined in this Part: 

(a) Capital ships: A capital ship, except in the case of the existing ships specified 
in Annex II, is defined as a vessel of war, not an aircraft-carrier whose displacement 
exceeds 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) standard displacement, or which carries a gun 
with a calibre exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.). 

The Ersatz Preussen is armed with guns of 280 mm. [11 inches]. It therefore does not rank 
as a cruiser, but is a capital ship. The point is of extreme importance, since this vessel is very 
much cheaper than the 35,000-ton capital ships of other Powers. 

But I must add that, if it is considered so satisfactory to have recourse to budgetary limitation 
in the case of land forces, I do not see why it is not equally applicable in the case of naval armaments. 

General de Marinis raised another point. He asked whether we intended to make proposals 
for direct limitation. I have not raised the German proposal again up to the present, and I do not 
know whether I shall do so. It seems to me better to see whether or not we accept the principle 
of direct limitation. If the Commission rejects the principle'of direct limitation, I shalFnot see any 
necessity to make detailed proposals in that sense. 

For my own part, I still maintain the same standpoint. Direct limitation is a conditio sine 
qua non of any acceptable convention. Apart from the technical reasons to which Mr. Gibson has 
alluded, there is in my eyes a purely political reason. The system of the Peace Treaty, which was 
imposed on us by force, makes provision for the direct limitation of armaments. The position is the 
same in the case of effectives: the Peace Treaty compelled us to abolish compulsory military 
service. It accordingly appears to us perfectly logical—and from this standpoint I shall never 
recede—that the system adopted for us should also be adopted by others, else we should have some 
system which everyone can accept. 

The Commission rose at 12.50 j).m. 

1 pJote by the Secretariat. — See Annex 2, 
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SIXTH MEETING. 

Held on Wednesday, November 12th, 1930, at 10 a.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

22. Discussion on Chapter II. — Material: Section I — Land Armaments (continuation). 

The President. — It is understood that, in order to save time, the general discussion will 
cover not only Article TA but also points relating to the question of land armaments coming 
under Chapter III (Limitation of Budgetary Expenditure) and Chapter V, Section II (Exchange 
of Information). 

M. Sato (Japan). — As we are going to discuss all the methods of limiting material, whether 
direct or indirect, by budgetary means or publicity, I will begin by dealing with the direct method, 
in regard to which the views of my Government are already known and have not changed during 
the last four years. This problem has been discussed very thoroughly during past years, and 
for that reason I wished to avoid opening a further lengthy discussion. However, in order to 
justify our point of view I shall be obliged to re-examine the question, maintaining all the 
arguments already advanced and putting forward some fresh ones. 

The direct limitation of material is certainly the most radical method. My Government 
fully recognises the value of this principle. Our reluctance to adopt it is due to the difficulty 
of applying this principle. My delegation is of opinion that it is impossible to force all countries 
directly to limit land material to a certain level. Two days ago, when the principle of fixing 
the period of service was discussed, many arguments were put forward showing the impossibility 
of adopting a reasonable standard period applicable to all countries where the system of 
conscription is in force. These arguments apply no less forcibly to the principle of the direct 
limitation of material. It is even more difficult to limit material than to fix a standard 
period of service, because, in the former case, international political considerations play a 
very important part. The great diversity of political conditions in the various countries 
necessarily involves diversity in land armaments. In order to establish a basis for the direct 
limitation of material we should have to fix a standard or proportion between land effectives 
and material, applicable to all countries, or, at all events, to countries having an efficiently 
organised army. 

There would have to be a standard ratio between the number of men and the quantity of 
material. Once this standard had been fixed, it would be necessary to find coefficients by which 
to multiply the quantity of material in any given army. Only then would it be possible, in a 
given country and for a given number of soldiers, to calculate the quantity of material necessary 
for their equipment. 

After having calculated the war material in this manner for all countries it would be possible 
to see the exact proportion by which it could be reduced. It is, however, impossible to effect 
an equitable reduction or limitation of this material until the standard quantity for any country 
has been accurately determined. Unfortunately, in present circumstances, the search for any 
such standard would be futile. In the first place, international political conditions play a 
preponderant part. These conditions are very unstable and make a purely mathematical 
calculation impossible in practice. Moreover, the geographical situation of the different countries 
varies from a strategical point of view and does not afford the same degree of security to every 
country. If we also take into consideration various other factors, such as population, the wealth 
of a country, natural resources, the length of the frontiers to be defended, etc., we shall realise 
that the calculation of this standard is quite impracticable and that it is thus impossible to fix 
for each country the individual coefficient necessary to determine its standard armaments. 

In addition to these rather theoretical considerations there are difficulties of another kind. 
For instance, how are you going to compare professional and conscript armies ? There is no 
doubt that a professional army, equal in numbers and equipment to a conscript army, possesses 
a much higher fighting value. Consequently, it would be unfair to allow the same proportion 
of equipment to a professional army as to a conscript army. The proportion should be smaller 
in the case of the professional army. But is it possible to secure the acceptance of this discrimination 
in the present state of the world ? I do not think so. 

All these considerations appear to lead to a negative conclusion as regards the principle 
of the direct limitation of material. Unless we can establish a standard proportion between 
land effectives and material, applicable to all countries and between professional and conscript 
armies, direct limitation becomes impossible. 

From the military standpoint there is also the question of the distribution among the various 
arms of the number of effectives allowed to each country. This is a problem of internal organisation 
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which should be left to the country concerned to settle according to its own requirements. For 
instance, the proportion between the cavalry, artillery and infantry may differ widely in different 
countries. Examples are easy to find. In European countries with well-developed communication, 
artillery, and heavy artillery in particular, is of the first importance, whereas, in countries whose 
communications are less developed, infantry and mountain and light artillery are of greater 
value than the other arms. For this reason, the distribution of effectives among the various 
arms should be left entirely to the country concerned. Moreover, the internal organisation 
of an army may be modified as the result of external or internal conditions. A limitation of 
armaments based on existing conditions might not be in accordance with future requirements 
and would make any change in military organisation very difficult; it would thus amount to the 
restriction of a country’s freedom. 

The eternal problem of supervision also arises in this connection. Several speakers touched 
on this point yesterday. I would not repeat the arguments which I have already advanced 
on many occasions, if I were not convinced that it is impossible in the present state of world 
politics to bring about the direct limitation of material without well-organised and efficient 
supervision. It may be objected that a genuine reduction of naval armaments was effected 
at Washington and London without supervision, and that there is no reason why this should 
not also apply to land armaments. In theory this appears to be a logical argument, but in 
practice, having regard to the diversity of land armaments, which are much easier to conceal 
than naval armaments, it is doubtful whether reduction without supervision is possible in the 
former case. It may also be argued that we must not begin by suspecting the good faith of the 
contracting States. I admit the justice of this argument, but in the present state of world 
civilisation and of the international moral code, is it likely that a statesman responsible for the 
security and national defence of his country would trust absolutely in the text of the Disarmament 
Convention and that he would be prepared to reduce or limit war material in his own country, 
without being certain that other countries, with which his country maintained very close political 
relations, were acting in the same way ? What is possible for a limited number of naval Powers is 
not always possible in regard to the land armaments of a large number of countries—say fifty. 

As regards the second method for the limitation of material, budgetary limitation, I could 
also advance a large number of arguments against this. Speaking generally, the arguments 
submitted at the third session of our Commission by several speakers, disputing the value of 
the limitation of budgetary expenditure in general, apply to a large extent to the budgetary 
limitation of land material. I might quote, for instance, the opinion expressed so forcibly by 
the honourable delegate for the United States of America, who said that, in view of differences 
in rates of pay, in production costs, in maintenance charges, in costs of labour and material, 
and also to varying standards of living and to variations in rates of exchange and to lack of 
uniformity in the preparation of budgets, any attempt to apply this method of limitation would, 
in his opinion, be unfair. 

I would also draw your attention to the fluctuations in the purchasing power of money 
and in the rate of exchange, which would make it very difficult to fix a system of budgetary 
limitation extending over a period of five or ten years. 

Consequently, if material is to be limited by budgetary methods, exhaustive preliminary 
investigations by budgetary experts will first have to be made before it is possible to conclude 
a practical agreement for the application of this method. 

I should also like to draw your attention to the fact that, as Lord Cecil rightly remarked 
yesterday, data concerning budgetary expenditure cannot form an equitable basis of comparison 
between the budgets of the various countries. However, we must not lose sight of the fact that 
public opinion will certainly compare the budgets of the different countries, and this might give 
rise to very erroneous impressions. That is a psychological danger which cannot be overlooked. 

These, then, are the arguments which I would use against both the systems proposed. It is 
for these reasons that the Japanese delegation has all along been of opinion that, in regard to land 
armaments, we should be content with limiting effectives and should not seek to introduce the 
limitation of material, whether direct or indirect, owing to the very complicated problems to 
which this gives rise. However, in a spirit of conciliation and after comparing these two systems 
of limitation, direct and indirect, I stated at the last session that I was prepared to accept in 
principle the limitation of material by budgetary methods, which, in my opinion, would have 
fewer disadvantages and would be easier to carry out. I hoped that this would facilitate agreement, 
which is highly desirable. After a very lengthy discussion at the Commission’s last session, 
during which sixteen speakers delivered twenty-six speeches, we finally reached a compromise 
acceptable to the great majority. This agreement was really the result of close and lengthy 
discussion and was adopted as the only means of ensuring the success of our work. Yesterday 
it was decided to ropen the whole question. The honourable delegate for the United States of 
America explained to us again the point of view of his Government, which finds it impossible to 
accept the method of budgetary limitation. This very important statement should receive full 
consideration. As I have already stated, I am still prepared to accept the method of budgetary 
limitation; but I would say frankly that I cannot take the responsibility of recommending, for 
the approval of my Government and of public opinion in my country, a draft convention which 
would not apply equally to all countries. In these circumstances, there seem to me to be only 
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two solutions: either that we should adopt the principle of budgetary limitation and that countries 
unable to apply it should accept direct limitation, or, if that solution be impossible, that we should 
revert to the solution already adopted at the last session—namely, indirect limitation by means 
of publicity. After these observations, I shall be very glad to hear the views of other delegations. 
In any case, my delegation is prepared to co-operate whole-heartedly in finding a solution acceptable 
to everyone and thus to ensure the success, not only of the Commission’s work, but also of the 
future Conference. 

M. Antoniade (Roumania). •— After the very sound reasons given us by M. Sato, I have 
very little to add. I entirely agree with every word he has spoken. 

I should like to say that my delegation has not changed its views in regard to the problem of 
the limitation of the material of land armaments. It considers that only indirect limitation is 
possible. The direct method has the advantage of simplicity, but simplicity is not a guarantee 
of equity or efficiency. I am afraid this method is so simple that it overlooks essential points and 
is even very dangerous. All that can be said on this matter has already been said, but I should 
like to remind you that, notwithstanding its simplicity, this method lacks precision. 

As M. Massigli pointed out at our last session, it is particularly difficult to distinguish between 
material in service and material in stock. You cannot draw any hard-and-fast line between these 
two categories. How are you to tell where material in stock begins and where material in service 
ends ? 

This method is also unfair. If the limitation extends, not only to material in service, but also 
to material in stock for mobilisation, you are disregarding the war potential, and that would be 
unfair to countries which have a low potential, especially from an industrial standpoint. This 
would place them at a disadvantage as compared with great industrial Powers. 

Moreover, these methods would be dangerous because, in the case of war or a threat of war, 
countries harbouring aggressive designs could easily increase their war material and, as they would 
know, by reason of publicity, the details of mobilisation of the other country, they could acquire 
material in excess of the limits laid down in the Convention. This danger is particularly great 
in the case of States not highly developed industrially. 

The greatest obstacle of all is the question of supervision. Direct limitation would be 
impossible without some effective organisation for supervision. 

In the first place an objection of principle has been raised to supervision. Judging by the 
speeches I have heard, few countries are prepared to accept an inquisitorial inspection in their own 
territory in regard to land armaments. If this is the position and if, in the opinion of the majority 
of Governments, supervision of this kind would involve a curtailment of their own sovereignty, 
you cannot blame them. We have been told, and I heard it repeated at yesterday’s meeting, 
that, in order to banish this fear of an infringement of sovereignty, the only thing is to trust to 
the good faith and loyalty of the contracting States. 

In private law, as in international law, good faith must naturally be presumed. Let us 
suppose that every State acts in good faith when making its declarations: is that sufficient to 
make the system an equitable one ? I am afraid not, because, even supposing that each State 
acts in good faith, another psychological factor—namely, suspicion—will intervene as soon as 
there is the slightest threat of conflict. 

There is no means of preventing suspicion; whenever there is the slightest friction between 
two countries, they will always accuse each other; one will say that the other has placed an order 
for machine-guns, that it has converted a civil industry into a military industry, or that it has 
armed certain of its vessels. 

We thus have to consider whether direct supervision is possible and if it would be accepted 
by every country; even in this latter case, however, as has been said so many times, it is doubtful 
whether it would be effective, because the technical difficulties are such that supervision could 
only be illusory at the present time. 

For this reason, my delegation prefers the method advocated by the French delegation—that 
is to say, the limitation of budgetary expenditure. 

This is not an ideal system. You have heard the criticisms against it, but it seems to me to 
be more elastic and capable of adjustment wherever necessary. The budgetary declarations of 
each country cannot be regarded in an abstract manner; account must necessarily be taken 
of all the economic circumstances of a country and of a considerable number of other factors 
also; the figures cannot be compared with those of other countries, but, after the adjustments 
proposed by each country have been made, this system might be fairly effective. If unanimity 
cannot be secured in favour of it, my delegation would be prepared, as it stated in regard to the 
previous question, to accept any other indirect method, such as publicity, which was recommended 
by the American delegation, provided it would ensure effective limitation, according to the 
possibilities of the moment. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — I should first like to apologise to Lord Cecil for having 
opposed the immediate discussion of his proposal yesterday, although I knew that, supported by 
his authority, it would at once be accepted by a great majority of the Commission. However, 
I hope he understood that my sole object was to explain to the Commission the basis on which 
I think the discussion should proceed. 
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After what I said yesterday, I need not detain you very long to-day, and will endeavour to 
be as brief as possible, because you already know my opinion on the matter. 

I did not fully realise yesterday the change in the views of certain delegations, and was obliged 
to read through the Minutes sent us regularly each morning, with a promptness which does credit 
to the Secretariat, in order to ascertain the extent of this change. 

It seems to me that we have reached a stage of the discussion at which technical questions 
are of little or no importance, because each delegation, in addition to certain technical preoccupa- 
tions, has political reasons which take precedence over the rest.. In these circumstances, it is 
extremely difficult to judge the true value of any given system of disarmament. 

For instance, if I am asked to accept the system of direct limitation and I know that I shall 
have no means of exercising any supervision, I shall naturally feel some doubt as to the efficacy 
and utility of such a system. 

In saying this, I leave out of account the question whether it is possible to gauge the value 
of any given army merely by counting the number of rifles, and machine and other guns. 

I frankly admit that indirect limitation by means of budgets, which we still advocate, raises 
certain doubts in my mind. Nevertheless, I think that the constitution of most European 
countries guarantees publicity. In my country, for example, the Government is unable to spend 
a single crown more than the amount authorised in the budget. Here I would refer to M. Sato’s 
argument, and would add that the calculation of Government expenditure could quite well be 
based on the gold standard and, when these sums were converted into national currency, they 
could not vary very greatly in the course of a year. 

Mr. Gibson spoke with great frankness and sincerity yesterday, and I think we all understand 
and appreciate his point of view. His proposal to get round a difficulty which is peculiar to the 
United States of America can be discussed, and there might be a friendly exchange of views 
between Mr. Gibson and my colleagues who are more competent to deal with this question than I 
am myself. In substance, however, this problem does not affect my country. 

I should like to add, however, that Mr. Gibson spoke as the citizen of another hemisphere. 
He forgot all the difficulties which still exist in Europe as the outcome of the great war, and he 
would certainly hesitate to accept the logical consequences of his proposal when we come to discuss 
the miscellaneous provisions under Chapter V. We wish to avoid complications and to treat 
the question as simply as possible, with a view to removing immediately the chief obstacles from 
our path and, in particular, those with which we are now dealing. Our sole object in adopting 
this attitude is to facilitate the Commission’s work. 

Whenever we come to a difficult stage, as at present, I cannot help wondering whether it 
is really necessary to repeat all the arguments which we have already put forward in previous years. 
I should like to ask all those who doubt the wisdom of our policy to ask themselves whether it is 
not sometimes better to have a mediocre solution than no solution at all. The Latin proverb 
“ Bis dat, qui cito dat ” might be applied to our case; promptitude is a good thing. If we succeed 
in drawing up a practical convention we shall facilitate the work of the future conference consider- 
ably and shall also hasten the moment of its convocation. The rapid settlement of this question 
of disarmament will make it possible for us to settle other very important problems which are 
closely connected with it, and thus bring into operation the various parts of the same machine by 
reconciling the two desiderata which have always beenput^forward here miner: security and 
disarmament. 

All my colleagues who have been present at the meetings of the Committee on Arbitration 
and Security are fully acquainted with my views on this matter. As M. Colban said the other 
day, the Convention which w6 are going to sign will not be the last. It may not be an ideal 
convention, but it will be capable of improvement; as soon as the European situation has improved, 
it will be possible for us to draw up a better one. It is only in this expectation that I regard our 
work as important. My country sincerely desires to make this question of disarmament an 
active and living ideal, which should progress daily. 

I have stated frankly the very simple political reasons by which my attitude is governed in 
the present case. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — When I moved, at the first sitting 
of the present half-session, the re-examination of the question of land armaments, I pointed out, 
at the same time, the possibility of some modification by delegations of certain States of their 
former attitude on this question. I am glad to be able to state that this possibility has already 
been realised, as the declarations of Lord Cecil and General de Marinis testify. This cannot but 
be regarded as a certain victory for public opinion, which clearly realises the impossibility of 
solving the problem of disarmament without a reduction of war materials. A considerable number 
of delegations, by agreeing to a re-examination of this question, showed that they recognised the 
enormous importance of the question of the reduction of war materials as a factor of the general 
problem of the reduction of armaments. The opening of the discussion is not, however, in itself 
a soltion of the problem, and the expectations of public opinion will not be justified unless the 
discussion leads to a radical change of the decision adopted in this regard in the first half of the 
present session. May I therefore express the hope that the speakers who were so eloquently 
advocating yesterday the reduction of war materials will adhere to the end to the opinions expressed 
by them and vote accordingly, whether or not unanimity be attained. 
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We might with advantage remember that at last year’s sittings of the present session there 
appeared to be no open opponents of the reduction of armaments. Controversy then was waged 
chiefly around the question as to whether reduction should be carried out directly, or indirectly 
by means of the limitation of budgetary expenditure. And the delegates being unable to convince 
each other, the Commission found no better way out than to renounce all reduction of armaments 
whatsoever. 

It must be frankly admitted that the decision formerly taken, and now being examined 
by us, amounted to the virtual renunciation of any reduction of war materials, since, as I pointed 
out last year and as Lord Cecil confirmed yesterday, publicity is no guarantee of the reduction or 
even limitation of armaments. The reference back of any question to the clause of publicity 
has become a tradition for our Commission whenever a positive and clear decision cannot be 
attained. Only a few days ago we had occasion to notice this, when discussing the question 
of drawing up tables of naval effectives, the opponents of such tables gracefully proposing to 
substitute for a positive decision a reference back to publicity. Publicity seems to have become 
a kind of “ consolation prize ”. 

At all events I am glad to note that Lord Cecil, too, admits the impossibility of limiting 
war materials by means of publicity only, and that the speakers preceding me merely carried 
the argument to the point of discussing which method is preferable: the direct method of reducing 
armed forces according to definite tables, or the indirect method of curtailing budgetary expenditure. 
Undoubtedly each of these methods has its advantages and disadvantages, although, if I had 
to choose between them, I would have no hesitation in giving preference to the direct method. 
To avoid repeating my own arguments of last year and the arguments brought forward by General 
de Marinis and Lord Cecil, I will merely supplement them by pointing out that industrially 
weaker countries, whose interests ought to be specially protected by the Disarmament Conference, 
would be in a less advantageous position than others in the case of budgetary limitations. It 
cannot be denied that smaller countries, having no war industries, and being dependent for 
war materials on other States, would only be able to acquire, for the same money, means of defence 
which would be, both in quantity and quality, inferior to those of the bigger industrial countries. 
As it is, owing to the lack in weaker countries of their own industry, they are unable themselves 
to carry out new experiments and to profit by the results of such experiments as adequately as 
other countries, even given an equal reduction of budgets. This disadvantage could to a certain 
extent, although not fully, be removed by a straightforward enumeration of materials of war 
subject to reduction in all countries, and this is why the Soviet delegation proposes detailed 
tables of war materials. 

For the Soviet delegation, however, the question is not one of choosing between these 
two methods of reducing war materials, for we take up our stand firmly for the simultaneous 
acceptance of both methods, and here again I am in agreement with Lord Cecil, that neither 
method excludes the other. It is precisely because neither of these methods can fully satisfy 
us and because neither of them admits of adequate control that we ought to adopt them both, 
so that the advantages of one may compensate for the defects of the other. The Soviet delegation 
goes farther, maintaining that the fullest control would be obtained by the acceptance of yet 
another, a third, method—namely, the reduction of trained reserves—but I will abstain from 
dwelling upon this third method at present. I will merely add that even if armed forces, including 
reserves, were to be numerically reduced, it would be impossible to avoid reducing war materials 
and war budgets. How much greater must be the need for the reduction of these two categories, 
should the Commisssion insist upon leaving reserves untouched ? 

To avoid, however, any confusion of the questions now confronting us, I would propose 
for the present that we concentrate upon the question of the reduction of war materials, as proposed 
at the first reading of the draft Convention. In this connection, I would remind the Commission 
that it has before it two proposals—the German and the Soviet—only differing from each other 
by the more or less detailed nature of the tables contained therein. If my memory does not 
deceive me, the German delegation at the time agreed to accept the more detailed tables in the 
Soviet draft. Lord Cecil’s objection to the direct method of reduction, on the ground of the 
difficulties in the way of comparing the various military values of this or that form of armaments, 
could, to a great extent, be removed by a more detailed enumeration of these forms in tables. 
Before, however, proceeding to a discussion of these tables, it is essential to arrive at some 
theoretical decision as to the acceptance or rejection of the direct method of reducing war materials. 
Should this question be decided in the affirmative, we could then proceed to the consideration 
of the tables, and possible amendments to the Soviet-German proposal. I should make no 
objection if, immediately after this, we were to proceed to the consideration of the question 
of budgetary reduction, although it would seem to me more logical to have this discussion postponed 
until that of Chapter III, Article DA, which should embrace budgetary reductions for other 
elements of armament as well as war materials. We might then, in due time, discuss also the 
question of publicity in its application to war materials, which might then amount to a certain 
degree of control, but which can never—and I cannot lay too much emphasis upon this—be a 
substitute for reduction itself or for limitation. 

I am well aware that yet another consideration will be brought against our arguments, 
and one which has unfortunately always acted as a brake upon the activities of the Preparatory 
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Commission—namely, references to determined objections on the part of this or that delegation 
to this or that measure of reduction. This consideration has too frequently forced the Commission 
to follow the line of least resistance and to agree on negative results. If the Commission goes 
on striving as before for the attainment of unanimity on all points and at all costs, and if unanimity 
is to be understood as nothing but agreement between a few great Powers, independent of the 
attitude of the other States, all its activities will, as before, be deemed to sterility. 

It must be remembered that the Commission is not deciding anything or imposing any 
obligations. It is merely preparing material for the coming Disarmament Conference. It seems 
to me that the work of the Conference will be greatly facilitated and stimulated if it be confronted 
with a draft Convention containing effective measures for the reduction of armaments, even 
if some Powers maintain reservations with regard to certain questions. In any case, there can 
be no question of unanimous acceptance of the draft Convention, as the many declarations already 
made in this Commission plainly show. What does it matter, then, if some reservations come 
from States opposing this or that measure for the reduction of armaments ? Thus isolated, with 
their reservations, such States might, under pressure of public opinion, change their attitude 
by the time the Conference is convened and then unanimity might be reached, not on minimum, 
but on maximum measures of disarmament. The Preparatory Commission will be performing 
but poor service to the cause of disarmament and the cause of peace if, instead of this, it aims 
at screening the Governments making reservations and at protecting them from the criticism 
of public opinion. 

I am speaking here with complete frankness, without any attempt at diplomacy, thinking 
of nothing but the interests of disarmament, for the Soviet delegation cannot, at this critical 
moment, speak otherwise with regard to this question which is of such exceeding import for 
humanity. 

I will end by once more expressing the hope that the delegations which have heretofore spoken 
for the reduction of war materials will persevere to the end and not give in to any compromise 
at the expense of real disarmament or of the reduction of armaments, and that we shall arrive 
at a clear and positive decision on this, one of the most serious of the questions before the 
Commission. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — I wish to congratulate you, Mr. President, and the Commission for 
re-opening the debate on this fundamental question. The discussion has been not only enlighten- 
ing but most encouraging and, I feel confident, will prove of great value in reaching a decision. 
The Canadian Government has always maintained that an essential element in disarmament is 
the limitation of land war material. It is difficult indeed to conceive of a Convention which 
would give satisfaction to the peoples of the world, unless it contains provisions for the limitation 
of implements of war. It is true that, at the last session of the Preparatory Commission, it was 
decided that the limitation and reduction of material would be sought by means of publicity 
only; but surely no one imagined, at that time, that the Commission would do nothing more in 
this respect before the Disarmament Conference was convened. 

Fortunately, we have seen during the last eighteen months an evolution in thought and in 
spirit, with the result that no delegate here has so far pleaded for publicity of expenditure only. 
On the contrary, it is generally agreed that the Commission must produce something better. 

Shall we adopt direct or budgetary limitation ? The Canadian Government considers that 
there is something to be said in favour of each of these methods, but that, of the two, direct limi- 
tation would probably be simpler and more satisfactory. Limitation by budgetary expenditure 
is open to the criticism that complicated conversion tables and indices will have to be prepared 
in order to adapt the Convention figures to the -varying production costs in different countries. 
Public opinion is not likely to understand or appreciate a system so involved. 

The Canadian delegation therefore leans towards the acceptance of direct limitation, as being 
the clearer and the more practical method. On the other hand, should a majority of the 
Commission decide that direct limitation is undesirable, and that budgetary limitation is preferable, 
the Canadian delegation, desirous of adopting a method more effective than mere publicity, 
will support budgetary limitation. 

Possibly a solution will eventually be found in a combination of both direct and indirect 
methods of limitation. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — I am also very glad that the Commission has decided tore-open 
the discussion on the question of land material. That decision was all the more necessary 
because, a few days ago, the Commission confirmed its decision to eliminate trained reserves 
from the Convention. 

A convention which did not deal satisfactorily either with the question of trained reserves 
or with that of the material of land armaments would be so incomplete that it would be doubtful 
whether there would be much object in bringing it into force. 

The statement made yesterday by General de Marinis is a further proof of the necessity of 
reverting to the important question of material. His remarks have introduced a new factor 
into the discussion, and it was of special interest to those of us who have all along been in favour 
of the direct method of limitation to hear General de Marinis’ authoritative exposition lts 

merits. General de Marinis laid special stress on the principal defect of the budgetary method— 
namely, that it disregards the existing stocks of war material and, we might add, stocks which 
Governments may procure before the entry into force of a Disarmament Convention. 1 should 
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like to say that it was this anomaly of the indirect method which led the Swedish delegation to prefer 
the direct method of limitation, because there is no doubt that the existence of large stocks of war 
material in certain countries at the time of the entry into force of the Disarmament Convention 
would disturb the equilibrium from the outset, and this state of affairs would produce its effects 
for a long time to come. 

The strong criticisms which have been made of the direct method have led the Swedish 
delegation to re-examine this question. Unless I am mistaken, the point which has been most 
criticised is the difficulty of supervising the application of a Convention which granted to each 
country a specified quantity of each of the various kinds of war material. I quite admit that 
this is the weak point of the system of direct limitation. 

These criticisms are, to a large extent, justified. No one can deny that, in the case of war 
material, serious complications might arise in regard to the exercise of effective supervision. 

It is hard for me to believe—and I should like to lay special stress on this point—that it 
would be more difficult to control the larger items, such as tanks, guns, machine-guns, etc., than 
certain other armaments. Take, for instance, the supervision of personnel, which will eventually 
be necessary, in virtue of the decision we have just taken in regard to the limitation of personnel 
by means of the system of “ men days ”. 

One speaker, who is no longer a member of the Commission, summarising the arguments 
against the direct method, said that, as regards the rationed strength, the number of mess-tins 
which were daily filled with soup could be counted and easily checked, because the figures could 
be obtained from the budget, if that valuable form of limitation, the limitation of expenditure, 
were adopted. 

But is it really sufficient to count the number of mess-tins to make sure that military training 
is not being given, in any particular country, to men in excess of the number of men days 
fixed by international agreement, or for a longer period than that stipulated ? I am afraid that 
a supervisory commission which was content to count the number of mess-tins would be making 
its task too easy. Has not experience shown conclusively how difficult it is to ascertain the extent 
of military training given to the young men of a country ? It would not be difficult, before the 
arrival of a supervisory commission, to remove any surplus recruits from the barracks and to put 
them into civilian clothes. If the Commission wished to do its work properly it would be well 
advised not only to count the mess-tins in the barracks, but also the dishes in private houses and 
the clothes in the cupboards. Do you really think that it would be an easy matter to check the 
figures in the budgets to which reference has been made ? Do you think that a Government 
which wished to obtain the money necessary for feeding, during a certain period, even in barracks, 
contingents in excess of the limits laid down in international agreements would find it difficult 
to do so secretly ? 

The point which I wish to bring out is this: In my opinion, supervision of the application 
of the provisions of a disarmament treaty will be very difficult to organise, even in the extreme 
case of the establishment of a supervisory commission with the right to make investigations on 
the spot in the various countries if so requested. I do not think, therefore, that it is right for 
us to attach more importance to supervision in the case of material than we did in the case of 
the limitation of personnel. As Lord Cecil has truly said, the basis of any disarmament convention 
must necessarily be the recognition of loyalty and good faith on the part of the contracting States, 
and of their intentions to fulfil their international obligations. When we adopted the rule in 
regard to personnel—a certain number of men and days—we obviously assumed this minimum 
of loyalty. I do not see why this loyalty should be regarded as non-existent in the case of war 
material. 

Judging by the discussion which has taken place, the opposition of certain delegations to the 
adoption of the direct system has become weaker, while the opinion of other delegations has not 
changed. In these circumstances—I will leave out of account for the moment the problem 
raised by the statement of the United States delegation and its consequences—I am inclined to 
think that the suggestion made yesterday by General de Marinis is deserving of serious consider- 
ation. General de Marinis suggested that the two methods, direct limitation and budgetary 
limitation, should be combined. Personally, I am quite prepared to examine the possibility 
of obtaining a result by this means. I should even be prepared to go farther with a view to a 
compromise, so that nothing may be neglected which might facilitate agreement on this vital 
point. 

A suggestion made in 1927 in this Commission might be taken as a starting-point. Would 
it not be possible—while accepting the budgetary method—also to limit directly at any rate 
certain categories of arms, those which are easiest to supervise and are also the most important 
from the point of view of their attacking power—namely, tanks and big guns ? 

I would ask my colleagues to be good enough to give this suggestion their careful consideration. 
I would recall the fact that, as regards the other important question which we discussed a few 
days ago, the Commission, ignoring the opinion of a large number of delegations, decided to leave 
out of account one of the most important military factors—namely, trained reserves. Is it going 
to proceed in the same way in regard to the important problem now before us—that of material  
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and to require of those who are in favour of the direct method submission pure and simple ? 
Is no account to be taken of the opinions of a large part of the Commission ? 

If our proposals for a compromise are not taken into consideration and if there appears 
to be no possibility of an agreement, I do not see what would be the use of sacrificing our opinions 
for the sake of an agreement which cannot be secured. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — The question before us is not really one of the method of 
limitation but of the object of that limitation. This point was clearly brought out by General 
de Marinis in his speech at the outset of our discussion. Are we going to deal with the war material 
which States have in their possession, or do we merely propose to limit the material which they 
acquire in the future ? 

In order to show the difference between these two objects, let us suppose that, in regard 
to the limitation of naval material, it is suggested that existing fleets should be disregarded, 
and limitation confined to the number of vessels built after the conclusion of the Treaty. 

There would not be the slightest chance of any Government's accepting such a system. 
As regards land armaments, it is proposed that existing armaments should be ignored and that 

future expenditure should alone be limited. 
Lord Cecil has referred to the “mechanisation ” of armies. There is a great difference between 

what has been done by different countries in this respect. In some, as the manoeuvres have 
shown, this mechanisation has been practically completed, while others, for financial or other 
reasons, are very far behind. Is it reasonable simply to compare and limit the future 
expenditure of these two groups of countries, leaving out of account the differences which exist 
to-day ? 

M. Sato has raised an objection, on which he has laid great stress, in regard to the limitation 
of existing material, and he pointed out how difficult it would be to assign the right scale to each 
country for the purpose of arriving at a certain degree of disarmament. I agree that it would 
be very difficult to establish figures, but I do not think that this matter should be dealt with 
from a theoretical standpoint or that arithmetical calculations will be required. The Conference 
will have to deal with a political question, with which we are not concerned, and with which 
the Japanese delegation is probably much better acquainted than the Netherlands delegation, 
since Japan has already had some experience in the matter. 

In addition to the question of the limitation of existing armaments or of future armaments 
alone, there is the question of method; for the limitation of existing material the direct method 
is necessary, whereas, for the limitation of armaments acquired after the conclusion of the 
Convention, the indirect method—that is to say, the method of budgetary limitation—is 
preferable. 

The Netherlands delegation considers that this latter method is open to very grave objections. 
The purpose of this method is not to limit the actual armaments, but only the budgetary 

symptoms ” of those armaments, and I think I am right in saying that all speakers have agreed 
that direct limitation of the actual material is the most logical and thorough method. 

The difficulty of supervision has been pointed out. This difficulty is constantly met with, 
and in this respect I approve the suggestions made by the honourable delegate for Sweden, to 
the effect that if, owing to the difficulty of supervision, the obstacles in the way of the limitation 
of material in general appear to be insurmountable, we might examine, for instance, the question 
of the limitation of tanks and big guns, which are less difficult to supervise. 

As regards budgetary limitation, M. Sato, Dr. Riddell and others have already raised numerous 
objections. Moreover, in the event of budgetary limitation, what figures are we going to insert 
in the tables ? Are they to be fixed on a gold basis or in the currency of each country ? 

This is a serious question and shows the difficulties that would arise in the case of a monetary 
crisis in one or more countries. As regards expenditure on material, the Netherlands delegation 
is of opinion that the method of publicity is preferable to that of budgetary limitation. The 
latter consists in the insertion of a figure in a table; according to the duration of the Convention, 
the significance of this figure may vary from year to year, whereas the publication of expenditure 
makes it possible to follow the policy of a country during the period of the Convention, by taking 
into account the circumstances which affect the figures and, in particular, monetary circumstances. 

I will not go further into the question of publicity; we will return to this matter later. I 
should merely like to point out that it is possible not only to have publicity in regard to annual 
expenditure but also and we have a proposal before us on the matter—to have annual publicity 
in regard to existing armaments. 

We will return to this question of publicity later. In the meantime, I should like to inform 
you of a conclusion at which I have arrived in regard to limitation. 

After studying the questions of the limitation of material in service and in stock, and of 
budgetary limitation, we have reached the conclusion that the former method is preferable. 
I agree with M. Sato and other speakers on this point. 

Mr. Gibson s suggestion that both these methods should be inserted as alternatives in the 
Convention, and that Governments should express their opinions on them at the Disarmament 
Conference, should be given careful consideration. If this suggestion be formulated in a proposal, 
the Netherlands delegation will examine it with the utmost sympathy, in the desire to arrive 
at a solution satisfactory to all the members of the Conference. 

M. Colban (Norway). — As this is the first time my Government has been represented on 
your Commission, I think it my duty to explain as briefly as possible the attitude of my delegation 
to the various questions submitted for general discussion this morning. 
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The President has told us that the discussion covers not only Article TA (Limitation of 
Land Armaments), but also the principle of the limitation of budgetary expenditure as a whole, 
and, finally, the problem of publicity. 

I need not tell you that any genuine and sincere system of publicity will be accepted by the 
Norwegian Government, both as regards budgets and existing material. 

As regards Article DA (Limitation of Total Budgetary Expenditure), in principle, I am entirely 
in favour of the French proposal inserted in this article. We will deal with the details later. 

The discussion yesterday and to-day has turned chiefly on Article TA (Limitation of Land 
Armaments). There are two currents of opinion, one in favour of direct limitation and the 
other of indirect limitation by the limitation of budgets. My delegation considers that this latter 
method would probably give the best results, but we should not object to a combination of 
the two systems if this should prove acceptable to many delegations. 

Nevertheless, we believe that budgetary limitation will be the best way of controlling the 
stocks of war material in years to come. The full results of this method will not be visible on 
the first day after the Convention comes into force. It is only as you examine successive budgets 
that you will see, after a few years, what is happening, and you will thus gain a sense of security 
because you will know exactly what is going on. 

It may be argued that the figures inserted in the first Convention will probably be very 
high. That is possible. But I think that the deplorable financial situation of the majority of 
countries will exert sufficient pressure at the Conference to prevent the insertion of excessively 
high figures. If countries are protected from the risk of a further catastrophe, their position 
will improve, and figures which at first appeared somewhat high will subsequently represent a real 
restriction. 

In favouring budgetary limitation, I am not excluding direct limitation, if it is found possible 
to graft this method on to budgetary limitation. 

I would add that, as regards the observations made by the representative of the United 
States of America as to the inability of his country to accept budgetary limitation, I do not see 
why, if the great majority of the Commission are in favour of budgetary limitation with full 
publicity, the United States should not adopt a system of direct limitation with full publicity. 
I do not think it is possible in the League of Nations to establish absolutely identical and 
uniform rules for all Governments. The special circumstances of each country must be taken 
into account. 

We are now at a turning-point of the discussion. Eighteen months ago you agreed that it 
was essential to limit war material, but you reached the conclusion that this could not be done. 
It is certainly possible to limit this material if you agree. After the speeches to which I have 
listened yesterday and to-day, it seems to me that the general opinion of the Commission is in 
favour of budgetary limitation. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — My task has been very much simplified by the excellent speech 
wffiich we heard yesterday from Lord Cecil. I agree with everything he said—not only with 
his conclusions, but also with the arguments on which they were based. The Belgian delegation’s 
attitude to all these matters is very simple. We desire, as far as possible, to leave defensive 
forces intact and to restrict offensive forces. I am aware that the distinction between the two 
is sometimes very subtle and is not always easy to draw; but that is our attitude, and that is 
why we have given very strong support to the principle of the limitation of the period of service. 
For the same reason we are firmly convinced of the necessity of limiting land armaments. 

I think I am right in saying that, as regards material, the Commission is no longer going 
to confine itself to the system of publicity alone. We are strongly in favour of publicity; we are 
anxious that it should be as complete as possible, and will support any measures with that end. 
But, although publicity is a good thing, it is inadequate by itself and must be supplemented by 
limitation. 

Two ways of limitation have been suggested: direct limitation and budgetary limitation. 
We are not, and have never been, opposed in principle to direct limitation. Our objection to 
this system is not based on selfish reasons, because direct limitation would not be more disad- 
vantageous to Belgium than to any other country; it would have no greater drawbacks for us 
than for others. Consequently, our attitude is not dictated by personal or particularist reasons. 
We regard this matter, I will not say from an objective, but from an entirely disinterested 
standpoint. 

At the 1927 session, M. de Brouckere said that, if it could be shown that direct limitation 
was a good method, we were open to conviction. I should like to endorse those words, although 
I would add that we are still waiting to be convinced. I still consider, possibly more strongly 
than ever, that, of the two methods proposed, budgetary limitation is the better one. 
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I quite agree that it is not perfect. We have not yet come upon the perfect method. All 
systems have their advantages and disadvantages and we must see which is the most advantageous. 

I do not wish to repeat all the arguments which have been advanced in favour of budgetary 
limitation and against direct limitation. I should, however, like to reply to an argument submitted 
by M. Rutgers. I have the impression that our colleague meant—and I think he told us so—that 
it is not a question of the method but of the object of limitation; you must know what you are 
going to limit. In the case of budgetary limitation, you will only limit future material—new 
material—because it is new material which involves the expenditure which you desire to limit. 

May I say that I do not think that is quite a correct statement, because existing material 
must be kept in repair, and upkeep costs money? Consequently, budgetary limitation does not 
merely cover new material but also the upkeep of existing material. It is true that everything 
is not covered and that there are gaps and omissions. But I do not think that direct limitation 
covers all material either; it can only cover a part. 

This question gives rise to many difficulties. What are you going to limit ? Only material 
in service or, as proposed by the German delegation, material in stock as well ? If material in 
stock is to be covered, it seems to me that this would be contrary to a decision which was taken 
at the second reading in regard to air material, when it was decided that we could not limit material 
in stock. Moreover, if this is to be limited, how are you going to deal with spare parts ? If a 
gun is dismantled into two or three pieces, it is no longer a gun—these are merely spare parts. 
How are you going to cover spare parts by direct limitation ? I think that is impossible. If 
material in stock is to be included, why should you not include material which can be requisitioned 
as soon as war breaks out and which can be ready for use during the first clash of arms which 
we all desire to prevent ? 

If you want to reach the material which can be requisitioned you would have to look into 
the problem of private manufacture. I am quite prepared to do this; but, as you know, this 
problem is already being dealt with by the League, and a solution is still very far off. 

Lastly, in this same connection, I should like to draw your attention to a point which I 
consider of great importance. 

On examining the table submitted by the German delegation, I find that it contains seven 
categories of material to which limitation would extend and that one of those categories refers 
to tanks. Supposing that, instead of drawing up this Convention in 1930, we had drawn it 
up in At that time tanks would not have been included in the Convention, because they 
were not invented until later. We are now going to draw up a draft Convention which will 
determine the categories of material to be directly limited. We know what those categories 
are, but how are we to know that during the period our Convention is in force someone will not 
invent new implements which may be very powerful and highly destructive and may thus be of 
great importance from the point of view of war material, but which will escape direct limitation 
because we can only tabulate the implements with which we are familiar ? 

Consequently, we must not conclude that direct limitation will cover all material and that 
budgetary limitation would be much less effective. With budgetary limitation, the new 
inventions to which I have referred can be covered, whereas with direct limitation this is impossible. 

, Although I do not wish to repeat all the arguments in favour of budgetary limitation, I 
should like to insist on the importance of the question of supervision. In comparing the two 
systems of direct limitation and budgetary limitation, there is one very important point to be 
considered—namely, the facility of supervision. ' r r 

It has been said that supervision is of secondary importance because we must trust in each 

° ^eTS+i?-0(id+[
alth‘ 1 •q^lte- a&re(r- 0ur Anglo-Saxon friends lay special stress on this point, and I think they are right in saying that, without good faith, no international convention and 
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the other hand, there are taxes which at first sight appear to be less satisfactory and less just, 
but which have the immense practical advantage of being easy to collect without any annoyance 
to the taxpayer. 

Our position is very similar. We have two methods, one of which can easily be supervised 
while the other cannot. In my view, this is an additional argument in favour of budgetary 
limitation. 

In conclusion, I should like to refer to something which happened at yesterday’s meeting. 
We have come to expect from Mr. Gibson statements which clear the atmosphere, and whenever 
he rises to speak I always wonder what good news he is going to give us. Yesterday he gave us 
another piece of good news. As regards budgetary limitation, one of the chief obstacles hitherto, 
apart from certain general arguments, has been the opposition of the United States. Yesterday 
Mr. Gibson told us that, while the convictions of his delegation were in no wise modified, they 
were unwilling to let this constitute an obstacle to general agreement, and he made a proposal, 
which I should like to have time to consider more carefully, but which appears to offer a possible 
solution and a way out of the difficulty. I need hardly say that this gives me great satisfaction. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — After the very clear and logical statement which the 
Belgian delegate has just given us, it is hardly necessary for me to say anything, because I fully 
agree with all the arguments which he has advanced and which produced an impression even on 
delegations which defended the opposite view. 

It is now my duty to define the attitude of the Yugoslav delegation. I need only say that 
this has not changed. We are still in favour of the limitation of war material, and consider that 
the French proposal is the best and most acceptable for the purpose. 

I have carefully followed the discussion in regard to direct limitation yesterday and this 
morning, and have noticed that speakers who supported this method preferred to quote general 
arguments in favour of the limitation of material. We do not wish to dispute those arguments, 
with which we also agree, although we prefer the other method—indirect limitation by means of 
budgets. I have not heard one new argument in favour of direct limitation. The honourable 
delegate for Italy referred to certain increases in war material during the last eighteen months; 
but such an increase, if it has really taken place, would not have been, and would not be, possible 
with a system of budgetary limitation of military credits. 

General de Marinis’ apprehensions will be completely eliminated if we succeed in limiting 
military credits by limiting budgetary expenditure. 

In conclusion, I would emphasise the fact that budgetary limitation represents a genuine 
limitation of material and is not merely a symptom, as M. Rutgers said, because it restricts 
the possibilities of procuring war material. 

I should also like to say that I feel certain misgivings with regard to the suggestion to combine 
the two methods. If I may say so, this seems to me a somewhat strange proceeding. I am 
not in favour of such complicated methods, and think that a system of disarmament, based on 
the limitation of effectives, the limitation of the period of military service and the limitation of 
budgetary expenditure, would allow of a genuine reduction of armaments if it were put into 
practice by the forthcoming Disarmament Conference. 

M. Massigli (France). — After this lengthy discussion, it is unnecessary for me to say 
that we are debating an essential question. 

The French delegation, which, in 1927, asked for budgetary limitation and reluctantly agreed 
last year to another solution, still maintains its former point of view. I would add, however, 
that, while this is an essential question, it is not the only essential question, and I cannot agree 
with the view which has been expressed here that, if we cannot obtain a positive result in this 
matter, our work will have been fruitless. If so, why did we have a long discussion a few days 
ago on the question of effectives ? I do not think any military authority would maintain that 
material is everything in war-time. 

I should like to be allowed to make a short digression here. Reference has been made on 
several occasions—I believe by Lord Cecil—to the opinion on these questions of a military authority 
whose views have frequently been quoted. I think it is desirable, for the purposes of our discussion, 
to state that the opinion of this military authority has not always been summarised very correctly. 
When the expert in question speaks of small armies having ample equipment, he is referring to 
small, well-equipped professional armies which are intended to strike the first blow in an offensive 
war. But afterwards—and this is an essential part of his system—the main forces, consisting of 
young men who are to be given intensive military training and for whom equipment will be 
obtained thanks to a carefully prepared industrial mobilisation, are to be brought into action. 

I would add that the military authority in question states that, in the present position of the 
world and of our technical knowledge, the accumulation of large stocks of material is an anti- 
economic measure, while even its military value is doubtful. This is the end of my digression 
and I will now return to the point at issue. 
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I hope it will not be thought that I am lacking in respect or consideration for previous speakers 
if I say that no new arguments have been put forward during this discussion. That was only 
to be expected. Nevertheless, new facts have been brought to our notice, and one aspect of this 
technical question, which we, as a semi-technical organ, are bound to discuss in order that we 
may submit a report and technical proposals to our Governments, is that, as a result of political 
considerations outside the scope of our work, the significance of certain arguments has changed. 
This is an interesting point. We shall take note of it and we shall even welcome the change, 
in so far as we have thus obtained further converts to the idea which has encountered so much 
opposition—the idea of supervision. 

I will confine myself to the technical aspect of the question and will endeavour to be very 
brief. In regard to direct limitation, I think that everything has been said, and M. Bourquin, 
following other speakers, has given us a masterly summary of the question. It is clear that, 
without effective control, the method of direct limitation would not afford the necessary guarantees, 
or at least—and I should like to stress this point because it is important—the method of direct 
limitation, without effective supervision, is of no value except in the case of countries where 
questions of national defence are fully discussed, where there is a large measure of parliamentary 
control, where—as I am using the plural I shall not be offending anyone—indiscretion, if I may 
say so, is the rule, and where, finally, it is not regarded as high treason to reveal the breach of an 
international convention by one’s own country. Moreover, the experiment has been tried and 
it has been found that direct limitation does not permit of any accurate estimate being formed 
of a country’s military position. 

Another argument in favour of the system of direct limitation has been put forward by the 
German delegate—namely, that symmetry should be established between the clauses of the 
Peace Treaty and the provisions of the future Convention. We shall have to go into this question 
before the close of the Commission’s work, but for the moment I merely desire to say that I cannot 
accept this argument. 

There remains the question of indirect limitation. My friend Mr. Gibson was, I think, rather 
too severe yesterday in his criticism of this method when he said that it was easier to conceal 
the application of a dollar than the existence of a rifle. This may be true in the case of a dollar, 
but I doubt whether the argument holds good when it is a question of thousands of dollars. In 
any case, if you do not know how the thousands of dollars have been employed, you know that 
they have been spent, and that is a very important point. 

I agree that the method of budgetary limitation is not perfect and that it needs to be improved. 
M. Sato, in particular, has already drawn the attention of our Commission to various points. 
I should also like to deal with certain aspects of the question. 

Lord Cecil said yesterday, and other speakers repeated, that the method of indirect limitation 
is of no value as a basis of comparison. Its sole object is to ensure that, during the term of the 
Convention, the military preparations of a country are maintained at the authorised level. This is 
an important and even essential result. However, if this method is to be of value, it must be 
employed in a manner satisfactory to all the States which sign the Convention. I am obliged 
to say that, in this respect, the preparatory studies are inadequate. 

The question of the limitation of expenditure was dealt with by a Committee of Budgetary 
Experts, but those experts considered the matter chiefly from the point of view of publicity and 
not from the point of view of limitation. Although they touched on this latter question, they did 
not go into it very fully. This must, however, be done if two essential results are to be obtained. 
On the one hand, the method must be as watertight as possible, and all expenditure on material 

and this also applies to budgetary limitation in general—must be included in the limitation. 
Consequently, it must also comprise expenditure incurred outside the budget. In countries where 
there is very strict control of budgetary expenditure, the danger from that source is not very 
great, because any expenditure outside the budget is automatically inserted in the budget for 
the following year, so that the exact situation is eventually known. But this may not be the case 
in other countries, and precautions and precise indications are therefore necessary. Then it is 
essential to provide, as far as possible, for all forms of indirect subsidies—for instance, if countries 
agree to limit their expenditure on material they must not be allowed to organise “ spontaneous ” 
subscriptions in their territory for the purpose of providing the army with some special material. 
That is an important point which needs to be studied. 

Some degree of elasticity is also indispensable. M. Sato has already drawn our attention to 
the fluctuations in the purchasing power of currencies. That is another point which should be 
examined. A further point which has not yet been mentioned and which is, I think, of some 
importance is this: the French proposal provided for the possibility of carrying over credits from 
one year to the next. On the other hand, the British proposal does not mention this possibility, 
and I think I know the reason. Lord Cecil will correct me if I am wrong. The British delegation 
fears, for instance, that a country which is on the point of making a discovery capable of bringing 
about a complete transformation of military technique might save a certain proportion of its 
authorised credits for one, two, or even three years, and then, when the discovery had been 
perfected, it would suddenly construct new material, which in many cases would upset the 
equilibrium of the forces. 

This argument is not without weight, but there is a contrary argument which must be taken 
into consideration. It is quite possible that, as a result of economic calamities or a temporary 
financial crisis, a country might not be in a position in a given year to expend the whole of the 
credits authorised for military expenditure; it is only right that this country should be allowed 
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to employ these credits during the following year. We shall have to find some solution midway 
between these two extreme cases, and the experts should be asked for their opinion on this point. 

M. Westman has proposed that the two systems of limitation should be combined. I very 
much doubt the possibility of this combination, in the first place, because a given material might 
be limited and this material, a year or two later, might no longer be essential. Moreover, the result 
of this combined method might be felt chiefly in countries in which natural means of control 
—control by public opinion—are most effective. In such a case we should be combining the 
disadvantages of both systems. 

This leads me to conclude that the indirect method is the only one possible at the present 
time, and that this is the only principle which is acceptable. I quite agree that it needs to be 
improved and that the methods of application require further study. I should like the Commission 
to decide that this examination will be carried out not by it or for it, but by budgetary experts, who 
will be asked to submit their report to the Governments in order to provide the latter with further 
data. Until the Governments have pronounced on the matter—that is to say, until the Conference 
assembles—they have the right to change their minds. 

My proposal possibly has another advantage, in that it may make it easier for certain delega- 
tions to withdraw from their present non possumus attitude with regard to the indirect method. 
Our friend Mr. Gibson, whose conciliatory spirit is worthy of the highest praise, has suggested a 
new way out of the difficulty. He proposes that it should be possible for certain countries to assume 
different obligations from those undertaken by the majority of the States which sign the Conven- 
tion. I do not wish to exclude this solution a priori, but I rather fear that it would give rise to 
serious difficulties; and, moreover, several delegates, including, I think, M. Sato, would possibly 
find it difficult to accept this proposal. But if, as I suggest, we content ourselves to-day with 
adopting a principle, in regard to which abstention is possible, and if we decide that, before the 
Conference is held, a report shall be drawn up by experts for the purpose of submitting further 
data to Governments, there would still be some chance of weakening the resistance. I know our 
colleague’s gift of persuasion. Could he not endeavour to convince those who are still incredulous ? 
That, in any case, is my earnest hope. 

The President. — This very valuable discussion cannot be closed to-day. There are still 
four names on the list of speakers. I therefore propose to adjourn the meeting. 

The Commission rose at i.io p.m. 

SEVENTH MEETING 

Held on Thursday, November 13th, ig30, at 10 a.m. 

Chairman: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

23. Discussion on Chapter II. — Material: Section I—Land Armaments (continuation). 
Draft Resolution submitted by the British Delegation; Draft Resolution 
submitted by the French Delegation (Enquiry by a Committee of Budgetary 
Experts). 

The President. — This morning we will continue the very important discussion on the 
limitation of the material of land armaments. 

If I might briefly sum up yesterday’s discussion, I would say that five methods of solving the 
problem were clearly suggested: 

First, publicity alone, then direct limitation alone; a choice between direct limitation and 
indirect budgetary limitation, a combination of the two foregoing methods of limitation, and, 
finally, budgetary limitation alone. 

Concerning the last-named method, M. Massigli proposed that the principle of budgetary 
limitation should be adopted and that the consideration of details should be referred to a Committee 
of Experts. According to M. Massigli, this investigation would take place during the interval 
between the meeting of this Commission and that of the general Conference. I understand 
that this Committee of Experts would send a report to the Governments through the Secretary- 
General. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — With one or two other members of the delegations, notably 
the French and that of the United States of America, we have been considering how we would 
in a resolution sum up what you have been good enough to say, and this is the resolution I propose 
to move at the end of the general debate: 

" The Commission 
“ 1. Approves the principle that there should be the fullest possible interchange of 

information respecting armaments between the parties to the proposed Convention; 
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“ 2. Records the unanimous desire of the members of the Commission to find some 
method which will provide for the limitation of war material in a more precise manner than 
can be achieved by publicity alone; 

“ 3. Recognises that the majority of the Commission are of opinion that, as to land 
war material, the most practical method of securing this more precise limitation is by budgetary 
limitation, that other members of the Commission are of opinion that the most practical 
method is by direct limitation, by specific enumeration, and that a certain number would 
desire to see some combination of the two methods.” 

That is the resolution, and we should have to see how we could transmit this into the 
body of the Convention. 

This text has been sent in to the Secretariat for translation and distribution so that you may 
all have it before you. Paragraph 3 states that certain delegates were of opinion, in regard to land 
armament material, that direct limitation was the best, others preferred budgetary limitation 
and yet others a combination of the two methods. 

It is a resume of the three opinions expressed. 

M. Massigli (France). — With reference to the proposal I outlined yesterday, I should 
like to read a draft resolution which would supplement that which Lord Cecil has just proposed. 
This resolution, too, will be placed before the Commission in due course. It is as follows: 

" 1. With a view to limiting Land War Material by limiting expenditure on its purchase, 
manufacture, and upkeep, the Preparatory Commission requests its President to instruct the 
Committee of Budgetary Experts to enquire into the means by which such limitation could 
be carried out, paying special attention to: 

“ (a) The necessity of limiting all the expenditure in question. 
" (b) The variety of ways in which budgets are presented and discussed in different 

countries, 
“ (c) The adjustment of the proposed method of limitation to possible fluctuations 

in the purchasing power of different countries. 
“ (d) The conditions in which credits for one financial year might be carried over 

to the following year or years. 

“2. In order that the Cxovernments may be able, before the Conference meets, to come 
to a decision on this point, the Expert’s report should be transmitted to them in good time 
by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. 

3. 1 he Committee of Experts should be asked to make a similar enquiry in connection 
with the limitation of the aggregate annual expenditure of every country on its land, naval 
and air Forces, and to make a report which will also be transmitted to Governments.” 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I assume that M. Massigli’s resolution will be circulated. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I intended to speak later, and I desire now merely to 
raise a preliminary question. The resolution proposed assumes that there is a majority in one 
sense and a minority in another. I think we should first ascertain whether that is really the case 
and, accordingly, I should like a vote to be taken by roll-call so that we may know what Govern- 
ments are on one side and what Governments are on the other. In this way, we shall discover 
what the Commission thinks about direct limitation, which goes much further than the other 
systems. For that reason, the vote on direct limitation should come first—before the vote on 
any resolutions. 

The President. — We are now continuing the general discussion. Naturally, a vote will 
be taken after this discussion. 

Lo^d Cecil (British Empire). May I suggest that it will be very convenient to the members 
of the Commission if Count Bernstorff will kindly do as I have tried to do, put down definitely 
m writing what resolution he desires to see adopted? 

I do object to these general consultations of the Committee, vhen nobody knows exactly 
what they are voting about, and I suggest, therefore, that Count Bernstorff should put down in 
writing what he wishes to obtain the views of the Commission upon. I have no objection 
to that being done now or at any other time. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I agree. 

The President. We will therefore continue the general discussion. 

™ 1 (Turkey). On the important question of the limitation of war material the 
lurkish delegation continues to hold the views that it has stated from the outset in the Preparatory 
Commission. r J 

The discussion which has gone on for three days has brought out all the points of the problem, 
ere is no need to refer again to the arguments advanced in favour of each of the systems proposed. 

1 shall therefore confine myself to stating that, realising the need for including the limitation 
of war material m any plan for the reduction of armaments, the Turkish delegation could support 
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any one of the three systems so far suggested—the direct system, the indirect system or the 
combined system. . 

I must, however, add at once that this general approval is subject to the condition that 
large exceptions should be made in favour of non-industrial countries. This adjustment is 
necessary because, if it be not made, the idea of the reduction and limitation of armaments 
would meet with insurmountable obstacles. Similarly, in the case of indirect limitation, specially 
favourable treatment must be reserved for countries whose budgets fall below a figure to be settled 
by the Conference. Should circumstances arise in consequence of which, according to the provisions 
of the Convention, the engagements undertaken would be suspended, that would be the only 
way to avoid placing such countries in an unfavourable position in comparison with industrial 
countries or countries with large budgetary resources. 

I would make an urgent appeal to all my colleagues and ask them to be good enough to consider 
the serious consequences that would follow from any system of limitation for which the necessary 
correctives were not, at the same time, set out in our draft Convention. 

In conclusion, I desire to put forward a suggestion concerning the statement made by the 
representative of the United States of America two days ago. I gladly associate myself with 
previous speakers who welcomed the American proposal. This proposal, although made only 
on behalf of the United States of America, makes it possible for this Commission to contemplate 
another solution of the problem, by which the draft Convention would contain a provision to 
the effect that the Contracting Parties would be entitled, as suited them best, to adopt either 
of the two equivalent systems of limitation. This procedure might perhaps facilitate agreement 
on the question of war material. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — Gentlemen, I desire to reply to M. Fierlinger’s appeal that we should 
all give our opinion on the important problem of the limitation of war material. 

When he spoke, there was no written proposal before us on which we might clearly express 
our views. To-day, however, several proposals have already been outlined, and we have to 
decide, and probably to vote, on these proposals. 

As to my delegation’s opinion on the problem that the Commission has discussed for the 
last three days, I must remind you that, at the meeting on May 3rd, 1929, I had the honour 
to acquaint the Commission with my personal standpoint, and with the special position of my 
country concerning this question. I shall not repeat to-day what I said then, but I note with 
great satisfaction that, in their speeches yesterday, M. Litvinoff, M. Rutgers and Dr. Riddell 
showed that I was fully justified in the remarks I made in 1929 from the standpoint of my own 
country concerning limitation by budgetary means. 

I do not know whether, by the method suggested by M. Massigli, it would be possible to 
arrive at a formula which, whilst adopting the principle of limitation by budgetary means, would 
avoid, in the case of my own country, the disadvantages to which I have just referred. In any 
case, we might find full satisfaction in the American delegate’s happy and ingenious proposal. 

Though, for the special reasons to which I have just referred, Spain cannot accept for herself 
limitation by budgetary means, although she might admit it in the case of other countries, she 
would, in return, be prepared to adopt for herself the principle of direct limitation of material 
in service. 

I emphasise the fact that this concerns only material in service, for Spain could not admit 
limitation of material in stock. We think, indeed, that such a limitation of material in stock 
would constitute a premium for countries with highly developed military industries, of which 
Spain is not one. Spain could not agree to any limitation of material in stock. On the other 
hand, as regards material in service, she is quite prepared to adopt the principle of direct limitation 
for herself, without wishing to impose it on other countries. 

In this problem of the reduction of armaments we consider that the principle of supervision 
is an essential premise. We think that nothing can be done without supervision. I quite 
understand certain apprehensions regarding supervision which have long been expressed. I 
agree that, when we are contemplating binding ourselves by a convention or a contract, we must 
have full confidence in all the parties. But, though that is true in every field—even the 
international field—I think that when national defence and national security are at stake, we 
should reflect more than once before showing undue confidence which will bind us for the future, 
and which may amount to a crime against our own country. 

I must also say that, though we are all agreed on the need for publicity regarding armaments 
and material, and even regarding military credits, we are also agreed that the solution we adopted 
at our last session does not of itself imply any limitation, and that this limitation can be obtained 
only by methods other than the two methods contemplated. The objections that have been raised 
against these two methods show that neither is perfect, that both are attended with serious 
disadvantages. That is why the Commission is divided. 

I also recognise the force of the arguments M. Sato advanced at yesterday’s meeting when 
opposing the Hon. Hugh Gibson’s proposal, with which I have just expressed my entire 
agreement. 

A simple formula is always preferable but, when the problems to be solved are themselves 
complicated, it is somewhat difficult to find a simple formula which gives entire satisfaction. 
Accordingly, I venture to appeal to M. Sato’s good will and spirit of conciliation and ask him not 
to persist in his opposition, particularly as his country will suffer no disadvantage. The United 
States, Spain, Turkey or any other State may accept direct limitation, but they do not impose 
it on others. If, therefore, as M. Sato said yesterday, Japan is prepared to accept limitation 
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by budgetary means, we are quite ready to agree to her doing so. It can be no disadvantage 
for Japan to allow other countries to adopt still stricter methods of limitation. 

M. Politis (Greece). — Gentlemen, my remarks will be very brief. I desire to state that, 
in the interest of my own country, the Greek delegation prefers limitation by budgetary means. 
In this connection, I fully agree with the arguments so clearly advanced yesterday by M. Bourquin. 
Nevertheless, if the alternative system proposed by Mr. Gibson were shown to be practicable, 
the Greek delegation would not oppose that system. I desire, however, to note one point that 
was raised in the 1929 discussions and to which no reference has been made on this occasion. 
It is that when limitation by budgetary means is discussed account must be taken, as in the case 
of effectives, of the special circumstances of each country. 

In determining the budgetary limit for any State, regard must certainly be paid to that 
State’s special circumstances, its economic conditions, its standard of living, its labour costs 
and, above all, the condition of its material at the time the Convention is signed. Obviously, 
if the material at a country’s disposal at that time were worn out or defective and if, consequently, 
the country were in a position of manifest inferiority as compared with other signatories, that 
is a fact which would have to be taken into consideration in fixing the budgetary limit to be 
observed by that country. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I did not speak yesterday because—as I said at the beginning 
of our work—I desire above everything that we should soon reach the end of our discussions, 
so that the Conference may meet. I know of no better way to shorten discussions than to refrain 
from speaking oneself. 

I had also another reason for not speaking. It is not my country which must disarm but 
others. Accordingly I have hitherto confined myself to listening to what speakers had to say 
regarding the means and methods to be employed for the purpose of disarming when the time 
comes. 

I must say, to my great regret, that I have been greatly disappointed at what I have heard. 
I do not wish to re-state arguments that have already been developed, for I do not think 

arguments become more convincing when they are repeated. 
I was particularly struck by the fact that almost all the arguments have been technical. 

I must say that, personally, I regard this question from the moral standpoint, the historical 
standpoint and the political standpoint. I am not at all impressed by the technical point of 
view, for the thing has been done, and what has been done once can be done again. 

I have heard only one argument that is more or less political in character. It was said that, 
when the European situation improves, we shall be able to make a better Convention. The 
unfortunate fact is, that if the Convention is bad, the European situation will not improve. 
That situation will grow better only if we make a good Convention. A bad Convention can never 
improve the situation. The unfortunate situation of Europe at present is, indeed, largely the 
result of inequality in armaments. 

I regard this question from the moral standpoint because, in my opinion, Governments 
have on this subject entered into a solemn undertaking in the eyes of the nations of the world. 
The nations will not be satisfied if the Convention framed is such that not a single tank and 
not a single big gun will be destroyed. No one would be able to understand such a result. 

In a large city, it is sometimes necessary to disarm the civilian population. Suppose an 
individual who is asked to give up his pistol, instead of doing so, puts it in his pocket and promises 
that the next pistol he buys will be a cheaper one. That is just the position in which we shall 
find ourselves if we keep all the material in stock and merely promise to buy other less expensive 
weapons in future. 

I have not been convinced by the objections raised, and I remain persuaded that there is 
only one way to disarm—direct limitation. 

M. Massigli spoke of symmetry. I wish to say merely that during the five years I have 
been here I have always said that, in my opinion, the levelling of armaments was the essential 
aim to be pursued in the matter of disarmament. Without such levelling, disarmament has no 
real value for us. 

In accordance with the desire expressed by Lord Cecil, we are ourselves preparing a proposal 
which we shall submit to the Commission. 

As regards M. Massigli s proposal, I see no objection to the experts studying this budgetary 
question once more, but on one condition which we regard as a sine qua non, namely, that the 
Conference shall not be postponed on account of this work, that in no case shall there be a further 
session of the Preparatory Commission, that in no case shall the experts’ report be submitted 

^ ^ A>rePara^ry.^omm^ssion’ and that in no case—I repeat—shall the Conference be post- 
poned because of this work. To my mind, the essential thing—and I venture to stress this point— 
is that the Conference should be called as soon as possible, so that we may be clear as to whether 
the Powers intend to disarm or not to disarm. 

The President. I think I may assure Count Bernstorff that there are no grounds for 
uneasiness. I might almost say that we have sworn that this session shall be the last. I would, 
moreover, remind him of paragraph 4 of the Assembly Resolution: “ The Assembly accordingly 
expresses the conviction that . . . the Preparatory Commission will be able to finish ...” 

Colonel Ali Khan Riazi (Persia). — For three days we have been following a very interesting 
discussion directed towards finding a practical solution for the problem of land disarmament 
—by the direct method through limiting war material, or by the indirect method through limiting 
budgetary expenditure, or by other mixed methods. 
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Our delegation might have supported the direct method if certain Powers had not expressed 
doubts as to the possibility of ensuring effective supervision. Without such supervision this 
direct method would have no real value except through reliance on the good faith of all the 
contracting parties. 

Unhappily for our time, though good faith exists everywhere, faith in good faith is lacking. 
This increases suspicion in certain nations and the fear of isolation in others, and thus retards 
the solution of the problem of security. If this were not the case, the Pact of Paris, by outlawing 
war, might have led to a much greater measure of disarmament. 

If supervision is not possible, then, like many other delegations, we think that the only 
practical method will be limitation by budgetary means. Nevertheless, as M. Politis rightly 
stated, public opinion throughout the world would think it advisable and necessary that this 
budgetary limitation should be supplemented by a thorough investigation of the war potential 
of different countries, showing clearly the means at the disposal of each country at the time 
the Convention is signed. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — After yesterday’s long discussion on the limitation of 
material, I shall make only a short statement. 

The Polish delegation does not approve of the direct method of limiting material since a 
majority of the members of the Commission would not support the system of supervision which 
is essential for that limitation. We accept the principle of indirect limitation through limitation 
of expenditure on armaments. 

I must also refer to certain statements or suggestions made during the discussion yesterday 
and on previous days. 

I agree with the opinion expressed by several delegations, amongst them the Roumanian 
delegation, to the effect that both methods entail the disadvantage that, by comparison with other 
countries, they put into an unfavourable position those countries which do not produce war 
material or do so only to a slight extent, and also those countries which have not inherited or 
maintained equipment for national defence or which are still engaged in organising themselves 
for that purpose. 

That is a situation which cannot be overlooked and for which the Disarmament Conference 
will have to find an equitable solution, perhaps in connection with figures and with the political 
conditions of security. 

I come now to the suggestion made yesterday by M. Massigli. I agree with him that the 
wording proposed in the Draft Convention is incomplete. Events have shown it to be so. It leaves 
outsides the scope of limitation many important factors connected with the problem of war 
material, the constitution of stocks and, in general, expenditure on war preparations. The 
limitation of expenditure, like any other limitation, must admit of supervision. Now, as was 
pointed out yesterday, there are certain circumstances under which normal supervision by 
parliamentary means or by public opinion at home cannot be exercised in the same way in all 
countries. A solution must be found. 

Whilst recognising the need for limitation of expenditure, the Polish delegation therefore 
thinks that this grave problem calls for special supplementary work of a technical and legal nature. 
We may wonder whether, under these circumstances, an Article in the Convention will be sufficient 
and whether it is indeed possible to refer the whole problem to the Disarmament Conference in this 
state. 

Accordingly, I agree with the head of the French delegation that it would be advisable to 
ask the experts to facilite the task before the Disarmament Conference by submitting to it the 
suggestions and opinions of specialists. I reserve the right to take a decision, on the texts submitted 
this morning, when I have had an opportunity to study them, which has not yet been the case. 

To remove all doubts, I, too, desire to state that this work must in no way postpone the meeting 
of the Disarmament Conference. As was quite clearly stated yesterday, it must be done outside the 
Preparatory Commission. 

Finally, there is one point to which reference has been made in this discussion. The political 
aspect of the problem has been emphasised. We may already anticipate that the Commission will, 
on the present occasion, decide in favour of the limitation of material—the first stage, closely 
connected with security, having been considered last year in the form of publicity concerning 
expenditure. The new decision we are about to take will add greatly to our disarmament obligations. 
Nevertheless, we are fully prepared to accept it, in spite of the undeniable fact that there is a 
political crisis at the present time. It has been said that the eighteen months which have elapsed 
since the previous meeting have brought changes—but in what sense ? I put myself that question. 
Has the tendency to peace been really consolidated ? Has the feeling of security been strengthened ? 
No. From day to day suspicions have revealed themselves. People talk of war and the best means 
of waging war. They talk of it even more than before 1914. 

In the light of these facts, can we agree that we are making great strides towards peace ? 
I merely emphasise the threatening contradiction that exists between, on the one hand, the 

Polish resolution adopted first by the Assembly at Geneva and later by the whole world in the form 
of the Pact for the renunciation of war, and, on the other hand, the spirit of hatred 
and of international or social upheaval of which we see the evidence. This contradiction does exists; 
it is developing under our very eyes. These threatening activities must be stopped at the earliest 
possible moment. Political pacification must begin to assume practical form if we are not merely 
to progress towards disarmament but even to preserve the fruits of our present efforts. 

In spite of these significant facts, in spite of this unfortunate political situation, we will not 
give way to nerves. We shall advance towards our goal without ignoring the obstacle and, if we 
ultimately decide to accept the limitation of material by the indirect method, we shall take this 



— go — 

first important step in conditions of security which correspond to the degree of disarmament 
realised. 

This great step towards the consolidation of peace must be taken without compromising the 
existing equilibrium. 

Mr. Sean Lester (Irish Free State). — At this stage of the debate I do not propose to add 
to the exhaustive arguments of the speakers who have preceded me, but I think I should state the 
views of the Irish delegation in a few words. 

In the speeches made yesterday and to-day on the question of direct limitation, I have heard 
no arguments against direct limitation except on the ground that it would not be effective without 
a degree of control which appears to be impossible in the present circumstances. 

But it seems to me, as to other delegates, that a combination of the two systems of budgetary 
limitation and of direct limitation is possible. I think that if the majority of the Commission, 
as appears to be the case at the present time, be in favour of the adoption of budgetary limitation, 
that limitation would be strengthened by the adoption of certain undertakings by the various 
States restricting the main items of the land armaments at present in use. 

The Irish delegation feels that if a combination of the two systems on these lines is not generally 
acceptable to the Commission, the Irish delegation will support a proposal for budgetary limitation 
as being the more effective method. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I apologise for speaking a second time in this great discussion. 
In order to remove a misunderstanding I desire to make a correction. I did not say—as 

M. Cobian seemed to think—that I could not accept the Hon. Hugh Gibson’s suggestion. I venture 
to repeat a few lines of the statement I made yesterday: “ There seem to me to be only two 
solutions: either that we should adopt the principle of budgetary limitation and that countries 
unable to apply it should accept direct limitation, or, if that solution be impossible, that 
we should revert to the solution already adopted at the last session—namely, indirect limitation 
by means of publicity. ” 

Since there is no longer any suggestion that we should content ourselves with publicity, the 
latter solution falls to the ground. Thus, only the former solution remains, namely, a combination 
of budgetary limitation, in the case of most countries, with the method of direct limitation in 
the case of certain countries which cannot accept the method of indirect limitation. In this 
connection I must, however, insist on the importance of homogeneity and uniformity in the 
system to be adopted. 

I am not quite sure that most delegations really favour the system of budgetary limitation. 
Before that can be said, I should like to know the result of the voting, for there are many 
delegations which no less forcibly urge the adoption of direct limitation. If the majority of the 
Commission is in favour of the indirect method of budgetary limitation, that kind of limitation 
will have to be considered as the general rule, to which only a limited number of exceptions can 
be admitted. Amongst those exceptions, there will be the case of the United States of America 
and perhaps of Spain. I recognise the force of M. Cobian’s argument, and I readily agree to the 
method he proposes for his own country. In my opinion, it is necessary and most important 
that we should determine the cases admitted as exceptions. I think it is important for the 
Commission to realise that the method of direct limitation without supervision is not as good 
as indirect limitation through budgetary means. If direct limitation is accompanied by super- 
vision that method will be the strictest, but if it is not so accompanied—and it seems that this 
notion of supervision is not really accepted by anyone—we shall have a limitation that is less 
rigid than budgetary limitation. 

I would further point out that, by limiting material through budgetary means, we are for 
the future indirectly limiting the material in stock, whereas if we adopt the direct limitation 
of material in service as proposed by M. Cobian, the material in stock will be excluded from the 
limitation. There will thus be no equality of treatment as regards limitation. These facts must 
be borne in mind, and if we agree, if the majority adopt indirect limitation through budgetary 
means, the exceptions to be admitted must remain as definite exceptions. The number of 
countries applying direct limitation without supervision must be strictly limited. 

M. Morfoff (Bulgaria). — So far I have refrained from taking part in this discussion because 
I found that the proposals made were not compatible with the military system imposed on us 
by the Treaties. Certain recommendations that have been made, however, compel me to offer 
some observations before the vote is taken. 

The Belgian delegate said that an arithmetic mean might be found by multiplying the number 
of units by the number of years’ service. That is in correct 

Although we may rightly say that the effect produced by a force of one kilogramme over- 
coming a resistance through one hundred metres is equivalent to the effect of a force of one hundred 
kilogrammes overcoming a resistance through one metre, we cannot assert that one man who 
serves in the army for twenty-five years is the equivalent of twenty-five men who serve for one year. 

Thus, there is an incompatibility which results from the difference in military systems. 
I was glad to hear the President say at the outset that our object was to reduce armaments 

gradually to the minimum compatible with national security. Again, M. Sato, the Japanese 
delegate, said yesterday that he was in favour of equality and that he would only accept a system 
that could be applied to all in the same way. Moreover, that is the policy prescribed in the 
Covenant of the League of Nations. 

I do not mean to say that complete equality in armaments can be applied at present. I 
merely desire that the future Committee of Experts should be aware that, as a result of differing 



military systems, it is difficult to establish equality of armaments. Thus, we shall not be con- 
fronted by figures that are incompatible with the situation. Some figures may be multiplied 
without ever giving any real mathematical equivalent. I desire merely that we should, as far as 
possible, try to attain equality of security. We know that present conditions are such that we 
cannot think of disarming completely. We can only hope to secure an appreciable reduction in 
armaments. But we are anxious that the result achieved should give the impression that, from 
the point of view of security, we are all equal. 

I shall not vote for either proposal, as both are inapplicable in our case. 

M. Woo Kaiseng (China). — I wish to make a very short statement. The Chinese delegation 
approves of limitation of any kind but it desires to point out that countries fall into two classes— 
industrial countries and non-industrial countries. In accordance with the view put forward 
by M. Sato and by the Turkish delegate, we think that this distinction should be reflected in the 
Convention, for it is certain that a country with very highly developed industries can easily 
convert its factories, either by industrial mobilisation or by some other method, whereas countries 
in which industries are less developed have at their disposal only the material in stock. 

I should like the Commission to note the need for making such a distinction. For my part, 
I fully agree with the Japanese and Turkish delegates. 

The Chinese delegation strongly favours budgetary limitation. At the present time, indeed 
war must, I think, depend on monetary considerations. That is the great danger, for money 
can procure all the means for organising war. To suppress armaments, we must adopt the system 
of budgetary limitation. As this question has been referred to by the Belgian delegate, I shall 
not deal further with it. 

In conclusion, I desire to state that I agree with M. Massigli’s proposal for budgetary limitation. 
The Experts’ report must, however, be forwarded in good time to the different Governments, 
so that they may be able to study it before the general Disarmament Conference. 

I think we should endeavour to frame a convention which will be acceptable to all and which 
will ensure the most complete equality. The question placed before us must be settled wholly 
in a spirit of conciliation. 

M. Holsti (Finland). — In principle, the Finnish delegation preferred the direct method, 
but, with a view to reaching a compromise, it supports indirect limitation through budgetary 
means. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — In order not to prolong the discussion, I shall resist the 
temptation to deal with arguments that have already been put forward. I am sure M. Bourquin 
will understand my silence and not attribute it to any lack of respect. 

I desire merely to make a short reference to the British and French proposals. As some 
delegations support one system whilst others support a different system, it would be difficult 
to achieve unanimity on either method. At the beginning of the sixth session we had almost 
reached unanimity by setting them both on one side. As we cannot achieve the unanimity 
we hoped to secure by means of a new discussion, we shall have to combine the two methods in 
some way. 

There are two paragraphs in the British proposal on which I hope we shall be able to agree. 
But the third starts by recognising that “ the majority of the Commission are of opinion that, 
as to land war material, the most practical method of securing this more precise limitation is 
by budgetary limitation, that other members of the Commission are of opinion that the most 
practical method is by direct limitation, by specific enumeration, and that a certain number 
would desire to see some combination of the two methods ”. 

I do not think any advantage will be gained by stating in the resolution that there is a majority 
for either of these methods. 

The proposal goes on to say that a certain number would desire to see some combination 
of the two methods. I hope that is true of the great majority, or almost of all, since this procedure 
would enable us to overcome the deadlock in which we are at present. 

The French proposal differs from the British text by making an addition thereto. The French 
proposal refers to what we shall do subsequently. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Would you allow me to suggest that it would perhaps be 
more convenient to have the discussion on these proposals when they have been formally moved 
and put before the Commission ? At present we have merely given notice of our intention 
to move them at the conclusion of the general discussion. I am a little afraid of a new general 
discussion developing on the terms of these motions. When they are taken, each paragraph 
by paragraph, it will be time for us to hear Dr. Rutgers and others as to the objections they 
feel to each particular proposal. I do not propose to ask the Commission to hear me on certain 
reserves I shall have to make in regard to the French resolution. I think it will come better 
when we have them before us as definite propositions. 

I propose to move the resolutions paragraph by paragraph and then we can discuss each one. 
The object of the resolutions is to keep out of a general discussion, and to get down to particular 
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details. When we come to the third paragraph of the British resolution, Dr. Rutgers will be able 
to explain why he thinks it should be modified in this or that way. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I thought these two proposals were under discussion. It 
seems that is not the case. I shall therefore not insist, but I must repeat that I thought the 
proposals were under discussion and I saw in them a way of concluding the general discussion. 

The President. — We are at present engaged in the general discussion. These proposals 
are not yet under discussion. That was what Lord Cecil meant. 

Draft Resolution submitted by the Italian Delegation. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I assume we are still engaged in the general discussion and 
that it is not yet closed. We shall ourselves place a proposal before the Commission. But at 
present I do not feel justified in giving our reasons for submitting this text, which somewhat 
resembles the British delegation’s proposal and which, moreover, will shortly be circulated. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I think it would be very convenient if General de Marinis 
would read his proposal, and reserve his observations in favour of it till the time when it actually 
comes before the Commission. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — My proposal is in three parts. The first reproduces the 
whole of the first part of the British delegation’s proposal. The third part is as follows: 

“ Considers that the best method for limitation of land material would consist in a 
combination of the two systems of direct limitation and budgetary limitation.” 

The President. — Let us not prolong this discussion unnecessarily. The simplest procedure 
would be to vote, not on the various proposals as they have been put forward by Lord Cecil, 
but on the different systems. Lord Cecil’s proposal can be discussed only after that. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — If I may say so, with all respect to the President, I think 
that is madness. For one thing we shall get into the most hopeless morass unless we have some 
definite proposition before us. We cannot say we are generally in favour of this or that, we 
shall none of us know what we are really voting in favour of. If anyone thinks either of these 
propositions is insufficiently clear and desires to make the thing more precise, by all means let 
them move amendments, or let them present alternative propositions, but if we are asked to vote 
generally in favour of this or that no one can say whether they approve it or not. Merely to 
give one single illustration. Take the question of direct limitation, I could not say Aye or No 
to the question: Are you in favour of direct limitation ? What I should have to say would be: 
In principle I think direct limitation has very many merits, but in fact I do not see my way, 
under the particular circumstances, to approve it in this particular case. It would be impossible 
for me to vote. 

I beg the President to insist on precise propositions being laid before the Commission, so 
that we know exactly what it is we are voting for and what we are not voting for. Until we 
do that, I am quite sure we shall get into the most awful mess. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I am not quite sure whether I shall 
be in order to speak now. Some new method of procedure has been introduced quite alien to 
the Commission or to any international assembly. Lord Cecil has moved, at the very beginning 
of this meeting, certain resolutions which have been circulated. It seems to me the resolutions 
are before us. Why should we not discuss them ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I have not moved them. I have merely given notice that 
at the end of the general discussion I will move them. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — In any case I cannot see why we must 
speak on these resolutions separately, and on each paragraph. Why cannot we discuss the 
resolution as a whole ? I may speak against the whole resolution and not against separate 
articles. I think this right should be given to me. I myself will move an amendment which 
will be in due time circulated, and I shall probably have to put off my statement until then. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — Mr. President, I find myself in a position of considerable 
difficulty. This morning, Lord Cecil placed a proposal before us. I should have liked to submit 
another proposal in writing, but I noticed that there were at least half a dozen others in the air 
and I thought it inadvisable to increase the number still further, particularly as my suggestion 
or proposal practically reproduces yours. 

The text says, in effect, merely that “ the Commission decides that the principle of direct 
limitation should be adopted ”, 
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M. Politis (Greece). — We must agree on this question of procedure before voting, for the 
meaning of the vote will not be clear unless we have first agreed as to what we are voting on. 

I hope Lord Cecil will allow me to point out, with the greatest respect, that it is impossible 
to vote on the third paragraph of his proposal, as the text of that paragraph records decisions 
that would have to be taken beforehand. It is difficult for us to vote on such a sentence as this: 
“ Does the Commission recognise that the majority of its members are of this or that opinion ? ” 
before knowing whether there is a majority at all and whether that majority is or is not of that 
opinion. 

The only method that can be employed—and it has been adopted on many occasions, even 
in this gathering—after a long, complicated and important discussion like the present, is to discover 
the general ideas that emerge and to vote on them. 

Now there are three general ideas which emerge from this discussion and, on this point, 
I think I cannot be mistaken. 

The first general idea is that of the system of direct limitation. Lord Cecil says that if the 
question is put to him he will not be able to answer. I hope he will pardon me if I say that 
what we have to ascertain is whether the system is acceptable to the Commission as a general 
system. I understand that he would vote against a proposal put in that way. 

The first question is therefore: “ Does the Commission accept the direct method as the 
general method of limitation ? ” 

The second question, which will arise if the reply to the first is in the negative, will be: “ Does 
the Commission accept the method of budgetary limitation as the general system of limitation ? ” 

Finally, the third question, which will arise whatever the Commission decides on the first 
two questions, is: “ Should these two systems be combined—for instance, in the way suggested 
by the American delegation, that is to say, as alternatives so that some may accept the system 
of budgetary limitation whilst others may accept the system of direct limitation ? ” 

Once the Commission has answered these three questions it will be a very simple matter 
to reproduce them in a text similar to that of the third paragraph of the British proposal. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am afraid I have not made myself clear. I do not disagree 
with a single word that M. Politis has said. It is not that I want you to pass my resolution 
immediately. When I drew it up last night there was general agreement that a majority were 
in favour of budgetary limitation, but if this be disputed it can and must be cleared up. I only 
want something precise and definite, and I confidently believe I shall have the support of M. Politis 
in this, for having observed his conduct at meetings of this kind I know how highly he values 
having something that is precise and clear. I do not want my resolution taken first but I do think 
we should have something quite definite and clear before us so that we shall not have misunder- 
standings later on as to how the Commission has proceeded. The importance of it is this, that 
we have to translate our decisions on the general question into particular articles which we 
shall or shall not insert in the Convention, and I am very anxious that when we come to draw 
up these articles we should not have to review the whole thing again on the ground that it is 
not clear. 

A perfectly definite proposition has been circulated, and I should think it could be decided. 
Others could do the same, and I should have thought the great abilities of the German delegation 
would have been sufficient to enable them to draft in a few words what Count Bernstorff wishes 
to be decided. I quite agree that some proposition such as I have drafted can only come finally 
when we have determined what is the view of the Commission. Let us proceed carefully and 
distinctly and clearly; that is all I am asking. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — May I add a few words to M. Politis’ statement, with 
which I entirely agree ? 

I think we must seek the simplest possible formula. So far, we do not know exactly on what 
the vote will be taken and we have, as it were, opened Pandora’s box by giving all countries a 
choice between the different systems. Hitherto we have discussed two systems—-direct limitation 
and indirect limitation. But now a new factor has been introduced into the discussion, a factor 
that has not yet been exactly defined. To-day, at the opening of the meeting, the President informed 
us that we now have five possible solutions. During the meeting a new method has emerged—that 
mentioned by M. Cobian. Thus the number of possible solutions increases every day. 

I think that, in this way, we are adding greatly to the difficulties of the future Conference 
—which I always have in mind, since it is to crown all our efforts—by placing before it so many 
different possibilities. It is important that we should make clear which possibility we ourselves 
favour. We should therefore vote on the two possible solutions that have now been discussed 
with all the clarity and precision desirable. The rest is confused and indefinite and we do not see 
exactly what we can vote on. 

Hence, I think the discussion should be confined to these two systems. Obviously, there is a 
mass of floating opinion swaying between one and the other. Nevertheless, I think those who have 
a preference either for the direct method or for the indirect method should be given an opportunity 
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to express that preference quite clearly. In that way we shall have a formula that is infinitely 
simpler. 

In regard to Count Bernstorffs proposal, I am not yet quite sure which method goes farthest. 
After yesterdays discussion, I think indirect limitation is more far-reaching. To me it seems 
much more effective than the other method. But, Mr. President, that is a matter which I leave 
to your appreciation. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I must confess that to my mind the 
procedure is getting more and more obscure. I have mentioned already the official document 
of the Secretary-General of the League of Nations which is submitted by the British delegation. 
My understanding of the word “ submitted ” is that it refers to the past and not to the future. 
We have been told that we must not discuss this resolution because it does not exist yet; but, 
shortly afterwards, M. Politis spoke against one clause of precisely this resolution. Surely if he is 
entitled to speak on one clause of the resolution, we are entitled to speak on the rest of it ? 

In any case I want to remind you that the question of land armaments has been before us in 
the first half of this session. At that time the Commission had proposals by the Soviet 
delegation and by the German delegation. Now we have decided to go back to this question 
and re-open the discussion and revert to the position taken up last year. It seems that we have 
gone back to the proposals, which were discussed then, of the Soviet and German delegations, and 
the British proposal appears to be an amendment to those proposals. I do not mind introducing 
new proposals of the same nature, but to avoid misunderstanding I would respectfully submit 
to the Commission that we should ask Lord Cecil to move his resolution forthwith, and then we 
shall be able to discuss not only his resolution but all the amendments to it. I cannot put 
forward any proposal without officially knowing the contents of Lord Cecil's amendment. 

The President. — I think that is what Lord Cecil intends. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I have but little to say. M. Politis put the matter quite 
clearly. I agree entirely with what he said. If we vote as M. Politis proposed, there will be no 
need for the German delegation to draft its own text of a resolution. 

M. Massigli (France). — Before the vote is taken, I must ask permission to make a brief 
statement on a question that is not related to procedure. Yesterday, in my anxiety not to 
import heat into this discussion and in my desire that the Commission should accomplish its 
task, as we all hope it will, in that spirit of conciliation and co-operation which is essential to 
the success of our work, I purposely refrained from taking up and discussing a statement made 
the day before by the German delegate. I merely alluded to it and I hoped that the reason for 
my attitude would have been understood. To day, however, Count Bernstorff has felt it necessary 
to insist again on that point. His statement compels me to repeat that, before the end of this 
session, it will be absolutely necessary to have a thorough explanation on the question raised 
and on certain other questions. For my part, I shall ensure that the explanation is a full one. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I desire now to move the resolution which I have already 
read. I have nothing to say about the first two paragraphs, which I had hoped represented the 
unanimous view of the Commission. 

In regard to the third paragraph, I observe that there is an alternative proposal by the 
Italian delegation, and I understand that Count Bernstorff also desires to vote, either against 
it or for some modification of it. I shall wait to hear what these two gentlemen have to say 
before I make any further observations. I ask you, Sir, to accept this as a motion of the whole 
of the resolution, because I understand M. Litvinoff wishes to speak against the whole thing; 
but I shall ask you to put the first two paragraphs to the vote separately. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — Referring to the Italian proposal, Lord Cecil has just said that 
this is an alternative text. I think it is clearly understood that the Italian delegation proposes 
a combination and not an alternative. 

The President. — Exactly. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I do not desire to go into the details of the different proposals. 
I think we must adopt the method proposed by M. Politis, that is to say, vote on one part of 
the text at a time. For instance, we might first vote on paragraph i of the British proposal. 

Explanations might be given with regard to this first paragraph. 
When my proposal is put to the vote I shall state the reasons for it. 
In reply to the Belgian delegate’s remark, I may say immediately that I intend the two 

methods of limitation—direct and indirect budgetary limitation—to be co-existent. Perhaps 
I did not use the best word in my proposal and it might have been preferable to say “ co-existent ”. 
I reserve the right to give the necessary explanations at the proper time. 

The President. — We agree. I ask you to vote on paragraph i: 

“ The Commission approves the principle that there should be the fullest possible 
interchange of information respecting armaments between the parties to the proposed 
Convention.” 
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M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I should like to speak against the 
proposal as a whole—not only against the first paragraph. 

The President. — You will be able to do so later. I should like to have this paragraph 
voted on first. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — It will be no use speaking after the 
vote has been taken. The three paragraphs are all inter-connected and I cannot speak on one 
without mentioning the other two. 

The President. — I call on M. Litvinoff. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The proposal submitted by the British 
delegation is indeed quite a new departure in the proceedings of this Commission. The Soviet 
delegation will certainly not be accused of being too fond of old traditions and old methods. 
They are quite willing to accept new ones so long as they lead to a clarification of certain points 
—which I am afraid I must say is not so in this case. We have been discussing the question 
of limitation of armaments and the discussion has turned around the methods to be adopted, 
either direct or indirect. To sum up this discussion: the Commission is expected to say which 
of these two methods they would commend to the future Disarmament Conference. I respectfully 
ask Lord Cecil: Do we find an answer to this question in the proposal submitted by him ? 

The first clause deals with Publicity. For the Soviet delegation to vote on this, it would 
require to know first of all what exactly has been decided as to the limitation and reduction 
of armaments. Publicity by itself has no meaning whatever. It is for this Commission to 
discuss limitation and the reduction of armaments, not any other question. “ Publicity ”, 
as I have pointed out many times, does not mean “ Reduction ” nor “ Limitation ”. If we 
decide on certain methods of reduction of armaments it may automatically become necessary 
to give certain information, as a means of control and as a means of carrying out the decision 
as to reduction. I am afraid that when we come to the rest of this resolution, if we decide in 
the negative for reduction of armaments, the result would be mere interchange of information. 
The Soviet delegation, therefore, cannot accept the first paragraph at the present moment, 
although I have nothing to say against publicity as a corollary to the reduction of armaments. 

I come to the next paragraph of the British proposal—namely, that it “ records the 
unanimous desire of the Members of the Commission to find some method which will provide 
for the limitation of war material in a more precise manner than can be achieved by publicity 
alone ”. What public opinion, and what our peoples who have sent us here wish to know, is 
not what are the sentiments and desires of the Members of the Commission. They do not wish 
to know that all the Members of the Commission are inspired by the best sentiments, desires 
and ideals, and what our Governments are inspired by. They want to know what are we going 
to do in the way of disarmament. We have listened to many speeches which invariably begin 
with the words: “ In principle I am in agreement with such a proposal ... In principle I am 
for the most radical limitation of armaments ”. Then a speaker will go on to say, "... 
but we cannot accept it for this or that reason ”. That is exactly what public opinion wants to 
know: what States have reasons for rejecting the idea of a reduction of armaments. That is the 
fact which is of paramount interest to the world, not the “ inspirations ” which animate us. 

I think it is unnecessary to record in the resolution that it is “ the unanimous desire of the 
Members of the Commission to find some method ...” because nobody will deny it. I do not 
think that any people would be found, either here or outside, who would be in favour of Armaments 
as such, and who would in principle be against the reduction of Armaments. But the question 
is: Are we willing, are we able, to find the methods of reducing Armaments, or not ? It is 
therefore not sufficient to say we have got the “ desire ”—we must be able to say that we have 
found the method, and this resolution shows that we have not found any method. It is for that 
reason that the Soviet delegation must reject the second clause of this resolution. 

Then I come to the third clause. I should not say that the discussion which has taken 
place has been quite conclusive. Many speakers stated yesterday that no arguments had been 
brought forward for the direct method of reducing armaments. By merely brushing aside the 
arguments which have been brought forward you cannot make them non-existent, for they do 
exist, whether they are ignored or not. It seems to me that I have made it quite clear that 
reduction of armaments by way of curtailment of budgets might place smaller and industrially- 
undeyeloped countries in a very disadvantageous position. I think this argument should be 
convincing, although it has been ignored by all the speakers. Nobody could convince us that 
industrially-undeveloped countries can obtain, with the same resources, the same results as bigger 
countries. But the chief argument used (not so much this time as during the first half of the 
Session) was that by budgetary limitation we do not touch upon the existing stocks, the existing 
armaments, and I maintain that the armaments existing in many countries at present, even 
if they are not added to, can produce very great war and can bring about the killing of millions 
of men. 

If we limit only the budget as to its future use and leave untouched all the armaments 
existing now, we are not achieving anything in the way of reducing the chances of war. This 
argument—the most important one—has also been brushed aside, but I think it will sound very 
convincing outside this hall. 
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The third clause says that “ the majority of the Commission are of opinion that, as to land 
war material, the most practical method of securing this more precise limitation is by budgetary 
limitation . . . . , 

It may be true or not true: I have no means to gauge the opinions of the Commission. It 
we take a vote and the majority declare themselves against the method of direct limitation, then 
we shall know the result. Then, “ other members of the Commission are of opinion that the 
most practical method is by direct limitation by specific enumeration, and that a certain number 
would desire to see some combination of the two methods. I am not quite clear as to that. 
The Soviet delegation has proposed a simultaneous application of the two methods. direct limitation 
and reduction also of budgetary expenditure on the same armaments, because we regard each of 
these methods as in itself insufficient; therefore we want to supplement one method by the other. 
I am not sure that other delegations who have spoken of the two methods mean the same thing. 
To make the thing quite clear, therefore, we are wording our Resolution as follows: 

Draft Resolution submitted by the Soviet Delegation. 

“ The Preparatory Commission decides that the only effective means of reducing and 
limiting war material is the direct reduction and limitation of all kinds of war material 
according to detailed tables, together with budgetary limitation, by categories. The two 
methods should be applied simultaneously by all countries. ” 

I think we have made our proposal quite clear. 

With regard to the resolution put forward by the Italian delegation, I am prepared to 
support the third clause of their proposal, if General de Marinis will assure us that he means 
the same thing—the simultaneous application of both methods; that all countries should apply 
both methods. In this case I am prepared to vote for the third clause of the Italian Draft Reso- 
lution, at the same time declaring myself against the two clauses which coincide with the British 
proposal. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Out of courtesy to my colleagues on the Commission, I feel 
bound to reply to the discussion. I had hoped the first two paragraphs would have passed 
without any discussion at all as merely preliminary to what we desire. 

The first paragraph merely sets out—without any statement of principle whatever that 
is is desirable to have a complete interchange of information. I heard no argument from 
M. Litvinoff at all against that, except that he did not see the advantage of it unless there was 
going to be a restriction of armaments. That might be a proposition to put forward as an 
argument in favour of restriction of armaments, but it does not seem to me to be an argument 
in favour of, or against, the principle of publicity. . . 

With regard to the second proposition, I should have thought that on his own showing it 
was in accordance with the opinion which he has reached—namely, that mere publication is 
not enough, and that you must have some specific restriction. He objects to that because it 
is a statement of principle. I quite agree that if my proposal were that the Commission should 
satisfy themselves with a mere statement of principle, there would have been some relevance 
in M. Litvinoff’s objection, but he knows perfectly well no such proposal has been put before 
the Commission. We have always said these proposals must be translated into articles in the 
Convention, which will carry out a definite policy. That being so, I do not see what his objection 
to the first two paragraphs is. 

In regard to his objections to the third paragraph, I will deal with them when we come to 
the discussion on that paragraph, and I have heard what my Italian and German colleagues desire 
to say about those two points. 

All I would venture to say very respectfully to M. Litvinoff is, it is not enough merely to 
object to every proposition that is put before this Commission, but it is essential, if we are to 
reach a direct result, to put forward definite and practical propositions which there is some 
chance of seeing adopted by the nations of the world. 

Vote on the Resolution proposed by the British Delegation. 

The President. — Before taking a vote on the first paragraph of the Draft Resolution 
put forward by the British delegation, I desire to say that the words “ the fullest possible 
interchange of information respecting armaments ” will in no way prejudice the full discussion 
of this question when we come to the chapter concerning the exchange of information. 

Paragraph i was adopted by 23 votes. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — After the declaration of M. Litvinoff we cannot say 
“ unanimous ” in paragraph 2. We must say “ records the desire of almost all the members 
of the Commission ”. 

The President. — I shall therefore put paragraph 2 to the vote with that amendment. 
Paragraph 2 was adopted by 21 votes. 

The President. — We now come to paragraph 3. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I should like to be quite clear and to know exactly how 
we are going to vote. Personally, I accepted M. Politis’ proposal but I hoped both proposals 
would be voted on. 
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I shall ask for the vote on the third paragraph of the British proposal to be taken by roll-call. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am entirely in the hands of the Commission. I have assured 
Count Bernstorff that my only anxiety is that every view shall be expressed in the clearest way. 
Perhaps the most fitting way of raising the particular point he wishes to raise would be to 
substitute the words “ some members ” for the word “ majority ”. Then we shall know whether 
in point of fact there is a majority or not. If he does not think that is sufficient, I am quite 
content with any other system that he proposes. The only other thing I was going to suggest 
is that it is now about three minutes to one, and perhaps it would be a convenient course to 
adjourn. Then perhaps Count Bernstorff and I, with M. Politis, could discuss the matter and 
arrange some definite form of words which would express the idea in a precise and exact form. 
I am only anxious to facilitate the clear decision which I most earnestly hope we shall come to. 

The suggestion was adopted. 

The Commission rose at i p.m. 

EIGHTH MEETING. 

Held on Friday, November 14th, igjo, at 10 a.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

24. Discussion on Chapter II: Material. — Section I: Land Armaments (continuation). 

The President. — We will continue the discussion on the limitation of the material of 
land armaments. Yesterday you adopted the first and second paragraphs of the draft resolution 
submitted by the British delegation. We now come to the third paragraph. 

There was some confusion yesterday, and it is desirable that we should be perfectly clear 
to-day. The simplest method appears to be to vote in succession on the various amendments 
to paragraph 3 of the British draft resolution. Three amendments have been submitted by the 
Soviet,1 German and Italian delegates respectively. 

The German and Italian delegations' amendments are as follow: 

Amendment by the German Delegation to the Draft Resolution submitted by the British 
Delegation. 

“ Paragraph 3 of the said draft to be replaced by the following text: 

“ 3. The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference is of opinion 
that the principle of direct limitation should be applied to land war material. ” 

Draft Resolution submitted by the Italian Delegation. 

“ The Commission, 

(1) Approves the principle that there should be the fullest possible interchange of 
information respecting armaments between the parties to the proposed convention; 

“ (2) Records the unanimous desire of the members of the Commission to find some 
method which will provide for the limitation of war material in a more precise manner than 
can be achieved by publicity alone; 

“ (3) Considers that the best method for limitation of land material would consist in 
a combination of the two systems of direct limitation and budgetary limitation. 

“ Direct limitation will be applied separately to material in stock and material in service. 
Two tables will indicate separately the armament categories of the material in stock and those 
of the material in service, together with the respective maximum figures fixed for each country. 
Budgetary limitation will be applied in accordance with the rules which are determined on the 
basis of the work of the Committee on Budgetary Questions. ” 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See page 96. 
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General de Marinis’ amendment, with an addition explaining the third paragraph, has been 
circulated, and I will ask General de Marinis, who is first on the list, to address you. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — As I have already stated, the purpose of my remarks in 
regard to the chapter on material is to make a further effort to avoid the grave disadvantage of 
submitting to the General Disarmament Conference a method for the limitation of material which 
does not take account of some of the essential elements of disarmament. One °f those elements is 
the war material in stock. If the Disarmament Conference is not able to take that into conside- 
ration, it will not have a really solid basis for its work. It is because indirect limitation can 
only deal with future armaments, and not with existing armaments, that it is necessary to com me 
the two systems. 

This was clearly explained by M. Rutgers when he said that my proposal referred to the object 
rather than to the method of limitation, and this object is, I repeat the limitation of existing 
material. This was corroborated by the honourable delegate for Sweden in his very interesting 
speech 

It has been pointed out that both budgetary limitation and direct limitation have certain 
defects That is why I think it is necessary to combine them, so that each may, as far as possible, 
supply what the other lacks. If both are adopted, we shall have done all 11 was Possible to do 
for the reduction of this very important element of armaments. Dr Riddell the honourable 
delegate for Canada, in concluding his important speech, also stated that m the end a solution 
might perhaps be found by combining the direct and indirect methods of limitation Moreover 
M. Litvinoff pointed out that industrially undeveloped countries, whose interests must be protecte 
in the same way as those of other countries, would be placed in a position of inferiority if the bu ge- 
tary method were employed. If this method were combined with direct limitation, it would be 
justifiable to allow industrially undeveloped countries, or countries which lack raw materials, to 
have stocks of materials compatible with their special situation. 

I will not reply to the objections which have been made to the method of direct limitation, 
because I do not wish to prolong the discussion. I quite admit that there are gaps m this method, 
and it is in order to fill those gaps that I propose we should limit expenditure m respect ot the 
purchase and upkeep of material. We should thus have the co-existence of the two systems. 

If both were adopted, I see no objection to taking into consideration the difficulties merxtioned 
bv Mr Gibson in regard to the adoption of budgetary limitation by his country, and I am quite 
prepared to agree that the United States of America, for instance, should merely give the figures 
relating to material in service and in stock. 

As regards the method of applying the combination of the two systems, I consider that 
each country should accept a limitation of its military expenditure according to the system 
adopted by the Conference, and, at the same time, each country would accept a maximum 
figure either for material in service or for material in stock. 

The maximum for the material in service would be comparatively easy to fix as a result 
of the limitation of effectives. 

As regards the material in stock, I recognise the difficulty, not only of fixing a maximum 
figure for the different categories of material, but, above all, of finding a system which will 
ensure the loyal execution of the obligations assumed. That, of course, raises the difficult question 
of supervision. In this connection I would repeat what I said last Monday—namely, that we 
must not start from the assumption that countries which sign the Convention do not intend 
to carry it out in good faith. Moreover, we may perhaps agree upon the establishment ol a 
Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

Apart from these reasons, it seems to me that from a general standpoint we shall have made 
considerable progress towards disarmament if we also accept the principle of the limitation oi 
material in stock. Once that principle is accepted, we must have confidence m the goodwill 
of all countries to apply it more and more effectively as time goes on. 

In order to explain more precisely the views which I have just put before you, I have 
added the following paragraph to my original draft resolution: 

“ Direct limitation will be applied separately to material in stock and material in 
service. Two tables will indicate separately the armament categories of the material in 
stock and those of the material in service together with the respective maximum figures 
fixed for each country.” 

I think it would be best for these two tables to be drawn up by the Conference and for us 
to content ourselves with laying down the principle, which is the most important thing: 

“ Budgetary limitation will be applied in accordance with the rules which are determined 
on the basis of the work of the Committee on Budgetary Questions.” 

If we adopt the proposed text, I think we shall have done everything possible to show the 
Conference the importance which we attach to the existence and accumulation of stocks ot 
war material which, whenever large supplies are immediately available, undoubtedly constitute 
the most dangerous means of aggression. 
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In order that we may progress as quickly as possible, I would request the President to put 
my proposal to the vote in two parts. 

I propose that we should associate the method of budgetary limitation with the method 
of direct limitation—that is to say, with the limitation of material in service and in stock. 
Some delegations may perhaps be prepared to accept indirect limitation associated with direct 
limitation, but only as far as material in service is concerned. 

I should be glad if you would first put to the vote the proposal to associate indirect 
limitation—i.e., budgetary limitation—with the direct limitation of material in service. 

I presume that other delegations will be prepared to go further and to accept budgetary 
limitation combined with the direct limitation of material both in service and in stock. I 
accordingly suggest that a second vote shall be taken on the adoption of my system in its entirety. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I would bring up a point of procedure. 
I think no useful purpose will be served by prolonging the discussion, and that it is time we 
proceeded to vote. We ought to take first the proposal which goes furthest—the Soviet 
proposal—to apply simultaneously both methods, the direct method and the budgetary method. 
The Italian proposal amounts to the same thing with some modification at the end. 

If this proposal falls through, I would suggest that a vote should be taken as to whether we 
should apply only one method, voting first on the direct and then on the budgetary method. 
I would propose to take a vote by roll-call on every one of these three points. Naturally, after 
this, the third clause of the British proposal would be quite superfluous. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — Contrary to what I said before, I no longer desire the 
Commission to vote on my proposal before the others. After what General de Marinis has 
said, I am prepared to vote for the Italian proposal. 

I should, however, like to make some reservations. I shall vote for this proposal if material 
in stock is included. 

Secondly, I should prefer the tables to be submitted to our Commission and not to the 
Conference, and would be prepared to submit tables myself. 

Lastly, I should like to reserve my final decision in regard to the budgetary question until 
we know exactly what the experts propose as a result of their investigations. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I find myself in a considerable amount of agreement with 
a good deal that was said by M. Litvinoff and Count Bernstorff. I agree with M. Litvinoff that, 
supposing we proceed to vote on these questions, or any of them, it is evident that my way of 
dealing with the matter is no longer applicable. I hoped that my resolution would have been 
accepted almost as a matter of course, and then we would have tried to elaborate it; but that plan 
has now gone by the board, and I do not attach any importance to the third paragraph. Also, 
I agree with Count Bernstorff that it is important that we should make as definite and clear a 
proposal as we can in our Convention. I do not agree with the idea put forward (if it is the idea) 
of General de Marinis or M. Litvinoff that it would be enough for us to pass a resolution and leave 
that to be worked out by the Conference. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — That is not my proposal. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am very glad to hear that, for I could not agree. But 
whether General de Marinis’ resolution is passed or not, I shall still ask to be allowed to move the 
two articles of which I have given notice, and I hope that you will allow them to be 
taken immediately, since we have been discussing the subject and the matter is now entirely open 
in our minds. These are the two Articles DA* and DB* shown hereunder. But I propose that 
they shall be put together and made into one article in order to explain my whole idea. 

Proposals by the British Delegation. 

Chapter III. — Budgetary Expenditure. 

Insert the following articles for the blanks left as a result of the second reading: 

“ Article DA*. 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual expenditure on land, 
sea, and air forces, in any budgetary year, shall not exceed the figures given for them 
in Tables ...” 

" Article DB*. 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual expenditure, in any 
budgetary year, on the upkeep, purchase, and manufacture of war material, 1 shall not 
exceed the figures indicated in Tables ...” 

1 War material to be defined in a special Annex. 
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Chapter V: Miscellaneous Provisions. — Section II: Exchange of Information. 

Substitute the following article for Articles DA* and DB*: 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement showing the actual total amount 
expended on land, sea and air forces during the preceding financial year. 

“ It shall at the same time communicate to the Secretary-General a statement showing 
the amount actually expended during the preceding financial year on the upkeep, purchase, 
and manufacture of war material as defined in Article DB of Chapter III of the present 
Convention. , ei . , 

" This communication shall be made not later than . . . months after the close of 
the financial year. ” 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Finally, as far as General de Marinis’ proposal is concerned, 
I should have great difficulty in voting for it in its present form, because I do not really know 
exactly how it is going to be worked out in the Convention. I abstain, therefore, from voting as 
far as his resolution is concerned in its present form, and, when he brings up the definite artic es 
which he proposes to insert in the Convention, I shall be able to decide whether or not 1 can 
support them. 

M. Massigli (France). — I agree with Lord Cecil that it is inadvisable at the present stage 
of our discussion to introduce new proposals, more particularly as these proposals are not clear y 

We have the Italian delegation’s proposal to distinguish between material in stock and material 
in service. . , . , . 

But what we want to know is: What is meant by material in stock and by material in 
service ? 

This question has already been discussed at length, and it was found very difficult to give a 
definition. Consequently, we must first have this definition. 

Then there is the question of tables. We have no idea what those tables are to contain. 
This being the case, it is impossible for me to decide for or against the proposal, and I would 

urge that any new proposal should be elaborated and submitted in the form of articles. We shall 
then know where we stand. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — Our discussion during the last three days has shown that 
we must first agree on a general criterion. 

Do we desire limitation by publicity ? Do we desire it by publicity alone ? 
Do we desire it by budgetary limitation or by direct limitation ? 
Is the limitation to be confined to material in service or to material in stock ? 
Should it apply to both ? 

We are not yet agreed as to these general principles, and the object of my proposal was to 
enable the Commission to state its views on these general principles. When agreement has been 
reached—that is to say, when the majority of the Commission has stated that it is in favour of 
publicity alone (as a matter of fact, a negative answer has already been given to this question), 
or of budgetary limitation alone, or else of budgetary limitation combined with direct limitation, 
complete or partial—we shall then be able to go into details and discuss the articles to which 
Lord Cecil has referred. 

For the moment, you are only asked to vote on principles. I am prepared to draw up the tables 
immediately, but we must first know whether the Commission wishes to adopt them or not. 
This is not a question of the text we are going to insert in our draft, but simply a question of 
principle, and it is quite in conformity with the first two paragraphs of the British proposal. 

I would repeat that the only object of my proposal is to enable us to decide on the principle. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — When we are asked to vote on a question of this kind, especially 
when the vote is to be taken by roll-call, the vote must be based on clearly defined principles, or on 
a proposal for an article to be inserted in the Convention. 

If the matter on which we are asked to vote is very complicated, a number of delegations will 
hesitate to vote one way or another because, while they find certain principles acceptable, there 
are others which they cannot accept. They would thus be obliged to abstain from voting, with 
the result that there would be an enormous number of abstentions and only a few votes for or 
against. , . 

It seems to me that the question of principle has already been decided, because every delega- 
tion, without exception, has stated its views very clearly. We have only to refer to the Minutes 
to see what those views were. I am not opposed to a vote on the principles, provided they are 
clearly defined. 

I should like to recapitulate the clear principles which have emerged from this discussion: 

i Direct limitation of material in service and in stock, proposed by Count Bernstorff; 
2. Budgetary limitation, which has the support of several delegations; 
3. A combination of the direct method and the budgetary method suggested, I think, by 

M. Litvinoff; 
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4. The system now proposed by General de Marinis,—namely, to combine the direct and 
the budgetary methods with the various gradations which he has clearly explained. 

Finally, we have a proposal of principle by the United States delegation, with which I 
fully associated myself yesterday; this consists in an alternative between the direct method and 
the method of budgetary limitation. 

We unanimously accepted publicity as the fundamental basis for the limitation of material, 
although we agreed that, by itself, publicity limits nothing. We could enumerate the five 
principles which I have just mentioned, and each delegation could say whether it is in favour 
of principle No. 1, principle No. 2, and so on. We should then know the number of delegations 
in favour of each system and could thus settle the question by a single vote. 

In any case, I think that, if we vote on anything but principles, we shall never arrive at a 
definite result. We could afterwards appoint a sub-committee representing the chief exponents 
of the different systems to draw up a text for insertion in the Convention. I repeat that, if we 
do not first settle the question of principle, a vote will be useless. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I should first like to explain my attitude to the Italian amendment 
and afterwards to touch on the question of procedure. 

The Italian amendment recommends the simultaneous adoption of the two systems of 
limitation—direct and indirect—and thus provides for the co-existence of these two methods 
of limitation. We know already, however, that there are at least two very important delegations 
which will be unable to accept that combination. 

In addition to direct limitation, the Italian amendment provides for budgetary limitation 
on the part of all countries. Mr. Gibson told us the other day that, for constitutional reasons, 
the United States would be unable to accept budgetary limitation. Consequently, the Italian 
amendment would not cover the case of Mr. Gibson, who would be unable to accept this combined 
system. 

Moreover, M. Cobian has told us that his country would prefer direct limitation and could 
not agree at the same time to indirect budgetary limitation. 

There are thus two delegations which could not accept the combined method suggested in 
the Italian amendment. 

Personally, I also have a strong objection to this combination. I agree to budgetary 
limitation, but I cannot commit my Government to direct limitation as well. My Government 
takes the view that, without very strict supervision, direct limitation would be ineffective or 
would, at best, have the same value as publicity. 

Moreover, if General de Marinis’ proposal for direct limitation were to be extended to material 
in stock, my Government would not be able to accept this either. The arguments against it 
have been explained at great length during the last four years. This question was first examined 
by Sub-Commission A, and at the third session we had'an opportunity of explaining our views 
very fully. I have already stated the reasons why it is impossible for my Government to accept 
direct limitation of the material in stock. My Government’s views have not changed during 
the last four years, because Governments do not decide lightly on questions of such importance. 
My Government therefore adheres to its previous opinion. 

You see, therefore, the difficulties in regard to the Italian proposal. On the one hand, the 
American and Spanish delegations could not accept it and, on the other hand, my Government 
could not accept direct limitation, more particularly if it is to include the direct limitation of 
material in stock. It would be impossible for my Government to sign a Convention containing 
this obligation. 

In view of all these difficulties, I should like to suggest to the Commission another method 
of procedure. Generally speaking, I am in favour of the procedure suggested by M. Cobian. 
In my opinion, a separate vote should be taken on the two systems—direct limitation and indirect 
limitation. 

I should like to add, however, that the adoption of either of these two methods should not 
preclude the possibility of allowing exceptions in the case of certain countries which cannot accept 
either system. 

I do not know whether the Commission will adopt direct limitation or indirect limitation. 
The vote will show which system is favoured by the majority. We should therefore vote separately 
on the two systems, on the understanding that the adoption of either method of limitation will 
not preclude the possibility of exceptions being allowed in the case of countries which cannot 
adopt either method. This seems to me to be the only possible method of procedure and I believe 
it will give satisfaction. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I reach out for M. Cobian’s proposal 
somewhat as a drowning man reaches out for a large and substantial life-preserver. It seems 
to me that he has offered us a way of simplifying our procedure and getting on with the subject 
we are all anxious to get on with. 

I confess that I find the present system very confusing with this avalanche of proposals 
and amendements, and I think it would be very difficult for anyone, without a card index, to have 
a very clear idea of them in their present form. I am glad M. Cobian has made a suggestion 
which will put all these views into the form of a tabulated statement, where we can see clearly 
where we stand. 

I do not want this to be taken as criticism, because this general discussion has been extremely 
valuable; and, in addition, we have, in fact, performed a miracle we have resurrected a text that 



102 

died on second reading. It was completely dead; we have raised it; discussed it and really 
got back to fundamentals. To put it another way, I think we might say we went back to Genesis. 
As we went back to Genesis, I felt obliged to bring the matter up to Exodus, that is our exodus 
on the subject of budgetary limitation. I think, if we act according to M. Cobian’s system, we 
may trust that the Bureau, as it has often done before, may find a way out and bring us into the 
Promised Land, and perhaps lead us on to Revelation. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — I agree with Mr. Gibson that M. Cobian’s proposal has clarified 
the discussion to some extent. Up to the present we seemed to be groping our way in the dark 
and, personally, I felt very uneasy. I regret to say that I do not yet feel altogether reassured. 

The question has been presented in a simple form. We have been told that there are certain 
main principles which have already been discussed and between which we must decide. I agree 
that there is a clear distinction between principles and technical methods of application, and that 
we must first take a decision on principles. I should like to say, however, that, from this point 
of view, the two alternative systems which have been defended during our discussions are not 
quite on the same footing. This is a point to which I should like to draw the Commission’s 
attention before the vote is taken. 

In the case of budgetary limitation, the principle is very clear, because we know the object. 
We know that what we want to limit is the total expenditure on war material of every category 
and description. 

M. Massigli told us the other day that the question of the limitation of budgetary expenditure 
would require further study by experts, and I quite agree with him on this point. However, 
the purpose of this study would not be to define the object of the limitation, it would deal exclusively 
with the technical methods of achieving that object. 

In the case of what is termed the principle of direct limitation, it is not merely a question 
of doubts as to the methods of application, but of doubts and confusion in regard to the actual 
object of the limitation. This was shown very clearly and simply by M. Massigli, and I need 
not repeat his explanation. In discussing the Italian proposal, he asked what was meant by 
material in service and material in stock. These expressions are misleading, and the previous 
discussions of the Commission have shown that it is necessary to define the meaning of those terms. 
In regard to air material in particular, there was very lengthy discussion regarding the definition 
of material in service and material in stock. The meaning of these two terms is not clear in our 
minds. 

There are other questions which would have to be settled. The proposed tables are blank. 
What are they going to contain ? This matter raises a number of queries and, as the honourable 
representative for Bulgaria, who has a highly mathematical mind, would say, there are a number 
of “ unknown quantities ” which relate to the actual object of limitation and not the methods of 
application. 

If you ask me to vote on the principle of direct limitation or the combination of this with 
indirect limitation, it will be impossible for me to do so until I know exactly what direct limitation 
is to cover. 

I should like to support an observation made by M. Sato. It is obvious that we shall not succeed 
in obtaining unanimity for either formula. One may obtain a very large majority, but it will 
not receive unanimous support. If we obtain a very large majority, we shall go away at one 
o’clock or thereabouts feeling extremely satisfied. But will the Disarmament Conference for 
which we are working be equally satisfied ? When the time comes to apply the formula which 
we have adopted, the Conference will find that there is opposition; and it will not be possible, 
therefore, on the basis of this single formula, to arrive at a general Convention which will be 
adopted unanimously. It is essential for us to bear in mind, at this stage, that the minority will 
not give way to the majority. It will maintain its point of view; consequently, the formula 
which has obtained the support of the great majority will not be applicable to the general Conven- 
tion, which requires unanimity. I regret this, but we have to face the facts, and in these circum- 
stances I do not think we can be content with a single formula. We shall have to adopt at least 
two, if not three, formulae. The British proposal has this advantage—that it contemplates 
several formulae. It would, of course, be best to draw up a single formula, but this cannot be 
done. 

If we are to have several formulae, I think that we should put them in order of preference* 
We ought to inform the Conference that the majority of our Commission was in favour of such 
and such a principle. We should thus simplify the work of the Disarmament Conference as far 
as possible. In view of the circumstances, we can only lighten the task of the future Conference 
by indicating an order of preference. I therefore concur entirely with the view expressed by 
M. Sato. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — What is Mr. Cobian’s proposal ? It is that we should vote 
on five or six different principles. He has not defined them, he has only indicated them. I 
cannot believe we shall get very far by that method. We shall have a number of formulae which 
no one will know the meaning of. I feel that, if you depart from the regular method in these 
matters, you always get into confusion. What is the position under ordinary procedure ? 
I have moved a motion, and General de Marinis and M. Litvinoff have proposed alternative 
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propositions—amendments really, but they are different propositions. I think the only thing to 
do is to vote on these propositions separately and immediately. We know exactly what they are 
we know exactly what they propose. I personally think that they are not satisfactory, an 
cannot vote for either of them; I can only vote for my original proposition, but, whatever happens 
to them we have got to put something into the Convention. With great respect to M. Bourquin 
—it is the first time I have not agreed with him—I cannot agree with him m this. 1 cannot 
agree to the principle of having alternative schemes in the Convention. It will show us up as 
being quite incapable of producing a definite proposal for the consideration of the Conference. 
Therefore, I hope we shall stick to that principle and have something m our Convention of a 
perfectly definite character. Whatever happens to these motions of General de Marinis and 
M Litvinoff, I shall continue to move my proposal, which I think is the only definite proposal, for 
insertion into the Convention. If, when that is moved, it is thought it ought to be expanded, 
bv including direct limitation, by giving an alternative or by giving any other proposal you 
desire to include, anyone can move an alternative or an addition. I beg the bureau now to put 
the amendment of M. Litvinoff or the amendment of General de Marinis whichever ought to 
come first but to put one of them to the Commission, and, if it be carried, it, of course, takes 
the place of my paragraph 3; but, if not, I shall ask the Commission to vote for my paragraph 3. 

The President. — Mr. Gibson will speak to clear up a small point. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I have asked to speak because 
I want to make clear to Lord Cecil that I have not intended to question that his proposal was 
the regular and orderly way of dealing with the subject, and I myself find no difficulty m voting 
for this proposal subject to possible changes of drafting. I favoured the other proposal, to which 
Lord Cecil has referred, only because there have been such a number of amendments and expla- 
nations and I felt that, if there could be a tabulation of the views expressed, it might provide 
a way out. But, obviously, if we could have a regular vote it would clear the way. 1 think it 
as suggested by Lord Cecil, we could proceed to an immediate vote on the resolutions that would 
solve our difficulty. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I regret to have to speak again. I quite recognise that it is 
necessary to close the discussion and to take a vote, and I therefore thank Lord Cecil for his 
suggestion. However, I must say a few words in view of the criticism of my proposal. 

There are many things I could say in reply to the apprehensions which have been expressed 
concerning future inventions, but I will leave them unsaid because I do not wish to take up the 
Commission’s time. 

It was stated just now that it was not possible to distinguish between material in stock 
and material in service, and that this was a matter for the experts. If we are going into technical 
discussions, I think we may remain here for centuries. 

What is the object of the limitation of material ? It is to reduce the whole material of a 
country, whether in stock or in service. I quite realise that part of the material in stock—for 
instance material assigned to certain units which is taken into service for example, during 
manoeuvres)—changes its character, and that in this way a large quantity of material in stock 
becomes material in service. 

It may be said, therefore, that this is not material in stock but material in service. It is 
the duty of a country in all good faith to reduce all its available material, that is the whole question. 
If at a given moment a certain country brings into service a much greater quantity of material 
than that allowed it, all the other States would have the right to say that it was partly material 
in stock, the total material remaining the same. 

You will see, therefore, that, if we enter into questions of an exclusively technical nature, 
we shall never agree. The question is one of good faith. When we speak of limiting material 
we refer to war material as a whole. 

Our distinguished colleague, the honourable delegate for Belgium, said just now that the 
great advantage of indirect limitation—i.e., budgetary limitation—is that the object of the limitation 
is clearly defined. I would point out, however, that, as a matter of fact, we have had the greatest 
difficulty in deciding to what things budgetary limitation was to apply. 

A committee of experts sat for months and found it extremely difficult to determine the object 
of the limitation. They raised the question, for instance, whether the construction of a military 
road or railway, or a subsidy given by a certain Government to some industry which might be 
used for military purposes, were to be covered by budgetary limitation. 

It was for that reason that we hesitated to accept budgetary limitation—because the object 
of that limitation was not clear. 

I should not have spoken if a direct reference to the question of material in stock and in 
service had not been made. However, I hope that we shall soon be able to take a vote, which 
will end the matter. 
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M. Massigli (France). — I merely wish to say that the reason I referred to the difficulty 
of drawing a distinction between material in stock and in service was not only because I made 
the same remark last year and did not meet with any contradiction, but also because, if you 
open the report of Sub-Commission A at page 71, right-hand column, you will find a reference 
to that difficulty. Unless I am mistaken, the Italian expert associated himself with the drafting 
of the report. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — This is not a technical question but a question of good faith. 
We desire to reduce the whole of the material at a country’s disposal. Whether it is shown 
as in stock or in service that country will undertake to reduce the whole of its material to the 
figure fixed. That is the whole question: but, if we enter upon a technical discussion, difficulties 
will arise. Those difficulties will disappear if a country loyally undertakes to reduce the whole 
of its material and gives the assurance that its total material will not exceed the sum of its material 
in service and in stock. This is obviously a question of good faith. 

The President .— I appreciate the attempts made by a large number of delegates to clear 
up the question in order to facilitate the work of the Conference. May I say, however, that, 
in my opinion, the only way to clear up the matter is to adopt my proposal that we should vote 
on the three amendments to Lord Cecil’s text. 

Perhaps in the circumstances M. Litvinoff and M. Sato would consent not to speak ? 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I would readily have responded to 
the appeal of the President if it had been made a few minutes earlier. It happens, however, to 
come just at the moment when it is my turn to speak, and I must, in this instance, regret that I 
am not able to fall in with his suggestion. 

* 
The President. — I addressed myself both to M. Sato and to yourself. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I would have been quite happy to 
speak on procedure only if the Belgian delegate had not made a passionate appeal in favour 
of the method of reduction which he is advocating. I shall restrict myself to a very few words 
in answer. He based his argument mainly on the ground of simplicity, and prefers the method 
he advocates because of its simplicity. I would respectfully point out to the Commission that 
the question of disarmament is by no means a simple question—far from it. The simplest way 
of solving the question of disarmament would be to leave armaments alone. If the Commission 
agreed to the reduction, for example, of only the effectives of land armies, that would be a bit 
less simple, but it would still be a simple enough method. The simplicity of the method is in 
inverse ratio to the extent of disarmament, and for that reason I cannot agree with the proposal 
that we should only strive after simplicity. Reduction by budgetary limitation expenditure 
is not so simple as it appears to the Belgian delegate. He is against direct reduction because 
he does not know exactly what will be reduced in that way. I am against budgetary expenditure 
reduction because I know exactly what will not be reduced. I know that budgetary limitation 
will merely affect future armaments, if that, leaving existing armaments as they are. For that 
reason I am against budgetary limitation of expenditure only. 

Now with regard to the remarks of M. Massigli, he complains that we have no tables before 
us, and that we cannot, therefore, deal with direct reduction. I would, with all respect, remind 
M. Massigli that this session began in April 1929, and during this session tables have been 
introduced which are before us. You will find in the Minutes of the first half of this session, pages 160 
and 161, tables proposed by the German and the Soviet delegations. They may be lengthened 
or they may be shortened, but they exist and, therefore, I think that that objection falls to the 
ground. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I regret that I cannot respond to the President’s appeal. Moreover, 
I am encouraged to speak by several of my colleagues. 

I proposed a procedure similar to that suggested by M. Cobian, and several of my colleagues 
are in favour of it. If the Commission does not consider it advisable to take a vote on the 
Cobian-Sato proposal, I will not press the matter, unless M. Cobian desires to maintain his 
proposal. 

I have thus no objection to a vote being taken on Lord Cecil’s proposal; but, before this 
is done, I should like to ask him for certain explanations which might facilitate the adoption 
of his motion. 

In paragraph 3 of his text, the British delegate proposes a parallel recommendation in 
favour of the three methods—the direct, the indirect and a combination of the two. 

The third will naturally be capable of various sub-divisions. 
The British proposal does not indicate a preference for any one of these three methods. 

If this proposal be adopted, what will be the position ? The Commission will doubtless be 
obliged to discuss the matter article by article. This will bring us at once to Article TA in 
regard to which there is a German proposal for direct limitation. 

What attitude is to be taken by those who are opposed to that method of limitation ? 
I am myself against the method of direct limitation and shall naturally have to combat 

the German proposal, and I hope that a large number of delegations will continue to combat 
this method and will endeavour to exclude it from the draft Convention. 
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Similarly, when we come to indirect limitation by means of budgets, those who consider 
that direct limitation is the only possible method will doubtless do their utmost to exclude indirect 
limitation. 

Consequently, I do not quite see how we are to proceed in this discussion. It would be 
somewhat incongruous for me to accept a method of limitation which I should afterwards be 
obliged to combat. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — When I presented my resolution—the third part of it— 
I meant it to be a summary of what, as I understood it, was the result of the debate on the first 
day, and I thought that we had agreed on the first two propositions, and yesterday’s vote showed 
that we had. I thought that, with respect to the third part, there was a majority in favour 
of Budgetary limitation, but that there was no majority (as far as I knew) in favour of the other 
methods, either the direct or the indirect. My resolution merely summarises that result. I do 
not think you can go further as a result of the general discussion, and any attempt to go further 
in general discussion will merely lead to endless debate and not to a definite result. Therefore I 
want to come back to the definite proposals for the Convention. I have already given notice that 
if my resolution be passed, I shall ask to move at this place, as part of the limitation of land material 
the two first paragraphs of which the British delegation gave notice 1. If these two paragraphs 
be accepted, it will be open to anybody—General de Marinis or M. Cobian—to add to them 
some combination of the direct limitation method, or it will be open to Count Bernstorff or 
anybody else to move an alternative in favour of direct limitation. We shall then vote on 
that precise proposition and know exactly what we are voting on, because we shall see the 
exact proposal made with the exact consequences. I hope now that the Commission will 
be good enough to adopt my proposal, which seems to me to be the best in view of getting a 
clear and businesslike determination of this question. 

Vote on the Soviet Proposal. 

The President. — We will now proceed to vote on the first amendment to the third paragraph 
of the British proposal—i.e., the proposal submitted by the Soviet delegation. 

Before the vote is taken, I have to communicate a letter which I have received from the 
Ambassador Munir Bey. 

This letter reads as follows: 
“ Geneva, November 14th, 1930. 

“ As it had the honour to state yesterday in the Commission, the Turkish delegation will 
vote in favour of any system for the limitation of war material. In order to avoid having to 
ask to speak when the various proposals in regard to this matter are put to the vote, the 
Turkish delegation desires to confirm its statement that its acceptance in each case will be 
subject to the proviso which it has already formulated in regard to the necessity of making an 
exception in favour of non-industrial countries and of those whose budgets are smaller than a 
figure to be determined by the Conference. In order to avoid any misunderstanding, I 
would request you to be good enough to take note of this declaration before the Commission 
proceeds to vote. 

(Signed) Mehmed Munir. ” 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — I do not quite understand the purport of the Turkish 
delegate’s letter, because it appears to me that, if a delegation cannot accept a certain system, 
it should abstain from voting. 

Munir Bey (Turkey). — Each delegation has the right to make any reservation which it 
thinks fit. I do not consider that the Turkish delegation’s reservation calls for any discussion. 
It is not a motion. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — Nevertheless, if a reservation be made in regard to a 
certain point, it is hardly possible to vote on that point. 

The President. — Delegations can make any reservations they wish. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — Even so they cannot vote in favour of a system in regard 
to which they have made an express reservation. 

The President. — With regard to the Soviet proposal, I was asked at the beginning of 
the meeting to have the vote taken by roll-call. I think that the most practical procedure would 
be for delegations to raise their hands, and I will call out the names of the delegations which are 
in favour and those which are against. 

The vote was then taken. 

The following five delegations voted for the Soviet proposal: 

Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Turkey, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See page 99. 
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The following twelve delegations voted against it: 

United States of America, Belgium, British Empire, Czechoslovakia, Finland, France, 
Greece, Japan, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Yugoslavia. 

Colonel All Khan Riazi (Persia). — My reason for voting against this proposal is that we 
cannot accept direct limitation without supervision, because ours is a non-producing country and is 
consequently dependent on other countries. 

M. Holsti (Finland). — I have to make the same declaration as the honourable delegate for 
Persia as regards the facts that the proposal did not include the principle of control and secon y 
that my country, generally speaking, does not produce war material. 

The President. — The Soviet delegation’s proposal has been rejected by twelve votes to five. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — May I renew my request for a nominal roll-call for the 
next vote, because the procedure which has just been employed does not enable us to know w ic 
delegations abstained, and this may be of interest. 

Vote on the Italian Proposal. 

The President. — This will be done. A vote will now be taken on the Italian proposal. 
I understand that General de Marinis wishes a vote to be taken first on the two points which he has 
mentioned. I will therefore ask the Commission the following question: Does the Commission 
accept the principle of indirect limitation by means of budgets combined with the direct imi a ion 
of material in service ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — This is not the amendment we have been given notice of. 
The only amendment I have commences with“ Considers that the best method. . . 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I have already made the same observation as Lord Cecil. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I flattered myself that I had been understood. I said that 
we should endeavour to go as far as possible in the matter of the reduction of armaments, both 
as regards material in stock and material in service—that is to say, war material as a whole. 
In mv desire to obtain as much as possible, and because I know that striving to better, oft 
we mar what’s well ”, I said that I would be content with a combination of budgetary limitation 
and the limitation of material in service. I therefore asked that a separate vote should be taken 
on my entire proposal and on the first part of it—that is to say, that members of the Commission 
should state whether they are prepared to accept indirect limitation together with the limitation 
of material in service, or whether they would accept budgetary limitation combined with the 
total limitation of material, whether in service or in stock. ...... ^ • i • 

Some speakers were concerned with the difficulty of distinguishing between material in 
service and material in stock. I admit that in some cases—during manoeuvres, for instance- 
material in store is used. It is then no longer material in stock. This raises the question of 
good faith. Material in service is the whole of the material distributed to the troops in normal 
times. Moreover, it would be a simple matter for the Commission to adopt a definition of material 
in service. Consequently, the objections raised in this connection do not affect the substance 
of my proposal. 1 

First question: Is the Commission prepared to accept the principle of the combmaxion 
of budgetary limitation with the limitation of material in service ? If necessary, a sub-committee 
could be appointed to define what is meant by material in service. 

Second question: Does the Commission accept budgetary limitation combined with the 
direct limitation of all material in service and in stock ? 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — The text of the Italian draft before us states. 

“ The Commission considers that the best method for limitation of land material would 
consist in a combination of the two systems of direct limitation and budgetary limitation. 

If I have rightly understood the text, which has not been circulated but which was read 
out to us just now and reread by General de Marinis, this appears to be different; it states that 
the Commission accepts the principle of a combined system, which is quite another thing. 

I am not opposed in principle to the direct limitation of material, but, for reasons which 
I will not repeat, I should prefer budgetary limitation. If I were asked whether the combined 
method is the best, I should reply: “ No! ” . ^ , 

You see, therefore, that it is necessary to have a definite text before a vote is taken and 
this small illustration shows that there would be a considerable difference in the result of the 
vote according to the formula adopted. My attitude would be quite different, according to the 
text. I repeat that, if I were told that the best solution is to combine the two systems, I should 
disagree. 
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Lord Cecil (British Empire).— I am sure General de Marinis will forgive me if I venture 
to make a suggestion to him. I quite understand the way the difficulty has arisen, but I think 
he will see there is a little difficulty because we have not got the definite text before us. Also, 
a little difficulty is caused by the vote we have just taken, because we have voted now for the 
time being against the proposition—at any rate till we see something more precise—of a complete 
limitation by direct and a complete limitation by indirect. Therefore there only remains really, 
as far as I understand it, the other proposition of General de Marinis—namely, limitation of 
the material in service. I should like to know a little more about exactly what is intended before 
giving a vote myself. 

I make this suggestion. There is nothing in General de Marinis’ proposition which is really 
in conflict with the proposition I have made. I have merely recited the three propositions, 
pointing out that there is a majority, as I believe there is, in favour of indirect limitation. He 
agrees with that, but he wants to add something to it. I suggest very respectfully for his consi- 
deration that he should withdraw his proposition now and bring up a definite amendment to the 
Convention, when he will be able to explain exactly what it is. He may have two alternative 
propositions to explain exactly what it is that he proposes to ask the Commission to adopt. I 
respectfully suggest to him that that would be of great assistance to us. We do not want to 
vote against any proposition of General de Marinis if we can possibly avoid it. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — With all due deferenoe to Lord Cecil, I would say that I do not 
think that the Italian proposal is affected by the vote which has been taken on the Soviet proposal. 
I was unable to accept the latter because it referred to detailed tables, and I have always maintained 
that, in the case of direct limitation, we should confine ourselves to a few broad categories 
of arms. 

I should like to ask General de Marinis whether he does not think it would be best, first 
to vote on the Italian text as it stands, and afterwards, if necessary, on the more limited Italian 
proposal covering the direct limitation of material in service alone. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I associate myself entirely with what M. Westman has 
just said. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — The sole object of my suggestion was to facilitate the 
acceptance, at all events of part of my proposal, by delegations which might have found it difficult 
to accept it in its entirety; I also desired to avoid prolonging the discussion. I now see that this 
proposal has given rise to further discussion, and, while thanking Lord Cecil for his suggestion, 
I prefer to accept the proposal of the Swedish delegate and Count Bernstorff—that a vote should 
be taken on my proposal as it stands. If any delegation thinks that it is not clear, it can abstain 
from voting or can vote against it, but I desire to maintain it as it stands. This will save the 
Commission’s time, and I think I have clearly explained the object of this proposal. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — If a separate vote had been taken on the two sub-paragraphs of 
paragraph 3, I should have voted for the first and against the second. Since General de Marinis 
proposes to submit the whole of paragraph 3 to the vote, I can only vote against it. 

The President. — We will now vote on General de Marinis’ proposal as it stands. 

The vote will be taken by roll-call. 

The following nine delegations voted for the Italian proposal: 

Canada, Germany, Irish Free State, Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden, Turkey, Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela. 

The following eleven delegations voted against it: 

Belgium, British Empire, Czechoslovakia, Finland, France, Japan, Persia, Poland, 
Roumania, Spain, Yugoslavia. 

The following five delegations abstained: 

United States of America, Bulgaria, China, Greece, Norway. 

The Italian proposal was rejected by eleven votes to nine; with five abstentions. 

Vote on the German Proposal. 

The President. — We will now vote on the German proposal. 

Colonel Ali Khan Riazi (Persia). — I desire to repeat the declaration which I made when 
the previous vote was taken. 
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M. Holsti (Finland). — My vote is subject to the same reservation as in the last vote. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The Swedish delegate has misunderstood 
me. I have alluded to tables but not to specific tables. Tables are necessary, and we cannot 
reduce armaments without them. I think our amendment is the same as the Italian amendment, 
and I think M. Westman will be happy to know he has unconsciously voted for a Soviet 
amendment. 

M. Westman (Sweden). —I desire to point out that the Soviet delegation s proposal contains 
an explicit reference to “ detailed ” tables. It was for that reason that I preferred the Italian 
proposal. 

The President. — We will now vote by roll-call on the German amendment, which reads 
as follows: 

“ (3) The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference is of opinion that 
the principle of direct limitation should be applied to land war material. 

The vote will be taken by roll-call. 

The following nine delegations voted for the German amendment: 

United States of America, Canada, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden, Turkey, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela. 

The following nine delegations voted against it: 

Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Finland, France, Japan, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Yugoslavia. 

The following seven delegations abstained: 

British Empire, Bulgaria, China, Greece, Irish Free State, Norway, Spain. 

The German amendment was not accepted. 

Vote on the Third Paragraph of the British Proposal. 

The President. — We now come to the third paragraph of the British delegation’s proposal. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I have said all I have to say on the proposition, but I would 
like to add that, in my view, the adoption of this resolution leaves the door open to anyone to 
propose definite and precise amendments to the Convention on the lines of this paragraph. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — We are going to vote on a text which " recognises that 
the majority of the Commission are of opinion . . . ”. I merely desire to point out there is not 
at present a majority. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — That is quite true at the moment, but there will be a majority 
in a few minutes. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — We are none the less going to vote on a statement which 
is not correct. 

M. Massigli (France). — What Lord Cecil has said is true. The only way out is first of 
all to vote on the last principle, which has not yet been voted upon. 

M. Politis (Greece). — I think before saying that there is a majority, it must be shown 
that there is one; and the simplest method—I desire to make a formal proposal—is first to vote 
on the first part so as to ascertain whether the majority of the Commission “ are of opinion that, 
as to land war material, the most practical method of securing this more precise limitation is by 
budgetary limitation ”. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — Before we can vote we must have a text. 

M. Politis (Greece). — We have one. 

The President. — You have the text before you. 



— log — 

General de Marinis (Italy). — Before you can say “the majority” you must be sure 
that this majority exists. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I think General de Marinis is right: it is better to vote for 
the motion on the paper. It does seem to me it is a refinement of verbal criticism to say you 
cannot recognise that a majority exists without first saying there is a majority and then recognising 
the fact. But you can decide whether such a majority exists and then recognise that it does. 
Rather than pursue the point, I think it is better to vote for the motion on the paper. 

The President. — M. Politis has made a definite proposal that the paragraph should be 
divided. I suggest voting first of all on the first sentence. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — Yesterday I said I favoured direct limitation and should vote 
for it; but, if that did not receive a majority, I would vote for indirect or budgetary limitation. 
Now it is difficult for me to say that we consider this is the best method, which is what Lord Cecil’s 
resolution calls for. We are prepared to support it because the other proposals have not received 
a majority, and we would like to support it; but to make a definite declaration like this, which we 
should do if we voted for it, puts us in a difficult position. The other proposal makes it much 
easier for us. I want to vote for budgetary limitation, but I do not want to have it put on record 
that this is the best method. I think it is the method which may find acceptance with the 
Commission or may find a majority in favour of it, and that is why I am going to vote for it. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — I entirely agree with what Dr. Riddell has just said. I shall 
only support the indirect method because it will be the only one left as the result of our discussion 
and not because it is the most practical. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I, too, am in the same position as Dr. Riddell. If you ask 
me whether I consider indirect limitation to be the most practical method, I should say “ No ”; 
but that does not mean that I would not accept that method. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I desire to associate myself with what the last speakers 
have said. It is obvious, as I have already stated in my proposal, that the best solution is a 
combination of the two methods. I shall not be able to support a proposal which states that 
budgetary limitation is the most practical method. I shall therefore be obliged to vote against 
the proposal under discussion. 

Modification of the Text of the Third Paragraph of the British Proposal. 
Vote on the Modified Text. 

The President. — The meeting will be suspended for ten minutes to enable us to agree 
upon a text. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12.40 and resumed at 12.50 p.m. 

The President. — The Bureau has agreed with Lord Cecil and several other delegations 
on a slight modification of the existing text. As there was not time to have this typed or 
distributed, I will read it to you very slowly. The following alterations have been made. The 
first four lines are to be replaced by the following words: 

" (3) Accepts the principle of budgetary limitation for land war material, while 
recognising that certain members prefer the method of direct limitation by specific 
enumeration and that certain other members would desire to see some combination of the 
two methods.” 

The words “ are of opinion ” have been replaced by the word “ prefer ” and the words 
“ other members ” by “ certain other members ”. 

This time we shall not vote by roll-call unless you so request. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I note that the new text does not 
mention the fact that there is a majority of the Commission in favour or what the actual majority 
is. I thought that we were to vote on a text which was founded on the existence of a majority 
in favour, in which case I should have had no difficulty in voting for the original text. I could 
have adopted such a text, but in the present circumstances, inasmuch as it is stated that the 
Commission accepts the principle of budgetary limitation, I regret it is impossible for me to vote 
for this text. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I should like to say to my friend Mr. Gibson that I hope 
he will not think it is my doing that the text has been changed. I was quite satisfied with the 
text as it originally stood, and it was only owing to the grammatical scruples of some better- 
educated people than myself that it was thought necessary to alter it. 

The President. — I think there is a very easy way out. It has been suggested by the Trench 
delegation that we should simply add the words “ by a majority ”, and should thus say “ the 
Commission by a majority accepts . . . ”. 

I think Mr. Gibson will agree to this. 
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M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I notice that this text reads: “ . . . recognising that 
certain members prefer . . . and that certain other members would desire . . 

As I belong to both categories I could not accept this text. 
Moreover, the acceptance of the principle of budgetary limitation does not exclude other 

combinations; it does not exclude the possibility of inserting the direct method in the Convention. 

The President. — I think that if we leave out the word " other ” this will meet M. Rutgers’ 
point. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — I merely desire to say that the vote I am about to record is based 
on all that I said yesterday, and that it is on the basis of those statements that I am voting in 
favour of this proposal. 

The President. — The text upon which we are going to vote reads as follows: 

“ The Commission accepts, so far as the majority is concerned, the principle of budgetary 
limitation for land war material, while recognising that certain members prefer the method 
of direct limitation by specific enumeration and that certain members would desire to see 
some combination of the two methods.” 

General de Marinis (Italy). — All the observations which I have made were intended to 
show the necessity of limiting material in stock—that is to say, all existing material. 

As to-day’s discussion is confined exclusively to future material and has not touched on 
existing material, I am obliged to vote against this proposal, especially as this text states that 
the majority prefer indirect limitation, whereas in reality there were an equal number of votes 
for direct limitation and for indirect limitation. 

The President. — We shall, of course, take note of General de Marinis’ observations. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I should like to point out to General de Marinis that there 
is no question of preference in the text in its present form. Consequently, there is nothing to 
prevent those members who voted in favour of Count Bernstorff’s proposal from maintaining 
their former point of view. I might even say that the proposal before us does not really decide 
anything. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I regret to have to disagree with 
M. Rutgers. My reading of this clause (which I confess is very “ misty ”) is very different from his. 
This clause presupposes a preference, because it mentions the existence of a majority. I do not 
regard the budgetary reduction method as preferable to other methods. It is understood that, 
if I vote against this clause, it is because I am not of the opinion that this method is preferable. 
That does not say that I am against this method. I cannot vote for this clause. If I vote against 
it, it must be taken as opposition not to reduction by the budgetary method, but to preference 
being given to the budgetary reduction over other methods. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I should like to give an explanation 
of my abstention from voting. I am in complete accord with the substance of the third paragraph, 
but I anticipated that we would have established whether or not there was a majority in favour 
of budgetary limitation, before voting. As an affirmative vote now might place me in the position 
of contributing to that majority, I shall abstain from doing so. 

M. Massigli (France). — I shall vote for the proposed text on the understanding that the 
Commission will give its opinion later on the draft resolution submitted by the French delegation 
concerning the appointment of a committee of Budgetary Experts. 

M. West man (Sweden). — I shall abstain for the same reasons as Mr. Gibson. 

A vote was taken by roll-call. 

The following sixteen delegations voted for the British proposal as amended: 

Belgium, British Empire, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Finland, France, Greece, Irish Free 
State, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Spain, Yugoslavia. 

The following three delegations voted against it: 

Germany, Italy, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

The following six delegations abstained: 

United States of America, Bulgaria, China, Sweden, Turkey, Venezuela. 

The proposal contained in the text read by the President was adopted by sixteen votes to three 
with six abstentions. 
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25. Expression of Sympathy with the Japanese Delegation in regard to the Attempt 
on the Life of the Prime Minister of Japan. 

The President. — We have received this morning the news of an attempt on the life of 
the Prime Minister of Japan. I am sure that I shall be interpreting the feelings of all the members 
of the Commission in saying that we were deeply grieved at this news. I am very glad to say, 
however, that M. Sato has informed me that, according to the latest report, the Prime Minister 
is going on fairly well and that the crime has not had fatal consequences. 

I am very gratified to hear this, and should like to express to M. Sato on behalf of the whole 
Commission our horror at this outrage. 

M. Sato (Japan). — The Japanese people have heard with indignation the news of this 
dastardly outrage. However, as the President has just stated, the latest report is fairly satisfactory. 
I desire to express my sincerest thanks to the Commission for their expression of sympathy. 

The Commission rose at 1.10 p.m. 

NINTH MEETING. 

Held on Saturday, November 15th, 1930, at 10 a.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

26. Discussion on Chapter II: Material.— Section I: Land Armaments (continuation). 

The President. — The discussion during the last two days has enabled us to make some 
progress. The majority of the Commission, by its vote of yesterday, has accepted the principle 
of limiting material for land warfare by the budgetary method. The discussion has thrown light 
on the different aspects of the application of this method. We have now to embody this principle 
in an article and to regulate the details of its application. The drafts submitted by the British 
and French delegations fulfil that object. Moreover, the text of the draft Article TA, 
submitted by the French delegation at the first reading, is on the same general lines as the new 
articles proposed by the British delegation for Chapter III. 

I would further remind you that the Soviet delegation has submitted proposals in regard 
to this question. An amendment by the Netherlands delegation has also been circulated. These 
are as follow: 

Chapter III: Budgetary Expenditure. 

Proposal by the Soviet Delegation. 

“ Article DA to be replaced by the following articles: 

“ Article DA. — The total annual expenditure counted per budgetary year and allocated 
according to Tables   (home forces and formations of the home country organised on a 
military basis) and   (overseas forces and their reinforcements and overseas formations 
organised on a military basis), shall not exceed the figures approved by the several contracting 
States in the present Convention, the military budgets current at the time of the signature 
of the present Convention being reduced by an equal percentage; an exception being allowed, 
however, in favour of the States which are weakest from a military point of view and are 
specially mentioned in the present Convention, and of such States as have reduced their 
armaments in virtue of international agreements other than the present Convention. 

“ The reduction of military budgets shall also extend to the expenditure specified in 
the table attached to the present Article. ”1 

“ Article DB. — Secret funds intended in a disguised form for extraordinary expenditure 
on special preparations for war or an increase in armaments shall be excluded from the 
national budgets. 

" In conformity with the above provision, all expenditure for the upkeep of the armed 
forces of each State shall be shown in a single chapter of the national budget; their full 
publicity shall be ensured.” 

1 See Tables on pages 12 and 13 of Document C.P.D. 90, of July 1st, 1927- 
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Chapter II: Material. — Section I: Land Armaments. 

Article TA. 

Amendment Proposed by the Netherlands Delegation. 

“ The Commission adopts the two texts of Article TA. It leaves it to the Conference 
to decide whether it can agree, in the case of a particular State, to no figures being entered 
in one of the tables (budget table or table with regard to material). In that case, such table 
would not apply to that State.” 

The President. — I now open the debate on this question. 

Proposal by the British Delegation. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I desire to move now the two articles which are headed 
DA and DB. The Commission will find them set out in the British proposal. Whether, 
when the drafting Committee comes to consider this matter, it will regard this as the right place 
for them in the Draft Convention is a matter which must be considered later on, but I propose to 
move them now because I think they come conveniently at the end of our discussion on this 
question. 

Just let me read them out; they are very short and very simple: 

“Article DA. — Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual 
expenditure on land, sea and air forces, in any budgetary year, shall not exceed the figures 
given for them in Tables ...” 

I ought to explain that the tables we have in view are the tables prepared by the special 
Committee which sat on these subjects in 1927, and appear in document C.P.D.90. You 
will find a very short table there which they think would carry out the work. I understand that 
my French colleague thinks further technical enquiries are necessary and of course I shall not 
oppose any further enquiry, but it is necessary that I should refer the Commission to that table. 

Our proposal goes on: 

“ Article DB. — Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual 
expenditure, in any budgetary year, on the upkeep, purchase, and manufacture of war material1 

shall not exceed the figures indicated in Tables. . . ” 

The war material would have to be shown in a special annex, as has been done in other 
documents of this Commission. I do not burden my paper by putting it in here in detail. That 
is the principle which, I venture to suggest, carries out the decision at which we arrived—namely, 
to apply the system of budgetary limitation. I want to say one or two things in addition. 
In the first place, it is, of course, quite open to add to this some specific limitation. We 
were not able to accept that yesterday, but I shall raise no objection if somebody proposes a 
scheme for some further limitation of a specific kind. However, with the best will in the world 
I have not been able to satisfy myself that any such scheme is practicable. 

I want to say two other things and then I do not think I need keep the Commission any 
longer. Certain of the delegations representated here explained, with very commendable candour, 
if I may be allowed to say so, the difficulty they feel about this scheme of budgetary limitation. 
I think that it ought to be very clearly set out in our report that that difficulty, at any rate, 
exists and will be provided against in some way or another. It may be provided against in a 
number of ways. For instance, we might have a special exception for certain particular countries 
enabling them to adopt the system of specific enumeration in view of the very special difficulties 
that affect them. That would be a possible course, and that might be inserted in an annex. 
It is quite evident that a full reservation of their position will have to be made in the report 
 at least, I hope it will be made—and the whole difficulty that we have been in must also be 
set out in full in the report. I venture very respectfully to suggest to those delegations that 
feel a difficulty about this matter that that will be sufficient, and it will not be necessary to make 
any alternative proposals here. I think that such proposals produce an air of uncertainty and 
irresolution about our proceedings which I personally should regret. I think that we ought 
to recommend one particular text, pointing out that, owing to the circumstances of the case, 
it may turn out that that text will not be sufficient to deal with the whole of the difficulties. If it 
be so, then some such proposal as I have indicated will have to be adopted to meet those 
difficulties. . ^ _ 

In absolute candour, I think that I ought just to add this: the British Government are m 
favour, as I have said more than once in this Commission, of a complete system of budgetary 
limitation. But it is quite evident that, if budgetary limitation be rejected, say for naval matters, 
by other great maritime Powers, it would be very difficult for the British Government to accept 
budgetary limitation for naval matters. There is a very complete specific limitation of fleets 
already existing and that would, of course, remain. I think everyone will agree that it would 
be a very difficult proposition for the British Government to say that they accepted, not only a 
specific limitation of their fleet, but a budgetary limitation also, whereas other Powers accepted 
a different standard. I only state that now so that there may be no misunderstanding on the 

1 “ War material to be defined in a special Annex. 



point when we come to the Conference. Personally, I do not propose to ask the Commission 
to put in anything of that kind, or even to make a formal reservation on that point at this stage. 
That is a matter which will fall to be dealt with when we come to the actual Conference settling 
the final terms of this treaty; but I thought it was only right and fair to mention that matter. 

It would be an impertinence for me to talk again about the advantages of budgetary 
limitation as a system, because we have discussed that ad nauseam, but there is this other point I 
should like to touch upon. The Commission will see that in our articles the British Government 
provides first for a limitation of the total annual expenditure on each of the three forces that 
is the total, including personnel and everything. Then it provides for a specific limitation of the 
material of each of the three forces. That is the scheme on which we proceed. I venture to move 
that now, although it goes a little beyond the particular article we have been discussing, for this 
reason: the British Government feel that, unless you have a total limitation first and then a 
specific limitation of material, it will be very difficult to be sure that there has not been some 
manipulation of the figures which enables a particular country, whilst greatly increasing its 
expenditure apparently on personnel, is, in reality, spending some of its money which is allotted 
to personnel on material. Therefore, if you are to have a complete scheme of limitation of material 
it seems necessary, to the British Government, that you should also have a limitation of the 
total expenditure, so that it would be impossible, by increasing other items of the war 
budget, in actual practice to increase the amount spent on material. Those are the broad principles 
of the proposal I submit to the Commission. 

I ought to add that it is the intention to put, in a very general form, the broad principles, because 
the British Government believes that that is the only practical way in which you are going to deal 
with these problems. You have, at any rate at the start of a system of disarmament, to be content 
with broad, general principles of limitation and reduction. We quite agree that we aim, not 
only at limitation, but at reduction; but we feel that, if you try to go too much into detail, your 
difficulties will be enormously increased at the final Conference, where the figures have to be 
filled in, and it is extremely doubtful whether you will gain anything material in the way of certainty 
of reduction or limitation. We therefore ask the Commission to accept this very general system, 
leaving it, as we are bound to leave it, to the Conference to fill in the figures which will make that 
general system really effective as a system of limitation and reduction. 

The President. — Lord Cecils remarks refer to Chapter III: but what we now require 
is a text for Chapter II Section I, and I fear that there may be some confusion on this point. 
What exactly is intended by Lord Cecil ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I should be quite content to have this put in Chapter II. 
The only thing is, that when the final draft comes to be arranged, it may be that the Drafting 
Committee will see a better way in which to deal with it; but that is a matter for them. This 
is to take the place of what is proposed in Chapter II, the chapter we are now dealing with. 

Suggestion by the American Delegation. 

. The H°n- Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I have to thank Lord Cecil for the 
friendly consideration he has shown in regard to this special problem. I am most anxious to 
respond to his appeal that we keep our text as simple as possible—free from alternative texts 
and, so far as possible, free from specific reservations. 

I should like to go all the way to meet him, but I am sure he will agree that this whole subject 
is so fluid that we would hardly be contributing to our real purpose if we failed, in some way, 
to give a picture of the present state of opinion. However, I am quite ready to give up any 
idea of an alternative text, and I should like to avoid the necessity for adding a specific American 
reservation. 

I should like to make a suggestion for the consideration of the Commission; I am not making 
a specific proposal. In seeking some way of translating our friendly desire to meet Lord Cecil 
in regard to terms for our text, one possible means has occurred to me—that is, of course, in the 
event that our text is confined strictly to budgetary limitation. I obviouslv cannot make a 
proposal until we know what our text is to be, but I should like to have the Commission consider 
whether we could not keep the text in a single column and avoid the necessity for reservations— 

or at least for an American reservation—by the insertion of a footnote after the text saving 
something to this effect: ’ J b 

connection with the text of Article..., it should be borne in mind that, on the 
following resolution, the Commission was evenly divided as follows ...” 

Isu&§est that you should give the text of the German amendment to the draft resolution 
submitted by the British delegation and the vote. I think that might give the picture and at 
the same time avoid the necessity for reservations. 

M. Massigli (France). — I think that we are really discussing two questions, if not three, 
at the same time. There is the article on direct limitation, the article on budgetary limitation 
and, lastly, a French draft resolution which several delegations regard as an essential factor in the 
question. As regards Article TA, there is a French first reading draft. I now withdraw it, 



because it no longer corresponds to the situation, for it assumes that certain questions, on which 
we are not agreed, have been settled—for instance, the circumstances in which credits may be 
carried forward. j r -i n 

We have now to decide what we are going to insert in place of that draft. Lord Ce(m has 
proposed a very simple article—too simple, perhaps, since it implies the solution of certain problems 
which cannot be settled until the report of the experts, which is to be submitted to the Governments 
before the Conference, has been made known. Lord Cecil’s draft makes mention of certain tables, 
but they have not yet been drawn up. Document C.P.D.90, to which the British delegation refers, 
provides, indeed, for a very detailed system of publicity, thirteen categories of expenditure 
including 104 limitations; whereas here we are merely dealing with totals. 

I quite understand Lord Cecil’s desire to insert such an article in the draft, and 1 agree with 
him that it is essential that all this discussion in regard to material for land warfare, Chapter , 
Section I, of the draft, should result, after so many arguments, in something more than a blank 
page. We must arrive at some positive conclusion; and, if I am not mistaken, that is the true 
object of the British proposal. It seeks to show that there was a majority as, indeed, is sta e 
in the resolution—in favour of the principle of budgetary limitation. . 

Our American colleague, who finds some difficulty in the proposal, has made a very interesting 
suggestion—namely, that we should append the resolutions we have adopted after the artic e 
which it is proposed to insert. This would show clearly that the decision only implies the recogni- 
tion of a principle, and that all the details of its application have still to be elaborated. m 
that is a very ingenious suggestion. 

Our Dutch colleague made a substantially different proposal; for, if I have rightly understoo , 
he proposes, not simply to adopt two alternative texts expressing the decisions we adopted yester- 
day, but, in fact, to efface one of them altogether. One of these decisions was of a very erne 
character, since the Commission, by eleven votes to nine, rejected the idea of combining t e wo 
systems; whereas M. Rutgers’ text would lead one to conclude that the combination of the two 
methods was to be the rule, and that the Conference might then allow exceptions to that ru e, 
that is very far from being the case. ... , . . ,, „ 

After the vote we took yesterday on direct limitation, when the views of the Commission 
were seen to be divided, it might conceivably be contended that there were two evenly balance 
opinions in the Commission, and that the question whether the countries would be free to choose, 
and the conditions of such a choice, would perhaps have to be dealt with by the Conference. 

That was, indeed, the sense of Mr. Gibson’s proposal; but I do not think that, at the present 
moment, it can be claimed that the principle of a combined system commended itself to the 
Commission. x- + + 

The only question to consider is, therefore, whether we shall have two alternative texts or a 

single text representing a principle accompanied, in the form of a note, by a reference to the 
resolutions adopted, and to the French resolution which, as I have already said, is regarde y 
many delegations as an essential element in the question. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — We are now dealing with the text itself. If I rightly interpiet 
the decision we took yesterday, we did not reject any system—unless it were the compulsory 
combination of the two systems under review. The Commission did not express its opinion 
concerning what has been termed the “ alternative ” system, since none of the resolutions referred 
to that system. The proposal of the Italian delegation, which was rejected by eleven votes to mne, 
aimed at a compulsory combination of the two methods of limitation—direct or budgetary. This 
is proved by the fact that, if I remember rightly, Mr. Gibson did not vote on the Italian proposal. 
If it had not involved a compulsory combination of the two systems, he would have voted m 
favour of it, instead of abstaining. 

What is called the “ alternative ” system was not voted upon. The Commission was not 
asked to express its opinion on that system. I do not know who first used this term, “ alternative 
system. Perhaps it was myself; but it is not a correct term. It is not proposed to insert alternative 
provisions in the Convention, and to allow countries to choose between them. The Convention 
must contain an explicit obligation. The alternative would exist only for the Conference, whose 
hands we must leave perfectly free in regard to questions which are not technical but political. 
Our task here is to prepare the Conference, to deal with technical issues and take decisions upon 
them. But the political decisions must be left entirely to the Conference. 

The Conference might have two series of tables before it—one series for budgetary limitation 
and one for direct limitation. How will they proceed ? During the Conference, figures will be 
under discussion; I have no idea how they will be discussed, as I was not at the London Naval 
Conference, but it may well prove more difficult than in London. Each Government will produce 
its figures and announce that it is prepared to accept certain figures in some tables and others in 
other tables. The Conference will then have to say if it is prepared to allow one State to give its 
figures in one series of tables, other States in another series, and some States perhaps in both series 
of tables. , , , . , , 

I would, therefore, prefer not to use the word “ alternative ”. Several delegations have been 
willing to recognise the particular situation of the United States of America. Other speakers have 
made various reservations, but have inclined towards the notion that a given country might be 
willing to accept direct limitation but not indirect limitation; they were prepared to consider that 
suggestion, but solely as an exception. If I am right, it was not suggested that all the countries 
should be entitled to adopt one plan or the other. ... 1 • 1 • . 

If we accept the notion of an “ exception ”, is there any way of giving it technical expression 
or is this not a purely political question ? My opinion is that it cannot be given any technical 
form, and that it is a political question. 



Lord Cecil has suggested that it would be quite possible to give technical application to this 
method by making the draft Convention provide only for indirect limitation, and by giving 
a summary in our report of our political discussions concerning direct limitation. 

If we do not adopt a single text, our report will give an impression of uncertainty and indecision: 
but, if we accept Lord Cecil s proposal, there will be an appearance of decision and certainty which 
will not correspond with the facts. The uncertainty and indecision would therefore subsist. 

Perhaps you will reply that, at any rate, there will be more certainty, in the sense that a 
draft Convention in the form proposed by Lord Cecil would certainly not be adopted; and, indeed, 
the speeches we have listened to show that a Convention drawn up as Lord Cecil proposes would 
not be acceptable to all the countries. Our resolution would not, therefore, constitute an adequate 
preparation for the Conference, a preparation which we are appointed to provide. Our task is to 
prepare the Conference from a technical point of view. We must recognise that certain solutions 
cannot be adopted in the final Convention, and yet our task is to submit to the Conference, which 
we are preparing, a text which it will be able to adopt. 

As regards the wording of the Netherlands proposal, I have one remark to make now that 
M. Massigli has withdrawn the French proposal. The Netherlands amendment provides for the 
adoption of both texts of Article TA. I have no wish to resuscitate the French text, since it has 
been withdrawn by its author; but, instead of saying “ adopts the two texts of Article TA ”, we 
could say “ adopts Article TA and Article DB ”. That is only a formal modification. The 
Netherlands proposal in no way excludes the French proposal, which is still acceptable. 

To conclude, I feel some hesitation in discussing general budgetary limitation. It seems to 
me that we are now discussing Chapter II, Material; Section I, Land Armaments. We ought to 
observe a certain method in our proceedings. 

It does not seem to me an orderly procedure, when we are dealing with land armaments, to 
make comparisons with naval expenditure—a question which has a very remote relationship with 
the subject now under discussion. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I should like to say a few words in answer to M. Rutgers 
and to express my great admiration for the extremely ingenious reasons which he has presented 
m favour of doing nothing; but, with every respect to him, it is not our function to present the 
Conference with all the difficulties that may exist in the way of reaching a conclusion. Our 
function is to make a recommendation to the Conference as to one way, at any rate, in which 
those difficulties can be surmounted; it is not to present alternatives but to make recommenda- 
tions. Therefore, I am very much opposed to the general thesis of M. Rutgers’ proposal. 

I should be altogether opposed to the substance of the proposal. Although it is clear that 
it may be necessary, in particular cases and for particular reasons which will have to be justified 
to the Conference, to make exceptions to whatever general rule is established, I think it would 
be an altogether disastrous thing to leave to countries complete liberty of choice as to what system 
of limitation of armaments they are going to adopt. In substance, therefore, I could not accept 
the suggestion and, in form, it seems to me to be equally objectionable. 

M. Rutgers says that he objects to my articles because they give too much of an air of certitude 
as to what we are doing. That is not generally the charge that has been made against the 
proceedings of this Commission, but I think it is justifiable that we should state quite definitely 
that this system, whether it be completed or added to, is a totally different matter. This system 
of budgetary limitation did command the assent of a very large proportion of the Commission. 
I may remind M. Rutgers that, of the three delegates who voted against it, two of them, M. Litvinoff 
and General de Marinis, explained that they were not opposed to budgetary limitation in itself, 
but they thought that by itself it was insufficient. Therefore, they were not voting against the 
principle of budgetary limitation. I do not know whether I can say the same of Count Bernstorff 
but I think he was not opposed to the principle of budgetary limitation. The net result, therefore! 
is that there was only one delegate I may be misinterpreting even him—who was against this 
proposal on its merits. In that case, I do not think I am wrong in saying that it is a proposal 
we have a right to put into our Convention. 

M. Rutgers was very anxious we should do nothing which would embarrass the United States 
delegation. I have the greatest possible admiration and respect for the delegation of the United 
States of America, and I am quite sure of their capability to look after themselves. Since they 

ave not expressed any opposition to this proposal, provided their own position is made clear 
I do not see why M. Rutgers should be more anxious about their interests then they are themselves! 

M. Sato (Japan). I shall start by stating some objections to M. Rutgers’ amendment. 
He explained that his proposal does not aim at the adoption of an obligatory system including the 
two methods of limitation—direct and indirect. Nevertheless, he clearly showed that no country 
will be free to choose one or other method of limitation. The duty of indicating the method to be 
applied to each country will fall on the Disarmament Conference itself. 

I must say quite frankly that I cannot agree with this idea. M. Rutgers said that several 
countries might give figures in two columns. Now I do not think that is the case. If the 
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Conference admitted the claims of one or more countries which could not give figures in one column 
—whether those for direct limitation or those for indirect limitation—it is very unlikely that 
other countries would accept an obligation to give figures in both columns. The proposal could 
not be carried out; it is even somewhat illusory. 

If we contemplate such a possibility, why not call the system proposed by M. Rutgers “ the 
alternative system ” ? Under that system, every country will be entitled to choose one or other 
method. That was the system recommended yesterday by M. Cobian. I do not support that 
system either, because it leaves all countries too free to choose one or other method. That would 
lead to confusion and produce uncertainty. 

When a country goes to the Conference, it must know under which system it comes and what 
general rule will be applied to all countries. Just now, Lord Cecil showed the necessity for this 
certainty, and I shall have very little to add to what he said. This certainty is absolutely 
necessary to every country which goes to the Conference. It must not be possible for a country 
to be unaware which method will be applied in its case. Now, according to M. Rutgers’ proposal, 
a country, though favouring the method of indirect limitation, might at the Conference suddenly 
find itself compelled to accept the other method of limitation, since the Conference itself will decide 
this matter on political grounds. 

My country, for instance, favours the method of indirect limitation. I go to the Conference 
and suddenly the Conference tells me that, in consequence of this or that consideration, I cannot 
belong to the group of countries coming under the method of indirect limitation, but must accept 
the other method. In that case I shall say: “ I am very sorry, but my country cannot accept 
such an obligation; I must belong to the group of countries coming under the method of indirect 
limitation. ” 

As Lord Cecil showed just now, M. Rutgers’ idea is very ingenious; but, in my opinion, its 
ingenuity is of the kind that is likely to torpedo the Conference. 

With Lord Cecil, I said just now that a general rule applied to all was essential and should be 
framed in this Commission, for a general rule, obligatory for each Government, must be laid down. 
In that way, there would be certainty beforehand as to the purpose for which we are going to the 
Conference. I readily agree, however, that it may not be possible to apply this general rule to all 
countries and that we may have to accord certain derogations and exceptions. 

Personally, I am quite prepared to accept them, to recognise the need for them, to admit the 
possibility. 

M. Rutgers told us that such derogations and exceptions could not be drafted in technical terms. 
This morning, however, Mr. Gibson gave us an example. The example given by Mr. Gibson is, 
perhaps, not perfect. The Commission will discuss the way in which the door may be opened for 
certain exceptions. That is a question for discussion; but, in principle, I think Mr. Gibson’s 
idea is excellent. In my opinion, the general rule must be that of indirect limitation. Moreover, 
after yesterday’s vote, it seems that that would be the opinion of the majority of this Commission. 

From these considerations I pass to the British delegation’s specific proposal concerning 
Article DA. 

Lord Cecil proposes that we should limit the total annual expenditure on land, sea and air 
forces. He says that the total in question will be the total for each class of armaments— that is 
to say, there will be one total for land forces, one total for sea forces, and another for air forces. 

Personally, I find it somewhat difficult to accept Lord Cecil’s idea. He himself said just 
now that he could not accept any limitation of naval expenditure if the other naval Powers could 
not, for their part, accept such limitation. 

I find myself in the same position. Further, it would be particularly difficult for my country 
to accept the principle of the limitation of naval expenditure—not because other Powers are unable 
to accept such an obligation, but there is another difficulty in our case. The reason for it is quite 
simple. In naval matters, we have already adopted a strict and direct limitation of material. 
Further, we have adopted an aggregate limitation of effectives. If we accept a third kind of 
limitation—through budgetary means—we shall find ourselves in a position which entails various 
disadvantages. Accordingly, we say that, as regards sea forces, we must be content with the direct 
limitation of material and effectives. 

With regard to air forces, we adopt the same view. Further, we would observe that, in the 
case of air forces, there are several countries—of which mine is one—which cannot yet determine 
their total for these forces. In Japan, for instance, the air force is now in course of formation. 
It is not yet completely constituted and as yet we do not know what expenditure will have to 
be allocated to it. It is very difficult for us to estimate that expenditure, and, therefore, it is 
also very difficult for us to accept any limitation of it. 

Under these circumstances, I propose to strike out from Article DA the reference to sea 
and air forces. 

In the same article there is another point on which I should like to be quite clear. The 
British proposal says: 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual expenditure on land, 
sea and air forces, in any budgetary year, shall not exceed the figures given for them in 
Tables . . . ” 

I am not quite clear as to the meaning of the words “ in any budgetary year ”. Is this the 
expenditure provided for in respect of a given year, or is it that provided for in respect of several 
years ? 

If we are required to limit expenditure for several years—that is to say, for the period covered 



by the Convention—we shall be confronted by many difficulties, for we do not know exactly 
how great that expenditure will be, as it is spread over a fairly lengthy period. 

These questions are, naturally, rather technical, and I should like to go into them with the 
technical experts of the other nations. I do, however, feel anxious about them. 

As to the French proposal, in principle I entirely agree with it. 
I am quite prepared to accept the principle that a small committee of experts should be 

constituted to draw up the table of expenditure with a view to the limitation and determination 
of credits for national defence. 

I should, however, like to add one or two paragraphs to this French proposal; but, as it 
is not yet under discussion, I shall reserve until later the proposal or proposals which I shall 
venture to submit. 

The President. — What we need is the text of an Article TA. I received a text a few 
moments ago and I will have it copied and circulated, but I should like first to read it to you. 

I wish to shorten the discussion as much as possible; but, if the four speakers whose names 
are still on my list desire, nevertheless, to speak, I shall ask them to do so. 

The text, which for the greater part corresponds to the Article DB proposed by Lord Cecil, 
is as follows: 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the 
upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war material for land armaments in accordance with 
the conditions laid down in Annex No. ... to the present Convention. 

“(Note. — In pronouncing on this article, the Governments will take into account at 
the Conference the report requested from the Committee of Budgetary Expeits, which 
will have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the drawing up of Annex No. . . . 

“The Preparatory Commission, by sixteen votes to three with six abstentions, adopted 
the principle of limitation by expenditure. It also discussed the following resolution: 

“ ‘ The Preparatory Commission is of opinion that the principle of direct limitation 
should be applied to land war material.’ 

“ When this resolution was put to the vote, there were nine votes for and nine against 
with seven abstentions. 

“ Lastly, it examined the principle of a combination of the two^ methods, for which 
nine members of the Commission voted, while eleven voted against.) ” 

This Article TA corresponds almost entirely to the Article DB proposed by Lord Cecil. I 
think we might resume the discussion on this basis. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am quite content that the discussion should goon, on the 
new text, but I must make two reservations. In the first place, I shall want—at some time or 
another, I do not care when I do it—to insert the navy and the air in that resolution. It may 
be found more convenient to do that when we discuss the navy and the air, and I am quite content 
to await my time for that purpose. 

Also, I shall certainly ask the Commission to adopt my Article DA as well. I think, without 
that first article, the second article would be ineffective. But, there again, if it is more convenient 
to the Commission to take that at some other stage, I am quite content. 

The President. — Could we not discuss Article DA under Chapter III ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — By all means—wherever you like to have it. But my assent 
to the present draft depends—or is at any rate in the hope—that it will be completed in the two 
ways I have indicated. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — I am handicapped by not having before me a copy of what the 
Chairman has just read. I understood, however, that the proposed explanatory note to the 
Article stated that sixteen voted in favour of budgetary limitation, that three were opposed to it 
and that there were six abstentions. In my opinion, this is not what the Commission decided 
yesterday when it adopted the resolution on this matter. In that resolution the Commission 
stated that it accepted, “ so far as the majority were concerned, the principle of budgetary 
limitation for land war material in other words, that there was a majority in favour of the 
principle of budgetary limitation. If my memory is accurate, I believe that the actual text on 
which we voted yesterday said that the Commission “ accepts hy a majority the principle of 
limitation by budgetary methods of land war material ”. I even raised the question then of 
whether there was a majority in favour of budgetary limitation; however, I voted for this system 
because I was desirous of obtaining some type of limitation after direct limitation had failed to 
obtain a majority. I suggest, therefore, that, in the note which it is proposed to insert under the 
text of the article, it should be stated that sixteen recognised that there was a majority for the 
principle of budgetary limitation, but not that by a vote of sixteen to three with six abstentions 
the Commission accepted budgetary limitation. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — I wish to say a few words concerning the proposal which 
has just-been read and which is still anonymous. I hope that the text will be circulated and that 
we shall be able to study it. The remarks of our Canadian colleague, in particular, must be borne 
in mind. . . 

For the moment, we are discussing the principle. At bottom, the principle contained m 
the new proposal is practically the same as that of the British proposal. Yesterday, a majority 
of the Commission supported the principle of limitation by budgetary means. I think that the 
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text of the resolution gives a very good summary of the situation as it was yesterday. By its 
decision, the Commission has, to some extent, endeavoured to remove the problem of the limitation 
of material from the field of competence of the general staff to that of the legislative organs. Thus, 
in a natural and semi-automatic way, we not only ensure publicity but also provide a certain 
guarantee that the international undertakings will be carried out. Certainly, this system is not 
ideal. We recognised that there are still many gaps in it. I think we should, therefore, attentively 
consider the French proposal that the question should be thoroughly studied. We must see 
which classes of expenditure would be affected by our articles. We shall have to try to prevent 
certain expenditure, which is really incurred for armaments, being incorporated in budgets other 
than those for war or national defence. We must also make it impossible for countries to grant 
direct or indirect bounties to certain industries. You know that fiscal questions are so complicated 
that we can imagine boundless possibilities in that direction. 

b or all these reasons I think that the work of the committee of experts, whose constitution is 
suggested by the French delegation, may have an influence on the final drafting of the article in 
question. Ihe text just read anticipates, to some extent, the results of that Committee’s work. 
Indeed, it refers to a special annex which, I imagine, would include those results. 

I think that the principles the experts have to establish should be as clear and simple as 
possible if they are to be embodied in a General Convention. Ultimately, everything will depend 
on the spirit in which the Convention is applied, and emphasis should be laid on the fact that the 
supervision will be exercised by the legislative organs themselves. 

As I have already said, the final drafting of the article—whether there is an annex or not  
must be left to the Conference. Here we can only outline it. On the basis of our decision, which 
sums up the situation, the Conference will draw up the final text. Accordingly, I shall raise no 

readCtl0n t0 ^ adoption of e^ther the British proposal or the text which the President has just 

Pointed out that no vote was taken on one particular point—namely, the alter- 
Th^t 18 true' but 1 think we ought not to reopen the discussion with the possibilitv of all the other proposals being revived. I think we may trust the future Conference to take 

account of all the suggestions we accepted by our decision. 

The President. — There is still some mystery as to the origin of the text I have just read. 
Seyeial delegates would like to know the author of it. There is no reason for not stating it. Its 
ongin is somewhat mixed, but the ultimate author is M. Massigli. Please note that M. Massigli 
agreed beforehand with certain other delegates, particularly with Lord Cecil, who is really the 

M. Col ban (Norway). — If I remember aright, one speaker said this morning that the 
Commission by its vote yesterday, rejected the combination of the two methods—direct and 
indirect limitation. I do not entirely agree. In my opinion, by eleven votes to nine, with a 

ofthTltXn dh^gatn-f^oposal6 C™Si0n reSeCted the ^ ^ P^graph 3 
I do not know whether this slight difference as to the interpretation of the vote will ultimately 

be of any real importance; but I desire to emphasise the fact that, in my opinion the question 
of any kind of combination is still unsettled. > y P lun’ question 

^' Bitvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — May I venture to say a few words 

told h procedme
f ■ seems to me thaC in order to save time and work, we ought to be 

the limifQ f ^ginning of each meeting what are the questions we are going to discuss—what are 
exacttywhat are5 before™36' ^ ^ ^ t0 " ^ °n ^ °pen Sea ” withoUt 

^haonu1dXXXStXCbetlefTTaTblanbrav.nd aU the q^0118 relating t0 budgetary expenditure 
French andTnvfof IILand then We could discuss the amendments of the British, 
LeTrLtfonof till f

S Fa5’ °ne excePbon—the Netherlands' amendment, dealing with the question of tables for land armaments. That is for the Chair to decide - but at anv rate all 
the rest should be discussed at a later date, when we come to Chapter III Y ' 

ArmLXs and Chapter‘m aFda*wX di.SCUSSlng iointly ChaPter H, Section I: Land 
not refer a cam to Chanter TTf’ ft, 'f *he <’,5C,

I
,,sVlon wl11 be an exhaustive one and we shall 

exDendhnrf fn land L TbeIe ?re T sha11 be ln order in speaking, not only of curtailing 
moft simple procedure. ^ naVal and air Armaments. That seems to be thf 

objectionFo addmFXiffolth meanln§ of what Lord Cecil said this morning—that he had no 
by yesterday’s vote further methods for the reduction of armaments to the one adopted 

raise mFhWHFFF311 EmpI,re)' T 41'1 m,eant Was that’ as far as 1 was concerned,.! would 
I was fnfo del u * F a“endment of that kind being moved if the Chair thought it in order. 1 was only dealing with the question of budgetary limitation. 

be noMothfrXhndUnnfi0nd°fm °Vie
(

t SoCialist RePublics)- - We hav« decided that there should be no other method of reduction of armaments but the budgetary method. If Lord Cecil thinks 



it would be in order to bring in amendments with regard to the direct reduction of armaments, 
I can, of course, only express my satisfaction to be able to include Lord Cecil among those who 
voted for the combined method of reduction. Whatever their formal meaning, Lord Cecil’s 
words, if I may be allowed perhaps to interpret his feelings, expressed a certain uneasiness and 
dissatisfaction "with yesterday’s vote. He admits that it was not quite conclusive, and that 
is what has been said to-day by the Canadian delegate and by M. Colban. Indeed, yesterday, 
we adopted quite an extraordinary means of registering the opinions of the Commission. Usually 
this is done by means of a vote; but in this case we have adopted a resolution in which not only 
the opinions of the majority but also the opinions of the minority are mentioned. That means 
that we have come to no definite conclusion, and the Commission itself is not clear as to whether 
there was a real majority for one method or another. That being so, we are bound to be, in some 
measure, in agreement with what the Netherlands delegation told us to-day. We have to considei 
the possibility of the Conference adopting the direct method of reduction or the combined method 
of reduction in spite of the decision of the Commission. 

Moreover, there have been a great number of abstentions. I suppose that, at the Disarmament 
Conference, the delegates will have more responsibility and more authority, and that to each 
question coming before the Conference they will give a direct answer. It is therefore possible 
that those States who abstained from voting here will adhere, at the Conference, to the direct 
or combined method. 

As far as our delegation is concerned, Lord Cecil stated quite truly that we are not opposed 
to the principle of reducing armaments by way of budgetary expenditure; but we are opposed 
to this principle taking the place of disarmament. We did not come here to discuss the question 
of budgets, but of disarmament, which means the direct reduction of armaments. The Soviet 
delegation will therefore not be satisfied with any Convention which does not contain some 
clauses for the direct reduction of armaments; and, if it nevertheless takes part in the discussion 
now with regard to budgetary expenditure, it does so in the belief that the Conference will do better 
on this point than the Commission has done. 

I should like to remind the members of the Commission and the Chairman himself that, 
in addition to the amendments on budgetary expenditure from the British, French and Netherlands 
delegations, there was also an amendment brought some days ago by the Soviet delegation 
which is of quite a different nature to the other amendments, the principal difference being that, 
while the British and French and other amendments deal only with the limitation of budgetary 
expenditure, the Soviet amendment expresses quite clearly that “ the total annual expen- 
diture . . . shall not exceed the figures approved by the various contracting States in the 
present Convention, the military budgets current at the time of the signature of the present 
Convention being reduced by an equal percentage . . . This means, not limitation, but 
reduction. 

We should take a vote on the cardinal point: Are we only going to limit expenditure— 
i.e., to place expenditure on the level existing now, or an even higher level, or to reduce 
expenditure ? 

The further characteristic of the Soviet amendment is the mentioning of secret funds. It 
is no secret that, in many States, there are some funds for military expenditure which are placed 
either at the disposal of General Staffs or are disguised under expenditure, not actually of War 
Ministries, but of other institutions. The Soviet amendment proposes that all these secret 
funds should be done away with, and the whole expenditure of the armed forces of each State 
shown in a single chapter in the national budget, and that thus full publicity shall be assured. 

My proposal is that, when we come to the vote, the Soviet amendment, as the most radical 
one, should be voted on first. 

The President. — I have not forgotten it. I mentioned it at the beginning of the meeting. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — Every time I have to speak on arguments that we have 
been hearing for the last five years I feel that I am saying, as dSneas did to Dido: “ Injandum 
regina jubes renovare dolorem.” 

The discussion seems to turn on the method that will be provided for in the Convention. 
It is clear that there was not a majority of this Commission against the direct limitation of land 
material. We have before us a proposal by Mr. Gibson and another by M. Rutgers, and now 
a third is put forward. Personally, I am not expressing any definite preference for one or other 
method, but I think it is absolutely essential that we should inform the Disarmament Conference 
that there was not a majority against the direct limitation of land material. 

The other day I said that I considered our work, above all, from the historical standpoint. 
In this connection I should like to remind you of what occurred in the early days of this Commission. 
Five years ago we convened so-called sub-Commissions of Experts—-I say “ so-called ” because 
now we are doing the opposite—whose duty it was to inform us on more or less technical questions. 
We had a Sub-Commission A and a Sub-Commission B; and these convened a Joint Commission. 
The last-named unanimously adopted the following decision: “ For these reasons, limitation 
by expenditure only would be inadequate as the basis of a Convention ’k1 I repeat that that 
was the unanimous opinion of the Joint Commission. I accept that opinion, for that Commission 
is better acquainted with financial matters than I am. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See document C.P.D.29, Sub-Commission B, Report No. 1, page 20. 
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Budgetary limitation alone is not acceptable to me because it does not cover a tremendous 
amount of material accumulated in anticipation of a war. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — Yesterday, my friend Mr. Gibson abruptly parted company with me 
when we were marching together towards the Promised Land. This is the result. The Commission 
was unwilling to vote on principles, and now everyone interprets yesterday’s vote quite differently. 
I agree with what M. Colban has just said concerning the combination of the two methods, and 
I would point out that, when we were about to vote on the Italian proposal, I said that' if a 
distinction were made between the two parts of paragraph 3, the vote would be clearer, as we 
should have voted first on the combined system and then on the remainder of the Italian proposal. 

As M. Sato referred to me just now, I should like to make clear when and how I spoke of the 
alternative. It was when delegations were each giving their opinion on the systems before us  
that is to say, before a vote was taken on any proposal. But since we have adopted the British 
draft resolution, which clearly states that the majority of the Commission accepts the budgetary 
solution, l am not entitled to press for an alternative solution, which, in reality, has been rejected 
by the majority of the Commission. Only in those exceptional conditions emphasised by M. Sato 
is it possible, after yesterday’s vote, to maintain this alternative for definite and well-defined 
exceptional cases. I therefore agree with M. Sato’s proposal. 

Count Bernstorff rightly said that there was not a majority against direct limitation, but it is 
none the less true that there was not a majority for direct limitation. Onlv a positive vote ran 
justify the assertion that a proposal was accepted. * P 

We have now to consider the last proposal with an explanatory note, referring to Section I 
of Chapter II, for we are still dealing with the limitation of land armaments. I fully approve 
of that text, as it reflects yesterday’s vote. I think, however, the last paragraph of the note 
ought to be modified, since it does not exactly correspond with what occurred. I could not accept 
this proposal—that is to say, the system of budgetary limitation—unless, in fixing the figures 
account were taken of the special conditions— of the cost of manufacture of land armaments— 
m my country. That is the spirit in which I submit the following slight amendment to the French 
proposal: 

“ Chapter II. — Material. 

“ Addition proposed by the Spanish Delegation to Paragraph I, Sub-paragraph (c), of the 
Draft Resolution submitted by the French Delegation. 

“ I  

, “ (c) • • • and to the special circumstances of each country with regard to 
the cost of production of war material. ” 

f ri
Th? P T Gentlemen> I would ask you to confine yourselves to the consideration 

°x ^napter II, and endeavour to settle the object of our discussions to-day—namely, the text rticle I A. Lord Cecil has informed us that he is prepared to discuss the British proposal 
when we come to the discussion of Chapter III. Accordingly, I would ask M. Litvinoff to be 
good enough to allow the discussion of his draft amendment to be postponed until we come to 
consider Chapter III Ihus, we shall confine ourselves solely to the consideration of the text of 

be deamA Under Chapter 11: Material> Section 1> Land Armaments. Thus the position will 

Chapter II. — Material: Article TA. 

Proposal by the French Delegation. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the 
upkeep purchase and manufacture of war material for land armaments in accordance with 
the conditions laid down in Annex No. ... to the present Convention. 

(Note In pronouncing on this article, the Governments will take into account at the 
Conference the report requested from the Committee of Budgetarv Experts, which will have 
been forwarded to them m order to permit of the drawing up of Annex No. ... The 
PrepELratory Commission, by sixteen votes to three and six abstentions, adopted the principle 
o imitation by expenditure. It also discussed the following resolution: 

1 ^ie Preparatory Commission is of opinion that the principle of direct limitation 
should be applied to land war material. ’ 

When this resolution was put to the vote there were nine votes in favour, nine against 
and seven abstentions. 

Lastly, it examined the principle of a combination of the two methods, in favour of 
which nine members of the Commission voted, while eleven voted against.) ” 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). May we take it, then, that we are now discussing on the 
basis of the French proposal which has just been handed in. 

The President. — Yes, I should have mentioned it at the end. 
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Lord Cecil (British Empire).— I should like to propose an amendment to the French proposal. 
I am a little afraid of the rather vague character of the first phrase: 

“ . . .la fabrication des materiels de guerre des armements terrestres dans les 
conditions definies . . . 

I should greatly prefer it if some words could be put in to make it more clear that what we are 
leaving to the experts is the consideration of the technical details; that we definitely accept the 
principle and leave only the figures and so on to be settled after discussion with the experts. 

If M. Massigli would be good enough to agree to the insertion of the words “ au chiffre fixe 
et ”, as follows: 

“ ... la fabrication des materiels de guerre des armements terrestres au chiffre 
fixe et dans les conditions definies . . . ”, 

I think it would be an improvement. I still do not like its vagueness; but, as long as it is quite 
clearly understood that we are not postponing the decision on this question but are really taking 
a decision, I do not mind. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I have before me the proposal submitted by the French 
delegation, and, in principle, I should have no difficulty in accepting it, provided, of course, 
that it were additional to the principle of direct limitation. As I said yesterday, my Government 
thinks it could not accept any budgetary limitation which was not additional to direct 
limitation. 

I should be prepared to accept that part of the French proposal which relates to indirect 
limitation. I must say, however, that I cannot accept the word “ annual ” in the phrase: “ Each 
of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure. ” 

I note that the French delegation has abandoned its original standpoint as, in its first draft, 
it allowed expenditure to be carried over from one budgetary year to another, whereas that is 
no longer the case. 

It was, moreover, under another chapter that the French delegation expressed its view 
concerning the possibility of carrying over from one year to another whatever it had been possible 
to save. Now it is definitely stated that the expenditure must be annual—that is to say, a country 
will not be able to carry over to the following year part of its budgetary credits which it has not 
really expended within the limits of its budget. 

I strongly oppose this provision, and I venture to say that I do so on humanitarian grounds. 
If, in a given year, a country is overtaken by great public calamities, such as earthquakes or other 
catastrophes, it is compelled to economise on certain budgets—for instance, on its armament 
budgets—in order to meet great unforeseen difficulties. It would be the height of injustice 
if such a country were to be further handicapped by being told that it could not carry over from 
one year to another expenditure on its military defence. 

The President. — Is there not a misunderstanding ? If I understood M. Massigli aright 
his draft text covers the point you mention. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I am glad to agree with M. Massigli: but what I said applies 
to the British proposal, and I desire to state quite definitely that my Government could not accept 
that. 

If M. Massigli’s text is to be adopted, I would ask him to be good enough to make an addition 
to the last paragraph, where abstentions have been overlooked. 

As I said, I could not accept budgetary limitation alone as a method of limitation. As Count 
Bernstorff pointed out, we are in a curious situation. A committee of competent experts stated 
that limitation by budgetary means alone could not be an effective method of disarmament. 
After this unanimous decision by the experts of Sub-Commission B, we are entirely disregarding 
their reply. 

Is it worth while to convene experts and to set them to work for a long time and then disregard 
their reply ? 

May I now put one consideration before you ? What have we to do ? We have to submit 
to the Conference a plan for the reduction and limitation of armaments. This plan, must, if 
it is to have any value for the guidance of the Conference, in each of its articles give an exact 
indication of the unanimous opinion of this Commission, or at least the opinion of the great 
majority of this Commission. 

Should it happen that, on any one of these articles, we are not in a position to give the 
Conference such an indication, such guidance, then it would be better not to try to frame a text 
at all costs. 

I think the note in the French proposal clearly reflects the situation. The same is true 
of the proposal submitted yesterday by the British delegation. I think that anyone reading 
the British proposal or the French note would be struck by the fact that, after stating that votes 
were equally divided on the question of direct limitation, and that there were many abstentions, 
and after recording the various votes that were taken, this Commission finally adopted an article. 
That article could not represent the opinion of the great majority of the Commission. 

We should find it very difficult to draft that article; but, even supposing we succeeded in 
doing so, many reservations would certainly be stated. Moreover, even if they were not expressed, 
they would nevertheless be apparent from our discussion. Accordingly, I think we should do 
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the Conference better service by merely stating the position as regards land armaments. The 
discussion would subsequently be opened at the Conference. 

I do not think we should be doing anything to help the Conference if we prolonged our 
discussion in order to frame an article which would be weakened by the reservations that are 
apparent from the Minutes of recent meetings. 

To portray the situation as it is, I should be satisfied with the proposal made yesterday 
by Lord Cecil and with the note submitted by the French delegation. 

If we merely portray the situation, the discussion begun here will be continued at the 
Conference, but we shall at least have saved time here. 

How can we agree on a single text after all the reservations that have been made and after 
all these somewhat doubtful votes ? We could only gain for ourselves the satisfaction of having 
apparently prepared a draft. But, note, it would be merely apparent; for, in reality, as other 
speakers have pointed out, the situation is so uncertain that we ought to submit a table showing 
the differences of opinion that have become evident. 

M. Massigli (France). — I should like to give General de Marinis a word of explanation 
I used the expression " annual expenditure ” instead of “ budgetary expenditure ” with a view 
to covering all expenditure, whether included in budgets or not. I therefore think my text 
meets even M. Litvinoffs anxiety concerning secret expenditure. By “ annual expenditure ” 
I cover the whole of the expenditure on material in any year. 

Moreover, in using the word “ annual ”, I had no intention of excluding the possibility of 
credits being carried over from one year to another. In the explanations I previously gave 
the Commission on this subject, I pointed out that, in this respect, there were certain differences 
between the French proposal and the original British proposal. Hence, in my resolution1 

I mentioned in paragraph (d) that credits for one financial year might be carried over to the 
following year or years under conditions to be determined. This question will have to be 
discussed later. I think Lord Cecil will propose certain amendments to this paragraph, but it 
seems to me that General de Marinis’s anxiety may thus be removed. Moreover, I myself gave 
the example of a country which was overtaken by a calamity in the course of one year and which 
would therefore have to effect unforeseen economies in its military budgets, and I added that such 
a country would be obliged to carry certain expenditure over to the following financial period. 

There remains the question whether we should adopt the text of an article. I tried to take 
account of real possibilities, and my very reason for drafting a proposal was that I thought the 
text proposed by Lord Cecil was somewhat too optimistic. I venture to state that I thinkjmy 
proposal accurately reflects the situation. Yesterday, sixteen delegations supported the principle 
of limitation by budgetary means. What we ask is that those sixteen delegations should vote 
for this text. The notes which follow show how the other votes were divided and accurately 
describe the situation. I think that, under these circumstances, the text might be accepted 
without any supplementary reservations being necessary. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — The Committees of Experts are doing their duty, and we 
have no right to disregard their work. May I be allowed to supply the Commission with a new 
fact which will enable it to judge the situation better ? The report of the Committee of Experts 
on Budgetary Questions, published on July ist, 1927 (document C.P.D.90), says on page 9: 

In its report, the Joint Commission makes the following remarks concerning the 
limitation of expenditure: 

Limitation by expenditure only would be inadequate as the basis of a convention. 
If, however, the contracting parties agreed upon specific maximum figures for effectives 
and material, it would, in the opinion of the Commission, be useful to supplement that 
method of limitation by limiting certain main categories as well as the total of budget 
expenditure on national defence. 

The Commission assumes that the Disarmament Conference, in preparation 
for which this work is being undertaken, will, in the first place, proceed to limit the 
number of effectives and material ...” 

I would emphasise that this is the opinion of the Joint Commission. I had the honour 
to be a member of that Commission, as was Lord Cecil. We appoint commissions every year; 
but if, the following year, we forget what those commissions did the previous year, it is not worth 
while appointing them. 

(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I understand that the proposal of 
the Italian delegate really amounts to interrupting our discussion of this question altogether, 
and simply stating that the Commission cannot come to an agreement on any text for the reduction 
of armaments and, therefore, passes the question on to the Conference. That is a very radical 
proposal. I think that we should not embark on a discussion of this particular proposal, but 
simply take a vote at once. If it is decided in the affirmative, then there is an end to the discussion; 
and, if it is rejected, the discussion will go on. 

With regard to the proposal made by the President that we should limit our discussion to Article 
TA, I should like to quote an English proverb which says: “ One should never change horses in 
mid-stream. I think that, as we have begun the discussion we should finish it on all the questions 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Seventh Meeting. 
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that are relevant. My contention is that the French proposal, although it has the heading 
" Chapter II. — Material: Article TA ”, etc., does not come within Article TA but belongs of 
right to Chapter III, and it would be proper to include it in that Chapter. But, as I mentioned 
before, having begun the discussion, it is, perhaps, better to continue it, and, that being so, I 
maintain that my proposal comes within the same heading. We cannot discuss two proposals 
on the same subject, one under Chapter II and the other under Chapter III. I think they should 
both be taken together, and, even if my proposal be not discussed, I ask that it should be voted 
upon, together with the French and the British proposals. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — In its first form, the Netherlands proposal said: 

“The Commission adopts the two texts of Article TA. ” 

The French delegation withdrew its proposal on Article TA. Consequently, I had to change 
my wording; but, as the French delegation has reversed its decision, I have had to go back to 
my first wording. 

I was greatly flattered by the compliments paid to the Netherlands proposal. It was said 
to be very ingenious, and, if that were not a compliment that is sometimes addressed to offenders 
when they appear before their judges, I should be tempted to return it to the new French proposal, 
for I think it is very ingenious to refer in a note to the vote taken yesterday on Lord Cecil’s proposal. 
For my part, I believe it would be better to say nothing on that point, for I think there are many 
ways of using figures, however accurate they may be, so that they do not give an adequate impression 
of the situation. 

When we voted on Lord Cecil’s proposal, several of us thought that budgetary limitation 
should, in one way or other, be alternative to, or combined with, direct limitation. Others 
said that direct limitation was the better. Still others asserted that a convention without direct 
limitation would not be acceptable. Some speakers said that they could not wholeheartedly 
support the principle of indirect limitation, but they were voting for it in order to reach some 
conclusion. The proposal has been modified so as to prevent members of the Commission from 
voting against it. 

The first wording was that the majority prefers indirect limitation. The present wording 
is that the majority accepts the principle. That was a more innocent statement, and some 
members were caught by it. They said that they were not opposed to direct limitation being 
included, and they voted for this wording. Others voted against it. Still others abstained. 
If we merely read what is stated, we do not obtain a correct idea of what occurred. 

Accordingly, I think it would be better not to mention that vote. 

In regard to the Netherlands proposal, Lord Cecil told me that the United States of America 
were well able to take care of themselves, and that it was not my duty to plead their cause. 

I have not pleaded the cause of any country. What I am pleading is the cause of the 
preparation for the Disarmament Conference, and, though I recognise that I have a very agreeable 
position next to the United States delegate, I must add that the Netherlands proposal was not 
inspired by the fact that that delegate is a very pleasant colleague. 

It is not a question of the United States. It is a question of preparing for the Disarmament 
Conference and I still think that, to prepare it well, we must place both texts before it. 

M. Sato raised the question whether, if the Netherlands proposal were accepted, the figures 
to be inserted in the Convention would be fixed by the Conference or by the members of the 
Conference. I do not think that question can arise, since the decisions of the Conference must 
be unanimous. The inclusion by any country of a figure in this or that table will have to be 
decided by the Conference. The country cannot be said to have freedom of choice. As to 
the table in which the figures will be entered, the countries may truly be said to decide, since the 
decision of the Conference is identical with the decision of its members. 

M. Sato feared that, by placing both texts before the Conference, we might cause its failure. 
I think that nothing is gained by shutting the skeleton up in the cupboard. Danger lies, not 
in the fact that the two texts are placed before the Conference, but in the fact that there are two 
opinions. To submit both texts to the Conference may, on the contrary, enable the Conference 
not to fail, or to be “ torpedoed ” as M. Sato said, but to get under way, and that is a very different 
matter. M. Sato himself recognised that there might be exceptions. If the Conference had only 
a single text, the question would arise all the same. By eliminating political questions from 
our draft, we do not necessarily eliminate them from the discussions of the Conference. 

Lord Cecil feared that we might give the impression of being irresolute. The Netherlands 
delegation has, however, been to some extent satisfied by the French proposal. I would merely 
like the note to be drafted rather differently. We should be satisfied if, for instance, it mentioned 
the fact that the Commission had before it a proposal concerning the limitation of material—the 
text of this proposal being reproduced in the note—and added that this text was not voted upon. 
That would satisfy us, because, in this way, the essential part of the Netherlands proposal, which 
I continue to recommend to the Commission, would be adopted. 

The President. — I should have liked to pass to the vote on the question of procedure 
raised by M. Litvinoff. As, however, it is already 1.5 p.m., and as this question is so important, 
I propose that, as an exception, we should meet this afternoon at 5 p.m. 



— 124 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I hope we can avoid a five o’clock sitting by sitting a little 
longer now and getting a solution. I see no reason why we should not reach a decision on the 
French proposition almost immediately. It is a perfectly definite proposition. It merely sets 
out that this Commission recommends, as one means of limiting armaments, the limiting of expenses. 
It does not confine itself to that, of course. We are going to limit effectives, ships of war and 
aeroplanes; but we do say that, in addition to all those methods, we do think there ought to be 
the limitation of expenses. 

I just want to refer to what Count Bernstorff and General de Marinis have read from document 
C.P.D.90. 1 In my view, we are going on almost exactly the recommendation of that Committee. 
That Committee said: “ It is perfectly true that you cannot limit armaments merely by limiting 
expenses ”; but they were considering, as is quite clear from the text—I have read it all—all 
armaments. They said: “ Of course you will have to limit effectives; of course you will have to 
limit ships of war ”; and, in addition to that, they thought you ought to limit, if possible, big guns 
and tanks. Beyond that, they did not expect you could limit in detail all the armaments. They 
go on to say that, whatever decisions you come to in regard to direct limitation, they do think a 
limitation of expenses would be useful as a controlling agency to see that the other limitation is 
carried out. It seems to me that statement is entirely in support of what we are hoping to do, 
and I am surprised that it should have been read in the opposite sense. General de Marinis 
merely read a quotation from that document which appears in a later document. If he would be 
good enough to read the whole of the passage I think he would agree with me that the financial 
experts by no means said there was no advantage in a limitation of expenses as a controlling 
agency. On the contrary, they said it was mainly a political question and not a question for 
experts. They explained some of the conditions which would have to be accepted in such a 
limitation. Therefore, there is nothing in those previous documents which gives any reason 
against our deciding, here and now, that one method of limiting armaments ought to be budgetary 
limitation. By deciding that, we do not decide that it is the only method. Indeed, it is clear 
that it cannot be the only method. 

I very much regret that, instead of these resistances to this proposal, we have not had definite, 
precise proposals, saying: If you cannot have limitation of all material, why not (as I think the 
Swedish delegation suggested) limit some of the material directly ? I think this is a matter that 
certainly ought to be considered and is important. 

I would ask the Commission here and now to vote on the question of whether, in addition to 
all other methods of limitation, we do accept the principle that there ought to be a limitation of 
expenses. I think we ought to arrive at a decision now on that point. 

The President. — Since an objection has been raised to a meeting being held this afternoon, 
I am glad to see that Lord Cecil shares my original opinion that we should proceed to vote on the 
question whether the article under discussion shall remain blank and whether we shall adjourn 
the question. 

We will, therefore, proceed to vote. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — When I asked to speak, I merely intended proposing that 
we should adjourn at once and not meet this afternoon. I think that would be agreeable to every- 
one. But, as a contrary decision has been taken, I shall say a few words. 

I have never spoken against budgetary limitation as a supplement, but I have spoken against 
budgetary limitation as a supplement to a limitation of air and naval material only, whilst an 
exception is made in the case of land material. I ask myself why this exception should be made 
in favour of land material. If the reason is explained, the position will be different; but, up to the 
present, no one has explained the reason for this exception. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — What is happening to the Soviet 
proposal ? 

Vote on whether the Drafting of a Text of Article TA should be referred to the 
Conference. 

The President. — I propose to take a vote on the preliminary question—namely: Should 
the drafting of the text of Article TA be referred to the Conference ? 

I invite the Commission to vote. 
A vote was taken by a show of hands. 

One delegation voted for this proposal. 
The proposal was refected. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I was going to support the Italian 
proposal, but as I see the Italian delegate did not vote for it himself, there seems to be nothing 
for me to support. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I merely gave my personal opinion. I made no proposal; 
but, obviously, I maintain what I said. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. —• Report of the Committee of Experts on Budgetary Questions. 
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Vote on the French Proposal of a Text for Article TA. 

The President. — This vote shows that the Commission desires a text. The text before 
us is M. Massigli's, with a slight amendment. After the words “ land armaments ” the words 
in accordance with the figures and the conditions laid down in Annex No. ... to the present 
Convention ” must be added. I put M. Massigli’s proposal, thus amended, to the vote. 

A vote was taken by a show of hands. 

Fifteen delegations voted for this proposal and one delegation against it. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I assume this is voting on the text 
of the French proposal and not on the note, which is separate. 

M. West man (Sweden). — Yesterday I abstained from voting for the British proposal so 
that it should not appear that I wished to increase the majority against direct limitation. To-day, 
my vote cannot admit of that interpretation, and I therefore voted for the French proposal. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I cannot vote for the French proposal 
until my proposal is disposed of. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I desire to explain my abstention so that my statement 
may be included in the Minutes. 

I am not opposed to budgetary limitation. I desire, however, that it should not be adopted 
alone, but that it should be associated with direct limitation. I think it my duty to explain my 
view on this subject, for I should not like any misunderstanding to remain. The present text of 
our draft gives the impression that the Commission decides solely in favour of budgetary limitation. 
That does not at all correspond with the unanimous opinion of the Commission, of which several 
delegations, I think, accept budgetary limitation on condition that it is associated with another 
form of limitation. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — There is one point arising out of 
General de Marinis’s remarks. If any reservations are brought forward relating to a single text, 
the note which I suggested this morning loses its virtue. From the moment that any delegation 
feels it must offer a definite reservation, much the best course would be to drop the footnote and 
leave it to the various delegations to make such reservations as they deem essential. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I desire to state that I did not vote, and that I shall abstain 
from voting on the French note for the same reasons as General de Marinis. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — Since all the minority have done so, I wish to explain 
the reasons for my abstention. I made a general reservation and stated that a convention which 
did not cover trained reserves and land material would not be acceptable to me. Like Mr. Gibson, 
I abstained because I did not wish to cause any obstruction. I hope the majority will bring us 
to the Disarmament Conference as quickly as possible and we shall meet again there. 

The President. — We shall now proceed to vote, and I invite delegations who desire to 
vote in favour of the inclusion of the note without reservation to raise their hands. 

The inclusion of the note without reservation was adopted by sixteen votes. 

The President. — We still have M. Litvinoff’s amendment. Does M. Litvinoff desire a 
vote to be taken forthwith on his proposal, or would he like it to be postponed until we come to 
discuss Chapter III, for the Commission has not yet discussed this proposal ? 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — If we have disposed of everything 
in Chapter III and there will be no further discussion, then, of course, I should wish my amendment 
to be put to the vote now; but, if we are going to discuss Chapter III, then I do not mind putting it 
off till then. 

The President. — The discussion will be resumed when we consider Chapter III, subject 
to a reservation as to the texts adopted at the end of our session. 

At the beginning of the next meeting we shall start the discussion of the draft resolution 
submitted by the French delegation. 

The Commission rose at 1.35 p.m. 
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TENTH MEETING. 

Held on Monday, November lyth, 1930, at 10 a.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

30. Discussion on Chapter II: Material. — Section I: Land Armaments (continuation). 

Discussion on Draft Resolution submitted by the French Delegation1 (Enquiry by the Committee 
of Budgetary Experts). 

The President. — After agreeing by a majority vote on the principle of budgetary limitation, 
the Commission, at its meeting the day before yesterday, embodied that principle in an article, 
with which you are now familiar, followed by a note, also adopted, by two successive votes. 

To-day, therefore, the Commission will discuss the draft resolution submitted by the French 
delegation1. 

To this resolution there is an amendment to paragraph I (c) proposed by the Spanish delegation. 
The proposal is to add to that paragraph, which reads as follows: 

“(c) the adjustment of the proposed method of limitation to possible fluctuations in 
the purchasing power of different countries; 

the words: “. . . and to the special circumstances of each country with regard to the cost of 
production of war material.” 

The discussion on the French proposal is now open. 

M. Massigli (France). — After what has already been said on the subject, I shall confine 
myself to a few very brief remarks defining the resolution submitted by the French delegation. 
As I said at a previous meeting, its purpose is to enable the Governments, before the Conference, 
to determine the conditions for the application of budgetary limitation. 

The four points enumerated in paragraph I of the resolution are not limitative, and the 
experts can of course examine and point out any other questions that they consider important. 

Paragraph {a) indicates the necessity of limiting the aggregate expenditure under every head. 
Paragraph [b) emphasises the importance of studying the budgets and taking into account, 

in any solution, the variety of ways in which budgets are presented in different countries. 
Paragraph (c) reverts to a point the importance of which has long been clear: the purchasing 

power of the different currencies. 
To this paragraph the Spanish delegation proposes an addition which in itself appears to me 

quite reasonable, but I wonder, since for the moment we are discussing the experts’ programme 
of work, whether the question really comes within their competence; it appears to me to be rather 
a question of figures, to be raised at the General Conference, when we come to limit the expenditure 
on material; the Conference will realise that in every country the cost price has to be taken into 
consideration, so that the figures are not absolutely comparable. 

Such being the case, unless there are any other arguments, and though I agree that the idea is 
in itself perfectly sound, I wonder whether we might not be complicating the experts’ work if we 
introduced this amendment. 

Lastly, paragraph (d) concerns the question of carrying credits for one financial year over to 
the following year or years; as I have already said, I consider this principle essential, while readily 
admitting that it is important to prevent abuse and the disastrous consequences that might 
ensue. 

Paragraph III, I may say at once, concerns Chapter III of the Draft Convention, though it 
can be taken separately; but if we are already agreed on the principle of studying the limitation 
of the aggregate budgetary expenditure, there is no real objection to approving it now. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — Since the Commission first met, the Spanish delegation has maintained 
the same attitude towards the grave problem of the reduction and limitation of armaments. 

On May 3rd, 1929, I put before the Commission my doubts as to the wisdom of accepting the 
method of budgetary limitation, owing to my country’s special situation as regards manufacturing 
costs. Still with the same conciliatory purpose in view, I may say, therefore, as regards budgetary 

Note by the Secretariat. — See Seventh Meeting, page 86. 
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limitation, approved by the majority, that this principle explains the small amendment now under 
discussion. I realise that it will further complicate the experts’ work, but we have to remember 
that any complications not examined to-day will have to be settled by the Conference, and that 
the more difficulties we face in the Preparatory Commission, the fewer the General Conference will 
have to examine. 

I understand that the chief point is the question of figures, but if figures were the only point 
at issue the Preparatory Commission would have nothing at all to do, as it rests with the Conference 
to decide them. 

We are meeting now to establish methods and agree on principles. In this amendment 
submitted by the Spanish delegation, what I ask for is the recognition of a principle. 

I do not quite agree with M. Massigli when he says that the question exceeds the scope of his 
amendment. I think that if the experts are to study the question of whether the method of 
limitation agreed upon can be adapted to the fluctuations in the purchasing power of the different 
currencies (paragraph (c) of the French draft) it will be quite possible for them also to study the 
principle embodied in my proposal. You all appreciate my conciliatory attitude. My country 
will be satisfied if the Commission decides on that principle. I see no objection to deciding not to 
fix the figures, but months will elapse between now and the Conference and there will be changes. 
In the interests of my country, therefore, I would ask you to accept my proposal or another, framed 
in different terms, but embodying the same principle. I do not think that my country can agree 
to limitation, as proposed, unless that principle is adopted. 

M. West man (Sweden). — The first point in the French proposal refers to an enquiry by 
the experts into land material only, whereas point III proposes a similar method for the limitation 
of the aggregate annual expenditure of every country on its land, naval and air forces. 

I shall have a few words to say on the subject of the experts’ enquiry with reference to the 
forces to be maintained and I should like to know if this is the moment to raise the point or if 
there will be a discussion later, on the instructions to be given to the experts for the questions 
mentioned in point III. 

M. Massigli (France). — I am prepared for the moment to withdraw point III. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I do not rise to make any objection to this French proposal, 
though personally I am not quite sure that it is actually necessary. I believe that the enquiries 
which have already been made by the experts will be sufficient; but if anyone desires to have a 
further reference to them I have no objection. The only thing is, I hope they will be called 
together at the earliest possible moment. I do not know whether it will be possible for them 
to meet while we are sitting here, that would be best, but, if that be impracticable, then as soon 
as possible after that. Perhaps the President will be good enough to consider that matter and 
see what can be done if my colleagues agree that the earlier the experts meet the better. 

As I understand that paragraph III is for the moment withdrawn, I will reserve any criticism 
on that; I had a little doubt as to whether the wording was correct. 

As regards the Spanish proposal, I entirely agree that it would be quite wrong to make any 
comparison between one country and another as to the cost of their armaments. Take my own 
country for example—and the United States, supposing we ultimately find some means of arranging 
the matter so far as they are concerned—the cost is enormously greater in both these countries 
than in any other country owing to a variety of circumstances. Any comparison, therefore, 
between my country and other countries in which production is much cheaper would obviously 
be quite unfair and unjust, and would not help. That is not the idea of budgetary limitation 
at all. It is not to furnish a comparison between countries, but to see that one country, having 
accepted a standard of limitation, is not exceeding that standard in some manner—without 
any intention but in fact. 

It is really as a check on that very useful report to which Count Bernstorff called attention 
on Saturday. It is not useful as a primary method of limitation, but it is very useful as 
a check. That being so, it seems to me that all that ought to be pointed out in our report; 
it ought to be made quite clear that there is a great difference in the cost of production in different 
countries, and that, therefore, there can be no comparison as between one country and another 
but only as between one year in each country and the next year—or the previous year. I do not 
know whether an insertion of that kind in the report would meet M. Cobian’s apprehension, 
so as to make it quite clear that the question of the cost of production must be considered. 

As far as I am concerned, if it would add to M. Cobian’s satisfaction—I do not know what 
M. Massigli thinks—I should see no objection to adding at the end of paragraph (c), “ especially 
with regard to the cost of war material ”. That is to say, that any question of variation in the 
cost is particularly important when you come to deal with war material. It obviously is. 

I fully understand from M. Massigli that it is not intended to ask the experts to report on 
the principle of disarmament in any way. Their business is to point out the technical methods 
in which this disarmament can be carried out, and the technical difficulties, if any, and the way 
in which these technical difficulties can be overcome. As long as that is quite clear I have no 
objection. 
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I mention that because I am not quite satisfied, with the wording of paragraph (d), whether 
that is quite clear. But I do not want to propose any amendment so long as it is entered in the 
proces verbal that it is quite clear that the experts are not advisers as to whether it should 
or should not be done, but only as to the way in which it should be done if it be decided to do it. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — I am very grateful to Lord Cecil for his proposal. If the cost of 
manufacture of material is taken into account, I have no observation to offer: the proposed 
addition entirely meets my requirements. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — The words are “ especially with regard to the cost of war 
material ”. 

The President. — M. Massigli accepts the proposal to add to paragraph (c) the words 
“ especially with regard to the cost of war material ”. 

M. Politis (Greece). — I wish to make one remark in connection with the Spanish amendment, 
though not by way of objection to it. I am not quite clear whether this is the proper place 
for the amendment. I agree with M. Massigli’s remarks, but I should not object to the French 
proposal being amended as the Spanish delegation suggests. I simply wish to point out that 
budgetary limitation must be individual, for every country. The special conditions in the 
different countries would have to be taken into account, not only the cost of the goods, the cost 
of raw materials and labour, but all the other economic and military conditions. The general 
economic conditions of the country and the state of its armaments would have to be considered. 
A country may at present have reserves of armament that are incomplete or unfit for use. It 
would not be fair to put it on the same footing as the others, and to have one rule for all of 
them. The Spanish delegation’s suggestion, therefore, even if it were embodied in the French 
proposal, does not exhaust the question, and I should like the report to note, either in this 
connection or in connection with the general discussion on the indirect limitation of armaments, 
that budgetary limitation implies individual limitation, and that it would be fixed for each 
country with due reference to the particular conditions of that country. 

M. Colban (Norway). — I wish to direct the President’s attention to the somewhat peculiar 
position of the Committee of Experts. This Committee has been to all intents and purposes 
non-existent for the last three and a half years. I do not know if the members would be prepared 
to meet again. I should like it to be understood, therefore, that the Bureau has the right to 
reorganise the Committee. Since it was originally constituted by the Bureau, it would be in 
conformity with a principle adopted by the Commission to leave the Bureau absolute discretion 
as regards its composition. 

Moreover, it is quite clear from M. Massigli’s proposal that the Committee is not intended 
to give an opinion on the expediency of budgetary limitation, but only on the means of applying 
a principle already adopted by the majority of the Commission. I should like this point to 
be made quite clearly. Members of the Committee will not have to discuss the arguments for 
or against budgetary limitation. Budgetary limitation, it must be remembered, is simply one 
of the methods of limitation under the Draft Convention, which will also provide for the limitation 
of effectives, publicity, etc. The experts will not have to give an opinion on the value of bud- 
getary limitation, for they will not have before them all the factors which the Commission alone 
can appreciate. I wish to point this out, to emphasise the great importance of Lord Cecil’s 
observations on the subject. 

M. Antoniade (Roumania). I he Roumanian delegation accepts the French delegation’s 
proposal and entirely agrees with M. Politis’ judicious observations. We feel, as he does, that 
any budgetary limitation accepted by the States will have to be peculiar to each country, taking 
into account all the economic, financial and other factors, and we wish this to be definitely 
stated in the report which will be submitted by the Commission to the Conference. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I entirely agree with M. Politis’ suggestions, which should, 
m my opinion, figure in the report not as the personal suggestions of the delegate of Greece but 
as illustrating our resolution concerning the method for the limitation of land material, that 
is, as a decision of the whole Commission. 

Munir Bey (Turkey). The Turkish delegation entirely agrees with M. Politis’ observations. 

Adoption of the Draft Resolution submitted by the French delegation, with an amendment to 
paragraph (c) and the holding over of Paragraph III for further discussion. 

The President. — Due mention will be made in the report of the observations which have 
just been submitted, and the Commission will, I think, approve M. Markovitch’s proposal that 
M. Politis’ proposal should be regarded as representing the views of the whole Commission. 

As regards the Committee of Experts, I can reassure M. Colban. The Bureau, realising 
the importance of its task, will do its best to reconstitute that Committee. I do not know if 
we can still call upon the different members, as I cannot say what the present position is, but 
I will certainly go thoroughly into the question. 
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In reply to Lord Cecil, I may say that his proposals will also receive full consideration. 
The discussion being closed, I think I may consider the draft resolution submitted by the 

French delegation as adopted by the Commission, with the proposed amendment to paragraph (c), 
and that paragraph III will be held over for further discussion. 

Agreed. 

Convening of, and Constitution of, the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

The President. — I may add, in order to avoid any possible confusion, that Lord Cecil’s 
proposal was that we should try to convene the Committee of Experts as soon as possible, perhaps 
even before the close of this session, if it goes on for a few days longer. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — It is, of course, understood that this question of the 
Committee of Experts will not mean any delay in the convening of the Conference. I should 
object to any delay in the convening of the Conference, which is for us the essential matter. 

May I ask if it is the last point of the chapter on Land Material that we are discussing at 
present ? 

The President. — Yes. 

Proposal by the German delegation regarding prohibition of the more offensive engines of land 
warfare. Discussion deferred to Chapter IV. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — In order to conclude the discussion on this point, I may 
say that I have drawn up a proposal which will be circulated in a few minutes. In this proposal 
I have endeavoured to make up for the decision passed the other day by the Commission in the 
matter of land material, by demanding the prohibition of the more offensive engines of land 
warfare. We have included it under Chapter IV, relating to chemical warfare. 

The reason that I am submitting my proposal now is to avoid all difficulty later as regards 
procedure, and so that the question may be discussed in connection with Chapter IV. If you 
think that the proposal should be discussed under the chapter on land material, may I ask you 
to decide the question now ? Personally I should be quite prepared to discuss it when Chapter IV 
is being examined. 

The President. — In reply to Count Bernstorff, I may say that as the proposal has not 
yet been circulated it cannot be discussed now. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — That is so. 

The President. — I think, as Count Bernstorff suggests that the proposal might be held 
over for Chapter IV. According to the rule that we have adopted, it should only be discussed 
at the last reading. 

Munir Bey (Turkey). — The Turkish delegation is of opinion that the Committee of Budgetary 
Experts should also include experts of States which have since taken part in the work of the 
Commission. Turkey was not represented on the Committee of Experts and would certainly 
feel entitled to ask that her expert should sit on the Committee. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — With regard to Munir Bey’s remarks, I hope that we are 
not going to introduce the national aspect of the question. The essential thing is to get together 
the most qualified people, irrespective of nationality. 

The President. — I quite agree with Lord Cecil, especially as you have asked the Bureau 
to see to the constitution or reconstitution of the Committee of Experts. The Bureau, I can 
assure you, will do its best to find the most competent experts to sit on that Committee, but it 
is impossible for every State to be represented. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). I shall be very willing to accept the President’s suggestion 
(for the discussion of the German proposal under Chapter IV). 

Our proposal will be circulated in a few minutes. We were unable, owing to the Sunday 
interval, to have it ready earlier. I may add that I do not mind when the vote is taken, provided 
that it is voted upon. 

All that matters, so far as I am concerned, is that the proposal should be submitted to the 
Commission, and that the latter may consider it. 

The President. — I think that the Commission agrees with Count Bernstorff. 
Is it understood that the draft resolution submitted by the French delegation is adopted ? 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I would remark that I abstain on 
this question. I declared on Saturday that as long as the Soviet delegation’s amendment has not 
been discussed and voted upon, I am unable to express any opinions on other amendments on 
the same question. 
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General de Marinis (Italy). — May I ask the President to say exactly what the Bureau 
is required to do as regards the composition of the Committee of Experts ? The Committee 
consists of delegates from certain countries, of which I have a list. You agreed to the proposal 
to constitute the Committee; but it already exists. You said that the Bureau would proceed to 
constitute the Committee and would call upon first class experts; but I do not quite grasp exactly 
what the Bureau proposes to do. 

The President. — In reply to General de Marinis, I have before me a list of the experts 
who sat on the Committee. 

It is clear, referring to what M. Colban said, that we must try to reconstitute the Committee 
as it was, but I do not know if all the members are still available. The Bureau will do its best 
to convene the former members, but we would ask to be allowed a certain latitude, if necessary, 
that we may call upon other experts to sit on the Committee. General de Marinis said just now 
that certain countries had been appointed to serve on the Committee; but if an expert of any one 
of those countries were prevented for some reason from attending, he would have to be replaced 
by another expert from the same country. This seems the best solution, but I would ask the 
Commission to allow me a certain discretion in the matter. The Bureau will do its best, but will 
naturally have regard to the original constitution of the Committee. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — It is understood that the composition of the Committee 
of Experts will be the same as it was originally. Delegates will simply be appointed to replace 
those who cannot attend; but it is clearly understood that no country can be added to the list 
or left out. 

The President. — No country will be omitted, but I would ask you to allow me some 
latitude as regards adding other countries. I hope you will trust to the discretion of the Bureau. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). — The Committee of Experts will have a very important duty. 
May I ask the President to inform us as soon as possible of the composition of that Committee, 
so that we may know how matters stand and say if we are in agreement ? 

Munir Bey (Turkey). — The Turkish delegation has perfect confidence in the Bureau, but 
as there was some question of replacing absent members of the former Committee who could not 
attend, by representatives of the same countries, we wish to direct the Commission’s attention 
to this small point. 

The President. — I propose that the Commission should leave the matter to the Bureau, 
which will do its best to reconstitute the Committee as it was originally. If any changes are found 
necessary, I will inform the Commission. 

Agreed. 

31. Statements by the delegates of Greece and Turkey regarding the Treaty of 
Friendship and the Agreement between the Greek and Turkish Govern- 
ments for the Limitation of Their Naval Armaments, signed at Ankara on 
October 30th, 1930. 

The President. — I call upon the representatives of Turkey and Greece, who have statements 
to make. 

Tevfik Riistii Bey (Turkey). — I have the honour to inform the Commission that we 
have concluded an agreement with the Greek Government. This agreement, which was signed 
at the same time as the Treaty of Friendship between Turkey and Greece, is designed to put 
a stop to the competition in naval armaments and the unnecessary expenditure which that involves. 
It will undoubtedly have the effect of consolidating peace in the Eastern Mediterranean. We 
congratulate ourselves on being among the first nations in Europe to contribute by means of 
special agreements towards the creation of an atmosphere favourable to the work of the Disarma- 
ment Commission. 

M. Politis (Greece). — My distinguished friend the Turkish Minister for Foreign Affairs 
and I both thought that the Commission might be interested, when it is about to begin its 
study of the limitation of naval armaments, to receive from the delegations concerned official 
confirmation of the signing at Ankara, on October 30th last, of an agreement between the Greek 
and Turkish Governments for the limitation of their naval armaments. 

This agreement provides as follows: “ The High Contracting Parties, desirous of preventing 
any unnecessary increase in the expenditure on naval armaments and of proceeding simultaneously 
to limit their respective forces with due reference to the particular conditions of their respective 
States, undertake not to place orders for, or to purchase or construct any warship or armaments 
without previously informing the other Contracting Party, six months in advance, in order that 
the two Governments may thus have an opportunity of preventing any competition in naval 
armaments, by means of a friendly exchange of views and of explanations between the two Parties 
in a spirit of perfect sincerity.” 

The agreement is embodied in a Protocol annexed to the Treaty of Friendship, signed the 
same day, and it marks the opening of a new era of collaboration, understanding and friendship 
in the relations between the two countries. 

When you think, gentlemen, what struggles and rivalry those countries have known for 
centuries, you will realise with what joy the two nations received the news of their reconciliation. 



The real value of this agreement lies in the fact that it was concluded only after the two nations, 
having realised their common interests, decided to accept their territorial status as definitive. 
Henceforth, on neither side will there be any question of mental reservations, ulterior motives 
or further claims. This being the case, both countries have realised that since there is now nothing 
to divide them, they can cease to arm against one another and proceed with full confidence to 
co-operate, looking as they do to such co-operation to increase their prosperity and consolidate 
peace in the Near East. 

I am happy and proud, gentlemen, that my country should have given so signal an example 
and pledge of its pacific attitude. I trust most sincerely that the consecration of this friendship 
between the Republics of Greece and of Turkey will constitute a powerful factor for peace in the 
Balkans and in Europe as a whole. 

The President. — I shall, I am sure, be interpreting the feelings of the whole Commission 
in expressing to the Turkish Minister for Foreign Affairs and to our colleague and Vice-President 
M. Politis our satisfaction at the news which they have just announced. 

The conclusion of this Treaty between two peoples who for centuries were enemies is a matter 
for general rejoicing. 

The Protocol which M. Politis has just read and which was appended to that Treaty, constitutes 
an example which we can and ought to follow. I congratulate those two countries and their 
eminent representatives in particular. I feel that the agreements were concluded—and you, 
I am sure, will agree with me—as the result of the efforts of two statesmen of outstanding capacity, 
vision and nobility of character. 

32. Discussion on Chapter II: Material. — Section II: Naval Armaments. 

The President. — Our draft Convention provided for a series of articles relating to 
naval armaments. The results obtained at the London Naval Conference—results which, as 
Mr. MacDonald himself noted in his letter to the Secretary-General, indicate a real advance 
in the matter of the reduction and limitation of armaments—necessitate some adaptation 
of our text adopted at first reading. This work could not be done better than by the 
representatives of the countries which took so active a part in the London Naval Conference. 

Those delegates forwarded to us the results of their combined effort over a week ago, and 
these results, as document C.P.D.2301 indicates, are intended as a basis of discussion. To 
the draft submitted by the seven delegations we already have amendments, presented by the 
Soviet, Spanish and Swedish delegations. The Soviet and Spanish delegations have also submitted 
amendments to the text of our draft adopted at first reading. 2 

The position is therefore as follows: we have before us our text adopted at first reading, and 
to this is now appended the draft submitted by the seven delegations. This last-named draft 
constitutes an amendment to the draft adopted at first reading and in its turn is the subject of 
further amendments. 

The Commission is free to choose between these texts. Should it decide to take the draft 
framed by the seven delegations as a basis of discussion there would be nothing to prevent it later, 
in connection with the examination of the relevant articles, from considering not only the amend- 
ments to that text but also, if necessary, the amendments to our text adopted at first reading. 

If the Commission agree on this procedure, I shall propose that the draft of the seven delegations 
be taken as a basis of discussion. 

Agreed. 

General reservation by the Italian delegation. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — In document C.P.D.230, dated November 10th, 1930, which 
has been circulated, you will find a footnote on the first page concerning the general reservation 
made by the Italian delegation at the London Naval Conference; this reservation, regarding 
methods of naval limitation, I now desire to repeat. 

I have the honour to state, therefore, that the Italian Government is unable to accept any 
specific method for the limitation of naval armaments until ratios of strength and maximum 
levels of tonnage have been fixed by the different Powers. 

This reservation, of course, will not prevent us from collaborating in the technical examination 
of the provisions of the draft which we are now examining. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I want to say a few words in favour 
of the Soviet delegation’s Amendment, but perhaps as it is based upon the text of the proposal 
of the seven States, the latter’s representatives may like to say a few words first, and in that case 
I am prepared to wait. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex 3. 
2 Note by the Secretariat. — These amendments are given in the text, where they are taken into discussion. 
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33- Setting-up of a Naval Sub-Committee. 

M. Politis (Greece). — The Commission has before it various amendments to the text, 
submitted by a number of delegations representing the principal naval Powers, and I would venture 
at this juncture to submit a proposal in regard to procedure. 

I think it would facilitate our work if we decided now to set up a Sub-Committee on which 
any delegations which so desire might be represented by their naval experts, the duty of this 
Sub-Committee being to examine the various amendments, to see which can be retained, which 
should be rejected, and which should be further amended. 

Once agreement has been arrived at in the Sub-Committee the discussions in the plenary 
Commission will be much shorter, and this will mean added clearness and saving of time. 

My proposal, therefore, is that we should decide to set up a Sub-Committee on which any 
delegations that so desire might be represented by their naval experts. The Sub-Committee 
would sit when the plenary Commission is not sitting. 

The President. — May I express my personal view ? I propose that we should first hold 
a very brief general discussion. We might then proceed, if necessary, to appoint a Sub-Committee. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am far from opposing the idea of a Sub-Committee; I 
think that very likely it would be a good plan, and the Sub-Committee could discuss in the 
afternoons when this Commission is not sitting. But I do hope that no naval expert will misunder- 
stand me if I say that I trust the representatives of the delegations will be those who have the 
responsibility for decisions in these matters, and that delegates will not try and shift the burden 
on to the shoulders of their naval experts. I feel very strongly that that would be a mistake 
and put the naval and other experts into a wrong position. Of course they must be consulted, 
and continually consulted, on the technical aspects, but the political delegates of the various 
countries must take the decisions, and therefore I trust M. Politis will be kind enough to move his 
motion allowing for that to be done, and I should then be in full accord with his suggestion. 

I am afraid I do not like the idea of another general discussion. I do not see what we are 
to discuss in general terms. We have to put something in about naval limitation—that was 
decided three years and more ago—and it was decided that it) should be based on these proposals 
before us. What more is there to discuss generally ? I cannot conceive such a discussion being 
useful or saving time, if we have to proceed through a Sub-Committee. M. Litvinoff courteously 
suggested that some of those responsible for the proposal of the seven delegations should explain 
it in general. I am very much obliged to him for his suggestion, but I do not think there is anything 
to explain in general. The proposals seemed quite clear to me, and if there is any doubt or 
difficulty when we come to it some of those responsible can explain. A general discussion would 
mean long explanations in detail of each paragraph, or it would have to be a mere statement 
of platitudes which would not help us, and I hope Mr. Litvinoff will forgive me if I do not respond. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — The American delegation would 
like warmly to support the proposal of M. Politis for a Naval Sub-Committee to sit concurrently 
with this Commission. The great advantage of that procedure is that, while we are going ahead 
with such matters on our agenda as we have decided to take up, the Naval Sub-Committee can take 
the various amendments to the text submitted by the seven delegations, and deal with them, 
and so bring us the problem reduced to its simplest form with the minimum of problems left for 
discussion. Otherwise we may follow a large number of red herrings. 

If we leave to the Naval Sub-Committee the reduction of the problem to its simplest form, 
we may find that the discussion in this Commission will be limited, to the benefit of all concerned. 

As to the composition of that Sub-Committee, I feel that Lord Cecil has the most practical 
idea in saying we should be represented by members of our delegations who are competent to 
take decisions, because the whole purpose of this Sub-Committee is to do some preliminary work 
and to do away with problems which otherwise will take up the time of this Commission. 

Ihe American delegation would like to be represented by a political member, and other 
delegations may wish the same; perhaps the President would say that each delegation is at liberty 
to choose its representatives as it deems best. 

Now, Mr. President, there is one step we might take before referring this question to a Naval 
Sub-Committee that is, to decide one question of principle at any rate. One thing that makes it 
simpler to refer this problem to the Naval Sub-Committee is that so far no amendments to our 
draft have been brought forward regarding its form. 

There are briefly three types of amendments now before us: the first class provides for drafting 
changes which can obviously be dealt with by the Naval Sub-Committee. The second class 
provides for adjustments. It remains to be seen whether or not those can be dealt with. They are 



— 133 — 

proper amendments. There is the third category which, to my mind, involves quantitative 
proposals. It will be observed that in our draft there are a number of figures, and it is explained 
that these are inserted as being the figures of the existing Treaties—Washington and London 
and that they are given for purposes of illustration and in some cases in order to make the text 
intelligible. We, the Powers submitting the draft, have no intention of seeking to impose the 
acceptance of those figures. They are there for clarity and simplicity. It seems, therefore, 
that there is no reason to substitute other figures, and that the substitution of figures not in 
existing Treaties would mean exactly nothing so far as this body is concerned, because we have 
decided that we cannot entertain quantitative proposals. 

I think it is within the power of the Chairman to instruct the Naval Sub-Committee of the 
decision we have taken in the past—namely, that proposals involving quantitative suggestions are 
out of order. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I am in full agreement with the remarks 
of Lord Cecil as to the prematurity of forming a Sub-Committee at the present time. It would 
certainly give the impression that the delegates are shifting their responsibilities and trying 
to hide the question from the public. The question of naval armaments has held the attention 
of this Commission, and of the whole world, for over three years. We have been wandering in the 
wilderness all this time and have been told that the naval negotiations going on somewhere or 
other would bring us to the Promised Land. Now that this promised land has been reached it is 
proposed that it should be shown only to a Sub-Committee. As to Lord Cecil s proposal I think 
it must be left to everyone to explain his point of view in the form he thinks best. Each of the 
proposals before us is inspired by definite ideas, and the authors should be allowed to explain 
the ideas which are the basis of their proposals. I would therefore like to insist that some general 
discussion should take place here before the setting up of a Sub-Committee of experts. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — Before making up our minds about this question of procedure, 
we ought to know whether the meetings of the Sub-Committee are to be public or not, and whether 
Minutes will be kept. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — I understand that the representatives of the principal naval Powers, 
which discussed the questions at such length in London, regard it as quite superfluous to have 
a discussion before we set up this Sub-Committee as M. Politis suggests. Nor do I myself wish 
for a discussion if that means loss of time, but I think all the same that we might formulate certain 
principles j the Sub-Committee would give an opinion on them, and would then submit to the 
Commission a text on which we can take a decision. M. Westman has just made a most useful 
observation. If the constitution of this Sub-Committee and the machinery at its disposal make 
it, to all intents and purposes, the same as the Commission itself, we can proceed at once to appoint 
it! But if it is to work on the usual lines, then we ought to consider whether it would not be 
better to formulate certain observations before appointing it. I personally should have no 
observation to offer if, in connection with Article A, and in conformity with the procedure proposed 
by Lord Cecil, which I support, each delegate could bring up any questions of principle which 
interest him. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I am in entire accord with M. Cobian’s 
views, which seem reasonable. In accepting the proposal of M. Politis, nothing was further from 
my mind than that we should have secret meetings or should do anything to suppress discussion. 
Our sole object is to press forward with the work of the Commission, and we welcome the fullest 
discussion. It would be helpful if we had Minutes of our meetings, and my support is based on 
that understanding. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — The Canadian delegation fully approves the setting-up of a Sub- 
Committee, which it believes should be helpful in considering the difficulties that may arise 
when we examine, article by article, the texts which we have taken as a basis for discussion. 
Some of the articles we shall have no difficulty in agreeing upon, but when we find that we have 
difficulties with certain articles or the amendments to them, these might be referred to the Sub- 
Committee ; I cannot see any reason for the Sub-Committee taking over any other work from 
the Commission. The problems which do not offer great difficulties might better be settled in the 
full Commission. 

M. Massigli (France). — I am quite prepared to accept any proposal that secures the support 
of the majority of the Commission. I think, as the Mr. Gibson pointed out, that it is 
essential, if the naval question is referred to a Sub-Committee, that the latter should have full 
publicity. We are of course all agreed on this point. 

In practice, moreover, the Sub-Committee will be the same as the Commission itself, except 
that certain members not being interested in naval questions will not attend it. If the proposal 
be adopted, the position will be as follows: In the morning we shall hold plenary meetings to 
examine the other questions on the agenda, and in the afternoon we shall sit as a Sub-Committee 
to discuss naval questions. Very good; there is, however, one drawback. As Lord Cecil very 
rightly pointed out, either the Sub-Committee will be a body of experts and the Commission will 
have to take a decision on the various questions afterwards, else the Sub-Committee will itself 
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take what are practically final decisions, which the Commission will simply have to ratify. If 
that be the case, the responsible representatives of the delegations must continually be present at 
the proceedings of the Sub-Committee, and one objection occurs to me. If we decide to sit morning 
and afternoon to discuss the naval question, I see no objection to the procedure that has been 
proposed, but if in the morning we discuss non-naval questions—and there are very important 
questions not yet settled, which will require also a good deal of discussion between delegations 
outside meetings—and if in the afternoon we deal with naval questions, I am afraid that we 
shall soon have more than we can cope with. 

The naval question has, however, been prepared to some extent, and the various problems 
clearly defined, while the amendments are specific in character, so that it might be better to 
discuss the naval clauses both morning and afternoon. If we examine all the various questions 
at the same time, I am afraid that we might encounter difficulties. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). — I support M. Massigli’s proposals and Dr. Riddell’s observations. 
Serious difficulties will obviously ensue if we sit both morning and afternoon, and even from 
the standpoint of the public and of the journalists following our discussions, our proceedings 
might appear somewhat obscure and less easy to comprehend. I desire, therefore, to support 
Dr. Riddell’s proposal that we should discuss the articles one by one, and only refer to a Sub- 
Committee those on which we fail to agree. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — I support M. Massigli’s proposal, provided that the Sub-Com- 
mittee’s meetings are public, that Minutes are kept and that the delegations can be represented 
by their political members. 

The President. — I feel that M. Massigli’s proposal is really very sound. It is impossible 
to discuss certain questions—very important questions—in the morning, and quite different 
questions in the afternoon. It would be much better to continue the discussion in the Commission. 
My suggestion is that we should meet to discuss naval questions both morning and afternoon. 
It is understood that there would be no general discussion. 

M. Massigli (France). — I did not intend to propose that the Commission should meet 
morning and afternoon, but that the Sub-Committee should do so. 

The President. — This Sub-Committee would then be exactly on the lines of the plenary 
Commission, and Minutes of its proceedings would be kept. 

M. Massigli (France). — The technical delegates would simply be present. 

The.President. — We must be quite clear. Does the Commission desire to continue the 
discussions under the conditions which have governed the general discussion, or does it wish a 
Sub-Committee to deal with the matter ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).— I hope the Commission will not think me terribly pedantic, 
but I have a great fondness for seeing any proposition that is submitted to the Commission decided 
by the Commission before we proceed to any other proposition. 

I understood M. Politis had moved a definite motion that this matter should be referred 
to a Sub-Committee. . I hope that we shall decide that question now. Then we can decide 
when that Sub-Committee is, or is not, to sit, whether mornings or afternoons, or only in the 
afternoons. That is a separate matter. I hope we shall now decide whether we agree with M. Politis 
or do not agree with him, that this being a matter of great detail is more suitable to a Sub- 
Committee than to the whole Commission. I personally hope we shall accept M. Politis’ motion 
In any case, I hope the President will be good enough to put it to the Commission. 

M. Colban (Norway). Before we can decide on M. Politis’ proposal, the Commission ought 
to know whether the Sub-Committee is to sit simultaneously with the Commission. If it is not 
to do so, I shall vote in favour of the proposal, but I cannot do so otherwise. 

(Greece). I feel that the question raised by M. Colban is quite a subsidiary 

°uie’ real P°int is the question of method. The idea in suggesting a Sub-Committee was that for a large number of delegations—unless I am mistaken—these questions are of no interest 
at all, or only of secondary interest. I felt, therefore, that the Commission could get on better 
with its examination of this question if its numbers were limited, as it would be able to arrive 
more quickly at results. 

Should you endorse this view, you will decide first to set up a Sub-Committee. Then will 
come the question of when it is to sit, and whether it is to sit at a different time from the 
Commission or simultaneously. 

M. Massigli s objection would have the result that the plenary Commission would not sit 
until the Sub-Committee has concluded its work, but I repeat—and I think I am no more pedantic 
than Lord Cecil—-that the questions will have to be thoroughly dealt with. You will have to 
decide, first of all, on the principle of setting up a Sub-Committee. If you decide in the affirmative, 
you will next have to decide whether the Sub-Committee is to sit simultaneously with the 
Commission or not. 
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Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I agree entirely with M. Colban s view, and my vote will 
depend on whether the Sub-Committee is or is not to sit simultaneously with the plenary 
Commission. Our delegation desires, for very special reasons, that all its members should take 
part in the proceedings both of the Sub-Committee and of the Commission. 

The President. — I can answer M. Markovitch at once: it is impossible for the Plenary 
Commission and the Sub-Committee to sit simultaneously, since we adopted the principle 
Lord Cecil, if I remember rightly, brought it up at the beginning—that the responsible delegates 
should themselves sit on the Sub-Committee. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I am in favour of the proposal of 
M. Politis as to the procedure of voting on this question. I understand this proposal is that 
we are going to vote, whether there should be a Sub-Committee or not, and that if we vote against 
it, it does not mean that we may not decide to form a Sub-Committee at a later date. We are 
voting only on the question: Is the sub-committee to be formed immediately 01 not ? 

The President. — I put to the vote M. Politis’ proposal for the immediate setting up of a 
Sub-Committee. It is understood that it would be on the lines just suggested by the Mr. Gibson 
—that is, Minutes would be kept and there would be the necessary publicity. 

The proposal was adopted. 

The President. — The principle of the constitution of this Sub-Committee having been 
adopted, we now have to decide when it will sit, and it is understood that it will not be at the 
same time as the plenary Commission. I propose that we should adjourn the plenary Session 
and meet morning and afternoon, but not before 4-3° jn afternoon. The meeting would be 
adjourned at 6.30. We want two hours, but not a minute longer. 

It is understood, then, that we are to set up a Sub-Committee for naval questions and tna 
that Sub-Committee will meet morning and afternoon until the subject has been thoroughly 
discussed. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — Now that we have agreed to set up this Sub-Committee we 
might decide, as it is understood that all the delegates can take part in its proceedings, simply 
to do away with the word “ Sub-Committee ”. Actually, the Commission is continuing its work. 

M. Politis (Greece). — I have no objection in principle to this suggestion. Still, there is a 
difference. The Commission has decided to resolve itself into a smaller Committee but the 
work of this Committee will have to be approved by the plenary Commission. Delegations 
which do not desire to take part in the work of this smaller Committee will have to vote on the 
final decision to be taken on the conclusions of this body. 

The President. — In that case I adjourn the meeting of the Commission, but we continue 
to sit as a Sub-Committee, and any delegates who do not wish to sit on the Sub-Committee may 
retire if they so desire. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12.20 p.m. 
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FIRST MEETING OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE. 

Held on Monday, November lyth, 1930, at 12.23 ft-m- 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

34. Discussion on Chapter II: Material. — Section II: Naval Armaments (document 
C.P.D.211, Annex 1). 

(Basis of discussion: Document C.P.D.230 (Annex 3 to the Minutes). 

Discussion on Articles A, B, C. 

Article A. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to limit the total (global) tonnage of their vessels of war, 
other than exempt vessels (as specified in Annex I) and Special Vessels mentioned in Annex II, 
to the figures laid down in Table I. 

These figures give the tonnage which shall not be exceeded during the term of the present 
treatju 

Table I. 

High Contracting Party. Total (Global) Tonnage 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Article B. 

Table II shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each High Contracting Party 
intends to distribute, during the period of application of the Convention, the total (global) tonnage 
which it has limited to the figure indicated, as far as it is concerned, in Table I. 

The maximum displacement and gun calibre limits of the several categories shall be as laid 
down in this Treaty.1 

Table II. 

1 With reference to Articles A and B, the Italian Delegation expressed the opinion that they should be replaced 
by a single article stating: 

The Limitation of naval armament accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties is indicated in the 
annexed Table ”, 

Which might be the Table II attached to this document. Consequently the Italian Delegation is in favour 
of suppressing Table I,” 
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Article C. 

Within the limits of the total (global) tonnage shown for each High Contracting Party in 
Table I, and in the absence of more strict conditions resulting from special conventions to which 
it is or may become a party, each of the High Contracting Parties may effect a transfer of the 
tonnage indicated for it in the different categories in Table II, subject to the two following 
conditions: 

(1) The tonnages by category shown for each High Contracting Party in Table II 
shall in no case be the object of increase beyond the figures shown for it in Table III. 

(2) Before the laying-down of the ship or ships for the construction of which the 
transferred tonnage has been assigned, due notice must be given to all of the other High 
Contracting Parties of the amount of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice being 
that laid down for each of the High Contracting Parties in Table III. 

Table III: Rules for Transfer. 

Amendments by the Soviet Delegation to Articles A, B and C. 

The President. — There are amendments to Articles A, B and C by the Soviet delegation, 
which are as follows: 

Article A. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to reduce the existing tonnage by . . . % by limiting 
to the figures fixed in Table I the total (global) tonnage of their vessels of war other than exempt 
vessels (as specified in Annex I). 

These figures give the tonnage which shall not be exceeded during the term of the present 
Treaty. 

Article B. 

The High Contracting Parties whose navy exceeds 200,000 tons agree to limit their total 
tonnage in conformity with the classes and figures fixed in Table II. 

Article C to be deleted. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I shall have some difficulty in limiting 
myself only to Article A, as Articles A, B and C together, in my opinion, form one method of 
restricting naval armaments. You cannot treat of one article in our proposal without dealing 
with the other two also, so I must speak on the three Articles together. Together they constitute 
the idea which pervades the Soviet proposal. 

In this connection I would like to remind the Commission that the discussion on Naval 
Armaments has been delayed for over three years in the expectation that the naval negotiations 
going on in certain States would help us to overcome the difficulties that have been met with 
in this Commission. We have now got the outcome of those naval negotiations and we are, 
of course, entitled to ask ourselves whether the proposals put forward in document C.P.D.230 
really afford a solution and remove the difficulties which have prevented the Commission so far 
from coming to an agreement on Naval Armaments. I can see no solution in the proposals which 
are put forward by the seven States, because, after all, the point at issue was whether to choose 
the global method for the limitation of tonnage or the method of limitation by categories. And 
what is the situation now ? Article A proposes global limitation compulsory for all the contracting 
parties. Article B merely stipulates that each country should itself classify, according to category, 
the tonnage allowed to it. It is obvious that it is publicity, and not the limitation of categories, 
that is meant here. Article C allows any country to make transfers, with supplementary publicity 
throughout the term of the Convention. This alteration, however, is subject to certain limits 
which cannot be exceeded. 

The percentage allowed for transfers from one category to another will depend upon whether 
we adopt the global or the category method. Should, for instance, a 100% transfer be allowed, 
there will be no limitation except global limitation, whereas with strict tonnage figures and only 
a trifling percentage of transfer we shall have limitation by categories. A scheme which places 
no limits on transfers practically shifts from the Commission to the Conference the problem of 
choosing the method itself as well as settling on the figures. The blank space in Table III shows 
that no practical agreement as to a uniform method has been arrived at by the Seven States 
themselves. 

The Soviet delegation considers that the partial reduction of armaments cannot be based 
on the individual method of establishing rates acceptable for all. That method is bound to 
come up against enormous, if not insurmountable, difficulties. It therefore proposes proportional 
reduction, with certain exceptions in favour of weaker countries. This proposal is embodied in 
the Soviet draft of Article A and Table I. At the same time they consider it would be fair for 
big sea Powers, with uniformly organised navies, to limit them by categories in accordance with 
Table II, while States with smaller navies, with, let us say, a total tonnage of less than 200,000, 



would be subject to global limitation only. This principle will be found in Article B, and in the 
proposed removal of Article C. That is the essence of the Soviet proposal on Articles A, B and C. 

I wish to repeat that one cannot accept one Article of the proposal without accepting at 
the same time the other Articles. I would therefore propose that members of the delegations 
who speak after me should give their opinions on the proposal as a whole—not only Article A, 
but all three Articles—as on a single method of dealing with Naval Armaments. We propose 
that the big sea Powers should accept the method of reduction by categories, and that the 
smaller countries should accept the method of reduction by global tonnage. We shall then 
have to draw a line between the big sea Powers and the smaller countries. For the smaller 
countries we suggest a figure not exceeding 200,000 tons. Perhaps the Commission will propose 
another figure, and the Conference yet another figure. We suggest not only limitation but also 
a proportional reduction of the existing navies. I can foresee that some delegates who do not 
agree with the principle of proportional reduction may propose some other methods—for instance, 
some progressive proportional reduction—the bigger the sea Power the greater the decrease 
in its armaments, to which I should have no objection to offer. 

May I add a few words more? I wish only to say that Article A in the proposal of the 
seven delegations (Document C.P.D. 230) differs in another point from the corresponding Article in 
the Soviet amendment. That is where mention is made that “ the High Contracting Parties agree 
to limit the total (global) tonnage of their vessels of war, other than exempt vessels (as specified 
in Annex I) . . These exemptions do not exist in our proposal. We do not know exactly what 
vessels will be included in the list of exemptions, but some idea may be found if we refer to the 
London Naval Treaty. Therein is a list already drawn up, and if you look at it you will be 
struck by the dimensions of the exempted vessels. For instance, the total tonnage of the special 
vessels of the five Powers exempted by the Treaty of London was equivalent to 87% of the 
Italian Navy. We regard it in this way: If States build such ships or want to maintain them, 
they should be included in the global tonnage at their disposal. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I will do my best to say a few words in answer to M. Litvinoff. 
It is rather difficult to deal with the number of proposals in the Soviet amendment, Articles A 
and B. I will take them one by one. 

The first change is that instead of limiting the total tonnage of the vessels of war as stated 
in the Table, M. Litvinoff proposes to reduce that tonnage by percentage. Well, I do not 
think that would do at this stage, because you do not know the existing tonnages, and, apart 
from that, it would mean the existing proportional strengths of navies would continue as it is 
at present, and that, for many reasons, is not a practical solution. 

I want to guard myself by saying that once you have a General Treaty on Disarmament 
you have the levels of every one s armament fixed, and then the system of reducing by percentage 
might be usefully employed, and perhaps you will have to reduce in that way. But first you 
have to fix the armaments at a figure the various States agree to accept at the present time. 

The second proposal in Article A is to get rid of the special vessels, and I think there is a 
misunderstanding here. As I understand it, what was proposed in London—and indicated in 
this Article was that there should be a list of certain vessels difficult to classify in any existing 
or proposed category, and that they should be allowed to go on until they came to a natural 
termination by age, and after that tonnage which replaces them should be included in the total 
tonnage of the vessels limited by the Treaty. So that special vessels are only a temporary 
exception to the general principle of limiting the tonnage of the various fleets. I think that 
is not an unreasonable proposal in order to bring the Treaty into force. 

Ihe next proposal is to get rid of the system of limitation by categories, modified by a 
power of transfer from one category to another, to forbid all transfers under all circumstances, 
and to draw a sharp line at 200,000 tons and say that all fleets above that line should be limited 
by categories and all fleets below it should be limited by total tonnage. I do not think that 
is a practical proposal, and I can say so the more freely because I remember that, in 1927, I 
ventured to make a proposal on these lines, and it was rejected and has never been revived by 
those who are considering these problems. There are a number of other objections which I will 
not elaborate. One seems fatal. If you fix a hard and fast level like 200,000 tons, you will 
have a fleet with 200,001 tons limited in one way, and a fleet of 199,999 tons limited in another 
way, and that is impracticable. You need something more elastic and supple, and in the 
circumstances I ask the Sub-Committee to reject the amendment of the Soviet delegation. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — I should like to commence with a quotation. During the discussions 
m our Commission in 1929 Mr. Gibson, the representative of the United States, made a declaration 
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from which I would venture to quote. The passage is a short but highly significant one. 
Mr. Gibson’s words were: “Aside from the signatories of the Washington Treaty there is 

no conceivable combination of naval power which could threaten the safety of any of the principal 
naval Powers.” 1 

To my mind, this declaration puts the question which we are discussing on its proper plane. 
I will make a few preliminary observations in order to clear up the situation, before expressing 

an opinion on the various proposals before us. 
Under the terms of Article A of the proposals of the seven Powers, fleets would be limited 

globally—the method consistently advocated by the Swedish delegation. Under Article B, 
however, the category method is advanced as a second principle and we are invited to maintain 
the definitions of the various categories of vessels as laid down at Washington and London. 
Naturally, these categories are conceived from the standpoint of the requirements of large navies, 
and it is obvious that the unmodified application of such categories to small navies will not be an 
easy matter. 

As a concrete instance of the difficulties afforded by such application, I should like to put 
some figures relating to one of the great navies, say with a tonnage of 1,000,000 tons, alongside 
those of a small navy of about 100,000 tons. 

If we take the classification given in document C.P.D.230, (Annex 2) we shall have five 
different categories. When we come to distribute the total (global) tonnage of one of the great 
navies over these five categories, very large tonnage figures (frequently several hundred thousand 
tons) have to be inserted in each category. In other words, you will have in each category a 
tonnage figure equal to the total (global) tonnage of three or four small fleets. 

On the other hand, to show you what would be the effect of applying the five-category 
system to a smaller navy the manner in which the tonnage would be split up by such an operation 
—some 10,000 tons per category—I would point out that, if navies of a great Power like Great 
Britain or the United States of America had their tonnage similarly distributed, we should have 
to provide, not five but fifty or sixty categories. 

My sole object in making these remarks is to stress the tremendous difference between large 
navies and the small navies for which we are at present trying to find the best and most equitable 
methods of limitation. 

The proposals before us clearly prove also that their advocates realise the impossibility of 
imposing the London category system unchanged on small navies and the need of modifying 
that system so as to give it the flexibility necessary for the needs of such navies. 

Table III of Article C, showing within what limits transfers may be made, has been left 
blank, so that it is at present impossible to give an opinion on the real effect of the proposals. 

It will clearly be our duty to discuss this problem; but I would like to say, here and now, 
that it is very difficult to commit oneself to a course, or to adopt a principle or a solution without 
knowing whither they lead. 

To ensure the necessary flexibility in the navies referred to, other methods than those 
contemplated in the document might certainly be conceived. For example, navies below a certain 
limit should not be entirely exempt from regulation (except, of course, publicity). A provision 
might be made determining the categories specially adapted to the types of ships and to the 
requirements of small navies. I will not at the moment go into further details of the various 
possibilities which offer themselves. The Swedish delegation has just handed to the Bureau a 
concrete proposal which we shall have to discuss. 

To know which solution to choose, it would clearly be very helpful to have some explanations 
of the intentions of the authors of the proposal in document C.P.D.230. For this purpose, I 
would like to put two questions. 

I. Article A lays down the so-called total (global) tonnage principle, and Article B refers to 
a Table which will show the tonnage per category and the way in which each High Contracting 
Party intends to distribute the total (global) tonnage. 

Will this distribution by category be made by the Disarmament Conference; or simply at 
the Conference by each State, after any necessary discussion, with the countries specially 
interested ? 

II. Article C provides that States may effect a transfer of tonnage in the different categories; 
but it states at the same time that the tonnage by category shall in no case be the object of increase 
beyond the figures shown for it in Table III. As Table III does not exist for the moment this 
is tantamount to saying that the document in question provides for the right of transfer but 
makes no regulations on the subject. Do the authors of the proposals intend that these regulations 
should be made by the Preparatory Commission or only by the DisarmamentXonference ? 

The President. — I did not want to interrupt M. Westman but I would remind him that 
we are at present discussing Article A, and not Article C. I would therefore suggest that 
M. Westman should continue his speech later. We must now vote on the Soviet amendment. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — Unless I am mistaken, M. Litvinoff urged that the Articles could 
not be dealt with separately. As no one raised any objection, I take it this is the view of the 
Commission. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Minutes of the Sixth Session (First Part), page 58. 
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As far as I am concerned, I cannot vote before receiving a reply to the questions I have 
raised. If the Soviet amendment is put to the vote now, I shall have to abstain. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Other delegates and I myself are anxious to satisfy 
M. Westman, but it was impossible to prevent M. Litvinoff presenting his case on Articles A, B 
and C. Article A is separate from Articles B and C, and we can vote on Article A without inter- 
fering with Article C. The amendments on that point will have to be carefully considered, because 
it is one of the most contentious articles in the Draft. I hope we shall vote now on Article A, 
reserving the discussion for Article C. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — I can only say that I regard these three articles as closely 
connected. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I wish to answer the criticisms made 
by Lord Cecil, in the first place as regards special vessels outside of existing categories. Lord 
Cecil’s arguments are not convincing, and I cannot see why such vessels should not be limited 
under the general category of light vessels. We have, for instance, in the list of special vessels 
attached to the London Naval Treaty vessels built as recently as 1924—surely these should be 
limited in one way or another. Then I understood Lord Cecil to say that it was impossible to draw 
any distinction between the naval Powers because it was difficult to agree as to figures. And that, 
if we take the figure of the Soviet proposal of 200,000 tons, States with 200,001 tons would have 
to be treated differently from States which have 199,999 tons. 

This seems to me almost as metaphysical as the problem of when baldness may be said to 
begin: after the loss of the two-thousandth or of the two-thousand-and-first hair. Naturally if 
we want to draw a distinction between naval Powers, we must insert some figure as to their 
tonnage. The Swedish delegation also gives figures1, namely, 100,000 tons; so Lord Cecil’s 
objection ought to apply to their proposal too, and to the Spanish amendment which put an 
“ % to be replaced by a definite figure. If we follow up the argument of Lord Cecil we shall 
have to treat small and great Powers alike, which is exactly what the Soviet delegation is 
opposed to. 

Lord Cecil has said we cannot reduce armaments until we know what existing armaments 
amount to. But surely we can get more or less precise information as to existing armaments 
from the figures given in the Armaments Year Book of the League of Nations. 

What will be the position if the Soviet proposal for the reduction of naval armaments is rejected 
and we keep strictly to the limitation of armaments ? What would be the tonnage of the various 
navies ? Some idea may be formed from a study of the London Naval Treaty, which is offered 
to us as the prototype of any future Convention on naval armaments, and has been commended 
to us in the letter referred to by the President and by the President himself. The outstanding 
fact is that the total figures for the displacement of the navies of the three Parties to the Agreement 
came, on March 1st, 1930, to 2,979,000 tons, and by 1936 these figures for the same three Powers 
are to be 2,989,000 tons. Thus the Treaty gives no reduction in naval armaments for the next 
six years, but at the best stabilisation at the present level of naval forces. If this Treaty is to 
become a prototype of a common agreement with regard to general, and not merely naval, 
disarmament, then, indeed, not merely disarmament, but the very reduction of armaments is 
decided in advance in the negative. 

If we consider that the total displacement for cruisers and aircraft carriers (newer than twenty 
years) built by March 1st, 1930, comes to 814,800 tons, and that for the same categories the London 
Naval Treaty allows for a total tonnage of 1,222,000—i.e. an increase of 407,200 tons, or 50 per 
cent—with the disposal by the three Powers of only nine battleships, and precisely those which 
are oldest, weakest, and perhaps obsolete, we shall have an actual increase in the destructive 
powers of those navies. 

That gives an idea of the result of a disarmament conference conducted only on the method 
proposed by the seven States. It is for that reason the Soviet delegation must earnestly insist 
that something be done for reduction and not only for limitation. 

The figures given by me are taken from official American documents which can be put at the 
disposal of the Commission if desired. 

The President. — It is past one o’clock and there are still two delegates to speak. I would 
ask them to be good enough to refrain. 

The meeting rose at 2.5 p.m. 

r Note by the Secretariat. — See page 157 of the minutes. 
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Amendments by the Soviet Delegation (continuation). 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I assume we are dealing with 
the amendment to Artick A, submitted by the Soviet Delegation (document C.P.D.239).1 

The President. — Yes. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — In connection with that I would 
like to draw the attention of the Commission to something which happened in the first part 
of the sixth session. At the meeting on April 19th, 1929, reported on page 37 of the Minutes 
of the Sixth Session (document C.195.M.74.1929.IX), the President began by reading a document 
prepared by the Bureau, of which paragraph 2 reads as follows: 

“ The Commission has not seen its way to adhere to the method of reduction based 
on the proportional principle. At the same time, there is nothing to prevent the Government 
representatives assembled at the Conference, when they finally come to draw up the 
Disarmament Convention, from taking account of this principle or of any other similar 
objective criterion in addition to those indicated in Article 8 of the Covenant.” 

This document was adopted by the Commission, as shown on page 41 of the same Minutes. 
It seems clear that, unless the Commission decides to re-examine the question of principle 

and to reverse its former finding, the Soviet amendment is out of order, in that it clearly provides 
a method of reduction based on the proportional principle. 

M. Massigli (France). — I asked to speak this morning in order to dispel what seemed 
to me to be a misunderstanding between the Swedish and British delegation. 

M. Westman pointed out, perfectly justly, that Articles A, B and C were inter-connected: 
my own opinion is that we cannot take these articles separately, as they form an indivisible 
whole. 

The question at present under discussion does not, in my opinion, refer to Article A, 
together with Articles B and C; it is rather whether we shall take into consideration the principle 
of proportional reduction embodied in the Soviet amendment: when that is disposed of, we 
shall have to decide on Articles A, B, and C in conjunction as M. Westman has pointed out. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — M. Litvinoff seems to think my attitude is against reduction. 
My attitude is that you must begin by finding some means of settling the amount of tonnage 
each country is going to have and then you can proceed with reduction. Personally, I very 
much hope that when we come to the actual Conference we shall be able to agree to a considerable 
reduction. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — I want to explain why I cannot support the amendment defended 
this morning by M. Litvinoff. The Soviet delegation has always demanded the reduction, as 
well as the limitation, of armaments. In the case of land armaments, I had no objection to 
this criterion of M. Litvinoff's, from my own country’s standpoint; but as regards the limitation 
of naval armaments our situation is quite different, and that is why I shall be quite unable to 
support this proposal, which provides for proportional reduction, and only contemplates limitation 
on the basis of an all-round reduction of navies. 

Spain occupies quite a special situation in this respect, as we have at present a very small 
navy. In all our proceedings, however, at the Conference or at the Preparatory Commission, 
there is one common denominator—namely, the attainment of the object mentioned in Article 8 
of the Covenant. According to this article, the reduction and limitation of armaments should 
be carried out to the lowest point consistent with each country’s safety and national defence. 

As regards the problem of naval armaments, from the Spanish point of view, the question 
is absolutely vital to us. We have, as you know, a very extensive coast line, as well as islands, 
which compel us to keep a navy sufficient, from an exclusively defensive standpoint, to enable 
us, in the event of a conflict, to defend our neutrality and contribute to the maintenance of 
world peace. That is why we cannot give unqualified support to the principle of naval reduction. 
Now, M. Litvinoff’s proposal does not provide for any exception and we cannot therefore adopt 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex 4. 
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it for the reasons I have just given, and for those already expressed by the United States 
representative. 

I have some remarks to make on Article A, but I leave it to the President whether I do 
so immediately or later. 

The President. — Preferably later. Mr. Gibson has pointed out that there is a question 
of procedure involved. The Soviet delegation’s amendment reopens the question decided in 
the first part of our session regarding the principle of proportional reduction. We must therefore 
decide whether we want to reopen this question, which has already been decided; the Commission 
is free to do so, but I am bound to point out that the question was decided in the first part of 
the session. In such circumstances the simplest way is to put the principle of the Soviet 
amendment to the vote. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — As M. Massigli maintains that the three articles A, B and C 
form an indivisible whole, I agree with the procedure proposed. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I am glad to hear from Lord Cecil 
that he is not against reduction, and that he admits that the Disarmament Conference should 
take some decisions favouring reduction. That being so, it is for this Commission, which is to 
prepare the work of the Disarmament Conference, to propose some definite scheme. What 
Commission, if not this, will have to prepare what the Conference will have to deal with ? 

With regard to the remarks of the Spanish delegate that he cannot vote for proportional 
reduction because he is in favour of certain exceptions on behalf of small countries, I should 
like to remind him that on every occasion when I have advocated proportional reduction, I 
always made a proviso for exceptions for smaller countries, and that holds good for naval 
armaments too. I am not against the Spanish or any other delegate introducing an amendment 
to this effect, and if such an amendment is submitted I shall support it. 

Now a few words on the question of procedure. The delegate who spoke against the Soviet 
amendment to Article A pointed out that this amendment was out of order because the Commission 
had taken a decision against proportional reduction. That is quite true, but at the beginning 
of this session it was decided that the Commission could go back on certain decisions which 
had been taken previously, and the Commission must decide whether the present question is 
sufficiently important to allow of reversing the previous decision. We have had no discussion 
so far on second reading in regard to naval disarmament, so the question should be discussed 
now, and not at the third reading, and if the Sub-Committee is against proportional reduction, even 
in respect of naval armaments, they can vote on it. 

I would only say a few words more. It is precisely on the question of naval armaments 
that certain Powers have tried to come to an agreement with regard both to methods and 
figures, and they failed in those negotiations. They failed in all their efforts. I had hoped 
this would have been a lesson to them and that they would have drawn the conclusion that 
the only way to obtain reduction is not to prejudice the interests of any country, but by adopting 
a universal method. 

If they have not learned this lesson, then the case is hopeless. Eighteen months have 
passed since the resolution was adopted and I thought perhaps views might have changed in 
that time. We have seen many instances of opinions changing, but if the Commission decides 
against proportional reduction, that does not necessarily mean the rejection of the Soviet 
amendment, because this amendment contains the principle, not only of proportional reduction, 
but of reduction as such. 

Another characteristic of the amendment is in regard to the list of special vessels, and I 
think this should be taken separately; I would ask the Sub-Committee to vote on these three 
points separately. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I think it my duty to explain the Italian delegation’s attitude 
to the amendment submitted by the Soviet delegation. In doing so I shall, perhaps, have to 
go beyond the limits of Article A. This is inevitable, however, because in discussing Article A 
we must also necessarily refer to Articles B and C, since they all deal with the same problem. 
M. Westman made the same remark this morning, quite justifiably, as I think. 

I shall first explain, as shortly and clearly as possible, the Italian delegation’s attitude on 
the method of naval limitation. This attitude is based on the reservation appearing on the 
first page of the draft (document C.P.D.230), and it signifies that we cannot-r-and I believe 
none of us can—decide on the fairness or the practicability of any method of limitation from a 
merely theoretical standpoint. 

Such a method must be considered with regard to the basic factor of limitation. This basic 
factor is represented by the proportions and maximum levels of tonnage fixed for each navy. 
\ ou may reply: “ But even if these proportions and maximum levels are only to be fixed at the 
Conference, is that a reason why we should abstain from discussing questions of method here ? ” 
I do not go so far as that. Just as we co-operated in the Technical Committees in the London 
Naval Conference, so we intend to co-operate in this Sub-Committee, provided it is understood 
that our general reservation will none the less be fully maintained. 

This declaration is perhaps superfluous, but it explains the Italian delegation’s attitude 
towards M. Litvinoff’s amendment. 
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The central idea of M. LitvinofTs proposal seems to me to be a reduction of existing tonnage; 
and there we agree with him, for we, too, advocate not merely limitation, but reduction. 

Where we cannot follow the Soviet delegation is when it asks for existing tonnage to be 
reduced by a percentage that is to be fixed; this, I understand, is a reduction percentage applicable 
indiscriminately and automatically to all navies. On this point we cannot agree, because the 
Soviet proposal overlooks what we believe should be the prerequisite condition, the basis, so 
to speak, of all reduction—namely, agreement on the levels of the various navies. 

In this connection let me make a short digression, which must come at this point because 
it refers to a statement M. Litvinoff made this morning. 

Speaking of the large tonnage of the special vessels specified by the London Naval Treaty, 
M. Litvinoff mentioned a figure which impressed the Sub-Commttee as well as the public, the 
more so as it appeared that the figure referred to Italy only. 

M. Litvinoff has kindly explained to me that the figure of 87 per cent which he gave should 
be understood to mean that the total tonnage of the special vessels of the five Powers which 
signed the London Naval Treaty amounted to 87 per cent of the Italian navy. 

On that point, I would observe that, at the London Naval Conference, the Italian delegation 
tried to limit the exempted tonnage as far as possible. 

I now come to another aspect of the question, one which has already been presented in the 
discussion in the form of a dilemma: global tonnage, or limitation by categories ? 

You have read our note at the foot of the draft (document C.P.D.230), worded as follows: 

“ With reference to Articles A and B the Italian delegation expressed the opinion that 
they should be replaced by a single article stating: 

“ ‘ The limitation of naval armament accepted by each of the High Contracting 
Parties is indicated in the annexed Table . . . ’ which might be the Table II 
attached to this document. 

“ Consequently, the Italian delegation is in favour of suppressing Table I.” 

This note has been taken to mean that the Italian delegation, which had formerly maintained 
the principle of global tonnage has now gone over, bag and baggage, to the opposite party which 
advocates strict limitation of all navies by the system of categories. Such an interpretation is far 
too ingenuous to be exact. It is quite incorrect that we have changed our views, or that we now 
propose to combat what we yesterday advocated. It is still our conviction that the global tonnage 
method is more equitable for all countries who do not wish to spend too much money on building 
up a navy, and that this method is therefore more suitable than that of reduction by categories. 

We supported this principle for years without convincing its opponents, until we were begged 
to leave principles on one side and work for a solution on practical grounds. 

In compliance with this request we went to London and there endeavoured, with the other 
Powers, to find a solution. The solution has not yet been found so far as we are concerned, and 
that is why we maintain our reservation. 

But Articles A and B of the draft (document C.P.D.230) raise quite a different ques- 
tion. They refer to a Table No. I and a Table No. II, the first being a table of global tonnage 
and the second showing how this global tonnage will be allocated. If I am not mistaken, Table 
No. II is not optional but obligatory, and I believe I am also right in thinking that the phrase 
“ the way in which each High Contracting Party intends to distribute ”, etc., means that such 
distribution will not be left to the option (ad libitum) of each Power; that, I think, implies that 
the system proposed in the draft is the system of limitation by categories. 

What is the use, then, of Table No. I ? 

It seems to me that this Table has no significance, serves no purpose and may more likely 
lead to difficulty and confusion. In the first place, it would contain figures which would not be 
comparable as between the various navies, since they would be merely the result of totalling the 
figures in Table No. II, which may not have the same significance in every country. Secondly, 
the table seems to exclude the possibility of any special agreement, between two or more Powers 
who might succeed in making a preliminary arrangement based on a different method of limitation. 

On the other hand, I do not ignore the argument which has been used this morning and will 
no doubt be frequently repeated in this Sub-Committee, that, as regards the method of limitation, 
the situation of a country with a large navy differs from that of a country with a very small navy. 
I fully realise the force of this argument, and it is precisely on that account that we have admitted, 
in principle, the possibility of transferring naval vessels from one category to another. Naturally, 
we shall have to discuss— more particularly, I think, at the future Conference—how this system 
of transfers is to be applied to the various naval Powers. I can even imagine that the percentage 
of transfer may be very high, as much as 100 per cent, which would allow a given Power, where it 
appears justified, complete freedom of transfer between certain categories. 
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That question, as I said, will have to be discussed in the light of particular circumstances and 
special needs; but 1 think that our draft would gain considerably in clearness and frankness if we 
deleted Table No. I. 

The President. — M. Litvinoff proposes to re-word his amendment as follows: 

“ The High Contracting Parties agree to limit and to reduce the existing tonnage by . . . 
per cent by limiting to the figures fixed in Table I . . . ” 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — May I venture to ask that we take the amendment as it 
has been distributed. Afterwards, if M. Litvinoff, or some other member, wishes to bring some 
further amendment, I shall not raise any objection. If he says this does not cover everything 
he wanted it to cover, I shall raise no objection. If we have amendments which are read out 
from the Chair and which none of us have seen—I am not quite sure whether the Chair can fully 
understand what they mean—it makes it impossible for us to follow what is going on. We must 
have some regularity in our proceedings. 

The President. — I was reading what we have to put before the Sub-Committee. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I raised a point of order as to whether 
we could entertain a proposal which was in violation of a decision already taken by this 
Commission. That point of order takes precedence of everything else, and I should like to ask 
that it be decided. Whichever way it is decided, we shall at least know what we want to talk 
about. 

The President. — We agreed to proceed thus, even before the last proposal was submitted, 
and before M. Litvinoff’s amendment was read. 

Mr. Gibson is perfectly right. We agreed to vote on the proportional principle, as embodied 
in M. Litvinoff’s amendment, and I shall ask the Sub-Committee to vote on this principle. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — If I might say so very respectfully, that is exactly what 
I object to. Here is a definite proposition that we should insert in the draft Convention here 
and now this principle of proportional reduction. I am against that, because I think this is not 
the right place. I think it is for the Conference to consider it. But I cannot vote against the 
principle of proportional reduction. On the contrary, I think it is extremely likely that ultimately 
that would be a very useful principle to adopt in the reduction of armaments, and when the 
Conference comes we shall very likely, all of us, wish to adopt some such principle. Personally 
I hope M. Litvinoff, or someone else, will press that upon the Conference. Now I vote against 
it, because it is not the right place to put it in. We have expressly declared, over and over again, 
that we have nothing to do with questions of quantity, and that all these kinds of questions are 
to be left to the Conference. I do not see how you can settle the principle of proportional 
reduction until you have a datum line from which to make your reduction. All I ask is that 
this amendment be put in its original form. If there is a slight verbal change, that is a different 
matter, but it should be put substantially as it is now; then we can vote on it. If it be rejected, 
if M. Litvinoff thinks there are still some points that have not been covered, let him bring in a 
fresh amendment and we can vote on that. 

The President. — We can, of course, vote on the principle, but we can also vote on the 
amendment, since it embodies the principle. I even believe that is what the Sub-Committee 
prefers and that Mr. Gibson will probably not object. 

I therefore propose that we vote on Article A of M. Litvinoff’s amendment. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — It has been decided that we should 
take as the basis of our discussion the proposals made by seven Powers (document C.P.D.230). 
The Commission agreed that the Soviet proposals and all other proposals should be regarded as 
amendments to the proposals of the seven Powers. I think I am entitled to ask that the 
principles embodied in our proposal should be voted on separately. One can be in favour of one 
principle and not in favour of another, and I ask that all the principles be voted on separately, as 
they are of a different nature. 

In the text of Article A in the proposal of the seven Powers, the words are “ The High 
Contracting Parties agree to limit ...” I did not mention in my proposal the word “ pro- 
portion ” at all. I said: “ The High Contracting Parties agree to reduce the existing tonnage ”, 
by a certain percentage, leaving it for the Commission to say, in due time, what the proportion 
was to be. Whatever the reduction is, it wTould be a percentage of the tonnage that exists at the 
present time. 

The second suggestion is to strike out in the proposal of the seven States the words in 
the first paragraph “ and special vessels mentioned in Annex II ”. That is quite a different 
principle; it has nothing to do with the proposal for reduction, and you cannot vote at the same 
time on two different principles. I hope Lord Cecil will withdraw his objection to our voting 
separately on each of these two principles. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I do not object at all. It is not for me to direct the proceedings 
of the Sub-Committee. All I want is to have it perfectly clear what I am voting for, and not 
to be asked to vote for or against a principle which maj;' be quite right in one case and quite 
wrong in another. I am quite prepared to vote on any definite amendment that the Soviet 
delegation puts forward, and then to vote on their next amendment. Let us dispose of the first 
amendment first and then go on to the next one. 
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M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — That is what I am suggesting. 

M. Massigli (France). We cannot keep on interminably discussing this question. As 
I see it, there are really only two points to bear in mind: 

First, the Soviet amendment re-introduces into this discussion in one form or another the 
question of the limitation figures, and that, as we have already said, is anticipating the decisions 
of the Conference. 

Secondly, it is, of course, quite impossible to settle now the question of special vessels which 
were, so to speak, created in London by the five Powers, the latter having realised that they each 
had certain types of vessels which did not come under any definite category. They therefore decided 
to classify them separately. 

Clearly, when the question comes up before the Conference, not merely for five navies but 
for ten, twelve or fifteen, it will perhaps be formed either that new categories can be created 
or, it may be, that certain vessels of some other navy, or of all navies, will also have to be classified 
separately among “ special vessels ”. 

I therefore believe that it would be wasting time to try and settle the question to-day; and 
I accordingly ask for the Soviet delegation’s second amendment to be rejected as prejudging 
a question which, like the first one, can only be dealt with at the Conference. 

The President. — There are thus two questions which we have to vote upon, the first, 
that of figures, and the second, that of the special vessels mentioned in Annex II. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I am not proposing any figures I am 
proposing that we should add the words “ and reduce”. 

The President. — Figures are not mentioned, but you are raising the question of the 
.proportional principle. Does the Sub-Committee agree to add the two words “ and reduce ” 
to M. Litvinoffs amendment ? 

M. Colban (Norway). — I do not understand how we can vote on the addition of two words 
to a text which has not yet been adopted. If I am correct, the Soviet amendment to Article A 
should be put to the vote. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — It is my amendment to the proposal 
ot the seven Powers. 

M. Massigli (France). — I don’t think we can proceed thus. We have two amendments 
before us the Soviet text (document C.P.D.23q)i, and the seven delegations’ proposal I think 
we shouid first vote on the amendment to the proposed text, that is, on the Soviet amendment. 
It this amendment be rejected, we shall have to vote on the text in document C.P.D.230. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I entirely agree with M. Massigli’s proposal. So far, we have been 
discussing the Soviet amendment, and now we are suddenly asked to vote on the original 
amendment. I think the procedure is wrong. We should stick to the amendment and see 
what the result of the voting will be. I would like to make it clear that I am referring to the 
original Soviet amendment. I propose that the article should be voted on as an indivisible whole 
because the question is so clear that it is not worth while to divide it into two or three paragraphs! 

The President. — May I ask M. Litvinoff if he wishes to keep his Article A as it originally 
stood ? o j 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — 1 here is no original Soviet proposal 
nor a second or third proposal; there is only one Soviet proposal. If M. Massigli and M. Sato 
will take the document of the seven Powers they will see that our amendment is, as the Chairman 
has just explained, an amendment to add the words “ and reduce ” in Article A of document 
C.P.D.230 and to strike out the words special vessels ”. They are two separate amendments, 
and I maintain that they should be voted on separately. You can accept one and reject the 
other, and I think it is my right to ask that they be voted on separately. May I remind the 
members of the Sub-Committee that only the other day we had a proposal by the British delegation 
consisting of three clauses, and we agreed to vote on each clause separately ? I ask that the 
same procedure be adopted in regard to the Soviet delegation’s amendments here. For it 
seems to me that what was right a few days ago for a British proposal must be right to-day for 
a Soviet proposal. 

M. Sato (Japan). — May I have an explanation ? What has happened in the document 
C.P.D.239 of the Soviet delegation to Article A ? I have no recollection of M. Litvinoff having 
withdrawn the amendment embodied in this document, which must be still in existence. We 
should, therefore, vote on what I call the “ original ” amendment, because we have had it before 
us for some time past. I do not understand why M. Litvinoff contends that there was no original 
amendment. 

Vote on the Soviet Amendment to Article A. 

The President. — The normal procedure is to vote on Article A of the Soviet delegation’s 
proposal as originally submitted. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex 4. 



^ vote was taken on the Soviet amendment to Article A as submitted in the original 
document (C.P.D.).) 

The Soviet amendment was rejected. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I did not vote myself, because that 
is not what I proposed. 

Discussion on Article A (document C.P.D.230, Annex 3 of the Minutes). 

The President. — We now come to the discussion of Article A as submitted by seven 
delegations (document C.P.D.230, Annex 2). 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — I should like to give my views on the principle of the 
limitation of naval armaments as set forth in document C.P.D.230, more particularly as regards 
the method of its application. 

M. Politis has very clearly and very forcibly laid down the principle of special situations, 
which must be taken into account when applying the various methods of limitation of armaments. 

The Sub-Committee made no objection this morning to M. Markovitch’s request for an 
acceptance of this principle. It is clear that it applies to all categories of armaments, both 
land and naval. M. Cobian pointed that out this afternoon. 

The special situation of Poland is clearly shown in the sphere of naval armaments also. 
The free access to the sea restored to Poland is a vital factor in my country’s existence. Poland 
has no heritage of naval armaments and must organise the defence of its maritime interests 
from the beginning. It is her duty to do so, and she will do it. 

I want to stress this fact, as it will explain our attitude at the Disarmament Conference, 
just as it does our extreme interest in the present discussion. 

I come now to Article A of the proposal made by the seven delegations. Generally speaking, 
I endorse the remarks made by the Swedish representative. Unless I am mistaken, the same 
idea is expressed in the Spanish delegation’s amendment. Clearly, the principle of global 
tonnage, or of free transfer among the vessels of the various classes, is vitally important to 
smaller navies. It has, moreover, been shown to leave the interests of the great naval Powers 
unaffected. An acceptance of this principle for second-class navies would facilitate the accession 
of the maritime Powers and, ipso facto, the work of disarmament. 

M. Antoniade (Roumania). — In connection with the discussion of Article A of the joint 
draft contained in document C.P.D.230, the Roumanian delegation wishes to submit the following 
observations on the method of limitation of naval armaments. 

For historical, economic, financial or other reasons there are certain small naval Powers 
which still do not possess the navy strictly necessary for the defence of their coasts and their 
maritime interests, and which cannot therefore consider reducing their present naval armaments, 
but only limiting the global tonnage of their future naval programme. 

The method most acceptable to such countries, including Roumania, is that of limitation 
by global tonnage only. 

In Sub-Committee A, the naval experts fully demonstrated the arguments in favour of 
this method. It should be remembered that the very small tonnage required by us will not 
need to be inserted in all the columns of Table II. Roumania, for example, will have no entry 
to make in some of the columns of this Table. 

Moreover, as Roumania’s very modest naval programme is still in the stage of realisation 
—to the extent that the country’s finances permit—we cannot at present determine very closely 
all the details of the programme, more particularly as scientific progress may make necessary 
certain modifications, which will have to be taken into account. 

Our delegation therefore asks that the global tonnage method of limitation, by published 
categories, should be applied to countries which will have less than 100,000 tons global tonnage, 
but with full freedom for the transfer of tonnage from one category to another. 

For the above reasons, I support the Swedish proposal and my delegation is very sympathetic 
to the Spanish proposal. We are prepared to adopt the scheme set forth in document C.P.D.230, 
provided that, in Table III, this rule regarding the transfer of tonnage from one category to 
another is admitted in the case of Powers agreeing to accept a tonnage of less than 100,000 tons. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — The Spanish delegation associated itself with the Italian and French 
delegations in advocating the advantages of global limitation. We shall not change our minds 
to-day. We still hold the same view—for the same reasons that we have frequently explained. 
On the first reading, the French delegation made a concession by submitting a compromise text, 
and we supported this compromise. This is a further proof of the accommodating spirit shown 
by that delegation, which we must all commend. As General de Marinis very well said, his 
views have not changed either, but, in a spirit of accommodation, he, too, has abandoned the 
method of global limitation for naval armaments. 
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The Polish and Roumanian delegates have just explained their countries’ views on the 
problem. I fully support, and will vote in favour of, the wish expressed by these delegations 
that the amount of global tonnage should be laid down for all countries which will not have 
more than 100,000 tons global tonnage. 

In the case of Spain, however, I would have preferred that the Convention should specify 
in the first column of the French compromise proposal the tonnage which Spain will need in 
accordance with the spirit and the letter of Article 8 of the Covenant. 

If we are contemplating a Convention of very short duration, it may seem inexpedient to 
lay down tonnage figures which cannot be reached during the period of the Convention. At 
the same time, I think it very important that the principle should be recognised, so that, whenever, 
on the expiry of the Convention, it may be desired to prolong it or draw up a new one, it should 
not be possible to quote as a precedent the figure already adopted by certain countries merely 
for the period of the validity of the Convention. 

I therefore venture to suggest a slight amendment to the authors of the proposal in 
document C.P.D.230. Article A contains a second paragraph which reads: 

“ These figures give the tonnage which shall not be exceeded during the term of the 
present Convention. ” 

In order to emphasise the principle to which I have just alluded, I would ask the Commission 
to have this clause of the second paragraph inserted in the first paragraph, which would read 
as follows: 

“ The High Contracting Parties agree to limit to the figures laid down in Table I, and 
during the term of the present Convention, the total (global) tonnage of their vessels of war. .” 

The object of inserting the subordinate phrase “ and during the term of the present Convention ”, 
is to show that it is solely on account of the comparatively brief term that certain countries 
can accept the figures laid down, without thereby implying that they forgo any of their rights 
under Article 8 of the Covenant. 

M. Massigli (France). — The interesting remarks we have heard this morning and this 
afternoon from our Swedish colleague, as well as from our Roumanian and Spanish colleagues, 
and the opposing observations of General de Marinis, largely justify the proposal which the five 
Powers represented at London have submitted, subject to the reservation mentioned by the 
Italian delegate. 

The fact must not be overlooked that the object of the Conference is to frame a general 
Convention, and it was thus essential to find a flexible formula. The most flexible is obviously 
the global tonnage formula pure and simple—but you know what difficulties it has met. I think, 
therefore, that the formula adopted at London and applied in Part III of the Treaty (in Articles 17 
and 18) affords smaller navies the satisfaction they require. 

In reply to M. Westman’s questions this morning, I would point to the machinery which the 
Convention provides. Article A defines global tonnage. It may be thought that in certain cases 
it is unnecessary to mention global tonnage; but, as we are drafting a general Convention, it seems 
to me that it should be realised that such cases form the exception and not the rule. The global 
tonnage principle should, therefore, be inserted in column I. 

This global tonnage is distributed in categories. In Article B we read: 

“ Table II shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each High Contracting 
Party intends to distribute, during the period of application of the Convention, the total 
(global) tonnage which it has limited to the figure indicated, as far as it is concerned, in 
Table I.” 

M. Westman enquired this morning when and how this distribution would be carried out— 
before, after or during the Conference. 

Clearly, distribution will be effected during the Conference itself, as a result of the discussions 
at its sessions, so that, when the Conference closes, it will be possible to sign a document which— 
subject to the provisions of Article C—will definitely settle the size of world navies during the term 
of the Convention. It cannot be otherwise. Reference was made a moment ago to small navies 
of 100,000 tons. If a country with such a navy proposed to have a global tonnage, pure and 
simple, assigned to it and then announced that such tonnage would be, wholly or to the extent 
of 80 per cent, applied to the class of submarines, it would certainly meet determined opposition. 
It is perfectly clear that there must be distribution of tonnage among the categories. 

I now come to Article C, which is an integral part of the general mechanism. The drafting 
of each of these articles will, of course, have to be revised. 

Article C provides the transfer machinery regarding which certain doubts appear to exist. 
M. Westman enquired when Table III regarding transfers would be drawn up. Obviously, this 
will also be done at the Conference. 

The machinery is as follows: the second paragraph of Article C (1) reads as follows: 

“ The tonnages by category shown for each High Contracting Party in Table II shall 
in no case [clearly ‘ by means of transfer ’ must be understood here] be the object of increase 
beyond the figures shown for it in Table III.” 

In other words, Table III will show the maximum which a navy can reach in a given class by 
means of transfers, within the limits of global tonnage. 
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What will this maximum be ? It will vary very considerably. This is where regional 
agreements in particular will play a large part. It is quite possible that, in a navy of 30,000 tons, 
up to 95 per cent may be transferred, whereas in a navy of 100,000 tons, transfers will certainlv 
be much less. 

The formula proposed is, therefore, extremely flexible and, if everyone displays the necessary 
goodwill, should dispose of all the difficulties. 

One word more on M. Cobian’s suggestion, emphasising a fact which, I think, we all admit. 
M. Cobian said “ it is quite clear that the figures which will be inserted in the Convention will only 
bind the parties for the term of the Convention ”. Of course. It is certain that, generally 
speaking, the figures will be fixed in proportion to the general security prevailing in the world 
and the particular situation of each country, and that any modification in the situation would 
lead to the figures themselves being modified at the next conference. 

I wonder whether the transposition of the second paragraph, as suggested by M. Cobian, 
and its insertion in the second line of the first paragraph would make any real difference in the 
text. In my opinion, it wrould not; it has, the disadvantage of making the phrase longer and more 
ambiguous. 

Let me add that the principle that the figures inserted are not to form a precedent, for a later 
Convention appears in Article 23 of the Treaty of London, where it is expressly stated: “ it being 
understood that none of the provisions of the present Treaty shall prejudice the attitude of any 
of the High Contracting Parties at the Conference agreed to ”. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — Probably I was not quite clear. Texts are texts, but, in interpreting 
them, precedents must be followed. In Article A, I find the following paragraph: 

“ These figures give the tonnage which shall not be exceeded during the term of the 
present Convention.” 

I conclude that that is not a self-evident truth, as M. Massigli has just said, otherwise these 
last words would not have been inserted. 

Why was this second paragraph inserted ? Because, at the first reading, the French delegation, 
abandoning the global limitation method, accepted, as a compromise, limitation by categories, 
a table being employed to show for each of the contracting parties the total (global) tonnage which 
it thought requisite for the defence of its safety and its national interests. 

If this table existed in the draft under discussion I should have nothing to say. 
To the French proposal was added: 

“ The figures in column II represent the total tonnage that each of the High Contracting 
Parties considers it necessary to complete before the expiry of the Convention.” 

This gives us the text proposed, which reads: 

The High Contracting Parties agree to limit the total (global) tonnage of their vessels 
of war ... 

These figures give the tonnage which shall not be exceeded during the term of the 
present Convention.” 

Article B reads: 

Table II shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each High Contracting 
Party intends to distribute, during the period of application of the Convention, the total 
(global) tonnage which it has limited to the figure indicated, as far as it is concerned, in 
Table I.” 

lhat is to say, the only figures are those which will be reached during the term of the 
Convention and these figures may be distributed in accordance with Table II. 

The figures which specify the needs of each of the contracting parties have been deleted, 
and that is exactly what I drew attention to. 

such circumstances, my proposal was that, accepting the idea at the basis of Table I, 
the Sub-Committee should change the wording of Article A so as to make it clear that this Table 
does not cover all the requirements of each country, but merely the tonnage it thinks it can achieve 
while the Convention is in force. 

I am very sorry that I did not express myself as clearly as I would have liked, but I trust 
that M. Massigli s keen comprehension will apply the precision which my words lack. 

The President. — I apologise for having called on M. Cobian before M. Colban. I only 
did so to make the debates clearer. 

I now ask M. Colban to allow me to call upon M. Massigli who is anxious to supplement the 
explanation he has just given. 

M. Massigli (France). — I apologise for not having immediately understood M. Cobian’s 
idea. I grasp it now and think he will be satisfied if, as he suggests, we omit paragraph 2 
and say: 

For the period of the present Convention the High Contracting Parties . . .” 

M. Cobian (Spain). I accept M. Massigli’s wording, as it embodies the principle which 
I stated was so important to my country. 

M. Colban (Norway). — The Norwegian delegation considers that small navies should be 
entirely free to dispose of all their tonnage. I agree therefore with what has been said in the 
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Swedish delegation’s memorandum that the amount of tonnage transferred should vary in inverse 
ratio with the total tonnage of the various navies. I therefore welcome M. Massigh’s declaration. 
There is no one better fitted to explain what occurred in London, and what is set forth in document 
C.P.D.230. 

Admiral G. von Schoultz (Finland). — I am not going to explain the position of my country. 
I think everyone in this room knows that we have a very long coast, and are exposed to all kinds 
of dangers on all sides. I support the Swedish proposition put forward this morning. I do 
not insist on the number, which may be one hundred thousand tons or other number, it would 
be, as I understand it, for the Conference to put the number in. I hope nobody would expect 
Finland during those six years, or perhaps double that period, which the Convention may 
coyer to build^a large navy, not even one hundred thousand tons, perhaps not half that amount. 
But we ought to have the liberty to dispose of the little tonnage which we are going to build 
as it suits our condition. I do not think anybody in this Commission would be prepared to 
say that the conditions are the same as those for the Great Powers. I am objecting to categories 
as they are put down in the project of the five or seven Powers. I think it would be ridiculous 
to call a gunboat of three or four thousand tons a ship of the line. 

I repeat I am supporting wholeheartedly the proposition made by M. W estman, and I hope 
that the conditions of the small navies and small Powers, which may sometimes be in a more 
dangerous position than the large Powers, will be taken into consideration by this Commission. 

The President. — The meeting is adjourned. 

The Commission rose at 6.30 p.m. 

THIRD MEETING OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE. 

Held on Tuesday, November 18th, 1930, at 10 a.m. 

Chairman: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

36. Discussion on Chapter II: Material. — Section II: Naval Armaments (continuation): 
Discussion on Article A (document C.P.D.230) (Annex 3 of the Minutes) (continuation). 

The Chairman. — As President, I found yesterday afternoon’s discussion particularly 
instructive. It showed me that it is absolutely essential to lay down very strict rules in order to 
avoid confusion. With that object, I would ask that: (1) Except when a general discussion has 
been declared open, the discussion should be limited to one definite question. I say this very 
clearly, because there is a tendency to disregard this rule, although it was established at the outset. 
(2) No proposal or amendment whatsoever should be discussed before it has been submitted to me 
in writing. I will acquaint the Commission with any such proposal or amendment and, if the 
Sub-Committee decides to discuss it, the discussion will take place and will bear exclusively on 
the proposal or amendment in question. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I only want to express for myself the warmest thanks for 
the announcement just made, and ask whether you will be good enough to complete it by stating 
what the question is we are now discussing. I assume it is that Article A be adopted, and if that 
motion be put then it will be for anybody to move amendments to the article. Or you may prefer 
that Articles A, B, and C should be adopted together—whichever you think right—but I wish 
to move one or other of these motions. 

The Chairman. — We have had a general discussion on Articles A, B and C. We are now 
entering upon the discussion of the various articles of the draft, starting with Article A. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — I formally propose that the discussion should bear on the three 
articles A, B and C together. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I understood that we would now have the discussion confined 
to Article A and then take Articles B and C together, because they cannot be discussed separately. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I should like to be quite clear also 
as to the two amendments put forward by my delegation. I want to know when we are going 
to discuss them and to vote on them. 
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The Chairman. — I should like to reassure M. Litvinoff. I have not forgotten his 

Amendment proposed by the Yugoslav Delegation. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — Yesterday’s discussion showed very clearly that in this 
question, which concerns both great Powers and those States that are usually said to have “ limited 
interests , we must seek a solution covering both classes of Powers. 

Yugoslavia is one of those States whose interests in naval matters are limited. Nevertheless, 
she considers that, for her national security, she needs a fleet, solely for defensive purposes. 

We are now considering Article A, which lays down the global tonnage that no contracting 
party may exceed during the term of the Convention. The London discussions showed that this 
rule means that each country must indicate the global figure which corresponds to the minimum 
compatible with its national security. The figures in question are not purely technical. They 
correspond to certain conditions of a political character. Now, as the Roumanian, Polish and 
binnish delegates said yesterday, some countries are in a special position. At the General Conference, 
those countries will be invited to submit figures corresponding to that minimum but, at the same 
time, they will be confronted by the limit which may not be exceeded during the term of the 
Convention. 

The Spanish delegate noted an essential difference between, on the one hand, those countries 
which have a complete fleet, the countries with a maritime history, the countries which, through 
their favourable economic and financial situation, have been in a position to realise either the 
minimum or something approaching that minimum, and, on the other hand, those recently created 
countries which have new maritime needs and which, notwithstanding their keen desire, have not 
yet provided for their defence to the minimum extent necessarv. 

The Spanish delegate asked that this special—but real—situation should be taken into account 
when all the Powers represented at the Disarmament Conference are called upon to announce the 
minimum that must be granted to them during the term of the Convention. 

Although approving M. Cobian’s point of view in principle, M. Massigii thought that it might 
be met by changing the order of the words in Article A. Finding that this solution was not entirely 
satisfactory, M. Massigii mentioned Article 23 of the London Naval Treaty, of which the last 
paragraph, referring to the forthcoming Naval Conference of 1935, says: 

It being understood that none of the provisions of the present Treaty shall preiudice 
the attitude of any of the High Contracting Parties at the conference agreed to. ” 

M. Massigii apparently suggested that a similar provision should be inserted in our draft 
Convention, but I do not think such a provision covers the case M. Cobian had in mind. 

I have ventured to draft a text. I do not put it forward as a formal amendment but as a 
suggestion, so as to give other delegations an opportunity to state their views on this point To 
meet the apprehensions and desires of the Spanish delegate and of the delegates of many small 
countries, I would propose to add to Article A a third paragraph as follows: 

States which, for reasons due to their recent creation or as a result of their special 
situation, are obliged to spread over a number of years exceeding the duration of the 
Convention the expenditure on the construction of the minimum of their respective tonnages 
compatible with their national security, shall be allowed to indicate, within the limits of the 
total tonnage agreed upon, what portion they intend to construct within the period of duration 
of the Convention . 

The Chairman. Will you kindly submit that amendment in writing, so that the 
Commission may consider and discuss it ? 6 

r °r: M^r^ovitch (Yugoslavia). I submitted this amendment solely as an accurate expression 
°; “le

1 ^
iew taken by our delegations and of our real need to ask that mention should be made of the global tonnage necessary to our countries. 

May I add one remark ? If the small countries do not secure satisfaction, if they are compelled 
to submit figures limiting them solely during the term of the Convention we are now discussing, 
eac country wdl be bound to ask for the maximum figures corresponding to its real needs, 
regardless of the fact that these figures are nevertheless unreal, because it will be impossible 
to realise them during the five or ten years the Convention will remain in force. 

Accordingly, if, as I understand, all countries are required to make a frank statement of their 
lea naval programme, with an indication of their real needs, account must be taken—either on the 
mes suggested m my proposal or in some other way—of the apprehensions and vital needs of the 

countries to which I have just referred. 

The Chairman. — If I understand you aright, this is not really a proposed amendment 
but merely an idea expressed during your speech. Naturally, it will be noted both in the Minutes 
and m the report. 

^r- Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I will have this amendment circulated presently, but I 
shall not press it if I see that the Commission is not prepared to adopt it. 



M. Cobian (Spain). — I thank M. Markovitch for the way he has just supported the 
observation I submitted to the Sub-Committee at yesterday afternoon s meeting. Naturally, I am 
quite prepared to approve of any formula framed in that sense. Nevertheless, I think that the 
simplest means—a means to which no one could object—would be to reinstate column No. i 
of the table provided for in the French compromise proposal at the first reading—that is to say, 
a table of which the first column would give, for each of the contracting parties, the global tonnage 
that party considers essential for the purposes of its security and the defence of national interests. 

Then, the second column of this table would give the global tonnage that each of those countries 
thinks it necessary to reach before the expiry of the Convention. 

All these suggestions can, of course, be noted in the report and the Conference will m due course 
be able to consider them. In any case, I think it is most important to emphasise them all, for 
they are based on very definite principles. . , . 

Personally, I accepted limitation by categories in connection with global limitation as a 
compromise and I am very anxious to emphasise the need for this reservation. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I should like to express my satisfaction 
at the adoption of definite rules of debate. It seems to the American delegation that it is only 
through the strict enforcement of such rules that we can hope for the orderly and expeditious 
disposal of our work. When I asked to speak yesterday, the general discussion was on Articles A, 
B and C, and what I intended to say was addressed to that general subject. The discussion has now 
reverted to Article A only and I will reserve what I have to say until we come to the latter articles. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — The Netherlands delegation accepts Article A, which relates 
to the global limitation we have always supported in this Sub-Committee. I will not add to this 
statement an expression of our sympathy with the Swedish amendment, for I shall speak of it in 
connection with Articles B and C. 

The Chairman. — I am very grateful to the last two speakers for the excellent example 
they have given the Sub-Committee. 

First Amendment proposed by the Soviet Delegation. 

The Chairman. — As the discussion on Article A has now been completed, we will pass 
to the amendments proposed to that article. First, we shall consider the Soviet amendment, 
which is as follows: 

“ After the words ‘ agree to limit ’, introduce the words ‘ and to reduce . 

M. Colban (Norway). — Before the vote is taken, I should like to express my opinion on 
this amendment. My country ardently desires the reduction of armaments, but it does not follow 
that this desire must be expressed in similar terms as regards the fleet of each country. The 
reduction of armaments is the object of our work; it must be the obvious result of the First 
Disarmament Convention. But I am afraid the somewhat rigid form given to this addition makes 
it very difficult to vote for it. By voting against this amendment, or by abstaining, I do not in any 
way imply that I am not a supporter—and a keen supporter—of the reduction of armaments. 

Amendment to the Soviet Amendment, proposed by the French Delegation. 

M. Massigli (France). — The statements just made and the explanations given yesterday 
by M. Litvinoff himself make it easily possible, I think, to frame a text on which we can all agree. 
Instead of adding the words “ and to reduce ”, it would be sufficient to say and if 
possible to reduce ”. 

Thus, according to the circumstances, there would be a reduction, stabilisation or increase 
of fleets, and that might satisfy everybody. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I think the question is a simple one, 
which requires a straight and unequivocal answer. The question was raised by me during the first 
half of the session when we discussed this point. I then explained fully and exhaustively 
the importance of this amendment, which of course, in my opinion, should refer not only to naval 
armaments but to all kinds of armaments. I mentioned then that even the Covenant of the League 
of Nations speaks in Article 8 of reduction of armaments, not of limitation. If the Sub-Committee 
has substituted for the word “ reduction ” the word “ limitation ”, it has practically infringed 
the rules of the League of Nations. It is not for me to defend the Covenant of the League of Nations, 
I only mention this in order that delegates should not be able to take refuge in this Covenant of 
the League of Nations, as has so often been done here. In any case, we think this question is of the 

Note by the Secretariat. — See document C.P.D.211 (Annex 4 of the Minutes), page 8). 
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Vote on the Amendment proposed by the Soviet Delegation. 

A vote was taken by roll-call. 

The following eleven delegations voted for: 

88J&25 SSyr- 

The following delegation voted against: 

Poland. 

The following twelve delegations abstained: 

TurkSn;S0Yu0gosfeaviZranCe- Germany’ GreeCe- N°rWay- Persia' Roumania. Spain, 

1 he amendment was adopted by eleven votes to one with twelve abstentions. 

On voting, the under-named delegations made the following declarations: 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — In conformity with my general declaration, I abstain 
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M. Antoniade (Roumania). — I abstain for the reasons given yesterday and repeated to-day 
by the Spanish delegation. 

Dr. Tevfik Riistii Bey (Turkey). — I abstain for the reasons given by the Spanish delegation. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I, too, abstain for the reasons given by the Spanish 
delegation. 

The Chairman. — I invite you to vote on the French delegation’s amendment. 

M. Massigli (France). — As I have already stated, I consider the Soviet amendment to 
be merely an idle manifestation, for, as we know after the statements made here, it does not 
at all correspond to the real situation in this Sub-Committee. Personally, I do not like idle 
manifestations. In passing, however, I should like to thank M. Litvinoff for his defence of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations. I hope that, on other occasions, he will adopt the same 
principle. 

I should like to refer briefly to my amendment. I ask that the words “ and as far as possible 
to reduce ” should be added, in a parenthesis, after the words “ agree to limit ”. In that way, 
we should be taking account of the situation as it really is, and of the statements made here. 
By adopting the Soviet text as it stands we should be transmitting to the Governments a misleading 
document giving no idea of the real situation. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I am not at all clear as to the effect of the French amendment. 
Two possibilities are contemplated. But when will a choice have to be made between them ? 
At the Conference ? The Convention we are drawing up will not come into force until after the 
Conference. How, then, can the Conference introduce the words “ if possible ” into the text ? 
Accordingly, I think it would be better if the French delegation withdrew its amendment. Some 
delegations have already stated that they supported M. Massigli’s view. The decision as to 
whether it is possible to adopt it will be taken at the Conference, but the amendment now proposed 
would not in any way change the state of affairs. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — Only a few words in regard to this 
new amendment. However optimistic we may be with regard to the future Conference, I do not 
think that anybody can believe that the Conference will achieve what is impossible. If it be 
impossible it will, of course, do nothing. This amendment really seems to me to be quite 
superfluous. In other clauses of the draft Convention, when we spoke of limitation we did not 
say " if possible ”, although limitation also may prove to be impossible at the Disarmament 
Conference. Is M. Massigli so sure that limitation will be possible and easy to realise at the 
Conference ? We know of difficulties in negotiations in London, Washington and Geneva 
dealing with limitation only, and it would therefore seem logical to add the words “ if possible ” 
wherever the word “ limitation ” is used, and even to call the Commission itself “ Preparatory 
Commission for the Disarmament-if-possible Conference.” 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I want to be quite clear, as usual, what exactly we are 
voting on. I did not understand M. Massigli to move " si possible ”, but “ autant que possible ”. 
To reduce “ if possible ” suggests that you will not reduce at all, but to reduce “ as far as possible ” 
suggests that you certainly will reduce and go as far in that direction as it is possible to go. It 
seems to me to be a very fortunate form of words, and a form which I think protects everybody’s 
susceptibilities, and I hope we can all agree on that form, because, on this matter of importance 
—which is a question of principle—it is better to have a unanimous decision of the Sub-Committee 
rather than a maiority one. Personally, I can vote for " autant que possible ” but not for 
“ si possible ”. 

Withdrawal of the French Delegation’s Amendment. 

M. Massigli (France). — The remark just made by M. Rutgers is indeed accurate, but I 
must say that its very accuracy tells against the Soviet amendment for which he first voted. 
Indeed, although it is true that we are framing a draft Convention for the Conference, it is none 
the less true that the real situation will become evident at the Conference itself. In the case of 
certain countries there will perhaps be a reduction. For others there will be stabilisation and for 
others, perhaps, an increase. But, in any case, there will be limitation for all. The Soviet proposal, 
therefore, added absolutely nothing and was, I repeat, an idle manifestation. 

Having said that, I should like to add that I proposed this amendment with a desire to give the 
draft we are preparing for the Conference a form which more adequately reflects the real situation. 
I recognise the force of M. Rutgers’ remark and I realise that, at the present stage of the discussion, 
my amendment is inappropriate and perhaps even quite useless. Accordingly, I withdraw it. 
I would, however, ask that what has taken place at this meeting should be very clearly set out in 
the report, with the names of the delegations which accepted this addition of the words " and to 
reduce ”, which is a mere manifestation and nothing more. 
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The Chairman. — M. Massigli’s wish will be gratified. The report will give full details 
of the discussion that has taken place. 

Re-submission of the Withdrawn French Amendment by the Spanish Delegation. 

M. Cobifin (Spain). — This is a question of fairness and sincerity. Of the twelve abstentions 
from the vote on the Soviet proposal, at least eleven were based on the assumption that the 
exceptions which by M. Litvinoff himself was prepared to admit would be taken into account. 
That was the meaning of the amendment which M. Massigli proposed and which, unfortunately, 
he has just withdrawn. 

I do not think this is the time to discuss the literal or grammatical meaning of words. This 
amendment represented a compromise which we all accepted a few moments ago. These words 
“ as far as possible ”, or “ if possible ”, cannot be said to prejudice the general principle of the 
reduction of naval armaments. To say they do so, would be incorrect and illogical. These words 
merely represent the recognition of a principle in the minds of at least eleven of the twelve 
delegations who abstained and, if the number of abstentions had been added to the number of 
votes in the negative, M. Litvinoff’s proposal would have been rejected. 

I urge that, through some formula or other, the Sub-Committee’s real opinion should be 
expressed. M. Massigli’s formula did not entirely satisfy me; I should have preferred a statement 
to the effect that the reduction would apply to fleets exceeding a certain tonnage. 

In any case, in order to remain faithful to the principle we supported, I now take up 
M. Massigli’s proposal myself, and I ask the Sub-Committee to adopt it. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — We have now before us two new 
amendments. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Only one. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — We have Lord Cecil’s amendment 
and M. Cobian s amendment. I maintain that Lord Cecil’s amendment is different from 
M. Massigli s amendment, that is if my linguistic knowdedge of French is right. I would translate 

autant que possible ” by “ as much as possible ”, and if Lord Cecil puts this construction on the 
words I will vote for his amendment. 

And now there is M. Cobian’s amendment relating to certain countries. That is a new 
amendment, and if it is his intention that it should favour smaller countries I am prepared to 
agree to it. 

M. Politis (Greece). — I apologise for taking part in this debate, but I should like to point 
out that we are at present engaged in a discussion which is really barren. With a large number 
of abstentions, you have accepted, by a small majority, the rule that there may be a reduction 
and that, in principle, there will be a reduction, side by side with the limitations. You also accepted 
the principle that, in a great many cases—that is to say, for secondary naval Powers—an exception 
will be allowed. In other words, there will be no reduction for them. 

You are asked, to express this idea, and M. Cobian re-submits the amendment withdrawn 
by M. Massigli, adding, before the verb “ to reduce ”, the phrase: “ as far as possible ”, or: " to the 
greatest extent possible ”. Be careful ! Read the text and you will see that, if you add these 
expressions, the text becomes absolutely incomprehensible. What are you saying ? “ The High 
Contracting Parties agree to limit and, as far as possible, to reduce . . . ”—What ?— 
“ . . . to the figures laid down in Table I ”. 

This text is now quite meaningless. Obviously, you will only draw up Table I after taking 
into account both the present conditions for securing limitation and the possibilities of reduction 
on which agreement might be reached in the Conference. In drawing up this table, it is understood 
that, as regards secondary naval Powers, their situation will be taken into account and no reduction 
of their present armaments will be imposed on them. Under these circumstances, I think that, if 
you wish the text before you to retain any meaning, you must either not add “ as far as possible ” 
or else you must find some other wording to replace the words “ to the figures laid down in 
Table I ”. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — The criticism of M. Politis is right grammatically, but there 
is no difficulty about that. Instead of saying “ et reduire ” say “ en rdduisant autant que possible ”, 
and I am sure M. Litvinoff will not contest the grammar of this amendment. 

I venture to hope we may now decide this question, because we have debated it from every 
point of view. 

M. Cobi&n (Spain). — I think that, if M. Politis had made his remark half an hour ago, the 
voting on M. Litvinoff’s amendment might have been different. When you are fixing the figures 
in a table, you cannot speak of limiting or reducing the figures given; they cannot be changed. 
If they imply reduction for some, they must equally imply reduction for others, and, on the 
contrary, if they do not imply it for some, they must not imply it for others. If we 
admit the principle of reduction we must take account of the exceptions. Accordingly, 
notwithstanding all the objections to this wording, I shall support Lord Cecil’s suggestion, and I 
beg that my amendment should be put to the vote. Thus, the principle will be established and the 
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Drafting Committee will subsequently be able to put the text in order. If this suggestion is not 
accepted, I shall, on behalf of my delegation, make a reservation concerning Article A. 

The Chairman. — I think we fully understand the proposal. I would ask you to trust 
the Bureau to find a suitable formula. At the third reading we shall be able to reach complete 
agreement. 

This suggestion was adopted. 

Vote on the Amendment proposed by the Spanish Delegation. 

The Chairman. — We now pass to the vote on M. Massigli’s amendment, as re-submitted 
by M. Cobian. The proposal is that the words “ as far as possible ” should be inserted in Article A. 

This amendment was adopted by fourteen votes to two, with some abstentions. 

Second Amendment proposed by the Soviet Delegation. 

The Chairman. — We now pass to the second amendment proposed by the Soviet delegation 
as follows: 

" After the words ‘ (as specified in Annex I) ’ omit the words ‘ and special vessels 
mentioned in Annex II ’. ” 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I have already spoken on this subject 
at yesterday’s meeting and I am not going to develop my argument again; I merely want to make 
it clearer to the Sub-Committee by repeating what special vessels I have in view. These vessels are 
to be inserted in a table at present blank, but the London Naval Treaty gives us some idea as to 
what vessels are proposed. I shall not enumerate them, but will merely say that the vessels to be 
exempted in accordance with a list attached to the London Naval Treaty amount to a total of 
nearly 250,000 tons. The United States of America alone have presented for exemption a total 
tonnage of 91,496 tons, which approaches the 100,000 tons which, in Mr. Cobian’s view, is the 
demarcation line for smaller countries, and this total amount represents 87 per cent of the entire 
fleet of Italy, although Italy herself shares in this list with a figure of 11,960 tons. In this list, you 
will further find the French vessel Commandant Teste, built in 1929, and having a displacement 
of 10,000 tons, and also the British vessel Adventure, built in 1924 with a displacement of 6,740 tons. 
I think there can be no limitation or reduction if we allow exemptions of these dimensions. I 
understand the force of M. Massigli’s and Lord Cecil’s arguments, put forward yesterday, to the 
effect that some countries have to build or maintain these vessels, but I do not see why they should 
not be reduced under any category they choose. At present they belong to no class, but Great 
Britain, the United States of America and France may decide themselves how they will reduce their 
tonnage—i.e., under which category. That would present no difficulty and we should then be clear 
that we were reducing all round. 

Vote on the Second Amendment proposed by the Soviet Delegation. 

This Amendment was rejected by ten votes to one with some abstentions. 

Revised text for Article A proposed by M. Politis. 

The Chairman. — M. Politis desires to propose a form of words which is clearer than that 
of the present Article A and on which we shall vote. 

M. Politis (Greece). — In order to take account of the various votes just taken and of the 
observations M. Massigli made yesterday with a view to meeting the wishes of the Spanish 
delegation, I have prepared a text which, I think, expresses our idea and which everyone would 
be able to understand. 

I shall venture to read this text. If you think it should be circulated before the vote is taken, 
we might postpone our final decision to a later meeting. 

This Article A would read as follows: 

“ The High Contracting Parties agree to limit and, so far as possible, to reduce their 
naval armaments. In consequence they undertake not to exceed throughout the duration 
of the Convention as regards the global tonnage of their vessels of war, other than the exempt 
vessels specified in Annex I and the special vessels mentioned in Annex II, the figures laid 
down in Table I. ” 

The Chairman. — In accordance with the rule laid down, this text must be circulated 
before it is discussed. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — In order to assist us in coming to 
an early decision, would it not be preferable to dictate the text slowly so that we can discuss 
it now ? 
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The Chairman. — I see no objection, if the Sub-Committee agrees. 
The suggestion was adopted. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I have no objection to a vote being taken on the new 
wording, which is very clear. I do not think there is any need to have it circulated, but I would 
like to ask for a preliminary explanation. Does the adoption of this text imply that the suggestion I 
submitted at the beginning of this morning’s meeting will be neglected ? I proposed that a third 
paragraph should be added to Article A. If the adoption of the new wording entirely disposes of 
my suggestion, I should like to speak before the vote is taken. 

If, on the other hand, you allow me to speak after the vote, I shall support the 
wording proposed, for my suggestion is in no way opposed to this wording. 

Vote on M. Politis’ Proposed Text. 

The Chairman. — It will be quite in order for you to develop your proposal after the vote. 
Before passing to the vote, I desire, on behalf of the Sub-Committee, to thank M. Politis. 

He has, as usual, given us a clear wording which enables us to bring out what was hitherto more 
or less obscure. 

I therefore put M. Politis’ text to the vote. 
The proposed text was adopted by twenty votes. There were some abstentions. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia).— Would it not be better to postpone my observations until 
the amendment I proposed has been circulated, for it is not opposed to the Article we have already 
adopted? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I hope that can be done. 

The suggestion was adopted. 

37. Discussion on Articles B and C (Document C.P.D.230) (Annex 2 of the Minutes) and on 
the Amendments proposed by the Swedish, Soviet and Spanish Delegations. 

“ Article B. 

“ Table II shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each High Contracting 
Party intends to distribute, during the period of application of the Convention, the total 
(global) tonnage which it has limited to the figure indicated, as far as it is concerned, in Table I. 

“ The maximum displacement and gun calibre limits of the several categories shall be 
as laid down in this treaty.1 

“ Table II. 

“ Article C. 
“ Within the limits of the total (global) tonnage shown for each High Contracting 

Party in fable I, and in the absence of more strict conditions resulting from special conventions 
to which it is or may become a party, each of the High Contracting Parties may effect a 
transfer of the tonnage indicated for it in the different categories in Table II, subject to 
the two following conditions: 

“ (1) The tonnage by category shown for each High Contracting Party in Table II 
shall in no case be the object of increase beyond the figures shown for it in Table III; 

1 With reference to Articles A and B, the Italian delegation expressed the opinion that they should be replaced 
by a single article stating: 

" The limitation of naval armaments accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties is indicated 
in the annexed Table which might be the Table II attached to this document. Consequently the Italian 
delegation is in favour of suppressing Table I.” 
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“ (2) Before the laying down of the ship or ships for the construction of which the 
transferred tonnage has been assigned, due notice must be given to all of the other High 
Contracting Parties of the amount of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice 
being that laid down for each of the High Contracting Parties in Table III. 

“ Table III. —- Rules for Transfer. 

Amendments proposed by the Swedish Delegation. 

“ Article B. 

“ Table II. 

" Replace Table II of document C.P.D.230 by the following table: 

Class A 

Vessels 
exceeding 

10,000 tons 
displacement 

A 1 

Vessels not 
exceeding 

10,000 tons 
displacement 

and the calibre 
of whose guns 

exceeds 203 mm. 
(8") 

A 2 

Class B 

Aircraft- 
carriers 

Class C 

Surface vessels whose displacement 
does not exceed 10,000 tons 

and the calibre of whose guns 

Exceeds 155 mm. 
(6.1") but 

does not exceed 
203 mm. (5") 

C 1 

Does not exceed 
155 mm. 

(6.1") 

C 2 

Class D 

Submarines 

“ Reasons. — In view of the fact that the names by which warships (‘ capital ships ’, 
‘ cruisers etc.) are known in the various fleets are not identical but vary appreciably (the same 
type of vessel being regarded in one fleet as a torpedo-boat, in another as a cruiser, etc.), 
the introduction of these names in the text of a general Disarmament Convention does not 
appear to be advisable. It would be preferable for the purposes of the future Convention 
to use the terms employed in Table II of the present document . If this suggestion is accepted 
by the Sub-Committee, formal modifications would naturally have to be made in certain 
other parts of the text proposed in document C.P.D.230. 

“ The proposed system would facilitate the subdivision into two parts of the class 
termed in document C.P.D.230 ‘ capital ships The disadvantage of the adoption of this 
latter definition would be that the same provisions would apply to very different vessels— 
for instance to the British capital ship Nelson with a displacement of 35,000 tons, mounting 
nine 40-cm. guns, and to the Swedish coast-defence vessel Aran with a displacement of 
3,360 tons, mounting two 21-cm. guns.” 

“ Article C. 

" Within the limits . . . conditions: 

“ (1) The tonnages by category shown for each high contracting Party whose 
total tonnage exceeds 100,000 tons in Table II shall in no case be the object of increase 
beyond the figures shown for it in Table III. 

“ (2) Before ... in Table III. 

“ Table III of Document O.P.D.230. 

“ Observations in regard to Table III. 

“ The Preparatory Commission should draw up definite proposals concerning the rules 
for transfer to be inserted in Table III. To ignore this problem would be to renounce any 
effective preparation in regard to one of the most important parts of the future Convention. 
The Preparatory Commission should therefore examine the various possible systems (transfer 
either by percentage figures or by maximum tonnage figures to be transferred in each class, etc.) 
and decide between them. The Swedish delegation is of opinion that the percentage system 
is the most appropriate and that, if this system were applied, the amount of the transfer 
should vary in inverse ratio to the amount of the total tonnage of the various navies. 
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Amendments submitted by the Soviet Delegation. 

“ Article B. 

“ The High Contracting Parties whose navy exceeds 200,000 tons agree to limit their 
total tonnage in conformity with the classes and figures fixed in Table II. 

“ To be deleted. 
“Article C. 

Amendments proposed by the Spanish Delegation. 

“Article C. 

“ Substitute for the words: ‘ shall in no case be the object of increase beyond the figures 
the words: ‘ shall in no case exceed the figures ’ 

“ Article NA. — Rules for Transfer. 

“ Table III. 

Categories 

Capital ships. 

Period of notification, 

Limit attainable in case of transfer by each 
of the High Contracting Parties 

A 

“ Note. — The figures to be entered in Table III will be calculated on the following 
principles: 

“ (1) The Powers whose total tonnage figure does not exceed x tons will have 
full freedom of transfer. 

(2) As regards the other Powers, the figures will be determined irrespective 
of proportionality on the basis of the total tonnage and special needs of each. 

(3) The greatest possible freedom shall be allowed for the transfer of tonnage 
from the capital ship to the cruiser category, and from the cruiser and submarine 
categories to the destroyer category.” 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I would point out that there is a Swedish amendment referring 
to Table II of Article B. Would it not be better to discuss the Swedish amendment separately ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I have no objection to that suggestion. So far as I am 
concerned, I include the necessary tables, and any amendment is quite in order. I think some 
delegations want to make some observations on Articles B and C taken together. I think Mr. 
Gibson is one. That was why I moved that they should be taken together. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I am rising on the assumption 
that the discussion on Articles B and C together is in order. There seems to be a very logical 
connection between them. 

After the admirably lucid statement made by the honourable delegate for France yesterday, 
I shall not venture to go over any of the ground covered by him, but I should like to offer some 
observations on the remarks made by the honourable delegate for Sweden yesterday morning. 

As I understand it, his purpose in his amendment to Article C is to devise a method which will 
give greater liberty and elasticity to the smaller navies in the distribution of their tonnage. With 
this fundamental purpose, the American delegation has always expressed its concurrence. We have 
repeatedly stated our readiness to recognise the need of the smaller Powers for less rigid limitation 
than we have applied to ourselves. Therefore I am confident that the Swedish delegate will not take 
it amiss if I say that any attempt by us to fix, here and now, an arbitrary, total tonnage-limit at 
which a given system shall begin or end is not really practicable. We can only determine what level 
should be fixed when, in the course of the final Conference, we have examined the figures put 
forward by the various countries and set aside the figures for ships which can be agreed upon as 
belonging to an exempt class, as well as special vessels not subject to limitation. 
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It is necessary, not only that we have a clear idea of exactly what ships a country puts forward 
for measurement, but that this be expressed in some common standard of tonnage measurement. 
Until we have achieved this, we have no clear, workable idea of the extent of the naval forces 
to which our limitation is to be applied, and until we have this statement in clear and comparable 
terms, we obviously cannot have a comprehensive idea of which navies would fall under the 
limitations described by M. Westman, and which would come into another category. Until then 
we cannot decide what level is best. 

For the purposes of this Sub-Committee would it not be sufficient if we agree upon an elastic 
method for the limitation of smaller navies, and that we refrain from seeking to establish any 
arbitrary, quantitative limits for the application of that plan ? While I confess I do not find it 
easy to accept the form of the Swedish amendment to Article C, I have no hesitation in saying I 
am in complete sympathy with the essential purpose of that amendment. In fact it is my impression 
that, in Table III proposed with our draft, we had met exactly this difficulty, that we had provided 
for the possibility, not only of one elastic method, but of as many different adjustments as might 
be necessary by agreement in regard to different groups of Powers and different conditions. As a 
matter of fact, it seems to me that Article C of our draft is more elastic than the scheme put forward 
by the honourable delegate for Sweden, for there is nothing in it inconsistent with any measure 
of transfer within the global tonnage. 

So far as my Government is concerned I can see only one qualification that would be of 
interest to us, and that is on general grounds. The London Naval Conference adopted certain 
rules governing the use of submarines. We feel that this is in the general interest, and that, in 
future agreements, there will be a tendency to press for the reduction of submarines, or at least, 
as a first step, for their stabilisation at the present level, and that in any Conference this tendency 
should be taken into account in fixing general tonnage levels. It further seems to me that, if we 
are prepared to leave the door open for agreement on such a broad basis as I have outlined, it would 
not be in the interests of the smaller navies to close that door part way by the adoption 
of intermediate arrangements. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — Just now, I said that I was postponing any expression of 
my sympathy for the Swedish amendment until Articles B and C were discussed. The Netherlands 
delegation fully agrees with the Swedish amendment to Table III, by which liberty of transfer would 
be left to small naval Powers. 

It is true that this liberty may be given to them through Table III. That is the object of the 
Spanish amendment. That is the system to which M. Cobian referred just now when he said that 
Table III is very elastic, since figures may be given under it which leave complete liberty of transfer. 

Nevertheless, I wonder whether the Swedish amendment has not an advantage over this 
system. The object of Table III is to limit freedom of transfer. If we wish to have complete 
freedom of transfer we must not enter in Table III figures limiting this freedom, otherwise the 
table will have no value for the States concerned. It would be better to say it expressly as the 
Swedish amendment does, and apply the limitation of the right of transfer found in Article C 
only to the larger fleets. 

I should like to submit another observation as to the extent of the liberty requested for small 
fleets. I think we should not exaggerate this extent. We must not imagine that, if we put different 
figures for different categories in Table II, and leave small fleets full freedom of transfer, they will 
have ships of one category only the following year. Small naval Powers usually retain their ships 
in service longer than great Powers. Freedom of transfer has practical value when a vessel is 
withdrawn from active service and replaced. But the ships of very small naval Powers can be 
replaced only as and when the fleet is renewed. The possibility of transfer in the case of such Powers 
is very slight. Each year it can affect only a small fraction of the figures given for the different 
categories. 

The danger referred to by M. Massigli—namely, that we might one day find a small Power 
with 80 per cent of its tonnage in the form of submarines—does not arise, as that would mean 
withdrawing from service a large proportion of the existing vessels. There is one great obstacle to 
that. It is the de facto budgetary limitation. In other words, it is impossible on financial grounds. 

That is true of small Powers which already possess a navy. It might be argued that it does not 
apply to small Powers who are expecting to construct a navy. But in that case, too, the same 
argument applies. A Power which has hardly any ships and which anticipates having a navy 
of, say, 100,000 tons one day, will not construct it in a year or two. The same reason which has 
prevented it from having such a fleet hitherto will prevent it from building one during the term 
of the Convention. 

We must realise the true meaning of freedom of transfer; in other words, we must understand 
what transfers are really possible during the few years that the Convention will remain in force. 

If that is true, we may wonder whether the method suggested in the Swedish amendment 
(according to which no figures at all are entered under Table III) is not preferable to the method by 
which figures would be calculated for each small Power to show the freedom of transfer which, in 
reality, will not be of great importance to the small countries, since they have only very limited 
possibilities in that direction. This impossibility of making transfers to any considerable extent, 
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m the case of small Powers, is certainly as effective as the limitation of freedom of transfer contained 
m Article C. Accordingly, I think the Swedish amendment is to be recommended. 

If we are to consider the possibilities of transfer during the term of the Convention, and if 
we are to be certain on that point, we must have before us a statement of the different fleets. A final 
decision can be reached only by the Conference. Any decision that we take concerning freedom of 

^ ® case of the small Powers will come up again before the Conference, which will make the final decision. For that very reason, I think we might meet Mr. Gibson’s wishes without thereby 
bemg prevented, for the moment, from accepting the Swedish amendment. J 

M. Litymoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I wish to make it clear that we are 
now discussing three amendments to the proposal of the seven States. All through the Swedish 
and Spanish amendments runs the principle of a distinction being made between the bigger naval 
Powers and the smaller ones. One difference between the Soviet proposal and that of the Swedish 
and Spanish delegations is this: while the Soviet proposal contemplates that the big naval Powers 
can afford to limit and reduce their fleets by categories, the Swedish and the Spanish proposals 
admit of some allowance for transfers also in the case of the big Powers. If I may say so they 
are more liberal with regard to the big Powers than is the Soviet delegation. 

Another difference is with regard to the line of demarcation between the big naval Powers 
and the smaller ones. We place this line at 200,000. The Swedish amendment places it at 100 000 
tons, while the Spanish proposal leaves the figure at *, the exact figure to be decided by the future 
Disarmament Conference. 

The Soviet delegation has been asked by some delegates here why they have chosen this 
particular figure of 200,000 tons, implying that I had in view the special interests of my country 
in putting forward a figure which would allow the Soviet Union to come under the category of 

igger countries. I must confess that I have been unable to answer that question because strange 
to say, the Soviet Government has never been able to decide under which category its navy is to 
come. In spite of our enjoyment of over ten years of a state of peace, a part of the Soviet fleet is 
still kept in captivity by one of the big naval Powers and by what right ? Only by the right 
of force, so that the answer to the question under which category the Soviet fleet would come is 
dependent on the return of that part of their fleet. 

The Chairman. 
has just made. 

I must ask M. Litvinoff to refrain from observations of the kind he 

T v. M' (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I shall not allude any more to it because I have said what I had to say on that point. 

, 1T
If our Aeet is returned to us, then we shall not be among the privileged countries • we shah not be allowed greater freedom of transfers—but in any case, it is not considerations such as 

those which have inspired the Soviet delegation in putting forward this or any other figure. If the 
v u -Committee decides to take a lower figure we shall not offer any objection; but as the Sub- 
Committee is not going to deal with figures at all, we can leave it to the Conference, as proposed by 
the Spanish delegation which has put, instead of any figure, an The Soviet delegation will 
upport any proposal which will place the weaker naval Powers in a more privileged position with 

regard to the transfer of ships from one category to another. 

thinktw +}fpC1A!Brltl+S+ If° not desire to say very much on this question, but I do think that the attempt to fix a definite figure of 100,000 tons is one of very great difficulty. I have 
just been looking at the tables and I find that 100,000 tons would probably exclude Spain; it would 
certainly exclude the Argentine, and it would exclude Russia and Germany. In view of the great 
resources of those last two countries, that is not perhaps so objectionable, but with regard to the 
ther two it seems more difficult, and, wherever you draw the line, you will find a similar anomaly. 

Where I find great difficulty with the Swedish amendment is that it lays down a hard and fast 
rule. I agree with the general proposition that the small Powers ought to have greater facilities 
of transfer than the large Powers. I am disposed to agree with that proposition, but to fix a general 
figure seems to me very difficult. That is my first proposition. 5 

My second proposition is this: I do feel that the submarine question, as stated by Mr. Gibson 
does raise a very great difficulty. There is no doubt that if any of the so-called small Powers were 
suddenly to choose to concentrate on building nothing but submarines, that would make a very 
great difference m the naval balance of the fleets of the world, and I think that, whatever is done 
m regard to transfers, some restriction in regard to submarines will be absolutely essential Beyond 
that, I am quite in agreement with M. Massigli and Mr. Gibson that, granted Table III is properly 
and reasonably applied, it gives all the liberty that ought to be given. It gives, indeed, complete 
liberty, and I am rather disposed to think that it would be better to leave it until we have got 
he Naval figures actually before us, so that we can judge exactly what ought to be done in the 

case of each Power. 

y?ry. whether a hard and fast rule applying to all Powers is judicious. The 
speech of M. Litvinoff shows the difficulty we are in. He, quite frankly, says that he wants to fix 
the figure at 200,000 tons because that will include Soviet Russia. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — No; I said exactly the opposite. 
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Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Other people, no doubt, less charitably disposed, would 
think that that was the reason why he wanted 200,000 tons. But whether he wishes it—of course, 
I accept what he says as to his intentions—it does raise these difficulties immediately, and I find 
myself in sympathy with Mr. Gibson and M. Massigli, and wonder whether some device could not be 
worked out to give practical satisfaction to M. Westman and others who spoke on behalf of the small 
Powers, without so rigid and iron-clad a system as fixing a definite tonnage, and which will, in 
particular, provide the same restriction we made with regard to submarines. I am not pledging my 
Government to the acceptance of such a system, but they would be prepared to consider a system 
based on some such principles. 

M. Massigli (France). — As I stated yesterday, I should like to express my sympathy 
with M. Westman’s amendment, but I desire, at the same time, to show him the disadvantages this 
amendment seems to offer in its present form. 

Since we agree on the principle that, in the case of small navies, transfers shall be on a much 
larger scale than in the case of others, it would be advisable not to insert any figures for the tonnage 
limit. As specific cases, I will take the example of three navies that are not represented here— 
namely, those of the Argentine, Brazil and Chile. Sooner or later these countries will certainly be 
led to adopt a common system. The Argentine navy is of over 100,000 tons, the Brazilian of nearly 
80,000, whilst the Chilian navy is rather less than 70,000 tons. The amendment proposed would, 
perhaps, make it much more difficult for these three countries to reach an agreement. 

Consequently, I ask that, whilst asserting in the report the principle that the rules concerning 
tonnage will be much more elastic for smaller navies, we should nevertheless not state any definite 
limit in the text. 

As to the Soviet amendment, I shall not give M. Litvinoff the satisfaction of developing the 
incident he seemed to be seeking just now. I shall make no reply on that subject. I will merely 
tell him that we cannot, in this particular case, fix any limit and that it is, at all events, certain 
that Russia did not contemplate this figure of 200,000 tons for herself. There is indeed a public 
document with which we are all acquainted and in which a Soviet delegation formerly stated its 
Government’s intentions. I refer to the report of the 1924 Rome Conference (document C.76. 
1924. IX). At that Conference, the Soviet delegation had asked for 400,000 tons of capital ships for 
its country, though agreeing, it is true, to reduce its tonnage to 280,000 on condition that the 
Council of the League of Nations was abolished. That condition has not been realised and I do not 
think M. Litvinoff intends to revive it. The Commission will decide and I shall not prolong the 
discussion on this point. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — I should like, in the first place, to thank the various speakers 
for the sympathy they have kindly expressed for the Swedish delegation’s proposal. 

I desire to stress once more the ideas underlying our proposal. What are the small Powers 
asked to do ? We are asked to cast a vote here and now in support of the method of categories; 
but we are not, at the same time, given any such guarantee as would be provided by definite 
proposals accepted by all, or by a considerable majority of the Sub-Committee concerning the 
rules for ensuring elasticity and freedom. In our opinion, such rules are an indispensable 
condition if small fleets are to abandon the principle of global tonnage. 

To remedy this situation, we proposed that Article C should include a reference to fleets of 
100,000 tons, which would thus be exempted from over-rigid rules concerning transfers. 

We think it is very desirable that the Commission should fix a figure. Naturally, such a figure 
would not be final but, as it would constitute a proposal from the Commission to the Conference, 
we should consider it a valuable guarantee. 

In this connection, I should like to tell M. Massigli that I find it somewhat difficult 
to understand how the result could work out as he suggested. Our system is sound, as I shall prove. 

Various criticisms have been directed against our system. It has been said that the insertion of 
this figure of 100,000 tons would lay down too rigid a line of demarcation between two types of 
fleet. On this subject—and I am addressing myself particularly to M. Massigli—I should like to 
point out that we did not propose only that figure. We also proposed, as our document shows, 
a system of transfers which supplements our original suggestion. 

We can easily agree on a starting point for the discussion of these questions. We have, on one 
side, a certain number of Powers for whom limitation does not seem possible unless the system 
of categories is applied—those are the great Powers. On the other side, we have a considerable 
number of countries to whom such a system cannot be applied in its entirety. I think we shall all 
agree that it would be absurd to divide into different categories the total tonnage of a fleet of 
10,000 tons. The great majority of the countries represented in this Commission find their place 
somewhere between the two extreme points of this great scale. As regards the methods of limitation 
we are now discussing, it seems essential to cut that group in two. In other words, there must be 
some total tonnage figure below which complete freedom of transfer may be allowed and may be 
accepted by everyone. Above that figure, however, the system of categories must be applied more 
or less strictly. 
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I admit at once that we shall find great difficulty in fixing that figure. I admit that, as Lord 
Cecil said such a figure will always be more or less arbitrary, but that is no reason for saying that 
we should not try to ascertain that figure. I even think that if, in this Commission, we wish to 
nnd a solution for the problems before us, it will be very helpful, perhaps essential, to ascertain it. 

We proposed the figure of 100,000 tons. I am inclined to think it represents a happy mean 
it is an appropriate figure at which to fix the line of demarcation between the different tvoes 
of navies. 

, 1 ^ particularly anxious to reply to Lord Cecil’s criticism of the suggestion that this figure 
should be fixed. Yesterday, as an illustration, he argued, if I am not mistaken, that a navy of 
99,999 tons would have complete freedom of transfer, whereas a navy of 100,001 tons would come 
under the rule of categories. 

Weanticipated this criticism in our proposal, and we suggested a system of transfers according 
to which the amount of the transfer should vary in inverse ratio to the amount of the total tonnage 
of a navy That is equivalent to saying, the smaller the navy the greater will be the amount of 
transfer allowed. Clearly, if this system be adopted, a navy of, say, 100,001 tons, will not by any 
means lose all freedom of transfer. It will not be put on the same footing as the navy of a Great 
Lower. On the contrary, its right of transfer will be almost equal to that granted to a navy in the 
tree class. Under our system, the two navies mentioned by Lord Cecil would, in reality be treated 
almost on a footing of equality. ’ 

In conclusion, I should like to refer to the question of submarines. We are prepared to discuss 
this question with a view to laying down a rule which would, to some extent, limit the use of these 
vessels even in the case of so-called “ free ” fleets. In that way, we should overcome the difficulties 
that will arise if certain countries are allowed to use for submarines the total tonnage granted them. 

, S*to (JaP^n)- I have listened to the very interesting speeches on the question of 
transfers (Article C). M. Westman’s last speech showed me the importance of this question 
particularly for his country. 

r •iIll/ra1if
en^rv1 way’ 1 share the views concerning the Swedish proposal expressed by Lord Cecil, M. Massigh and Mr. Gibson. To some extent, this proposal resembles the Soviet amendment, 

ft is very difficult to trace a rigid line of demarcation between two classes of navies Particular 
cases must be examined, and we must see what rule for transfers the Conference desires to lav 
down. I took part in the drafting of the text of the amendment submitted by the seven 
delegations The delegations who co-operated with me in that work will allow me to say 
that we left Table III blank (that is, the transfers table), in order to give the different navies 
the greatest possible liberty in the matter of transfers. We thought this procedure would meet 
the wishes of countries with small navies. We had no intention of fixing a rule that would 
be too rigid in their case. 

Like M. Massigh, I was going to propose that this Commission’s report should include a 
t0 the

i matter. In that way, account would be taken of the wishes expressed by 
M Westnum and other delegations. As, in his last speech, M. Westman did not seem to be satisfied 
with this course, I shall raise no objection to Table III being accompanied by general rules for 
determmmg the percentage of transfers, if the delegates who assisted in drawing up the text 
of the seven delegations agree. 

M. Westman s amendment provides for a certain proportion in the matter of transfers. 
Perhaps new proposals will be submitted by other delegations. We might being these together 
an , as we did the other day, set up a small committee to discuss the question and submit definite 
proposals to the naval Sub-Commission. These proposals would serve as rules for the Disarmament 

I would add that these rules should apply only to small navies. It is impossible for us to 
lay down any rule for transfers in the case of large navies. Only the Disarmament Conference 
r'Q Ti /H 4- o 4- %/ 

Sofar no one has referred to Table II of the Swedish amendment. For my part, I shall 
accept it if delegations of other great Powers do the same. There is only one difference between 
this table and the Table II proposed by the seven delegations. It concerns “ capital ships ”. 
Ihe Swedish amendment proposes to make two classes. My delegation has no objection if 
the others agree. ^ o } , 

I must, however, point out that my country is bound by the London Naval Treaty, which 
it has signed. We must therefore add the destroyer category to the table in the Swedish 
amendment. That is self-evident, and I do not think it would be difficult to bring the Swedish 
fable into line with the table suggested by the seven delegations. 

M. Colban (Norway). — I support the opinion just expressed by the Swedish delegate. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — I agree with M. Sato’s suggestion. To harmonise the texts of the 
two amendments before us and the text submitted by the seven Powers, it would be advisable 
to set up a small committee which could settle all the differences this afternoon. 

I desire to correct a notion attributed to me by various speakers. I did not in any way 
intend to divide the Powers into two classes. In the naval problem, as in almost all problems 
connected with the limitation and reduction of armaments, the particular case of each country 
has to be considered, but I do not propose any method for tracing a line clearly dividing Powers 
or fleets into two distinct classes. 
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We have before us: 

[a) The system proposed by the seven Powers, the authors of document C.P.D.230, 
which is the basis for our discussion, and 

{b) Three amendments, the Soviet amendment to Article B, and the Swedish and 
Spanish amendments to Article C. 

The Soviet amendment lays down a limit of 200,000 tons as regards the limitation of naval 
armaments. 

As to Article C, I think that the Swedish and Spanish amendments, although not identical, 
are not incompatible. They deal with solutions, and even problems, that are quite different. 

Lord Cecil rightly pointed out that the Swedish amendment, with its limit of 100,000 tons, 
does not cover the case of Spain. I make no complaint since, as a compromise, we accepted 
this method, on which the London Naval Treaty is based, but we desire it to be elastic. I have 
no objection to supporting the Swedish amendment, even if the other delegations ask that it 
should be supplemented by figures. 

I fully realise the difficulty of introducing figures in our work, and it would perhaps be 
preferable to leave that matter to the Conference. 

I support the Swedish amendment all the more readily because it does not cover the case 
of Spain — since it leaves full liberty for the distribution of the global tonnage granted to Powers 
whose tonnage is less than 100,000. 

I quite understand the apprehensions aroused concerning submarines. M. Westman, too, 
stated that he was quite prepared to discuss this question with a view to reaching a solution. 

The Spanish delegation’s proposal does not deal particularly with cases in which Spain is 
interested. We placed this suggestion before the Sub-Committee because we thought it would 
be preferable to frame rules regarding transfers. The same idea has, moreover, been expressed 
by M. Sato. 

We ask that one sentence in Article C should be changed, and that the words: " shall in 
no case be the object of increase beyond the figures ” shall be replaced by the words: “ shall 
in no case exceed the figures ”. 

At first sight, this difference seems to be very subtle, but I must explain it. In this sentence, 
the seven Powers’ text contemplates percentages for transfers. That is to say, a Power could 
not be granted a percentage greater than a certain figure x. Now, I think this wording would 
not be sufficient to allow a very small navy—for instance, one of from 10,000 to 15,000 tons— 
the possibility of a percentage increase, because, in that case, its needs would not be covered. 
Accordingly, I leave aside percentages, and I say that such a navy of 15,000 tons may not in any 
case transfer more than 12,000 or even 15,000 tons. 

Having explained this small amendment, I come to the rules in Table III. We are agreed 
that the figures given in Table III should be fixed by the Conference. But in its statement 
(last paragraph) the Swedish delegation, like the Spanish delegation—for the two amendments 
are very similar—considers that some executive rules should be determined for transfers. As 
M. Sato said, the object is that Powers whose global tonnage does not exceed ^ tons should have 
complete freedom of transfer. We are not concerned with figures over 100,000 tons, or even 
equal to 100,000 tons. I think that this rule should be applied in the case of quite small navies, 
and that, as I have just explained, they should be allowed a certain freedom of transfer. 

In the case of big navies, the figures will be determined without any proportional rule. 
The particular case of each country must, naturally, be considered. It would be very difficult, 
and even unjust, to bring them all under a fixed proportional rule. I realise that this introduces 
a complication, but we often have to face complications if we wish to ensure justice and fairness. 

These special needs must be taken into account in defining the total tonnage. We should 
lay down a rule for the Conference to follow in determining the figures of Table III. The greatest 
possible freedom would be allowed as regards the transfer of vessels from the cruiser and submarine 
categories to the destroyer category. This means that navies for which it is thought most suitable, 
in view of their needs, to transfer vessels to the destroyer class, or to other classes, should be 
given great facilities for doing so. 

In the last resort it is for the Sub-Committee proposed by M. Sato to examine these suggestions, 
and I do not think I need insist for the moment. I felt bound to give these explanations to the 
Sub-Committee in order to make the Spanish position quite clear. In putting forward this 
amendment our delegation does not think particularly of Spanish interests, but desires to give 
the Conference rules which can be put into practice by all countries. 

The Chairman. — There are still two delegates who wish to speak. 
We propose that, in view of the discussion we have just had and in accordance with the 

suggestion made by M. Sato and supported by M. Cobian, those who are particularly interested 
in this question should meet this afternoon and discuss it among themselves, so as to be able 
to inform the Commission to-morrow of the results. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — I support M. Sato’s proposal to set up a sub-Committee. 

Admiral von Schoultz (Finland). — I must say that, in all the speeches made this morning, 
I have not heard any very serious objections to a certain tonnage limit. Let me take Lord Cecil’s 
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example of two navies of 99,000 tons and 101,000 tons respectively. In such a case, if it is to 
the interest of the Power which has 101,000 tons to come within the class of Powers with less 
than 100,000 tons, no one will object to its doing so. It can easily bring its figure down to 
99,000 tons. Many arguments have been advanced to prove the difficulty of regulating small 
differences but, personally, I do not think that is any objection. 

I should like once more to support the Swedish proposal, for I think it is not enough merely 
to express sympathy with this proposal. I am, therefore, very grateful to M. Sato for not confining 
himself to sympathy. I think that, if we keep too rigidly to a plan drawn up solely for the great 
Powers, and if we do not make concessions to the small Powers, the latter will find it impossible 
to accept this plan. We shall be in a very difficult position if no exemption is admitted in our 
case. I therefore hope we shall be given this facility. I am very grateful to M. Cobian for 
suggesting another solution, and I think many others might easily be suggested. It is merelv 
a question of willingness to do so. y 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I quite agree with M. Sato and M. Cobian that it would 
be a very desirable thing to have a really small committee to draft a proposal for the consideration 
of this Sub-Committee. But I admit I was a little frightened at your suggestion, Sir, which was 
simply that we should go round and round in a circle and practically have this Sub-Committee 
meeting again under another form as a sub-committee. That is of no use at all, and I propose 
the appointment of a sub-committee in the ordinary sense, presided over by our Vice-Chairman 
and consisting of five, or seven members, to be selected by the Bureau. 

M. Coiban (Norway). — If we accept the proposal to appoint a sub-committee and if the 
other delegates cannot be present, I would propose that the sub-committee should be quite small 
It should not consist of the representatives of all the great Naval Powers. This sub-committee’s 
duty is to prepare a text and nothing else, as the political decision must be left entirely to the 
Commission. J 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — If you are going to have a very 
small committee, I would like to ask that T may not have a seat on that very small committee. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — Lord Cecil has asked for a select 
committee. Would it not be more practicable to have all those who have introduced certain 
amendments and shown interest in this special question. 

Appointment of a Sub-Committee for the Study of the Amendments to Articles B and C 
and to Tables II and III. 

The Chairman. — I was just about to make a similar proposal, and suggest that the sub- 
committee should consist of M. Sato, M. Cobian, M. Litvinoff, and M. Westman. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I think M. Massigli ought to be added to it because he is 
the person who moved, or practically moved, the whole of this discussion. 

M. Sato (Japan). I assume it is understood that we shall have the assistance of members 
of the Bureau. 

The Chairman. — M. Politis is willing to be present. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I suppose the delegates may be assisted 
by the naval experts ? 

The Chairman. — Yes. 

The Chairman s proposal for the composition of this sub-committee was adopted. 

The meeting rose at j.25 p.m. 

FOURTH MEETING OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE. 

Held on Wednesday, November igth, 1930, at 10 a.m. 

Chairman: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

38. Discussion on Chapter II: Material. — Section II: Naval Armaments (continuation)’ 
Discussion on Articles B and C (Document C. P. D. 230) (Annex 2 of the minutes) 
(continuation). 

Text proposed for Table III, Article C. 

The Chairman. — At yesterday’s meeting, after discussing Articles A, B and C of the 
joint proposal by the seven delegations and the amendments relating thereto, the Sub-Committee 
was able to adopt the new wording proposed by M. Politis for Article A. That does not exclude 
discussion of the addition to Article A proposed by M. Markovitch. 
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As regards Articles B and C, the Sub-Committee, on M. Sato’s proposal, decided to appoint 
a very small Sub-Committee to draw up a formula to be submitted to the main Sub-Committee. 
This formula was to bring into line the text of the joint proposal by the seven delegations and the 
Spanish, Soviet and Swedish amendments. That small Sub-Committee met yesterday afternoon 
with M. Politis as President, and we know already that the meeting led to a very satisfactory 
result. I would ask M. Politis to be good enough to inform the Sub-Committee of the small 
Sub-Committee’s work. 

Text unanimously proposed by the Sub-Committee, the Adoption of Which is a Condition 
for its Acceptance of Article C without Modification. 

“ Table III. — Rules for Transfer. 

“ The figures to be entered in this table will be calculated on the following principles: 

" i. Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed 100,000 tons (or x tons) will have 
full freedom of transfer. 

“2. As regards the other Powers, the amount of the transfer will vary in inverse ratio 
to the amount of the total (global) tonnage of each of them. 

“ 3. Account must also be taken of the special circumstances of each Power, and of 
the category of ships involved in the transfer.” 

M. Politis (Greece). — The Sub-Committee you appointed yesterday to consider the various 
amendments submitted in connection with Articles B and C and with Table II and III met 
yesterday afternoon and was fortunately able to agree unanimously on a certain number of 
conclusions which, on its behalf, I have the honour to submit for your approval. 

First, as regards Article B, the Sub-Committee thought this might be accepted without 
any change. The Soviet delegation stated that it is prepared to withdraw its amendment if the 
Commission accepts the principles which we propose to include in Table III and, in particular, 
the principle given under No. 2. 

The Sub-Committee also proposes that Article C should be accepted without change, provided 
that the principles stated in the document which has just been circulated, are included in 
Table III. 

I shall comment very briefly on these principles so that their meaning may be clear. 
The Sub-Committee considers that these principles should be taken as illustrations to enable 

the Conference to fix the figures in Table III. These will be different for each country, and account 
will be taken of each country’s special situation and of its special circumstances, in accordance with 
the rule laid down in Article 8, paragraph 2, of the Covenant of the League of Nations. 

Principle No. 1 states that, in the case of countries whose navies are small—and to make this 
idea clear we say “ Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed 100,000 tons (or # tons)” in order 
to leave the Conference the fullest latitude in this respect—there shall be complete freedom to 
transfer vessels from one category to another. 

The Sub-Committee attaches special importance to principle No. 2, in view of the Soviet 
delegation’s statement that, if this principle be adopted, it will withdraw its amendment to Article B. 
This principle No. 2 states that as regards the other Powers—that is to say, those whose global 
tonnage exceeds 100,000 tons, for instance—the possibility of effecting transfers from one category 
of vessels to another will be greater in proportion as their tonnage is less by comparison with the 
tonnage of other Powers. 

Finally, principle No. 3 is intended as a statement of the fact that, in determining the figures, 
account must be taken of the special circumstances of each country from the geographical and 
political point of view and also of the category of ships involved in the transfer. This means that, 
other things being equal, the possibilities of effecting transfers will be less for certain categories 
for instance, submarines—than for other categories, such as small surface vessels. 

As regards Table II, the Sub-Committee agreed to adopt the Swedish proposal to sub-divide 
Class {a), Capital Ships, subject to a reservation concerning the Soviet amendment which refers 
to capital ships. 

In conclusion, the Sub-Committee proposes that you should first take a decision on the three 
principles in Table III. If these principles be approved, Articles B and C will be adopted 
without change and without discussion. 

A decision will then have to be taken concerning Table II, so that we may know whether the 
Sub-Committee accepts the Select-Committee’s proposal to adopt the Swedish amendment. In 
this connection, however, a decision must first be taken on the Soviet amendment, according to 
which large naval units would be abolished. 

These, very briefly, are the proposals which the Sub-Committee has the honour to submit to 
you. It hopes that you will adopt them and that, after the agreement so happily reached, no 
discussion on Articles B and C will be necessary. 

The Chairman. — I am sure that, after hearing M. Politis, the Commission will agree to 
consider at once the three principles proposed. 

Lord Cecil informs me that he does not agree. I will ask him to speak. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I feel that I am in a slight difficulty in regard to this matter. 
I thought I had made it quite clear, so far as the British delegation is concerned, that we could not 
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The Chairman. — M. Westman has just made a very wise suggestion. As one who took 
part in yesterday afternoon’s conversations, he believes that agreement could very easily be 
reached if we suspended the meeting for a short time to enable the delegates concerned to confer. 

The proposal was adopted. 

The meeting was suspended at 10.40 a.m. and resumed at 11.5 a.m. 

Revised text proposed for Table III, Article C. 

M. Politis (Greece). — In concert with Lord Cecil, the Sub-Committee has agreed on the 
following text: 

“ Table III. — Rules for Transfer. 

“ 1. Account must be taken of the special circumstances of each Power, and of the 
classes of ships involved in the transfer. 

“ 2. Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed 100,000 tons 1 will have full freedom 
of transfer as regards surface ships. 

“ 3. As regards the other Powers, the amount of the transfer should vary in inverse 
ratio to the amount of the total (global) tonnage of each of them.” 

Vote on the Revised Text proposed for Table III, Article C. 

The Chairman. — I do not think any discussion is necessary. We might vote at once. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — It is understood that in voting for this I will be voting only 
to submit it to my Government. I cannot pledge my Government. 

M. Politis (Greece). — Lord Cecil’s reservation entails a similar reservation by Powers 
which would have liked to go a little farther in this direction. 

The Chairman. — As there is no objection, we will take the vote. 

The revised text proposed by the Select Committee was unanimously adopted by nineteen votes, 
with some abstentions. 

Vote on Articles B and C. 

The Chairman. — I put to the vote Articles B and C together. 

Articles B and C were unanimously adopted by nineteen votes, with some abstentions. 

39. Discussion on Article D (document C.P.D.230). 

" Article D. — No capital ship shall exceed 35,000 tons (35*560 metric tons) standard 
displacement or carry a gun exceeding 16 inches (406 millimetres) in calibre.” 

Amendment proposed by the Soviet Delegation. 

The Chairman. — We will now vote on the Soviet amendment (document C.P.D.239) 2 

to Article D. This amendment reads as follows: 

“ Article D. — No capital ship shall exceed 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) standard 
displacement or carry a gun exceeding 12 inches (304.8 millimetres) in calibre.” 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I think the meaning of our proposal 
is clear to everyone. Our idea is to do away as much as possible with arms of an offensive 
nature. In this instance we are moving the diminution of the size of capital ships in the hope 
that this will find support from the big naval Powers, and I am basing my remarks on statements 
made by them at the London Naval Conference. At that Conference the British Government 
said: 

“ In the opinion of His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom, the battleship, 
in view of its tremendous size and cost, is of doubtful utility, and the Government would 
wish to see an agreement by which the battleship would in due time disappear altogether 
from the fleets of the world.” 

1 This figure is given as an illustration. 
2 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex 3. 
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That was supported by the Italian declaration which reads as follows: 
“ Moreover, should the other Powers concur, Italy is prepared to examine favourably 

the abolition of capital ships.” 
The Versailles Treaty, moreover, found the establishment of the limit of 10,000 tons 

displacement and n-inch guns for surface vessels sufficient for purposes of defence, and that 
is the substance of the Soviet proposal. 

Discussion on the Question of the Insertion, or not, of Figures in Article D. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I feel I could not support this amendment, and I think 
figures ought not to be given. If the figures are left in, they should be left in on the same terms 
as the figure of 100,000 tons—that is to say, merely as an illustration. If it is proposed to 
include these figures, they should appear in brackets, or a note should be added indicating what 
is in our minds. It seems to me that it is impossible for us to decide the question of the size 
of vessels, which is a political question and not a disarmament question. 

M. Colban (Norway). — I support Lord Cecil’s proposal to omit figures from the text. The 
objective of this Commission is the reduction of armaments, and I think it is quite impossible 
for us, even as an illustration, to give figures as high as 35,000 tons for the maximum displacement 
of capital ships. In view of the “ naval holiday ” agreed to in London in respect of these 
vessels, such figures would, moreover, be quite useless. Certainly, if this Commission had to 
decide on figures it should adopt the lowest possible figures, but the best course would be to 
accept Lord Cecil’s proposal. 

M. Massigli (France). — The French delegation definitely favours a reduction in the 
displacement of capital ships. On the other hand, I recognise, with Lord Cecil, that it would 
perhaps be difficult for us to embark on a discussion of this subject here, although in other articles 
we have precisely defined classes of vessels. In the case of aircraft-carriers, for instance, we 
go into minute details. If the Sub-Committee thinks it inopportune at present to engage in a full 
discussion of this question—and I fully agree with that view—I would at least ask that the 
report should state that the Commission is in favour (I hope that is the case) of a reduction in 
the displacement of capital ships. 

M. Sato (Japan). — My Government, too, strongly favours a reduction in the tonnage of 
capital ships, and it put forward this view at the London Naval Conference. I do not think, 
however, that in our Convention we can give any maximum figure at all. I recognise the great 
importance of this question, and I hope that one day an agreement may be reached to reduce 
the tonnage of capital ships. But, until such an agreement has been reached between the 
nations who possess these big vessels, it will be impossible for us to give any figure in our text. 
We should, therefore, do well to omit it, as Lord Cecil proposes, and wait until we see whether 
those who possess big vessels can agree on such a reduction in their tonnage. 

As to M. Massigli’s suggestion that our report should express a desire for the tonnage of 
capital ships to be reduced, my delegation entirely agrees, and I associate myself with that 
proposal. Nevertheless, I think that, before deciding to put such a passage in the report, we 
should ascertain that it is the unanimous view of the Commission; otherwise, we should be in 
a very delicate position, if there were any opposition. 

M. Rosso (Italy). — We have just been reminded that in London, the Italian delegation 
declared for the abolition of capital ships. We still maintain that view, and could therefore 
agree with the suggestion made by the Soviet delegation in its amendment to Article D. 

If we had to discuss figures, we should perhaps have to suggest some changes—as regards, 
for instance, the calibre of guns. In our view, the figure of 12 inches in the Soviet amendment 
should be changed to 11 inches, so as to conform with the basic figure of the Treaty of Versailles. 

It has been suggested that we should not discuss figures, but leave the Conference to decide 
on any possible reduction in maximum displacement. We consider that a reduction in the 
displacement of capital ships would give rise to several complications. It would imply, inter 
alia, the creation of a new type of rapid battleship, and this might lead to a new competition 
in armaments. We are, therefore, in favour of abolition, but feel we must make a reservation 
concerning reduction of displacement. 

I desire now to explain my attitude in case a vote is taken on this point. I abstained 
from the two previous votes because that seemed the logical consequence of our general reservation. 
Having declared that we support the principle of the abolition of capital ships, I shall therefore 
abstain from voting on this subject also. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — If the proposal made by M. Massigli 
is put to the vote, I confess that I am rather at a loss as to how I shall vote in order to give an 
accurate impression of the attitude of my Government on this subject. I shall therefore take 
the convenient course of abstaining. 
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I should like to explain the reason for this decision. The question of reducing the maximum 
unit size of capital ships arose between the three Powers who concluded their agreement in London. 
It was decided that, inasmuch as we had made practical provision for the next six years so far 
as our three navies are concerned, and inasmuch as it was quite impossible to foresee the trend 
of naval development, construction and design, the best course we could agree upon was to defer 
this question until it was presented in a more definite form. My Government has not taken up 
a position in opposition to the reduction of the maximum unit size; but it seems to us that it is 
impossible for us to foresee how far we would be justified in going, or whether, in view of 
the other developments in construction or design, we would be justified in making any step, 
in that direction. Inasmusch as my Government is not able to make a definite pronouncement 
at this time, I shall abstain, while not wishing to obstruct any recommendation that may come 
forward. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I hope we shall proceed regularly in this matter, and not, 
from a general desire to show how keen we are for disarmament, do something which will interfere 
with the regularity of our proceedings. 

We have laid it down from the very outset that we are, in this Commission, not dealing 
with quantities but with methods. I hope we shall stick to that. When you formulate that 
a battleship is not to exceed—I do not care whether you say fifty thousand or five thousand tons— 
you are dealing then with the size of a unit of combat. You are dealing with matters of quantity 
entirely. That is entirely outside our function, and we should have to enter into a very long, 
abstruse and technical discussion if we were to enter upon a matter of that kind. 

My Government—as M. Litvinoff has pointed out—has already declared itself in favour 
of a reduction, if it can be arranged. I am not trying to quote the actual words, which are not 
before me, but my Government has generally expressed the view that it is in favour of the reduction 
of the size of capital ships. As far as my personal opinion counts for anything, I most heartily 
agree with that proposition. I have always thought these monsters, which only exist to fight 
one another, are quite outside the conception of a disarmament policy. But this is a matter 
which will have to be dealt with, if at all, at the Conference. It is not a matter for us. 

Therefore, with the greatest respect to M. Massigli, I rather hope he will not even insist on 
putting that indication into our report. I think if he desires to give satisfaction to his view 
and to mine also, the proper form is to say certain members of the Commission expressed the 
view that capital ships ought to be reduced in size, but the Commission felt that any decision 
on that point was outside its province, and therefore it did not come to any decision on the point. 
I think that is the right way for us to deal with a matter of this kind. Otherwise, we shall really 
be launching ourselves into a sea which is absolutely boundless. 

I hope we may take this decision on this particular article in the sense that we express no 
opinion on the size, and that in succeeding articles similar alterations will be made, striking 
out any numbers which indicate an attempt to settle the size of these ships, which is not really 
part of our functions. Personally, I hope the matter will be considered very carefully by the 
Conference when it comes to meet. 

M. Massigli (France). — My proposal was chiefly intended to draw the attention of the 
Governments to the fact that the question must be settled at the 1932 Conference, and that we 
cannot continue the present system with its two overlapping series of naval agreements, differing 
both in scope and duration. At Washington, certain Powers reached an agreement concerning 
certain classes of vessels. At Rome, in 1924, an attempt was made to generalise this agreement, 
but it did not succeed. The same Powers have just tried to reach a further partial agreement 
in London. The 1932 Conference seems to mark the opportune moment for at last reaching a 
general solution. If Lord Cecil agrees with me that the question can be settled at the 1932 
Conference I shall, for my part, support the views he has just expressed. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I have heard no arguments in favour of either of the figures 
proposed. Personally, I should favour the figure of 10,000, just as I favour anything which is likely 
to lead to a result. Nevertheless, although this very low figure seems to be widely supported, 
I am still in uncertainty. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I confess I do not attach any great 
importance to having this particular figure in, but in drafting the document we all felt that it was a 
figure in an existing treaty, and when you gave the various figures embodied in treaties, you gave 
a coherent picture. It was very carefully stated that this was not meant to represent a definite 
proposal, and we might put a footnote to the effect that the figure of 35,000 tons is added only 
for the purpose of illustration—as we did with the figure of 100,000 tons in Table III. It is very 
difficult to treat figures on different bases, and if we can treat one set of figures in that way, why 
not another set ? 

Amendment to the Soviet Delegation’s Amendment proposed by the British Delegation. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — The only point is this: we had to put in the 100,000 tons 
because it was not a question of limiting at all but a question of creating a category, which is a 
different proposition. Here we are trying, or professing, to limit the size of battleships. That is 
really trying to deal with the quantity of the fleets and not the method of limitation. Personally, I 
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d.wqU*lte C0?J eint ito accePt Mr- Glbson’s suggestion of a note; but I really think, as'a matter of der, that it would be better to leave out all these figures which deal with quantities absolutely 
and 1 move formally, as an amendment to the Soviet amendment, that the figures of ^ 000 tons 

thn m the corresponding figures which translate these into metric tons and centimetres should be omitted. If that is carried, I hope it will not be necessary to move a similar motion 

the^Commiss^onhe SUCCeedmg artlcles> but that this may be taken as an indication of the views of 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — Throughout the work of the Preoaratorv 
Commission, the Soviet delegation has been in favour of the Commission settling, not only the 
algebraic formulae but also the figures—which is the most important part of our work iif our 

edhvthp ro06'UnleSS ^ an agreement on %ures> nothing much will have been accomplish- ed by the Commission. We shall only have a draft Convention in which all the questions of real 

t^f1" ffr W Iw6 been left to the Conference to decide. If the Commirn decides not to deal with figures, that is a matter for them; but I think we must admit that, if we introduce this 
amendment with regard to capital ships, it is because the proposal of the seven delegations, which 

iusfblen madpaththf bas!s£or dlscusslon> also contains figures. If we accept the proposal which has 
is towHrh Jak€\fifires as a certam indication, then again there must be a discussion as to which figure should be taken into consideration, and we say that our figure should be taken 
into consideration. If Article D and other articles dealing with figures are withdrawn then all 

Artide^M anHdSg afie^d^en
1
ts must aIso be withdrawn, and it will only remain for us to discuss 

dmrtly M d Standard DlsPlacement, and we shall finish the question of naval armaments very 

is 
The Chairman. — As M. Litvinoff will withdraw his amendment if Lord Cecil’ 

adopted, we shall vote on the latter. s proposal 

Tf i,™' Cobian (SPaln>- — Everyone agrees that the tonnage of capital ships should be reduced. If, however, we give no figure, there is just as much likelihood of 10,000 being adopted as 50,000. 

not toLaTeaement haJ be6n r
T
ea<*ed between the great naval Powers, who mutually undertook 
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?nl 11? fiiTre'iI qUi faJ understand ‘his anomaly. This discussion has been very interest- ing, it has brought out our interest m the reduction of the tonnage of capital ships. I think 
however, that we have reached a point where reflection is necessary before Ly decision is taken! 

Artfafa r?3?0 (Japa'A~A regards the displacement of capital ships, which is mentioned in 
Vims Tf wAff m ' 111 fTttlng the figure both for the tonnage and for the calibre of 

• ! V 'oft a bIank. that would be an even better application of the principle we have to follow. 
reTrrin? t 1

h°weveip bave sald ‘hat the figure of 35,000 tons should be given as an illustration 
w? s2? C AP‘tal s llp.S W^ch are at Present in existence and of which the tonnage is limited by the 
a, T •iAgreemen F1!, ‘wo ldeas might be combined. We might leave a blank in Article D, 
tonnave wtsfiTwn ^ a?d a "“m to that article mentioning, by way of illustration, that the 
T? tw J fixed,by the Washington Treaty at 35,000 tons and the calibre of the guns at 16 inches, in tnat way we should satisfy all parties. 

I think Lord Cecil’s proposal goes farther, 
all figures, even those in the other categories. If I understood him aright, he proposed to omit 

has inst il ! ?ntlS? EmP1f)- — Perhaps I might interrupt and answer at once what M. Sato 
T thinlf+u^' 1 d£ not.want to raise any further question than this particular article, because 
detidP 18 i° Settle fach questlon as we come to it. But, in point of fact, if we do 
ran pi-n 1 C Ve ^ tj1686 ^ures' there are certain other figures which, as a matter of course, we can also leave out. However, we can deal with those as we come to them. 

in Wa?* ^ down a Prblciple, because it is evident there may be special circumstances particular figures in which it would be improper to leave them out; but the general 

thev on^htY Kmi S1TP nwS: Where the figUreS tend to a limitation of the force of the country, t0 be left out That is a question of quantity. Where they are put in in order to define 
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ohTrT Conventlon are t0 f°- Therefore, I have no objection in principle lns^rtlon of^he T.^oo tons m connection with the matter we have been discussing this ornmg, because there it is a question of defining what fleets are not to be subject to transfer. 

Hrrri+i18 Y ^ dehn}tlon of transfer—of what fleets you propose to omit. It is not limiting the force of any particular country in any way. 

I do not want to lay down principles. My motion is only to strike out the figures in this 
particular article W/hen we come to other figures, I shall be very ready personally to consider 
whether they ought or ought not to be left in. 

A suggestion was made to me just now which is worth mentioning in order to make the thing 
C/rr mlg j desirable to add a footnote, explaining what these figures were in the Treaties o London and Washington, in order to shown what we had in our minds; but, of course, not in 
any way to bind the Conference to accept these figures for a general reduction of armaments all 
over the world. 



M. Sato (Japan). — I thank Lord Cecil for his explanation. I entirely agree with him. 

Personally, I think that, without exceeding our powers, we might give the figure of 35>000 

tons in Article D. There we are only seeking to limit the displacement of a naval unit. The 
question of quantities—that is to say, the tonnage allowed to each country—will naturally be 
settled by the Conference itself. 

On the other hand, some delegations expressed a wish that the maximum limit for the 
displacement of capital ships should be still further reduced. 

In these circumstances, it would be better not to give any figure in Article D; but, naturally, 
we cannot omit all the figures concerning the other categories. We shall soon come to page ri, 
where there are definitions of the various categories. We should be really paralysed if we had 
no figure either for the displacement of units or for the calibre of guns. How, in such circumstances, 
could we give any exact definition of the cruiser category, for instance ? 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I honestly feel, with regard to this 
question of figures, that, as we put them in for illustration, either all ought to stay or all ought 
to come out, and I find difficulty in picking and choosing between the different articles before us. 
I feel that it will lead to an endless debate if we reopen the general discussion on principle whenever 
we come to a fresh article, amendment or series of amendments, and it gives opportunity, to 
all those who wish to do so, to reopen the question. We have to put it clearly whether we can 
adopt a principle of illustrations, and, if so, the sensible course is to take the figures laid down 
in existing treaties, which present cohesion as far as the texts before us are concerned. 

The Chairman. — I shall put to the vote the retention of the provision under discussion 
—that is to say, Article D as submitted by the seven delegations. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). —■ Article i of Part I of the London Treaty provides for a 
truce in the construction of capital ships. This truce now applies to Powers which have capital ships. 
Before the vote is taken on Article D, I should like to raise this preliminary question: Does 
the adoption of such an Article imply any change in the obligations of those Powers not to lay 
down the keels of capital ships in general, or might the adoption of this Article encourage Powers 
not bound by the London Treaty to lay down the keels of capital ships not exceeding the tonnage 
fixed—that is, 35,000 tons ? 

The Chairman. — I think we might now take the vote. 
I ask those in favour of retaining Article D of the draft submitted by the seven Powers to 

signify their wishes. You understand that, by voting for the retention of Article D, you are 
opposing Lord Cecil’s amendment. Those who support Lord Cecil’s amendment should, therefore, 
vote against this retention. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I shall vote for the retention of Article D if the figures are given as 
an illustration. Moreover, that is the idea underlying the text submitted by the delegations of 
the seven Powers. 

The Chairman. — That is a new amendment. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I shall vote on the same condition 
as M. Sato. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I understand we are voting now on 
the question of whether any figures are to be inserted or not, and then on the figures themselves. 
I think we should vote first of all on the retention of the figures, and then on the figures 
themselves. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — May I remind the Commission that I have moved a definite 
motion to delete these figures. That may be right or wrong, but that is the motion. I ask the 
President to put that motion. Does the Commission favour that proposal or not? M. Litvinoff 
wants to put it round the other way, but that will cause confusion. 

Vote on whether or not the Figures in Article D should be retained. 

The Chairman. — The question is whether or not the figures should be retained. 

I ask those in favour of retaining the figures to raise their hands. 

The retention of the figures in Article D was rejected by ten to one, with a certain number of 
abstentions. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — May I make a suggestion ? I agree with Mr. Gibson that 
it will be an endless business if we have the discussion renewed on each of these amendments, 
and this is an occasion for the Bureau or a small committee to present a definite scheme as to 
what we should do with regard to the other figures, otherwise we shall have a long discussion as each 
article comes up as to whether or not we ought to have figures. 
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The Chairman. Naturally, the Soviet amendment to Article D falls to the ground. 

40. Discussion on I able II. — Article B (document C.P.D.230) (Annex 2 of the Minutes). 

PoweTs1! wSich ^"01^ ^ n°W diSCUSS Tabl6 " °f the draft submitted by the seven 

Table II. 

Categories 
(defined in Annex HI) 

High Contracting Parties 

A. B. C. D. G. 

{a) Capital ships. 

(6) Aircraft-carriers 

{cd) ( 
Light ) 

surface j 
vessels 1 

(c) Cruisers  
{i) Guns of more than 6.1 inches 

(n) Guns of 6.1 inches and less 
(d) Destroyers  

(e) Submarines 

Amendment proposed by the Swedish Delegation. 

The Chairman. — There is the Swedish amendment to this Table, which is as follows: 

“ Table II. 

Replace Table II of draft C.P.D.230 by the following table: 

Class A 

Vessels 
exceeding 

10,000 tons 
displacement 

Vessels not 
exceeding 

10,000 tons 
displacement 

and the calibre 
of whose guns 

exceeds 203 mm. 
(8 inches) 

A 2 

Class B 

Aircraft- 
carriers 

Class C Class D 

Surface vessels whose displacement 
does not exceed 10,000 tons 

and the calibre of whose guns 

Exceeds 155 mm. 
(6.1 inches) but 
does not exceed 

203 mm. (8 inches) 

Does not exceed 
155 mm. 

(6.1 inches) 

C 2 

Submarines 

‘ cruise^?/; ^r
Ini7ieW °f th

+l
fact that ^ names by which warshiPs (‘ capital ships 

Hho \ 1 ^ / known m the various fleets are not identical but vary appreciably 
cruLr Xly?h^ftVTV nflegarded in °ne fleet as a torpedo-boat, in another as a 
dopl nof ’th ? KdUrt/0n °^thes® names m the text of a general Disarmament Convention does not appear to be advisable. It would be preferable for the purposes of the future 

.sTcerted bvThe Co^ of the Present docu^enl If this suggestion 
rertaiuPort»ry h. formal modifications would naturally have to be made in certain other parts of the text proposed in document C P D 230 

The proposed system would facilitate the sub-division into two parts of the class 

“tter dd0eCCT mT30 rw1^1 ShipS'' The disadvantage of the adoption^ this latter definition would be that the same provisions would apply to very different 
vessels for instance, to the British capital ship Nelson with a displacement of 35,000 tons 

40 Cm^uns/ and t0 the Swedish coast defence vessel Iran, with a displacement 01 3,3bo tons, mounting two 21 cm. guns.” F 

Our 
M- Westman (Sweden) — The Swedish delegation proposes a table for Table II. 

sons fcr proposing this table are given m the same document; there are two of them, 

rmmpstc 1^.wo^ld„be difficult to include in a general disarmament Convention such 
navies caPltal shlPs > cruisers , etc., since these terms are differently used in different 
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Thus, it would probably be better to use the descriptions we have proposed, and say 
merely “ Class A, Class B,” etc., indicating the characteristic features of the types in question 

Naturally, this question is not very important from our point of view, but we attach more 
importance to’ the second reason which prompted our counter-proposal. 

If you examine the table proposed in the document submitted by the seven Powers, you 
will see that the coast-defence vessels of the Swedish fleet would fall into the first class, which 
would thus include vessels of very different types. There would, on the one hand, be vessels 
like the British capital ship Nelson, with a displacement of 35,000 tons and mounting nine 40 cm. 
guns, and, on the other hand, the Swedish coast-defence vessel Aran, with a displacement of 
3,360 tons and mounting two 21 cm. guns. 

We should prefer the first class to be sub-divided into two columns. This division could 
be made either by means of our Table II or by drawing a line in the first class, called “ capital 
ships ”, in the document submitted by the seven Powers (document C.P.D.230). 

M. Politis (Greece). — I should like to offer a brief observation to show that the path we 
are following is edged by precipices. You have just decided to leave blank the maximum 
displacement allowed for capital ships. Now you are proposing to divide capital ships into 
two classes—namely, those above and those below ro,ooo tons. We do not know whether the 
States which sign the Convention will be allowed to have capital ships of oyer ro,ooo tons. 

If you wish to be more or less logical and to conform to what you have just decided under 
Article D, you must say : 

“Class A. — Should the Conference decide to fix ... in Article D for capital 
ships, this class would be divided into the following two sub-classes.” 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I fully support the proposal of 
M. Politis, which is quite logical. On the other hand, I should not be able to vote for the Swedish 
delegation’s proposal, though I sympathise with its desire. If I voted for that proposal it would 
mean that I voted for capital ships of more than 1:0,000 tons. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I regret to find myself in complete disagreement with M. Politis. In 
my opinion, Article D applies only to capital ships that are to be constructed in the future, and 
not to those already existing. If the Conference wishes to abolish all the capital ships that exist 
already, there will be great difficulties in the way of accepting the Convention. Together with 
several other Governments, we signed the Washington Treaty, which authorises us to retain our 
capital ships. If, by adopting Article D, the Conference intends to abolish all capital ships, the 
Governments which have such ships and which are Parties to the Washington Treaty will be 
compelled to scrap all these vessels, such as the Rodney and the Nelson, the big American units 
and ours also. No Government could assume such an obligation. Accordingly, I urge that we should 
subsequently discuss and adopt an article stating that our draft does not affect the provisions 
of other treaties for the limitation of armaments. Moreover, this is indicated on page 19 of our 
draft Convention (first reading) (document C.P.D.2111: Article EA of that draft provides that: 

“ The present Convention shall not affect the terms of previous treaties, under which 
certain of the High Contracting Parties have agreed to limit their military, naval or air 
armaments ...” 

According to this article, the Washington and London Treaties will remain in force. That 
was, I repeat, the spirit in which I accepted Article D without any figures. But I cannot assume any 
obligation to scrap all existing capital ships forthwith. 

M. Colban (Norway). — I support the Swedish proposal that capital ships should be sub- 
divided. My country is in the same position as Sweden. That is to say, we have vessels for the 
defence of our coasts which mount guns of slightly greater calibre than the maximum given in the 
seven Powers’ proposal for light surface vessels. We should be surprised if we suddenly found 
ourselves credited with the possession of four capital ships as the four vessels in question were 
built at the end of last century or the beginning of this century and are of about 4,000 tons each. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I understand there are two questions now, a question of 
form and a question of substance. The question of form is whether the Swedish table in which 
you seek to define and say exactly the vessels you mean is better than the seven-Power system of 
having a list of certain ships and then defining them later on. Personally, I think we had much 
better adhere to the seven-Power system, because it is much easier to have an adequate definition 
without trying to insert in a few words a definition which will certainly lead to trouble. I am 
therefore against the Swedish proposal on the question of form. 

The question of substance is quite a different matter. The question is whether we ought not 
to have sub-division of capital ships, because there are some ships which are technically, according 
to the definition proposed on page 11 of document C.P.D.230, capital ships, but which nobody 
would really regard as ships of the line. 

1 Note of the Secretariat. — See Annex 1 of the Minutes. 

* 
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M. Colban has given an illustration. I do not desire to express any final opinion, because I 
cannot deal with so technical a matter. Personally, I see no objection to splitting up capital ships 
into two different classes and having in one class ships of the line in the way we have understood 
it, and, in the other class, such ships as the Scandinavian and others—I believe the Finnish 
Government also have ships of that kind. We ought to have in Table II, if that view be accepted, 
capital ships of the first class and capital ships of the second class, and then a proper definition’ 
when we come to page n, explaining exactly what we mean by first- and second-class capital 
ships. r 

I suggest that all that is necessary at the moment is to have a sub-division of capital ships 
in this Table, leaving it otherwise as it is, and that we deal with the matter of the Swedish 
amendment when we come to the definitions. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I associate myself fully with the 
last remarks of the honourable delegate of Japan. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — If the Commission does not wish to change the heading altogether, 
I am prepared to withdraw my proposal concerning Table II and to support Lord Cecil's suggestion 
for the sub-division of “ capital ships ". 

Setting up of a Sub-Committee to consider Table II. 

M. Massigli (France). — I think that our discussion would be clearer and that this question 
would be easily settled if we appointed a small committee to put this table in order. 

M. Westman’s table had the great advantage of being clearly set out and easy to understand, 
but it was incomplete as it did not mention destroyers; it therefore needs revision. I think that if a 
committee of technical experts were set up, it could take account of Lord Cecil’s and M. Westman’s 
observations and easily draw up a table that would satisfy us all. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I quite agree. 

The Chairman. I think you will all agree that that would be the quickest way. We must 
therefore request the Scandinavian (that is, the Swedish and Norwegian) experts to be good 
enough to come to an agreement with the British, French and American naval experts. We do 
not wish this sub-committee to be too numerous, but M. Sato would perhaps like the Japanese 
delegation to be included. 

M. Sato (Japan). — Naturally, for we are greatly interested in this question. 

The Chairman. — In that case the Japanese delegation will also be included. 

Admiral von Schoultz (Finland). — I would ask that the Powers most concerned in this 
question that is, the small Powers—should not find themselves in a minority in this sub- 
committee. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I hope this is not a question of a majority or a minority. 

M. Sato (Japan). — This sub-committee has been set up as the result of an amendment to 
the text proposed by seven delegations. Accordingly, I think that all the delegations which 
took part in the preparation of the text proposed should be members of this sub-committee, 
together with the Scandinavian delegations which are particularly interested in the question. 

The Chairman. In reply to M. Sato, I would point out that his suggestion exactly 
corresponds to the proposal I made to the Commission. This sub-committee will therefore 
consist of the experts of Great Britain, France, the United States, Italy, Japan, Sweden, Norway 
and Finland. 

I think we might ask M. Cobian to act as Chairman of this sub-committee. 

The proposal was adopted. 

41. Discussion on Article A: Amendment proposed by the Yugoslav delegation. 

The Chairman. — We have now before us the following amendment to Article A proposed 
by the Yugoslav delegation. I would ask M. Markovitch whether, after to-day’s discussion, 
he maintains his proposal. 

Amendment proposed by the Yugoslav Delegation. 

“Article A. 

“ Add a third paragraph to Article A: 

“ States which, for reasons due to their recent creation or as a result of their 
special situation, are obliged to spread over a number of years exceeding the duration 
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of the Convention, the expenditure on the construction of the minimum of their 
respective tonnages compatible with their national security, shall be allowed to indicate, 
within the limits of the total tonnage agreed upon, what portion they intend to construct 
within the period of duration of the Convention.” 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I have not heard any opinion at all concerning our amend- 
ment. My position is therefore somewhat difficult. I suggest that the report should mention 
our amendment, not only to give our delegation a personal satisfaction, but also on account 
of the principle itself. As I have already explained, it refers to the exact position of certain 
Powers when called upon to submit their minimum programme for the period of the Convention. 

If that programme is to provide the minimum compatible with the national security of 
those Powers, in conformity with Article 8 of the Covenant, they will be bound to submit a 
larger programme than they think they can, in fact, carry out during the term of the Convention. 

But if, in one form or other, you make it possible for them to give two figures, you will 
then have an exact picture of the naval position of those countries. 

I make this suggestion so that the work of the future Disarmament Conference may be 
genuine, and I leave it to the Commission to decide how far they can take these observations 
into account. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — I support the suggestion just made by the Yugoslav delegate all 
the more warmly because it also covers the case of Spain ’and reinforces the observations I made 
three or four days ago, at the beginning of the naval discussion. 

The Chairman. — We agree with M. Markovitch that this question should be mentioned 
in the report. 

42. Statement by the Persian Delegate regarding the Persian Government’s Intentions 
and Desires concerning the Organisation of its Fleet. 

Colonel Ali Khan Riazi (Persia). — My country’s position resembles that of Yugoslavia, 
with this difference: that we cannot for the moment supply figures for our global tonnage, as 
we are engaged in organising our navy. In this connection, I shall venture to read a statement 
which I should like to appear in extenso in the Minutes : 

“ For the reasons given in our general statements concerning land armaments, we 
desire to acquaint the Commission with our Government’s intentions and desires concerning 
the organisation of its fleet. 

“ Owing to the length of the Persian Empire’s sea frontier, the problem of proportionate 
naval strength is of the greatest importance to the security of our country. 

“ In the north, the Caspian Sea has been, and always will be, the most direct route 
for our communications with Russia and Europe. Its importance has been increased by 
recent treaties with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and has just become greater 
through the construction of the Bender-Shah-Teheran railway, on which the Persian 
Government is at present engaged. 

" In the south, the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman are our only means of access 
to the open sea, and are also the routes most favoured for our international communications. 

“ Developments in the working of our mines and the construction of the new Trans- 
Persian railway compel us to be more vigilant than ever. 

“ The Persian Government is, therefore, unable to content itself with a few old warships 
now being disrated in the Persian Gulf and has just drawn up a ten-years' programme of 
naval construction. 

" This programme, which is still a modest one, will leave us, even when it has been 
fully carried out, far below the figure of 100,000 tons which was advanced by other countries 
with small navies, and, notwithstanding the length of our coast-line, the funds available 
will not allow us, for the moment, either to go farther or to undertake costly building. 

“ The figures we shall submit to the Conference will, therefore, be proportional to our 
budgetary possibilities, but will in no way prejudice our maximum global tonnage, as we 
are unable to determine that until our defensive programmes have been carried out.” 

M. Massigli (France). — The Yugoslav proposal is tantamount to a revival of the whole 
of the French compromise proposal of 1927. Accordingly, if the majority of the Commission adopts 
this view the French delegation will, as a matter of course, also support it. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I thought we had settled that question. I thought we had 
agreed that it was to be mentioned in the report. 

The Chairman. — Yes, we agreed that it should be mentioned. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I only wish to say there can be no 
doubt that any facilities which may be demanded by the Persian Government will be in the nature 
of defence, in order to guarantee the security of their country. I can assure the Persian delegate 
that the Soviet delegation will fully support their demands. 
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43- Sub-Committee to consider Table II: Extension of the Mandate of the Sub-Committee 
(Consideration of the Question of the Insertion of the Figures in the Draft 
Convention). 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — May I make a suggestion about 
the Sub-Committee that is going to meet this afternoon ? It seems to me that we might make a 
display of executive ability—which consists usually of getting other people to do one’s work  
if we were to ask them to come to-morrow with a suggestion as to how we are to deal with figures, 
possibly in the form of a resolution that we can vote on. This would obviate any necessity for 
discussion to-morrow morning. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — That would certainly be very helpful. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The work and nature of the Sub- 
Committee have been changed, and I suggest that all delegates who have made amendments 
be included in it. 

The Chairman. — In that case, the Sub-Committee would be too large. I ask you to be 
satisfied with what we have already decided and to give the Sub-Committee your confidence. 
To-morrow, we shall discuss its report. 

44. Postponement of Vote on Articles E, F and G. 

The Chairman. — As there are no amendments to Articles E, F and G, we might take the 
vote at once. It must be clearly understood that, in accordance with the decision taken concerning 
Article D, the figures in these articles will be left blank, as this question of figures has been referred 
to the Sub-Committee. We shall not be able to take any decision on the figures until to-morrow, 
when we shall have the Sub-Committee’s report before us. 

Is there any objection to our saving time by taking the vote at once ? 

M. Sato (Japan). — Since this question of figures has been referred to the Sub-Committee 
which is to meet this afternoon, I think it would be more logical to postpone the vote on Article E 
and the following articles until to-morrow morning. If the Sub-Committee decides to mention no 
figures, I shall perhaps have a proposal to put forward as an alternative. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Let me point out that Articles F and G are not part of our 
Convention at all. It is only a question of Article E, and surely we can adopt Article E subject to 
the question of figures, and I should have hoped that we could adopt a good many other articles, 
too, subject to the question of figures. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — There is a question of principle. Paragraph 2 of Article E says that 
“ no aircraft-carrier of 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) standard displacement shall carry a gun 
exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre ”. This concerns the great Powers and is very appropriate 
from their point of view. For others, however, it would not be just, and this question of principle 
must be considered before a conclusion is reached. 

The Chairman. — I should have liked to obviate any further delay, but, after that observa- 
tion, I see that the vote must be postponed until to-morrow. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). — The Chinese delegation shares the view of the Yugoslav and 
Persian delegations and asks that this should be mentioned in the report. 

The Sub-Committee rose at 1 p.m. 

FIFTH MEETING OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE. 

Held on Thursday, November 20th, igjo, at 10 a.m. 

Chairman: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

45. Discussion on Chapter II.—Material: Section II, Naval Armaments (continuation): 
Discussion on Table II, Article B (document C.P.D.230) (continuation): Report 
of the Sub-Committee set up to consider Table II, and how Figures should 
be dealt with in the Draft Convention. 

The Chairman. — On M. Massigli’s proposal, the Sub-Commission decided to set up a 
Sub-Committee of Experts to complete Table II, bearing in mind the Swedish amendment. At 
Mr. Gibson’s suggestion the Sub-Committee was also requested to submit a draft resolution to the 
Sub-Commission as to whether the figures in the draft Convention should be maintained or not. 



— 177 — 

The Sub-Committee’s proposals in regard to Table II are as follows : 

Proposals of the Sub-Committee concerning Table II. 

“ Table II. 

Categories 
(defined in Annex III) 

High Contracting Parties 

{a) Capital Ships: 
(i)   
(m)1  

(b) Aircraft-carriers 

{cd) l (c) Cruisers 
Light ) (i) Guns of more than 6.1 inches 
surface ) (ii) Guns of 6.1 inches and less 
vessels f (d) Destroyers   

(e) Submarines 

B. C. D. E. 

1 For Powers which possess only vessels of a displacement which does not exceed 8,ooo tons. 

“ Annex III. 

“ Modify Annex III (page n of document C.P.D.230) as follows: 

“ For the purposes of the present Treaty the following expressions are to be 
understood in the sense defined in this part. 

“ (a) Capital Ships. 

“ (i) A capital ship, except in the case of the existing ships specified in Annex II, 
is defined as a vessel of war, not an aircraft-carrier whose displacement exceeds 
10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) standard displacement, or which carries a gun 
with a calibre exceeding 203 mm. (8 inches). 

“ (ii) Vessels not exceeding 8,000 tons displacement and the calibre of whose 
guns exceeds 203 mm. (8 inches). 

“ (b) Aircraft-carriers: 

M. Cobi&n (Spain). — The Sub-Committee over which I presided at once accepted the 
Swedish delegation’s suggestion. A distinction has been made in Table II between vessels exceeding 
10,000 tons, and which carry guns exceeding 203 mm. (8 inches), and other vessels not exceeding 
8,000 tons, even if the calibre of their guns exceeds 203 mm. (8 inches). In this sub-division into 
classes an asterisk will be placed against No. (ii), referring to a note reading as follows : 

For Powers which possess only vessels of a displacement which does not exceed 
8,000 tons. ” 

This will make it quite clear that figures against which the asterisk is placed can only refer 
to Powers which do not possess vessels exceeding 8,000 tons. The substance of the question has 
thus been settled. 

As regards the form, the Sub-Committee considered that it would be out of place to insert the 
definition of these two classes of vessels in Table II. It decided to establish two sub-divisions, 
the asterisk (the meaning of which I have just explained) being placed against the latter sub-division. 
These two definitions will, of course, be given in the Annex. 

As regards the insertion of figures, the Sub-Committee unanimously agreed that it was 
preferable to insert these in the draft Convention. Opinions differed as to what figures should be 
inserted. The majority of the delegations thought that those in existing agreements or treaties 
should be taken, with a note stating that they do not imply a recommendation, but are simply an 
illustration. Other delegations thought that figures should be discussed and adopted as a 
recommendation from the Preparatory Commission to the Conference, the latter being, of course, 
free to change them. 

I accordingly submit to the Sub-Commission Table II with its references to the definitions 
in Annex III, and propose that a resolution should be adopted to the effect that figures should be 
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inserted in the draft Convention. The Sub-Commission should then decide whether the figures in 
document C.P.D.230, which have been taken from existing treaties should be given as an illustration, 
or whether each figure should be discussed. In the latter case, it will be necessary to decide on 
what basis they are to be calculated. 

Vote on Table II as proposed by the Sub-Committee. 

The Chairman. — After yesterday’s discussion and after hearing M. Cobian’s explanations 
we. can proceed to vote. 

A vote will now be taken on Table II as proposed by the Sub-Committee. 

Table II was adopted by nineteen votes. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I would like to explain that, although I voted for it, my 
vote is subject to the reservation I made yesterday. I am awaiting further instructions. 

Vote on the Maintenance of the Figures given in Document C.P.D. 230 on the 
Understanding that They are given as an Illustration. 

The Chairman. — We now come to the question of the figures. Do you agree to maintain 
the figures taken from existing treaties in the draft of the seven delegations, it being understood 
that they are given as an illustration ? 

The maintenance of the figures was adopted by sixteen votes for to two against. 

Annulment of Previous Decision to omit Figures in Article D. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I understand that the decision we took yesterday to leave 
out the figures in Article D will, of course, be annulled now, and we shall put in those figures ? 

The Chairman. — That is agreed. 

46. Discussion on Article E (document C.P.D.230). 

“ Article E. 

" 1. No aircraft-carrier shall exceed 27,000 tons (27,432 metric tons) standard 
displacement or carry a gun with a calibre in excess of 8 inches (203 mm.). 

“ 2. No aircraft-carrier of 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) or less standard displacement 
shall carry a gun exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre. 

" 3- the armament carried includes guns'exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre, 
the total number of guns carried, except anti-aircraft guns and guns not exceeding 5.1 inches 
(130 mm.) shall not exceed ten. If, alternatively, the armament contains no guns exceeding 
6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre the number of guns is not limited. In either case the 
number of anti-aircraft guns and of guns not exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm.) in calibre is 
not limited.” 

The Chairman. — In regard to Article E, it is understood that the figure of 27,000 tons 
is given as an illustration. 

M. Cobi&n (Spain). — At the end of yesterday’s meeting I stated that my delegation was 
obliged to vote against the second paragraph of Article E, which provides that no aircraft-carrier 
of at least 10,000 tons may mount guns exceeding 6.1 inches in calibre. 

I said that this limitation and this prohibition were very well suited to Powers which 
possess aircraft-carriers exceeding 10,000 tons, but that Powers which have perhaps only one 
aircraft-carrier of 10,000 tons or under, ought to have the right to arm their aircraft-carriers 
with any guns they please. 

If this principle be maintained without any restriction, it will place countries which have 
no aircraft-carriers exceeding 10,000 tons at a serious disadvantage. For this reason I propose, 
either that this prohibition should be abolished, or that the clause should be applicable solely 
to countries which have aircraft-carriers of over 10,000 tons. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I think we should be making a mistake in entering on this 
discussion. Having already resolved that these figures are only put in by way of illustration, 
surely we cannot take one particular set of figures and discuss them. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — It is not the figures that I am objecting to, but the principle. I would 
agree to the insertion of figures as an illustration, on condition that they apply to Powers with 
some units exceeding this tonnage, whether the Conference fixes it at 10,000 tons or at 8,000 
or 12,000 tons. What I cannot accept is a rule without exception. 
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Powers which do not possess large navies are obliged to distribute their tonnage in a special 
manner, and even to construct vessels which are not exactly similar to those of other fleets 
which must be capable of use as aircraft-carriers and at the same time must be sufficiently 
armed. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I can reassure M. Cobian about 
this text. The figures, as I have already pointed out, are inserted purely as an illustration 
and not as a recommendation. I think that every one of the authors of the project feels that 
some of the figures are unacceptable. We realise that they may be modified; but, in order to 
present a coherent picture, it was thought necessary to give an illustration of the situation as 
it now exists in the only definite quantitative treaties in force. Obviously, this matter will 
require a certain amount of adjustment, and there is nothing in this that precludes any delegation 
from entering reservations, or footnotes, making their position clear, and these will go forward 
with the text to the Conference. I hope what I have just said will reassure anyone who thinks 
that it is our desire to impose figures. That is not our wish at all. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — During the discussion on this draft 
Convention the Soviet delegation has invariably expressed itself for the total abolition of 
aircraft-carriers, regarding them as the most aggressive form of sea forces, adding, as they do, 
to the destructive might of navies the further destructive qualities of aviation over a vast field 
of action practically embracing the whole world. These vessels, which are, moreover, the 
most costly of all—the Lexington and Saratoga costing upwards of 9 million pounds—are the 
most advantageous for powerful navies, ensuring their undivided sway over smaller countries 
and colonies. For this reason the Soviet delegation abstains from voting, and at the proper 
moment they will either bring in a corresponding proposal, or suggest that zero be put in the 
tables against the aircraft-carrier figures. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — I do not agree with Mr. Gibson, and I still maintain that this is not 
a question of figures but of principle. I will accept his proposal that mention should be made 
in the report of the Spanish delegation’s reservation on this matter. 

Vote on Article E. 

The Chairman. — Note will be taken of M. Cobian’s reservation. We will now proceed 
to vote. Will those who are in favour of Article E kindly raise their hands ? 

Article E was adopted by thirteen votes, with some abstentions. 

47. Discussion on Articles F and G (document C.P.D.230). 

The two following articles appear in Part III of the London Naval Treaty, and are quoted 
as examples of supplementary restrictions which certain High Contracting Parties may be 
prepared to assume : 

“ Article F. 

" Not more than 25 per cent of the allowed total tonnage in the cruiser category may 
be fitted with a landing-on platform or deck for aircraft. 

" Article G. 

“ In the destroyer category, not more than 16 per cent of the allowed total tonnage 
shall be employed in vessels of over 1,500 tons (1,524 metric tons) standard displacement.” 

M. Politis (Greece). — In regard to these articles, I should like to point out that, even if 
they are merely illustrative, they can only apply to large navies and are not applicable to small 
navies. Examples are unnecessary. Article F shows us that countries which have only three 
cruisers would not be entitled, according to this text, to any cruisers fitted with a landing-on 
platform. 

Even if these articles are only maintained as illustrations, we should adopt a wording which 
does not place Powers with small navies at an unfair disadvantage. 

The Chairman. — Account will be taken of M. Politis’s observation. 

M. Massigli (France). — I think that the Greek representative’s remark is very well founded, 
and I propose that these two articles should be inserted in the draft in the form of notes. 

The Chairman. — M. Massigli’s suggestion is a very good one, and note will also be taken 
of it when the final text of the draft Convention is drawn up. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — I could not accept these two articles without reservations, even if 
they are given purely and simply as an indication. 

[Note by Secretariat. — These two articles, and the paragraph preceding them, are inserted 
as a note in the draft Convention.] 
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48. Discussion on Article H (document C.P.D.230). 

" Article H. 

“ No submarine shall exceed 2,000 tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement 
or carry a gun exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm.) in calibre.” 

Amendment proposed by the Soviet Delegation. 

The Chairman. — The Soviet delegation proposes that this article should be worded as 
follows : 

“ No submarine shall exceed 600 tons (610 metric tons) standard displacement or 
carry a gun exceeding 4 inches (101.6 mm.) in calibre.” 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I wish to draw the attention of the 
Commission to the fact that this proposal, as it stands in the draft of the seven States, will have 
a very restricted meaning and scope because, of the 333 submarines which are enumerated in 
the documents of the London Naval Conference, only five are of over 2,000 tons, and I may 
remark by the way that these five are all allowed by way of exception. If you accept this draft, 
it will have no meaning at all, because there are few submarines of over 2,000 tons and those 
which exist are already exempted. Therefore I urge the utmost reduction of displacement and 
of the military equipment of submarines. We want to bring about the limitation of possibilities 
of aggression and therefore we should not accept the limitation proposed by the seven States, 
the more so that both the British and Italian delegations in London were in favour of the 
diminution of the tonnage of submarines. I should like to hear confirmation of this point of 
view, officially stated in the Blue Book circulated by the Chairman. We see no reason why 
the Preparatory Commission for Disarmament should not follow up the suggestion made in 
London, and we therefore propose a displacement of 600 tons, with four-inch guns, for submarines. 
I am convinced that such limitation would deprive submarines of a great degree of their aggressive 
power. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I thought we had resolved—and I have called attention 
to it once—that these figures are only to be regarded as indicative and not as laying down any 
rule, and therefore it seems to me foolish to bother about 2,000, or 6,000 or 50,000 tons. 

The Chairman. — I was going to make that remark myself. We have taken a decision and 
we must abide by it. 

M. Colban (Norway). — I do not see how it is possible for us to vote on the Soviet amendment, 
which deals with figures, when we decided just now that all figures were simply to be regarded 
as illustrative. I have no objection to a vote being taken on the Soviet amendment, provided 
we first of all agree to go back on the decision which we took a few minutes ago. 

The Chairman. — M. Colban is quite right. The simplest thing, I think, would be not to 
vote on the Soviet amendment but to vote simply on the text of the draft submitted by the seven 
Powers. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — If figures are given as an indication, 
then some importance must be attached to them. I propose that my figures should be given in 
the nature of an indication. I submit that I am quite in order in proposing this. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — We have decided, not only that these figures shall only be 
illustrative, but that we shall take the figures from existing treaties, because that is the principle 
of illustration. Having decided that once, I do not see that we can always be going back on it. 

Vote on Article H. 

The Chairman. — We must maintain that ruling, and I will therefore put to the vote 
Article H of the draft submitted by the seven Powers (document C.P.D.230). 

Article H was adopted by fourteen votes, with some abstentions. 

49. Adoption of Articles J, K and L (document C.P.D.230). 

“ Article J. 

“No vessel of war exceeding the limitations as to displacement or armament prescribed 
by the present Convention shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for or within the jurisdiction 
of, any of the High Contracting Parties. 
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“ Article K. 

“ In regard to vessels of war limited by the present Treaty, the High Contracting Parties 
agree to be bound by the rules for replacement set out in Annex IV. 

“ Article L. 

“ Within one month after the date of laying down and the date of completion respectively 
of each vessel of war, other than the vessels exempt from limitation as defined in Annex I, 
laid down or completed by or for them or within their jurisdiction after the coming into force 
of the present treaty, the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to each of the other 
High Contracting Parties the information detailed below : 

“ (a) The date of laying down the keel and the following particulars : 

“ Classification of the vessel and for whom built (if not for the High Contracting 
Party), standard displacement in tons and metric tons. Principal dimensions 
namely, length of water-line, extreme beam at or below water-line. Mean draught 
at standard displacement. Calibre of the largest gun. 

“ (b) The date of completion, together with the foregoing particulars relating to 
the vessel at that date. ” 

Articles J, K and L were adopted without discussion. 

50. Discussion on Article M (document C.P.D.230). 

“ Article M. 

“No preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation 
of warlike armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war, other than 
the necessary stiffening of decks for the mounting of guns not exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) 
calibre.” 

Amendment proposed by the Soviet Delegation. 

The Chairman. — The Soviet delegation has submitted an amendment that this article 
should read as follows: 

“ Article M. 

“ No preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation 
of warlike armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war.” 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I should like my naval expert to say 
a few words in favour of my amendment. 

M. Antzipo-Tchekounsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The Soviet delegation 
is entirely in agreement with the first part of Article M of the draft submitted by the seyen Powers. 
Nevertheless, it fails to understand why it was necessary to weaken this article by giving leave to 
stiffen the decks for the mounting of six-inch guns. It cannot be denied that this stiffening of 
the decks is a preparation of the same kind as the special adaptation of the hold to store shells or 
arrangements for the installation of fire-control apparatus. It is true that the former is easier 
than the latter, but that is no reason for departing from the principle. 

Rules providing for warfare against enemy commerce are laid down in the “ Treaty for the 
Protection of the Lives of Neutrals and Non-combatants at Sea in Time of War ” (Washington, 
February 6th, 1922). 

The essential argument for the arming of merchant ships with large guns is that they require 
them in order to fight submarines. Section (2) of Article 1 of the above-mentioned Treaty 
provides that : 

“ Belligerent submarines are not under any circumstances exempt from the universal 
rules above stated; and if a submarine cannot capture a merchant vessel in conformity with 
these rules the existing law of nations requires it to desist from attack and from seizure and 
to permit the merchant vessel to proceed unmolested.” 

Article 22 of the London Treaty states that, in their action with regard to merchant ships, 
submarines must conform to the rules of international law. If the representatives of the principal 
naval Powers who signed this Treaty consider that its articles are capable of execution, it is 
unnecessary to provide in a disarmament Convention for the arming of merchant ships with 
six-inch guns. By so doing you make it possible to create a large class of auxiliary cruisers 
which would strengthen the destructive power of navies. 

The Soviet delegation accordingly desires to maintain its wording for Article M. 

M. Colban (Norway). — I have no definite instructions from my Government on this point, 
but I feel very strongly that a clear distinction should be made between merchant ships and war 
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vessels. W e are endeavouring to establish this distinction in the case of aircraft, and it has already 
been inserted in our draft Convention. In principle, therefore, I am opposed to anything which 
might make the distinction between warships and merchant ships less clear, and i according 
accept the Soviet delegation’s proposal. . 

M. Sato (Japan). — I am quite prepared to accept the article in its present form, especially 
as there is a corresponding provision in the Treaties of Washington and London. 

Nevertheless, my Government has a suggestion to make. It considers it inadvisable that 
merchant ships should be allowed to make preparations in time of peace which would allow 
aircraft to start from or alight on them, because, if too much liberty be allowed in regard to aircraft 
installations, at a time of crisis these merchant ships could easily be converted into aircraft- 
carriers and would thus constitute an aggressive arm. 

My Government is also very anxious not to hamper the expansion of civil aviation; but, 
as I said just now, it wishes some limit to be laid down to prevent merchant vessels from being 
converted in times of emergency into aircraft-carriers. 

My Government therefore maintains its suggestion; but, in view of present circumstances, 
and in order not to obstruct the progress of the Commission’s work, it merely desires to place 
this suggestion before you and reserves the right to raise the question at the Conference. 

Lord CecifjBritish Empire). — I only wish to say this in answer to what M. Litvinoff and 
M. Colban have said—that, after all, you must allow merchant vessels to defend themselves 
against submarine attack, and for that purpose they must carry some kind of gun, and this, 
from one point of view, is merely recognising that. More than that, this has been a matter of 
considerable discussion and the subject of a compromise arrived at at two international 
conferences those of Washington and London. I think that, without very strong grounds, 
it would be unwise for this Commission to try and go against this compromise. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I should like to explain that this article does not deal with 
the question of armed merchant ships, but only with the question of preparations for arming 
merchant ships, so as to convert them into vessels of war. Merchant ships converted into vessels 
of war are not armed merchant ships but warships—that is to say, auxiliary cruisers. 

Vote on the Soviet Amendment. 

The Chairman. — We will now vote on the Soviet amendment. 

The Soviet amendment was rejected by nine votes against and five for, with some abstentions. 

Article M was adopted. 
Adoption of Article M. 

51. Adoption of Articles N, O and P (Document C.P.D.230). 

“ Article N. 

“ In the event of a High Contracting Party being engaged in war, such Power shall 
not use as a vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its 
jurisdiction for any other Power, or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction 
for another Power and not delivered. 

“ Article O. 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to dispose—by gift, sale or 
any mode of transfer—of any vessel of war in such a manner that such vessel may become 
a vessel of war in the navy of any foreign Power. 

“ Any vessels of war which have to be disposed of as being surplus to the tonnage figures 
allowed by this convention shall be disposed of in accordance with the rules given in Annex V. 

“ Article P. 

“ Existing ships of various types which, prior to April 1st, 1930, have been used as 
stationary training establishments or hulks, may be retained in a non-seagoing condition”. 

The Chairman. — We now come to Articles N, O and P. No amendments having been 
submitted, we will regard them as adopted. 

A greed. 
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52. Adoption of Tables I, II and III (Document C.P.D.230). 

The Chairman. — After the discussions we have had in regard to them, we will consider 
these tables—as amended in consequence of these discussions adopted. 

Agreed. 

53. Discussion on Annex I (Document C.P.D.230)- 

“ Annex I. — Exempt Vessels. 

“ The following vessels are exempt from limitation : 

“ [a) Naval surface combatant vessels of 600 tons (610 metric tons) standard 
displacement and under; . . 

“ (6) Naval surface combatant vessels exceeding 600 tons (610 metric tons), 
but not exceeding 2,000 tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement, provided 
they have none of the following characteristics : 

" (1) Mount a gun above 6.1-inch (155 mm.) calibre; 
" (2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 
“ (3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
“ (4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots; 

“ (c) Naval surface vessels not specifically built as fighting ships which are 
employed on fleet duties or as troop transports or in some other way than as fighting 
ships, provided they have none of the following characteristics : 

“ (1) Mount a gun above 6.1-inch (155 mm,) calibre; 
“ (2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 
“ (3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
“ (4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots; 
" (5) Are protected by armour-plate; 
“ (6) Are designed or fitted to launch mines; 
“ (7) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the air; 
“ (8) Mount more than one aircraft-launching apparatus on the centre line; 

or two, one on each broadside; 
“ (9) If fitted with any means of launching aircraft into the air, are designed 

or adapted to operate at sea more than three aircraft.” 

Amendment proposed by the Soviet Delegation. 

The Chairman. — To Annex I there is a Soviet amendment, which is as follows. As this 
refers to figures the question has been decided. 

“ Annex I. — Exempt Vessels. 

“ The following vessels are exempt from limitation: 

“ [a) Naval surface combatant vessels of 100 tons (101.7 metric tons) standard 
displacement and under, the calibre of whose guns does not exceed 3 inches; 

“ (b) Naval surface vessels not specifically built as fighting ships which are 
employed on fleet duties or as troop transports or in some other way than as fighting 
ships, provided that they have none of the following characteristics : 

“ (1) Mount a gun above 3 inches (76.2 mm) calibre; 
“ (2) Mount more than four guns of this calibre; 
“ (3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
“ (4) Are designed for a speed greater than 15 knots; 
“ (5) Are protected by armour-plate; 
“ (6) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the air; 
" (7) Are fitted with any means of launching aircraft into the air. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).—This is a very important question. We 
are here speaking of reduction and we must draw a line of demarcation between those vessels 
which are to be reduced and those which are to be left untouched. It is not merely a matter 
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of figures by way of indication We must accept some definite figure. The draft before us 

raliK°SeS tha^essels with a displacement not exceeding 2,000 tons with guns not above 6 i-inch 
There^ran hf & ^ °f ™ knots, should not be included in gtobaTtonna" 
Jonibnfr no,ma,nner of doubt that these vessels have considerable fighting power and constitute, in particular a substitute for small cruisers in operations against mercantile vessels 

nffLhVren!0te theatres of war- We maintain that to leave unlimited such an important group of fighting tonnage runs counter to the principles which should inspire the Disarmament Conference 
such vessels should certainly be included in global limitations, under the categ^of light crSsers 

-light forces. For this reason I would propose that only vessels of 100 tons w th three nrh 

Sew the11! re SUbjeCted to limitation Indeed, 100 tons was spoken of^ a desWble 
Conference. 14 representative in the Committee of Experts during the London Naval 

not ^safisfactoiv^rTolV5 trUe that ‘P London we maintained the view that 600 tons was 

a. S th”"™1” l" b” w* P'-o* >" 

ih* — 1 am in favour of a reduction in the figure of 600 tons and support the Soviet delegation’s proposal in this connection. nb ana support 

M. Colban (Norway). — I wish to support M. West man’s observation. Nevertheless this 
is a figure which will have to be adopted by the Conference, and it must be the same for all States 
wi ou any exception for particular groups, unless they come to an agreement among themselves. 

Admiral von Schoultz (Finland). — I wish to support the remarks of M. Colban. 

Amendment proposed by the French Delegation. 

this oiiesidon8^ V Auer what
T

M- Ross? has said, I do not think we need discuss tms question at the moment. However, I think it would be desirable to take M Colban’s 

and t0,msert at the beginning of Annex I the following words: “ Subject 
shnnlrWH conditions resulting from special agreements, the following vessels ...” We 
Conference8 ^ 0pemng the door for sPecial a§reements which might facilitate the work of the 

M. Rosso (Italy). I desire to associate myself with M. Massigli’s proposal the more so 
as we made a similar proposal at the London Naval Conference. P 

The Chairman, I propose that we should now vote on the Soviet amendment. 

, The Ho"- Gibson (United States of America). — We are asked to vote on this but how can we do that after what the Chairman has said ? 

M T thdnnfftT1 (Brd,ish E,mpireP — 1 venture to think it would be a great mistake if we voted on 
but^shouM thblk 1 haVe n° km? ob,iectlon Personally to a note being inserted, 
thii L * r d ? u h ‘pT5 a very great ralstake t0 divide on any particular sulgestion of this sort, for it will give a false impression. If we reject M. Litvinoff's amendment, ft will look 

to our^rnlp6 ’l doVnUt «1
f-twi?artlCU ^ ^andard. At any rate, I think that we should stick 

the°vote 6 1 ^ 1 thmk thlS amendment 18 in order, and therefore it should not be put to 

nf ((ireerf~ 1 d° ?0t f gTee’ because ^is is not merely a question of figures but 
1 ™fth d- The draft drawn up by the seven delegations provides for two categories of vessels winch are exempt, unless fulfilling certain conditions. The Soviet proposal is to abolish one 

o these categories and, with regard to the other category, the conditions which it enumerates 

rw1101 absolutely the same as those m the draft of the seven delegations. I consider, therefore, that a vote should be taken on the Soviet amendment. 

Vote on the Soviet Amendment 

n" 1 arguments of M. Politis appear to be justified, and I according]"v propose that a vote should be taken on the Soviet amendment. 

The Soviet amendment was rejected by eleven votes against to three votes for, with some abstentions. 

The Chairman. — We must now vote on the amendment proposed by M. Massigli, to insert 
at the beginning of Annex I the following words: “ Subject to stricter conditions resulting from 
special agreements, the following vessels ...” 
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M. Rosso (Italy). — I should like to ask M. Massigli if he does not think it would be better 
to adopt the same formula as we used in London—namely: “ Subject to^any special agreements 
which may submit them to limitation, the following vessels ...” 1 

M. Massigli (France). — I support M. Rosso’s proposal. 

M. Sato (Japan). — If we say “ stricter conditions ”, what is to be done if an agreement 
is concluded the conditions of which are less strict ? I think it would be better to retain the 
London wording. 

Vote on the French Amendment. 

The Chairman. — I will therefore put this formula to the vote: “ Subject to^any special 
agreements which may submit them to limitation, the following vessels 

This formula was adopted by fifteen votes, with some abstentions. 
Annex I thus amended was adopted. 

54. Discussion on Annex II (document C.P.D.230). 

The Chairman. — The Soviet delegation proposed the deletion of Annex II. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — We have voted on that already. 

Annex II was adopted. 

55. Discussion on Annex III (document C.P.D.230). 

“ Annex III. — Definitions. 

“ For the purpose of the present Treaty, the following expressions are to be understood 
in the sense defined in this part : 

“ (a) Capital Ships. 

“ A capital ship, except in the case of the existing ships specified in Annex II, 
is defined as a vessel of war, not an aircraft-carrier whose displacement exceeds 
10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) standard displacement, or which carries a gun with 
a calibre exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.). 

“ (b) Aircraft-Carrier. 

“ The expression ‘ aircraft-carrier ’ includes any surface vessel of war, whatever 
its displacement, designed for the specific and exclusive purpose of carrying aircraft 
and so constructed that aircraft can be launched therefrom and landed thereon. 

“ (c) Cruisers. 

“ A cruiser is a surface vessel of war, 
other than a capital ship or aircraft- 
carrier, the standard displacement of 
which exceeds 1,850 tons (1,880 metric 
tons) or with a gun above 5.1 inches 
(130 mm.) calibre. 

" The cruiser category is divided into 
two sub-categories, as follows: 

“ (i) Cruisers carrying a gun 
above 6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre; 

“ (ii) Cruisers carrying a gun not 
above 6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

“ (d) Destroyers. 
“ Surface vessels of war the standard 

displacement of which does not exceed 
1,850 tons (1,880 metric tons) and with 
a gun not above 5.1 inches (130 mm.) 
calibre. 
“ (cd) Light Surface vessels of war, 
the standard displacement of which does 
not exceed 10,000 tons, and with guns 
not exceeding 8 inches calibre. These 
are divided into two sub-categories as 
follows: 

“ (i) Vessels carrying a gun above 
6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre; 

“ (ii) Vessels carrying a gun not 
above 6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

“ Standard Displacement. 

“ 1. The standard displacement of a surface vessel is the displacement of the vessel 
complete, fully manned, engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and 

1 Note by Secretariat. — London Naval Treaty, Article 8. 
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:rra°"„Trent’ Provisi?ns and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores 
“el desTptlSn that are intended to be carried in war, but without mei or reserve teed water on board. 

ves^l rn™r!w S
jf
ancJard displacement of a submarine is the surface displacement of the 

and (exclusive of the water m non-watertight structure), fully manned, engined 
nrovisiL!-Pfnd ready f°r mcludlng a11 armament and ammunition, equipment, outfit, 
intended tofhp crew’ miscel,aneous stores and implements of every description that are 
of any kind on board'11 War’ ^ ’ lubricating oil’ fresh water or ballast water 

in the standard “ndLor^*"* VeSSe' Sha11 ^ ^ at itS disPlacemen‘ t°anage when 

thp fnPS WOrd e^c®Pt in the expression ‘ metric tons ’, shall be understood to be me ton ot 2,240 lb. (1,016 kgs). 

Amendment proposed by the Soviet Delegation. 

" Annex III. — Definition. 

• ,1 ^01 the purpose of the present Treaty, the following expressions are to be understood m the sense defined in this part : 

“ (a) Capital Ship. 

A capital ship is defined as a vessel of war, not an aircraft-carrier, which carries 
a gun with a calibre exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.). 

“ Standard Displacement. 

d'be standard displacement of a surface vessel is the displacement of the vessel 
complete, fully manned, engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and 
ammunition, equipment, outfit, provisions and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores 
and implements of every description that are intended to be carried in war, and including 
fuel and reserve feed water. 6 

2. The standard displacement of a submarine is the surface displacement of the 
vessel complete (exclusive of the water in non-watertight structure), fully manned, engined 
and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition, equipment, outfit 
provisions for crew, miscellaneous stores and implements of every description that are 
intended to be carried in war, and including fuel, lubricating oil and fresh water, but 
without ballast water of any kind on board. 

• ■^l
acb naval combatant vessel shall be rated at its displacement tonnage when in the standard condition. 

“ Th® word ‘ton/’ excePt in the expression ‘ metric tons ’, shall be understood to be 
the ton of 2,240 lb. (1,016 kgs.).” 

fr^rv,^e
+
Chra!jman' “J?6 S°.viet delegation has proposed a new text which differs considerably from that of the seven delegations. 

M. Massigli (France). — The drafting of this text will have to be revised. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — We have left out the consideration, 
m Annex III, of standard displacement. This question has not been discussed. There is a 
boviet amendment to the proposal of the seven Powers, and, with your permission, I will ask 
my naval expert to say a few words. 

M. Antzipo-Tchekounsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The method of standard 
rating is not simply a technical question or a matter of convenience. The Soviet amendment 
proposes that, m calculating the displacement, fuel and reserve feed water should be included, 
thus modifying what was agreed on at Washington and London. 

Everyone may not be aware of the fact that, according to the normal displacement adopted 
or a fleet statistics prior to the Washington Treaty, capital ships were about 5,000 tons larger 

an under the new method. Most of the Washington cruisers rated at 10,000 tons are really 
vessels of 14,000 tons. 

Part 4 of the Washington Treaty provides that “ vessels now completed shall retain their 
present ratings of displacement tonnage in accordance with their national system of measurement ”. 

his means that, if you try to establish any comparison between the tonnage of new and 
older vessels, you are really being misled. The difference between the new and old vessels, in 
the class of io,ooo-ton vessels, amounts to more than 40 per cent—that is, taking into consideration 
displacement alone and leaving other factors affecting the fighting capacity out of account. 
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It is obvious that, if cruisers of the time of the world war are compared with the Washington 
cruisers, the same figure actually represents an increase of 40 per cent. That is the result of 
the system of standard displacement. 1 j j * 

Moreover, the radius of action of vessels is chiefly determined by the factors excluded trom 
the calculation. I am still speaking only of cruisers. The British vessel, the London, which 
is really a ship of 14,000 tons and the French Tourville, which is a vessel of 11,700 tons, are 
both regarded as io,ooo-ton cruisers. , j 1 

This shows that, in the case of cruisers which are similar, the method of standard displacement 
conceals the difference in this essential factor. 

The Soviet proposal reverts to the older method of rating as being fairer. It may be objected 
that this would cause all navies to show a sudden large increase. That is perfectly true, but 
would be going back to the true index, which has been considerably reduced by the new method. 

These observations in regard to surface vessels naturally apply to submarines as well. The 
French Surcouf of 3,257 tons is, according to the London Treaty, only a vessel of 2,880 tons. 

The British submarine, PandovcL, really a vessel of 1,600 tons, is shown as 1,475- ^ 1S obvious 
that, if the tonnage calculated in this way is compared with the figures for 1919 and even for 1928, 
there is apparently a great reduction in the same units. 

Our proposal suggests a method of correcting the defects which I have just mentioned. 

Vote on the Soviet Amendment. 

The Chairman. — This is not merely a question of figures but of system as well. I will 
accordingly put the Soviet amendment to Annex III, to the vote. 

The Soviet amendment was rejected, 
Annex III was adopted. 

56. Adoption of Annex IV (document C.P.D.230). 

“ Annex IV. — Rules for Replacement. 

“ 1. Except as provided in paragraph 4 of this annex, no vessel limited by this treaty 
shall be replaced until it becomes ‘ over-age \ 

“2. A vessel shall be deemed to be ‘ over-age ’ when the following number of years 
have elapsed since the date of its completion : 

" [a) Capital ships: 20 1 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary 
for the replacement of existing ships; 

“ (b) Aircraft-carriers: 20 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary 
for existing ships; 

“ (c) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) but not exceeding 
10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) standard displacement : 

(i) If laid down before January 1st, 1920, 16 years. 
(it) If laid down after December 31st, 1919, 20 years. 

“ (d) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard 
displacement: 

(i) If laid down before January 1st, 1921, 12 years. 
(ii) If laid down after December 31st, 1920, 16 years. 

“ (e) Submarines: 13 years. 

“ 3. The keels of replacement tonnage shall not be laid down more than three years 
before the year in which the vessel to be replaced becomes ‘ over-age ’; but this period is 
reduced to two years in the case of any replacement surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons 
(3,048 metric tons) standard displacement. 

“ The right of replacement is not lost by delay in laying down replacement tonnage. 
“ 4. In the event of loss or accidental destruction, a vessel may be replaced immediately, 

but such replacement tonnage shall be subject to the limits of displacement and other 
provisions of this treaty.” 

Amendment proposed by the Soviet Delegation. 

“ Annex IV. — Rules for Replacement. 

“ 1. Except as provided in paragraph 4 of this Annex, no vessel limited by this Treaty 
shall be replaced until it becomes ‘ over-age ’. 

1 Under the London Treaty, certain Powers agreed not to exercise their rights to lay down the keels of capital 
ship replacement tonnage during the years 1931 to 1936 inclusive, as provided in the Washington Treaty. 
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2. A vessel shall be deemed to be ‘ over 
has elapsed since the date of its completion : 

-age ’ when the following number of years 

for the(tplacePlantShofexis?fngysaMps;UbieCt t0 Pr0ViSi°n “ may ^ 

TO oo‘:(? Syrfac| vess!^ exceeding 3.ooo tons (3,048 metric tons) but not exceeding 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) standard displacement : 

(i) If laid down before January 1st, 1920, 20 years; 
(m) If laid down after December 31st, 1919, 25 years; 

displacement^6 VeSSels not exceedin£ 3.ooo tons (3,048 metric tons) standard 

“ (j) If laid down before January 1st, 1921, 16 years. 
" (it) If laid down after December 31st, 1920, 20 years. 

(d) Submarines : 15 years. 

u f T^e ke.e s °f. replacement tonnage shall not be laid down more than three years before the three m which the vessel to be replaced becomes ‘ over-age ’; but this period is 
reduced to two years in the case of any replacement surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons 
(3,048 metric tons) standard displacement. 

„ 3'ke replacement is not lost by delay in laying down replacement tonnage. 
u a. i,’ 1 everd °1 l°ss or accidental destruction a vessel may be replaced immediatelv but such replacement tonnage shall be subject to the limits of displacement and other provisions 

The Chairman. — There is the Soviet amendment to Annex IV. 
this amendment. We will now vote on 

The Soviet amendment was rejected by nine votes against to two votes for and, with some abstentions. 

Annex IV was adopted. 

57. Adoption of Annex V (document C.P.D.230) (Annex 2). 

Annex V. — Rules for Disposal of Vessels of War. 

The present Treaty provides for the disposal of vessels of war in the following ways: 

(j) By scrapping (sinking or breaking up); 
(«) By converting the vessel to a hulk; 

„ (fff) By converting the vessel to target use exclusively; 
„ (^) By retaining the vessel exclusively for experimental purposes; 

' ) By retaining the vessel exclusively for training purposes. 
vessel °f war to be disposed of, may either be scrapped or converted to a hulk 

at the option of the High Contracting Party concerned. 
Vessels which have been retained for target, experimental or training purposes, shall 

finally be scrapped or converted to hulks. o ^ ^ 

“ Section I. — Vessels to be scrapped. 

(<z) A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping, by reason of its replacement, must be 
rendered incapable of warlike service within six months of the date of the completion of 
its successor, or of the first of its successors if there are more than one. If, however the 
completion of the new vessel or vessels be delayed, the work of rendering the old vessel 
incapable of warlike service shall, nevertheless, be completed within four and a-half years 
from the date of laying the keel of the new vessel, or of the first of the new vessels; but should 
tfie new vessel, or any of the new vessels, be a surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 
metric tons) standard displacement, this period is reduced to three and a half years 

u 
vessel to be scrapped shall be considered incapable of warlike service when there 

shall have been removed and landed or else destroyed in the ship : 

(I) AH guns and essential parts of guns, fire-control tops and revolving; parts 
of all barbettes and turrets; 

“ (2) All hydraulic or electric machinery for operating turrets; 
“ (3) All fire-control instruments and range-finders; 
“ (4) All ammunition, explosives, mines and mine rails; 

(5) All torpedoes, war-heads, torpedo-tubes and training-racks; 
“ (6) All wireless telegraphy installations; 



“ (7) All main propelling machinery, or alternatively the armoured conning-tower 
and all side armour-plate; 

“ (8) All aircraft-cranes, derricks, lifts and launching-apparatus. All landing-on 
or flying-off platforms and decks, or, alternatively, all main propelling machinery; 

“ (9) In addition, in the case of submarines, all main storage-batteries, air- 
compressor plants and ballast pumps. 

“ (c) Scrapping shall be finally effected in either of the following ways within twelve 
months of the date on which the work of rendering the vessel incapable of warlike service 
is due for completion : 

“ (1) Permanent sinking of the vessel; 
" (2) Breaking the vessel up; this shall always include the destruction or removal 

of all machinery, boilers and armour, and all deck, side and bottom-plating. 

“Section II. — Vessels to be converted to Hulks. 

“ A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to a hulk shall be considered finally disposed 
of when the conditions prescribed in Section I, paragraph (&), have been complied with, 
omitting sub-paragraphs (6), (7) and (8), and when the following have been effected : 

" (1) Mutilation beyond repair of all propeller-shafts, thrust-blocks, turbine- 
gearing or main propelling motors, and turbines or cylinders of main engines; 

“ (2) Removal of propeller-brackets; 
“ (3) Removal and breaking up of all aircraft-lifts, and the removal of all aircraft- 

cranes, derricks and launching-apparatus. 

“ The vessel must be put in the above condition within the same limits of time as provided 
in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 

“ Section III. — Vessels to be converted to Target use. 

“ {a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to target use exclusively shall be 
considered incapable of warlike service when there have been removed and landed, or rendered 
unserviceable on board, the following : 

“ (1) All guns; 
“ (2) All fire-control tops and instruments and main fire-control communication 

wiring; 
“ (3) All machinery for operating gun-mountings or turrets; 
“ (4) All ammunition, explosives, mines, torpedoes and torpedo-tubes; 
" (5) All aviation facilities and accessories. 

" The vessel must be put into the above condition within the same limits of time as 
provided in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 

“ (b) In addition to the rights already possessed by each High Contracting Party under 
the Washington Treaty, each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain, for target use 
exclusively, at any one time : 

" (1) Nor more than three vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these three vessels 
only one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement; 

“ (2) One submarine. 

“ (c) On retaining a vessel for target use, the High Contracting Party concerned under- 
takes not to recondition it for warlike service. 

" Section IV. — Vessels retained for Experimental Purposes. 

“ (a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to experimental purposes exclusively 
shall be dealt with in accordance with the provisions of Section III (a) of this annex. 

“ (b) Without prejudice to the general rules, and provided that due notice be given 
to the other High Contracting Parties, reasonable variation from the conditions prescribed 
in Section III (a) of this Annex, in so far as may be necessary for the purposes of a special 
experiment, may be permitted as a temporary measure. 

“ Any High Contracting Party taking advantage of this provision is required to furnish 
full details of any such variation and the period for which they will be required. 

“ (c) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain, for experimental purposes 
exclusively, at any one time : 

“ (1) Not more than two vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these two vessels 
only one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement; 

“ (2) One submarine. 
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“ id) 0n retaining a vessel for experimental purposes, the High Contracting Party 
concerned undertakes not to recondition it for warlike service. 

Section V. — Vessels retained for Training Purposes 

“ (a) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain, for training purposes 
exclusively, the following vessels : 

“ iP) Vessels retained for training purposes under the provisions of paragraph (a) shall, 
within six months of the date on which they are required to be disposed of. be dealt with as 
follows : 

“ I. Capital ships. 

“The following is to be carried out : 

“ (i) Removal of main-armament guns, revolving parts of all barbettes and 
turrets; machinery for operating turrets; but three turrets with their armament 
may be retained in each ship; 

“ (2) Removal of all ammunition and explosives in excess of the quantity 
required for target practice training for the guns remaining on board; 

“ (3) Removal of conning-tower and the side armour belt between the foremost 
and aftermost barbettes; 

“ (4) Removal or mutilation of all torpedo-tubes; 
(5) Removal or mutilation on board of all boilers in excess of the number 

required for a maximum speed of eighteen knots. 

“ 2. Other surface vessels. 

“ The following is to be carried out : 

(1) Removal of one-half of the guns, but four guns of main calibre may be 
retained on each vessel; 

“ (2) Removal of all torpedo-tubes; 
“ (3) Removal of all aviation facilities and accessories; 
“ (4) Removal of one-half of the boilers. 

“ (c) The High Contracting Party concerned undertakes that vessels retained in 
accordance with the provisions of this Section shall not be used for any combatant purpose.” 

The Chairman. — I now put to the vote Annex V, in regard to which no amendment has 
been submitted. 

Annex V was adopted. 

58. Insertion of New Article: Proposal by the British Delegation in regard to Limitation 
of Annual Expenditure on War Material for Naval Armaments. 

The Chairman. — We will now consider the British proposal to insert a new article, to 
read as follows : 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its actual expenditure on the 
maintenance, purchase and manufacture of war material for naval armaments to the figures 
and under the conditions defined in Annex No. ... to the present Convention.” 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — This is a perfectly simple amendment. Its object is to apply 
the method of budgetary limitation to navies as well as to armies. I do not really think that 
I should be treating the Sub-Committee with respect if I were again to elaborate the arguments 
in favour of that course. It is in accordance with that interesting report which Count Bernstorff 
called to our notice at an earlier stage, and it is, as I think, in accordance with general principles. 

It is quite true that, in navies, you have a much closer specific limitation than, so far, we 
have been able to apply to armies; but, none the less, there is a considerable possibility of latitude 
even in the case of navies. You might have great improvements in speed, in guns and in 
armour-plating, all of which would be possible under the specific limitations provided for navies, 
but which would be controlled, more or less, by budgetary limitation—indeed, I think it would 
be controlled very accurately. 

For these reasons, I hope the Sub-Committee will agree to apply in principle the same system 
of budgetary limitation for navies. Of course, in that case, we would have to enlarge the 
reference to what I may call M. Massigli’s committee, to deal with it and to take the proposals 
in the same way as we have provided for in the case of the practical details in respect of armies. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I have, on a number of occasions 
made very clear the position of my Government in respect of all forms of budgetary limitation. 



I do not, therefore, feel justified in taking up the time of the Sub-Committee by re-stating our 
position. I merely refer then to the statements to be found in the Minutes. 

M. Sato (Japan). — A few days ago when we were discussing the question of budgetary 
limitation, I explained that my Government was not prepared to accept this in respect of naval 
forces. If Lord Cecil’s new proposal be put to the vote I shall be obliged to vote against it. 

M. Cobijin (Spain). — The only object of the British amendment is to extend the principle 
accepted in regard to land armaments to naval armaments. In view of the explanations given 
in regard to land armaments I can accept this amendment on the basis which has just been 
specified. 

Amendment proposed by the Soviet Delegation. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The Soviet delegation is prepared to 
vote for the British amendment but would like to insert after the word “ limit ” the following 
words: "... and to reduce ”. This is the more important in this case because it has just 
been decided to reduce naval armaments. If we reduce armaments and not the budget, there 
will be a certain surplus at the disposal of Governments which is unlikely to be diverted to 
educational or similar purpose, but may be spent on other kinds of armaments, so that we shall 
not gain anything in the way of disarmament. I hope that no objections will be made, from 
a formal point of view, to this amendment not having been sent in in writing; it is so simple 
that anyone can grasp its meaning even without the text. Of course if for formal reasons this 
amendment be rejected, we shall have to propose it another day when we come to the general 
chapter on " Budgetary Expenditure ”. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I would like to say a word about M. Litvinoff’s proposal. 
I hope he will not press it, for I think it proceeds on a wrong conception of budgetary limitation, 
which is essentially an auxiliary form, and not a direct form, of limitation. We will arrive at 
the limitation of armies so far only by a limitation of effectives. If we could have found some 
way of adding a limitation of material I personally should have been very glad, but we could 
not think of a practical way, so it depends on effectives. Effectives would require equipment, 
and that would require a certain expenditure. That expenditure would be the expenditure 
permitted and it would be limited. 

If the effectives were reduced, the expenditure would be automatically reduced, and the 
limitation would apply in that way. It is to be an auxiliary and not a direct form of limitation. 

The same thing would apply even more in the case of the navy, where the main limitation 
must be a limitation of the ships and the guns. You will have the auxiliary limitation of the 
budgetary limitation, the purpose of which is to ensure that countries which have accepted the 
direct form of limitation are not indirectly, in some way or other, exceeding that limitation. 

We want a limitation—not so much a reduction as a limitation. That is the reason why 
I cannot accept M. Litvinoff’s amendment. 

With regard to what has been said by Mr. Gibson and M. Sato, I fully recognise their position, 
and can only say that if, unfortunately, no means are arrived at, at the time of the Conference, 
for getting over that difficulty, then, of course, the British Government would have to reconsider 
their position with regard to budgetary limitation also. 

Suggestion by the French Delegation. 

M. Massigli (France). — I think that the Sub-Commission should consider very carefully 
what it is going to vote on. We are not here to manifest opinions but to give the Governments a 
draft to show them the existing situation and whether an agreement is possible on the given bases. 

We have just heard two very important declarations from the representatives of two of the 
principal naval Powers, the United States of America and Japan. Lord Cecil has also clearly 
explained to us his proposal, which deals with some sort of additional limitation. 

I doubt whether it is advisable to accumulate difficulties and to propose combined methods 
when we see that two delegations are clearly opposed to such a course. Could we not try to find 
an intermediate solution, and limit indirectly, by budgetary expenditure, this part of the material 
—since it actually exists and is of considerable importance—which we cannot limit directly ? 

Moreover, if the real object is to provide some flexible form of additional limitation, it seems 
to me that from the naval standpoint, since floating material, which is the essential part of naval 
material, is already limited directly, Lord Cecil’s proposal has, to a large extent, been met, because 
budgetary limitation of the total naval expenditure is provided for in Chapter III. 
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I hope, therefore, that if Lord Cecil thinks it necessary to maintain his proposal for the indirect 
limitation of material, he will consider the possibility of confining it to material which is not already 
directly limited under Section II of Chapter II. Perhaps this suggestion might lead to a compromise 
between the different proposals which have been put before us. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I do not wish to re-open the discussion on direct and indirect 
limitation. I should merely like to know whether Lord Cecil’s proposal also includes expenditure 
on material in reserve—that is to say, guns kept in reserve in the arsenals for arming auxiliary 
cruisers, etc.; whether it includes expenditure on merchant ships in the form of subsidies granted 
to steamship companies, which are not shown in the naval budget which appear in other budgets, 
and, finally, whether the amendment also includes expenditure on naval bases. 

In conclusion, is it proposed to refer the whole question to the Committee of Experts, as was 
done in the case of the limitation of land armaments ? 

M. Antoniade (Roumania). — I am quite prepared to accept the British delegation’s 
amendment if the observations of my delegation in regard to the budgetary limitation of land 
armaments—which are, moreover, approved by the Greek and Spanish delegations among others— 
are taken into account. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — So far as M. Antoniade’s question is concerned, I quite 
agree. My object is to put the same conditions in regard to land and sea. 

In regard to the questions which M. Rutgers has put to me, I would say that, broadly, I accept 
all of them—that is to say, I certainly contemplate that all expenditure on merchant vessels or 
on maritime bases or anything else which can properly be called expenditure on material for naval 
purposes, and all war material, would be included. I certainly do contemplate that we should ask 
the Committee of Experts to advise the delegates on this matter, in exactly the same way as we 
have asked them to advise on the details of land expenditure. I hope my answer is sufficiently 
precise. 

With regard to M. Massigli’s very interesting suggestion, I am afraid I do not quite see what 
we gain by it. The difficulty with regard to the United States and the Japanese delegations is 
one of principle. The United States delegation quite definitely objects to budgetary limitation, 
and I also understand that, with regard to navies, the Japanese delegation objects to budgetary 
limitation. It does not appear to me therefore that we can meet either of those delegations by 
confining our budgetary limitation to only one part of naval material. I am sure M. Massigli 
will see how extremely complicated his system would be, if we were to say that only the material 
which was not limited by direct limitation was to be limited. What would that include ? Evidently 
we should not have things definitely affecting the calibre of guns. Suppose there were expenditure 
on an existing eight-inch gun, for example, which made it far more powerful than it is at present. 
We know in practice how very much arms have improved in that way. The classical instance, 
the change from the small bore of a hundred years ago to the modern rifle, is of course the best 
example. Similar changes may take place, and I fancy have taken place, even in the manufacture 
of the big cannon on board these ships. It would need a very careful definition to say how much 
of that expenditure was to be included. If the improvement of an existing gun were included, 
would that be something which was already limited or not ? I doubt whether it would. I think 
the complication would be extreme in trying to divide things up in that way. 

The same thing would apply even more clearly in the case of armoured ships. With a ship 
of 10,000 tons you limit the tonnage : do you limit or not the rearrangement of armour, which 
may make a very great difference in the fighting capacity of the ship ? I think if we are to have 
this at all it must apply to all forms of naval material, otherwise we shall introduce a complication. 

Then M. Massigli had an alternative, or an additional, proposal, that we should not actually 
limit naval material, but should be content to limit the total expenditure on navies under 
Chapter III. I do not think that quite meets the case. The question that has been oppressing me 
right through these discussions is the fact that material has become, and is becoming, so much more 
important than personnel—I will not say more important, but increasing in importance in propor- 
tion to personnel, in all three arms—and unless you have some way of limiting material, as well 
as personnel, it is doubtful whether you will really accomplish your object. You certainly will not 
accomplish your object on land, and I doubt whether you will really accomplish it effectively in 
any of the three arms. That is why I hope we shall put in a general limitation. Therefore I hope 
M. Massigli will accept this. 

I quite agree that, in view of the United States and Japanese delegations’ attitudes, it must 
be in a sense provisional. It is only a suggestion of this Commission, as indeed is everything we 
are doing. If, unfortunately, we are unable to find some means of accommodation with those two 
delegations, it is quite evident it will be impossible for us to go on with the proposal ultimately; 
but if the majority of those who are present here agree that some such limitation would, if practi- 
cable, be desirable, let us say so. Let us put it into our draft Convention, and, with all respect 
to those two delegations, hope that some means of accommodation may be found between now 
and the Conference. Therefore I hope M. Massigli will not persist in his amendment at this stage. 
It can be well understood that it is all to be left to the Committee of Experts for the adjustment 
of details. 
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German Delegation’s General Reservation made at First Reading: Statement in regard 
THERETO BY THE GERMAN DELEGATE. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — Document C.P.D.211 contains a general reservation by 
the German delegation. I should like to know if I may speak about this reservation in the present 
Sub-Committee, or whether there will be a further discussion of this matter in the Commission ? 

The Chairman. —- There is no objection to your making a declaration now. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — The general reservation to which I have just referred is 
similar to that expressed by M. Massigli. It reads as follows : 

“ The German delegation declares that it is necessary to limit naval material in reserve, 
in addition to floating material.” 1 

As the majority of the Commission did not accept the limitation of material in reserve in 
the case of land forces, I cannot hope that my country’s reservation will be accepted as a proposal. 
I simply wished to point out that unless naval material in reserve is limited, it would be a very easy 
matter to transfer it and use it in time of war for land forces. Since, in my opinion, the idea of 
the limitation of land material has already been sacrificed by the majority of the Commission to an 
agreement regarding naval material, I wished to make this observation and shall return to this 
question at the 1931 Conference. i 

M. Rosso (Italy). — I should like to make a statement before we vote on Lord Cecil’s 
amendment. Lord Cecil regards the limitation of annual expenditure on the purchase and 
manufacture of naval war material and armaments as an additional limitation; this is precisely in 
accordance with the views advanced by General de Marinis in the general discussion on the method 
of limitation. 

In these circumstances, if a vote be taken on Lord Cecil’s proposal, the Italian delegation 
will support it, subject, of course, to our general reservation. I would add that, when the time 
comes to take a final decision, we shall have to take into account the attitude of the other naval 
Powers, because we can only accept the proposed method provided it is adopted by ail the naval 
Powers. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — When the limitation of land material was under consideration, the 
Canadian delegation supported a combination of direct and indirect limitation. Lord Cecil’s 
proposal would apply both direct and indirect methods of limitation to naval material, and in view 
of that the Canadian delegation will have pleasure in supporting it. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I desire to thank Lord Cecil for what he said just now. He has spoken 
not only for his delegation, but also for my own. 

As Lord Cecil was good enough to explain, our chief objection to a proposal for the budgetary 
limitation of naval expenditure is one of principle. 

If the French compromise proposal eliminates that objection, we shall naturally be very 
pleased to support it, although there is still one part of the proposal which we cannot accept. 
M. Massigli explained to us that, in questions of naval armaments, floating material is the predo- 
minant factor. That is true, but if you exempt the principal part of this material from budgetary 
limitation, why subject the small remaining part to that limitation ? If floating material is not 
to be so limited, the rest of the material should be excluded also. 

The question of expediency must also be borne in mind : it is very difficult, in my opinion, 
to distinguish between floating material and other naval material. I think that Lord Cecil has 
clearly explained this difficulty and I fully agree with what he said. 

Consequently, our objection of principle makes us oppose budgetary limitation in naval 
questions; moreover the considerations of expediency which I have just mentioned must also be 
taken into consideration. 

If there is to be budgetary limitation of naval material, I should personally prefer the British 
proposal, which covers material as a whole and all expenditure on naval forces. This would 
make the question clearer for us, and we should know what our Government could approve and 
what it would have to oppose. 

I should therefore prefer the British proposal to be left as it stands so that we can vote on it. 

M. Massigli (France). — In making my proposal I had a threefold object: first, if possible, 
to find a compromise, and in this I see that I have not been successful. 

Secondly, I wished to meet Count Bernstorff’s point as far as this seemed possible. 
Finally, I wished to be consistent. When land material was discussed, like the majority of 

the Commission, I was opposed to a combination of the two methods. For the moment, I can 
only maintain this attitude : I very much regret that I cannot vote for Lord Cecil’s amendment 

1 Note by Secretariat. — See document C.P.D.211 (Annex 1). 
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because it implies a combination of methods, which I rejected in the case of land material and 
which I shall also have to reject in the case of air material, for reasons which I will explain when 
the time comes. 

The Chairman. — We will now vote on the British delegation’s proposal. 

Vote on the British Delegation’s Proposal. 

The British delegation’s proposal was adopted by eleven votes for to three against, with some 
abstentions. 

59- Completion of the Sub-Committee’s Work. 

The Chairman. — I am glad to state that the Sub-Committee has now completed its work, 
and I wish to thank the members for their co-operation. I think I may say that this result is due 
to the speedier methods which I have endeavoured to introduce, with your help. 

The correct procedure would now be to appoint a Rapporteur; but you will agree with me 
that this is an unnecessary formality, because those who were not present during the proceedings 
of the Sub-Committee can see what was done from the Minutes; those who took part in the work 
can inform the others of what happened at our meetings. I accordingly declare the work of the 
Sub-Committee closed; it will now be possible for us to resume the discussions of the plenary 
Commission, which will, moreover, be asked to approve the Sub-Committee’s work. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — Since we are so often accused of dilatoriness, may I be allowed on 
this occasion at least to lay stress on what we have accomplished and the considerable efforts 
we have made ? Nine days ago, the seven Powers which signed the Treaty of London distributed 
a lengthy document to us. We have examined it, and by holding two meetings a day—which was 
not done in the case of the other questions—we have settled the whole of this naval question in 
three or four days. It should not be forgotten that the question of naval armaments is of vital 
importance for the security of a large number of countries, and that it consequently interests many 
delegations. I should like to emphasise the value of the work done, and the speed with which 
it has been carried out. 

The Sub-Committee rose at 12.20 p.m. 

ELEVENTH MEETING OF THE PLENARY COMMISSION. 

Held on Thursday, November 20th, 1930, at 12.30 p.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

60. Chapter II. — Material, Section III: Air Armaments (document C.P.D.211 (Annex 1 
of the Minutes) : Articles AA, AD, AE, Consideration adjourned to Third 
Reading: Article AC. — Decision to leave to the Conference the Establishment 
of the Rules of Measurement of Horse-power. 

The President. — We will now continue, sitting as a plenary Commission. 

We have already examined all the articles of Section III relating to air armaments. 
Article A A was adopted in second reading in the first part of this session. On this article we 
have an amendment by the British delegation and also one by the Canadian delegation. 

In accordance with our Rules of Procedure, these amendments will be considered after the 
conclusion of the second reading. 

In regard to Article AC, which was also discussed during the second reading, we have decided 
to leave the rules for measuring the horse-power of airship and aeroplane motors to be fixed by 
the Conference. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I want to be quite clear about air armaments. My 
amendments to air armaments are the same as those we have just been discussing with regard to 
naval armaments, but I think it would be more convenient to take them on the third reading, since 
the whole question of material will come up on the third reading. I think it is impossible to move 
amendments on this subject until we come to the third reading. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — I bow to your ruling, but I understand that the Commission has 
definitely decided that the Canadian amendments will be considered at the third reading. 
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The President. — Naturally; that is a matter of course. 

As regards Article AD, we have already decided to discuss that together with Article ZD. 
In the case of Article AE, which was also adopted at second reading, in the first part of our 

session, we shall have to consider the British and Canadian amendments when we have concluded 
the second reading. Furthermore, the British delegation has proposed a new article, which would 
provide for limiting expenditure on air armaments. We are all agreed that that should be deferred 
to the conclusion of the second reading. 

61. Discussion on Chapter III. — Budgetary Expenditure: Article DA. 

First Reading. (French Draft.) 

The total annual expenditure 
counted per budgetary year and 
allocated according to Tables  
(Home forces and formations of the 
home country organised on a mili- 
tary basis) and   (Overseas 
forces and their reinforcements and 
Overseas formations organised on a 
military basis), shall not exceed the 
figures approved by the several 
Contracting States in the present 
Convention and mentioned in the 
said tables. 

The President. — Chapter III, concerning budgetary expenditure, has been taken from 
the French delegation’s preliminary draft for the reduction of armaments, where it appeared as 
Article 19. 1 It was discussed at length in the third session of the Preparatory Commission. It 
did not receive the unanimous support of the Commission during the first reading. 

During the first part of our sixth session and again during the last few days, the question of 
limiting budgetary expenditure was discussed in relation to material for land armaments. On the 
other hand, the general question of limitation by budgetary methods has so far been adjourned. 
In regard to Article DA, the Commission will have to take into consideration the British and 
Soviet delegations’ proposals which follow. The Commission will also have to discuss the reports 
in document C.P.D.90 (Report, etc., of the Committee of Experts on Budgetary Questions). 

The British, Italian 
and Japanese delega- 
tions consider that 
budgetary limitation 
should be effected solely 
by publicity. 

The delegations of the 
United States and Ger- 
many make a general 
reservation on the in- 
clusion in the present 
Draft Convention of any 
limitation of budgetary 
expenditure. 

Proposals by the British Delegation. 

“ Chapter III. — Budgetary Expenditure. 

“ Insert the following articles for the blanks left as a result of the second reading : 

“ Article DA. 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual expenditure on 
land, sea, and air forces, in any budgetary year, shall not exceed the figures given for 
them in Tables . . . 

“ Article DB. 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual expenditure, in 
any budgetary year, on the upkeep, purchase, and manufacture of war material,2 shall 
not exceed the figures indicated in Tables . . . 

" Chapter V. — Miscellaneous Provisions. 

“ Substitute the following article for Articles DA* and DB*: 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement showing the actual total amount 
expended on land, sea and air forces, during the preceding financial year. 

" It shall, at the same time, communicate to the Secretary-General a statement 
showing the amount actually expended during the preceding financial year on the upkeep, 
purchase, and manufacture of war material as defined in Article DB of Chapter III of 
the present Convention. 

“ This communication shall be made not later than . . . months after the close 
of the financial year.” 

1 Note by Secretariat. — See document C.310.M.109.1927.IX (Minutes of the Third Session), page 364. 
2 War material to be defined in a special annex. 



196 — 

Proposal by the Soviet Delegation. 

Article DA to be replaced by the following articles : 

“ Article DA. 

“ The total annual expenditure counted per budgetary year and allocated according to 
Tables . . . (home forces and formations of the home country organised on a military 
basis) and . . . (overseas forces and their reinforcements and overseas formations organised 
on a military basis), shall not exceed the figures approved by the several Contracting States 
in the present Convention, the military budgets current at the time of the signature of the 
present Convention being reduced by an equal percentage; an exception being allowed, however, 
in favour of the States which are weakest from a military point of view and are specially 
mentioned in the present Convention, and of such States as have reduced their armaments 
in virtue of international agreements other than the present Convention. 

“ The reduction of military budgets shall also extend to the expenditure specified in the ' 
table attached to the present article. 1 

“ Article DB. 

“ Secret funds intended in a disguised form for extraordinary expenditure on special 
preparations for war or an increase in armaments shall be excluded from the national budgets. 

“ In conformity with the above provision, all expenditure for the upkeep of the armed 
forces of each State shall be shown in a single chapter of the national budget; their full 
publicity shall be ensured. ” 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I really ought to move this amendment arrayed in a white 
sheet because it is a case where I have stolen the thunder of the French delegation. The French 
delegation had this amendment, in substance, in first reading, and as you, Sir, have pointed out, 
it was carried by a majority. In that case the British delegation had some doubts about it and they 
made a reservation. Since then their doubt has been cleared away and they are now prepared to 
support the amendment. They have put it in a form of their own, but I do not suppose it is superior 
to the form the French delegation had. In fact, it appears to me there is one word that ought to be 
inserted in the British amendment to make it quite clear—that is the word “ respectively ”. 
Article DA ought to read : 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual expenditure on land, 
sea, and air forces respectively, in any budgetary year, shall not exceed the figures given for 
them in Tables ...” 

Our suggestion is for a separate figure of limitation for each of the three arms, not a general 
figure for the three arms taken together. No doubt, if you add together the budgets for each of 
the three arms that makes the total budget, but the idea is to limit each of the three arms separately 
so as to present transfers from one arm to another, and to avoid a certain amount of uncertainty 
as to what is being done. 

The argument is much the same as the argument which has been developed in favour of 
limitation of material only. It is, however, a little different, because the object, in this case, is 
not only to add this additional limitation to the direct limitation we are providing for in our 
Convention, but also to provide for a general limitation of expenditure—a matter which certainly 
excites a great deal of interest amongst those who have to pay taxes in the various countries. 
Therefore, it is a matter which I certainly think we should deal with in our Convention. 

But that is not our main point. Our main point is to limit armaments, not to limit expenditure. 
Limiting expenditure is only of value in so far as it contributes to the limitation of armaments— 
at least that is our point of view. 

I do not think that I have anything further to say about our amendment at this stage. It is 
a very simple one. The machinery of it will be made clear by reading the amendment to Chapter V, 
which appears on the same paper, and which provides for the return which each of the contracting 
parties is to make with reference to its expenditure on armaments. There it provides that: 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General of 
the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement showing the actual total amount expended 
on land, sea and air forces, during the preceding financial year. 

“ It shall at the same time communicate to the Secretary-General a statement showing the 
amount actually expended during the preceding financial year on the upkeep, purchase, and 
manufacture of war material as defined in Article DB of Chapter III of the present Convention. 

" This communication shall be made not later than . . . months after the close of 
the financial year. ” 

1 See tables on pages 12 and 13 of document C.P.D.90, of July 1st, 1927. 
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That is the conception, and that is based on the report of the Committee of Experts on budgetary 
Questions made to this Commission in the spring or early summer of 1927. As ^ Soviet delegatioi 
points out there is an actual form set out in that report which the British delegation thinks 
satisfactory and sufficient. But they have assented to further discussion of the actual form by the 
Committee^of Experts, in accordance with the French resolution which had been passed. 

The machinery, therefore, will be quite clear to the members of the Commission, and it has 
the great merit I think, of being extremely simple. You will first have the provision for the retur 
in amescribed form as nearly as possible" The details, so far as it is necessary to examine them, 
are ah set out in the Committee of Experts5 report of 1927. It is unnecessary, as I have pointed out 
to have an absolutely identical form for each country, provided the form covers substantially the 
same ground. It may be more convenient for one country to vary a little from another but 
provided the broad principles are on the same lines, that return will be sufficient. Yhen th 
return has been made, everybody will know what the expenditure is, m the first place, on the 
three arms generally, and, in the second place on the three arms with respect to materia . 

It will be on the basis of these figures, which limit to a certain figure the general and specific 
expenditure on material, that you will be able to see whether the Convention has been complied 

All I have to do is to move this motion explaining that it is an auxiliary method of controlling 
expenditure on the three arms, as part of the general system for limitation of expenditure. 

The President. — The Bureau has received a further proposal relating to Chapter 
from the Soviet delegation reading as follows. It has not yet been circulated, but this will b 
done as soon as possible. 

As we have made pretty good progress this morning I propose to adjourn the meeting. 

Proposals by the Soviet Delegation. 

“ (x) First amendment to Article DA of the British delegation’s draft : 

“ After 
expenditure 
reduced and 

the words ‘ each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual 
on land, sea and air forces in any budgetary year , add the words: shall he 

“ (2) Second amendment to Article DA of the British delegation’s draft : 

" At the end of Article DA, add ‘ in the case of the following categories: (1) Staff, 
(2) Movements, (3) Buildings, (4) War material. 

“ (3) Article DA proposed by the Soviet delegation is withdrawn. „ 
“ (4) Article DB proposed by the Soviet delegation is maintained. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I would like to express the gratifi- 
cation of the American delegation at the very speedy despatch of our work this morning, and 
to thank the President for keeping us so strictly “ on the rails . I should like to preface what 
else I have to say by the statement that there is nobody in this room who more cordially dislikes 
the idea of two daily sittings than I, but I feel we have now got the best momentum attained 
and that it is doubtful whether we should not be justified in having afternoon sittings. We 
all come here anxious to finish up the work at this session and I think nearly all of us are convince 
that this is feasible if we can get through a substantial amount of productive work, there is no 
escaping the fact that we have lost a good deal of time in the two weeks we have been here through 
the prolonged general debates, but if we can keep going for a few days at anything resembling 
the pace maintained to-day, we can catch that up, and I would suggest that we adopt the idea of 
two daily sessions until the Bureau either tells us it is desirable to slow down, or until we have 
covered enough ground for them to foresee an orderly end of the work remaining to be done and 
the prospect of the final presentation of our report. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — The difficulty does not consist in holding one or two 
meetings a day, but in the length of the speeches. It is only by improving our methods of wor ' 
that we can hope to reach an early conclusion of our labours, and I think it desirable that delegates 
should be given time to reflect, and to study all the aspects of the problems before them, i 
therefore propose that we continue to hold one meeting only each day. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — Since speaking, I have heard froIP 
a number of delegations that the procedure I suggested would not be convenient for them. I wou d 
like therefore, to withdraw my suggestion, but with the reservation that we shall have two sessions 
a day whenever the work of the Conference can be best expedited by so doing. 



to nroceUend think Mr' Gibson’s obiect was to induce the Commission 
havPe ni:trard\r:P„y\yongnspeechesrdy ^ WIth ^ F°r my part’ 1 WOuld observe *hat 1 

at a fi?tndr,Cd^ 1 ent^ely aSIee with Mr- Gibson tbat we must contemplate, at a future date the possibility of two sessions a day, but I do think, having some knowledge of 
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rule w^shonldtnhVhT 1 infer frT this/iscussion that the Commission considers that, as a e, we should only have one meeting a day; provided always that the Bureau will be free to 
propose two meetings a day if it think necessary. 

The Commission rose at 12.50 p.m. 

TWELFTH MEETING. 

Held on Friday, November 21st, igjo, at 10 a.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

62. Discussion on Chapter III. — Budgetary Expenditure (continuation). 

The President. — We will now continue the discussion of Article DA of Chapter III  
Budgetary Expenditure. F 

I would remind you that the proposals before the Commission are : 

First, the text submitted by the French delegation at the third session. 
Secondiy, the new text proposed by the British delegation,! to which that delegation desires 

to add the word respectively ”; 

t, •-Tchiid1
ly’ the fmfndments submitted by the Soviet delegation to add to Article DA of the ntish delegation s draft, after the words “ each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its 

total annual expenditure on land, sea and air forces in any budgetary year ”, the words: “ shall 
be reduced and , • ” ’ and to add> at the end of the same article “ in the case of the following 
categories . (1) Staff, (2) Movements, (3) Buildings, (4) War material ”. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The Soviet delegation has 
modmed its proposal because it contained the principle of proportionality, which has been definitely 
rejected by the Commission. We have seen the British amendment, and it is quite acceptable, 
with the two changes mentioned. 

We desire to maintain Article DB, which provides that all military expenditure under 

I !131,6'. ,slua be S*h0Wn m a sinSle chapter of the budget. I believe that M. Massigli has already stated that he is m favour of such a measure. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — We have before us a text submitted by the British delegation, 
rhis consists of three Articles, DA, DB and Chapter V—Miscellaneous Provisions. I should like 
to know whether we are going to discuss this proposal article be article or all together. 

The President. — Article by article. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I should like to say a few words in regard to Article DA 
which reads as follows : 

Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual expenditure on land 
sea and air forces in any budgetary year shall not exceed the figures given for them in 
Tables ...” 

The HMmn delegation is prepared to accept this article, but will not be able to do so if the 
words m any budgetary year are retained, for the reasons which I explained some days ago. 

I WDuld ask Lord Cecil to admit the justice of my objections. It would be impossible for 
certain Governments, including my own, to bind themselves not to transfer credits unexpended in 
one budgetary year to the following year. The unforeseen contingencies which I have already 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See page 185. 
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mentioned must be provided for. If the British delegation is prepared to delete the words m 
any budgetary year ”, I can accept Article DA and Article DB. 

M Sato (Japan). — I wish to make a short statement in regard to budgetary limitation, 
and to deal with this question as a whole, including the original French proposal and theBntish 
and Soviet amendments. 

As regards the limitation of land material, my delegation has accepted the budgetary method 
as a comoromise but as I have already pointed out, this does not imply acceptance the: genera 
principled this method of limitation. I gave you many arguments against it ^..^‘dAhat1 hi 
of our Commission and need not repeat them now. I will merely say that I still think that n 
nrinciple budgetary limitation is undesirable, and that limitation should be applied solely by 
means' of publicity. I particularly object to the application of this method to naval and air 
armaments In regard to these two categories of armaments, the Coi^f 
accepted the system of direct limitation, which goes further and is, I think, more effective 
It has also recognised that the limitation of expenditure has to be mdmdua1 and that t 
cannot form a basis of comparison between the budgets of one country and another, but 
simply a means of comparing the budgets of any given country from one year to another If we 
adopt the principle of publicity of expenditure, this would make it possible indirectly to attain 
the object which those who advocate budgetary limitation have m view. 

According to my present instruction, I am not in a position to accept the principle of budgetary 
limitation! except as regards land armaments; consequently, if the general principle be put to the 
vote, I shall be obliged to vote against it. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I should like to make a few remarks on each of the three 
speeches made. In the first place, with regard to the amendments proposed by the So.™t delega- 
tion; they are two-fold, and perhaps it would be more convenient if I only dealt with the first 
at this moment, because nothing has been said about the second. 

The first amendment is to insert, after the words “ budgetary year ” the words : “ shall be 
reduced and lam in agreement with the purpose of this amendment—that is I think we ought 
to lay down in this Convention the general principle that we aim not only at limitation but also at 
reduction-but I am also of opinio! that it would not be proper to insert it here. As I see our 
project of the Convention, it is this. We are going to establish a specific limitation of each of the 
three arms as far as we can, we are going to do it directly with regard to the navies and the air 
forces, and as far as the land forces are concerned by limiting the effectives, which, so far as I have 
been able to hear, seems to be the only effective way that has yet been proposed. 

In respect to each of the clauses dealing with that direct limitation, I should be entirely in 
favour of the insertion of the word “ reduce ”, in some form or another as we have done m regard 
to the navies. I should be in favour of inserting it also in regard to the land and air torces. 

When you come to budgetary limitation, I have always seen that, not as the principal lilTy|;a" 
tion, but as a very important and an absolutely essential check on the principal limitation. That 

is why I was in favour of applying it to the navies, though there is a very complete limitation 
there—as far as you can make any method of limitation complete—and I sh

+
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applying it to the air forces and even more strongly in favour of applying it to the land fore . 
But this is a complementary limitation and not the direct and principal limitation, and, in my 
judgment, the figure that is to be inserted for the purpose of budgetary limitation directly results 
from the figure that is inserted with respect to direct limitation. Therefore, it is not logical to 
say you are going to reduce the budgetary limitation. Budgetary limitation will follow 
automatically—or quasi-automatically-on the figures that you have inserted m the direct 
limitation. I do not myself see any purpose in putting m the word reduce here, and I t 
it leads to a little misapprehension as to what you are aiming at with regard to budgetary limitation. 
I hope that will not be insisted upon. 

With regard to the point made by General de Marinis, I do not feel able to resist his suggestion, 
because we have agreed to appoint a Committee of Experts to enquire into this question, as to how 
it can be done, and I think it very difficult for us now, before the report of that Committee, to 
insist on these words here. But I accept the point of view with the greatest reluctance and on y on 
the strict understanding that the position of the British Government remains unchanged. I ey 
are confident that you will not get a really satisfactory limitation of armaments unless it be strict y 
confined year by year. If you have a system by which a country may save up its expenditure 
during the first three or four years, with the power of suddenly having a very elaborate and 
complete expenditure in the fifth year, then that will not be a satisfactory guarantee. The whole 
purpose of budgetary limitation will, in my judgment, go, and there will not be a satisfactory 
o-uarantee that the general standard of limitation is being observed. Therefore General de Marmis 
will forgive me for saying that I assent to his proposal with reluctance, because of the appointment 
of the Committee of Experts, but I remain strongly of opinion that, in some form or another, and 
subject to whatever modification may prove to be necessary, you must have an annual limitation 
and not a limitation spread over a number of years. That is my answer to him. 

As to my friend M. Sato, he will not be surprised to hear that I deeply regret the statement 
he has been mstructed to make. I do beg him and his Government to consider very careful y 
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Let me say just a word in conclusion. Undoubtedly, we have got to take acmnni in all 
matters of public opinion. I remember years ago wlfen I war/ounge and ^ 
once ventured to go as far as to say that I did not think the Governments wZld ever imnosl 

disamamen! UP°n .U Pe0Ples’ but 1 thought it quite possible that the peoples would impose d sarmament upon the Governments. I would not put it quite so crudelv as that nnw W i 
e leye that to be profoundly true. I believe there is a tremendous sentiment throughout the 
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frnaf 1 ^ ^ ^f that l11 everythmg that we do in our Commission. Undoubtedlv one of the great reasons why the peoples of the world desire disarmament is because they are shocked and 
outraged by the expense to which all the countries of the world are put in thismatter It is the 

ibn thL matte^ thevWofCh m°St Cl°Sely and m0St immediately home to the peoples 
it on tto ground ^ dlSarmament on other Sounds but they do strongly desire 

I think it very important that we should take account of that feeling and that we should 
recognise m our Convention that, quite apart from the main reason for oufputtlng in budget 

m tation, v-e do wish to give satisfaction to those who desire some check on this reckless nnd 
wicked waste of the efforts and savings of the peoples of the world. Therefore, I hope that we shall 
adhere to his resolution as it stands, except that, in order to conform to what we have Ilreadv 
done, I will accept the omission of the words, “ in any budgetary year Y 

discuSoTfsh^ - the article now under 

method of attaining the object which we all have in view.P However as we have aheadv sho™ 
our delegation is not opposed to all ideas of budgetary limitation. 

When the British proposal for the budgetary limitation of naval armaments 1 was under 
discussion, our first delegate asked Lord Cecil certain questions. men , 6 
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i,f ,Wnetheithe !imit,ation ruld also ^to certain annual expenditure- instance, on the establishment and upkeep of naval bases, material in reserve, subsidies to 
navigation companies, etc.—and Lord Cecil replied in the affirmative. 

Now that we are discussing the British proposal with reference to Article DA of Chapter III 
I am encouraged by that reply to ask its author some further questions. Does his proposal also 
apply to expenditure which may perhaps not be included in the military or naval budgets—for 

dubTfor ?3ndlrime 0ni rhe const™ction of strategical railways, subsidies to rifle and gymnastic clubs for land and naval forces and to organisations of a military character ? 

FvnJrILt™SR0Te*tl0NI W?uld draw your attention to page 5 of the Report of the Committee of 
rot^L T dSuta7 erStl°nS (document C-P D-90), where it is stated that the experts decided not to devote a chapter to expenditure of this kind. F 

amendment18 ^ ^ desirable to avoid any Possibility of doubt as to the effects of the British 
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our °f;Jy object is to obtain information on these points; but I would point out that this information will be of great value to the Committee of Experts referred to in the 

hrench delegation s proposal, especially as regards Point III of that proposal in respect of which our 
decision has been postponed. 

Indeed, it might perhaps be useful to mention this discussion in the report, so that the experts 
may be informed of the Commission’s discussions in regard to this article. 

+?i°Unt Ber”stor^ (Germany). — I only rise to explain the reasons for my vote. I understand a ere are other speeches to come, but I should like to be allowed to state my views immediately. 

We have discussed the budgetary question at length; and I think the Commission agreed 
aJmost unanimously, that the budgetary method should be regarded as an accessory method! 

Personally, I share the unanimous opinion of the Mixed Commission—namely, that 
budgetary limitation can only be an accessory method, and that it is unacceptable as the principal 
method. I shall therefore abstain from voting, because I think it would be wrong to regard 
budgetary limitation as the principal method in the case of land armaments, in view of the fact that 
m regard to air and naval armaments, it was accepted as a subsidiary method. This injustice 
appears to me so flagrant that I shall abstain from voting. 

1 Note by Secretariat. — See page icO. 
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Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — In principle, the Yugoslav delegation is in favour of the 
British proposal. We have already said so when we accepted the principle of indirect limitation 
by budgetary methods. We have, thus, voted in favour of this principle: but, on examining the 
British proposal, we find certain difficulties in accepting it as it stands. 

In the first place, account must be taken of the observation made by the Italian delegate, 
which I had also intended to offer, if Lord Cecil had not replied that this matter would be left to the 
Committee of Budgetary Experts. I should like to add, however, in order to explain the views of 
the Yugoslav delegation on this point, that, in asking for the right to carry forward credits from 
one year to the next, we do not propose that this right should be enjoyed for an indeterminate 
number of years, but that it should only apply from one year to the next, two years being the 
maximum. As this question has been left to the budgetary experts, I will not say any more at the 
present time. 

According to the British proposal, a distinction is to be made between credits for the army, 
navy and air force. As Augoslavia has only one War Ministry, for land, naval and air forces, 
there is a technical difficulty in carrying out this limitation, under separate heads, in such a way 
that no section may exceed the figures agreed to for it in advance. 

I do not think it is possible to reconcile the Yugoslav organisation with the system proposed 
by the British delegation. In my opinion, the object of budgetary limitation would be completely 
attained if the expenditure on defence as a whole were limited. Such a system seems to me to be 
more in conformity with the principle of national defence. Political conditions and the military 
situation may change from one day to the next. I do not think it is our desire 01 intention to 
prescribe to any particular country the manner in which it is to organise its national defence. 
The purpose of budgetary limitation is to have a check on the extent of a nation s armaments, 
and not on its defensive system. 

Therefore, with all due respect to the British delegate, whose arguments always carry great 
weight with me, I am unable to accept his proposal to add the word “ respectively ”, although 
I could vote in favour of the limitation of budgetary expenditure as a whole. If the Commission 
considers it necessary to limit expenditure on land, naval and air armaments separately, the 
Yugoslav delegation will have to ask to be allowed to transfer, during any current year, credits 
intended for the army to those intended for the air force or the navy, and vice versa. This right is 
provided by the financial laws of every country. If it is also allowed under the Convention, it is 
not necessary to distinguish in the provisions for budgetary limitation, or to require that each 
category of expenditure be limited separately. 

M. Colban (Norway). — My country is entirely favourable towards a budgetary limitation, 
and I must confess that I do not see how we should be obliged to exclude budgetary limitation 
because we agree to a certain direct limitation. I have not heard any argument which convinces 
me against the superposition of different methods of limitation. Budgetary limitation will be 
extremely helpful for the control of direct limitation and vice versa. Budgetary limitation, direct 
limitation and publicity are the three methods before the Commission and we ought to try to 
apply each of them as far as possible. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I do not see how it is possible 
to argue that budgetary limitation will follow automatically on the figures inserted in regard to 
the limitation of personnel and war material. You could quite well limit the quantity, and at the 
same time improve the qualitv, which would necessarily increase expenditure. This is not 
provided for in the British text,“and the Soviet delegation proposes to provide for and prevent it. 
If, as Lord Cecil argues, these figures were automatically correlated, budgetary limitation in general 
would be unnecessary. Unless reduction is mentioned, the British amendment will lose a great 
deal of its value. I should like a separate vote to be taken on the two amendments, and I shall 
have a few words to say later in regard to the other amendment. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — In my statement on budgetary 
limitation made on November nth last, I said that, in spite of its definite views as to the impractica- 
bility of its accepting budgetary limitation as regards the United States, my Government did not 
wish that the special position of the United States should constitute an obstacle to any measures 
of agreement that might be found generally acceptable among the other Powers. That is still the 
position of the American delegation. Inasmuch, however, as so much of the general discussion 
of this subject has centred round the position of the American Government, I fear that, if the 
single text, without any accompanying commentary, were to go forward to the various Governments 
for study between now and the general Disarmament Conference, they might fail to find in that 
text a clear picture of the situation as brought out in the debate. First, a re-statement of the 
American position at the Conference might come as a surprise to those delegations which did not 
participate in our debates here and which, by reading the single text, might think there was no 
diversity of views about budgetary limitation and no problem such as that brought up here now. 
In order, therefore, that an entirely straightforward presentation of the situation may be found 
in our text, I desire that a reservation in the following language be stated in Chapter III: 

“ The American delegation makes a general reservation on the subject of budgetary 
limitation, and draws attention to its declaration of November nth, 1930, fifth meeting, 
sixth session, second part. ” 
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, . Massigli (France). — At the first reading, the French delegation submitted a text 
wnicn limited the total expenditure separately for home and overseas forces. We are not pressing 
for that distinction, which would be very difficult to make in certain cases. The French delegation 
accordingly agrees in principle with the British amendment in its original form. 

There are three points to consider: the first is the principle of budgetary limitation itself. 
l\\o delegations are definitely opposed to it, but I think that, as Mr. Gibson said just now—and 
I hope M. Sato will also agree—they will content themselves for the moment with a reservation in 
the dratt, opposite the article. There remain, therefore, the Soviet proposal to insert the words 

shall be reduced and . . . and the British proposal to add the word “ respectively ”. 

As regards the Soviet amendment, I entirely agree with Lord Cecil. However, if 
M. Lounatcharsky wishes to press the matter, I think we might adopt a formula similar to that 
which we accepted unanimously for naval armaments. If we say that each of the contracting 
parties agrees to limit and, as far as possible, to reduce its expenditure on land, naval and air 
forces, we shall avoid any difficulty. 

. ddm third question is that raised by M. Markovitch in regard to the possibility of the separate 
limitation of land, naval ana air forces. If I have rightly understood M. Markovitch, his principal 
difficulty is due to the fact that air forces are organised in a different manner in different countries. 
That is a very grave obstacle to separate limitation. 

At the present time, countries having a separate Air Ministry are in the minority. In some 
the air force is attached to the other two Ministries of national defence, while in others it is attached 
to only one of them. Systems differ widely. Moreover, even in countries with a separate Air 
Ministry, expenditure on material is not all included in the air budget; some is frequently included 
in the naval or military budgets. Lastly, certain expenditure is not split up—for instance, supplies, 
health services and so on, come out of a common fund. In these circumstances, it is very difficult 
to make distinctions. 

I would also draw the Commission's attention to the fact that in many countries, even those 
which have accepted the principle of an independent air force, this principle is a subject of 
conti oversy. Some administrations are in favour of a return to the previous system—to a large 
extent, at all events; others, on the contrary, are anxious to increase the importance of the Air 
Ministry. The question is therefore very vague, and if the administrations of the various countries 
were asked to give separate figures for the expenditure referred to in the Convention, they might 
simply allot the figures almost by guess-work. It is highly undesirable that an important Conven- 
tion involving solemn obligations should contain figures arrived at by perfunctory methods. 

I need not stress the fact that certain countries having colonial obligations, such as the 
British Empire and France, may find it necessary to make radical changes in their military 
organisation by giving greater importance to the air force than to the other arms. 

If we are going to insist on three separate maxima we shall be encouraging the administrations 
concerned to fix ample margins so that they may not run short of funds, and consequently the 
total of these three separate items will exceed that of a single item. That is a great danger; more 
especially as, once you fix a maximum, there is a natural tendency on the part of the administrations 
concerned to work up to that maximum. 

I would ask you to consider these arguments very carefully. Personally, I should very much 
prefer the word respectively ” to be left out, and I ask for a separate vote to be taken on this 
point. 

Moreover, if the method of global limitation be adopted, it will be necessary, in the chapter on 
publicity, to give some supplementary indications. Also I think that, as Mr. Gibson said, paragraph 3 
of the French proposal (the first two paragraphs of which have already been accepted) should 
be adopted, so that the Committee of Experts may be asked to extend their studies and to furnish 
information in regard both to the question of transferring credits, raised by General de Marinis, 
and to the question of subsidies, raised by the Netherlands delegation. 

The President. — I was about to refer to that enquiry. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am sorry to speak again, but I have been asked some 
questions and in courtesy I am bound to reply to them. As to the Netherlands delegation’s 
question, I hope I shall not be pressed to go far into detail in this matter because it is evident that 
this is a matter which must depend to some extent on the views of the experts. I would have been 
quite content to accept the actual report of the experts, in which case all the questions put to me 
by the Netherlands delegation would find an answer. In order to find the solution, I accepted the 
suggesti°n °f an expert enquiry if it could be conducted in a way which would not delay matters, 
and I am sure M. Massigli shares my feelings on that point; and I think it would be better for me 
to refer to the experts and ask them to answer the Netherlands delegation’s question. It has been 
clearly stated “ the total annual expenditure on land, sea and air forces ”. What that means is a 
matter for the experts’ enquiry. 

With regard to the suggestion of the Yugoslav and French delegations that we should not 
insert " respectively ” I very much hope these delegates will not insist. Just let me give you an 
illustration from figures. Let us take a country where the armament expenditure generally is 
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in the neighbourhood of £100,000,000 annually; I speak without the figures before me but that 
is roughly the case with my own country. Let us assume that £40,000,000 goes to the army, 
£40,000,000 to the navy, and £20,000,000 to the air. If there is a total of £100,000,000, with 
the power of playing about with those great sums, it is quite evident you might entirely 
transform the whole atmosphere of the international situation by suddenly transferring 
£10,000,000, £20,000,000 or £30,000,000 from the military or naval forces to the air force. 
Suppose it turned out to be the case, as it may well do, that developments make the air 
force the most important force of all, you have no kind of means to prevent that being done, and you 
are not really going to make your total budgetary limitation effective at all. I beg my colleagues to 
to consider that. How far it should be done and to what extent is a matter for the experts. I quite 
agree on the general principle that the three should be limited separately, and we shall have to see 
if that can be done practically. 

I wish to remove a misconception which appears to be in the mind of my Yugoslav colleague, 
and perhaps in the minds of other delegations. There is no question of our asking any country to 
alter its system of budgets; that is not our object at all. If he will cast his eye over the report of the 
experts he will see that this is not contemplated. What is contemplated is what we all admit to be 
desirable—that countries shall make a return in some more or less identical form. I say more 01 
less, because the experts admit that there must be some variation in the expenditure on these 
various armaments for the purposes of publicity. You must have some system of that kind. 
Having made that calculation, it is, after all, only a matter of taking items out of your budget 
and putting them under certain heads, not a matter which would trouble any accountant in the 
least; any qualified accountant who was familiar with the system could do it without difficulty. 
Having made your return, you have got the facts and there is no difficulty in limitation. Of 
course, if you desire not limitation of the three arms, but the power to transfer expenditure from 
one to the other, that is a different matter. I am afraid I should find myself in decided 
opposition to any proposal of that kind. That would really cut at the root of a great deal of 
the value of budgetary limitation, because, when you are dealing with these great sums in great 
countries—I should have thought it would have been the same in Yugoslavia you destroy the 
whole value of the thing if you can manoeuvre the figures in such a way as sometimes to spend,a. 
great deal on one arm and sometimes on another. Therefore I hope we shall insert respectively . 
Of course, it is entirely for the Commission to do so, but I am afraid I cannot comply with the 
request so courteously put to me by the delegate of Yugoslavia, and withdraw that word. If the 
Commission decides against me, I must submit, but I hope they will adhere to the word 
“ respectively ”, which appears to me to be a very important part of the whole proposal. 

I really think that is all I need say in answer, but I may perhaps just emphasise what I have 
been saying to M. Massigli, because he does recognise that you have got to have entire publicity 
of the very facts which will enable you to make your restriction. I need not develop the argument; 
he will have followed it before it is out of my mouth, and he will know exactly what I desire to say. 
With regard to the suggestion to the experts, I quite agree we must make certain alterations in the 
resolution we passed, so as to include all the items we decide to limit. I would suggest we might 
defer that until we have finally decided what we are to do about the air, so that we may not always 
be tinkering at the resolution. It is understood that all these subjects must go to the Expert 
Committee, and I would press very strongly that there should be no delay in summoning this 
Committee. 

M. Antoniade (Roumania). — The Roumanian delegation has always supported the system 
of budgetary limitation, and has frequently put forward arguments on the subject which hold 
good for all countries not having yet been able to carry out their modest programme of defence. 
I desire to confirm those observations and to add a few words in regard to the British amendment. 
I agree with that amendment in principle; but, as my Yugoslav colleague and the French delegate 
observed, my delegation would find it difficult to apply the system of the separate apportionment, 
or specification, of expenditure in respect of the three groups. 

In this respect, the position of Roumania is similar to that of Yugoslavia. In our country, 
there is only one Ministry of National Defence for all three arms, and the difficulties in regard to 
apportionment, explained by the Yugoslav delegate, apply equally to my country. 

As M. Markovitch pointed out, it is first of all necessary to [limit expenditure and to 
exercise control over that expenditure. That is the essential point, and there can be no question 
of controlling the system of defence. 

The difficulties mentioned by M. Massigli apply to countries having a separate Ministry 
for each arm; but they apply even more strongly to those which have only one Ministry of National 
Defence, whose expenditure on various items—personnel, material, supplies, health service, etc. 
is indivisible. 

Consequently, in spite of the explanation which Lord Cecil has just given, I cannot accept 
the form of publicity he requires, and would urge the Commission to retain the British amendment 
in its original form, that is to say, the publication of the global expenditure on the three groups 
in combination. This has the advantage, as M. Massigli has pointed out, of being more flexible 
and it does not run counter to the object in view—that is to say, it will not tend to an increase 
instead of a reduction in expenditure. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I think Lord Cecil has misunderstood my arguments and 
the method which I suggested. In my opinion, this is not a new system. I entirely agree with 
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Lord Cecil regarding the system of budgetary limitation, and there is no reason to fear any 
weakening of that system if we content ourselves with limiting expenditure as a whole. 

Our delegation has always been in favour of the application of the indirect method, because 
it is convinced that this would bring about a genuine limitation, and because we realise that 
armaments depend on credits. The armaments of a country may be said to depend on many 
different factors, but one thing is certain, and that is that credits are the primary factor. I 
simply propose that we should make the system advocated by the British delegation, and accepted 
by the Yugoslav delegation, more flexible and less likely to create practical difficulties. We 
certainly do not propose to give any country the opportunity of juggling with figures, and as 
lar as Yugoslavia is concerned, we have never wished to do any such thing. I have merely 
pointed out briefly the practical difficulties in carrying out the British amendment. In the 
case of our navy, separate limitation would by possible; but in the case of the air force, which 
is an integral part of the army, I do not see how we could be expected to give separate maximum 
figures. 

Lord Cecil gave us a theoretical example. So far as I am acquainted with British psychology 
—for which I have a great admiration—I do not think that is a method which finds much favour 
with it, because you can always take a theoretical example to suit a particular argument. 

M. Massigli has also reminded us of the difficulty—I had forgotten to mention this—which 
the departments concerned would have in specifying maximum figures. Each department 
would be obliged to ask for larger credits than it really needed. Consequently, in seeking the 
separate limitation of the expenditure of each department of the War Ministry, we should have 
a higher total than in the case of global limitation. I would ask the British delegate to give 
careful consideration to this point also. 

M. Massigli (France). I can assure Lord Cecil that, if I believed that we might incur the 
grave risks to which he has drawn attention, I should not for a moment have spoken as I have 
done; but it is manifest that the transfer of credits from one budget to the next could only take 
place within very narrow limits. 

As regards land forces, we have limited effectives directly and material indirectly. As 
legards the navy, we have also directly limited effectives and to a great extent material as well. 
In the case of air forces, both material and effectives have been directly limited. All these factors 
involve regular expenditure, and it is hardly possible to increase one budget to any considerable 
extent at the expense of the others. 

The principal effect of the proposed distinction would be to make it very difficult, and even 
impossible, to modify^a country’s military organisation. Questions of organisation (determination 
of the number of units, etc.) have not been touched in any part of our Convention. I am very 
much afraid, therefore, that objections may be raised to the British amendment; these objections, 
which may to some extent be unjustifiable, will be based on technical arguments, possibly of 
secondary importance, but no less weighty on that account. Consequently, in spite of my great 
desire to find myself in agreement with Lord Cecil in this matter, as I have done in many others, I 
would ask the Commission to vote separately on the word “ respectively ”. If it be adopted I 
shall, of course, give way, but I think that in this case it would be desirable to insert at the end 
of the article a note similar to that which was added to Article TA, to the effect that, before 
coming to a decision, the Governments will have to take into consideration the studies of the 
budgetary experts. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — I accepted the method of budgetary limitation as a compromise, in 
deference to the view of the great majority of the Commission. I need not repeat the reservations 
which I made. If the Commission accepts budgetary limitation it follows as a matter of course, 
in my opinion, that the governing idea of the British proposal can be accepted by everyone— 
except, of course, by the two important delegations which are opposed to the principle. 

Some delegations fear that, if the word “ respectively ” be adopted—thus fixing the expenditure 
of each of the three categories of armamants without any possible exceptions—practical difficulties 
will arise. This shows once again the danger of adopting principles and solutions which at first 
sight may appear very simple, but which frequently involve considerable difficulties of detail. 

If the Commission were a court of law it could easily take a decision by a majority, and the 
question would then be settled; but we are only preparing the way for the Conference. It is our 
duty to elucidate and explain certain questions, and to acquaint the Disarmament Conference 
and public opinion with the principal arguments for and against. What is the use of putting a 
question to the vote when we know that, in addition to a majority and a minority, there will be 
numerous abstentions ? I remember that in another Commission dealing with disarmament we did 
everything we could to avoid taking votes when we felt that they were of no practical utility. 

We are all agreed on the principle and are in sympathy with Lord Cecil’s desire to “ tighten 
up ” limitation and the publication of budgets as much as possible. We do not wish to run the risk 
of seeing various Governments raise difficulties and refuse to accept the logical consequences of this 
method. In these circumstances, I fail to see what would be the value of a vote. I would repeat 
that I am entirely in favour of the principle underlying the British proposal, and I also agree that 
we ought to make this distinction if it be practicable; but I think it is dangerous to bind 
ourselves at the present time without knowing whether it will be possible to overcome the 
difficulties in the way of the execution and full application of this principle. I shall therefore 
abstain from voting, thus leaving my Government free to pronounce upon all the details of this 
question at the Disarmament Conference. 
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M. Bourquin (Belgium). — I feel somewhat perplexed in view of the very weighty speeches 
we have heard from Lord Cecil, M. Massigli, and M. Markovitch and other speakers. I will 
not go into their arguments, but will simply ask Lord Cecil if he could not accept the following 
suggestion, which I admit is somewhat improvised: 

The Commission might agree to accept the total limitation of budgetary expenditure, and might 
indicate its desire that, where possible, there should be a separate limitation of military, naval and 
air expenditure. 

We would thus formally decide in favour of total limitation and would express a recommen- 
dation in regard to separate limitation. . 

I would add that Belgium is in a similar position to that of Yugoslavia, as explained by 
M. Markovitch: our air force is not a separate arm, but forms part of the army, and these two 
arms have common services. It is obvious that, if we had to limit expenditure on land armaments 
and air armaments separately, we could not make a precise and accurate distinction between the two; 
we could only establish what I might call a conventional limitation. We should have to take some 
arbitrary coefficient because there would be no other solution. We might say, for instance, that 
as regards these common services, one-tenth was represented by air expenditure and nine-tenths 
by expenditure on land armaments. 

It might be possible for us to do this; but I wished to make the matter quite clear at the 
outset, so as to avoid any misunderstanding. It must be understood that if we accept separate 
limitation, no accurate distinction will be possible. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I should like of course to respond to anything which my 
friend M. Bourquin suggests, and I quite agree to something of that kind. If I may say so, I rather 
think the proposal which M. Massigli hinted at might be a more satisfactory way of dealing with 
the matter. Naturally, it would suit me better that we should insert the word “ respectively ” 
and have a note saying that the extent to which this could be applied depends upon the studies 
of the Experts Committee. I should be prepared to accept that, if it would meet the views of the 
delegates, because I think the situation we have got to now is that it is a technical matter. 
M. Massigli and I would both like the system of the closest possible limitation, but I doubt whether 
it can be done practically as a technical matter. I have no doubt it can be done in some countries, 
and I am inclined to think, in spite of the arguments, that it can be done in all; but it is a technical 
matter which ought to be enquired into by the Committee of Experts. I suggest, therefore, that 
we might make a compromise on these lines. 

Proposal by the French Delegation. 

M. Massigli (France). — Perhaps Lord Cecil would accept the following text: 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit and, as far as possible, to reduce 
its total annual expenditure on land, air and sea forces. The relevant figure and the conditions 
governing such limitation or reduction, in particular as regards the possibility of a distinct 
limitation of land, naval and air expenditure, are stated in Annex No. . . .to the present 
Convention. ” 

This might be followed by the note at the end of Article TA: 

“ In pronouncing on this article, the Governments will take into account at the 
Conference the report requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will 
have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the drawing up of Annex No. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I do not know whether M. Massigli sees any objection to 
the following form of procedure: that we should first, by way of indication to the experts, have 
a trial vote of the Commission to see whether they are in favour of dividing the three as far as 
possible. In any case—whatever the result of the vote giving this indication to the Conference 
is—I should be prepared to accept this suggestion of M. Massigli, subject of course to questions 
of drafting which, I feel sure, he will be prepared to leave to a drafting committee. I should, 
however, like to know what the balance of opinion in the Commission is and how far it is in favour 
of limiting the three arms either respectively or globally. 

The President. — A vote will now be taken on the principle of the separate limitation of 
the three arms. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I must ask for a preliminary vote. I am opposed to budgetary limitation 
of any kind and I should like to know whether the Commission is of opinion that this limitation 
should be provided for or not. I am almost certain that I shall be in a minority of one, but 
the vote will enable my Government to know the Commission’s views. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I only want this trial vote to find out the opinion of the 
Commission because I think it would be useful for the Conference. 

The President. — I think, on the contrary, that the Commission must first vote on the 
general principle of budgetary limitation. 

Vote on the General Principle of Budgetary Limitation. 

This was adopted by nineteen votes for to two votes against, with some abstentions. 
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Vote on the Principle of the Separate Limitation of the Three Arms. 

This was rejected by eight votes against to seven for, with some abstentions. 

GDDO^d 7 1 ^ t0 exPlain my vote- 1 abstained, not because I am opposed to limitation by categories, but because there is some doubt as to the methods of applying 
that principle As I did not quite know under what conditions these methods could be accepted 

was unable to vote either for or against, and I feel sure that other delegations were in the same 
position. I do not think, therefore, that the vote which has just been taken is very significant 

Vote on the French Proposal. 

The President. — I will now put M. Massigli s proposal to the vote. This reads as follows: 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit and, as far as possible, to reduce 
its total annual expenditure on land, air and sea forces. The relevant figure and the conditions 
governing such limitation or reduction, in particular as regards the possibility of a distinct 
limitation of land, naval and air expenditure, are stated in Annex No. . to the 
present Convention. 

“ Note. — In pronouncing on this article, the Governments will take into account at the 
Conference the report requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will 
have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the drawing up of Annex No. ...” 

This text was adopted' unanimously. 

Soviet Proposal to insert an Article DB. 

The President. — The Soviet amendments to Article DA have thus been 
now come to the Soviet proposal to insert an Article DB worded as follows: waived and we 

Secret funds intended in a disguised form for extraordinary expenditure on special 
preparations for war or an increase in armaments shall be excluded from the national budgets. 

In conformity with the above provision, all expenditure for the upkeep of the armed 
forces of each State shall be shown in a single chapter of the national budget: their full publicitv 
shall be ensured.” r j 

I will now put this proposal, the text of which is before you, to the vote. 

M. Massigli (France). I do not wish there to be any misunderstanding in regard to mv 
vote. I have already stated that I am in sympathy with the principle laid down in the Soviet 
proposal—namely, that all military, naval or air expenditure should be covered. However, as we 
are gomg to ask the experts to make proposals covering all this expenditure, I cannot vote in favour 
of the proposal but must await their report. 

M' L?Una!C^arskyi(
Umon of Soviet Socialist Republics). — If the Commission adopted this amendment it would give the Committee of Budgetary Experts a helpful indication of its 

views. j r r 

The President. Since the question has been submitted to the experts I am afraid the 
vote would not be very clear. It will all be explained in the report. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — We do not insist. 

This Soviet proposal was withdrawn. 

63. Discussion on the French Proposal to add to the Instructions to the Committee of 
Experts on Budgetary Questions. 

The President. — We still have the French proposal to add to the first two paragraphs 
of the resolution adopted on November 17th, 1930, the following third paragraph: 

. C.omiP^tee of Experts should be asked to make a similar enquiry in connection 
with the limitation of the aggregate annual expenditure of every country on its land, naval 
and air forces and to make a report which will also be transmitted to Governments. ” 

M. Westman (Sweden). I shall vote in favour of the French proposal, but I feel bound 
discussion has confirmed the fears of the Swedish delegation in regard to the 

difficulties of applying the budgetary method. Nevertheless, as the Commission has decided in 
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favour of this method, it is to be hoped that the Committee of Experts will find it possible to 
eliminate—at all events, to a large extent—the drawbacks inherent in the budgetary method. 

In this connection, I am of opinion that it is hardly possible not to allow credits to be transferred 
from one budgetary year to the next. To take only one example: Governments might be prevented 
by prolonged strikes from acquiring certain material during the current budgetary year, etc. 
It will be difficult, therefore, to prevent them from making use of the credits in question during 
the following year. . . 

There is also the very serious question of an increase in prices, which might prevent a 
programme from being carried out. All these problems, which arise when we attempt to apply the 
budgetary method, will have to be examined by the Committee of Experts. 

Moreover, if we look at the model statement proposed by the Committee of Experts on 
Budgetary Questions, we shall see, for instance, that the expenditure on personnel is indicated 
in aggregate figures, but that there is no mention of the calculations on which those figures are 
based. It is obvious that the cost of the maintenance of personnel varies appreciably in the different 
countries according to whether special equipment for hot or cold climates, special rations, heating, 
quartering, etc., are involved. For all these reasons, the cost of the maintenance of each man 
per day, to give you a concrete example, necessarily differs in the military budgets of the various 
countries and even in two successive budgetary periods in one and the same country. 

It is highly desirable, therefore, that the experts should consider the possibility of formulating 
their new proposals in such a way as to show the part played by these factors. This would certainly 
make it easier to justify the budgetary figures submitted by the various Governments to the 
Disarmament Conference, and would also supplement the budgetary information which the 
Governments will have to exchange with one another with a view to a future Convention. 

In conclusion I would say that the result of the work of the experts is bound to play a very 
important part when the time comes for the various Governments to take up a definite attitude 
in regard to the question of budgetary limitation. 

The President. — We can regard this proposal which refers to the third paragraph of the 
resolution of November ijth, IQ3°> as adopted. 

64. Discussion on Chapter IV. — Chemical Arms, postponed to Third Reading. 

The President. — The text of this chapter was adopted at second reading. It consists 
of a single article in regard to which a memorandum has been submitted by the British delegation 
and a proposal by the German delegation. In accordance with our practice, the examination of 
these two documents will be postponed until we come to the third reading. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — We have already accepted your decision on this point. 

65. Chapter V. — Miscellaneous Provisions: Order of Discussion and General Remarks. 

M. Massigli (France). — I should like to submit a few suggestions in regard to the order 
of discussion of this chapter, which is both a very important and a very complicated one. It 
deals with widely different questions: organisation, exchange of information, derogations, procedure 
with regard to complaints and revision, ratification, entry into force, and denunciation. Somewhat 
paradoxically, Section I is that dealing with the organisation of the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission. If we are to discuss the composition of this Commission, we must first know what 
its task is going to be. The question of organisation should therefore be the last to be dealt 
with under Chapter V. I might even go so far as to say that we ought to begin with Section II: 
“ Exchange of Information ”. Then we could go on to the questions of derogations and procedure 
with regard to complaints and revision. After that, we could deal with the organisation of the 
Commission, as its functions would then have been clearly determined. Lastly, we should take 
the provisions relating to the actual Convention. We should thus be dealing with this complicated 
question, in regard to which there is a certain amount of repetition and overlapping, in a more 
orderly fashion. Moreover, the very interesting proposal submitted by the British delegation 
affects provisions which are to be found in various sections. 

Proposal to appoint a Sub-Committee to examine the Question 
of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

M. Politis (Greece). — I had intended to make a similar proposal to that of M. Massigli. 
There is a regrettable overlapping between the text drawn up at first reading and the various 
amendments proposed. It is difficult for us to determine the composition of a Commission 
until we know exactly what it is going to do. It would make the discussion clearer if we put 
all the texts relating to the Permanent Disarmament Commission together and appointed a 
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hub-Gonimittcc to undertake a preliminary examination of them. When we had the findings 
o the sub-committee we could decide whether the various texts should be combined in one section 
or should form several sections. 

I accordingly propose that a very small sub-committee be appointed to examine all the 
texts relating to the organisation, competence and working of the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission, while the Commission is discussing the question of the exchange of information. 

Tewfik Riistu Bey (Turkey). — I agree with M. Politis, although, if we begin with the 
section which he suggests and leave the question of organisation on one side, f might not be able 
to give a definite opinion at the moment. A large part of the Convention has already been 
examined, and before we can determine the powers and task of the proposed organ we must 
know the nature of the guarantees under which it will be constituted. 

In any case, no matter what decision the Commission may come to, it seems to me desirable 
that we should have a general discussion on Chapter V as a whole. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I think it would be a mistake at this stage, if you will not 
t unk it impertinent of me to say so, to have a general discussion. We do not really know, 
until we see the work of the suggested sub-committee, what the definite proposals will be which 
will be submitted to the Commission. I understand M. Pohtis’ conception not to be so much 
that the sub-committee will draft a new scheme, as that they will put together the actual proposals 
that are made, so that we shall know exactly what we have to discuss. I think that is a preliminary 
thing which ought to be done before we enter upon the discussion at all. At the same time, 
I see no objection to going on with the discussion as to the exchange of information—which 
is an entirely separate matter and one that is really governed by Article 8 of the Covenant. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I have a few remarks to make which 
apply to all the sections of Chapter \ , and in order not to waste time in repetitions I think it is 
better that I should do this at once. I am speaking of a general reservation by the Soviet 
delegation with regard to practically the whole of Chapter V. 

W e have just finished with that part of the draft Convention which is taken up with questions 
directly lefening to limitation and reduction of armaments. The Soviet delegation has taken 
a most active part in this work, trying to get the utmost possible results attainable, if only within 
the limits of the present draft Convention. Unfortunately, our efforts have been practically 
in vain. Formally no doubt, we can, and probably shall, suggest amendments during the third 
reading, but we entertain no illusions as to the fate of these amendments. 

I will refrain at present from a general appraisal of the work of the Commission, merely 
stating that that part of the draft Convention which has already been gone through does not 
satisfy the Soviet delegation in the least, and is not in the least in accordance with the tasks which 
confronted the Preparatory Commission in the opinion of the Soviet Government when it agreed 
to take part in it. We consider that the chapters drawn up are incapable of even being an adequate 
framework for decisions as to real reduction of armaments. The Soviet delegation in coming 
here had in mind nothing but disarmament, or at least considerable reduction of armaments, 
and not the mere stabilisation of existing armaments—still less their increase for the sake of 
establishing some sort of military equilibrium between States, which is apparently all that is provided 
for by these chapters. 

The President. I would remind M. Litvinoff that we are not having a general discussion. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I am only making a general reservation 
in regard to Chapter V. The Soviet delegation cannot attach serious importance to the technical 
and organisational questions which the Commission is now proceeding to discuss. The attitude 
of the Soviet Government to these questions will depend ultimately upon the measure of the 
reduction of armaments which may be decided, not by the Commission, but by the Conference. 
I he Soviet delegation will, therefore, probably abstain from voting on most of these questions. 
I would like, however, here and now, to give notice of the fact that any solution of these questions 
which binds the fulfilment of the Convention, control, and so on, with the League of Nations 
and its organs, will be inacceptable to the Soviet Government. 

Having made this general reservation, the Soviet delegation reserves to itself the right of 
making supplementary reservations on individual points in Chapter V, if the discussion takes a 
turn calling for this. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I have no objection to the method proposed, but as regards 
the exchange of information, I would point out that the Commission has two German proposals 
before it. One is an old proposal, dealing solely with the Armaments Year-Book, and as the 
Commission has decided that this question is solely a matter for the Council, it may not wish 
to discuss it here; but there is another German proposal which deals with quite a different matter 
—namely, the preparation for the Disarmament Conference. Consequently, it does not belong 
to what is called “ Exchange of Information ” in the Convention, which provides for the exchange 
of information after the Convention is in being; whereas our proposal states that it is necessary 
for the Conference to ascertain the present position of all Powers in regard to armaments. I 
therefore desire to submit this proposal to the Commission. 
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The President. — It will have to come at the end of the second reading. 

Tewfik Rustii Bey (Turkey). — Now that we are going to discuss Chapter V, it is my duty 
to submit some important considerations on behalf of the Turkish delegation. 

I have every sympathy with the desire that there should be guarantees for the working 
of the system of disarmament. Nevertheless, if those guarantees are to be effective they must 
be well thought out and capable of application. 

While international conventions can only exist if the engagements which they involve are 
freely respected, and while the moral obligations of States are the true foundation of international 
relations, the complex nature of the problem with which we are dealing justifies the desire to 
find a special solution by the establishment of special rules. 

It is, doubtless, for this reason, that it has been proposed to set up an organ in the form of 
a permanent commission to see that the Convention is being properly carried out. 

Would a commission, such as that proposed in the draft Convention, fulfil that purpose ? 
This is a point which requires careful consideration and in regard to which I have something to 
say. 

The idea of an organ which would collect and centralise information, hear complaints, carry 
out enquiries, and possibly exercise supervision even in the territory of the parties to the Conven- 
tion, is, I think, too new, and its incompatibility with the principle of the sovereignty of States 
does not justify much optimism in regard to the possibility of the Permanent Commission being 
accepted. 

It is therefore necessary to be very cautious in regard both to the powers and composition 
of this organisation, it if is to be successful. 

If the cause of disarmament is to triumph, the equal treatment of all countries is an 
absolutely essential condition. I have urged this constantly and urge it now even more strongly 
than before. 

The creation of a commission which did not include representatives of all countries parties 
to the Convention we are drafting would be an anomaly, and would not be in keeping with the 
spirit of equity and realism by which we should be guided and which is undoubtedly the best 
guarantee of success. 

I regret to observe that the text as discussed at first reading, loses sight of these requirements. 

It provides that the Permanent Commission shall consist of the representatives of: 

[а) The High Contracting Parties Members of the Council of the League, for the duration 
of their term of office on the Council; 

(б) The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics; 

(c) The representatives of High Contracting Parties to be appointed by the Conference. 

This third paragraph, although making it possible for countries not enumerated in the two 
preceding paragraphs to be represented on the Commission, does not altogether meet the legitimate 
aspirations of the countries concerned. The amendment proposed by the British delegation 
makes the actual position clearer by eliminating even this possibility. 

Although States Members of the League can be represented on the Commission by the 
contracting parties Members of the Council, non-Member States, with two exceptions, would 
not be assured of any representation on the Commission. What is to be the position of those 
countries, the number of which is very small as compared with the size of the Commission, and 
how is their status to be regulated ? Will they be excluded from the rights and obligations laid 
down in the Convention, or is it fair that they should be asked to accept certain obligations without 
being assured the same rights as the other contracting parties ? 

Notwithstanding its keen desire to facilitate this great work, the Turkish delegation could 
not accept, for fundamental reasons which have been approved by the Grand National Assembly, 
any of the obligations enumerated in this Convention which do not ensure to it equality and the 
same treatment as is accorded to the most favoured nations. 

The President. — I did not wish to interrupt Tewfik Riistii Bey, but I would point out 
that there is a previous question—namely, M. Politis’ proposal to appoint a sub-committee. 

Tewfik Riistu Bey (Turkey). — I desired to communicate and submit to the Commission 
certain general considerations which are not connected with any particular article. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). — There are two proposals before us, one submitted by M. Massigli, 
for the postponement of the discussion, and the other by M. Politis, for the appointment of a 
sub-committee. Let us therefore vote on these two proposals, and we shall then know on what 
basis we are going to deal with this chapter. 
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The President. — I think the Commission agrees with M. Massigli that we ought not to 
discuss questions of organisation at the moment. We can therefore pass on at once to M. Politis’ 
proposal to appoint a sub-committee. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). —Before a sub-committee is appointed I think we should have a 
general discussion to lay down some guiding principles for the sub-committee. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — Unless I am mistaken, the sole task of the sub-committee, 
as Lord Cecil has said, will be to collect the texts of the proposals and to combine them for our 
examination. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). — I agree. 

It was agreed to appoint a sub-committee to examine questions of organisation. 

Appointment of the Sub-Committee. 

The President. — I propose that this Sub-Committee should consist of the representatives 
of the following countries: The United States of America, Belgium, British Empire, China, Finland, 
France, Greece, Italy, Japan and Turkey, with M. Politis as Chairman. 

Agreed. 
The Commission rose at i p.m. 

THIRTEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Saturday, November 22nd, 1930, at 10 a.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

66. Chapter V. — Miscellaneous Provisions: Section I. — Organisation: Discussion 
held over. 

The President. — Yesterday we reached the last chapter of our draft Convention. I need 
not remind you that Article OA (Questions of Organisation), cannot be discussed until we receive 
the report of the Sub-Committee which you appointed. 

67. Discussion on Chapter V. — Miscellaneous Provisions: Section II. — Exchange of 
Information: Discussion on Article IA. 

Observations 
and Reservations. 

The form and the 
number of tables have 
not been decided as 
regards naval and air 
armaments. 

The German delega- 
tion makes a reservation 
concerning this article, 
the tables mentioned 
therein not providing 
for publicity regarding 
trained reserves. 

First Reading. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare on the model of 
Tables I, II, III, V, VIII and X mentioned in Article A (Chapter I) and 
of Table IV annexed to the present Convention (Overseas forces) an annual 
statement of the average daily effectives on service with its armed forces, 
and on the basis of Tables VI, VII, IX, and XI mentioned in Article A 
(Chapter I), a statement of the actual effectives on service in its formations 
organised on a military basis. 

The statements laid down in the present provision shall be forwarded 
to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations within three months 
after the close of the budgetary year. 

The Italian delegation 
makes a reservation and 
does not agree to all the 
distinctions referred to 
in these tables. 

The President. — I wish to point out at once that the decisions adopted in second reading 
in the year 1929 and during the present session in regard to the limitation of land, naval and air 
effectives involve important alterations in the wording of Article IA. 

These alterations primarily affect Tables I, II, III, V, VI and VII of Chapter I (first reading. 
Chapter I. — Effectives: Article AI, Land Armaments). 

These tables were replaced at the second reading by the following: 

Table I. — Maximum armed forces stationed in the home country. 
Table II (optional). —- Maximum armed forces stationed overseas. 
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Table III. — Maximum of the total armed forces of the High Contracting Parties. 
Table IV. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military 

basis stationed in the home country. 
Table V. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military 

basis stationed overseas. 

Furthermore, at its meeting on November 7th last, the Commission decided that naval 
effectives should be limited as follows: 

Table VIII. — Maximum armed forces. 
Table IX. — Maximum forces belonging to formations organised on a military basis. 

At the same time we decided to number the tables drawn up at the second reading for Air 
Armaments as follows: 

Table I (optional). — Maximum armed forces stationed in the home country. 
Table II (optional). — Maximum armed forces stationed overseas. 
Table III. — Maximum of the total armed forces of the High Contracting Parties. 
Table IV. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military 

basis stationed in the home country. 
Table V. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military 

basis stationed overseas. 

Then again, the two-fold system of “ average daily effectives ” and “ actual effectives on 
service " has been replaced by the single system of “ average effectives ”, which is to be applied 
both to formations organised on a military basis and to armed forces. 

Finally, I draw the attention of the Commission to the reference in Article IA (first reading) 
to Table IV (Overseas forces). This table has been removed from the list given in Article A of 
Chapter I (Effectives) because it was not designed for purposes of limitation but it was retained 
in Article IA for purposes of publicity. 

The Commission will have to decide whether Table II (Overseas forces), which is mentioned 
as optional in Article IA, should, by analogy with what was decided at first reading, be made 
compulsory when we are dealing, not with limitation, but with the publication of land effectives. 

The same question will arise in regard to Table I (Maximum of armed forces stationed in 
the home country) and Table II (Maximum armed forces stationed overseas), relating to air 
armaments. 

Further, we shall have to add something to Article IA to provide for the publication laid 
down in Article H of Chapter I. 

In view of the above considerations, I have decided to submit to the Commission, as a basis 
of discussion for the second reading, the text of Article IA, first reading, amended and amplified 
as follows: 

Article I A.1 

New drafting proposed by the Secretariat and submitted to the Commission as a basis of discussion? 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare annually: 

“ 1. On the model of Tables I, II, HI, IV, V (Land Armaments); I and II (Naval 
Armaments), and I, II, III, IV and V (Air Armaments) mentioned in Article A, Chapter I, 
a statement of the average daily effectives on service with its armed forces and in its 
formations organised on a military basis. 

“ Tables II (Land Armaments) and I and II (Air Armaments) are optional as regards 
the limitation of effectives, but compulsory as regards publicity. 

“2. As regards their armed forces on land: 

" (A) A statement indicating the number of soldiers, other than officers, who have 
completed more than x3 years of actual service with the colours on the date on which the 
statement was prepared; 

“ (B) A statement indicating, in the case of conscript armies, the number of men 
whose service exceeds the legal period in force in their respective countries, but is less 
than xz years on the date on which the statement is prepared. 

”3. As regards their armed forces in the air: 

“ A statement indicating the aggregate number of officers, non-commissioned officers 
and men who have completed more than x 3 years of actual service with the colours 
on the date on which the statement is prepared. 

“ 4. For purposes of information, and, if desired, a statement indicating the proportion 
of recruits not trained as defined in the national legislation, who are embodied in the effectives 
of its armed forces. 

1 The wording of Article H (Chapter I) not yet having been determined as regards naval effectives, Article IA will 
be completed later. 2 The modifications made in the former text are based on the decisions taken at the second reading with regard 
to Articles A and H (Chapter I) during the first part of the sixth session and during the present session. 

3 Note. — This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of actual service with the colours 
which is in force in the conscript armies of the contracting parties at the time of the signature of the Convention. 
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The statements laid down in the present provision shall be forwarded to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations within three months after the close of the 
budgetary year.” 

You will remember, gentlemen, that the German delegation made a reservation at first 
reading concerning this article because the tables referred to do not provide for publicity in 
respect of trained reserves. J 

The Polish delegation has submitted an amendment to Article IA reading as follows: 

Article I A. 

Proposal by the Polish Delegation. 

“ Add a new paragraph 2: 

Each High Contracting Party shall attach to the statements referred to above 
an explanatory note showing the elements on which they are based, in accordance with 
the stipulations of Article E, and stating for each category of effectives (recruits, militia- 
men, reservists, territorials, etc.), the number of these effectives and the number of 
days service they have performed.’ ” 

The French delegation proposes to add to Section II of Chapter V an article in the following 
terms: 0 

Proposal by the French Delegation. 

" Add an Article IA as follows: 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall forward to the Secretariat of the 
League of Nations within three months of the end of the budgetary year an annual 
statement showing the number of youths having compulsorily received preparatory 
military training during the previous year.’ ” 

I now open the discussion on Article IA. 
I venture to remind you once more of what I have so often said about brevity and conciseness 

in your speeches. I would add that the wording of Article H has not yet been settled as regards 
Naval Effectives, so that it will require to be amplified later on. 

I think I am right in assuming that the Commission agrees to take Article IA in the new 
drafting proposed by the Secretariat as a basis of discussion. 

Agreed. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — The method based on average daily effectives does not 
m all cases give sufficient information. In a standing army effectives are present with the colours 
practically throughout the year, and the average figures do not fluctuate greatly. But, in some 
other military systems, the figures vary and the actual number of effectives may be far above 
that of the average effectives. The object of the Polish amendment is to deal, in the chapter 
on publicity, with this special situation which arises under some military systems. 

We have kept our amendment within the bounds of the provisions already adopted for 
limitation; in other words it only relates to effectives in service and not to trained reserves. 

As there are several amendments to Article IA it might be better to sub-divide this article 
into separate articles, and the Polish delegation would have no objection to its amendment, once 
adopted, forming a separate article. 

The President. The Polish amendment will therefore, if necessary, be embodied in a 
separate article. 

This leaves us with the French amendment. 

M. Massigli (France). — Ours is a separate article; it was submitted as such. 

The President. In that case, we should deal now with this Article IA in the new drafting 
proposed by the Secretariat. If nobody desires to speak I shall regard it as adopted. 

This article was provisionally adopted. 

68. New Article IZ (Publicity concerning the Duration of Service): Proposal by the 

Secretariat: Procedure. 

The President. As M. Rutgers observed at the end of our meeting on November nth, 
the publicity tables regarding the duration of service would be out of place in Article IA, which 
only refers to average daily effectives. I therefore propose, in accordance with a suggestion from 
the Secretariat, that we insert in the draft Convention an Article IZ as follows: 



— 213 ~ 

Article IZ. 

Proposal by the Secretariat. 1 

Insertion in the Draft Convention of an Article IZ on Publicity regarding the Duration of Service. 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare, on the model of Table Z annexed 
to the present Convention, an annual statement showing for their land, naval and air forces 
respectively: (i) The number of days’ active service required of the annual contingent; 
(2) the total duration (in days) of periods of training in the reserve; (3) the total duration 
of service as defined in Article I of Chapter I. , c 

“ The statements laid down in the present provision shall be forwarded to the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations at the same time as those laid down in Article IA.” 

1 This draft article has been prepared on the basis of the decisions taken in the course of the present session 
regarding the duration of service. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I want to understand where we are. If this is only a drafting 
matter, I hope we shall not deal with it now, as we shall have to deal with drafting later on. If 
this does not change the subject matter I think it should be left over. I cannot see at the moment 
how this Article IZ differs from Article IA. 

The President. — This is not merely a question of drafting, but of inserting a new article 
because, in M. Rutgers’ view, the publicity tables concerning duration of service would be out 
of place in Article I A. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — This is a very important question and we must be quite clear 
what we are doing when we come to vote on it. The texts before us are numerous, and somewhat 
complicated because they make constant reference to other texts. I had in mind to propose 
that we should appoint another sub-committee to co-ordinate all these drafts. That does not 
seem to be possible; but I think that we might take the first-reading texts, as they stand, one at 
a time. Each of them is the subject of several amendments, which their authors might briefly 
explain to us. 

The President. — I naturally wish to do my utmost to expedite our work As the procedure 
• I had proposed gives rise to difficulties I am prepared to accept M. Bourquin’s proposal, which 
appears reasonable. If I understand rightly we ought to take the first-reading text of Article IA 
as a basis of discussion. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — That is my proposal. We would take the several articles, and 
the relevant amendments, in succession. The delegates who have submitted these amendments 
would explain them briefly. • 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — If that course be adopted the first amendment, as I see it, 
will be the Secretariat’s redraft of Article IA, but I venture to ask that that be postponed. It is 
purely a question of drafting and I think we had much better take all drafting questions together 
at the end, when we shall see the whole document and no doubt have a drafting committee to 
make general proposals regarding the final draft of the Convention. If there is any change then 
it ought not to be proposed, if I may say so respectfully, by the Secretariat. If this is merely 
redrafting then it ought to be delayed until we have the drafting committee to deal with it in 
common with all other drafting amendments. Let us, as M. Bourquin suggests, take each 
of the texts before us with the amendments of substance and not the amendments of drafting, 
which ought to be left for the present. 

Therefore I suggest we do not deal with the Secretariat amendments to Article IA, which 
are purely questions of drafting, and that we take the first amendment, whatever it may be, on 
the substance. 

The President. — I think we are all agreed. The Secretariat has, of course, not altered the 
substance of the article under discussion, but has merely adapted the text to the decisions already 
taken. I thought that it would simplify matters if we took that text as our basis of discussion. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am sure the Commission will agree with me that if we 
do that we shall have to be perpetually redrafting other amendments to the substance of Article I A. 
If we make an alteration to the substance Article IA will again have to be redrafted. It 
would be a great mistake for us to try to redraft now, as we do not know yet what we want to 
put into the redraft. I suggest all questions of redrafting be postponed for the present until 
we know exactly what it is we want to put into the Convention. 

The President. — I would ask Lord Cecil what he purposes that we should discuss at this 
moment ? 
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anH hnfWh 1 (BriJlsh
K
E,mPlre)- — Thf1"6 are French and Polish amendments to Article IA nd both these are of substance. I should have thought we ought now to discuss one or other 

of them or both of them one after the other. There is also a British proposal,1 which may or may 

r° come kef°re Article IA proposing the general safeguarding of the rights under 
mpntl i? ,/fth fU°VSnani' hatever is thought to be the right course as to the particular amend- ments it is for the President and the Commission to judge; all I say is, do let us try and set on 
as far as possible with the formation of our text. y g 

,¥• Co^ian (sPam). — A few minutes ago we showed, by our silence, our assent to Article IA 
ihat is tantamount to saying that we are agreed on the principle of that article, which remains 
the same as m the first reading text. At the first reading we were content to regulate this question 

m regaid to land effectives. When we came to Section II, regarding exchange of information 
we were again content to provide tables for land effectives. We have drawn up a very clear 
note stating that, as regards naval and air armaments, the models and the number of the tables 

y6^ been settled. At the third reading we made further progress and we settled  
though not entirely—the question of naval and air effectives. The Secretariat has submitted 
a draft, which is based on the agreement reached at the first reading but gives effect to all the 
changes introduced during the present session of the Commission. 

Lord Cecil has observed, very truly, that we cannot discuss the wording so long as certain 
questions of substance are in suspense. I think, however, that when we adopted Article IA for 
I regard it as adopted-—we did express our opinion on the principle. When we have discussed and 
approved Article A and Article I, the drafting of the whole passage can be referred to the drafting 
committee which Lord Cecil thinks we should appoint. Then we shall have a text which we can 
adopt definitely. 

. We have now before us Article IZ, which fills a gap left in the first-reading text. Following 
the method proposed by Lord Cecil, we might express our opinion on the principle embodied 
m that article As regards its final wording, we must, naturally, await the decisions on certain 
ot/ier P0.111^3’ but the Commission should express its views forthwith on the principle—i.e. 
whether it is desirable to have a table such as proposed by the Secretariat in Article IZ We could 
next decide on the new draft articles submitted by the French, Polish and British delegations. 

If we begin to discuss drafting questions we shall meet the same difficulties at every step 
there are some provisions of a general character which affect the questions dealt with in the 
first chapters. That is a difficulty we shall have to reckon with. Our work is complicated 
because the subject itself is complicated. 

The President. I understand that the Commission desires to discuss the Secretariat’s 
proposal, Article IZ, as regards the principle it embodies. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — I am not opposing the adoption of the principle in Article IZ 
as proposed by the Secretariat, but I wish to draw the Drafting Committee’s attention at once* 
to the fact that a whole series of technical questions will arise in regard to it. 

M. Massigli (France). — Any technical questions can be discussed at once. Drafting 
questions will be settled later on. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — In point i, in the first paragraph of Article IZ, as proposed by 
the Secretariat, there is a reference to the “ number of days’ active service required of the annual 
contingent . Does that mean the number of days’ service actually performed, or the number 
laid down by the law in force in any country ? 

B will be very difficult for some countries to reply to point 2 in the same paragraph, concerning 
the total duration in days of periods of training in the reserve. For instance, in Sweden we 
have no reserve, properly speaking. The text ought to be more general, and should apply to 
periods of training of all kinds; otherwise we cannot reply to that question. 

A*3881^1 (France). I think that the Polish amendment should give satisfaction to 
M. Westman. It provides for explanatory notes, in which the contracting parties will show 
the number of days service actually performed in their respective armies. As regards Article IZ 
proposed by the Secietariat, it gives accurate effect to our decisions concerning effectives 
m Chapter I. ° 

General de Marinis (Italy). -1 share the doubts of the previous speakers. I am not clear 
as to the exact meaning of this article. For instance, the annual contingent does not always 
serve for the same period. One part of it may serve for a given number of days, and another 
part for a different number. 

* Massigli (hranee). — I hope I shall not be thought presumptuous in defending a text of which 1 am not the author. But in truth I am defending the work of the Commission itself. 
We adopted an Article I, which is accurately reproduced in Article IZ, as proposed by the Secreta- 
riat. If we re-open the discussion on Article IZ we are re-opening the discussion on Article I 
Is that what the Commission desires ? 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See page 220. 
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Discussion on the Two Articles proposed by the Secretariat adjourned. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — That is exactly the difficulty I foresaw. Either this is a 
redraft, and in that case it ought to go to the Drafting Committee before coming here, or else it is 
a fresh text, and the Secretariat should not propose that either. I do not think they have proposed 
anything fresh because they are always most scrupulous about introducing new ideas. Therefore 
this is a redraft and we shall be wasting our time in discussing it, as it will have to go to the 
Drafting Committee first. I propose formally that the two proposals of the Secretariat be 
adjourned, pending redrafting by the Drafting Committee. 

The President. — Does the Commission agree with this proposal ? 

This proposal was agreed to. 

Discussion on the Polish Proposal. 

The President. — We must now examine the Polish proposal. Does the Polish delegation 
desire to make it into a separate article ? 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — That is a matter which I leave to the decision of the 
Bureau. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I would like to know exactly what is meant by the terms 
“ recruits, militiamen, reservists, territorials, etc. ” For instance, the meaning of the word 
recruit varies in different countries. In some countries, a man who has served three months 
is no longer considered as a recruit; in others, two, or four, months may be required. Then 
I suppose that the term “ militiamen ” refers to all formations organised on a military basis. 
Finally, the meaning of the words “ reservists, territorials ” is different in different countries. 
I think that the meanings of these terms ought to be fixed. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — The words which General de Marinis alludes to are given 
in brackets, and only for purposes of illustration. The point of the amendment is contained 
in the words “ for each category of effectives ”. Except as regards the standing army, cac 
country will compile the list of categories of effectives referred to in Article E as it thinks best. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I think that, if we adopt anything so vague, the result 
will be too indefinite. It is essential that every country should know clearly what it is asked 
for, otherwise it may be suspected of not complying with its obligations. Unless we fix these 
things more precisely, any country may be exposed to a sort of prosecution by the Permanen 
Disarmament Commission. , 

I rather feel that the adoption of this text would be a retrograde step. We were quite agreed 
on a text which showed very clearly what was required. The proposed classification wou 
complicate matters. 

In any case, we could not accept obligations the effect of which was uncertain. 

M. Massigli (France). — If I am not mistaken, the Polish delegation’s amendment is 
designed to supplement, so far as possible, any incompleteness in the general rules for limitation 
which we fixed in Chapter I. Having regard to the diversity of army organisations we had 
to be content with a few simple rules for limitation, by fixing the average daily effectives. 

We next provided for publicity tables, designed to show the actual number of these effectives 
in a given year. Owing to the diversity of army organisations the transmission of these figures 
to the Secretariat will only give a very vague idea of the position in each country. The Polish 
proposal merely seeks to enable each country to show how it arrived at its figure for average dai y 
effectives. Such data, which give a more accurate picture of conditions in an army during a 
given year, are very useful and cannot embarrass anybody. As has been said, it is a question ot 
good faith. Every contracting party will give these average daily effectives, and will exp am 
how they were computed. 4. 4. i r 

The value of such information will be manifest if any discussion arises regarding a total ot 
daily effectives, and if the total shown forms the subject of a complaint to the Permanen 
Disarmament Commission; in such a case the explanatory notes would greatly facilitate the 
work of this future Commission. , 

I believe therefore that such information cannot fail to be of use, and I support the Polisn 
amendment. 

Vote on the Polish Proposal. 

The Polish proposal was adopted by eighteen votes, with some abstentions. 

Discussion on the French Proposal and on an Italian Amendment to that Proposal. 

M. Massigli (France). — The French proposal is due to the same desire for clearness as 
the Polish proposal which you have just adopted. 
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At the second reading we adopted the following paragraph as part of Article H : 

Each country may, if it so desires, show for purposes of information in a snerial 

h? thTn11 +
Publ

1
lc

1
lty. |able IA, of Chapter V, the proportion of recruits not trained as defined the national legislation who are embodied in the effectives of its armed forces.” 

the return oTthrLnvP^/f-6111 ? Pr
+
eParat°ry military training, the information derived from t e return ot the above-mentioned untrained recruits will be incomplete. 

•i-,-if therefore ask that contracting parties having a system of compulsory pre-regimental 

^tory'Stary^inr1™8 th6 nUmber °f ^ ha- ~d such 
We should thus be observing the spirit of the observations in Sub-Committee A's renort 

complete Tnforemi«onmin0rity d ^ Sub-Committee.^y that it is highly desirable to publish complete information m regard to pre-regimental military training. 

considers well (1‘my)i, ~ The Ita?ian del^tion supports this proposal, which it considers well justified. It would, however, desire to see it amplified. In its view, it would be 

b^TahwhoVa °W' n0t °dly th°Se Wh° haVe r
1
eceived compulsory preparatory military training, but all who have received any preparatory military training, whether compulsory or voluntary 

delegato6^16 t0 ddete ^ W°rd ” comPulsorily ” in the text submitted by the French 

in a retnrn^n^p8^110 hav® received preparatory military training will have to be shown n a return to the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

M. Massigli (France) — I thank General de Marinis for supporting my proposal and for 
his very interesting suggestion. But I must observe that it involves a difficulty, whfch we had 

fnSrd3dn0tlCed Wlt
1
h°Ut bndlng a remedy for it. In countries where preparatory military struction is compulsory the Government has means of information; it knows how many youths 

framed, because they would be contravening a legal obligation if they failed to undergo 
preparatory training. But where military training is optional, the situation is different. How 

the Government to be informed as to the number of youths trained ? That is the difficulty 

ffimy proposar86 ^ ^ ^ ^ Solution for 11 that 1 inserted the word '‘compulsorily”’ 

M. Fierhnger (Czechoslovakia). — We are now touching on a question of the highest 
importance, which deserves to be thoroughly examined. 

wfs quite right in drawing our attention to this point. Our system must be as 

efiW? vp6, aS US t0 estimate mififary value of any army, especially as regards effectives. Undoubtedly, the pre-regimental training of youths increases the offensive value 
ot an army and this very important factor must be taken into account. 

. ,, Ge”eral de Manms was also right in his comments on the word “ compulsorily ”, which appears m the French proposal. But what is the significance of that word ? There are men, especially 
non-commissioned officers, who serve beyond the term required by the law and who are therefore 
not obeying a duty, and not complying with an obligation, but who are contracting a voluntary 
engagement. You may compare that category of men to the youths performing service which 

of careful dLcussion^1011 UPOn them’ ^ my thiS question is very imPortant and deserving 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I wish to reply to the objection that, as regards voluntary 
preparatoiy training, it would be difficult for a Government to know how many youths had been 

1 belleve tbat thls Preparatory training is now well organised in all countries and that the Governments keep careful watch over it, so that I think it must be very easy for them 
to know how many youths have received such training. I therefore maintain my proposal to 
delete the word compulsorily . j r r 

I have another observation to make. If we vote without giving any heed to each other’s 
arguments we shall place the Conference in a difficult position. The arguments which I have 

wutu T ?ber bave J56611 left unanswered, and the Commission has simply proceeded to vote. When I asked just now for explanations regarding the meaning of “ recruits ”, “ militiamen”, etc , 
I was simply told that every country would do as it thought fit. I pointed out that it would 
be embairassmg for some Governments to be left in such a state of uncertainty; and a vote was 
taken without any solution being offered. By these methods, gentlemen, we do no useful 
preparatory work for the Conference. It is a mistake to consider that important questions 
can be disposed of by majority votes. Despite such votes these questions will reappear in their 
entirety, I assure you, at the Conference. 

+ It*
16 /

President- — 1 must ^Pty to General de Marinis. I am sure he is mistaken if he believes mat the Commission pays no heed to his observations. Even if some of them have been left 
unanswered, I can assure him that they will not be disregarded in the report, and that the 
Conference will, therefore, be informed in regard to all observations made. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I thank the President for his explanation. 

, , x
The President. — We will now vote, first on General de Marinis’ amendment for the 

deletion of the word ” compulsorily ” in the French proposal. 

"Pi16 H°n* Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — It seems to me clear that for countries 
with a voluntary military system the words “ preparatory military training ” would have no 
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practical application. As long as the word “ compulsorily ” remains, I have no difficulty in 
accepting the amendment, but if that be struck out the article would apply to a good deal ot 
military training over which the Federal Government of the United States has no control, extending 
to training in cadet corps in high schools and colleges, boy scouts, and so on. I cannot therefore 
vote for the suppression of the word “ compulsorily . 

M. Massigli (France). — I maintain my text for the reasons I have given. 

Vote on the Italian Amendment to the French Proposal. 

The President. — I put to the vote General de Marinis’ proposal for the deletion of the 
word “ compulsorily ”. 

This amendment was rejected by fourteen votes against to one vote for, with some abstentions. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I would have voted for Geneial de Marinis pioposal, 
but I abstained, in view of the general reservation we have made. 

Vote on the French Proposal. 

The President. — I put the French delegation’s proposal to the vote. 

This proposal was adopted by nineteen votes with some abstentions. 

69. Discussion on Article IB: Appointment of a Sub-Committee of Experts. 

Observations 
and Reservations. 

Owing to the various 
considerations brought 
forward by the Japa- 
nese delegation at the 
meeting of the Commis- 
sion on April 2rst, 1927, 
it formally opposes this 
proposal, and also the 
proposal of the German 
delegation opposite Ar- 
ticle TA (Chapter II). 

The Italian delegation 
agrees with the above 
remarks of the Japa- 
nese delegation. 

First Reading. 

(Netherlands Draft.) 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare an annual statement 
of the number (weight) of arms and ammunition and implements of war 
in service and in reserve in its land, naval and air forces distributed between 
the following twelve headings and existing on the date of December 
of the preceding year: 

1. Rifles, muskets, carbines (number). 
2. (a) Machine-guns, automatic rifles and machine-pistols of all 

calibres (number); 
(b) Mountings for machine-guns (number); 
(c) Interrupter gears (number). 

3. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in Nos. 
1 and 2 above (number). 

4. Gun-sighting apparatus including aerial gun-sights and bomb- 
sights, and fire-control apparatus (number). 

5. (a) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre less than 
5.9 inches (15 cm.) (number); 

(6) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre of 5.9 
inches (15 cm.) or above (number); 

(c) Mortars of all kinds (number); 
(d) Gun-carriages (number), mountings (number), recuperators 

(numbers), accessories for mountings (weight). 

6. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in No. 5 
above (number). 

7. Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, torpedoes, depth charges 
and other kinds of projectiles (number). 

8. (a) Grenades (number); 
(b) Bombs (number); 
(c) Land mines, submarine mines, fixed or floating, depth charges 

(number); 
(d) Torpedoes (number). 

9. Appliances for use with the above arms and apparatus (number). 
10. Bayonets (number). 
11. Tanks and armoured-cars (number). 
12. Arms and ammunition not specified in the above enumeration 

(number and weight). 
With a view to the exchange of information as provided for in the 

present Section, the statement laid down in the present provisions shall 
be forwarded to the Secretariat of the League of Nations before March 
1st of the year following the year to which it refers. 
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T^e Presic(®!lt- — We now pass to Article IB, the draft submitted by the Netherlands 
Pr?Vld

f
mg f°r Publlclty in regard to various categories of arms'and ammunition, 

HnHnTfwv,nta °f War m S
]
ery1C€land 111 reserve- This proposal was discussed at first reading 

6 ?lrd session> and ihe Commission took note of it, without, however, adopting it. We must, therefore, proceed to a second reading of this article and come to a final decision about it 

discu^JftlTfi JUinfn (Netherlands) - As the Netherlands delegation’s proposal was 
hv fire/ihi fir

+
St yeadlng’J Wl11 not delaT the Commission by repeating the arguments used by our first delegate during the third session, at the meetings on April 21st and 22nd, 1927.1 

ffi r*Ur ProPosa]’ hke others of the same kind, is based on the sixth paragraph of Article 8 of tne covenant At the meetings I have just referred to it was favourably received by several 

1 ?ga 10ns‘. . esterday, again, I told you how little the Netherlands delegation would value 
budgetary limitation if it were not accompanied by the fullest publicity. 

* , • re£ard-3 the list of material contained in the proposal, our delegation borrowed it from 
™cle J. 0[ tbe Convention on the International Trade in Arms. 2 As that Convention had other objects in view than that of the Netherlands draft or of the Convention on which we are 
now engaged, we believe that this list should be regarded as merely illustrative. 

You will perhaps allow me to repeat what M. de Brouckere, the Belgian delegate, said on 
April 21st, 1927, at the end of his speech on our proposal. He spoke as follows : 

boi these practical reasons, while supporting the proposal in principle, I would ask you 
to allow me, before giving my formal consent to the list as now submitted to us, to make 
certain reservations and to wait until the list has been examined in greater detail and, if 
necessary, revised.” 

The Netherlands delation has no objection to that attitude, provided that the proposal 

to ^ast* the11 Pr^nciP e' ^ be advisable to appoint a small committee of military experts 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I only wish to say that I cordially support the Netherlands 
delegate s proposal, and that I wholly approve the procedure he suggests in regard to it. 

Proposal to set up a Sub-Committee of Experts. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — Reference has just been made to a statement by M. de Brouckere 
in 1927. I agree with the suggestion General van Tuinen has just made—namely, that we should 
get a committee of experts to examine the list in the Netherlands draft. I think that will 
certainly be necessary, and I entirely agree. 

As r^ards the principle of publicity, it does not seem absolutely necessary that we should 
vote before we see the result of the experts’ deliberations, seeing that most of us at any rate, have 
admitted that principle when we acceded to the Covenant—which provides for the fullest publicity. 

I would only suggest one alteration in the procedure recommended just now by General 
van I umen-—namely, that we should refer the examination of the purely technical portion of 

is proposal to a sub-committee of experts, and should decide on the article as a whole as soon 
as the experts have sent in their report. 

General van Tuinen (Netherlands). — I desire to thank the two last speakers and to say 
that the Netherlands delegation is perfectly ready to accept M. Bourquin’s suggestion. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — For the same reason as given by the Italian delegation 
during the discussion on the limitation of war material, I now support the Netherlands delegation’s 
proposal, and withdraw our reservation made at the first reading. 

f ^nrkovitch (Yugoslavia).— I must make an express reservation regarding the principle o publicity in respect of all war material, more particularly in respect of material in reserve. 
In my view, the Netherlands delegation’s proposal goes beyond the general aims of our 

Convention. To require every country to reveal the complete and exact state of its armaments 
is to ask something which no country, conscious of its responsibilities, could grant in the present 
state of international relations. I am therefore compelled to make an express reservation, and 
would revive, in my own name, the reservation which has just been withdrawn by the Italian 
delegation. 

Note by Secretariat. See document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, Minutes of the Third Session, pages 302 et sea. 
2 Note by Secretariat. — See document A.16.1925.IX. 
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Nobody is compelled to perform the impossible. That is a principle. But, apart from 
this general principle, I must also ask you to consider the special case of Yugoslavia^ and ol 
other countries similarly situated. These countries, having no war industries are obliged to 
maintain a small and limited reserve of material. If they are compelled to publish exact hgures 
regarding their war material, they will be placed at a great disadvantage as compared with 
other countries. I therefore prefer that we should vote, first, on the principle, and then consider 
how many categories should be provided in the table which the experts are to compile. 

M Sato (Japan). — I well remember a controversy between M. Rutgers and myself three 
years ago on this very article. That controversy gave rise to a very emphatic reservation 
which I had to make on the first-reading text, and which I still maintain. There are many 
points to be considered in this article: publicity in regard to material in service; publicity m 
regard to material in reserve; and, finally, the preparation of the list of war material which the 
Netherlands delegate has just referred to. 

I do not think all these questions can be discussed together. It might be wiser to proceed 
by small sub-divisions; but that is a question of procedure on which the Bureau alone can decide. 

Three years ago a debate on this point took place in our Commission. M. Rutgers, on 
that occasion, complained that I had not read Article 8 of the Covenant with sufficient 
and drew my attention to the last paragraph of that article. Not only am I aware of the 
existence of that paragraph, but I am also familiar with those which precede it, as I always 
commence reading an article from the beginning and not from the end. I do not think it possible 
that the first and sixth paragraphs can be in conflict with one another. It is perfectly true 
that we are obliged to publish the fullest possible information; but, under the first paragraph, 
we are entitled to maintain the minimum armament consistent with national safety. 

I am, therefore, compelled to state that I cannot assume this obligation of publicity in 
respect of everything affecting national security. On that point my Government holds very 
strong views, and that is the reason for my reservation. 

To illustrate what is in my mind I will give you an example. Can you imagine a cruiser, 
or a battleship, putting to sea in search of its enemies, and announcing beforehand to its adversaries 
how much ammunition it has in reserve ? Surely the captain of such a ship would never agree 
to tell his enemy: “ I can fire a thousand rounds, and after that, I shall be at your mercy . 

The same reasoning applies to a country which has to defend itself against external attack. 
Obviously, such a country will not declare the amount of war material which it has in reserve, 
it would not be normal, in matters affecting national defence. At any rate, it would be courting 
a grave risk, and it is to avoid doing so that my country declares itself unable to agree to a form 
of publicity which would be incompatible with the idea of national defence. 

If we desire to proceed as indicated in the first-reading text, it would first be necessary to put 
all countries on an equal footing. But that is absolutely impossible, having regard to their 
natural resources, their financial and economic capacities, the numbers of their population, their 
geographical positions, etc. These are factors which we cannot alter, and, as long as inequality 
subsists in all these spheres, we cannot contemplate a rigid and complete equality in regard to 
publicity affecting all questions of national defence. If a State feels it necessary to preserve 
silence regarding this or that point which affects its security, it must be free to do so. We must 
be content to do what is possible in existing circumstances. If one country has no great natural 
resources, or if another country has no highly-developed industries, it would manifestly be 
dangerous for them to publish the same information as could be given by countries more 
fortunately situated. 

I must therefore maintain my reservation concerning publicity in regard to material in 
reserve. 

As regards the list appended to Article IB, I quite agree with the Netherlands delegate 
that this question should be referred to a sub-committee. But I think it necessary that we 
should first discuss it in a general way. We must decide whether we wish to have detailed 
categories, as in the first-reading text, or whether we prefer wider categories. Personally, I 
do not much like the headings in the present text; they appear to me too detailed, and, again 
from the standpoint of security, my Government would find great difficulty in accepting the 
proposed list. To facilitate the accession of my country, I would urge you to be content with 
wider categories. I shall have further remarks to make on this point when the Commission 
discusses it. For the time being, I will merely ask the Commission to undertake a regrouping 
of these headings. 

May I revert once more to the example I gave you just now, of a warship putting to sea, 
in a period of emergency, to seek out its enemies. You may reply that it is an inappropriate 
example, having *regard to the existence of the Pact of Paris. Naturally, I cannot discuss 
political questions in this Commission, or consider the Pact of Paris from that standpoint, that 
would be outside our terms of reference. Of course, no one would deny the existence of that 
Pact; but it is only two years old. We do not know what its effects will be. Before the world 
can have confidence in it it must have stood the test of practice for many years. On the other 
hand, the Pact of Paris recognises the right of self-deferee and, therefore, I believe personally 
that the illustration I gave you was not inappropriate. 
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The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — The views of the American delegation 
as to the general subject of publicity and exchange of information are so well known that I shall 
not have to take up the time of the Commission in re-stating them now. 

• ,I should ]l.ke to preface what I have to say by the statement that I quite concur as to the wisdom of setting up a small committee to deal with the details of the subject, and I am quite 
willing to fall m with the view of the Commission as to whether this should be done beforl or 
after, a general discussion as suggested by M. Sato. 

I have repeatedly stated in this Commission and its Sub-Committees that the American 
Government favours the broadest measures of publicity and exchange of information As a 
matter ot tact, we already have very broad measures of publicity—probably there is no Government 
that furmshes fuller and more detailed publicity than my own. I earnestly hope that we may 
be able to agree on something substantially along these lines in our draft Treaty, for we consider 
that full and frank exchange of information, and publicity, are essential to the success of any 

rf-u tkey are essential to the building up of that common confidence and goodwill without which no treaty will constitute a great forward step. 

f 
du

1
ef^0n °ther way, we feel that failure to adopt very definite measures of publicity will saddle our Treaty in advance with a vital defect which will militate against 

its success. ° 

Proposal by the British Delegation for Insertion of a New Article in Chapter V. 

• h°rd.CeCil Umpire). I am sure that we have all listened attentively to the very weighty observations which have just been made by Mr. Gibson, and that every delegation will 
consider them with the greatest care and attention. As far as the British delegation is concerned, 
they had already given notice of a motion which has a similar object to that of the Netherlands 
delegation. They propose to do it in a very general way by inserting a new article in ChapterV, 

Nothing in this chapter restricts in any way the obligations imposed on any of the 
High Contracting Parties by Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations.” 

kkey Py°P0S6 to put that at the head of Chapter V, Section II (Exchange of Information), 
at would have been one way of dealing with it; whether it would have been the most satisfactory 

way is a different matter. 

I venture very respectfully to express my doubt as to the accuracy of the reading of Article 8 

+7 Iny JaP^nes? ^league. It is quite true that in the first paragraph of that article it is said 
r+u^e<AC^-1C|n 13 dePend on national safety, but that does not say the whole of the provisions of this Article 8 depend on the views of each country as to national safety. On the contrary, 

when you come to the sixth paragraph, this obligation is expressed in the most precise terms : 

The Members of the League undertake to interchange full and frank information 
as to the scale of their armaments, their military, naval and air programmes, and the 
condition of such of their industries as are adaptable to warlike purposes.” 

That is a very wide provision. It does not affect Mr. Gibson or M. Lounatcharsky, nor the 
Turkish delegation, but it does affect the other members of this Commission, As far as we are 
concerned we recognise we are bound by this obligation. As to whether this is the best way 
of doing it, and what ought to be put into the list, we shall be able to form a much better opinion 
on that, when we see the result of the considerations of the Expert Sub-Committee. 

I dislike discussing any question twice over. I am afraid if we now discuss the principle 
of the thing, and then wait to have a report and discuss it all over again, we shall really have 
two entirely separate discussions. It would be, in my judgment, better to wait—after these 
very slight preliminary observations—until we see exactly what our experts recommend. Then 
we can discuss the considerations which have been put forward by M. Sato and others. I also 
feel a ceitain reluctance in discussing abstract principles, because you never know where they 
are going to land you, whereas when you see a definite proposal you know what you are letting 
yourself in for by accepting it. 

I hope we shall adopt M. Bourquin s proposal, and not have any vote on this principle, which 
seems to me to be decided by Article 8 of the Covenant. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — After what Mr. Gibson and Lord Cecil said I have little 
to add, because I agree with them. My only reason for speaking is that I cannot accept the 
construction which M. Sato has placed on Article 8 of the Covenant. The incorrectness of that 
construction is evident when we remember that between the paragraph relating to security and 
the sixth paragraph of that article we have the fifth paragraph. And, as I am referring to that 
paragraph, I would add that M. Markovitch’s sohcitude should be partly allayed by the fifth 
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paragraph, for as you all know, the two other Conventions on the Trade in, and the Private 
Manufacture of, Armaments are awaiting the conclusion of our deliberations; both these 
Conventions will deal with the ground of M. Markovitch’s objection. 

Finally, I assume that the proposed military sub-committee will deal with material ot all 
kinds, including material in reserve. 

M Massigli (France). — We must deal with different questions one at a time. We are 
not now discussing the application of Article 8 of the Covenant, as Count Bernstorff himself 
pointed out yesterday, when he withdrew his proposal on the exchange of information, because 
he held that the Council of the League must decide on that point. We are now discussing the 
exchange of information, for the purposes of our Convention. For that reason, I am not going 
to engage in any discussion, either with M. Sato or with Lord Cecil, regarding the effect of the 
last paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant. That is a question which, with all respect to the 
American, Russian and Turkish delegations, we shall have to discuss with one another. But 
here our discussion is on other ground; we are drafting a Convention, and we are discussing 
publicity within the limits of that Convention. , x . 

Hitherto, both at the first and second readings, we have always been guided m regard to this 
question by the following rule; that publicity is, in principle, to relate to matters which are the 
subject of limitation, except where publicity is necessary as an auxiliary means, to enable us to 
keep close touch with the evolution of certain types of armaments, or to provide additional 
information regarding a given kind of limitation. . . , 

Seeing that, as regards material, the majority of this Commission has decided m favour of 
limitation by values, the question to be decided is whether we should have publicity in respect 
of numbers or only in respect of values ? . . n rj 

However, I am compelled to add, the arguments against direct limitation are equally valid 
against direct publicity—that is, against publicity in respect of numbers. This applies in the 
case of the argument relating to supervision, failing which, publicity in respect of numbers would 
be meaningless, for the very good reasons given by M. Markovitch and M. Sato. It is beyond 
doubt that non-industrial countries, possessing no great resources for arming themselves in times 
of danger, will be led to inflate their lists of armaments, since otherwise they would be furnishing 
weapons against themselves. I see no objection to appointing an expert committee, if the 
Commission decides in the sense in which I have spoken; but I think we should ascertain, in the 
first place, whether the majority desires publicity in respect of numbers, although they have 
agreed to limitation in respect of values only. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — Lord Cecil gave us a very clear argument in favour 
of the proposal before us. It is one that had already occurred to us. On the other hand, we must 
not forget that the complete application of Article 8 of the Covenant will depend on a number 
of other factors, and also on the application of other articles of the Covenant. That question 
has been discussed here, and in other Commissions, and we must realise the weight of the arguments 
used in favour of the interdependence of the different articles of the Covenant. We shall certainly 
have to consider how far, and at what moment, it will be possible fully to apply all the paragraphs 
of Article 8—since it is the full application of that article which we have in mind in the preparation 
of the Disarmament Convention. 

In principle, I do not oppose an examination of this question by the experts, but I am sure 
that they will find the task very difficult. Nevertheless, such an examination may be of use; 
though I must reserve my attitude in regard to its possible results. I can see objections of two 
kinds. From a purely formal point of view I am compelled, like M. Massigli, to ask what is the 
scope of Chapter V ? It appears to me that it has a natural and logical purpose, which derives 
from the preceding articles. Chapter V cannot, in my view, contain provisions which are not 
directly related to those which precede it. 

I can also see certain objections of principle against the proposal. We have already discussed 
direct and indirect limitation, and we have seen that certain countries, particularly those without 
war industries, will hesitate to publish returns of their war material, in service, or in reserve. 
M. Bourquin himself told us how public opinion is apt to react in regard to such questions. He 
spoke of the distrust which sometimes prevails. Mr. Gibson demands that this information 
should be as frank and full as possible. But that is a very subjective standard. People will 
require certain guarantees; and hitherto they have not been forthcoming. 

We must also consider how far it would be possible to draw up such lists. There are certain 
forms of armament respecting which it is difficult to publish information. Such, for instance, are 
purely defensive fortifications, the existence of which makes it possible to reduce armies to an 
absolute minimum. Is it justifiable to ask a country to make a detailed return of all its defensive 
armaments ? 

I therefore feel some doubts regarding the results of such an undertaking. I think we shall 
encounter obstacles which will make it impossible to give a complete table of armaments. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — The Canadian delegation recognises fully that the sixth paragraph 
of Article 8 of the Covenant obliges Members of the League to exchange full and frank information 
as to the scale of their armaments. We can see no reason why that should be questioned at 
all. There may be some opportunity for discussion and dispute as to what full and frank 
information may mean, and, for that reason, the Canadian delegation supports the setting up 
of a sub-committee to determine what we should do in order to comply with this paragraph 
of Article 8 of the Covenant. Personally, I believe that one of the things most essential to 
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peace is full and frank information with regard to armaments. It removes fear and suspicion 
which are responsible for the reluctance of certain countries to disarm. F 

We therefore support the setting up of a sub-committee. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — I agree with M. Massigli that the application of Article 8 of the Covenant 
does not arise. Nevertheless, for those countries which have assumed them, the obligations 
assumed under Article 8 are bound to dominate this discussion. 

at at a^° aSree w^h M. Massigli, up to a point, in regard to the procedure we should adopt M. Massigli has said we must give directives to the Committee of Experts, and that therefore 
the Commission must express its views in regard to the principle; but the statements we have 
heard to-day should lead us to reflect. 

Perhaps those statements throw a shadow on the results of the Conference. I think therefore 
that for once we should do well to leave the path of strict logic and adopt Lord Cecil’s proposal 
Let us leave the experts to discuss the question. Perhaps they may discover a solution among 
the various views which have been expressed here. In that way, we shall have time for reflection 
and we can return with the necessary serenity to this problem, which is the gravest of all that 
the Commission has yet approached. 

I hope that M. Massigli will accept this suggestion, and that we can defer a decision on the 
principle until the experts have reported. 

If M. Massigli presses for a vote on the principle I shall have to speak further on the subject. 

M. West man (Sweden). — I shall be very brief. I merely desire to support, in principle, 
the views of the Netherlands delegation. I think that the procedure proposed by the British 
delegation and supported by the Spanish delegation is the best for us to follow. 

i • (Greece). — I wish to say that Mr. Cobian has not only used the language of logic but of wisdom. I quite agree with him. 
It would be unwise at this moment to take a vote on the question of principle. It would 

be tar more practical to take Lord Cecil’s advice, to refer this question to the experts and to 
express our opinion as soon as we have had their report. 

M. Massigli (France). In these circumstances, I feel that I should not press my proposal, 
and 1 will not ask for a vote; but I make an express reservation regarding the results of the work 
in the form in which it is proposed. 

ii A/P°^ne^ Khan Riazi (Persia). —- Even though Article 8 of the Covenant is binding on all Members of the League, its application would not cover the case of Persia since all her 
neighbours are not Members of the League, and have not accepted the principle of mutual support 
in case of aggression, as provided by Article 16 of the Covenant. 

Furthermore, as Persia is not a producing country, our delegation could not accept the 
principle of publicity in respect of war material in service or in reserve. 

General van Tuinen (Netherlands). - I do not wish to prolong this debate. A first discussion 
was held on this question during the third session of our Commission in 1927, as recorded in 
document C.310.M.109.1927.IX.1 There may perhaps be further discussions after the experts 
have met. 

May I be allowed to add one observation ? Our delegation fully agrees with what was 
said by Lord Cecil concerning the interpretation of Article 8 of the Covenant. I cannot under- 
stand how we can propose, in this Commission, to have the fullest and frankest exchange of 
information on naval matters, but reserve our right to keep such information secret in regard 
to land material. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). The Chinese delegation supports Lord Cecil’s proposal for the 
appointment of a sub-committee. It also agrees with M. Politis that we should discuss this matter 
as soon as the experts have reported. 

Appointment of a Sub-Committee of Experts. 

The President. — We will now vote on M. Bourquin’s proposal, supported by Lord Cecil 
and several other members of the Commission, for the setting up of a sub-committee of experts. 

Mehmed Munir Bey (Turkey). — The Turkish delegation will reserve its attitude in 
regard to the vote till it sees the results of the Expert Committee’s work. 

The President. — Since M. Massigli agrees with us, it is perhaps not necessary to take a 
forced vote. I can therefore declare that the Commission agreed on this point. 

We must now proceed to appoint the sub-committee of experts, which will include repre- 
sentatives of the United States of America, France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, 
Belgium, The Netherlands, Norway, Spain and Yugoslavia. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — May I suggest that it would be desirable that any other 
military expert who desires to give information or present his views should be at liberty to do so ? 

1 Note by Secretariat. — Minutes of the Third Session. 
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M. Massigli (France). — I support Lord Cecil’s proposal. 

The President. — That is agreed. I will ask M. Cobian to be good enough to act as 
Chairman of the Sub-Committee, which will meet on Monday next, November 24th, at 4 p.m. 

Agreed. 

The Commission rose at 1.10 p.m. 

FOURTEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Monday, November 24th, 1930, at 10 a.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

70. Appointment of a Drafting Committee. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I think the time has come to consider the appointment of a drafting 
committee to give final form to the articles already adopted. If the Commission agrees with 
this view, I would suggest the appointment of a very small committee, consisting of three members 
only—for example, one member of the British delegation, one member of the French delegation 
and one member of the Swedish delegation. A committee so composed will, I think, be best 
able to work satisfactorily. I propose that the President ask the Commission to take a decision 
on this subject, and I hope it will accept my suggestion. 

The President. — The Bureau fully accepts the Japanese delegation’s proposal, and, unless 
I am much mistaken, the Commission as a whole will, I think, wish to set up a small drafting 
committee of men of outstanding ability, and I will ask the delegations to nominate them. The 
committee should be appointed as soon as possible so that it may set to work without delay and 
determine the exact wording of the articles already accepted. 

The Japanese proposal was adopted. 

71. Discussion on Chapter V: Miscellaneous Provisions. — Section II: Exchange of 
Information (continuation). 

Proposal by the Italian Delegation to insert a New Article. 

“ Add an Article IA (2) as follows : 

“ ‘ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare annually : 

“ ‘ (1) A table indicating the armed forces stationed in each of its overseas 
territories; 

“ ‘ (2) A table indicating the formations organised on a military basis existing 
in each of its overseas territories.’ ” 

The President. — The Commission has before it a proposal by the Italian delegation to 
the effect that an Article IA (2) should be inserted, providing that a table should be prepared 
annually indicating the armed forces stationed and the formations organised on a military basis 
existing in each of the various overseas territories. The Commission will doubtless desire to take 
a decision on this new proposal, upon which General de Marinis will, I think, probably wish 
to speak. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — In the Italian delegation’s opinion the exchange of informa- 
tion must be as complete as possible. As regards overseas forces, my delegation asked that limitation 
should be established for armed forces stationed in each of the various overseas territories. It 
was pointed out, however, that this procedure was not possible because circumstances might 
necessitate the transfer of armed forces from one territory to another. But, if I remember 
aright, it had previously been observed that the data to be given every year might simply be 
confined to the situation as regards territorial forces stationed in each of the overseas territories. 
In our opinion, that information it essential if we are to fulfil the undertaking we have given 
to exchange information which shall really be as complete as possible. There is, I think, nothing 
in this proposal which might prove irksome to countries having overseas possessions. 
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Mehmed Munir Bey (Turkey). — As regards Article A, the Turkish delegation proposed, 
both for land and for air armaments, that a separate limitation should be laid down for the forces 
in each of the overseas territories. As the proposal was not accepted at the time, the Turkish 
and several other delegations made reservations on the point. The Turkish delegation still 
taking the same view, now supports the Italian proposal. 

M. Massigli (France). — Before stating my opinion on General de Marinis’ proposal I 
should like to make clear a point on which I feel some doubt in my own mind. 

When we discussed Article A, and the question of the separate limitation of overseas forces 
was raised, the Italian delegation was averse to such a distinction. During the second reading 
the French delegation proposed, as a compromise, the optional limitation of overseas forces! 
The Italian delegation did not accept this suggestion and maintained its reservation. I should 
like to know, first of all, whether the position is still the same, because it is surely inconsistent 
to object to the special limitation of overseas forces and at the same time to claim special publicity 
for them. J 

General de Marinis (Italy). — The point of the Italian reservation was that a distinction 
should be drawn between overseas territories situated near the mother-country—and therefore 
to be regarded, from the point of view of armaments, as forming part of the mother-country  
and more distant territories. 

In my opinion, this reservation has no connection with our present proposal. I remember 
that, when I made it, the French delegation itself agreed—as will be seen from the Minutes—that 
the Conference should take into consideration the distance of overseas territories from the mother- 
country, and I regarded this attitude as implying a fundamental acceptance of my view. If 
this reservation be admitted, countries having overseas possessions will still have territories 
which must be regarded as “ overseas ” in the true sense of the term, and it is these territories 
for which we should like a simple statement to be given every year showing the forces stationed 
there. Such a statement would come under the general category of information. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Does “ armed forces ” include naval and air forces as well 
as land forces ? It would be of very little use giving a return of naval forces, for instance, in 
a naval country, because these forces move continually and to some extent that refers also to 
air forces. I do not mind what you put in if the Commission desires it, but I would utter one 
word of caution : It is no use piling up these returns till they become too burdensome. I am 
a little afraid that some of the limitations we agreed to the other day may overburden the 
Convention. I am always desirous of doing something practical in this matter rather than of 
being led away by the desire to produce something symmetrical. 

M. Sato (Japan). — When we discussed the tables in Article A, we considered it necessary 
to avoid any rigid requirements in regard to the forces stationed in overseas territories; and 
the intention was to leave a certain latitude as regards increasing or reducing, in special circum- 
stances, the forces stationed in such territories. As we thought it highly desirable that this latitude 
should be allowed, we urged that there should not be too much rigidity in the limitation of these 
overseas forces. 

Accordingly, and in order to retain a certain latitude as regards publicity also, I should like 
the word “ optional ” to appear in brackets. Those Powers able to publish the strength of the 
forces stationed overseas would do so, while others would be exempt, if they considered it impossible 
to do so. 

Italian Amendment to the Italian Proposal. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — The objection has been raised that this table can hardly 
refer to land forces only. In my opinion, it would be of no practical use to make it comprise 
air and naval forces: the situation might change soon after publication, because air forces, and 
indeed naval forces, situated in one territory, may rapidly be transferred to another, whereas 
such a transfer would be much more difficult for land forces. I should therefore be quite prepared 
to limit this table to land forces alone. 

It has been said that certain complications might arise. I cannot see what complications 
could arise, but I should like to point out that a knowledge of such data, even once a year, may be 
of importance to the security of countries adjacent to overseas territories. It is not wholly 
immaterial to a country having a possession near territory belonging to another Power to know 
what forces are kept in that territory. The minimum we can accept is to be informed at least 
once a year as to the strength of the land forces in the various overseas territories. 
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I therefore suggest that my proposal should be drafted as follows I 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare annually : 

“ (i) A table indicating the land forces stationed in each of its overseas territories; 
“ (2) A table indicating the land forces organised on a military basis existing in each 

of its overseas territories. ” 

M. Massigli (France). — In reply to what General de Marinis has just observed, I should 
like to say that, when the second reading was taken, I did not approve of his views, as he appears 
to think. If he will refer to the Minutes, he will see that I simply mentioned distance as a factor 
which might be taken into consideration by the Conference; I did not say more. 

As regards the actual amendment proposed, I agree with Lord Cecil that its sole result will be 
to make the work very complex. It is doubtless very important to know—I take my own country 
as an example—the number of effectives stationed in Martinique and Guadeloupe; but information 
of the same kind would be equally important in regard to Bordeaux and Marseilles. If we wanted 
to take that line, we should have to apply the system universally. We should be asked to publish 
information regarding all changes of garrisons. You can imagine what suspicions we should 
awaken, what grounds for recrimination, what complaints we should evoke. All that is, I think, 
extremely dangerous. 

Then again, the phrase “ overseas territories ” is very vague. Such territories comprise 
colonies and groups of colonies. Is the separate limitation to apply to a particular colony or to 
a whole group ? 

The question seems to me not to be of major importance in any case, and I should therefore 
be glad if General de Marinis would withdraw his proposal. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I cannot see any possible comparability between the 
distribution of forces in overseas territories and the distribution of forces in the garrisons of the 
home country. 

There is, it seems to me, a vast difference between knowing the distribution of forces in 
various towns, and in overseas territories. 

I therefore maintain my proposal, and I think it is the least we can do in order to comply 
with the principle that the exchange of information shall be as complete as possible. 

I do not think that I am asking too much. It is surely desirable to know once a year what 
are the land forces allocated to the various overseas territories. 

Vote on the Italian Proposal as amended. 

The President. — I think the Italian delegation’s proposal might be put to the vote. 
I would remind you that General de Marinis has himself amended it. 

The new text reads as follows : 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare annually : 

“ (1) A table indicating the land forces stationed in each of its overseas territories; 
“ (2) A table indicating the land forces organised on a military basis existing 

in each of its overseas territories. ” 

I put the amended proposal I have just read to the vote. 

The Italian 'proposal was adopted by five votes for to four against, with some abstentions. 

M. Massigli (France). — I ask to enter a reservation in regard to this proposal. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I wish to make the same reservation. 

72. Discussion on Chapter V. — Section II: Article IC. 

First Reading. 

If the construction of any vessel of war for a non-Contracting Power 
is undertaken within the jurisdiction of any of the Contracting Powers 
such Power shall promptly inform the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations and shall publish in its Official Journal the date of the signing 
of the contract and the date on which the keel of the ship is laid, as well 
as the following specifications: the standard displacement in metric tons 
and the principal dimensions—namely, the length at water-line, the 
extreme beam at or below water-line, mean draft at standard displacement; 
the date of completion of each new ship and its standard displacement 
in metric tons, and the principal dimensions—namely, length at water-line, 
extreme beam at or below water-line, mean draft at standard displacement, 
at time of completion. 



— 226 

The President. — We now come to Article IC, which was adopted at first reading. 

Article IC provides that a contracting party which constructs a vessel of war for a non- 
contracting party must furnish information on the subject. 

A few days ago, when we were dealing with naval material, we adopted an article which 
was similar, but rather more general, in scope. Since you have already adopted that article, 
you will have to decide whether Article IC should be retained. It corresponds to Article L of 
document C.P.D.230, 1 and therefore seems to me superfluous. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I think it is clearly unnecessary to put the thing in twice. 

The President. — I think we are all agreed and therefore Article IC will be suppressed. 

73. Discussion on Chapter V. — Section II: Article IG. 

Observations and 
Reservations. 

First Reading. 

The delegations of the 
British Empire, the 
United States and Italy 
reserve their opinion 
concerning this article. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the 
Secretariat of the League of Nations the name and the tonnage of any 
vessel constructed in accordance with Article NH (Chapter II). With 
regard to existing vessels of this type, this communication shall be made 
within two months after ratification of the present Convention. With 
regard to vessels to be constructed, the communication shall be made on 
the date of completion. 

The President. — We now come to Article IG, corresponding to Article NH, which deals 
with the limitation of naval material and which was adopted at first reading. Article NH does 
not differ from the text adopted at second reading a few days ago as Article M in document 
C.P.D.230,1 except that, in Article M, 6.1 inches (155 mm.) has been ’substituted for 
6 inches (152 mm.). 

At the first reading, the Italian, British and United States delegations made reservations 
in regard to Article IG. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I ought to say that my Government is opposed to this 
article for reasons which I think the Commission will recognise are sound. In the first place, 
they think any such return would be misleading, because a large number of merchant vessels 
do in fact strengthen their decks in view of possible necessities for the defence of their existence, 
and to enter in a return those which had received payment from the Government for that purpose 
would mislead everybody for the reason that such a return would not indicate all the vessels 
that strengthened their decks. That is one reason. The other, a technical one, is this—and 
I think it will have some weight with the Commission. We have proceeded in this Convention 
on the theory that what we are dealing with are the forces available in peace for use without 
mobilisation; that is the principle of our Convention. It is quite plain that a vessel with 
strengthened decks would not be available without mobilisation, it would have no gun on board, 
it would have no trained personnel to man the gun, it would be entirely unavailable without 
mobilisation. The British Government therefore thinks that in this case it would be wrong to 
include this particular class of material, which can be used in war, but which cannot be used 
without mobilisation. They desire me to point out that, if that principle be adopted, you ought 
to have a return of all land transport that can be used—lorries and so on—which would be a 
burden quite intolerable. They think, therefore, that an exception ought not to be made for 
this particular kind of material. 

Further, they point out that any expense to which they are put in this connection—which 
is, in fact, infinitesimal—will of course be returned as part of their naval expenses if the scheme 
adopted by the Convention be accepted, and therefore to that extent there will be a control. 
They feel that, on the whole, it would be improper to accept this clause and they hope the 
Commission will not adopt it. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — Mr. President, as a practical matter 
I cannot see that this paragraph is of any particular importance. It would be a very different 
matter if the stiffening of decks were a very difficult operation or called for a great deal of 
time, but as a matter of fact I am informed that this can be done at any time within a week, 
which is even a generous allowance of time for adequate stiffening operations. I do not think 
it a very great advantage, from the point of view of our Treaty, to have a thing of this sort, 
but I should not be disposed to stand in the way of its adoption if very much desire be shown 
for it, provided we find we are all in a position to carry out this obligation. As Lord Cecil 
indicated, it sometimes happens that a shipping company will stiffen the decks of its ships 

1 Note by Secretariat. — See Annex 2. 
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without being required to do so by the Government, and while the Government is disposed to 
give returns, it may not have all the necessary information. Some doubt has arisen among 
our technical advisers as to whether there is any agency which we can definitely be sure will 
be in possession of all this information, and I cannot help thinking it would be a mistake to 
assume a treaty obligation that we are not sure we are able to carry out. If it be desired to 
maintain this article, I shall be glad to make telegraphic enquiry of my Government, and shall 
be ready to state the position of the American delegation on receipt of an answer. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — The Italian delegation agrees with the arguments and 
conclusions of the representatives of the British Empire and the United States. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I am in favour that this article should be retained. We have adopted 
a clause corresponding to the former text of Article NH, which lays down the principle that 
no preparations shall be made in merchant ships for the installation of warlike armaments for 
the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war. We allowed, as an exception in 
certain circumstances, the stiffening of decks. In time of war, merchant ships must be 
enabled to defend themselves against attacks by submarines or other vessels of war. That is 
quite true; but we also know—history proves it—that merchant ships have been converted 
into auxiliary warships, and we know the damage they cause. We must bear that in mind. 

Article IG provides for publicity in regard to merchant ships whose decks have been stiffened 
in time of peace. I agree that there will be difficulties in the way of such publicity. We imposed 
limitations in respect of warships at Washington and in London. If, on the one hand, we 
directly limit the material of naval forces, and if, on the other, we cannot exercise any supervision 
over merchant ships with stiffened decks which may be transformed into auxiliary warships, 
then we shall leave a way open to all kinds of possibilities. I am therefore of opinion that 
publicity is essential in the present case. 

In the circumstances, I am very gratified to be able to accede wholly to the views of those 
of my colleagues who favour wide publicity in all matters. 

I therefore warmly support the proposal made at first reading by the Netherlands 
delegation. I hope that despite the difficulties—and in my opinion they are not insurmountable 
—the Commission will adopt this proposal. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I consider this question of auxiliary warships to be of very 
great importance. The part played by merchant ships transformable into warships will become 
more important as the tonnage of fighting ships, in the strict sense of the term, is reduced. 

The number of merchant ships convertible into auxiliary warships is unlimited, and therefore 
publicity is of particular importance in their case. The transformation of a large number of 
merchant ships would constitute a serious danger, particularly for Powers with small navies. 
Indeed, at the second Peace Conference these merchant ships were christened “ chameleon-ships ”. 
Lord Cecil has said that the principle of the Convention was to deal only with armaments utilisable 
immediately upon mobilisation. I was not aware of any such principle. I remember how, side 
by side with Lord Cecil, I pleaded for the limitation of trained reserves. The majority was against 
us, but that does not mean that the principle was formally rejected. It is the same here: only in 
the last few days the principle of an article providing for publicity for arms, ammunition and 
war material in service and in reserve has, I believe, been discussed and adopted. The question 
will be discussed still further, but I do not think that article can be set aside on the ground that 
the principle invoked by Lord Cecil would be violated. 

If I am informed aright, the stiffening of a deck so as to enable it to carry, for example, ten 
15 cm. guns, would, contrary to what Mr. Gibson has said, be more likely to take a month than a 
week. Indeed, at Washington it was agreed to prohibit in time of peace preparations for the 
transformation of merchant ships into auxiliary war vessels. If an exception were allowed, it 
would presumably mean that the question was considered to be of very definite importance. 
An exception was allowed—namely, the stiffening of decks to enable merchant ships to carry 
guns of a calibre not exceeding 15 cm. If that exception were of no importance, if it were so 
simple a matter to stiffen a deck after mobilisation, if it only required a few days, would it not 
be better simply to drop this exception altogether and not to allow any stiffening of decks in time 
of peace ? 

In any case, Mr. Gibson is not opposed to the article. He merely expressed certain doubts 
about it. The possibility of giving information arises, I think, out of Article M of document 
C.P.D. 230, 1 which provides as follows : 

"No preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation 
of warlike armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war . . 

No exceptions to this prohibition can be allowed unless the Governments concerned 
are informed. 

I may add in conclusion that, even before the war, some countries had voluntarily adopted 
this kind of publicity in regard to their auxiliary cruisers, and for that reason I hope the Commission 
will retain this article. 

Note by Secretariat. — See Annex 2. 
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, Maspig1! (France). — The French delegation was one of those which at the first reading 
voted tor Article IG. It considered that the merchant ships in question represented an important 
war potential, more particularly since, in some countries, the construction and plans of ships of this 
kind must be submitted to the naval authorities before building is begun. That is evidence of the 
value of such vessels for war purposes. 

I must admit, moreover, the force of what Lord Cecil has just said. Since we have been 
working out this Convention, we have realised that war potential is an elusive factor, and in these 
circumstances, and since the question does not constitute an essential element of the text we are 
preparing, the French delegation will abstain from voting. 

Vote on Article IG. 

The President. — I put to the vote Article IG, adopted at first reading. 

Article IG was adopted by seven votes for to three against, with some abstentions. 

74. Discussion on Chapter V. — Section II: Article ID. 

Observations and 
Reservations. First Reading. 

TheJ'German delega- 
tion makes a reservation 
concerning this article, 
considering that publi- 
city should be applied 
to all aerial war material 
and hence to material in 
reserve and stocks of 
material. 

(Italian Draft.) 
Each of the High Contracting Parties 
shall prepare an annual statement 
showing the maximum figures attain- 
ed during the year in respect of 
the number and total horse-power 
of aircraft, and the number, total 
horse-power and total volume of 
dirigibles in commission according 
to their distribution laid down in 
Article AA (Chapter II, Section III 
—Air Armaments). 

(French Draft modified.) 
Each of the High Contracting 

Parties shall prepare an annual 
statement showing the maximum 
figures attained during the year in 
respect of the number and total 
horse-power of aircraft, and the 
number, total horse-power and total 
volume of dirigibles in commission 
according to their distribution as 
laid down in Article IA of the present 
Chapter. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — In view of the fact that the Commission has before it a proposa1 

dealing with the limitation of the total horse-power of aircraft, it might be well to postpone the 
consideration of Article ID until the third reading when the amendment of the Canadian delegation 
will have been disposed of. 

M. Massigli (France). May I point out that there is a text regarding military aviation 
which has already been adopted at second reading ? The Canadian delegation is the only one to 
submit an amendment modifying rules adopted at second reading, though the principle is admitted. 

This important discussion must, therefore, I think, take place now; we ought not to defer it to 
the third reading, when we shall probably be working hurriedly and will perhaps be unable to 
give it the attention which it deserves. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — I do not press my proposal. 

The President. — We have before us an Italian proposal and a French proposal in the 
first-reading text. The British delegation has submitted a proposal as follows : 

“ Article ID (First Reading). 
" Should read : 

“ ‘ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare an annual statement showing 
the maximum figures attained during the year in respect of the number and total horse- 
power of aircraft, and the number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles in 
commission as laid down in Article AA of Chapter II, Section III, Air Armaments. 

“ ‘ This statement shall be forwarded to the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations within three months after the close of the budgetary year.’ ” 

The President. — The first paragraph of the British amendment does not seem essentially 
different from the Italian first-reading draft. In the second paragraph, the British draft provides 
for the annual statement to be published within a time-limit of three months after the close of the 
budgetary year. 

At the first reading, the German delegation made a reservation regarding Article ID because 
it does not relate to air material in reserve and in stock. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I do not think it is necessary for me to trouble the Commission 
on the first part of the British amendment. As far as I can see, the only difference between the 
Italian and French drafts and our own in the first paragraph is that they speak of " according to 
their distribution ”. We have decided, as I understand it, not to make a distinction according 
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to their distribution and therefore it will be as laid down in the relevant article^ B a draftmg 

not know whether ft is appropriate to put that in here^ Sometime or pother we shall have t 
make a statement as to when all this information is to be returned, and I should have thought it 
would come in better there. I do not think that there is any idea on the part of 
to make a distinction here between this information and other information, it is put y 
for the purpose of providing a period within which the information must be given. 

CVneral de Marinis (Italy). — The Italian delegation maintains its proposal, and accepts 
the sUghf6amendments proposed^by Lord Cecil. It also agrees to add that the statemen shall be 
fomarded to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations within three months after the 
close of the budgetary year. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I wish to point out that in Article IA a period of three 
months is referred to, and no doubt that is where the three months comes from- I had notnoticed 
it when I spoke just now. I think this is a matter which should go to the Drafting Comm tt 
so as to arrange for the delay applicable to all these returns. 

M. Massigli (France). — The French delegation also accepts the British amendment and 
withdraws its own first-reading text. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany), 
against this article. 

Our reservation is, of course, maintained, and I shall vote 

Vote on Article ID modified. 

The British proposal was put to the vote ani adopted by seventeen votes for to one against 
with some abstentions. 

75. Discussion on Chapter V. — Section II: Article IE. 

Observations and 
Reservations. 

The German delega- 
tion reserves the right to 
give its definite opinion 
at the second reading. 

First Reading. 

In order to ensure publicity in the matter of civil aviation, each of 
the High Contracting Parties shall prepare an annual statement showing 
the total number of civil aeroplanes and dirigibles registered in the territory 
under jurisdiction of each of the High Contracting Parties. 

The President. — The British delegation submits an amendment as follows : 

Proposal by the British Delegation. 

“ Article IE (First Reading). 
“ Add at end : 

« < together with the expenditure by Government or local authorities. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - This article refers to expenditure °n, airfi
r

p
a
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not vet decided whether we are going to limit expenditure, because that has been referred to 
the third reading. Therefore I should have thought that this should stand over until we reach 
the third reading, because it is rather difficult to provide for the return of the expenditure unt 
we know whether we are going to limit it or not. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I think we might now discuss everything m this article 
unconnected with budgetary limitation. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Surely it is not a good plan for us to have the discussion 
piecemeal the first part of the discussion now and another part later on when we come to adopt 
the article. Surely, if we are not going to take a decision on this point, it is a great mistake o 
begin with a discussion. I venture to ask the Commission to try to observe some regularity m 
our discussion. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — My point is, that in order to avoid a piecemeal discussion, 
we must consider Article IE now, immediately after Article ID. 

Article IE itself does not deal with a question of budgetary expenditure on armaments. 
It deals with pubhcity of expenditure on civil aviation. 
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- an 
ere is no question here, therefore, of limitation of armaments by budgetary means. 

Articles^D^n^T'D1'^ ^ermfny)- 77 Jn v^ew °f the close connection between Article IE and 

Is lo deaf wUh Civu'avia3 IttSt ^ whether the draft Convention 
article until we deal with the’other twoVrticles. 6 & V‘Sab 6 t0 postPone the discussion of this 

Postponement of Discussion on the British Proposal. 

the tofubhdty «ng
Ea“eas ^1^.^ 

theft^e relates't? p^^i^tL6 X^two ^tTcTes 

I therefore propose that we now discuss Article IE in the form it received as a result of th» 

pmpoSVttu aSaI,p«”?aSr!S',‘hSri"'1 ,Mnk ^ *“raM « 

a..T:aEr™?,szt
,t.^ 

A greed. 

propo^edRentiT4LNiEer,Thdou)
girwe h^wf tr^ m°?CaI to adopt a rule such as that 

? “®arTNation,'whfch ^"tetby 
enhmice^the^ahiehof the ConveSiOTib3^6 ^ °b]eCtl0n t0 thiS but 1 cannot think it wiU 

“a st? tffs ,hl »d"dc,rss; 
.r|,p„^n

Idro.T“st^ 

Z an^ oS SlSTatta0 r^’ S° f We kn°T \ ^ the P°w- 

speech that* II °^it^^ha^just maderwfth^the spSch^h^deliwred^Sf'an^hou/a^ffn'which 
he Mas successful in persuading the majority of the Commission. He may say that^hat aoDlies 
also to me, but the answer to him is that the Commission decided against me and in his favour 

mQf/^er€£°re ^ decision of the Commission on the general principle of this 

SpconfentL^icl,11"6 “7^ ty1"^ ^ ^Mi^teblr °f 

which is not a very important matter, I am very strongly of opinion on the merits and asTmatTer 

to ryd^fC^^e„tUght t0 StiCk t0 thiS art4 WhiCh — to - “import^ 

distii^tions^but” afcnrdr^if !!aVe ^ reSpeCt, for considerations of procedure and for legal 
tt^fZLio^’face tolce^eSl"6 mUS‘ ^ ^ faC‘S: We must br“S 

the aCrOTl1ment:ttl0i1nhaSaalreavy.u0r^led the sub)ect of keen discussion here. I will not go over t e arguments adduced on both sides, but before taking a final decision we are in dutySbound 
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to be neglected. , f , alreacjv known or the arguments adduced in the past: I will 

take^ip'the'diOT^lon'at the poln^whSre'we^left it and I wfu only cite such new circumstances 

and rsWre^a4eatteo“edside oft^ question “is an extremely important document 
which must ^^"J^Q^g^you'al^reSved from^the "artt^^e^wTup by the 

Before coming Organisation entitled “ Enquiries into the Economic Administrative 

the 

diffeMntRuteersReminded us just now of a recommendation made by one of the League Assemblies 
and he exprfssed the hope-which was also voiced in the report of the Brussels ^‘s-that the 
distinction ^etvreen civil and military aviation wouMbe 

supplernent the material drawn from civil aviation with a view to immediate aggression. Those 

are fI‘will'not'go'into detSls hereland I certainly do not wish to appear to be advertismg^ny 

has^occurred^and SS^a^hir^ har^enVuchtord though noi as much a, 
V lS like I have here a weekly journal published in Madrid, containing an article of such 

article to the Bureau. 

“ This machine which looks like a commercial aeroplane, may rapidly be converted 
into a teribk engine of war. It is so arranged as to be able to carry our guns of sm U 
ralihre which can fire in full flight, and also several machme-guns. It can rapidly t>e 
armed and can fire in all directions, including the rear. Por war pu^s it is an extremely 
formidable instrument. It can carry 5,000 kilogrammes of bombs ^. starting for exa pi 
from Saragossa, can drop them on London, Pans, Rome, Brussels, etc., and return to its 
starting-point without landing. 

And here the pilot might almost seem to have had our Commission in mind. 

“ The machine can fly at a height of 6,000 metres carrying 'oa
f^ 

be out of range of attack. At that height it will be free from all attack from the ground, 
since anti-aircraft guns have not so great a range as that. 

This text speaks for itself, and I will add no comment; I think th\Com
+
m/ssi?i^

a" .^ar
e^ae 

I will say this, however, that if a machine with features of such outstanding J {on 

can be built in a country in which, under the terms of a Decree-Law of 19 , machine-Runs 
of any aircraft capable of being equipped with arms of any kind such as g , . , J J 
etc., is forbidden—a country, too, which certainly is anxious to observ 

1 Note by Secretariat. — Document C.339.M.i39.i93°-VI1- 



— 232 — 

“LS •SUS&xr’ *—» - 

•— - ?s 2 s-jxns^szj sa jsssa 

certainly some little inconsistencv bnt^T thinV+Vi • ^ ar^lc^e m our Convention. There is 
against the concrete ^ac^s^v^ich' have ^now^ been5 b.id before ^0rma^ ^e^ect should not weigh 

of air"pilots^t 'the^disposarof^an^nny^^Evety1 commercial aS ^ the nUmber 

nenced pilot. As you know it is extremelv diffirnlf fnr o aircraft m service means one expe- 

iiaiastr ■ “ ■*>''rii"--xp p2”,t, ”s«s.s 

commercial SSaft and*^ SS of 
equally to all countries, and I therefore see £0 object^ toThe ^eilg^edf/aZnd S 

s 2=a E 

find difficulties m it purely on the basis of form. It seems to me that ffi a trL^ W +t
yV •! \-d 

det*3SF^Ce °^Tddy0 "“teh^Snual anTs'mfannua'l rl^orte in a™” 
it would be better to de^ XthS oS ^000“ ' Cann0t help ^ 

deletion of’thearttrt tb ^ ^ ^lely on that ground I shall vote for the 
be able to faM L^lth it and f^het^d IZr^aSot4^ artide’ 1 ^ ^ 

aviation, we are going to dispense with it in regard to military air material. Y g g 

oc * FF1' Mas®lgl1 would plead for publicity regarding military aviation with the same luciditv as m the speech we have just heard, I feel sure the whole Commission ^ 

^n^r^tion.^' Wha‘eVer ^ may Say’ mili‘a^ rreally^oreVang^ 
I have also to congratulate Lord Cecil on the decision that the Commission has taken. 

M. Cobian (Spam). — I desire to thank M. Massigli for having adduced evidence in fbe 
Spanish language m support of his arguments. But I must remind hir/of one fact the imnorta^re 
of which no one can fail to realise. Two years ago a Committee of wtnVU Cm +12 P ^ 

tCincfTa,l,apmI M' Ma,SS,£;l'i T. Gibson and other delegates were’members tried to^a^a diT tmctmn between cml and mditary aviation, and no one was then able to teh us how to do it 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I must make a reservation in respect of this article T 

ordtoaPPlw thearSuments set forth by Mr.. Gibson and M. Rutgers. It seems to me extj dmary that such importance should be attached to civil aviation while no attempt is made to 
limit or publish the returns of material in reserve for war purposes P 

M Massigli also spoke of the'military value of a civil aircraft of my own country. In reolv 
eg o quote certain remarks made by M. Brocard, an expert of his own country, and, I think, 
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formerly chairman of the Commission frangaise de 1’aviation. I take them from the reports 
of the official journal containing the discussions of the Chamber of Deputies. 

" You spoke just now ”, said M. Brocard, “ of commercial aviation and our alleged 
intention of using our commercial aircraft for war purposes. I refute that allegation, not 
on grounds of sentiment, but on purely logical grounds and purely in our own interest. We 
have no interest in using our commercial aircraft for war purposes, particularly for bombing. 
We should therefore be acting with incredible stupidity if we made commercial aircraft less 
efficient for the express purpose of using them in time of war, when we are wholly free to 
build bombing aircraft, which are far superior since they are designed for that specific 
purpose.” 

After making certain entirely mistaken observations regarding Germany’s alleged intention 
of using her civil aircraft at a given moment for military purposes, M. Brocard continues as 
follows: 

“ But do not forget that, in order to do so, we must reduce the speed of the aircraft, 
we must increase the size of its fuselage in all directions and we must lower its maximum 
attainable height; we must make it far more vulnerable. If I had the honour to command 
pilots who had to fight against commercial aircraft so transformed, it would be a splendid 
thing for me; we should be fighting against aircraft whose speed would be reduced by 20 or 30 per 
cent, whereas our superiority in speed is based in some cases on very slight margins of 
difference in performance. To transform our commercial aircraft would be an error from 
every point of view. ” (Applause.) 

I have often explained to this Commission why I cannot agree that a disarmament convention 
should deal with civil aviation. It is important for Germany as for other States to know the exact 
state of development of aviation in the various countries. For some years now we have published 
an official and detailed list of all aircraft. We should be very glad if, apart from this Convention, 
all States agreed to publish annually a statement containing particulars of their civil aircraft, but 
I cannot agree that such an agreement should form part of a purely military convention. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I have been greatly impressed by the speeches I have just heard, 
particularly those "of Lord Cecil and M. Massigli. I find however—contrary to what I thought— 
that the Commission does not unanimously share their opinion, and, for that reason, I should 
like briefly to explain why I wish this article to be retained. 

There is no universally adopted rule for publicity in the matter of civil aviation. There is, 
it is true, a Convention for the regulation of air navigation. Ihere is also a special commission, 
set up as a result of the adoption of that Convention and called the C.I.N.A. 1 Several important 
countries, however, are not yet parties to the Convention; and that is a fact which the Preparatory 
Commission must bear in mind. 

Up to a point, we may compare civil aviation to the mercantile marine. 1 heir functions are 
approximately the same: but, in the case of merchant ships, full and comprehensive details have 
to be registered—I refer to the registration at Lloyd’s and with the Bureau Veritas. This registra- 
tion or matriculation is quite sufficient and is universally recognised. For civil aviation, on the 
other hand, I repeat, there is no universal convention. An agreement providing for universal 
registration and publicity is urgently necessary. If a number of important delegations prefer this 
question to be settled outside our Convention I see no objection, provided that the same result is 
reached. In order to make our task easier, however, we should, perhaps, provisionally retain this 
article and leave the Disarmament Conference free to treat the question separately, if it thinks fit. 

As regards the comparison between civil aviation and military air material in reserve, I do 
not entirely share M. Rutgers’ opinion. There is no bar to the development of civil aviation, and 
I personally am glad that is so. On the other hand, in view of the rapid, and I might even say 
unforeseen, development of civil aviation, it would be impossible to have in reserve large quantities 
of military air material, since it would soon be rendered obsolete by fresh technical developments. 
No country therefore would conceivably make the mistake of stocking a large quantity of reserve 
material for its military aircraft. Consequently there is no true parallel between civil aviation and 
military air material in reserve. We therefore might very well disregard this comparison, and 
concern ourselves with publicity, though without placing any obstacle in the way of the develop- 
ment of civil aviation. For these reasons, I am in favour of retaining the article in question. 

Colonel Martola (Finland). — I support those who have asked to retain the article. I think 
it is impossible to restrict the development of civil aviation; but we must also recognise that civil 
aircraft may be utilised at once, not merely for military puroses in general, but for offensive 
purposes. We cannot agree that a country, in determining the military aircraft it needs, should 
pay no regard to the civil aircraft of its neighbours. In that connection we consider publicity in 
matters of civil aviation both natural and necessary. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — Commission internationale de navigation aerienne (French title); International Commis- 
sion for Air Navigation (English title). 
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th* fit- f ral D“mitres.c? (Roumania). — The Roumanian delegation had the honour to submit the hrst proposal recognising the importance of civil aviation. We still think that nothing should 
be done to check the development of civil aviation; on the other hand—as indeed has been 
recognised by the various Sub-Committees and at the sessions of this Commission itself—the 
military importance of civil aviation cannot be ignored. In point of fact, the development of civil 
aviation, its characteristics, the facts that have been adduced, and that are well known, all show 
that we must constantly bear m mind the possibility of civil aircraft being transformed, in a verv 
short time, into military aircraft. Civil aircraft may be used, not only for bombing, but also for 
ODseiwation, for scouting, for liaison work, for ambulance services and for other purposes. 

As civil aviation is in full course of development we can readily admit its possibilities in 
time ot war. The least we can do, therefore, is to subject it to the requirement of publicity. 

Amendment proposed by the Polish Delegation. 

. , General Kasprzycki (Poland). — The previous speakers have fully stated the arguments 
in tavour of the interdependence of military and civil aviation. A number of examples have been 
given, and I should like to add another. Dr. Hans Oppikofer, of Konigsberg, has published an 
article on the legal problem of commercial aviation. In a special chapter entitled " State 
Supervision of Air Undertakings of the Home Country ” the author observes that the importance 
attached by the State to air navigation is primarily political and not economic. He notes that the 
policy ot a number of the great Powers in regard to air communications is the outcome of a desire 
to increase their war potential with an eye to military needs. 

One way of dealing with this question would be to limit civil aviation. Some delegations have 
spoken m tavour of such a course. As a compromise we adopted the solution contained in the 
hrst-reading text. It was, however, no more than a compromise. 

I think it would be expedient to supplement Article IE by inserting, after the words “ the 
nJimper civil aeroplanes and dirigibles ”, the words: “and the global horse-power ”. I am 

rather late m making this proposal, but, if the President will allow me, I will submit a written text 
and we might decide on it at the third reading, if it is not possible now. 

The President. Although this amendment has not been circulated I do not think the 
Commission will object to adopting it. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am afraid I could not accept that amendment. If we 
are to deal with horse-power, we must deal with a number of other circumstances. My information 
is t at horse-power is a very inadequate method of measuring the strength or the aggressive power 
ot aircraft. I hope the Polish delegation will not insist on pressing its amendment at this stage. 

Adjournment of the Discussion on the Polish Proposal. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). I myself suggested that we should not discuss my proposal 
until we came to the third reading, as the proposal had not been distributed. 

Vote on Article IE (First-reading Text). 

The President. I will ask you to vote on the text adopted at first reading, it being 
understand that the proposals of Lord Cecil and General Kasprzycki will be discussed at the 
third reading. 

M. Sato s suggestion that the Conference should be recommended to deal with the subject 
in a separate protocol will be mentioned in the report. 

Article IE, as adopted at first reading, was adopted by seventeen votes, with some abstentions. 

76. Discussion on Chapter V. — Section II: Articles DA* and DB*. 

First Reading. 

Preamble to Articles DA* and DB*. 

Whereas it is in the general interest that the expenditure on armaments 
should be limited, and 

Whereas the High Contracting Parties are not agreed at present on 
any satisfactory method of accomplishing this object, and 

Whereas the High Contracting Parties consider that, as a preliminary 
to such limitation of expenses, full publicity should be secured so that on 
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Observations and PREAMBLE TO ARTICLES DA* AND DB* (COflt.) 
Rcssyvtttioyis • 

a future occasion it may be possible again to approach this question with 
better hope of success: 

The High Contracting Parties agree to arrange for the publicity of 
their military, naval and air expenditure in accordance with the provisions 
contained in the two following articles. 

In putting forward 
this article, the Prepara- 
tory Commission takes 
note of the fact that the 
work of the Committee 
of Experts on Budgetary 
Questions is not com- 
plete, and that it hopes 
to produce a relatively 
simple schedule. The 
Preparatory Commission 
is of opinion that the 
model statement should 
be as simple as possible 
consistently with the 
achievement of its ob- 
ject. 

Article DA*. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties will communicate to the Secre- 
tary-General of the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement of 
the amount proposed to be expended on its land, naval and air armaments 
in the current financial year. 

This communication shall be made not later than .... months after 
the entry into force of the legal provisions authorising the expenditure. 

The German delega- 
tion has accepted the 
principle of the simpli- 
fication of the model 
statement on condition 
that the model state- 
ment is employed exclu- 
sively for the publica- 
tion of expenditure on 
national defence and not 
for purposes of com- 
parison and limitation. 

The Italian delegation 
reserves its opinion con- 
cerning Article DA until 
it has examined the 
model statement in 
question. 

The British delegation 
makes a reservation with 
regard to the second 
paragraph of this article. 

Article DB*. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties will communicate to the Secre- 
tary-General of the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement showing 
the amount actually expended on its land, naval and air armaments during , 
the preceding financial year. 

This communication will be made not later than — months after the 
close of the financial year. 

Note by the Secretariat. — In order to avoid confusion between Article DA in Chapter III and the Articles DA* 
and DB* above, these last-named should be re-lettered to conform with the series IA, IB, etc. 

Proposals by the British Delegation. 

“ Chapter V. — Miscellaneous Provisions. 

“ Substitute the following article for Articles DA* and DB*: 

“ ‘ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement showing the actual 
total amount expended on land, sea and air forces, during the preceding financial year. 

“ ‘ It shall at the same time communicate to the Secretary-General a statement 
showing the amount actually expended during the preceding financial year on the 
upkeep, purchase, and manufacture of war material as defined in Article DB of Chapter III 
of the present Convention. 

“ ‘ This communication shall be made not later than . . . months after the 
close of the financial year.’ ” 

The President. — In view of what we decided in regard to Chapter III dealing with 
budgetary limitation, the preamble of Articles DA* and DB* may be omitted. 
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The British delegation proposes that these two articles should be replaced by a single article 
as shown above. x- ^ & 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I do not think I have very much to say about this; we have 
already discussed it m another form. The only point we have not decided is the question of 
limitation of expenditure in the air arm. 

But, in any case, whether we decide on limitation or not, I do not know whether this affects 
the question of publicity. I hope everybody is in favour of publicity even if not in favour of 
limitation, and I hope, therefore, we will agree to this which only states in precise terms the 
necessary return that must be made if we are to have publicity as to expenditure. 

M. Massigli (France). — Is it possible for us to vote on this point before the experts’ opinion 
on publicity in regard to material is known ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). With regard to air forces we have adopted the principle of 
limitation and therefore I should have thought that we ought to adopt this in principle but I 
quite agree that some note ought to be added to indicate the form in which this obligation should 
be carried out (whatever form M. Massigli may like). This must await the decision of the experts. 
I think, as we have decided on this principle once, we ought to decide on it again. Moreover, 
limitation is one thing, publicity another. M. Massigli and I are sincerely agreed as to the 
ineffectiveness of publicity; but still it is something, and this is merely for publicity. Therefore 
I should have thought we could go as far as this. Of course, the experts may require a change 
as to the exact way in which it is to be done, but that is a different matter. 

M. Massigli (France). — I think Lord Cecil and I have not the same experts in mind. I did 
not mean the budgetary experts, but the experts who are to discuss the question of war material, 
and whose conclusions will substantially affect the question now under discussion. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I do not want to be unduly tenacious, but surely that is a 
question of whether we are going to make a list of particular articles. Certainly a very important 
question. Ihis is only the totals; but publicity as regards totals is a very desirable thing, and 
therefore I hope we can accept the proposal as it stands. I do not want to overburden the Sub- 
Committee, who will have a very difficult task as it is. 

M. Massigli (France). — As regards total (global) publicity, I agree. I may, however, 
revert later to the question of detailed publicity. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I do not quite understand what M. Massigli has just said. 
It is a sufficient reason for not discussing the matter now. I should like to ask the British 
delegation a question. 

The first-reading text contains the words: “ of the amount proposed to be expended ”. In 
place of these words the British proposal reads: " the actual total amount ”. 

Up to the present, it has been intended that the figures of various items should be published 
in accordance with a model form. Does the British delegation propose that only one figure should 
be published ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am very sorry I cannot answer that question off-hand 
as I have not the French text before me at this moment. The authorised text in this case is 
evidently the English text, because it is an English amendment and we drafted in English and 
not in French. The words are: in a model form ”. No doubt the British had in contemplation 
the model form presented by the experts. The budgetary experts have drawn up a model form 
which satisfied us in London, and we drew up these articles assuming that that model form would 
be accepted. As a matter of fact, as M. Massigli has pointed out, in certain respects the work of 
the budgetary experts ought to be enlarged and we raise no objection. Therefore, if any change 
be desired the new model form will be adapted. At present, the model form of this amendment 
is the model form of the report of the budgetary experts. “ . . . shall communicate to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement showing the actual 
total amount expended on land, sea and air forces . . . ” The object is to reach the total amount 
expended on land, sea and air forces, but the form in which that is given is the model form drawn 
up by the experts. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I think it would be better to adjourn the question until to-morrow, 
because there appears to be some misunderstanding, and I think the point requires reflection. 
I will speak to-morrow. 

The President. — ... when we have the report. 

M. Politis (Greece). — ... when we have the reports of both Committees. 

M. Sato (Japan). — Very well, then, I will give a brief explanation now, and we shall vote 
to-morrow. 

The first paragraph of the British proposal speaks of a “ model form ”. But we have instructed 
the budgetary experts to draw up a model form for the limitation of expenditure, and we have 
not yet given them any instructions as regards publicity. Will the budgetary experts’ powers 
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be extended to enable them to establish a model form for publicity ? That point must be made 
quite clear; otherwise the position of the Committee of Budgetary Experts will be somewhat 
confused • • • 

I do not see any fundamental objection to the British proposal, but I think this point 
requires to be made clear. 

The President. — When we have adopted the text we will give detailed instructions as 
regards the model. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Yes, I think it would be convenient for the experts to deal 
with this model form as well as with the other. 

The President. — We will postpone the vote until to-morrow. 

The Commission rose at 1.15 ft-m. 

FIFTEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, November 25th, 1930, at 10 am. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

77. Discussion on Chapter V. — Miscellaneous Provisions: Section II. — Exchange of 
Information (continuation): Articles DA* and DB* (continuation). 

Vote on the British Proposal. 

The President. — This morning we will continue the discussion of Articles DA* and DB* 
drawn up at first reading. , 

I stated yesterday that it would be better to do without a preamble, and I understood that the 
Commission agreed with me on this point. We then proceeded to examine Articles DA* and DB 
and the British amendment relating to them. 

At the end of yesterday’s meeting there was a very interesting discussion between M. Sato 
and Lord Cecil. Some uncertainty still existed as to whether the budgetary experts who had been 
instructed to draw up a model form in respect of the limitation of expenditure, should also be 
asked to deal with publicity. Lord Cecil was of opinion that the experts should deal with both these 
questions, and M. Sato agreed with him, but no vote was taken. 

I think that we might perhaps vote now, as I hope I am right in saying that the Commission 
agrees that the Committee of Budgetary Experts should also deal with publicity. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — To avoid any misunderstanding, 
I wish to state, on behalf of the Soviet delegation, that it will abstain from voting on all questions 
relating to publicity. The reasons for this attitude have been explained more than once by our first 
delegate, particularly in his last statement on November 20th. 

The President. — I will not re-read the British proposal. Will those who are in favour of 
it kindly signify their assent by a show of hands ? 

The British proposal was adopted by twenty-one votes. 

78. Discussion on Chapter V. — Miscellaneous Provisions: Section III. Derogations: 
Article XA. — Procedure. 

First Reading. 

(British Draft.) 

The provisions of the present Convention 
shall not prevent any of the High Contracting 
Parties from increasing its land, naval or air 
armaments beyond the agreed figures: 

(1) If a war in which it is a belligerent 
has broken out, or 

(French Draft.) 

If one of the High Contracting Parties is 
compelled by the unjustified aggression of 
another Power to resort to the measures of 
mobilisation referred to in Article D (Chapter 
I), it shall immediately inform the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations and shall 
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(British Draft) (cont.) 

(2) If it is threatened with a rebellion, 
or 

(3) If this increase is effected with the 
consent of the Council of the League of 
Nations. 

Notice to all the other High Contracting 
Parties shall be given by the Party increasing 
its armaments in pursuance of this article. 

Subject to any agreement to the contrary 
by the Parties to this Convention, a High 
Contracting Party increasing its armaments 
m pursuance of the first paragraph of this 
article shall, when peace is restored or the 
rebellion has come to an end, reduce its 
armaments to the amounts agreed upon. 

(French Draft) {cont.) 

ipso facto be released for the duration of the 
conflict from the obligations which it incurs 
under the present Convention. 

If the High Contracting Party is a Member 
of the League of Nations, it shall remain 
subject to the general obligations of the 
Covenant and to the decisions of the Council. 
The Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations shall be responsible for summoning 
the Council as quickly as possible. 

Proposal 
by the British 

Delegation. 

The British delega- 
tion submit the fol- 
lowing draft, to replace 
Article XA (Deroga- 
tions) of the first- 
reading text: 

The provision of 
the present Conven- 
tion shall not pre- 
vent any of the High 
Contracting Parties 
from increasing the 
peace strength of its 
land, naval, or air 
armaments beyond 
the agree figures: 

(1) If it is faced 
with menace of 
organised rebel- 
lion or general up- 
rising; or 

(2) If this in- 
crease is effected 
with the consent 
of, and subject to 
any conditions 
laid down by, the 
Council of the 
League of Nations. 

Notice to all the 
other High Con- 
tracting Parties and 
to the Council of the 
League shall be 
given forthwith by 
the Party so in- 
creasing its arma- 
ments, together with 
a statement of the 
reasons for such in- 
crease. 

Subject to any 
agreement to the 
contrary, the High 
Contracting Party 

Proposal 
by the Yugoslav 

Delegation. 

The delegation of 
the Kingdom of Yugo- 
slaviajsubmits the fol- 
lowing draft in lieu of 
the text adopted at 
first reading for Ar- 
ticle XA (Derogations) 

The provisions of 
the present Conven- 
tion shall not pre- 
vent any of the High 
Contracting Parties 
from increasing tem- 
porarily its land, 
naval or air arma- 
ments beyond the 
agreed figures: 

(1) I fit is threat- 
ened with im- 
minent aggression 
or if a wrongful 
act of aggression 
has been com- 
mitted against it; 

(2) If it is faced 
with the threat of 
an organised re- 
bellion or general 
rising; or 

(3) If the in- 
crease is effected 
with the consent 
of the Council of 
the League of Na- 
tions and subject 
to all conditions 
specified by the 
Council. 

This possibility of 
increasing land, naval 
or air effectives, in 
exceptional circum- 
stances, does not imply 

Proposal 
by the American 

Delegation. 

If, during the life of 
the present Conven- 
tion, a change of cir- 
cumstances constitutes 
in the opinion of 
any High Contracting 
Party, a menace to 
its national security, 
such High Contracting 
Party may modify 
temporarily, in so far 
as concerns itself, any 
article or articles of 
the present Conven- 
tion, other than those 
expressly designed to 
apply in the event of 
war, provided: 

(#) That such 
High Contracting 
Party shall imme- 
diately notify the 
other High Contract- 
ing Parties of such 
temporary modifi- 
cation, and of the 
extent thereof; 

{b) That simul- 
taneously with the 
notification referred 
to in point (a), the 
High Contracting 
Party shall make to 
the other High Con- 
tracting Parties full 
explanation of the 
change of circum- 
stances referred to 
above. 

Thereupon the other 
High Contracting Par- 
ties shall promptly ad- 
vise as to the situation 
thus presented. 

When the reasons 
for such temporary 
modification have 

Proposal by the 
American Delega- 
tion AMENDED BY 
the Sub-Committee. 

If, during the life of 
the present Conven- 
tion, a change of cir- 
cumstances occurs 
which, in the opinion 
of any High Contract- 
ing Party, is such as 
to constitute a menace 
to its national secur- 
ity, the said High Con- 
tracting Party may 
modify temporarily, in 
so far as concerns it- 
self, any article or 
articles of the present 
Convention, other than 
those expressly design- 
ed to apply in the 
event of war, provided 

(a) That such High 
Contracting Party 
shall immediately 
notify the other 
High Contracting 
Parties and at the 
same time the Per- 
manentCommission, 
through the Secre- 
tary-General of the 
League of Nations, 
of such temporary 
modification, and of 
the extent thereof; 

(b) That simul- 
taneously with the 
notification referred 
to in point {a), the 
High Contracting 
Party shall com- 
municate to the 
other High Con- 
tracting Parties, and 
at the same time, to 
the Permanent Com- 
mission, through the 
Secretary-General of 
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Proposal 
by the British 

Delegation (cont.). 

increasing its arma- 
ments in pursuance 
of the first para- 
graph of this article 
shall, when the oc- 
casion for the in- 
crease has ceased, 
reduce its arma- 
ments tothe amounts 
agreed upon. 

Proposal 
by the Yugoslav 

Delegation (cont.). 

any modification in 
the obligation of Sta- 
tes Members of the 
League of Nations to 
comply with the pro- 
visions of the Coven- 
ant in case of conflict. 

A party increasing 
its armaments in con- 
formity with the pre- 
sent article shall be 
bound to notify all 
the other contracting 
parties immediately, 
stating the reasons 
for the temporary in- 
crease. When these 
reasons no longer exist 
and the said contract- 
ing party has reduced 
its armaments to the 
agreed figures, it shall 
notify the other con- 
tracting parties of the 
fact. 

Proposal 
by the American 

Delegation (cont.). 

ceased to exist, the 
said High Contracting 
Party shall reduce its 
armaments to the level 
agreed upon in the 
Convention, and shall 
make immediate noti- 
fication to the other 
High Contracting 
Parties. 

Proposal by the 
American Delega- 
tion AMENDED BY 
the Sub-Committee 
(cont.). 

the League of Na- 
tions, full explana- 
tion of the change 
of circumstances 
referred to above. 

Thereupon the other 
High Contracting Par- 
ties shall promptly ad- 
vise as to the situation 
thus presented. 

When the reasons 
for such temporary 
modification have 
ceased to exist, the 
said High Contracting 
Party shall reduce its 
armaments to the level 
agreed upon in the 
Convention, and shall 
make immediate noti- 
fication to the other 
High Contracting 
Parties. 

The President. — Section III consists of a single Article, XA. readme" 
The texts before vou are as follows: the French proposal, submitted at the first reading, 

the British proposal shown above, which replaces the proposal submitted by that delega ion 
the first Sg; the proposal of the Yugoslav delegation shown above; the proposal of the 

UnitFurt^thfs^Co^refhragreed upon a text which is a slightly modified version of the 
American proposal. I should be glad if the Commission would take the amended American proposa 

aSa iaik°Mdlpolitisnwho presided over the Sub-Committee, charged with the co-ordination of 
certain texts in Chapter V, to be good enough to explain that text. 

M. Politls (Greece). — The Sub-Committee which you appointed to examine and co-ordinate 
the various texts relating to the Permanent Disarmament Commission naturally had to deal 
with Section III, Article XA, relating to derogations, as well, because 18 ^understand 
between the powers of the Permanent Commission, as they will be submitted to you, I understa , 

t0-The0r: wTre question of derogations; the British delegatmn stated 
that it would withdraw its amendment and would agree to the American delegation s amendmen 
we also hoped that, as the substance was the same, the Yugoslav delegation would not press its 
proposal but would accept the American proposal. This text was examined and accepted by t 
Sub-Committee with certain modifications—namely, the addition to each ofparagraphsn ( ) 
of a reference to the Permanent Disarmament Commission, to the effect that the various 
notifications either in regard to any measure taken for the suspension o. a particular provision o 
the Convention or in regard to exceptional circumstances which might h®y® S" y * 
suspension, must be made to the Permanent Disarmament Commission as well as to the contracting 

PartThe resulting text is perfectly clear and logical, and the Sub-Committee hopes that the 
Commission will adopt it. If further explanations appear to be necessary during the discussion 
I shall be happy to give them. 

Withdrawal of the Yugoslav Proposal. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — The Yugoslav delegation withdraws its amendment to 
Article XA and will accept the American proposal, which it considers quite satisfactory. 

Postponement of Discussion on Article XA. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I rise on a question of procedure. I am doubtful whether 
it is desirable for us to discuss this until we have the whole scheme of the Sub-Committee be 
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Disarmament ^ommfs^on^foundmmselv11'50 We-^?fn *° discl;ss tlle question of the Permanent 
of derogations because the twn selves inevitably drawn into a discussion of the question 
it is wise for u s tobeoin adiscT thmgS dang t0gether 80 Very much- 1 rather doubt Whether 
is going to do with regard to the PeZrnent0f,atI0nS r6 kn°W eXactly what the Commission 
would be better procedure to adim^fi ™^^ Commlsslon- I should have thought it 

whole proposals that come from theqnh-r ^ussion on derogations until we are able to see the 

ESilifliitSHspsiSS 

differentWf7om our^ualmethod^InstfaTof “noT^'-1 pr0p0^e a Pr?cedure which is somewhat 
is to say, until 70^0 the text,, beWP ir 

PTSf °Ur dlscussIons “til to-morrow-that 

xffiis !XTa:s‘s“arKHr’•,•pyzxss&zss. s 

s»»fiii|SppS“Kiis 
the third reading; we could thus save time and c'LPt^rZTk" quick™115’ ^ neCeSSary' 

I think* wit^hini^habwebca^ priced^t'ornte^o^rtic^H13 ^ ^ ^ t0 Pr°P0Se- 

Proposal by the Belgian Delegation to insert a New Article. 

by M^omfe^nd approvTbyThepfedS6 Tthinkit kSi-r1’1'?1’0331; which,has teen supported 
problem of derogations as a wholp SvT ^ 1 t kr t be.tter to postpone the discussion of the 

delegation h3Sed a P™i touchtag onTs o^Zd ^r00”°n
f 
that.the BelSian 

character: this proposal is as follows: g q st n, but whlc]:i 13 of a strictly limited 

Proposal by phr ARTIcle in ChapTEK V, 

standard for the period of service.” 6 SUre a’d d°Wn ln vlrtue of ArtlcIe 1 as a uniform 

touches' ra0derogTtiinfghIdoesAoTVCe'iudieePthhaPSldti-SCUSSfthnS to"day' because, although it 
special point. prejudge the solution of the problem but deals with one 

the amendmentVproposTd^y^th^Belgian5delegation6 Bel§lan Pr°P0Sal “ t0 Procedure and ako 

1 Note by the Secretariat. - This proposal is discussed at the sixteenth meeting. See page 252, 
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Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I have no objection to the proposed procedure, but I should 
like to point out that the examination of the German proposal concerning publicity was postponed 
until the end of the second reading. 

79- Discussion on Chapter I. — Effectives (continuation): Article H (continuation). 

Observations and 
Reservations. 

The second paragraph 
of Article H has not 
been discussed in connec- 
tion with naval and air 
effectives. 

The delegations of 
France and Italy declare 
that the clauses of the 
first two paragraphs 
must apply in the same 
conditions to land, naval 
and air effectives, and 
that it can only accept 
them subject to this 
reservation. 

The delegations of the 
British Empire, Chile, 
Japan, and the United 
States of America do not 
accept the third para- 
graph. 

First Reading. 

In order to prevent the number of 
officers, warrant officers and ser- 
geants from exceeding the legitimate 
requirements of each army, the 
tables relating to land armaments 
mentioned in Article A above shall 
indicate a maximum number of 
officers, warrant officers and ser- 
geants which each High Contracting 
Party shall undertake not to exceed. 

Similarly, for the same reasons as 
those given above, the said tables 
shall show the maximum figure 
which each High Contracting Party 
undertakes not to exceed in respect 
of other ranks whose period of 
service is longer than the longest 
period at present in force in the 
conscript armies of the High Con- 
tracting Parties. 

The provisions contained in the 
first paragraph of this article equally 
apply, mutatis mutandis, to the 
tables in Article A relating to naval 
and air armaments. 

Second Reading. 

The tables relating to land arma- 
ments mentioned in Article A above, 
shall indicate a maximum number 
of officers which each High Con- 
tracting Party shall undertake not 
to exceed. 

The said tables shall further fix 
the maximum number of soldiers, 
other than officers, who may have 
completed more than x1 years of 
actual service with the colours. 

In conscript armies, the number of 
men whose service exceeds the legal 
period in force in their respective 
countries but is less than x1 years, 
shall be shown for each High Con- 
tracting Party in the annual state- 
ments for which provision is made 
in Article IA of Chapter V. 

The^tables relating to air arma- 
ments mentioned in Article A shall 
indicate, in the form of aggregate 
figures for officers, non-commissioned 
officers and men together, the maxi- 
mum number of soldiers who may 
have completed more than x1 years 
of factual service with the colours. 

The number of men of the class 
mentioned in the second and fourth 
paragraphs of the present article 
who are actually with the colours 
shall be shown every year for each 
High Contracting Party in the 
statements for the preparation of 
which provision is made in Article 
IA of Chapter V. 

Each country may, if it so desires, 
show for purposes of information, in 
a special column in Publicity Table 
IA of Chapter V, the proportion of 
recruits not trained as defined in the 
national legislation who are em- 
bodied in the effectives of its armed 
forces. 

(To be discussed later as far as 
Naval Effectives are concerned.) 

1 Note. — This figure will be determined 
by the duration of the longest period of 
actual service with the colours which is in 
force in the conscript armies of the High 
Contracting ^Parties at the time of the 
signature of the Convention. 

The President. — We will now pass on to Article H. The examination of this article, as 
regards naval effectives, was postponed until the second part of the Commission’s sixth session. 
The Sub-Committee, which was asked to draw up an acceptable formula, discussed several 
proposals, the last of which has just been circulated and is as shown below. 

Sub-Committee’s Proposal. 

“ Article H. — Naval Effectives. 

“ Between the third and fourth paragraphs of the second-reading text insert the following: 
“ ‘ The tables relating to naval armaments mentioned in Article A shall indicate 

the total of naval forces in the form of aggregate figures for officers, non-commissioned 
officers and men together. 
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, " ! ^ understood that separate particulars will be furnished in the annual statement 
lor which Article IA provides, of the number of officers and men who have completed 
more than * years of effective active service. ’ ” 

This proposal by the Sub-Committee was not accepted by the whole Sub-Committee, but 

°nly by ^ "ffonty. The French delegation has maintained its reservation at the first reading 
to the effect that it would only accept the limitation of the number of officers and men of the 
land and air forces who have completed more than * years’ service provided a similar rule is 
applied to naval forces. 

Proposal by the Soviet Delegation: Vote on this Proposal. 

The President. — Since the wording proposed by the Sub-Committee does not satisfy 
the Soviet delegation, the latter has asked for a vote to be taken on its proposal. Consequently 
before a decision is taken on the addition proposed by the Sub-Committee, we must vote on the 
Soviet proposal. 

I will now put to the vote the Soviet proposal which is as follows: 

Amendment proposed by the Soviet Delegation to the Text adopted 

at Second Reading. 

“ Article H. 

Considering that the increase in the number of officers, warrant officers and seamen in 
general remaining in active service after serving for the full term required in their navy, above 
and beyond the existing proportion, facilitates the deployment of the naval forces in case of 
mobilisation and makes it possible, inter alia, for the navy to utilise commercial tonnage, the 
Soviet delegation proposes the addition of the following paragraph to Article H: 

The tables concerning naval armaments referred to in Article A shall indicate 
separately a maximum number (i) of officers, (2) of warrant officers and seamen remaining 
in active service after serving the full term required in their navy. 1 The High Contracting 
Parties undertake not to exceed this number.’ ” 

This proposal was rejected by six votes against to one for. 

Vote on the Sub-Committee’s Proposal. 

The President. I will now put to the vote the Sub-Committee’s proposal. 

M. Massigli (France). I am obliged to maintain the views which I put forward in the 
Sub-Committee. I shall abstain from voting and I would ask that the French delegation’s 
reservation be inserted at the side of the article. 

The Sub-Committee s proposal was adopted by twelve votes for to one against. 

80. Beginning of the Third Reading: Procedure. 

The President. — I propose that we should now begin the third reading. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — It is understood that the Soviet 
delegation will have its amendments ready for the Commission to-morrow. 

M. Westman (Sweden). I think it would be advisable to have a text printed before we 
proceed to the third reading; otherwise we should be obliged to search the Minutes for the exact 
form of the texts adopted, and that would be no easy matter. 

The President. — In these circumstances, it would be best to adjourn the meeting. 

81. Appointment of Rapporteurs. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I have one proposal which might be made without any 
difficulty. Some of us have been thinking the Rapporteurs should be appointed as soon as possible, 
as there will be a good deal of work to do, and, owing to the rapidity of this Commission, we may 
suddenly find ourselves compelled to discuss the report. I venture to propose we should appoint 
M. Politis and M. Cobian as our Rapporteurs. I understand the former has some little doubt 
as to whether he can accept. 

This term refers to ordinary seamen remaining in effective active service for a term longer than the compulsory 
term of service in the navy of the country in which effective active service is the longest. 



M. Politis (Greece). — In other circumstances, I should have been very glad to accept the 
invitation with which I have been honoured, but, unfortunately, I am obliged to decline it as I am 
still in a state of convalescence and am not well enough to undertake such a heavy task. I feel sure 
that M. Cobian will be able to draw up a report which will give the Commission full satisfaction, 
but, in view of the enormous amount of work which it will entail, I suggest that we should add 
another Rapporteur and I venture to propose M. Bourquin, who has already given us proofs of his 
sound judgment and zeal. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — I desire to thank the Commission for its further proof of confidence 
and to support M. Politis’ suggestion. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — I wish to thank M. Politis and M. Cobian, but as I am a newcomer 
I doubt whether I am in a position to perform this task satisfactorily and whether, to use a term 
frequently employed here, I can be regarded as a trained reserve . 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I deeply regret that M. Politis is not able to accept the 
duty which we hoped to entrust to him, and I am still more sorry that his inability to accept is 
owing to his convalescence not being entirely complete. I am sure I voice the wishes of all my 
colleagues in hoping that that period will be a very short one, and that he will soon be restored 
to the complete and admirable exercise of his abilities. The only thing that comforts me is his 
suggestion that M. Cobian should take his place, and I feel sure that we could not do better than 
appoint M. Bourquin to assist him. I am quite certain that if M. Bourquin s training is not 
sufficient now, it will be long before he has finished the report. 

The President. — Although we regret that M. Politis is unable to accept this duty, we are 
all very glad to note that M. Cobian and M. Bourquin have agreed to draw up the report. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I would remind the Commission that only the first paragraph 
of our proposal in regard to the first-reading text of Article I, Chapter I, was voted on; it was 
rejected, but the second and third paragraphs are still before the Commission. I would ask the 
President to be good enough to submit them to the Commission at the beginning of to-morrow’s 
meeting. 

The Commission rose at 10.50 a.m. 

SIXTEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Wednesday, November 26th, 1930, at 3.30 p.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

82. Discussion of the Texts proposed by the Sub-Committee entrusted with the 
Examination of Certain Parts of Chapter V. 

The President. — You will remember that, on Friday last, we decided to set up a Sub- 
Committee to undertake the preliminary examination of certain proposals relating to Chapter V, 
in particular Sections I and IV. 

This Sub-Committee held three meetings under the chairmanship of M. Politis. The results 
of its work are given in documents C.P.D.278 and C.P.D.279,1 which contain respectively the 
report by the Sub-Committee and the texts proposed by it. . 

I think the Commission should be extremely grateful to the Sub-Committee for discharging 
the task entrusted to it so quickly and with such lucidity. 

Perhaps M. Politis will be good enough to add some explanations to the report which we have 
received, and I will ask him to address the Commission. 

Statement by the Chairman of the Sub-Committee. 

M. Politis (Greece). — You have before you the Sub-Committee’s report, which has been 
distributed in document C.P.D.278. 

I should like to give you a brief summary of this report in order to facilitate the discussion 
of the articles which the Sub-Committee submits for your approval. 

You will remember that the Sub-Committee had first to examine the various amendments 
proposed to Article OA relating to organisation and to the institution of a Permanent Disarmament 
Commission. There was the question whether such a Commission should be set up and, if so, what 
were to be its composition and functions. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annexes 3 and 4. 
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In the first place, the Sub-Committee naturally considered the possible activities of such a 
Commission. It was unanimously of opinion that its primary duty—as, indeed, it must normally 
be for any such organ-—would be to watch over the application of the Convention which is now being 
drawn up, to collect information in regard to its execution, and to submit an annual report to the 
parties concerned, the Council of the League and the world’s public—since its report would be 
published. 

This, then, would be its primary function. From the first-reading texts, it appeared that 
the Commission might have a second duty—that of dealing with complaints. If one State 
complained that another State, party to the Convention, had not carried out the articles of that 
Convention properly, or had infringed, or attempted to infringe, the provisions of any article, 
it must be enabled to state its complaint to some authority; and so it would be necessary to have 
an organ to investigate such complaints, not as a court, but as a commission of enquiry—an 
examining commission. After investigating the case, the Commission would give its opinion, and 
that opinion could then be utilised by the contracting parties in conferring with each other upon 
the situation which had arisen as a result of the breach of the Convention. 

Again, when examining the article relating to derogations, the Sub-Committee considered 
that the Permanent Commission might undertake a third function. It recognised that this clause, 
although necessary, was of a very grave nature and that the suspension of the Convention, whether 
wholly or in part, in the event of a situation arising which endangered the safety of a country, was, I 
repeat, an act which might become necessary, but which was none the less of the greatest gravity. 
It would therefore be essential to delimit the cases in which this right could be exercised, to provide 
guarantees, and here again to have an organ competent to examine the situation and to give an 
opinion to the contracting parties and, so far as they are Members of the League, to the Council. 
Here again the Sub-Committee considered that the Permanent Disarmament Commission would 
be the most suitable organ for the purpose. 

Fourthly, and lastly, in the event of the French delegation proposing—as it had announced— 
to supplement the general clauses providing for a revision of the Convention in exceptional 
circumstances, and of this proposal becoming an article of the Convention, it would be necessary 
for such requests for revision to be examined by some organ which would render an opinion; and 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission appeared to be the most appropriate organ. 

This completes the review of the possible functions of the organ which will have the duty of 
watching over the application of our Convention. 

The Sub-Committee considered it essential to establish such a Commission. It was unanimously 
of opinion that it was necessary to provide in the Convention itself for a permanent body having 
the functions, or at all events some of the functions, which I have just described. 

What would be the composition of this body ? 

On this point, the Sub-Committee was not unanimous. The minority was in favour of 
universal membership-—that is to say, that all the contracting parties should have the right to appoint 
a member. Ihe majority of the Sub-Committee, however, considered that an organ consisting 
of more than fifty members would be unwieldy, and that its duties would not be performed with the 
necessary despatch or elasticity. They therefore held that the Commission should have a limited 
number of members, but that it was difficult, if not impossible, at the present moment to go into 
further details, and to say exactly how many members this Commission should include and by 
which Governments they should be designated. That is an eminently political question, which 
can only be decided by the Conference according to the opinions expressed and the general course 
of the proceedings. 

The Sub-Committee accordingly proposes that you should lay down in the Convention—to 
be precise, in Article OA—the principle that there should be a Commission with a limited number 
of members, and that their number and the States which will nominate them are to be determined 
by the Conference itself. 

A second question, relating to the composition and nature of this Commission, was examined 
by the Sub-Committee, which unanimously recognised that, whatever the number of members and 
by whatever countries they were appointed, they should not, strictly speaking, be Government 
representatives, but should be independent and able to act according to their conscience and in 
the general interests entrusted to them. 

However, certain delegations—for instance, the French delegation, which was good enough to 
agree provisionally to these findings—made a reservation, asking that the question should be 
examined later, as their original preference had been for a Commission of an essentially technical 
character. 

The remaining questions were not difficult to settle. The Sub-Committee unanimously agreed 
that, in a Convention such as ours, it was better not to establish a rigid procedure, but that it was 
sufficient to lay down general principles and leave it to the Commission to draw up its own rules of 
procedure, within the bounds of the Convention, whose execution it was to watch over, and to 
regulate in this way the discharge of its functions. The Sub-Committee proposes, therefore, that 
you should merely lay down in the Convention certain general rules regarding the quorum, methods 
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of voting principles relating to procedure and election, and, finally, regarding the publication o 
the report which would be the final act after the investigation of a case by the Commission „ 

The Sub-Committee has accordingly redrafted Article OA under the title of Organisation . 
It has added to this article a certain number of other texts expressing the various proposals which 
I have just mentioned. These are the Articles from OA to 01. tt /rr v. rro rJ 

For the same reason, the Sub-Committee proposes a new text for Section II (Exchange ot 
Information) This is Article IF, which provides for the collection and publication of information. 

It also submits a new text in Section III (Derogations) setting out the proposals which I have 
just ^^^n^d'gection jy (Procedure regarding Complaints and Revision), the former Article ZA 

is divided into two parts and has been redrafted. , , , ,1 
I understand that the French delegation has already submitted a text to supplement the 

general provisions at the end of the Convention. This text mentions the subsidiary role of the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission. . r , , 

These, then, are the reasons for which the Sub-Committee proposes a series of new texts. 
It would be glad if you would examine them in the same order as that of the old texts ot the 
Convention, as adopted at first reading. 

Discussion on the Texts proposed by the Sub-Committee. 

The President. — I thank M. Politis for his very clear statement. I propose that we should 
take document C.P.D.279 1 as a basis of discussion and examine each article separately. 

“ Section I. — Organisation. 

" New Article OA. 

“ There shall be set up at the Seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disarmament 
Commission with the duty of following the execution of the present Convention It shall 
consist of % (figure to be fixed by the Conference) members appointed respectively by the 
Governments of the following High Contracting Parties . . . (list to be drawn up by the 
Conference). . ^ ^ „ , ,, , 

“ Members of the Commission shall not represent their Governments. They shall be 
appointed for x years but shall be re-eligible. During their term of office, they may be 
replaced only on death or in the case of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent illness. 

“ They may be assisted by technical experts.” 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Might I say once for all, so as not to be continually making 
observations about translations, I take it that this is a very rapid translation into English and 
that it will no doubt be revised. There are several corrections which should be made. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — I was very much impressed by the French delegation’s proposal 
that the Permanent Commission should be completely independent. Is it necessary to lay down 
in Article OA that the members of this Commission are to be appointed by the Governments ot the 
contracting parties from a list drawn up by the Conference ? 

Could not the members of the Commission be appointed directly by the Conference itsell . 
It would be just as easy for the Conference to agree upon the names of the members to be elected 
as it would be for it to designate the Governments which in their turn are to choose a representative. 

In any case, I think it is premature to exclude this possibility at the present stage, when we 
are discussing the various methods of constituting this Commission. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I understand that the words " Members of the Commission 
shall not represent their Governments ” mean that they will not commit their Governments and 
will possess complete independence. For this reason, I think that we should mention a matter 
which is not referred to in any other article; I am alluding to the expenses of the Commission. 
In order that it may be completely independent, I think that the simplest thing would be for the 
cost of the meetings, the travelling expenses of the members and their technical experts, the cost 
of publications, etc.—which would not be very heavy—to be borne by the League. If necessary, 
it might be stipulated that the League will defray the expenses of its Members and that non-Member 
States will pay their own expenses according to a scale to be fixed. Without some such provision, 
it would be impossible for the proposed Commission to act independently, or even to act at all, it 
it had not the necessary funds at its disposal. It might also be allowed to draw up its own budget, 
as it should be a practically autonomous organisation. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). — I should like to thank M. Westman for supporting the Chinese 
proposal in regard to the election of the Commission and to make the following statement: 

The Chinese delegation had the honour of being represented on the Sub-Committee and took 
part in the discussion of the various texts of Section I of Chapter V relating to the constitution 
of a permanent organ. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex 4. 
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Before discussing the substance of the question, I should like to express the pleasure I feel in 
co-operating with you in a task of such profound humanitarian value and one which will consolidate 
peace. 

I am well aware of the difficulties that still have to be overcome in regard to the organisation 
and composition of the Commission; we shall ask the Conference for a practical solution of 
these difficulties. 

After studying the Sub-Committee’s report, the Chinese delegation is of opinion that, in 
order to ensure a fair settlement of the question and in particular to safeguard the sovereignty 
of States Members of the League, it is prudent and logical that all the signatory States should 
be represented on the Commission. The principle laid down in the Turkish proposal should 
therefore be carefully considered. 

However, the majority of the Sub-Committee was in favour of a small Commission; therefore 
the question for the Chinese delegation is: What method of nomination would be the most 
practical ? We consider that the States must be designated by the Conference. The Commission 
which the Sub-Committee has proposed to you must be a semi-juridical organ, whose working 
must be impartial. The members of the Commission will not represent their Governments. 
If the Commission is to be independent and stable it must be designated by election, and this 
election must be carried out by the Conference. Any one of the contracting parties should be 
eligible as a member of the Commission, provided it fulfils one of the two following conditions: 

[а) Is a present or former Member of the League Council; 
(б) Whether a Member of the League or not, is in a special position in regard to 

disarmament, owing to its geographical situation, the size of its population and the extent 
of its territory. 
Why should we consider such a method of election unsuitable for the Commission ? I 

would remind you of Point X14 of President Wilson’s message to Congress of January 8th, 1918, 
which reads as follows: 

“ A general association of nations must be formed under specific covenants for the 
purpose of affording mutual guarantees of political independence and territorial integrity 
to great and small States alike.” 

and on February nth, discussing before Congress the reply of the German Chancellor, Count 
Hertling, to the statement of allied war aims, President Wilson said that: 

“ Each part of the final settlement must be based upon the essential justice of that 
particular case and upon such adjustments as are most likely to bring a peace that will be 
permanent; people and provinces are not to be bartered about from sovereignty to sovereignty 
as if they were mere chattels and pawns in a game, even the great game, now for ever 
discredited, of the balance of power ... all well-defined national aspirations shall be 
accorded the uttermost satisfaction that can be accorded them without introducing new 
or perpetuating old elements of discord and antagonism that would be likely in time to 
break the peace ...” 

I do not wish to refer to all the proposals before us, which all possess a technical value, 
but which, unfortunately, do not conform to the spirit of fairness which ought to dominate our 
great international work. Notwithstanding the goodwill of my Government and the fervent 
desire of our people to strengthen still further the ties of friendship which unite them to other 
countries, an international institution based on equal conditions would never be acceptable to 
my country. 

I have no intention at the moment of criticising any particular method, as the Sub-Committee 
has decided to leave that question to the Conference. If the Preparatory Commission is in 
agreement with the Sub-Committee’s report, I shall therefore take part in the general discussion. 

I feel certain that all the difficulties we have encountered, and which still lie before the 
Preparatory Commission, will be settled in a satisfactory manner at the Conference. The sage 
who said that it was impossible for the most powerful man in the world to create a star did not 
foresee the work of disarmament. 

China will always associate herself with the generous efforts made in a field where the 
greatest goodwill is necessary to achieve the results which we all desire. " In order to attain 
this object we will co-operate with the peoples of the world who meet us on a footing of equality 
and will go forward side by side with them.” Those words are the political testament of 
President Sun Yat-Sen. 

Colonel Ali Khan Riazi (Persia). — As regards the method of selecting the members of 
the Commission, my delegation, although it agrees with the principle of universal membership 
advocated by the Turkish, Chinese and Finnish delegations, considers that since, for practical 
reasons, the majority of the Commission is in favour of a limited composition, account should 
be taken of a factor which has not yet been mentioned—namely, that the functions of that 
Commission may sometimes lie outside the international sphere and that it may be one day 
called upon to supervise the national armaments of a country. This would necessitate, at all 
events in theory, absolute equality between the contracting parties. 

I agree that the great Powers, whether Members of the League or not, have themselves 
more authority than the rest put together and that, in maintaining the principle of equality, 
they are entitled to permanent representation, if there is to be real disarmament, and if account 
be taken of the support which those Powers can give to common action; but I do not agree that 
the othenMembers of the Council have necessarily a right to be represented on this Commission, 
which must be of a universal character. 
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My country has always been a faithful supporter of the League, of which it a Member 
It has been a Member of the Council for the last two years and hoPes, *>?.A^semblv and 
the choice of the Members of the Council depends solely on the renSrements 
sometimes on the hazard of events or of the vote, irrespective of the ^^XXai^enaMe of 
of groups of countries which, being neighbours, are directly interested m the maintenanc 
eauilibrium between their armed forces. . . + j 

I contend therefore, that the other members of the Commission should be appointed for 
a certain period in rotation and that countries (whether they are members of the Council, or 
members of the League, or not) belonging to groups which have common military interests a 
list of which countries should be submitted to the Conference by a Committee of Experts— 
should be treated on a footing of equality. . 

Moreover, in the case of a grave emergency, the Commission would work in conjunction wit 
the Council; and the non-permanent Members of the Council would naturally desire to be hear . 
The advantage of this system, which would make the Commission independent of the Council, 
would be that if certain other Powers became Members of the League the machinery of the 
Commission would continue to function normally without any disputes or the necessity for revision. 

This is merely a suggestion; but I reserve the right of my Government to return to it at the 
Conference if, in allocating the seats on the Commission, countnes which voluntarily agree to a 
certain measure of investigation into their military affairs over a given period are not given an 
opportunity of discharging this function in respect of other contracting parties during the next 
following period of the Permanent Commission’s mandate. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — Our delegation felt certain doubts m regard to this text 
and had originally intended to make observations similar to those of the Netherlands and Swedish 
delegates • on further reflection, however, we consider that this text takes account of all eventualities 
We fully realise the importance of restricting the size of this Commission, since it must be organised 
so as to be able to meet as often as required and to take decisions. . w 

We think the Conference will be regardfull of all political and geographical considerations We 
are however a little sceptical of the rule in this article that " Members of the Commission shall not 
represent their Governments ”, although we fully understand the important reasons which led 
the Sub-Committee to emphasise the personal responsibility of the members 

We are of opinion that the appointment of the members should be left to the respective 
Governments; first, because—for obvious reasons—the Council must be entirely eliminated, 
and secondly, because the Conference will not be a permanent body. . x xu • 

It should therefore be left to the respective Governments to appoint the members ot this 
Commission in the case of resignation or death. , * ,, 

The question of the expenses of the delegates also arises and will have to be discussed further, 
but it appears to us that the respective countries should pay their own members. We have not yet 
reached a final conclusion on this point, but we regard it as a secondary question. There are some 
other organs of the League whose members are paid directly by it and perhaps the same rule might 
apply in this case. , . _ - , T • f 

You see, therefore, that after feeling certain doubts m regard to the text, I am now in favour 
of this article and I wished to explain the reasons. 

M. Colban (Norway). — The suggestion in the second paragraph of Article OA is a new 
one, and I doubt whether the Commission has had sufficient opportunity to weigh the arguments for 

an Igam prepared to accept the text before us and consider that as far as possible the Permanent 
Commission should be independent of the individual Governments. However, I hope that mention 
will be made in the report of the Swedish delegate’s suggestion, with which I agree, and that the 
Conference will examine other methods in addition to the principle laid down in this text. 

]M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). In the last statement made by 
its first delegate, the Soviet delegation expressed its views as regards the formal questions now before 
the Commission. . . . 

The true effect and value of the miscellaneous provisions m Chapter V depends entirely on me 
final solution of the problems of disarmament adopted by the Conference itself. The Soviet 
delegation will abstain from voting on the system of supervision which has been proposed, 
especially as the draft drawn up by the Sub-Committee, of which M. Politis was chairman, has left 
all the important questions unsettled. f r ^ 

I would add that the Soviet delegation is m favour of the idea of the complete equality ot all 
countries in regard to the organisation of the proposed Commission. My delegation will reserve 
the right to state its views in regard to certain other sections of Chapter V. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — With regard to what has been said by the Swedish, Norwegian, 
Chinese, Czechoslovak and Persian delegates, it is quite evident that, if we accept this paragraph, 
all those questions will be open to the Conference to consider. Therefore, I do not think I should 
be really justified in discussing the particular proposals that have been put forward. 

With regard to what fell from the Netherlands delegate, may I say that that matter was very 
carefullv considered by the Sub-Committee. They thought that on the whole it would be better 
to leave it for the present and to see how the Commission was finally constituted before entering 
into the question—which never has proved a difficulty in any of our organisations as to exactly 
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how the members are to be paid. They will be paid, no doubt, either by the countries to which the 
delegates belong or out of some central fund—the League fund or a fund contributed by all the 

proved sofnPtheepasthOPe ^ 'S n0t a P°mt WhiCh 'S like'y t0 b® °f SerioUS difficulty: ^ "ever 
1 myself attach the very highest possible importance to the creation of this body. I think if we can get that done it will be an immense step towards the organisation of the reduction and 

mutation of armaments. You will then have a permanent international body always studXg 
this question always watching over the execution of whatever convention is agreedLpon md 
always ready to propose improvements and perfections with regard to it. In my view that will 

importance toit.^ ^ m Wh°le qUeSti°n °f armaments' Therefore, I attach'enormous 
No doubt it is very important that the principle of the equality of States should never be 

forgotten, and we must certainly make provision—or the Commission must—in regard to that 
principle, but I very earnestly hope myself that, in having regard to that principle we shall 
not lose sight of the even greater importance of constituting a body which will be independent 

h!,vOer0snmanr+«OTffl J hmk that,1S Wha‘ We mnt m0St °f ^ and therefore, I personally should have some little difficulty in assenting to many of the proposals which have been made, because 

„a" tha? m practice they would mean a form of selection which experience has not altogether j t fie<T I will not put it higher than that. Therefore, I personally am very glad that the 

f'l'Trf-v1!.*T i< K !eave d ln [llls way f°r further consideration by the Commission. As the views of the British delegation were clearly stated before the Sub-Committee, and are stated in the report 
1 need not develop them on the present occasion. F ’ 

^MVMaSS1^ “,Llke Lord Ceci1, 1 wil1 make my remarks very brief, since my observations m the Sub-Committee are mentioned in the report J ^ y 

Although as Lord Cecil pointed out, the question is still open, I should like, in view of the 
importance of the problem to state briefly the reasons why the French delegation advocated a 

sySem at the Conference”1 m 1 pr°pOSed in the draft; U reserves the rigkt to return to that 
We think it desirable that the members of the Commission should be appointed by the 

Governments. If they are dependent on the Governments—although only to a very small extent— 
the members of the Permanent Commission will not be likely to take hasty decisions. Since they 
will not represent their Governments, they will not commit them, but will merely give technical 
opinions and the Governments will be left to decide what political action is to be taken in regard 

°Plnions, . Lastly-as technical experts, they will give opinions based solelv on technical 
considerations, which are the only considerations they will have to take into account. 

fhp thrle Prm^Ple^ underlying the French proposal, and my Government reserves the right to put them before the Conference. 

" ,^u/oslavia)- — The second paragraph contains the following phrase: 
nf r h 1 -be- aPP011^ed h?r ^ years • • • . Does this refer to the term of office of the members 
Convention”?1581011' S° that may bG aPPointed in rotation, or does it refer to the duration of the 

M. Politis (Greece). — The duration of the term of office of the members of the Commission, 

members PreSident- ~ Note wil1 be taken in the rePort of the observations made by the various 

Article OA was adopted. 
Article OB. 

r 1 Commission shall meet for the first time, on being summoned by the Secretary- General of the League of Nations, within three months from the entry into force of the 
present Convention to elect a provisional President and Vice-President. 

” Thereafter it shall meet annually in ordinary session on the date fixed in its Rules of 
Procedure. 

D may also, if summoned by its President, meet in extraordinary session in the cases 
provided for m the present Convention and whenever an application to that effect is made 
by a High Contracting Party. 

Article OB was adopted. 
“ Article OC. 

“ The Commission shall have full power to lay down its own Rules of Procedure on the 
basis of the provisions of the present Convention.” 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — This article provides that “the Commission shall have 
mil power to lay down its own Rules of Procedure on the basis of the provisions of the present 
Convention . To what provisions does this refer ? 

M. Politis (Greece). — To all the provisions of the Convention. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I cannot see which provisions apply to the Rules of Procedure 
ol the Commission. 
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M. Politis (Greece). — As I have already explained, the Commission will have several duties. 
Those duties will be governed by the various provisions of the Convention—in particular, by the 
sections relating to information, derogations and revision. The Commission will have to take 
into consideration all those provisions when it draws up its Rules of Procedure. It will have to 
take into account all clauses which relate, whether directly or indirectly, to its existence and 
working. If we had wished to explain this more fully we should have had to draw up a very long 
article and the Sub-Committee considered this unnecessary. It was of opinion that a clause 
drawn in general terms was sufficient to indicate clearly the mandate given to the Permanent 
Commission. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I do not wish to add to the length of Article OC. I merely 
thought that it would be better to omit the words " on the basis of the provisions of the present 
Convention ” since the Commission is to draw up its own procedure. However, I will not press 
the matter. 

Article OC was adopted. 

“ The Commission 
are present. 

“ Article OD. 
may only transact business if at least two-thirds of its members 

“ Article OE. 
“ Any High Contracting Party not having a member of its nationality on the Commission 

shall be entitled to send a member appointed for the purpose to sit at any meetings of the 
Commission during which a question specially affecting the interests of that Party is 
considered. 

“ Article OF. 

“ Each member of the Commission shall have only one vote. 
“ All decisions of the Commission shall be adopted by a majority of the votes of the 

members present at the meeting. 
“ In the cases provided for in Articles . . . (cases of complaint and cases of threats 

to national security) the votes of members appointed by the Parties concerned in the discussion 
shall not be counted in determining the majority. 

“ A minority report may be drawn up.” 

Articles OD, OE and OF were adopted. 

“ Article OG. 
“ Each member of the Commission shall be entitled on his own responsibility to have 

any person heard or consulted who is in a position to throw any light on the question which is 
being examined by the Commission.” 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — This article stipulates that “ Each member of the Commission 
shall be entitled on his own responsibility to have any person heard or consulted who is in a position 
to throw any light on the question which is being examined by the Commission . I do not think 
it is our intention to give a member of the Commission, as the text appears to imply, the right to 
conduct an enquiry on his own initiative. I think it would make it clearer if we were to say that 
the Commission shall be entitled to hear or consult any person who is in a position to enlighten it. 

M. Politis (Greece). — No doubt is possible. Each member will be entitled to have any 
competent person heard or consulted, so as to enlighten the Commission. It is the Commission 
itself which will hear the evidence or opinion of that person and which will thus be enlightened on 
the question which is being examined by it. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I will not press the matter further. 
Article OG was adopted. 

“ Article OH. 

“ Each member of the Commission shall be entitled to demand that in any report by the 
Commission account shall be taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by him, if 
necessary in the form of a separate report. 

Article OH was adopted. 
“ Article 01. 

“ All reports by the Commission shall, under conditions specified in each case in the 
present Convention, or in the Rules of Procedure of the Commission, be communicated to 
all the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations and shall be 
published.” 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — In Article 01 it is stated that “ all reports by the Commission 
shall ... be communicated . . . ”, and in Article IF, third paragraph, that “ all reports 
shall be communicated forthwith ...” 

Would it not be better in both cases to use the text of the second paragraph of Article IF: 
“ The Commission shall . . . ”, as these reports are to be published by the Commission and 
not by the Secretariat. 

M. Politis (Greece). — Does M. Rutgers’ observation refer to the fact that the word “ forth- 
with ” is not included in Article 01 ? 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — It is stated that the reports shall be communicated, but it 
is not stated by whom, and, in the second paragraph of the following article, which is^a better 
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inXeach c^^sayby^hom^he^mor^shau'be^om6'1 ^ Co?lm
);
ssion- 14 is necessary 

or by the Secretariat. P communicated, whether by the Commission 

reports'wm'be8 commuLTted ‘an/Tn^^ the word[ngjs the ^ame. All the Commission's 

by^KrCeif^^rciS 
go into all the details of procedure. The text merelyTays'dowrfgineral “mmIssion to 

report I a^satisfied6*116^311113^ ~ If '* 'S understood that the Commission is to publish the 

Article 01 was adopted. 

Section II. Exchange of Information. 

“ New Article IF. 

^H^C\ye^’ the Commission shall make at least one report on the information sub 
Td Lt J and °n ^ other information that may reach ft from an authoris^ fourc^ 
of the presentaCoCnfentionW°rth attentl°n’ showm^ the situation as regards the fulfilment 

and be
T 

communicated forthwith to all the High Contracting Parties 

Procedure6<d0the'IComnrissiom”Ue' ^ ShaU ^ P1’™ °n the date faed in ^RuSrf 
Article IF was adopted. 

“ Section III. — Derogations. 

“New Article. XA. 

in the opiniiTofMvHi^ CoefPrefnt S°n7ention' a change °f circumstances constitutes, 
Contracting Partv ^„H fh Con

t
tractlnS Paf,‘y. a menace to its national security, such High 

or artirlesSof thJ Y der2®ate temporanly, in so far as concerns itself, from any article 
the^vetrofwtr, Sed ^ °ther than th°Se deS^ed t0 ^^ 

r . T£at ?uch Higl1 Contracting Party shall immediately notify the other Hieh Contracting Parties and at the same time the Permanent Disarmament Commistion 

anTofth^tenrSmoT^ °f ^ L6agUe °f Nati°nS' °f SUCh temporary^S; 

TTiVV, + That, simultaneously with the notification referred to in point (a) the 

S the sameatimeg comm
t
u™cate to the othe>- High Contracting Parties and, t e same time, to the Permanent Disarmament Commission, through the Secretary- 

referred to above6^6 Nati°nS' " fUl' eXPlanation of Change "of cteumJtancL 

as to\feesS“eprre“Sed0ntraCtinS ^ pr0mptly *ake COnCerted counsel 

Contracting1 Partv^ba SUCf temPorary derogation have ceased to exist, the said High 
nndcE u i ty shall reduce its armaments to the level agreed upon in the Convention and shall make immediate notification to the other High Contracting Parties.” 

Ministor^ho^taSdTr^LT 1 T If* ^thjS article in the sanle sense as the British Prime 

hope^hatMt^woulTnmier^e^n^essar^t^applylt611^6 ^ StiPUlati°n ^ inSerted “ the 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — All the derogations havp a 
common ob,ect-namely, to enable any particular State to cancel the whole Convention It l 

to IdTtb tmTentnanAnthUr-S nU,Hfy itS Value' which is small enough Xdy Ttls LlesI 
1 pretext foItiftofrilL116 ^Ten^°n °ne °f the signatory States will necessarily serve as 
deferatton clnnnt A other,.s!gnatones- I must therefore declare that the Soviet 
deprivel^ConventhfAnf nIl sys)em wh,,c,h’ ^ means of articles providing for derogations will pnve the Convention of all value, and furnish a legal pretext for an increase in armaments. 

he President. I think the whole Commission will share the hope expressed by M. Colban. 

Cord Cecil (British Empire). — I just want to say that, if I construed the article as 

ftatLaIvamemberyof0thers 7 r 1 Sh?rUld certfinly not be Prepared to assent to it, nor do I think mat any member of the Sub-Committee would assent to it. We do not contemplate and I do 

the Convention toT, “n-fgUeS ^template, that the object of this article would be to reduce 
wl sunnosl Zt tbit °r enab,e uny contrac‘mg party to escape from its obligations. We suppose that this provision can only be put into force, or used, under very very execution,-! I 
circumstances. I share to the full M. Colban's aspiration that it will never beAs^and I shire 
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it with some confidence for I feel sure there is little likelihood of its being used if the Convention 
be adopted. 

If anyone reads paragraphs (a) and (b) and the paragraph that follows these two particular 
paragraphs, they will see that it is practically impossible that these can be used lightly, or 
casually, or dishonestly, and I am sure that no Power which consents to this Convention would 
agree to’ action of that kind; if it did it would suffer heavily for it. 

M. Massigli (France). — I should like to support Lord Cecil’s observation. It would be 
most regrettable if it were thought outside the Commission that, in drawing up this Convention, 
we desire to nullify its value. Any Government conscious of the importance of the declarations 
which it makes and publishes, and which desires to apply Article XA, must bear in mind, not 
only that it is obliged to notify the action which it takes, but also to justify that action and to 
justify it before a Commission consisting of competent persons who are in a position to a.sk it 
for details and explanations, and if these are not satisfactory, to place it in an awkward position. 

To suggest that this article was drawn up by representatives anxious to provide a means 
of enabling their countries to evade their obligations, is really to misconstrue the work which 
we are doing here. Surely, it was necessary to provide for grave circumstances which might 
arise. That is the only reason for the proposed article. 

M. Politis (Greece). — As Chairman of the Sub-Committee which drew up this text, I think 
it my duty to confirm what Lord Cecil and M. Massigli have said. 

If you read the text you will see at once that this exceptional right granted to contracting 
parties could not be used unless a State were actually confronted with circumstances of excep- 
tional gravity which endangered its national security, and that it could not otherwise assume 
so important and grave a responsibility. 

I am therefore convinced that, when M. Lounatcharsky said just now that this text would 
furnish a pretext for cancelling the Convention, he did not really comprehend the purport of 
this article. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — Perhaps I may be permitted to 
elaborate certain remarks made in regard to this article. 

The American suggestion regarding the original Article XA concerning derogations has been 
circulated and is reproduced at the beginning of the Minutes of our fifteenth meeting.1 It is now 
before us in a slightly modified form. 

I should preface my remarks by the statement that the form in which this suggestion is 
couched is not motivated by our own concern. We have accepted in two instances—in the 
Washington and London Treaties—much more rigid forms of escape clauses. Our concern is to 
make the Convention, which we hope to write, generally acceptable, and, in the present Treaty, 
we are, as far as the United States is concerned, prepared to accept much more rigid conditions for 
escape clauses than any thus far suggested. However, it is obvious that the delicate problem 
of release from Treaty obligations is one of infinite variety, applying in a different measure and in 
different ways to nearly every country. It is clear that we cannot expect to embody in this 
Treaty provisions applicable to any one set of conditions alone. Furthermore, it seems to us 
that it is hopeless to seek to lay down in such an article, an itemised statement of all the various 
special sets of circumstances which would justify a country in seeking relief from its obligations 
under the Treaty. 

Our point of departure is the belief—and we are convinced it is sound—that, when a menace 
to international security exists in the opinion of any people, no Treaty provisions will survive as 
against the imperious demands of self-preservation. Moreover, however carefully we draw up 
an itemised statement of the various sets of circumstances which would justify a State in seeking 
relief from its Treaty obligations, many of them would doubtless feel a genuine and understandable 
reluctance to bind themselves for a definite period, because of the unforeseen and unforseeable 
circumstances which might arise menacing their very national existence, beyond any prescribed 
in our list. Aside from the clearly foreseen factors and those I have referred to as unforeseen 
and unforseeable, there exists a third category—namely, definite apprehensions as to the future 
which cannot be entered in any Treaty. 

In view of these considerations, I feel the soundest course is to provide the broadest possible 
escape clause, and we feel that, by broadening the opportunities for escape, we shall, in fact, 
increase the probability of observance. In the first place, with its right of self-preservation fully 
safeguarded, a nation will feel more fully justified vis-a-vis its own people in laying down low 
figures for the duration of the Treaty. In the second place, they will be willing to undertake the 
obligations of this Treaty without specific reservations covering their national apprehensions. 

It may be objected that we are leaving altogether too wide a latitude to each country to 
decide for itself the circumstances under which it must be freed from its Treaty obligations, but, as a 
practical matter, we feel that no State would be likely, for light and frivolous motives, to assume 
the’Very’heavy responsibility of upsetting a worldwide agreement, thus risking the opprobrium 
of an outraged public opinion. When, added to this, it is realised that every State must give in full 

1 Note by Secretariat. —• See page 238. 
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to the other contracting parties an explanation of the reasons for which it justifies its action, 
then I firmly believe that we have such a check that only the most vital and serious causes would 
induce it to take such action, and would surely be included within any list of derogations, were we 
gifted with sufficient vision of the future to draw up such a list. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I am perfectly ready to admit 
that when they drew up the text before us the members of the Sub-Committee were animated 
by the best intentions; but in the eyes of our delegation this section of Chapter V is very dangerous 
and is unacceptable to the Soviet delegation. I think it would be much better to abide by the 
general rule of absolute observance of the obligations contracted; that would be a much surer basis 
for the Convention. We should not provide for entirely exceptional cases of this character. 

Vote on Article XA. 

The President. — In view of M. Lounatcharsky’s declaration I am obliged to put this 
article to the vote. 

Article XA was adopted by twenty-three votes for to one against. 

83. Proposal by the Belgian Delegation to insert a New Article in Chapter V. — 
Miscellaneous Provisions: Section III. — Derogations. 

“ Article XB. 

“ The High Contracting Parties shall, as an exception, be entitled to exceed the figures 
accepted by them under Article I as a limit for the total period of service which their annual 
contingent is compelled to serve, in so far as, owing to a falling-off in the number of births, 
such an increase may be necessary to safeguard the rights conferred upon them by Article A. 

" Nevertheless, they may not exceed the figure laid down in virtue of Article I as a 
uniform standard for the period of service.” 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). —Our proposal provides for an exception to the rule of the limitation 
of the period of service. I desire to state at once that we have not the slightest intention of 
decreasing the value of the principle of the limitation of the period of service. I need not remind 
you that the Belgian delegation was one of the first supporters of this limitation, and I can assure 
you that it is certainly not the object of our proposal to detract from the practical value of that 
principle. 

We have, however, to face hard facts, which we cannot ignore. I know that we have not 
met to discuss figures. I would nevertheless ask your permission to mention just a few, to show the 
considerable decline in the birth-rate in belligerent countries during the war. As regards Belgium, 
the number of male births in 1910, which provides the present contingent, was 90,149; by 1915, they 
had fallen to 63,483 and, by 1918, to 43,654; the births in 1918 will provide the 1938 contingent. 
If you compare the figures for 1918 and for 1910 you will see that there is a decrease of over 
50 per cent. This is a fact I wished to point out. 

No Government can afford to overlook that fact. There is the difficulty. As regards effectives 
we have agreed on two rules of limitation: first, the rule in Article A, which limits average effectives, 
the maximum average effectives being determined by two factors—the size of the contingent and 
the period of service. The second rule is the limitation of the actual period of service. If the 
period of service be limited conventionally under Article I and if the contingent be reduced in 
the proportion which I have just mentioned as a result of the decline in the birth-rate, some 
countries will have a shortage of effectives which may be so considerable as to endanger their 
national safety. 

After careful reflection we considered that, in order to retain the full value of the rule for 
the limitation of the period of service, the most practical and the safest course would be to provide 
for a derogation, but of a strictly limited character. 

I would draw your attention to the fact that our proposal strictly circumscribes the application 
of the exception for which it provides. First, as regards cause; there is only one case, which is 
clearly specified, in which an exception could be allowed to Article I—namely, a falling-off in 
the number of births. That is a definite fact which can be verified by everyone, and there is 
nothing arbitrary about it. We have also limited the extent of our derogation by stipulating 
that the period of service may be increased up to the maximum, but solely in so far as this increase 
may be necessary to safeguard the rights conferred upon States by the provisions of Article A 
fixing the maximum average effectives. Moreover, it is provided that in no case may what has 
been called the uniform standard—that is to say, the maximum period of service for all countries— 
be exceeded. 

I think, therefore, that we have taken the necessary precautions to prevent any improper 
use of the exception. 

I would draw your attention to what will happen if this proposal be not accepted. The 
Conference is going to be held, and, at the Conference, the Governments will propose figures in 
regard to the maximum period of military service. 

It will then be necessary for the Governments to bear in mind the state of affairs to which 
I have called attention—namely, the very considerable falling-off in the number of births during 
a certain period. Unless the proposed safety valve be provided, they will ask for a maximum 
period sufficient to meet all the dangers arising out of this situation. It must not be forgotten 
that the maximum period of service will not only serve as a limit, but also as a magnet. This 
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maximum will attract the Governments, who will be inclined to work up to it. This is a fact 
which I have already pointed out. . . 

I am very anxious that the lowest possible maxima should be fixed in our Convention. 11 
this is to be done we must take the necessary precautions; and I cannot see any other way of 
doing this than the way we have proposed. 

Amendment proposed by the Czechoslovak Delegation. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — Everyone will recognise the justice of the arguments 
submitted by M. Bourquin in favour of his proposal, which is a logical consequence of fixing 
the period of service. You will remember that we have already had a very interesting discussion 
on this matter, when we endeavoured to show that countries having conscript armies were anxious 
to reduce the’ period of service to the shortest possible time. But there are certain logical 
conclusions resulting from the falling-off in the number of births; and in compensation for the 
resulting deficiency, it would obviously be necessary to raise the maximum to some extent. 

I shall therefore vote in favour of M. Bourquin’s amendment, but think that it might be better 
to say cxpYcssis vfvbis: “ . . . in so far as this falling-off in the numbei of births may affect 
the number of effectives in service fixed by the present Convention ”. This wording seems to 
me somewhat clearer, but I will not press the matter if this is really what M. Bourquin s proposal 
means. 

M. Massigli (France). — When we were discussing Article I, I endeavoured to explain 
how Articles A, I and E, taken in conjunction would operate, and I referred to the problem 
which has been so clearly put before us by M. Bourquin. I should now like to say that, since 
France is in the same position as Belgium, and the curve of the birth-rate during the war in France 
was in precisely the same direction as in Belgium, my delegation fully supports the Belgian proposal. 
The problem with which the Governments will be confronted is a very grave one. They will 
have to choose between several different solutions, which it may perhaps be possible to combine. 
M. Bourquin’s proposal offers us one solution, and I shall therefore vote in favour of the proposed 
text. 

As regards M. Fierlinger’s amendment, this seems to agree in principle with the Belgian 
delegation’s amendment, but I think that the latter is clearer. 

M. Cobism (Spain). — When we were discussing Article I, I brought this point very strongly 
before the Sub-Committee and I received the assurance that mention would be made in the 
report of the very grave objections to the present wording of Article I when it is taken in 
conjunction with the table in Article A. 

I therefore opposed the establishment of a uniform standard in addition to a maximum 
for each country, which would naturally take into account all the factors we are now discussing. 
The fixing of a common maximum might make it very difficult for some countries to reconcile 
the strength of their contingent with the period of service. 

That is exactly the problem which has been stated by the Belgian delegation. I entirely 
agree to the exception proposed by M. Bourquin, but I am not sure whether the best place for this 
exception is in the chapter dealing with derogations or whether it would not be better to insert 
it in Article I, which has not yet been finally adopted. 

In these circumstances, I venture to make the following proposal: Would it not be best to 
do away with the second maximum—that is to say, the uniform standard mentioned in paragraph 2 ? 
If that were done, all these difficulties would disappear. 

Amendment proposed by the British Delegation. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I fully recognise the point and the difficulty which 
M. Bourquin has pointed out, and I quite agree that something ought to be done to meet it. 

I am a little anxious about the actual form of his proposal. It leaves it entirely to the 
contracting party in question to say at any moment that, owing to a decline of births, it is to 
be entitled to increase the period of service. I understand very clearly from him—and, of course, 
I recognise that—that in no case is the party to be allowed to increase the total number of effectives. 
He does not desire or suggest that. 

It is only the period of service that is to be increased, in order to enable the total number 
of effectives to be reached. That, of course, makes the proposal of much less importance. At 
the same time, I have a little reluctance to give to any Power of its own ipse dixit the right to 
suspend the operation of one of the articles of the Convention, and I should be very much happier 
if M. Bourquin were prepared to accept an amendment introducing the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission here as a safeguard against any unauthorised or improper application of the kind. 
I am taking M. Bourquin’s original form—not with M. Fierlinger’s amendment—and I would 
ask him whether he would allow it to read like this: 

" The High Contracting Parties shall, as an exception, be entitled to exceed the figures 
accepted by them under Article I as a limit for the total period of service which their annual 
contingent is compelled to serve . . . ” 

And then, instead of “ in so far as ”, say: 

“ . . . if the Permanent Disarmament Commission is satisfied by them, or by such 
High Contracting Party, that owing to a falling off in the number of births ...” 
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And so on, so that it would depend on satisfying the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

I suggest that to M. Bourquin for his consideration and for the consideration of the 
Commission. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — I desire to thank Lord Cecil for recognising the justice of our 
proposal. Our object is quite clear. We are not in any way seeking to evade the rule as 
to the limitation of the period of service but, on the contrary, to retain its full value. We are 
prepared to submit the application of this exception to any control or supervision. No doubt 
can exist as to our intentions, especially as we have made a proposal which has just been sub- 
mitted to you and to which we shall refer later, providing that all disputes concerning the 
interpretation or application of the Convention will be submitted to the Permanent Court of 
International Justice. This shows that there is no question of leaving the matter to the 
discretion of the various Governments; on the contrary we court every possible supervision. 
I am prepared to agree that, when a country is faced with a situation such as that which I 
described just now, and is compelled, or thinks it is compelled, to increase the period of service 
laid down in the Convention, it shall be bound to notify the other contracting parties and the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission, as provided for in the section on derogations where we 
have allowed for cases of imminent danger. 

At the same time, I have considerable difficulty in accepting Lord Cecil’s amendment in the 
form he suggests, for the reason that, in principle, he proposes to give the Commission, not only 
the right to be notified of, and to examine, the question, but also the right to decide. This 
would transform the character of the Commission and I could not agree to this for the reasons 
which I explained the other day in private conversation with Lord Cecil. I think that there 
might at a given moment be some overlapping between the powers of the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission and those of other organs such as the League Council. I should feel some appre- 
hensions about allowing the Permanent Disarmament Commission to give decisions, but I am 
quite prepared to agree that if a country makes use of the right mentioned in the proposed text, 
it should be bound to notify the other contracting parties and the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission. If the Commission thinks fit to adopt the proposal which we have submitted 
in regard to the competence of the Permanent Court of International Justice, I am sure Lord Cecil 
will feel that all necessary safeguards are provided, since recourse will be had to a court of justice. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). —. I am not opposed to the Belgian proposal but I should like 
to be sure that I understand it rightly. I followed M. Bourquin’s statement very carefully and 
I take it that the words “ as an exception ” and “ falling-off in the number of births ” refer to 
the exceptional circumstances which he mentioned and not to a steady and permanent decrease 
in the number of births. 

Withdrawal of the British Amendment. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am much obliged to M. Bourquin and perhaps his suggestion 
would meet me. There is to be included, I understand, somewhere or other, the substance of 
sub-paragraphs (a) and (&) of Article XA, and he also proposes to add to the Convention a 
general article requiring the application and interpretation of its terms to be submitted to the 
Court if anyone challenges anything done under it. With these two provisions I think you 
get a clear control by an outside body if there be any attempt to misuse the powers in this article. 

M. Massigli (France). — The Permanent Disarmament Commission will have no difficulty 
in understanding the position, since the period of service is fixed by law and can only be modified 
by another law, the discussion of which is bound to give rise to very full explanations. 

Withdrawal of the Czechoslovak Amendment. 

The President. — M. Fierlinger has withdrawn his amendment. 
No objection having been made to M. Bourquin’s proposal, we can regard this as adopted 

by the Commission; the question whether it would be better to insert this in Article I will be 
settled later. 

The Belgian proposal was adopted. 

84. Discussion of the Text proposed by the Sub-Committee entrusted with the Examina- 
tion of Certain Parts of Chapter V (continuation): Section IV. — Procedure 
regarding Complaints and Revision (Texts intended to replace all Articles 
in Section IV). 

" New Article ZA. 

“ The High Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of this 
Convention is a matter of concern to all the Parties.” 

New Article ZA was adopted. 
“ New Article ZB. 

“ If, during the term of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party is of opinion 
that another Party to the Convention is maintaining armaments in excess of the figures 
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agreed upon or is in any way violating or endeavouring to violate the provisions of the 
present Convention, such Party may lay the matter, through the Secretary-General of the 
League, before the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

“ The Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting Party whose 
action is questioned, should such Party so desire, and the representative of any other Party 
which may be specially concerned in the matter and which asks to be heard, shall present 
a report thereon as soon as possible to the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of 
the League The report and any proceedings thereon shall be published as soon as possible. 

“ The High Contracting Parties shall take concerted counsel on the conclusions of 
the rep^ ^ Contracting Parties directly concerned are Members of the League of 

Nations the Council of the League shall exercise the rights devolving upon it in such 
circumstances in virtue of the Covenant of the League of Nations, with a view to ensuring 
the observance of the Convention and to safeguard the peace of nations. 
M. Westman (Sweden). — I should like to have confirmation of my understanding of the 

second "paragraph of this article, dealing with a complaint made by one Government against 
another, the latter having the right to send a representative to plead before the Commission. 
I understand that this right to send a representative does not exclude the right granted under 
Article OE to a Government to send a member to sit at any meetings of the Commission during 
which a question specially affecting its interests is considered. I understand therefore that 
the Government would have two representatives: one to plead and the other to sit on the 
Commission. 

M. Politis (Greece). — M. Westmans interpretation is quite correct. 
Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I think that there is an omission in the second paragraph 

of Article ZB. I do not know whether this is intentional or not. It is stated that: “The 
. . . shall present a report thereon as soon as possible to the High Contracting 

Parties and to the Council of the League ”. Since the word “ report ” is used, it would appear 
that the Commission has only to state the facts of the case, whereas, in the third paiagraph, 
it is provided that: “ The High Contracting Parties shall promptly take concerted action on 
the conclusions of the report ”. In my opinion, the Commission should have the right to submit 
conclusions as to the complaint in question. I accordingly propose that the second paragraph 
should be drafted as follows: 

“ The Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting Party whose 
action is questioned, should such Party so desire, and the representative of any other Party, 
which may be specially concerned in the matter and which asks to be heard, shall give its 
opinion in regard to the complaint in question and shall, as soon as possible, present a 
report thereon to the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League.” 
This text makes it clear that the Commission’s task would not merely be to give a statement 

of the facts, but also a definite opinion on the question. 
M. Politis (Greece). — The meaning of Article ZB is that suggested by M. Markovitch. This 

is shown not only by the explanation given in the report and the verbal explanations which 
I had the honour to submit at the beginning of this meeting, but also by the following paragraph 
which deals with conclusions. The reason the text was drafted in this manner—which is 
possibly imperfect—was to provide greater elasticity and to avoid going into details which might 
have been inconvenient to some of the delegations. But there is no doubt as to the meaning. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I am satisfied with M. Politis’ explanation. 
Article ZB was adopted. 
The President. — As some amendments to Section V (Ratification, Entry into Force, 

Denunciation) have not yet been submitted, I will adjourn the discussion of this question until 
to-morrow. 

The Commission rose at 6 p.m. 

SEVENTEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Thursday, November 2yth, 1930, at 10 a.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

85. Discussion on Chapter V. — Miscellaneous Provisions (continuation): Section V. — 
Ratification, Entry into Force, Denunciation. 

Proposal by the Belgian Delegation to insert a New Article among 
the Final Provisions. 

" The Belgian delegation proposes to insert among the Final Provisions of the Convention 
an article reading as follows: 

“ ‘ The High Contracting Parties agree to submit to the Permanent Court of Inter- 
national Justice all disputes concerning the interpretation or application of the present 
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Convention, unless they agree in any particular case to have recourse to some other 
judicial procedure or to arbitration.’ ” 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — I do not think our proposal calls for any lengthy explanations. 
Yesterday Lord Cecil expressed some anxiety regarding the derogations which we are compelled 

to insert in our draft Convention, and I share his anxiety. Manifestly we must take steps to avoid 
abuses, and I think that the best way to avoid them is to provide for judicial supervision by an 
organisation whose impartiality is beyond question, and which is, so far as possible, removed from 
political considerations. 

Our proposal, which provides that disputes concerning either the interpretation or the 
application of the Convention are to be referred to the Permanent Court of International Justice 
at The Hague, or, in any particular case, to some other arbitral tribunal, is primarily intended 
to prevent abuses from arising. 

I admit, however, that it has also another aim—namely, to afford to countries which are 
unjustly accused of infringing the Convention the opportunity of justifying their action, and of 
doing so in the most effective manner. 

For instance, if my own country were accused of unduly increasing its armaments, I would 
wish to defend myself, and to do so in such a way that the atmosphere of suspicion which 
inevitably surrounds accusations of this sort should be entirely dissipated. For that reason, 
I would wish to be heard by judges. 

I think that a country which could say to its accusers: “ Let us state the case fully and 
frankly before a judicial or arbitral tribunal, whose decision I will accept in advance ”—such 
a State, I say, would thereby give evidence of its good faith. I therefore believe that this article, 
which we submit to the Commission, offers a twofold practical advantage: it constitutes a check 
on abuses, and at the same time it affords protection to countries unjustly accused. I should 
say that there is yet a third reason of a more general and, if you will, of a more theoretical character. 
We all know that international life is in process of organisation, and it is admitted that, in this 
new process, the development of judicial procedure is playing a supremely important part. It 
forms indeed the natural pivot for the working of that organisation. 

In these circumstances, we should take every opportunity which offers to develop that idea, 
to propagate it, and better still, to assist countries to put it into practice, and it would be a sign 
of real progress if, in a Convention concerning armaments—i.e., concerning something which 
most closely touches the sovereignties of States—we were to affirm the principle that, above 
all sovereignty, there exists a reign of law, and a procedure for judicial control; that would 
indeed be a step forward and it was one of the reasons which led us to make this proposal. 

M. Politis (Greece). — I heartily support the Belgian delegation’s proposal and I would 
add a reason to those given by M. Bourquin—namely, that the clause which he suggests has become 
a common form in the last few years in all Conventions, and it would really be surprising if it 
were omitted from a Convention so important as ours. 

Amendment proposed by the United States Delegation. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I need hardly say that the United 
States Government is in very hearty accord with any movement to increase the force and authority 
of judicial procedure in the settlement of international difficulties. 

In looking over the text of the Belgian proposal, it has occurred to me that we might render 
it somewhat more clear and make it somewhat more acceptable to certain States. I do not 
want to make a counter proposal, but I should like to read a suggested phrasing with the suggestion 
that it be referred to whatever Committee puts this Belgian proposal into final form for such 
consideration as it may be possible to give it. The suggestion I put down in these terms: 

“ The High Contracting Parties agree that all disputes concerning the interpretation 
or application of the present Convention shall be submitted to the Permanent Court of 
International Justice or to any judicial or arbitral procedure which may at the time be in 
force between them.” 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — I gladly accept the wording proposed by Mr. Gibson. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am entirely willing to accept that also. The only thing 
is that I agree with Mr. Gibson that it had better go to the Drafting Committee to see whether 
it is all right from a strictly technical point of view. I support in the warmest way M. Bourquin’s 
proposal. 

The President. The Drafting Committee will naturally have to give final shape to the 
texts we adopt. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — As the Belgian proposal, which I support, is going to the 
Drafting Committee, I ask you to consider whether the word ‘ application is essential to 
the text. 
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Everyone will agree that the interpretation of the Convention must be submitted to the 
Permanent Court of International Justice; but as regards application, the Convention has already 
provided certain means of supervision in the shape of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

M. Bourquin spoke of the desire that a country might feel to justify itself in view of an 
accusation brought against it before the Permanent Disarmament Commission. That leads 
me to ask the following question: If a country which is justly, or unjustly, accused of infringing 
the Convention be requested by the Permanent Disarmament Commission to justify its action, 
what will be the situation if it invokes the article we are now considering ? Which of the two 
procedures will apply ? 

If the Commission is not prepared to discuss this question at the present moment, I ask 
that the Drafting Committee may bear it in mind. 

M. Politis (Greece). — The point raised by M. Markovitch is more than a question of 
drafting; it is an extremely important question of substance. As was pointed out yesterday, 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission will not be a court; it is an organ, of a remarkably 
flexible character, which will not render judgments but only express opinions. It may be 
regarded as representing the role of an examining magistrate in the system of procedure which 
we are now considering. It is probable, and it is certainly desirable, that disputes will be 
regarded as settled when the Permanent Disarmament Commission has rendered its opinion. 
Still, we must provide for cases where such opinions, having no obligatory force, are not accepted 
by the parties; the dispute will then become a suit at law, and we need a judicial or arbitral 
procedure to settle it. 

I therefore press for the maintenance of the word “ application ” in the Belgian proposal 
and I do not think it will produce any gap in our system. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I confess I am not wholly reassured byM. Politis’ explana- 
tions. He seems indeed to contemplate a radical change in the system we have been elaborating. 
According to him, the Permanent Disarmament Commission will in reality be the Permanent 
Court at The Hague. I did not think that was the intention of our Commission. 

When a complaint is pending before the Permanent Disarmament Commission, and before 
that body has expressed its opinion, will it be open to the defendant country to invoke the 
present clause in order to set aside the opinion of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, 
which is alone competent to decide the question ? 

In any case, I would like an answer to the following question: Has the Permanent Court 
of Justice at The Hague the necessary competence to deal with military and political questions ? 
For the questions will be of that nature; and I should have thought the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission was best qualified to resolve them. 

That was the ground of my hesitation. The word " application ” appears unnecessary, 
since from that point of view we have the various arbitration Conventions, and the Covenant 
of the League, which may be invoked when a dispute arises between two parties. The word 
“ interpretation ” should therefore be sufficient. 

The President. — As ,M. Markovitch has not made any definite proposal we shall now 
vote on M. Bourquin’s amendment, bearing in mind Mr. Gibson’s proposal, which will be revised 
by the Drafting Committee. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I felt some doubts, similar to those of M. Markovitch, and I listened 
with great interest to his explanation of his apprehensions concerning the Belgian delegation’s 
text. This is a very important question. If the text stand as it is, there might be a conflict, as 
M. Markovitch has pointed out, between the powers of the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
and those of the Hague Court. 

I think the question has not yet been sufficiently studied and should be further examined 
before we take a decision. I am not sure how that can best be done, but perhaps the Bureau can 
suggest the means, either by appointing a committee of jurists, specialists in these questions, 
or in some other way. Once we have taken a decision it will become harder to alter it. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I hope my friend, M. Sato, will not insist on his proposal, 
because I really think myself there is no danger such as he fears. I have been looking again at the 
text of the clause we adopted with regard to the Permanent Disarmament Commission, and it is 
quite clear that the function of that Commission is to examine the facts and present a report 
thereon. There is no question of a controversy between any two particular States. It may or may not 
amount to that; but they merely present a report on the facts, and it seems to me there is a very 
great advantage, from both points of view, in having the possibility—as M. Bourquin has pointed 
out—of going to a judicial tribunal which will express a definite opinion as to whether 
the Convention is being properly applied or not. What I would venture to suggest to my friend, 
M. Sato, is this: Suppose we accept this now on second reading, before we get to the third reading 
of this item, there will be ample time for all the jurists connected with the various 
delegations to examine the matter, and if there really be a difficulty on this question it can be raised 
later on. I prefer that course to referring the matter to another sub-committee, which means 
considerable delay, and is open to other objections which M. Sato is well aware of. 

The President. — I also would ask M. Sato not to press his proposal, though I do not agree 
with Lord Cecil as to the possibility of examining the question further at the third reading—but 
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simply because M. Sato’s observations will be mentioned in the report, which will go to the 
Lonlerence, and the latter will therefore have an opportunity of discussing them. 

M. Sato (Japan). —- I am quite satisfied with Lord Cecil’s explanations regarding the 
possibility of a more careful study of this question during the third reading. I think, however, 
that it would be better to leave such studies to the Conference itself. 

The President. — I would remind the Commission, to avoid any confusion, that the third 
reading will serve only for the discussion of certain amendments relating to exceptional cases, 
it will not be a general third reading in the legal sense. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — There is no difference between us regarding the principle, 
only certain doubts regarding the text, as the wording causes some of us to fear a conflict of powers 
between an arbitral tribunal, or the Hague Court, and the Permanent Disarmament Commission, 
it is very important to note that we are agreed on the principle of arbitration or judicial 
settlement; but we wish to avoid any conflict of powers. I also think that a further study of the 
article will be necessary for that purpose. 

86. Procedure: Proposal for the Other Articles of Chapter V to be examined by a 

Sub-Committee. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). I take this opportunity of asking the President what 
procedure he proposes for the discussion of the other articles of Chapter I. Experience has shown 
that it was an excellent plan to entrust the revision of these articles to a Sub-Committee under 
M. Politis’ chairmanship, and its work has been of great advantage to us. Would it not be possible 
to refer the texts now before us to a similar sub-committee, or to the same Sub-Committee, and to 
provide thus for a further study of M. Bourquin’s proposal ? In that case, we could now go straight 
on with the third reading, and, after completing it, proceed with the other articles. 

M. Holsti (Finland). I support M. Fierlinger’s proposal. There are other articles of 
Chapter V which will have to be examined in detail, and I agree with him that we might refer 
them to M. Politis’ Sub-Committee. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — If I have understood Lord Cecil, he proposes that we should 
take no decision for the moment on the Belgian proposal, but leave it open to delegates to submit 
further amendments or new texts between now and the third reading. 

The President. — Accordingly, M. Markovitch, if there are any amendments they will be 
brought up at the third reading. 

T'k® Hon. Hugh Wilson (United States of America). — The suggestion made by 
M. Fierlinger is a very sympathetic one to the American delegation, not necessarily in its application 
to M. Bourquin s proposal only, but also to the rest of the clauses of this Convention. It seems that 
if they can be studied in sub-committee before coming to the Commission it would certainly result 
m a saving of time. 

Proposal by the German Delegate that Article FA be discussed in Plenary Commission. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I have never objected to the procedure favoured by the 
majority. Nevertheless, it seems to me that Chapter V ought not to be sent to a sub-committee 
until we have had a public debate on Article FA. I think it is impossible to discuss that article 
m private meeting. 

The President. We must decide whether the articles of Chapter V are to be sent to a 
sub-committee perhaps M. Politis Sub-Committee—or if we are going to debate them now 
in full meeting. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I think there are two separate questions before us. First, 
what to do with the Belgian proposal, and we must dispose of that according to the rule laid 
down a few days ago. In regard to it there are several proposals; first, that the matter shall 
be adjourned generally; secondly, that we should accept the principle of it now and leave to any 
delegation the right to bring up amendments on the third reading, if it be desired to have further 
discussion, and thirdly, that here and now it should be referred to a sub-committee. 

I personally do not think any case has been made out for sending the proposal to a sub- 
committee now. It may be desirable later on. I therefore venture to think that for this 
particular proposal—I am not dealing with the rest of the chapter—the best course is for us 
to accept it, as there is a very general agreement as to the principle; we can then leave to each 
delegation the right to bring up amendment laters on if they think it desirable. 
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The President. — M. Fierlinger had proposed referring the whole question to a sub- 
committee; but, as Lord Cecil has said, we all agree in principle with M. Bourquin’s proposal. 
It seems logical, therefore, to begin a discussion of this text, and I do not even think that a 
formal vote will be necessary. 

The second question to settle is whether the articles of the section under discussion are 
to be referred to a sub-committee. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I have no objection to M. Fierlinger’s proposal, except 
as regards Article EA. 

The President. — The question is whether the Commission desires to refer the whole section 
to a sub-committee, or if it is in favour of Count Bernstorff’s proposal. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — Since the German delegate desires that one question 
contained in Chapter V should be discussed by the Commission, I see no object in dividing the 
articles into two classes, one for the sub-committee and the other for the plenary Commission. 
I think we should do better to discuss the whole section in plenary meeting, and then send 
controversial questions and drafting points to a sub-committee. 

M. Massigli (France). — I would gladly have agreed—if the Commission were of that 
opinion—that these questions should first be studied by a sub-committee; but, since Count 
Bernstorff desires a public debate, I have certainly no wish to avoid it. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Of course, I quite agree with what M. Massigli has said, 
but if any member of the Commission desires immediate discussion in public of these articles, 
he is entitled to ask for it, and personally I should not refuse it. I would, however, suggest 
to Count Bernstorff that no one doubts that the whole question must be discussed in full 
Commission, and the only question is whether we shall discuss these articles now or ask a sub- 
committee to draw up a text for that discussion. If Count Bernstorff wishes a discussion now, 
I personally do not want to oppose it in any way. As a matter of order, if these articles are 
ultimately to be referred to a sub-committee, I should have thought it would have been better 
to begin their discussion now. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — I think Count Bernstorff’s request is quite legitimate. 
I venture to make a proposal to facilitate our debate, from a technical standpoint. When 
we have discussed the articles which some delegates desire to have examined at once in plenary 
meeting, I will have a suggestion to make in regard to the subsequent work of the sub-committee. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — We have always maintained that sub-committees should 
only deal with technical questions. Article EA relates to a point which is purely and pre- 
eminently political—the most political question in the Convention. It would be a strange 
procedure to refer it to a sub-committee, and it might lead the public to suppose that we were 
afraid of discussing political questions before it. I see no reason why we should fear to debate 
this question in the light of day. 

The President. — This Commission fears nothing ! We have always spoken frankly and 
clearly, and we shall do so to the end. I therefore ask if the Commission is agreed to begin 
the discussion of Article EA at once. We can then decide whether to send other articles of this 
section to a sub-committee. 

M. Morfoff (Bulgaria), — After what has been said by previous speakers, I feel compelled 
to offer a few explanations, as delegate of a country subjected to a special military system. 

It is clear that we have met to draw up provisions for submission to the future Disarmament 
Conference with the object of progressively reducing armaments to the minimum consistent 
with the national security of all countries . . . 

The President. — I regret to interrupt M. Morfoff, but before debating the substance we 
must decide on the question of principle. 

Proposal by the Bulgarian Delegation to refer Article EA to the Conference. 

M. Morfoff (Bulgaria). — It was the principle that I was going to deal with; I wish to move 
that this question be referred to the Conference itself. In these circumstances, I venture to continue 
what I was saying: . . . but this national security is relative. Indeed, all great things are 
relative in this world. If some are small, it is only because others are great; if some are weak it is 
only because others are stronger. Finally, a country is considered defenceless only because other 
countries are powerfully armed. 

I have willingly voted for all the clauses of the draft which will assist us in arriving at our goal; 
I have abstained from voting only in regard to certain articles which are incompatible with our 
military system, for I considered that these articles did not offer us the security laid down in 
Article 8 of the Covenant. But I was content to abstain, without discussing the question, and 
leave it to the experts to decide how a comparison could be drawn between our forces and those of 
other countries which possess reserves and can provide ample armaments to ensure to us a degree 
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of national security, perhaps not equal to that of every other country, but, at any rate, compara- 
tively acceptable. 

I adopted this attitude because I recognised that this was not merely a technical question, 
but one of great political importance—so great, indeed, as to bring it outside the sphere of the 
Preparatory Commission. For this question might lead us into legal discussions on the 
provisions of treaties, and such discussions are not within our competence. I therefore feel that 
we should not approach this question of comparison, but refer it to the future Disarmament 
Conference. In support of that view, I would remind you that only yesterday the Committee 
which had drawn up the text of Article OA, dealing with organisation, encountered difficulties 
and decided to refer the most important part of that question to the future Conference. All the 
more, then, should we decide to leave the Conference to examine this Article EA, which deserves 
careful study, bearing in mind all its political aspects. 

Finally, I would say that our aim is national security, as laid down in the Covenant of the 
League and a good understanding between all peoples. 

Munir Bey (Turkey). — I agree with what the Bulgarian representative has just said, all 
the more so because there are some countries specially affected by this article who are not represented 
on the Preparatory Commission. 

Vote on the German Proposal to discuss Article EA in Plenary Commission. 

The President. — We have listened with great interest to the speeches of the Bulgarian 
and Turkish representatives. But we have first to decide on the following preliminary question: 
Does the Commission, or does it not, desire to discuss Article EA in plenary meeting ? 

The Commission decided by nineteen votes against one to discuss Article EA in plenary meeting. 

87. Discussion on Article EA. 

Observations 
and Reservations. 

The German delega- 
tion makes a general 
reservation with regard 
to Article EA, in view 
of the fact that the Draft 
Convention does not yet 
show whether certain 
fundamental conditions 
will be fulfilled; these 
conditions were formu- 
lated during the pro- 
ceedings at the third 
session of the Prepara- 
tory Commission and, 
without them, Germany 
could not regard the 
Convention as a first 
step towards general 
disarmament. In addi- 
tion, guarantees should 
be given that this first 
step will be followed, at 
suitable intervals, by 
other steps towards the 
progressive reduction of 
armaments. 

First Reading. 

Article E A. 

The present Convention shall not affect the terms of previous Treaties, 
under which certain of the High Contracting Parties have agreed to limit 
their military, naval or air armaments, and have thus fixed in relation to 
one another their respective obligations and rights in this connection, the 
present Convention being within these limits inapplicable between the said 
Powers. 

Proposal by the British Delegation. 

“ Article EA (First Reading). 
“ Should read: 

“ ‘ The present Convention shall not diminish the obligations of previous Treaties, 
under which certain of the High Contracting Parties have agreed to limit their military, 
naval or air armaments, and have thus fixed in relation to one another their respective 
obligations and rights in this connection. ’ ” 

Amendments proposed by the French Delegation to the Proposal of the 
British Delegation. 

“ Article EA. 

“ The present Convention shall not in any way diminish the obligations of previous 
Treaties, under which certain of the High Contracting Parties have agreeed to limit their 
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military, naval or air armaments, and have thus fixed in relation to one another their 
respective rights and obligations in this connection. 

» The iollowine High Contracting Parties . . . signatory to the said Treaties declare 
that the limits fixed for their armaments under the present Convention are accepted by them m 
relation to the obligations referred to in the preceding paragraph, the maintenance of such obligations 
being for them an essential condition for the observance of the present Convention. 

The President. — We now have two proposals to consider: first, the Bulgarian pioposal, 
suonorted by the Turkish delegation, to refer consideration of this article to the Conference, and 
secondly, for the alteration of the text of the article, as adopted at first reading. 

Does M. Morfoff desire to give the Commission any supplementary explanations in favour 
of his views ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I understood we were to have this discussion m order to 
enable Count Bernstorff to make a speech. I think we had better hear his speech. 

M. Massigli (France). — As I am the author of an amendment which, in part, reproduces 
the British proposal, I desire to give some technical arguments m suPP^t °f ^ whether 

Both the proposal and the amendment are so clear in themselves that I doubt wh 
any commentary is really necessary. . . , 

In the first place, I wish to make a correction of form, or rather of translation in the British 
proposal; the words which we now propose “ ne restreint en nen ” are a better translation o 
the idea embodied in the English text. 

As regards the paragraph we add to the British proposal, I wish to state briefly our reasons 
for submitting it. . , T ^ , 

We have -just decided that the Permanent Court of International Justice may intervene 
in disputes arising on the interpretation or application of the Convention, ^ow the Court giv 
legal decisions- it decides according to texts; we therefore wish to ensure that the texts before 
itgshall be perfectly clear. Indeed, even if the Hague Court were not going to be concerned 
our duty would be the same; the Convention we are preparing is so important, it may involve 
such grave consequences for Governments, the obligations which it involves are so serious, t 
we are bound to do the utmost in our power to make its meaning perfectly clear. 

When the Conference meets, a certain number of Powers, including France will submit 
proposals in figures for the limitation of their armaments. These proposals will be calculated 
in relation to a given situation; they will correspond to a given degree of security, ^.deter- 
mining this situation, this degree of security, the regime which results from the strict apphcatio 
of the military clauses of the Peace Treaties forms an essential factor. 

The amendment which I submit to the Commission is solely intended to make the situation 
clear and, by forestalling any doubts in regard to this or that provision of the Convention, to 
obviate the effects which such doubts might produce. By this text, the Powers concerned 
define the conditions under which they accept the figures for limitation to be inserted, ^ regar 
to themselves, in the Convention. It is a reservation, if you will, but one of which the other 
signatory Powers will be cognisant in advance, and which will thus become, for those Powers 
who submit it, an essential condition of the obligation they accept. 

I have nothing further to add. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — If I am not mistaken, we have three proposals before us: 
a French proposal, a British proposal and a proposal by the Bulgarian and Turkish delegations. 

If the Commission desire to accept the Bulgarian-Turkish proposal which is to omit 
Article FA and leave it for discussion at the Conference—I should be prepared to accept that 
course In that case, we could say in the report that this question was so essentially political 
in character that the Commission thought best to leave it to the Conference. I have no objection 
provided that the Conference meets in the near future. 

I must, however, reply in a few words to Lord Cecil. I think that my desire to speak on 
this occasion was perfectly legitimate, since the article in question aims at excluding us perma- 
nently from the disarmament system. It is not surprising, therefore, that I should wish to 
state my Government’s opinion. 

Article FA refers to the treaties of Washington and London, regarding which I have nothing 
to say. It also refers to Peace Treaties in which certain obligations well known to you were 
undertaken towards us. 

The Commission will remember that, in 1927, I made a general reservation in regard to 
this article. Since then, the removal from our Convention of certain fundamental provisions 
compelled me, in the spring of last year, to dissociate myself definitely from the programme ot the 
majority. Events which have happened during the present session have abundantly convinced 
me that this formal declaration was justified. In the draft, in its present form, the idea ot 
genuine disarmament, as regards land armaments, only survives in the title. 

If the majority of our Commission would only realise this deplorable result of its five years 
work, they would avoid placing this artificial work, through Article FA, in relationship with 
the earlier Treaties. It is true that, if the majority accept Article FA, their decision will only 
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3:1^? rSNrd merely serve as a cloak for the actual state of the world’s land armaments or—even wnr<;e 
make it possible to increase those armaments. That, in my opi^n wouldTe tentam^mt S 
renewing the German signature to the Disarmament clauses of the Treaty of Versailles. 

I beg you, Gentlemen, to renounce any such illusions, 

ru rAu f°-r th? ¥nen?ment which the French delegation has just submitted T wish in 

3™,x?SrG“™,
y EtftTpl.Sss'yT, t 

Germany cannot recognise"anything as a fi^t DisLUeTcon^' unTess“hf soluton 
which it provides is just and equitable, and pays regard to the securitv of ^1 State* s°Iutlon 

few weeks ago. Dr. Curtius, the Reich Minister for Foreign Affairs 3eUateH tbe=e ' a 

here at Geneva, and I myself have always spoken in the fame sense'. P conditions 

Accordingly in estimating the value of the Disarmament Convention Germanv will have 

very far from giving effect to that principle. P g P 1 h years 15 

o say so much as that, but for two other purposes; first, to protest very earnestlv against the 

It is to me quite astounding that anyone who really has followed the nroceedWs of thk 

‘rc“3 officers and professional soldiers of every army. We have therefore lereeH a 
as a necessary consequence, to the limitation "of thfse 

wriiave further %£ tfl 

^WKSftJTM £ s 

I am quite certain that it passes the wit of man to arm a force unless monev is available 
or that purpose If you limit the money you limit the arms, and in my judgment—a judgment 

I have constantly expressed-I do not believe that there is any other effective method bvlffiM! 
you can limit the armaments of a land force It is for that reason t win f method by which 
warm a supporter-certainly of recent tim^-ofb'LfVarffcuTarmettod.1 Dloes^r “ 

which can resulUn theTm tationfr/f T Incontr°vertible' t0 »y that we have done nothing 
devoid of foundatVn hmItatl°n °f land ar™ments « to make a statement which is absolutely 

Countu anteid t0rSay was purely in re§ard t0 the technical aspect of this proposal 
tt° ^ Fernstorff thinks only of one particular question—the limitation of land armaments He should remember that there are other treaties in existence providing for the limitation of 
naval armaments and we, at any rate, being parties to those treaties, defire very st^ 

no^mhfpwr'sha^ ptGffis" TherefOTe 1 ^ that f°r tlJ ^^ 

i uT116 d^leSation has proposed an amendment to clear up what it conceives to be a doubt as to the effect of the article, and I do not gather that Count Bernstorff is oppoled to that 
ts object is to make it quite clear that, if there be an infringement—let me take it in the case of 

OUtha1fVif th anyh°f the Pa/tieS t0 these,Treaties—although there is no likelihood of such a possibility 
tha?tLLhermbR ? lnWement of the Washington Treaty, or the London Treaty, we desire 
Difirmament d ^ an mfrmgement of whatever is agreed to under the general Treaty of 

h* , mam a ?^btful as t0 the actual phraseology which M. Massigli has proposed, and perhaps he will agree that the matter should be referred to the Drafting Committee for it to consider that 

f/tW1?16 P°mV haVe an d°ubt ab0nt is this- 1 may be wron§> but as 1 read his amendment, t ere were quite a small infraction of one of those other Treaties—for instance the Washington 
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TrAa+\r if there were some relatively minor infraction, that would release the parties to those 

sa|ssSteSSSr^||t^'®r« 
on the same footing as the limits which will be provided in this Treaty. . . 

If that be the principle, I do not think that our legal advisers will have any difficulty m devising 

a T^oncludfbv expressing my deep regret at the attitude which Count Bernstorff has been 

constant co-operation ofPCount Bernstorff in that connection, and had suggestions made as to 
how this or that practical detail might be improved and I am ^°und 

we have had very much assistance in that respect from him. I can only express my oeep regr 
and my hope that this does not mean a fixed and determined policy on the part of the Germa 
Government. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - Our Commission was ^V'THeie4^^ t^CovInant^hese 
tion which would enable effect to be given to the obligations of Article 8 3“ *^ble 
obligations are related to those previously mentioned, in regard to certain Powers, in t p 
of Part 5 of the Treaty of Peace. ,. f 

The real question for us to consider, in my view, is whether our Convention fulfils those 
obligations ? ^o reply to that question we would need to be in a position to estimate the tn 
valu^antf actual Effects of oul Convention; but hitherto we have - o

a
f 

skeleton of that instrument; the vital part, which will enable us to appmise the exte 
disarmament, is still lacking, because in this Commission we have not, and could not 
discussed the fig question now under debate should be left to the Co''fere"“: 

It caimot be decided here. I am so sure of that, that if this question is to be discussed I shall 
refrain from speaking; and if the Commission votes upon it I shall abstain. 

M MassitUi (France). — Lord Cecil has perfectly understood me. We agree that the Drafting 
Committee should examine my amendment, so far as concerns its form. What I regard as essentia 
is that the idea contained in it should appear in the Convention. 

While fully appreciating General de Marinis’ reasons for wishing us to re er a po^ica^ 
discussion—which is certainly out of place here—to the Conference, I still th essential 
in question—which is not new—must appear in our draft, because it constitutes an essential 
factor which the Governments require to know in order to work out the figures which they will 
propose for the Conference. j w 

Count Bernstorff for his part has reminded us of his Government ® i a'^ nch 
refrained from repeating them. For the same reasons I will not repeat or re-state th 
arguments which are well known to you, and which have often been stated here and elsewhere. 
I ^ronly refer to one point. I was much interested to hear the German delegate ,ust now use 
the word “ security ”. Iregard that as an acceptance of a conception which the French Government 
has always defended, and I note it with satisfaction. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — I think that the Commission is inclined to refer this 
whole political question to the Conference. I do not oppose that course but ‘ IS none *“f

le
h

sa 

necessary that we should declare our views, not with any desire to debate the P°¥“al S‘ t°f 

question) but to define the starting-point of our work. We have adopted a doctrine I refer to th 
recent resolution of the Assembly-which is the basis of all our work_ I mean the doctrine ol 
existing security which is the starting-point of the disarmament obligations. Disarmament 
will bem relation to the security existing at the moment when the Convention is finally concluded. 

Now, one of the most important factors of security is the military system of the couni nes 
disarmed in accordance with the Peace Treaties. That is the one stable element—so long as the 
obligations of those treaties are strictly maintained. The other factors of 
evolving, and often in an opposite direction from what might be expected when precipitate 
demands for complete disarmament are being made. . , 

The Polish delegation considers that the maintenance and the strict observation ot 1 ^ 
disarmament obligations incurred by certain Powers in the Peace Treaties of are prereqms 
condition for the acceptance and maintenance in force of the present Convention by other 

I cannot accept the quite unjustified estimate of our work which we have just heard. First 
I would remind you—and here I agree with general de Marinis—that the draft Convent 
merely a skeleton without figures. 

But there is also another important aspect of this question. As an expert and as a soaber, i 
would point out that, during the present session, we have accepted methods w ic a ec c , 
vital aspects of armaments. We have encroached on the sphere of national defence. And 
further emphasise the fact, of far-reaching importance, that this is the first time that .SP 
of national defence, hitherto reserved for the sovereignty of States, has become the su i]ec 
international regulation. 



264 — 
For these reasons I unreservedly support the text of the article, as submitted by the British 

delegation, with the French amendment. As far as its wording is concerned we can refer it to the 
Drafting Committee in order that some trace of this debate, which is really the starting-point of our 
work, should, at any rate, remain in the text of our draft Convention. 

^r; Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I agree with the French proposal and with the views of that delegation concerning the political and legal aspect of the Disarmament question, as it relates, 
on the one hand, to countries disarmed in virtue of the Peace Treaty, and, on the other hand, to 
Members of the League who have undertaken to disarm in virtue of Article 8 of the Covenant.’ 

M, Antoniade (Roumania). — After my Polish and Yugoslav colleagues, I desire also to 
express the view of my delegation regarding the necessity of inserting an article corresponding to 
the former Article EA at the beginning of Section V, I entirely agree with the British proposal, 
together with the addition (which we regard as essential) proposed by the French delegation! 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I do not desire to prolong this debate, but in view of my 
very old relations with Lord Cecil, and that we have stood on so many platforms together and so 
often been of the same opinion, I always feel very sorry when he does not share my opinion and 
I have to differ from him. It is necessary for me to say a few words in this respect. Never in my 
life have I been carried away either by passion or prejudice on political questions. 

I would only like to ask Lord Cecil a few questions. Is it void of foundation that the sea and 
air armaments are to be directly limited and the land armaments not ? Is it void of foundation that 
budgetary limitation allows unlimited increase of armaments in stock from now on ? Is it void of 
foundation that the central force of all the continental armies, trained reserves, is to be left out ? 

I was particularly sorry to hear Lord Cecil say that I had not worked sufficiently with the 
Committee. In that respect I would like to say that for four years I have been of the most diligent 
members of this Committee. In the beginning I have always worked on the same side as Lord 
Cecil. If I have given up working with the Commission now, it is because, to my great regret, 
I had to realise that in this Convention which are now finishing, the question of land armaments 
is to be sacrificed to the question of sea armaments. That is quite an impossible view for the 
representative of a country whose interests are eminently land interests, to take, and one who 
cannot possibly take any other point of view of disarmament. Land armaments are for us the 
chief part of the whole thing. That is why I have absolutely nothing against security; only if 
there is to be security there must be parity of security and security for all. 

M. Colban (Norway). — I am somewhat embarrassed by the turn which the debate has 
taken. I thought that we were discussing the text of Article EA; and now we are engaged on a 
debate, in which I have no intention of joining, on a highly important political question. If I vote 
for the British proposal with the French amendment am I thereby defining my attitude on these 
political questions ? I am not sure. It is the text of the British proposal together with the French 
amendment—as interpreted by Lord Cecil with the assent of the French delegate—which is to be 
put to the vote. But after the political discussion which has now taken place, it is difficult to 
know if one can vote for this text which, without this debate, might have been regarded as 
perfectly natural. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I think M. Colban’s observation is perfectly reasonable. To give him 
satisfaction I propose that the Commission should adopt the present text of the British proposal 
with the French amendment, and to leave the political aspects to be debated by the Conference! 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I hope we shall not have any political discussions of this 
kind anywhere. I think we ought to consider this, and I wish to thank M. Colban for calling us 
back to the real subject which we ought to be discussing—namely, the desirability of this as a 
matter of drafting of this Convention. To my mind, you have to say one thing or the other. Is this 
Convention to supersede other treaties or not? I think you must know it is not to supersede other 
treaties. That must be done by a definite proposal of that kind, which must be made in the usual 
and proper way. Here we have merely to say what is to be the relation between this Convention and 
other treaties. It is in that sense that the British delegation desired to have this matter discussed. 
It did not desire to raise any political question at all. The British amendments are only questions 
of drafting. I hope we shall accept that and the French amendment also, subject to revision by the 
Drafting Committee. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I rise to explain the vote of the 
American delegation. I propose to vote for the British amendment. I wish to make it clear that 
this vote will be on grounds having no connection with the question which has been under discussion. 
As the representative of a Power already definitely bound by two naval treaties, I am concerned 
that somewhere in our Convention it be clearly stated that our naval treaties remain a binding 
force. 
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Vote on the Bulgarian Proposal. 

The President. — What Mr. Colban said is perfectly correct and true, but we could not 
avoid a political discussion on this question. Fortunately it has been limited, and I think that now 
it is closed. _ .. f 

I put to the vote M. Morfoff’s proposal, seconded by General de Marinis, for the omission ot 
Article EA, as now worded. Mention will be made in the report of the discussion which has just 
taken place on that article. 

The Bulgarian proposal was rejected by twelve votes against to five for, with some abstentions. 

Vote on the British Proposal as amended by the French Delegation. 

The President. — I now put to the vote the British proposal, as amended by the French 
delegation. It is understood that the drafting of the text is reserved. 

This proposal, as amended, was adopted by fourteen votes with some abstentions. 

Reference of the British and French Texts to the Drafting Commit tee. 

The President. — I propose that we refer the British and French texts to the Drafting 
Committee. 

A greed. 

88. Discussion on Chapter I. — Effectives (continuation): Article I (continuation). 

Observations 
and Reservations. 

This Article has not 
been discussed in con- 
nection with naval and 
air effectives. 

The delegation of 
France declares that the 
clauses of this Article 
must apply in the same 
conditions to land, naval 
and air effectives. 

First Reading. 

In each Contracting State having 
the conscription system, the total 
period of service which the annual 
contingent is compelled to serve 
shall not exceed the figure accepted 
by each of the High Contracting 
Parties. 

For each man the total period 
of service shall be the total number 
of days of active service and of 
days of service during the periods 
of instruction which he undergoes. 

Second Reading. 

(Discussion of the text adopted 
at first reading and of German 
proposal (document C.P.0.174(1)) 
adjourned.) 

Texts drawn up at First Reading. 

Amendment proposed by the German Delegation. 

“ In each Contracting State having the conscription system, the annual contingent and 
the total period of service which the annual contingent is compelled to serve shall not exceed 
the figure accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties. 

“ For each man, the total period of service shall be the total number of days of active 
service and of days of service during the periods of training which he undergoes. The period 
of active service shall be shown separately. . „ 

“ No register shall be kept of persons whose military obligations are terminated. 

The President. — We must now vote on the second and third paragraphs of the above 
German proposal. I would, however, observe that the second paragraph of the German amendment 
is similar to the second paragraph of Article 1 adopted by the Commission on November 8th. 
I would ask Count Bernstorff to withdraw his proposal concerning the second paragraph; we can 
then vote on the last paragraph only of his amendment. 

Withdrawal of the German Proposal. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I am informed that the two texts of the second paragraph 
referred to by the President are not on the same lines. As I said yesterday, I asked for a vote 
on my proposal because this question has now been formally settled. For my part, I have 
already said that, as the first paragraph of my proposal was rejected, I did not specially press 
for a vote on the other two paragraphs. In these circumstances, I have no reason to press my 
proposal, and I accordingly withdraw it. 

The President. — The question is thus settled and no vote is required. 
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89. Proeedure ^ Discussion of Remaining Articles of Chapter V, Section V, and of 
Article AD. Reference of these Articles to a Sub-Committee. 

tint Th™81^ ~~ Iri order to leave the Drafting Committee time for its work I propose c the next plenary meeting should meet to-morrow afternoon. ’ P P " ’ 

Lord Cecil (British Empire), 
rest of Chapter V ? 

I have no objection to that; but what has happened to the 

The President. We will take that section at onr next meeting. 

(British Empire). We must be regular in our proceedings Article FA rpfprc 

f ,, P Jb theilnterrelatlon between our Convention and other treaties. Thai is one point Then follow the ordinary provisions—provisions contained in every Convention—dealing with 
tion and the length of operation of the treaty. These arebery ImpZant maHerT Ld W 
are other matters, but they are quite separate from Article EA. IfPit be thought desirable to 

whole0oFhkSr g to anotherday I am quite content, but as we are going th?o1gh the 
ofhit after %V hVen n V SeCOnr rea!lmS 1 think would be better to dial with each part 
A A aftei which we can begin the third reading. We can say that there are some mrts 

hich require further consideration and therefore that we do not propose to deal with them 
immediately, but personally I think it would be better, in the circumste^es to adi^uni now 

mo f T l,he reSt °f SeCti0n V before we start a discussion on foMnstance the German proposal, which is an entirely separate matter. ’ trerman 

M. Holsti (Finland). - 
M. Politis’ Sub-Committee. 

I suggest that the remainder of Section V should be referred to 

The President. that would be an excellent method. 

• M' Sato (Japan) — I wish to point out that we have not yet discussed Article AD concerning 

as a^TsuTt^o/the 6 rese,rve^ tl?at
1 
artlcle tiU we had taken a decision on Article ZD• but 

wedn f th i ™er\dnient adoPted yesterday, the latter article has now disappeared and 
may be dwided on that nohiTfhe °f th®.pnnc‘PI® ^id down in the former Article ZDP Whatever lay ne decided on that point, the question raised in Article AD subsists and must be discussed. 

at thllnd oTsert‘o'nAThe BUreaU ^ intended t0 pr°p0Se that ArticIe AD should be discussed 

Committee^ith the^other^gl' A,1 would
u

suggest that this article be referred to the Sub- 
mo T 7 1 th t011161 articles, because there is an amendment to one of the articles in 
Article^ZD ^1 should tWfo^Th’ l raiSeS the Very P°int originally raised in uld therefore think it would be better to consider it as part of Chapter V. 

Committee* whkhPfsntoTtildv Ihe01116 d°Ub-t r® the ProPosaI to send Article AD to the Sub- 
main question raised bv A^tioW n °mmf ]?t0 f°!'c.e and the revlsion °f the Convention. The 
point We had reserved thk e-1' n°Mle rerS10n °f the Convention; it deals with a special 
to examine the two altfcles •1°n * ' had dedded on Article ZD- as seemed easier 
rate, in its present any 

AD ^soon^slhe^ Siitoc1)nimitteeIhas^reportedVoiitSec1io1i^V^ed “ ^ *“ diSCUSS Artide 

until wetoi'ddeddeTon ArtTclTn f°rmal,in theSe matters- Artide AD was reserved 
Ztained ht been embodied hwi; I 6 ,artlcle n0 longer exists, but the idea which it 
cannot tterefore discos Art,rleyAn g?11011 deIegatlon in an amendment to Section V. We cannot therefore discuss Article AD until we have settled on the text of Section V 

in that wav* theTnmemklPrOP°iie lhat W6 refer Article AD to the Sub-Committee on Section V ■ 
discussions y The We ^ a™id ^ 
between the two texts If there is not, M. Sato's poStt wm be fully met lor IXleTo wdl 

doerexis“ the^ub Committeewind ^ C°m™ission- 0n ‘he other hand, if a connection does exist, the Sub-Committee will ascertain the fact and report accordingly. 

Reference or the Articles discussed above to the Sub-Committee presided over by 
M. Politis. 

.„ Thf. Pre?id*nt- 7 1 propose that we refer all these articles to the Sub-Committee which 

w™,e able chairmanship °f M-poiitis and wiu b® d-^b-ed b; Coti 
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Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I would prefer not to be a member of that Sub-Committee. 

The Commission rose at 12.40 ft.m. 

EIGHTEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Friday, November 28th, 1930, at 3.30 p.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

90. Welcome to Dr. Benes. 

The President. — We have much pleasure to-day in welcoming in our midst one of the 
great friends and defenders of our cause, the Czechoslovak Minister for Foreign Affairs, M. Benes. 
I welcome him in the name of the whole Commission. We are happy to see him with us. We 
know the work he has done up to the present as President of the Committee on Arbitration and 
Security. . 

He has been good enough to join us for the close of our labours, and I thank him lor doing 
so. I say “ the close that may astonish you; but it is a fact that we are approaching the 
close. I believe that, in a week from to-morrow, we shall be at the end of our task, because 
we have done particularly good work latterly. We have worked with method, with the desire 
not to create confusion, with the intention to adhere strictly to the established procedure. The 
method we have followed latterly of referring matters to sub-committees is the best way of 
working. I am sure we shall conclude well before the date we had had in mind, because we 
have worked with a will, because we knew that the work on which we are engaged is a great 
work, and because we have avoided playing to the gallery. 

Dr. Benes (Czechoslovakia). — I thank you for your kind words. I will only say that I 
regret immensely that I was not able to be present at the beginning of your labours, but have 
arrived only at the end. But it will be a happy end—of that I am sure. 

91. Discussion on the German Proposal concerning Preparation for the General 
Disarmament Conference. 

German Proposal concerning Preparation for the General Disarmament Conference 

BY FURNISHING DETAILED INFORMATION AS TO THE PRESENT STATE OF ARMAMENTS. 

“ As stated at the opening meeting of the second part of the sixth session of the 
Preparatory Commission for Disarmament, the task of the Commission is to prepare as 
thoroughly as possible for the future Disarmament Conference. It is for the Commission 
also, therefore, to place the Conference in a position to form from the outset an accurate 
idea of the present state of armaments of all States. It is not sufficient to submit to the 
Conference the text of a draft Convention indicating the methods by which the Commission 
proposes to limit and reduce armaments. To enable the Conference to apply a particular 
method, it must be furnished at the same time with accurate and complete information 
as to the present position of armaments. 

“ For example, if the London Conference were successful, that was largely due to the 
document which was submitted to it on the day the Conference opened, containing complete 
and minute details as to the position of all the navies in question. This document served 
as a basis for the work of the Naval Conference. 

“ In the case of the navies, there were sufficient official sources for drawing up this 
document. That is not the case with the other armaments. The Armaments Year-Book 
of the League of Nations cannot fill this gap, since it has not at its disposal sufficient official 
sources of information, and the information which it contains is still much too vague for 
the special purpose of the future Conference. It is therefore for the Preparatory Commission 
to prepare this indispensable information. With this object, the Preparatory Commission 
should ask all the Governments that are to be represented at the Conference to supply 
detailed information as to the present position of their armaments. In order to enable 
this information to be supplied from uniform standpoints, the Preparatory Commission 
should draw up model tables. 

“ The German delegate proposes that the above suggestion be discussed.” 

The President. — We are now about to consider, in the first place, the German proposal 
regarding preparation for the general Disarmament Conference by detailed notification of the 
present position of armaments. 

At the end of this proposal it is stated that: 

“ With this object the Preparatory Commission should ask all the Governments that 
are to be represented at the Conference to supply detailed information as to the present 
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standpoints^the'jPr^paratory Co^LionTh^.fd^^modd tabled fr°m Unif°rm 

proposal. aVe’ therefore' first to decide whether we shall or shall not adopt the principle of this 

It appears to me quite essenUaf thut ah(?''ef
nothm« ,'’add to what is contained in the document 

be informed as toVisting armaments T n foTeTt^1011 Wihes,to discuss disarmament should 
m this document. I sai^.armaments- 1 <Iuoted the exa">ple of the London Naval Conference 

which wafsubm’itted to'it^orthrdavThfconfer1111* laagely dUe to the document 
minute details as to the nosition of alf+le C™ference opened, containing complete and 
a basis for the work of re N^vafConference "eS m qUeStl°n- ThiS d°CUment ^ved ^ 

Disarmament Conference* Tt i^for this^onTha't ^ h^ ^ ‘^ Same Way in the case of the 

submitted tables, because I thought ft was 3 1 haVf m,ade my ProPosal; but I have not 
considered. It is on the principfe that I now ask youto decide! Unti‘ ^ had been 

which is very sound^hough it may see'm'a trifllfJ^T^01^'5 pr°PosaI as embodying an idea 
preparation should be nTssaryn"oyr\rcaonfereenPcaeradOXiCa1' ^ thiS Stage °f °Ur laboms’ tba‘ 

our task Sbe" farlrotTeferat^nend"” Th0"™"^^^0^6 C°Undl and to the Governments, 
Conference is to meet ?f not tith eve^ chance aT n8*1'1 i" me‘iculoUS work to done if the 

It will therefore be necessary to make verv ^ f ^.rate Wlth a good chance, of success, 
these enquiries will have to relate in nart to thp xte^lve en<iuines of the Governments, and 

Count Bernstorff verv nVhtb nlf he P°sltlon of their armaments, 
happened at London ? The obiec^of the xamPle of ^he London Naval Conference. What 
Government came with its case reldv within theTm,‘7^ and dearly defined' and each 
extremely useful if each Government will mit^of

+ 
the Programme. I think it will be 

we are about to lay down But in the firft nG p T ^ cas^.1
ready' Wlthm the limits which 

regarded as limitative, or the Governments to fM th Jr " 11°^ T hke the German ProPosal to be 
and figures in accordance with the draft Conventin?tC? d° 15 to ^PP1^ information 
in the way of the Preparatory Commission itsplf ^ second place, I see serious difficulties 
that is not the Commission^ business at all ^ for information, because 
precise purpose. We have to answer a TnTm W

( 
h ? been aPPomted by the Council for a 

answered them all; but, at any rate we am °f PUeS^10ns- } do not know whether we have 
same time, draw the ciunch?attention to theTaTf^f Convention- We may, at the 
made; but I do not think we are qualified to m t 1 ^ thfre u™ °ther useful enquiries to be 
Count Bernstorff agrees. q d 1 put questions to the Governments, and I am sure 

in ou^dt?^^^ is that we are to draw attention 
to be made ? To what will it relate ? I do noJ r 6 .^oveJnments. How is that enquiry 
It will of course involve informat on and L V° °r define 11 at the Present moment 
I wonder to what extent we should take ut> a^Jodf Possibly.xt ^ mclnde other elements, and 
to confine ourselves to draw“ eSfon^ ?h“s™on POmt- 1 ^ W6 Sh°Uld d° Wel1 

with M. MassigP'The essentia^noint ^o"1 very. Pieased to find myself in complete agreement 
the Governments, and that there should be repli™To’iPbi!?! hh‘S qUeSt‘a

n sf1.ouId be Put to a11 

because this question concerns also CovpmTL, + u-’ ^ bave some doubt as to the Council, 
At any rate I shall be ffiarl if m r rniTie?ts which are not Members of the League. 

in this question,' and say whether a^thiTs'tale^irh11 a,decis.ion on the Principle involved 
I should prefer the Commissinn tn g •fUch .PreParatl«n is necessary, 

the majority think it would be betted toTiferm'^0^111011 T ‘a’3, P°lnt here and nowi but- if 

kind is absohuely'essendal' bnt' i <lo ve?v^n^ha?ree "'"l, vf ProPosal- Preparation of this 
a great many other things of the same kind thaf^n n‘th that « i® only part of 
can hope to meet successfully. Undoubtedlv thp t0 be do.ne before the Conference 
the date of the Conference—will have to takJmpn^ 11 18 the Council that names 
begins, in some way or another It seems to mp thaf eh n actua^ work of the Conference 
m our report to this motion of the German delevatffiJ the\best tbm^ we can do is to call attention 
of that kind, and probably going much fufthe? tha7 tW^n^ WG recoSnise that preparation 
the Council will take the matter ffitoseHonfpi n 7- Wl11 J?e necessary; and that we hope 
draft a paragraph to that X? consideration. Our Rapporteur could probably 

the German proposal As \n accePting 
I would point out however fhaf whiip u- io • T . 16 13 required lor the Conference, 

as possible of our warships, those details were" afeeady k^ 
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confirmed or supplemented the information, in order that all the delegations there might have 
accurate data. , . -i 

The position now is quite different and I am doubtful whether we can give such lull details. 
According to the German proposal, the Commission, or the Council, would ask all the Governments 
to supply detailed information as to the position of their armaments. That is exactly the point 
that we are dealing with at present. . 

To take land armaments, for example, information would have to be given concerning 
effectives, a question that has already been settled, and concerning material, a question on 
which, on the contrary, we have not yet reached agreement, so that we cannot pass a resolution 
specifying the exact scope of the information which all the Governments will be required to 

^In this Commission, we must first discuss the provisions to be made in the draft Convention 
for publicity. Even when that point is settled, however, we cannot yet tell whether all the 
Governments will or will not accept the draft Convention. That we shall only know when we 
come to the Conference. Such being the case, how could we ask the Governments to give 
information regarding land material, to mention no other point ? 

While I fully agree with the object of the German proposal, I wonder what the Governments 
attitudes will be in the matter. They will certainly feel very much embarrassed if this proposal 
be adopted. They do not know' themselves what the Conference may decide. 

At the same time, I should be prepared to accept this proposal if it were amended so that 
all the Governments would be asked to supply the Conference with such information as they 
might feel able to give. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — The German delegation’s proposal should be thoroughly 
gone into. In framing any disarmament plan, we have to determine the basis, the starting- 
point for the whole of the work. I need not dwell upon this very obvious principle, which 
previous speakers have already mentioned. . 

Moreover, I agree with M. Massigli and Lord Cecil, who share Count Bernstorft s view, the 
report should mention that the Commission agreed that the information referred to in the 
German proposal should be supplied by the Governments concerned, the Council being asked 
to consider the best means of obtaining such information; the Council would have to say whether 
it is necessary to call upon the Permanent Advisory Commission or any other committee that 
it may decide to set up for this purpose, unless it feels itself competent to determine the manner 
in which such information should be supplied. In any case the report should mention the 
expediency, I might even say the necessity, of obtaining this information. 

The President. — I would ask Count Bernstorff whether he agrees to M. Sato’s proposed 
addition. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — Naturally we can obtain only such information as the 
Governments may care to give. If the Council thinks that it should ask the Governments for 
information, it will have to declare itself satisfied with the information it receives, it cannot 
go beyond that. The essential point is that the Council should make this request to all the 
Governments represented at the Conference. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — If I have rightly understood the position, the suggestion 
is to refer the German delegation’s proposal to the Council, which will decide whether it is 
expedient to address such a request to the contracting parties. Or is the suggestion that we 
should agree to the German delegate’s proposal and call upon the Council to lay it before the 
Governments ? I raise this point because in the latter case I should wish to submit the same 
reservation as the Japanese delegation, since we have not yet decided as regards publicity for 
material in reserve, and I think that we should be guilty of inconsistency if we decided against 
publicity for such material and, at the same time, asked for full information as to the present 
position of armaments. 

The President. — We have now to decide whether the Commission is agreed on the principle 
embodied in the German proposal, and whether it is to be mentioned in our report, in order 
that the Council may consider the means of obtaining the information in question, in accordance 
with General de Marinis’s suggestion. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I do not want a resolution passed as to the meaning of which 
we are not quite clear. I hope we shall say something of this kind in the report, though we 
cannot decide definitely before we have seen the terms of the report. I think we should recite 
the substance of the German proposal in the report and say that no doubt information of this 
description—and much else—will be necessary, and that we hope the Council will take steps 
to prepare for the Conference on these lines. I do not wish us to bind ourselves to saying that 
this particular information must be asked for from the Governments. It is part of the general 
preparation that will be necessary, and that is what I think Count Bernstorff has in mind. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany), 
as a suggestion. 

I quite agree with Lord Cecil that this should be regarded 

The President. — We are all agreed, and there is no need for any further explanations. 
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92. Discussion on the Report1 

to examine Article IB 
of the Sub-Committee of Military Exoerts 
(first reading text). P appointed 

Observations 
and Reservations. 

Owing to the various 
considerations brought 
forward by the Japanese 
delegation at the meet- 
ing of the Commission 
on April 21st, 1927, it 
formally opposes this 
proposal, and also the 
proposal of the German 
delegation opposite Ar- 
ticle TA (Chapter II). 

The Italian delegation 
agrees with the above 
remarks of the Japanese 
delegation. 

First Reading. 

(Netherlands Draft.) 

of thp” rn!mKph? “^Contracting Parties shall prepare an annual statement of the number (weight) of arms and ammunition and implements of war in 

theVfolian^ ln,resfrve,m ;ts land, naval and air forces distributed between 
0? the prlcedingye^r gS 0n ““ dat6 °f December 3^ 

1. 

2. 

3- 

4* 

5- 

6. 

7- 

8. 

9- 
10. 

n. 
12. 

and machine-pistols of all 

Kines, muskets, carbines (number). 
{a) Machine-guns, automatic rifles 

calibres (number); 
{b) Mountings for machine-guns (number) • 
(c) Interrupter gears (number). 

Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in Nos i 
and 2 above (number). 

Gun-sighting apparatus including aerial gunsights and bomb-sights 
and fire-control apparatus (number). 
(a) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre less than 

5.9 inches (15 cm.) (number); 
(b) Cannon long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre of s.o inches 

(15 cm.) or above (number); 
(c) Mortars of all kinds (number); 
(d) Gun carriages (number), mountings (number) recuperators 

(number), accessories for mountings (weight). 

Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in No s 
above (number). ' 0 

Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, torpedoes, 
and other kinds of projectiles (number). depth charges 

(a) Grenades (number); 
(b) Bombs (number); 
(0 Landmines, submarine mines, fixed or floating, depth charges 

(d) Torpedoes (number). 

Appliances for use with the above arms and apparatus (number). 
Bayonets (number). 
Tanks and armoured cars (number). 
Arms and ammunition not specified in the above enumeration 
(number and weight). 

With a view to the exchange of information as provided for in the 
present Section the statement laid down in the present orovisions shall be 
forwarded to the Secretariat of the League of Nations^before March 1st 
of the year following the year to which it refers 

MiHt?eExpertsdefrom whom weXvrLefved a report^and ta^Sse” the delegat^W not aH 

Committee's procee'Sn^’ 1 W°Uld ^ ^ t0 ^ " SUmmary °f the reSultS °f the Sub- 

>,• wVC?b,an — Everyone was agreed as to the difficulty and delicacy of the task which the Committee entrusted to the Committee of Experts, that task being to investigate one of 
the most thorny problems submitted for discussion in the Preparatory Commission. The exnerts 
em arked upon their task, as usual, with a full sense of their responsibility. They went thoroughly 
into the various questions, each maintaining his point of view firmly and without wavering 

^iwai-CT 10nS' h°wever’ a>ways based on definite facts and rational considefations so that it is always possible, as regards certain ways and means, to find some common ground which 
will enable the Commission to come to a decision on these grave problems g 

One question examined by the Sub-Committee was whether there was any great objection 
jf0™ a techiiical or military standpoint, to agreeing to publicity for material in reserve, and ai 
the same time for material in service. , at 

As regards publicity for material in reserve, the Sub-Committee was divided: there was not 
actually a majority either for or against the proposal. You will find the arguments on either side 
better set forth in the report than I could reproduce them here. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex 5. 
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With regard to publicity for material in service, the position was fortunately quite different, 
and I think I may say that, in principle, all the experts agreed that there was no objection to the 
proposal, though some of them regarded it as unnecessary and ineffective, and consequently saw 

n° PAntable1was prepared * however, for publicity for material in service, and this table, subject 
to the reservations to which I have just referred, was accepted by almost all the experts, some of 
them expressing the view that it should be applicable also to material in reserve. 

Publicity as contemplated by the experts applies, it may be noted, only to land material 
the Committee having been practically unanimous in its opinion that it was unnecessary to extend 
it to naval and air armaments, though two or three experts made explicit reseivations on 

I have the honour accordingly to submit to the Commission a table with the text of an article 
which I think I may claim expresses the views of the Committee of Experts as regards publicity 
for material in service. Various amendments to the table were also accepted. You will hnd them 
in the annex distributed with the report. If the Commission feels that a discussion and vote are 
necessary on the texts in the annex and on the table itself, we might first decide the question of 
material in service and then that of material in reserve, on which point the Sub-Committee was 
divided, so that we were unable to submit a draft resolution on the subject. 

One expert, moreover, suggested that, instead of publicity in terms of numbers lor material 
in service as proposed in the table, we should have publicity in terms of the value of such material. 
The Sub-Committee felt unable to adopt this suggestion, and has referred it to the Commission. 
The latter thus has to consider two questions: the Sub-Committee’s solution embodied in the table 
relating to material in service and the Japanese expert s suggestion concerning publicity in terms 
of the value of the material in service on the one hand, and on the other hand the general question 
of publicity for material in reserve, a question to be considered on the basis of the table which 
the experts regarded as applicable. As regards publicity for material in reserve, the Commission 
will accordingly simply have to decide on the principle, since so far as its application is concerned, 
the same table forms the basis for discussion. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — The table appended to the report of the Sub-Committee 
appointed to study Article IB contains a note to the effect that the different headings of the table 
are to be applied without change to publicity for material in reserve. I wish to draw the 
Commission’s attention to the fact that the Belgian delegation s expert pioposed that this note 
should be omitted. 

M. Cobi£n (Spain). — The Sub-Committee was practically unanimous in agreeing to 
publicity for material in service. It accordingly introduced the following clause before the 
table now submitted to you: 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare an annual statement under the 
headings given below, showing the number of weapons in service in its land forces and existing 
on the date of ... of the preceding year.” 
This is equivalent to saying that the table applies only to publicity for arms in service, 

but, as the report states, the three experts who drew up the table are of opinion that it can also 
be used for material in reserve. That was why it was decided to introduce a note after the 
words “ shall prepare ”. The Commission will therefore have to decide a question concerning 
which the Sub-Committee has not submitted any proposal. The Sub-Committee, being composed 
of experts, did not feel competent to take a decision on the question of principle. Its task was 
to examine the question, and the result of its examination is the table now submitted to you. 
At the same time, opinion having been practically unanimous as regards publicity for material 
in service, it is fair to say that the Sub-Committee suggests this table being approved for such 
material 

In my view, the Commission will first have to take a decision on this table in relation to publicity 
for material in service. It will then have to examine the suggestion submitted by one of the 
experts on the Sub-Committee, that direct publicity (publicity of numbers) should be replaced 
by publicity in terms of value. After adopting one or other of these methods, and after adopting 
or rejecting the table, in so far as it concerns publicity for material in service, the Commission 
will have to take a decision as to whether the table is or is not applicable to publicity for material 
in reserve. That represents the results of the Sub-Committee’s work, and that, in my view, 
is what it remains for the Commission to do. 

The President. — I think that, as M. Cobian proposes, the Commission must first decide 
on whether it accepts the table for material in service. 

Proposal by the British Delegation. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I do not think we really ought to decide this question without 
any discussion. I should have preferred somebody else to speak, somebody who is better qualified 
than myself, but as nobody is prepared to do so I must make a few observations. 

I think the Commission is put in a very difficult position by this situation. Owing, perhaps, 
to unfortunate circumstances, I do not think this proposal of the Netherlands delegation has 
been properly considered by the Governments concerned. I do not think many of us had very 
precise instructions from our Governments in the matter—it is not the fault of the Netherlands 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex 5. 
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reseTvTand ItTir™*’ 7 adeCreaSed'- by pUttinS material Into laktagtout of reserve, and I do not see great advantage m such returns On the other , , 
anyone who reads this report that a number of Governments are not nrLared a hi/± t 
o agree to an annual return of weapons and other armaments in resolve I oUm ?T l 

to say quite frankly that after making enquiries, I have arrileLt the conduslnThai Lv Zn 
Government is-to put it mildly-extremely doubtful on the point, and therefore it s^emHo 
me, this matter presents considerable difficulty. I should be very much 1 

thoroughiy inadequate list, such as the list applying only to articles in service 1 
would be treated as a decision of the Commission representing all that was neccssarv an 1 f i 

rather St,andTrd °f the
1 
information which it was desirable to have, and it would do'halm 

T Hn? Jha n Td- an? sPeakm^ as ?ne who desires as much publicity as possible and therefore doubt whether the adoption of a list of articles in service would really^be of any advantage 
at all, and it might be of great disadvantage. ^ ^ ta^e 

On the other hand, I think an attempt to adopt here, by a bare majority a system which 
maybe a great number of Governments are not prepared to aonrove at the“ + 
a system of establishing publicity for articles in reserve and so on, would probably onTy make 

view"7 dlffiCUl f°r he Governments a^erwards perhaps to take a different and a mor Jenlijhtened 
I think the best thing we can do is to postpone the details of this table and leave if in h. 

decided on by the Conference. After all, the principle on which we proceed right ^ 
discussions is to avoid giving decisions on details. We have tried to lay down the general princinles 
upon which disarmament ought to proceed, but we have almost always refused to go into details 

table n^hT0^ d°ne- 11 SeemS to me that we usefully point out that some 
nfohf^ K16 klnd OUfht tmbe PrePared' and that some interchange of information of this kind ught to be given. I would suggest that we could not do better than reaffirm as applying to all 
the contracting parties, the general principles which now apply only to the members gof the 
League of Nations^ I would suggest that the best way out of the difficulty would be to recite 
in om report the substance of this report, set out this table and point out the considerable authority 

an1rS“ ^cL ^ ^ ^ ^ and oufcTyS 

as to\Ie\cTofC?herarmim^^ and ^ infOTmation 

[the blank to be filled in by the Conference]. 

I do not pretend that that is a very satisfactory solution, but it is the only solution that 

«merS ASlthat H fs ^ ^ measure of suPP°rt on the Commission^ the present time. 1 teel that it is better to advance even a very little way than only to make a oretended 
advance which we might afterwards have to withdraw. ' pretended 

Budgetary Publicity: Proposal by the French Delegation. 

M.Massigli (France). I must confess that I, too, feel very much perplexed by the Sub- 
Committee s report When a mere layman like myself reads an experts’ report he approaches 

of™ishowneeTnert°sfininnI'Ivofdhthand T"; pfhaPs' t0 find arguments at variance idth those ot His own experts. In a word, he wants to form a sound opinion. In this report however 
ave not discovered material which would enable me to form any opinion. I have found 

contradictory views-very interesting views, it is true, but I find it very difficult to draw any 
conclusion from them. The only conclusion to be derived from them was indicated by I ord 
Cecil— namely, that some measure of agreement had been arrived at (with a number of abstentions) 
af ^.ega Posslblllty °? Publicity for material in service. But, like Lord Cecil I must say hat publicity for material in service seems to me of very doubtful value, since we may^y that 

What are we to do ? I must confess that Lord Cecil’s proposed solution—that we should 
Walt d0es not satlsfy any moi[e tban it satisfies him, for I am sure that he really wants something more I wonder then, if we could not succeed in finding some other solution. 

^ personally, noted with great interest the Japanese expert’s allusion to the possibility 

dPrW^fh lU BmS m•Vf1Ue‘ another exPert' of acknowledged authority, immediately 
tha^^alWtL5 r^P?UblTCB yrWaS’ lf n0t lmPossible' at a11 events difficult of achievement. Is that really the case ? This Commission was set up a long time ago, and we may be excused 
if we have lost sight to some extent of what has been done in the past. At one point, however 
it did carry out an exhaustive enquiry into the question of publicity in terms of value/and there 
was an experts report numbered, if I am not mistaken, document C.P.D.40. 1 That report 
contained some very interesting proposals. One delegation, however—I think it was the Italian 
de egation- regarded the headings proposed, of which there were seven, as too complicated. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — Sub-Commission B, Report No. HI. 
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Then the model statement, a somewhat summary statement, was prepared, which figures as 
document C.P.D.oo 1 in our series of documents. I wonder whether we could not go back to the 
scheme originally traced by the budgetary experts. Could we not, I do not say revert to the 
headings that were proposed, but at all events re-examme the question, m order to arrive at an 
acceptable solution which would make it possible to obtain sufficiently detailed information . 
If a solution such as this were adopted, I would willingly support it, on the understanding that 
an article to this effect might be included in our draft, the final solution resting with the Governments 
when they have ascertained the position of the work. . ., , .v. 

Such a solution would, in my opinion, offer a further advantage, m that it would facilitate 
the work of the Commission presided over by Count Bernstorff, which is to meet shortly after the 
close of our session. I refer to the Special Commission on the Private Manufacture of Arms, etc., 
which before it can complete its own task, is waiting for us to settle the problem of State 
manufacture. The Assembly has definitely instructed the Secretariat to convene that Commission 
at an early date after the close of our work and, if we do not reach some solution, the Commission 
on the Private Manufacture of Arms cannot get out of its present impasse. To sum up: If we 
adopt the principle of detailed publicity in terms of value and submit the question immediate y 
to experts for examination, we might, within some measurable space of time, arrive at a positive 
solution which would also facilitate the work of the Commission on the Private Manufacture 

I desire accordingly to submit to this Commission a draft article to this effect. It is simply 
a provisional text, the final adoption of which would be contingent on the Governments exami- 
nation of the experts’ conclusions. It would at all events indicate a desire on our part to achieve 
some progress. The formula which I now propose is very similar to that which we have already 
adopted for the limitation of material. It is as follows: 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations a statement, drawn up in accordance with a standard model, 
showing by categories of materials the total actual expenditure in the. course of the 
previous year on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war materials of the land 
armed forces. 

It would provide further that the Governments would have to take a decision, after examining 
the report framed by the budgetary experts, who would be given an additional task, linked with the 
one already entrusted to them. 

That is my suggestion, in order that we may find some common ground for an agreement 
representing a real advance. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). —I wish to say a few words on Article IB inserted in the first 
reading draft at the request of the Netherlands delegation. 

I think that this question is ripe for discussion; it has been before us now for some years, and 
we have been able to study it at full leisure. When the article was submitted to the Commission, 
the latter referred it to a Committee of Experts, whom it requested to examine the table. The 
real point is that there should be a table, and I think that Lord Cecil feels the same. 

As regards the Committee of Experts’ report, for our own enlightenment it may be said 
that the table was accepted by them, and that they had no objection to offer. What shall we be 
doing if we insert in our draft Convention a textual copy of the sixth paragraph of Article 8 of 
the Covenant, adding that a table is to be prepared? Who is responsible for preparing the table, if 
not this Commission ? Will not the Council, when it has our report before it, be obliged to set up 
a Commission to prepare for the Disarmament Conference ? There must be a table, then I think that 
we should be failing in our duty if we did not draw it up. 

Moreover, there is no difference of opinion on this point; as the experts have raised no objection, 
the table may said to have been accepted. 

As regards the actual drafting, there is only a Belgian amendment, which the Committee of 
Experts does not seem to have discussed in detail, and this amendment, I think I may say, is 
not of capital importance, and does not affect any essential point. 

I think, then, that we can take a decision. 
I listened most attentively to Lord Cecil, and agreed with a number of the arguments which 

he adduced, but as regards the adoption of the table for material in service and in reserve, only 
one argument really matters, and that is that “ the Governments will never agree to it ”. 

Why not ? Our Japanese colleague has explained why his Government would not agree to 
publicity, but his arguments were answered by Lord Cecil himself, when he referred to the sixth 
paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant. 

I think, therefore, that the Commission can, and should, decide now to include publicity for 
war material in our draft Convention, and should draw up a provisional table, since this is essentially 
in preparation for the Conference. Unless we do this, we shall not be preparing for the Conference, 
but shall be leaving that work to others. 

I do not think I need, for the moment, dwell further on the sixth paragraph of Article 8 of the 
Covenant. It was discussed last week, and I fully agree with what Lord Cecil said then. 

I simply wish now to say a word in regard to M. Massigli’s suggestion that we should draw 
up a detailed table for annual expenditure. 

On November 21st last, we accepted a proposal to the following effect: 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit and, as far as possible, to reduce 
its total annual expenditure ...” 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — Committee of Experts on Budgetary Questions (1927) Report, etc. 
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and suchT^endittfr^mus^^shownln^Ui^moderstatements^ThHt5^orP?bI*c^yo^exPen<iiture 
Committee of Experts, and it does not prop“riv come Sin tJ ques‘1°n.We referred ‘o the 
document C.P.D.40 1 relates, not to annual expense but to th» fT . tl!IS discussi°i>. since 
expenditure, a question we have already discLed Whot w» .h abudge ary hmitation of annual 
material, and what we have to decide is whether we are in fa vm T now is publicity for 

°rilf<K matena! jn service and in reserve; but neither materhii hi PU J1CIf-V 01 niatenal in service, will be affected by the publication of the annual expenditoe “ n°r matenal in reserve 

in agreement, so thafttere isSne^dtSfacu^it1811 ra‘Sed’ & qUestion on which we are already 

fee*that pat isSmeredrtalrbut aSost^ssentiarpoim PWe c ^ l°r^xistinS material, and I 
to hold a Conference for the reduction of armamentQ fUaf • 6 Can ^ar(^iy say that we are goine 
and that it is not necessary to ask for publichv I honl armaments are of no importance5 

will provide in our draft ^Convention^forpuldicity formSS iS^011 Wi!] Share my view, and 
think we need accept as conclusive the argument that rprtain c ln service an(i in reserve. I do not 
the information requested. That argument mav swav nmentS W?Ul? n0t agree to suPP1y 
Convention unanimously; but if we, who are preparinXr thp Tn ef

rence, whl^h .can only adopt a 
meet with the Commission’s approval, we may—indeed we must-hX^XX proPosals which 

to ihe Conference.0"111101 ““P* them Wil1 Change their "pinion and aPccept them" hen" i“: 

accepted up to now^Welave ffmffed^hSoPaSSuxnen^t!13''1?”?3'f™111 What We have 

also provided for publicity in this connection WW r ^ ^or ^and material, and have 
to headings, which is not at all the same thing may^fbe"^^!18 d

f
eta,Ied Publicity according 

pointed out, the question of expenditure is important even in* C°UrSe' ^Ut' as M' Colban 

when one considers the expenditure on upkeep renewal from the f’olnt of view of stocks, 
—without success—to find a solution, and I suggest aTolution V 566 he CoiV.mission trying 
cannot deny that it represents a very appreciable ad^anceon th^boSnT^ady'aXS 

regarding publicity for matS’inbPi^/ce’Thit ^hTsuCLm^tee" hT’h’4*66’iM' C°bian Said’ 
in accepting it, but he did not say that it had h^n n ColnJn}ttee had been almost unanimous 
some of the experts, who are named in the Sub rommTt

P - ly unan™ous- ^ Point of fact, 
table that is annexed; they did not consider it ofTnv ibS ?'d not even g0 into the 
Further, the Japanese expert suggested to the Sub fommitt t0 emPbasise this fact, 
m terms of the value of the materk! in service His sug?ek on did not mret it1'1 bePublidty 
Now, however, in this Commission he has iust fXd f h dl(J no^ meet Wlth much success, 
has been taken up again by M MassigU to whom Z T, °f the SyStem- for his idea 

A few days agoZe decided on budltaTy Z tationPfoTm deleS?t,0n is very grateful, 
estabhshing some correlation between publicitv for mZri 1 Crial ln service. The idea of 

Pv.«; b., 

Utii ks ras sr,i5"" 
expect to find the different Gove^meXs at ^ a“nts, and that we^must 
what the period of validity of the Convention5wdl b^ T>1 

end.?1
us ^culties. I do not know 

tX SXldondpd^ ^wdfperf011 of armed forceyshaAecctor^n| tohow 
easily for more extensive publicity. That SpendsCnVZth,^ 

some progress, and the CfimmSka!'slrould be'satisfied^'thC'1 pi,blicity' this does represent 
reveal its value. satisfied as things now stand. The future will 

my Government’s opinion,1' Gave fust ^fad TconTrm1 d Sat Jlr<Iay to inform the Commission of 
means that I cannot accept Vhe Netherlands pr^Zaf buZh^i^Z adhere t0 This 

if it be put to the vote. It is proposed however Pfw’ obllged to vote against it, 
text of the draft Convention, in the hope that several T6 should embody this suggestion in the 
when the Conference is convened. ThaUs obviously a verXXiX may ^han&e their opinion 
be said to be non-existent so far as the Japanese Cnvpr ^ h0?6, and a boPe which may 
t,—...«b. 

in reserve in the form of a'statement toberms oTvaiuendd*16 S7st
f
em of Publicity for material 

is concerned, it would be a minZm toreTompaleZilf.h
C°St f UpffP’ So far as upk“p 

information ,s practically useless. As regards value, this varies acboZng to matelS 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — Sub-Commission B, Report No. III. 
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be bought or manufactured. The principle would be very much to the disadvantage of countries 
that do not manufacture their own arms, and would be of advantage only to countries that do 
manufacture arms. The cost price for a country that manufactures war material is quite 
different from the purchase price for a country that does not, and though you may have the 
same figure for two countries, one of which is a manufacturer while the other is obliged to buy 
its arms, that figure will not represent the same material; it will represent far more material 
for the countr}/ which manufactures its own arms than for the country which has to buy them. 
The principle, therefore, is quite unsound. 

I fail to see, moreover, why we should try to find a roundabout way instead of a direct way, 
if we are aiming at publicity for material. Either we want it, in which case we ought to say 
so frankly; or else we do not want it, and if that be the case, there is no need to employ this 
second-hand method. If I am not mistaken, we are all in favour of publicity for material in 
service. The Commission could therefore accept this principle, which I, personally, do not 
regard as valueless—as I have heard suggested—since actually similar military units of land 
forces do not possess the same quantity of material in every country. It would be useful, then, 
to have such information. True, it can be obtained from official documents, or even from the 
Armaments Year-Book published by the League; but since we have a Permanent Disarmament 
Commission, it is natural that each Government should send that Commission such information 
on its own direct responsibility. So much for material in service. 

With reference to material in reserve, I am rather surprised that there should be such 
difficulty as regards publicity. Apprehensions on the score of security are quite legitimate, 
but it would be a mistake to exaggerate them, or to imagine that big orders for material do not 
become common knowledge. It is very difficult to preserve secrecy concerning a country s 
orders for arms—for various reasons on which I need not dwell, connected more particularly 
with the present facilities for communication, the large number of hands employed in the 
manufacture of such material, and other points. There is no great secret about such things. 

On the other hand, information on the subject of material in reserve might really do a great deal 
to calm public opinion, which is very uneasy about military preparations. Unless I am mistaken— 
and if I am you must forgive me—there is no one here who has not been assured by his Government 
that his country has reduced its armaments to the minimum necessary for defensive purposes. 
Those not represented in this Commission have taken the opportunity of saying the same in 
the Assembly. Countries which do not belong to the League of Nations have done the same 
in their Parliaments and through their Press. They have all felt able to assure the world that 
their armaments were reduced to the lowest possible minimum. Publicity would be the best 
means of proving such statements, and thus calming public opinion. I am under no illusions, 
however, for it seems obvious that the great majority of the Commission is not prepared to give 
any information concerning material in reserve. What is the use, then, of prolonging this 
discussion ? The delegates have received instructions from their Governments; arguments 
and words will not change their attitude. 

It would be wise, therefore, to take it as settled that the Commission accepts the principle 
of publicity for material in service, but that the majority is of opinion that information should 
not be given in regard to material in reserve. I think we can say this without even taking a 
vote; and, although I am in a minority, I feel that it is no use prolonging this discussion. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I had no intention of joining in this discussion, because 
I thought that, after the military experts’ report, we should not be reopening a debate that was 
virtually at an end. It was not I who reopened it. The Netherlands delegate put before us again 
the arguments which he had already submitted. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I spoke third in the discussion. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia).— Yes, but you were the first to repeat the arguments you 
had already brought forward at the last meeting, and in a form which makes it necessary for me to 
submit certain reservations. 

M. Rutgers thinks that the arguments urged by certain delegations against publicity for 
material in reserve are such that they ought to be submitted to the Conference, and not to the 
Preparatory Commission. 

I do not quite see the meaning of that remark, but I would point out that we have quoted 
technical arguments which are of real weight and concern the requirements of national defence. 
We have stated that publicity for all material in reserve would directly affect a country’s defence 
system, and would constitute a menace to certain countries already in an unfavourable position 
in that respect. I am not aware that this argument has been answered. 

Further, M. Rutgers referred again to the argument based on Article 8 of the Covenant, 
which was very judiciously and objectively quoted by the Japanese delegate. That argument, which 
I entirely endorse, was answered by the British representative. Accordingly I regarded the debate 
on that point as closed. I should be sorry, however, that delegations which are opposed to publicity 
for material in reserve should appear to be trying to evade an express obligation under the Covenant 
of the League. That is by no means the case. I readily admit that Lord Cecil’s argument applied 
in that particular case, but it is not decisive. I simply wish to make this reservation. 

M. Massigli (France). — I had hoped that my proposal would meet with General de Marinis’s 
approval. In 1927, when the question came up for discussion the Italian delegate expressed the 
view that the principle of detailed publicity for material was too far-reaching. My purpose then in 
suggesting the method which I recommended was to offer a compromise. I know quite well that, 
in 1927, the Italian delegate felt that publicity for material in reserve was out of the question, 
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and unreservedly agreed with the observations of the Japanese and French delegations w 

—i'- ■»“s's S 

   

lave not forgotten that at all; indeed I mentioned it in my statement 1'ust now We rnnst Jni 

iXubr^1^' that ^ ^ SUch thi^s as political considL“ tViHs ^10^ .d publm opinion is urging us to do something positive and lasting in the matter of disarmament' 

l 7 7 aStatead lhat’ dGSpite ^ Strktly technical preoccupations, Twa^preparedto^efer 
armameS ^ T- ih°Uld g° SOmewhat farther ln the matte? oFpublidty for armaments. My conclusions are, I think, quite compatible with the French delegate’s nronnsLl 
I said that undoubtedly the majority of the Commission would not support the idea of mibliritv 

m“al m reSerVe- tha‘ We mUSt 1056 n° and that - must duCot the wfehes of ttl 

Lo^natcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — We have frequentlv heard 

—thafwe115 dUwg t?e dlscnsllons m thls Commission—especially from the Japanese Representative 
this or thal eff f d° somethla§ to conciliate public opinion, and make up t? it for th? absence of 
wide measure ofp™/”6 °f dlreCt dlsarmament by Pr—g *o substitute for the latter a very 

The Soviet delegation’s attitude towards publicity in all its various aspects is perfect!v Hear 

anH ma*ntam tliat publicity cannot possibly take the place of effective measures foAhe hnntation and reduction of armaments, and further that it may become a specious and fallaFLus sXth he 
It may be the means of creating illusions in the public mind. It Lay giv^L i^ 

iZTST iaS succeeded m achieving substantial agreements with a view to disarmament whereas those agreements m point of fact would really serve no purpose. disarmament, 

nnblieht " iF161 dld n0t take part in the examination of the questions relating to 

Er*«s»&,SBK £ tsmss ss r.7r.dgttt sir information regarding the state of their armaments. exctianging 

calculated rather to nrovkl’e for th6 th6 majority o£ the Paragraphs drafted up to date are 

iSldS SmS"” "‘l"' '“-i" tolilnj ..d sanctioning 
Not only is publicity being substituted for the reduction of armaments but an attemnt 

being made to make such publicity purely ephemeral. maments, but an attempt is 

!'! ,.ovlet delegation adheres to its view that questions of publicity are of no imnortance 
t, c a disarmament becomes an accomplished fact. In view, however, of the present situation tne Soviet delegation supports the opinion of the experts, who have endeavoured to insist that 

delpoat y Ui.Id be S0methins than a mere empty formula. I regret to note tha? even those delegations whose experts were more far-sighted are not pressing this point. 

I finJmyself6faced bv~a hT ‘0 lake a V?te' We have before us several proposals, and r ^y T laced by a difficulty. According to the established procedure which I have alwav^ 

This howFLe^^nffi th 6 CommiSSlon ®hould have any amendments before them before voting 
surest Is the His! ‘ th ?SIa,S regards either the French or the British proposal; but I would 
without having the text" S° ng’ that We might f°r °nCe make an excePtion. “d vote 

If no one objects to this procedure, I shall propose that we vote first on Lord Cecil's proposal 

VOTE ON THE FRENCH PROPOSAL. 

the Jrench proptsll; whichTs as° foK™ t0 L°rd CeCil’S suggestion- 50 we wil1 vote on 

nf ihl °f /xt6 LHigh Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General the League of Rations a return, m accordance with a model form, indicating by categories 
of materials the amount of the sums actually expended during the preLZg ve^ for the 
upkeep, purchase and manufacture of the war material of the land forces. 

consideration Th^
ken ane0pil?ion oa Ibis article, the Governments will take into consideration the reports asked for from the Committee of Budgetary Experts in regard 

tlVd^LTof ^ nat
1
ure

+
of Ihe.categorles which should be established and in regard to 

f ?ubllClt
A
y’ havmg regard to the provisions of the annex concerning the limitation provided for m Article TA of the present Convention.” § 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I rise, not to explain mv vote 
ut to ask for information. I should like to know whether the text of the amendment proposed 
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by the French delegation is supplementary to the proposal of the Sub-Committee, or whether 
its adoption will involve the suppression of that proposal. 

The President. — The French amendment would mean, of course, that the Sub-Committee’s 
proposals would be dropped. 

The French proposal was adopted by nine votes for to seven against, with some abstentions. 

The President. — That means that Lord Cecil’s amendment and the Sub-Committee’s 
proposals fall to the ground. 

93. Committee on Arbitration and Security: Results obtained at its Last Session: 
Procedure regarding Discussion thereof. 

The President. — I wish to direct your attention to the progress of the work of the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security (see document C.P.D. 201,1 page 9, paragraph 14). The Committee 
met for its fourth session last March, and I referred in my opening speech to the important work 
which it had done and to the Assemblv’s resolutions on the subject. 

I shall, I feel sure, be interpreting the Commission’s opinion in expressing our high appreciation 
of the excellent results obtained by the Committee at its last session, under the chairmanship 
of M. Benes, whom we are delighted to have with us now. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — The President has referred to the work of the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security, but I am not very clear why he alluded to it. 

The President. — The fourteenth item on our agenda was the progress of the work of the 
Committee on Arbitration and Security. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — Does that mean that there is a document containing the 
results of the Committee’s work ? Shall we have to discuss that document ? 

The President. — We simply have to take formal note of the progress of the Committee’s 
work. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — There appears to me to be some slight confusion, and my 
own idea was somewhat different. If we simply take formal note of the Committee s work, 
that automatically precludes any discussion. In my opinion, we should, first discuss the results 
of the work and then take formal note of them. I would venture, in this connection, to remind 
you that, during the first part of our sixth session last year, I asked the Piesident to include 
the progress of the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security in the Commission’s 
agenda, since the Committee was set up by the Preparatory Commission and the latter held 
that general and individual security, whether existent or non-existent, constituted one of the 
factors in the disarmament problem. 

I thought that the Preparatory Commission would express itself one way or another, as 
regards the results of the Committee’s work, in relation to the problem we were studying, and that 
we should arrive at all events at a theoretical conclusion, correlating the two questions. I asked 
you whether we should have to discuss the report. 

I did not quite understand your reply, but have the impression that you mean that directly 
the report is distributed, we should take formal note of it. 

If no one wishes to discuss the report, I will ask your permission to discuss it when we come 
to consider the Preamble, as the latter mentions the question of security. 

The President. — The Committee on Arbitration and Security was set up by the Preparatory 
Commission on November 30th, 1927- The Commission took this decision in pursuance of a 
resolution adopted by the Assembly and by the Council in September 1927. The Council 
requested the Preparatory Commission to set up a Committee which would be placed at its disposal 
and whose duty it would be to consider, on the lines indicated by the Commission, the measures 
capable of giving all States the guarantees of arbitration and security necessary to enable them 
to fix the level of their armaments at the lowest possible figures in an international disarmament 
agreement. . . 

The Commission has just noted the results of that examination and expressed its appreciation. 
I do not see that there is any need to start a discussion. If, however, you wish to make a statement, 
you are, of course, perfectly free to do so. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I am not prepared to make a statement at the moment, 
but shall content myself with referring to the question when we come to discuss the Preamole. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex 6. 
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^ ^rd CeciMBntish Empire). — I do not wish to prejudice the liberty of action of any of my coHeagues, but I do earnestly hope that we are not going to add to our labours by starting 

°nj the
+
security of the world- That would be an intolerable addition to^ur work at tms time. 1 venture to propose we say nothing until we have finally concluded the discussion 

th^m^ ^ if “ to ^ the^neetings, we can consider 

c
Mark^tcf1 (Yugoslavia). — I must apologise for continuing this discussion. I did not ean to suggest that we should discuss all the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 

aS IiTaS alS° a m.eml?er 0,f the Preparatory Commission at the time, that we should examine the problem of security m relation to the problem of disarmament, and I thought that 

reS
+
U.ltS’ modest, from the Committee on Arbitration and Security, wf should note them, not m a purely abstract fashion, but in relation to the particular problem with which 

we nave to deal. 
I asked permission to refer to this question of correlation when we come to discuss the 

preamble. I did not bring up any further points, and can assure my colleagues that I have 
o intention of keeping them any longer here in Geneva. As the Preamble is on the agenda 
request that, when we discuss it, no objection be raised to our also discussing the question 

of the interdependence of these two problems. 6 4 

The President. — I note M. Markovitch’s statement that he does not necessarily wish 
to discuss the question at present. J 

94- Committee of Budgetary Experts: Composition and Date of Meeting. 

The President. — I desire now to refer to the Committee of Budgetary Experts 

7th last’ the Commission decided to request me, as President, to ask the 
of landwl^matmal3,17 ExpertS t0 examme the means for applying the budgetary limitation 

n Cn November 21st, the Commission decided that the Committee of Budgetary Experts 
requ7ted t0 enqmre similarly into the means of applying the principle of limitation of total expenditure on land, naval and air armaments. 

, L,aSVy’November 25th it was decided that the Committee of Budgetary Experts should also deal with the question of publicity for budgetary expenditure. 8 y p 

lie Bureau was asked to reconstitute the Committee of Budgetary Experts. It was 
understood that the composition of the Committee should be as far as possible the same as it 
was originally, as regards both the number of members and their identity. 

a -a ^7i,gia7t0 J36 ab^e to mform you that, after the necessary consultations, the Bureau has decided that the Committee shall be reconstituted as follows: 

M. Bodart (Belgium), Director at the Cour des Comptes; 

Brigadier-General A. Elias (Czechoslovakia); 
Cemal Husnu Bey (Turkey), Turkish Minister at Berne, Financial Expert; 
M. N. Ito (Japan), Deputy Director of the Japanese League of Nations Office, Member 

ot the League of Nations Economic Committee; 
Dr. P. Jacobsson (Sweden), Financial Expert, former Member of the Economic and 

Financial Section of the Secretariat; 
JY^vtoen (Finland), Professor at the University of Helsingfors, former Minister of 

Finance; 
M. Jacomet (France), Controleur de ire classe de TAdministration de 1’Armee, 

Doctor of Economic and Financial Sciences; 

Brigadier-General Michael Nenadovitch (Yugoslavia); 
Mr. Pinsent (Great Britain), British Treasury; 
M. Worbs (Germany), Privy Councillor at the Ministry of Finance; 

M. Zugaro (Italy), Director General of Logistic Services at the Ministry of War. 

The Preparatory Commission expressed the desire that the Committee should meet as soon 
as possible and conclude its work with all despatch, in order that the Governments might be 
informed in good time. 

I have to announce that the Committee has been convened for December nth at Geneva 
It is understood that the fresh question arising out of the adoption of the French amendment 

will be referred to the Committee. 

The Commission rose at 6.20 -p.m. 
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NINETEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Monday, December ist, 1930, at 3.30 p.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

95- President’s Thanks to the President of the Sub-Committee of Military Experts, 

The President. — On re-reading the Minutes of last Friday’s meeting, I noticed that I had 
been guilty of an omission. I forgot to thank M. Cobian the Vice-President who assumed the 
ungrateful task of presiding over the Sub-Committee of Experts for ^ v!f

ry cl
]®!'rr 

S“ ; ; 

which he made and for the pains he took to obtain a successful result. On behalf of the Commission 
I desire to thank him. 

96. Discussion on Chapter V. — Miscellaneous Provisions: Section V. — Ratification: 
Entry into Force: Denunciation. 

Texts proposed by the Sub-Committee appointed to examine Article EB, and the 
following Articles. 

Observations First Reading, 
nd Reservations. 

Article EB. 

The present Conven- 
tion shall be ratified 
by the High Contract- 
ing Parties in accor- 
dance with their res- 
pective constitutional 
methods. The instru- 
ments of ratification 
shall be deposited at 
Geneva. 

It shall come into 
force for each Party 
whose instrument of 
ratification has been 
deposited as soon as the 
instruments of ratifi- 
cation have been depo- 
sited by [list of States 
to be drawn up by the 
Conference]. 

Article EC. 

The Swedish The High Contract- 
lelegation re- Partiesagree to 
erves its opinion ° f reservations 
>n the question accept reservations 
intil the second which may be made by 
ending. Estonia, Finland, Lat- 

via, Poland, and Rou- 
mania at the moment 
of their signature of 
the present Conven- 
tion, and which shall 
suspend, in respect of 
these States, the appli- 
cation of Articles. . . 
of the present Conven- 
tion until the accession 
of Russia to the pre- 
sent Convention under 

Proposal by the 
British Delegation. 

Article ii 

(EB, first-reading text) 

The present Con- 
vention shall be rati- 
fied by High Contract- 
ing Parties in accor- 
dance with their res- 
pective constitutional 
methods. The instru- 
ments of ratification 
shall be deposited at 
Geneva. 

It shall come into 
force for each Party 
whose instrument of 
ratification has been 
deposited as soon as the 
instruments of ratifica- 
tion have been depo- 
sited by . . . (List to 
be drawn up by the 
Conference). 

Should the present 
Convention not have 
come into force in 
accordance with the 
preceding paragraph 
by ... , the High 
Contracting Parties 
shall be invited by the 
Secretary-General of 
the League of Nations 
to meet and consider 
the possibility of put- 
ting it into force. They 
undertake to partici- 
pate in this consulta- 
tion, which shall take 
place before . . . 

Amendments to the Texts proposed by 
British Delegation’s the Sub-Committee 
Proposal submitted appointed to consi- 
by the French Dele- der and co-ordinate 
gation. (Cont.) Articles EB et seq 

After paragraph (1) 
of Article iv interpolate 
a paragraph {id) in 
the following terms: 

“ Further, and 
without prejudice to 
the provisions of 
Article ZB, Para- 
graph 3, the present 
Convention shall be 
revised, 

[a) If, as the 
result of a demand 
by one High Con- 
tracting Party, 
the Permanent 
Disarmament 
Commission 
recognises that 
the conditions, in 
which the engage- 
ments contained 
in the Convention 
were contracted, 
have undergone 
modifications jus- 
tifying the revi- 
sion of such en- 
gagements , by rea- 
son of technical 
changes or special 
circumstances 
such as an unfore- 
seen development 
of civil aviation; 

(6) In any case, 
on the expiry of a 

Article EB. 

The present Conven- 
tion shall be ratified by 
the High Contracting 
Parties in accordance 
with their respective 
constitutional me- 
thods. The instru- 
ments of ratification 
shall be deposited at 
Geneva. 

It shall come into 
force, for each Party 
whose instrument of 
ratification has been 
deposited, as soon as 
the instruments of 
ratification have been 
deposited by . . .(list 
to be drawn up by the 
Conference). 

Should the present 
Convention not have 
come into force in 
accordance with the 
preceding paragraph 
by .... the High 
Contracting Parties 
shall be invited by the 
Secretary-General of 
the League of Nations 
to meet and consider 
the possibility of put- 
ting it into force. They 
undertake to partici- 
pate in this consulta- 
tion, which shall take 
place before . . . 
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Observations 

and Reservations, 
(Continued). 

First Reading 
(Cont.) 

the same conditions 
as the above-named 
Powers. 

Proposal by the 
British Delegation. 

( Cont.) 

Article ED. Article Hi 

Each of the High (ED, first-reading text) 
Contracting Parties Each of the High 
undertakes that, as Contracting Parties un- 
soon as the Conven- dertakes that, as soon 
tion has come into as the Convention has 
force for it, it will come into force for it, 
begin the necessary it will begin the neces- 
measures for carrying sary measures for car- 
the provisions of the rying the provisions of 
Convention into effect, the Convention into 

effect. 

Amendments to the 
British Delegation’s 
Proposal submitted 
by the French Dele- 
gation. (Cont.) 

Texts proposed by 
the Sub-Committee 
APPOINTED TO CONSI- 
DER AND CO-ORDINATE 
Articles EB et sea 
( Cont.) 

period of ten years 
after the coming Article ED. 
into force of the 
present Conven- Each of the High 
tion, if revision Contracting Parties 
has not taken ^^d^rtakes that, as 
place during that s?on as t^ie Conven- 
period ”. ^on has come into 

force for itself, it will 
begin the necessary 
measures for carrying 
the provisions of the 
Convention into effect. 

Article EF. 

Article EF. Article iv 
Reservation by 

the British deleg- 
ation, which con- 
siders that dif- 
ferent periods 
ought to be pre- 
scribed for air 
and land arma- 
ments on the one 
hand, and naval 
armaments on the 
other hand. 

Reservation by 
the French and 
Italian delega- 
tions regarding 
this question, re- 
quiring equal 
treatment for all 
three categories 
of armaments. 

The present Conven- (EF, first-reading text) 
tion shall remain in 
force for . . . years as 
from the exchange of 
ratifications. 

In case none of the 
High Contracting Par- 
ties shall have given 
notice to terminate 
two years before the 
expiration of the said 
periods, the provisions 
of the Convention shall 
continue in force until 
the expiration of two 
years from the date on 
which such notice shall 
be given by one of the 
Parties. 

If the Party by 
which such notice is 
given is among those 
to be mentioned in the 
last paragraph of Ar- 
ticle EB above, all the 
High Contracting Par- 
ties *shall, within one 
year of the date of the 
notice, meet in confe- 
rence to consider the 
continuance of the pro- 
visions to be terminat- 
ed. In the event of 
any such conference 
failing to come to an 
agreement, accepted 
by all the Parties other 
than the Party which 
has given the notice, 
as to the continuance 
of the provisions to be 
terminated, or as to 
the substitution of 
others, they will ter- 
minate on the expira- 
tion of the two years 
provided for in the 
notice. 

(i) If, within six 
months from the ex- 
piry of a period of . . . 
years from the coming 
into force of the pre- 
sent Convention, re- 
quests to that effect 
are received by the 
Secretary-General of 
the League of Nations 
from not less than . . . 
Members of the League 
or other States Parties 
to the present Conven- 
tion (including at least 
... of the States men- 
tioned in Article ii) a 
conference shall be 
held for the purpose 
of revising the present 
Convention. The Con- 
ference shall meet at 
the seat of the League 
within . . . from the 
receipt by the Secre- 
tary-General of the . . . 
request. 

(2) The present 
Convention shall re- 
main in force in so far 
as it may not be revised 
as a result of the 
Conference referred to 
in the preceding para- 
graph and will in any 
case remain binding on 
any High Contracting 
Party who does not 
accept the said revi- 
sion. 

(3) The present 
Convention shall be 
open to further revi- 
sion, in the conditions 
prescribed in para- 
graph (1) above, at the 

The present Con- 
vention shall in prin- 
ciple have a period of 
duration of x years, 
and shall remain in 
force after the expi- 
ration of that period 
unless it is amended, 
superseded or denoun- 
ced under the condi- 
tions specified in the 
following articles. 

Article EG. 

Before the end of the 
period of x years pro- 
vided for in the prece- 
ding article, and not 
less than y years after 
its entry into force, 
the present Conven- 
tion shall be re-exa- 
mined by the High 
Contracting Parties, 
which shall meet in 
Conference. The date 
of this meeting shall 
be fixed by the Council 
of the League of Na- 
tions, after taking 
cognisance of the opi- 
nion of the Permanent 
Disarmament Com- 
mission and of the 
intentions of the High 
Contracting Parties 
non-Members of the 
League of Nations. 

The above-mention- 
ed Conference may, if 
necessary, revise the 
present Convention 
and establish fresh 
provisions in substi- 
tution therefor, fixing 
their period of dura- 
tion and laying down 
general rules regarding 
their examination and 
subsequent revision, if 
the latter be required. 
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ervations 
teservations. 
■ntinued). 

First Reading 
(Cont.) 

If the High Contract- 
ing Parties, other 
than the Party which 
has given notice to 
terminate, agree upon 
the terms of other 
stipulations in substi- 
tution for those to be 
terminated, the latter 
shall continue in force 
for all Parties other 
than that which gave 
the notice until the 
coming into force of 
the new stipulations. 

If the Party by 
which notice to termi- 
nate is given is not 
among those to be 
mentioned in the last 
paragraph of Article 
EB above, the Con- 
vention will remain 
in force for all High 
Contracting Parties 
other than that by 
which the notice was 
given. 

Notices under this 
Article shall be given 
to the Secretary- 
General of the League 
of Nations and shall 
be deemed to have 
been given on the day 
on which the notice 
was received by him. 

Proposal by the Amendments to the 
British Delegation. British Delegation’s 

Proposal submitted 
by the French Dele- 
gation. (Cont.) 

( Cont.) 

end of successive 
periods of seven years 
from its coming into 
force. 

Paragraph (2) above 
will be applicable to 
any such further revi- 
sion. 

Texts proposed by 
the Sub-Committee 
APPOINTED TO CONSI- 
DER AND CO-ORDINATE 
Articles EB et seq 

(Cont.) 

Article EH. 

Before the end of the 
term indicated for the 
purpose in the preced- 
ing article, and not 
less than z years after 
the entry into force of 
the present Conven- 
tion, the procedure for 
examination and revi- 
sion laid down in that 
article may also be 
carried out at the re- 
quest of a High Con- 
tracting Party, with 
the approval of the 
Permanent Disarma- 
ment Commission, if 
the conditions under 
which the engage- 
ments stipulated in the 
Convention were con- 
tracted have under- 
gone, as the result of 
technical transforma- 
tions or special cir- 
cumstances, changes 
justifying a fresh 
examination, and, if 
necessary, the revision 
of such engagements. 

Article EJ. 

In the course of a 
conference held in the 
circumstances provid- 
ed for in the two pre- 
ceding articles, any 
High Contracting Par- 
ty shall be entitled to 
notify its intention to 
denounce the present 
Convention. 

Such denunciation 
shall take effect two 
years after date, but 
in no case before the 
expiration of the 
period mentioned in 
Article EF. 

The President. — I would ask M. Politis, Chairman of the Sub-Committee appointed to 
study and co-ordinate Article EB and the following articles, to inform us of the results of that 
Sub-Committee’s work. 

M. Politis (Greece). — On Thursday last, after adopting Article EA in Section V, you decided 
to refer the following articles to a Sub-Committee. That Sub-Committee held two meetings on 
Friday last, and reached agreement on a series of texts which are shown above, and on which I 
will now briefly comment. • n + 

Article EB provides for the ratification and putting into force of the Convention, its tirst 
two paragraphs are identical with those in Article EB of the first-reading text. The third paragrap 
is an addition proposed by the British delegation as shown above. It provides for the case of the 
full number of ratifications necessary for the coming into force of the Convention not having been 
received by a date to be fixed by the Conference. In that case, the Secretary-General of the League 
has to invite the Contracting Parties to meet and consider the possibility of putting the Convention 

I 
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the Contracting Partip ssembly resolution. The last sentence of this paragraph provides that 
referred and whirh b 5 und<:rtak^ ^ participate in the consultation to which I have iust 
an undpH-al i • , as t° place before a certain date to be fixed by the Conference Such 

x «a resws 

«•—ss 

at thpVrcf firs^readlnf text Article EB was followed by an Article EC, which had been adonted reading and was designed to define the position of certain countries if thp Conv-pn+ir. 

rrW6'1 ^ CTtrieS- The delegatio^ o4e States menttoned Xt article exrfataed to the Sub-Committee the importance which they attached to this text and stated tw 

adwinta16 ^Ud-e Una.ble ^ abandon lt- Nevertheless, the Sub-Committee felt that there was no * r m discussing that text here, for two reasons: First, because the text raises an essentiallv 
political question; and, secondly, because it also raises a problem of extreme comDlexitv that 

Undpe refr7atl°?-!Which the si^natory Powers wiU be adowed to make at the w ofLiW der what conditions may such reservations be made ? How can they be combined wifh tlfp 

awlot?1* Alf th^sfng ^ ? ^ ^ ^ «Tn tn u" S S 
have neither the TpSp b comPllcated legal and technical questions, which we 

hnf a r "Committee accordingly proposes that you reserve these questions for the Conference 
^nnr ‘ I'Tl m.a\e reference in the rePOTt ^ the text adopted at first reading aTd to the 

read a second time “ Y Certain delegations' adding the reasons why this text has not been 

made^on EbjeTt'a/tSs^e"^ reSerVati°n ^ ^ SWedish delegation had already 

measureTfor^wihe nro’ ^ that the contractinS Parties shaU take the necessary 
hlto force fhaT^Sf PrOTlsl0“ °f the Convention into effect as soon as the latter has come 
mentioned Thl cf u r VeTJ slmPle and elementary idea, and might even possibly have not been 
Sora TmnorSice if PrTSeS',h°WeVer'that you^tain this text because it is of great 
Sd Sbe 1 h hat’ th0ugh IS a matter of course that ‘he contracting parties 
first cares to do^o^Tbe measures .t° ca"y ‘he Convention into effect, it must be oneSof their 
whether r . A The report might, however, add that the Conference will have to decide 
the Final Act ^ ^ ° 6 CPt m t^le <"onvent'on itself, or placed in an annexed document or in 

the duratioifof The rlllaSt p Xt °,lthlS SeC?i?n drawn UP at first reading. Its object was to indicate “ , the Convention, the possibility of its revision, and the right of denunciation It 

Britis^delegation^elt'Siat10^6]?’ 11 s(1 y11 y obscure■ it was no doubt for that reason that the 
appeals above to tblb fl slLould byylyed by the text proposed in their amendment, which 
The Sub-CommitteeTnHe, * Fir?Ch delegatl°n Proposed certain additions also shown above, 
text and in endeavoured to preserve the essential idea contained both in the first-reading 
Seise form D0IsTbr “T*3 referred to it, and to give this idea in the simplest and most 
separate aZ nartu n 1 th

t
erffore Proposes that you replace the former Article EF by four 

EF, EG, EH and EJ 1< W ar 1C eS’ aPPearm£ hi the texts proposed by the Sub-Committee as 

The Sub ComSw EF determines the daration of the Convention. What is that duration to be ? 
it will denendStbAf5 una

t
mmous >n thinking that it could not be fixed at the present time; 

cirrnmstani-n n. V'0 <;llcumstances at the time of the conclusion of the Convention, and of those 
S°nff e"ce al™e wd’be in a position to judge. All that we can do is to draw the 

that it! U K attentlon t0 the guiding ideas. There is one that will occur to you at once—namely 
period must beC<nSeithy S’5 a ?rst Penod for the normal duration of the Convention, and that this 
consMemGons of too short nor too long. The shortest limit will be determined by considerations of pure expediency; it might be, say, five years. y 

imposed uponTZT^fn ?h ^ ^ belongin§ t0 ‘he League, is to some extent 
a3° “r" USfby Artlde.8 of the Covenant, which provides that the first plans for reduction 
tenyLTrs °f armaments are to be subiect to reconsideration and revision at least every 

Poo.11 a-between thes,e two limits that the Conference must choose. As regards the duration of the 
say thafthe'eo”111^*^616^!!163'''6 a blank’ wbich the Conference will have to fill in, and simply 
meant^That^s the'first'idea. 1 atl°n * yearS' We ShaU eXplain in the reP°rt what is 

have^beenThn^fiteTK1 more essential. It is that, at the end of the normal duration which will 
ZZl d by the Conference' our Convention will not necessarily cease to exist. The 
rnaH + Tr h We are PreParmg 18 of a continuous nature. We are traversing a first stage on the road to disarmament, and this stage will be followed by many others in the future—their speed 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex 7. 
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and importance depending on the progress of security, or in other words on the increase of mutua 
confidence between nations. It would thus be inconceivable that, on the expiry of the period fixed 
as the normal duration of the Convention, nothing at all should remain. There will be, there must 
be, something remaining, and that minimum must be our Convention itself. 

We must, of course, all hope that, on the expiry of the first period, it will be possible to take a 
further step to amplify this Convention, perhaps even to replace it by a new Convention providing 
for a wider and more extensive reduction of armaments. But if that should not prove possible, there 
must at any rate be no retrograde movement, and therefore it is necessary that our Convention 
should remain. That is the idea embodied in Article EF, which provides that the Convention shall 
in principle have a period of duration of a; years, and adds that it shall remain m force after the 
expiration of that period except in so far as it is amended, superseded or denounced under the 
conditions specified in the following articles. 

Before explaining the nature of the conditions specified in the following articles, I must point 
out in order that it may be mentioned in our report, that the Sub-Committee considered the 
question of establishing concordance, as regards their respective durations, between our Convention 
and those alreadv existing for the limitation and reduction of naval armaments. But as tfiat is 
rather a complicated question, the Sub-Committee thought it would be better to leave it entirely to 
the Conference, which will therefore have to see how this necessary concordance can be, and should 
be, established. 

I will now explain the nature of the conditions referred to in the texts I have ]ust 
commented on. . 

Article EG deals with the procedure for the reconsideration and revision of the Convention. 
It lays down at what time, subject to what guarantees, and with what objects in view, the procedure 
in question may be followed. . , n 

As regards the time, you will see that there are two possible limits. The later limit must faff 
before the end of the normal duration of the Convention, in order to provide an opportunity, 
prior to the expiry of that period, of considering what is to be the future regime of armaments i.e., 
whether it is to be the same, or whether it is to be modified or amplified. 

The earlier of the two limits must be at such a time after the coming into force 
of the Convention that useful lessons can have been gained from experience—say five years after. 
It is therefore between these two limits—I am only mentioning these figures as illustrations— 
somewhere between the sixth year and the tenth year, both inclusive, that the Conference can 
and should take place. It will accordingly be held then, and again we have indicated by a; 
years and y years two blanks which must be filled in by the Conference. 

What date between those two extreme limits will be chosen? We cannot foresee it, for it must 
be a question of expediency. If the Conference is to be successful, it must meet at the right time. 
When will that be ? No one can prophesy. We shall require some suitable body to determine 
the moment, during the march of events; and the Sub-Committee thought that the most 
suitable body would be that which will have already convened the First Disarmament Conference — 
namely the Council of the League, and that the Council would decide after conferring with the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission and with the Governments of any contracting States not 
at that time Members of the League. 

A Conference of the contracting parties, and in general of all States Members or non-Memberb 
of the League, must therefore necessarily be held a few years after the coming into force of the 
Convention and in any case before the expiry of its initial term ; this Conference will be summone 
by the Council at what it may regard as the most fitting time. 

This Conference will consider the situation and see whether experience has revealed any gaps, 
defects or errors in the Convention; in the latter case it will endeavour to remedy them, either by 
a supplementary agreement or by a new Convention which would supersede the Convention 
we are now preparing. All will depend on the international situation and the inclinations 
of the Governments and peoples at the time. All we can do now is to make suggestions. The 
Sub-Committee proposes that you should say that the Conference shall proceed to a re-exammation 
of the Convention, and to its subsequent revision if the latter be required. It further thinks it 
desirable to add, still as an indication, that, if the Conference results in a new Convention, it must 
fix the period of duration of the new Convention—just as we are doing for the present Convention 
and lay down general rules regarding its re-examination and subsequent revision. So much for 
Article EG. . 

The following Article EH is designed to meet the objects which the French delegation had 
in view in proposing their addition, to the British amendment. This article provides that the 
procedure I have just explained under Article EG may, as an exceptional measure, be adopted even 
before the earlier term indicated. 

I mentioned just now five years as an example. It is therefore before the expiry of that period 
and, at earliest, z years before the coming into force of the Convention—for instance, two or three 
years—that the procedure for examination and subsequent revision may be carried out, 
as an exceptional measure, if the conditions under which the engagements stipulated in the 
Convention were contracted have undergone, as the result of technical transformations or special 
circumstances, changes justifying a fresh examination and, if necessary, the revision of such 
engagements. For this purpose, a request must be made by a contracting party, and it must have 
been approved of — that is to say, held to be justifiable — by the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission. 

This reference to " technical transformations or special circumstances ” has specially in view 
unforeseen developments of civil aviation. The British, French and Japanese delegations stated 
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In ^ attaChed PartiCUlar imp°rtanCe t0 a this interpretation 

Chapter n—Section^III fAiTArmamentT/oTthe t^ t
t0

H
C°nSider A?icle AD’ which appeared in 

that that text was adopted at fiSt readinl W draWa ^P ^ firSt reading- Y°u will remember 
last it was decided that th> c no d nghut xvasreserved for later discussion; and on Thursd;iv 
Whether this Article AD^should'be examined6 "p

conslder
;t

When studying'the final “y 

regard to the new texts and th* fdV n1 d d- examine lt- and questioned whether, having 
fo?keeping thtsTextt thfconven?^ ' ^ ,USt t0' there was any -al necessSf 

omitted6from 1h™ConventioTand Sithere 71 n°t: U th°ught that this Arti^ AD might be 
to the statements of daereni defegationTtoTlI WUh refe™g. ‘he Report 
problem of civil aviation to the notice of the Conference '' 6y ProPosed to bnng the whole 

ConventZThTeSrdse T th/s riSfisITelTaSe STtight °d denundat!on- ^ any multilateral 

thlgeneral interest. Prodded P-ent the exerc.se of this ^0^ ^vTpT^LTl 

Conf^^t^^^’V^^l^l^g^l^l^aundaliorilnTlinT be^Tercisedlmtng5^.!!!!^^ dowJ1'in 

WiU b6 a‘ ^rVtoTnnTnle th“S tldeTotl;Thl 

under lLTw“uToSr1hha6ZX°aSke effl Tit?Uld lay d°r that a de™nciation notified 
the expiry of the norTTTri^ two years after date, and in no case before 
to which the denTncktioTT notified be he/d - ^TTn0"' In °ther words, if the Conference 
take effect in the twelfth vear of the life of the r" t le tentll yfcjlr. the denunciation would only 

immediately considered bv re other cnTTet?’ dlStarbanc®- The, ^tuig situation could be 
of defending their mutlal LteresT traCtmg partles- who would confer as to the best ways 

quesHons'areTTcomplicateTand solechlffcallharvo8 thiS ‘ 1 denundation. These examine them - and moreover even the Die 31 y3,1,r ^'’. '' -ornnnttec has not advised you to 
it is really desirable'tlgSTrInto Z detl f TIT11* ?°?ference wiU have to consid^ whether 
and to examine all the® compTatSnsTh It f technlcal pauses of purely problematical interest, 
denunciation. P may conceivably arise from a use of the right of 

do n JToSnitTwIfcnijIl6 ^ Submi«ed t0 you' and which I have commented on, 
of accession by third narties Thp ^ appears at the end of conventions, relating to the right 
Of denunciation led 0^1^ TTpSsToTf1 menti°ned ” r6gard t0 the deta‘“ 
subsequently become a contracting t0 t0 lUch accessions- A country could not 
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Sub-Committee’s report that Article EC, which was aimed directly at the Soviet Union, is not 
included in the draft Convention. 

The Soviet delegation regards that as a matter of course, since the maintenance of this 
article, which was already quite inadmissible at the time of its adoption—that is, before the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics had begun to take part in the Commission’s work—would 
become, to say the least of it, absurd, now that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is 
represented on the Commission. 

Nevertheless, our delegation is amazed to find that the article in question has not entirely 
disappeared. M. Politis’ reference to the right retained by certain delegations to submit this 
article to the Conference, and his allusion to a special reservation which they might make on 
this question, are evidence that in one way or another certain features of Article EC are still 
maintained. I am therefore obliged to demand that this point should be made absolutely clear. 
The Soviet delegation accordingly reserves its right to reply to the unexpressed ideas of any 
delegation whenever they find public expression before the Commission. 

The President. — If no one desires to speak, we can now go on to Article ED. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — Am I to understand your 
passing on to the next article to mean that the Commission decides to expunge this Article EC 
altogether, leaving no trace of it; or is M. Politis’ proposal adopted by the Commission ? M. Politis 
proposed that something should be mentioned in the report. We wish to know whether that 
proposal is or is not adopted. 

M. Politis (Greece). — I should like to say a few words on the question of procedure with 
which M. Lounatcharsky is concerned. 

You adopted a text at the first reading. You then appointed a Sub-Committee to consider 
what should be done with that text. The Sub-Committee considered that it should not be discussed 
at the present moment, and I explained just now, as objectively as I could, the reasons that 
led the Sub-Committee to propose that course. 

The present situation is as follows: the Sub-Committee proposes that you should not 
retain the former text of Article EC in the draft Convention, but that you should say in the report 
that this text (stating its tenor) had been adopted at first reading; that you should add that 
certain delegations attached very great importance to it, indicating the reasons why it was not 
discussed at the second reading; and it will rest with the delegations concerned to bring this 
point up at the Conference. 

When we come to examine the report, M. Lounatcharsky will have his opportunity of criticising 
what I have just said, for, at the present moment, my words do not constitute a text which the 
Commission is being asked to approve. 

For the moment, I repeat, the Commission is considering a proposal that this text should not 
be included. Unless anyone desires its reinstatement, we can pass to the next article. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — If I understand M. Politis 
rightly, when the report is submitted to the Commission I shall still have an opportunity of 
discussing this point. 

M. Politis (Greece). — Certainly. 

Article ED. 

The President. — We now pass to Article ED, the text of which is exactly as before. I shall 
not call for a vote by a show of hands every time, but will merely ask whether there is any objection. 

Article ED was adopted. 

Article EE. 

M. Politis (Greece). — I have been asked to make a slight drafting alteration to make the 
text read in the third line “ except in so far as it is amended, superseded or denounced ” instead 
of “ unless it is amended, superseded or denounced ”. Some of my colleagues think that would 
be clearer; and, personally, I have no objection. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — What I wish to say does not relate specially to this article, but only 
to the effect it may have on other articles of the Convention. 

I warmly applaud the achievements of M. Politis’ Sub-Committee, and I have no objection 
to offer to this article. I would, however, point out that when we accepted the earlier chapters 
of the Convention, it was on the assumption that a certain limited duration would be laid down 
in Chapter V. Now we have an indeterminate period. But, having regard to speeches we have 
heard, particularly as regards naval material, I think that declarations would be in order to safe- 
guard the interests of certain countries, including Spain. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I agree with the reservation which the Spanish delegate 
has just made. 

Moreover, if M. Politis sees no objection, I would propose a slight alteration in the wording. 
Article EF reads: 

“ The present Convention shall in principle have a period of duration of x years.” 
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that Article EH, in its present wording, is to be understood to cover, and to refer more particularly 
to the case of, the unforeseen development of civil aviation in other countries. 

As regards Article AD, we have agreed, in the same spirit, to its omission from the present 
draft Convention, but it is understood that, when we have to submit figures to the Conference for 
the limitation of air armaments, these figures will be computed and examined with reference to 
the development of civil aviation in other countries at that time; I would ask the President to 
cause the above reservations to be mentioned in the Commission’s report to the Council. 

The President. — M. Sato’s wishes will be met, and his reservation will be mentioned in 
the report. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — The question of civil aviation has been transferred from 
the draft Convention to the report. I have no objection; but I would ask the Rapporteurs to take 
note of the following reservation submitted by the German delegation: 

" The German delegation considers that the development of a means of peaceful com- 
munication must in no case be regarded as a starting-point for armaments, especially since 
no account has been taken of such vital and purely military standards as war material in 
reserve or in store, trained reserves, etc., or other important means of communication such 
as merchant ships, which are even allowed to be fitted with installations for carrying 
armament.” 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — Attention has been drawn by a very full discussion to 
the development of civil aviation. I do not wish to repeat what has been said. We are nearly 
all agreed that a large commercial aeroplane is a far more effective bombing machine now than 
seven years ago. This development is still continuing, and, for that reason, I protest against the 
parallel which Count Bernstorff seeks to establish between these bombing machines and merchant 
ships. 

On behalf of the Polish delegation I associate myself with the statements made by the French, 
British and Japanese delegates. I would request the President to take note of my statement, in 
order that it may be embodied in the report. 

The President. — This statement will be embodied in the report. 
Due note will be taken of the statements which have just been made, and the article can now 

be regarded as adopted. 
Article EH was adopted. 

Article EJ. 
Article EJ was adopted. 

97. Preamble: Drawing up of the Preamble left to the Conference. 

Statement by the Delegate of Yugoslavia regarding the Connection between the 
General Problem of Security and that of Disarmament. 

The President. — In accordance with the decision we came to at the beginning of our 
proceedings, we ought now to discuss the Preamble of the preliminary draft Convention. I propose, 
however, that we do not do so at present, as it would be premature; for you will agree that the 
Preamble should be an expression of what is contained in the Convention, and that must depend 
entirely on what the Conference decides. We had therefore better leave the Conference to draw 
up the Preamble. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — The question of the Preamble is of secondary importance. 
We can quite well leave its drafting to the Conference. Nevertheless, the text of the draft Preamble 
we were going to discuss contained an essential principle, establishing a logical and indissoluble 
connection between the general problem of security and that of disarmament. While accepting the 
President’s proposal, I desire to make it clear that we do not wish in any way to diminish the 
important and capital value of this principle. 

1 had asked to be allowed to raise this question when the Preamble came up for discussion. 
I now ask to raise it at the conclusion of our proceedings, for I agree with what the President 
has proposed. 

M. Benes (Czechoslovakia). — I support the President’s proposal. It would be superfluous 
to add further arguments to those he has given us. The best plan will certainly be to leave the 
question to the Conference. 

Agreed. 

98. Discussion on the Texts adopted at Second Reading and of the Amendments thereto. 

The President. — Documents C.P.D.280 and C.P.D.280(a) 1 contain the texts adopted 
at second reading, and also the exceptional amendments proposed to some of these articles. When 

1 Note by the Secretariat. See Annexes 8 and 9. 
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we have examined them, the discussion on the Convention itself must be regarded as closed. We 
shall then only have a final reading of the whole Convention to review the purely formal changes 
made by the Drafting Committee. 

We shall first examine the amendments proposed to Chapter I. Before dealing with the Soviet 
delegation’s amendments to this chapter, I would ask the Commission, and that delegation, 
whether they would not accept the following very wise suggestion at the beginning of the Drafting 
Committee’s report (document C.P.D.287):1 

“ To avoid too frequent repetition, in the course of the Convention, of the same formula 
dealing with the limitation and, as far as possible, the reduction of the various kinds of 
armaments, the Committee, in accordance with precedent, proposes that the principle of this 
limitation and reduction should be laid down once and for all at the beginning of the draft 
in a (new) Article 1, while the object of the remainder of the provisions will be to define the 
conditions of application of this general principle.” 

This suggestion is particularly appropriate because the Soviet amendment is repeated later on 
in regard to budgetary expenditure. 

I would further remark that I asked delegates to preface their amendments with a statement 
of reasons. 1 regret to say that only the Soviet and American delegations have complied with that 
request, which was particularly important because such statements of reasons facilitate or even 
obviate discussion. 

99. Discussion on Chapter I. — Effectives (Second-reading Text) : Article A. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to limit 
the effectives in service in the land, sea and air 
armed forces, or formations organised on a 
military basis, to the effectives determined in 
the tables enumerated below and annexed to 
the present Convention. 

1. Land Armaments: 

Table I. — Maximum armed forces sta- 
tioned in the home country. 

Table II. — Maximum armed forces sta- 
(optional) tioned overseas. 

Table III. — Maximum of the total armed 
forces of the High Contracting 
Parties. 

Table IV. — Maximum of the forces belong- 
ing to formations organised 
on a military basis stationed 
in the home country. 

Table V. — Maximum of the forces belong- 
ing to formations organised 
on a military basis stationed 
overseas. 

2. Naval Armaments: 

Table I. — Maximum armed forces. 

Table II. — Maximum forces belonging to 
formations organised on a 
military basis. 

3. Air Armaments: 

Table I. — Maximum armed forces sta- 
(optional) tioned in the home country. 

Table II. — Maximum armed forces sta- 
(optional) tioned overseas. 

Table III. — Maximum of the total armed 
forces of the High Contracting 
Parties. 

1. Amendments by the Delegation of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

First Amendment. 

Add after the words " to limit ”, the words: 
" and to reduce ”. 

Reasons. 

1. The term “ limit ” is ambiguous. 
“ Limiting ” may mean not merely reducing 
armaments but also maintaining them at the 
existing level and even increasing them above 
that level. 

2. A convention which legalises the great 
armaments now existing, or their increase, 
would be of no value. 

3. On the proposal of the U.S.S.R. delega- 
tion, the Preparatory Commission consented 
to insert in the chapters of the Convention 
concerning naval armaments and budgetary 
expenditure, the obligation not merely to 
limit but also reduce these armaments. 

Second Amendment. 

Add a second paragraph: 

“ The High Contracting Parties agree to 
limit and reduce the trained reserves of their 
land, sea and air forces respectively to the 
figures determined in the said tables.” 

Reasons. 

In view of the great military value of 
trained reserves, a disarmament convention 
which neither limits nor reduces this impor- 
tant element of the armed forces would be 
seriously defective. 

2. Proposal by the French Delegation. 

After the words “ formation organised on 
a military basis ”, add " in time of peace ”. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex 10. 
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3. Air Armaments (continued) : 

Table IV. — Maximum of the forces belong- 
ing to formations organised 
on a military basis stationed 
in the home country. 

Table V. — Maximum of the forces belong- 
ing to formations organised 
on a military basis stationed 
overseas. 

First Amendment proposed by the Soviet Delegation. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The Drafting Committee has 
proposed a new text for the first article of Chapter I of the Convention. We note it with satisfaction 
It is unnecessary for me to remind you that the word reduction has been indefatigab y 
advocated by the Soviet delegation. We should, however, desire a modification of the text now 
submitted. The weakening of the text which results from the words aidant que possible should, 
in our view, be avoided. We are guided by two fundamental considerations. n conversa ion 
with members of various delegations, we have observed—and many lawyers agree with us that 
these words are capable of various interpretations. Some people translate them in English by 
“as much”, which means “ le plus possible "—i.e., a maximum reduction within the limits 

of what is objectively possible—others regard them as a sort of opportunist limitation of reduction 
in general. Moreover, without translating these words into other languages, it seems clear that the 
form of the French proposal “ et, aidant que possible, de reduire ” really means to reduce as little 

P Our second point is of a less grammatical character. We hope that the British delegate will 
now support the idea of reduction with more energy than m the past We note that the 8Way 
Times, of November 30th last, publishes a speech by Mr. Henderson, the British Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs, at Cardiff. Here is a short summary of this speech. 

Mr. Henderson said that the Treaty must result, not only m a limitation, but m a reduction 
of armaments, and that that would be the only way of fulfilling the obligations o e rea y o 
Versailles and assuring the future of the League. t . „ . . , 

Such a statement from the British Foreign Secretary should impel the Commission to make 
this question absolutely clear, and not to leave any ambiguities whatsoever m the texts we propose 
to the Conference. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I should like to say a word in reply to M. Lounatcharsky, 
who has put forward certain suggestions as to how I should fulfil my duty. 

I am extremely glad that he has been reading Mr. Henderson’s speech. I read it with great 
pleasure, because I observe that he warmly supports everything we have done m this Commission, 
and I trust that M. Lounatcharsky, in his enthusiasm for Mr. Henderson s leadership will hencetortn 
give his warm support to all our proceedings. , , 

With regard to the particular change he desires to make, I observe that, m the reasons he 
gives, he approves of what we did with reference to naval armaments and budgetary expenditure. 
In those cases, we used exactly the words which he proposes to use here, and therefore I think we 
cannot do better than accept M. Lounatcharsky’s written advice and reject his oral advice. 

The President. — Do you press for the adoption of your text, M. Lounatcharsky ? 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — Yes. 

Vote on the Soviet Delegation’s First Amendment. 

The President. — I ask you to vote on the Soviet delegation’s first amendment to Article A 
of Chapter I to add, after the words “ to limit ”, the words: “ and to reduce ”. 

One vote was given Joy this amendment, and it was yejected. 

Second Amendment proposed by the Soviet Delegation. 

The President. — The Soviet delegation has a second amendment to Article A—namely, 
to add a second paragraph worded as follows: 

“ The High Contracting Parties agree to limit and reduce the trained reserves of their 
land, sea and air forces respectively to the figures determined in the said tables.” 

As this amendment was accompanied by a statement of reasons, no discussion will, I think, 
be necessary. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — Allow me, nevertheless, to 
make a short statement. 
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Proposal by the Polish Delegation in regard to an Interpretation of the 

Expression “ Armed Forces ”. 
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The President. — We will discuss that proposal when we come to the report. 
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Vote on the Soviet Delegation’s Second Amendment. 

The President. — I will now put the second Soviet amendment to the vote. 

One vote was given for this amendment and it was rejected. 

Proposal by the French Delegation. 

The President. — I will now put to the vote the French proposal: After formations 
organised on a military basis , add in time of peace 

M. Massigli (France). — I did not give any reasons for this proposal, which merely aims 
at greater clearness. 

Vote on the French Proposal. 

The French proposal was adopted by nineteen votes. 

— Effectives (Second-reading Text) : Article C. ioo. Discussion on Chapter I. 

By “ formations organised on a military 
basis ” shall be understood police forces of all 
kinds, gendarmerie, Customs officials, forest 
guards, which, whatever their legal purpose, 
can be used without mobilisation, by reason 
of their staff of officers, establishment, training, 
armament, equipment, as well as any organisa- 
tion complying with the above condition. 

1. Amendment proposed by the British 
Delegation. 

After the word “ used ”, insert the words 
“ for military purposes ”. 

2. Proposal by the French Delegation. 

After the words " formations organised on 
a military basis ”, add “ in time of peace . 

Amendment proposed by the British Delegation. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — This is merely a suggestion for the Drafting Committee 
and I do not think I need trouble the Commission about it. 

The British amendment was referred to the Drafting Committee. 

Proposal by the French Delegation. 

The President. — We must also decide on the ^French proposal to add after the words 
“ formations organised on a military basis ” the words in time of peace . 

This proposal was adopted. 

Declaration by the Japanese Delegate in regard to “ Formations organised 
on a Military Basis. 

M. Sato (Japan). — Our Commission has already considered the question of formations 
organised on a military basis. Now we have adopted, at third reading, Article A, by which the 
contracting parties agree to limit the effectives of the above-mentioned formations, in service 
in the land, sea and air forces, in accordance with the tables annexed to the Convention. Artide C 
gives a definition of “ formations organised on a military basis ”; but it is very probable that these 
formations will have different characteristics, and be differently composed, in different countries. 
Thev will therefore vary considerably according to the countries in which they are organised. 
In these circumstances, it seems clear that the general Disarmament Conference will be obliged o 
examine each case to determine whether an organisation of this kind, in a given contracting 
country comes under the definition in Article C and must on that account be limited as provided 
in Article A. The Conference alone can have all the necessary details regarding the various 
formations organised on a military basis. It is only with the help of these details that it will be 
possible to come to a reasoned decision as to whether any individual organisation is, orJ-3 n°C 
to be covered by the limitation. For these reasons, the Japanese delegation considers that, m 
accepting the present wording of Articles A and C, each delegation still retains its right to examine 
any given case in detail at the General Conference. I think, therefore, that everyone wdl agree 
that my Government, and all other Governments concerned, may reserve their rig , a e enera 
Conference, to make a detailed examination of any individual case, in order to deal with it in e 
best way, with full knowledge of the facts. 

The President. — I would ask the Rapporteur to take due note of M. Sato’s statement. 
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ioi. Chapter I. — Effectives (Second-reading Text) : Article I. 

The President. — The next amendment was that proposed to Article I by the German 
delegation; but, as you will remember, the latter withdrew it at an earlier meeting. 

102. Discussion on Chapter II. -— Material: Section I. — Land Armaments (Second- 
reading Text) : Article TA. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the upkeep, 
purchase and manufacture of war material for land armaments in accordance with the figures 
and the conditions laid down in Annex No. ... to the present Convention. 

N°te. — In pronouncing on this article, the Governments will take into account at the Conference the report 
requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit of 
the drawing up of Annex No. . . . The Preparatory Commission, by sixteen votes to three and six abstentions, adopted 
the principle of limitation by expenditure. It also discussed the following resolution: 

“ The Preparatory Commission is of opinion that the principle of direct limitation should be applied to 
land war material. ” 

When this resolution was put to the vote, there were nine votes in favour, nine against and seven abstentions. 

Lastly, it examined the principle of a combination of the two methods, in favour of which nine members of the 
Commission voted, eleven voted against, with five abstentions. 

• n * Colban (Norway). — I have a remark to make on the wording of the report in connection with Article TA. Will the Bureau be good enough to ask the Rapporteur to mention in his report 
that certain delegates considered that a combination of the direct method and the indirect 
budgetary method of limitation had not been discussed ? 

The President. — I will ask the Rapporteurs to take note of M. Colban’s statement also. 

103. Discussion on Chapter II. — Material: Section III. — Air Armaments (Second- 
reading Text) : Article AA. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties under- 
takes to limit the air material in service in 
accordance with the figures laid down in the 
following tables. 

Table A. — The maximum number and total 
horse-power of aeroplanes and 
maximum number, total horse- 
power and total volume of 
dirigibles in service in their 
armed forces. 

Note: Any of the High Contracting Parties who 
so desire may annex to Table A the following tables 
for limitations similar to those in Table A: 

Table A (1). — Aeroplanes and dirigibles in com- 
mission in the armed forces 
stationed in the home country. 

Table A (2). — Aeroplanes and dirigibles in com- 
mission in the armed forces 
stationed overseas. 

Table A (3). — Aeroplanes and dirigibles in air- 
craft-carriers. ' 

Table B. — The maximum number and total 
horse-power of aeroplanes and 
maximum number, total horse- 
power and total volume of 
dirigibles in service in their 
formations organised on a mili- 
tary basis. 

The limitation shall apply to aeroplanes and 
dirigibles capable of use in war employed in 

1. Amendment submitted by the Canadian 
Delegation. 

Delete references to “ total horse-power ”. 
Tables A and B should read as follows: 

“ Table A. — The maximum number of aero- 
planes and maximum number 
and total volume of dirigibles 
in service in their armed 
forces. 

“ Table B. — The maximum number of aero- 
planes and maximum number 
and total volume of dirigibles 
in service in their formations 
organised on a military basis. 

2. Amendment submitted by the British 
Delegation. 

At end of last paragraph, after the words 
“ organised on a military basis ", add “ and 
to Government-owned complete machines in 
reserve ”. 

3. Amendment submitted by the Delega- 
tion of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics. 

After the words “ to limit ” add the words 
“ and reduce ”. 
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commission in the land, sea and air forces, or 
in the formations organised on a military basis. 

Note: Any of the High Contracting Parties who. 
so desire may annex to Table B the following tables 
for limitations similar to those in Table B: 

Table B (i). — Aeroplanes and dirigibles in com- 
mission in the formations orga- 
nised on a military basis sta- 
tioned in the home country. 

Table B (2). — Aeroplanes and dirigibles in com- 
mission in the formations orga- 
nised on a military basis in 
overseas territories. 

Reasons. 

1. The term " limit ” is ambiguous. 
“ Limitation” may mean not merely reducing 
armaments but also maintaining them at the 
existing level and even increasing them above 
that level. 

2. A convention which legalises the great 
armaments now existing, or their increase, 
would be of no value. 

3. On the proposal of the IJ.S.S.R. delega- 
tion, the Preparatory Commission consented 
to insert in the chapters of the Convention 
concerning naval armaments and budgetary 
expenditure the obligation not merely to 
limit, but also to reduce these armaments. 

Amendment submitted by the Canadian Delegation. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — I regret that the Canadian delegation did not submit reasons-for 
this amendment. Had we known that reasons were going to be published, we would have done so. 

I would like to explain that the purpose of our amendment to Article AA, Chapter II, Section 
III, is to delete all references to horse-power. The amendment is based on grounds of impracticability. 

’ I am informed by technical advisers that a limitation in terms of total horse-power cannot 
be made either simple! definite, or effective, and is therefore not a practical proposition. Moreover 
-and this seems a very grave objection indeed-it is not possible to formulate a horse-power 
definition which would not be liable to quite simple and easy evasion m a variety of ways. 

To make the case as clear as possible I shall have to enumerate to the Commission some of the 
technical arguments—I trust they will not be too technical—against limitation by total horse- 
power. 

(a) The horse-power of a given aviation engine is dependent upon a number of varying 
factors, such as the number of revolutions per minute of the crankshaft—the type and quality 
of fuel used—the altitude at which the engine is to be employed— the reliability or expectation 
of useful life ” of the engine—the degree of “ supercharging ” to be applied, etc. 

(b) The horse-power of an aviation engine can be “ calculated ” from a quantitative 
characteristic such as the “ cubic capacity ” of the engine, but only when arb^ 
are made as to the various factors which I have ]ust mentioned. The calculated horse-power 
of an engine consequently bears no relation to the actual power output. For example, it is possible 
to increase the horse-power of an engine by 100 per cent as a result of supercharging . 

(c) The horse-power of an engine at ground level—though normally greater than at an 
altitude—bears no fixed relation to its horse-power at an altitude. It can happen, and in the ca 
of certain supercharged engines it does happen, that the horse-power at 10,000 feet is actua y 
greater than at ground level. 

(d) A formula to determine the horse-power of the ordinary type of petrol-driven aviation 
engine such as is commonly used to-day, would not be suitable for application to engines o a 
different type such, for example, as the “ two-stroke ", or Diesel desrgn. The possible evolut.on 
of a turbine type engine would also necessitate another set of rules and formulae. 

(e) The definite determination of the horse-power of any engine can only be arrived at 
through actual tests carried out under expert supervision and under “ standard conditions. I he 
horse-power will vary if any of the standard conditions are varied. 

(/) No horse-power assessment—whether “ calculated ” or determined by tests can be 
either definite, or even satisfactory, as a basis of comparison. 

Even if one be not a technical expert in air matters, it is evident from the above that limitation 
by horse-power, if not impossible, seems at least impracticable, and also extremely easy to evade. 

If someone should ask: “ What limitation will there be for military aircraft ? ”, the reply is: 
“ Direct limitation ”, and also budgetary limitation as proposed by the British delegation. A 
combination of these two limitations would be more satisfactory than limitation by horse-power, 
which seems to be impracticable, and the figures of which will not correspond to realities It is 
possible that direct limitation alone would be insufficient, but combined with budgetary limitation 
it would afford very effective guarantees; moreover, total horse-power would be limited indirectly 
by budgetary limitation because there is a direct relation between the cost of aircraft and horse- 
power. ... 

The Canadian delegation, although willing to support in principle every form of limitation, 
is not in favour of a limitation which would be so complicated as to be almost certainly unworkab e 
and which could be evaded with the greatest ease. Such limitation would prove ineffective, and 
for these reasons we propose the deletion of all references to horse-power in Article AA. 
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M. Cobi^n (Spain). — I regret that I must definitely and categorically oppose the Canadian 
delegation’s amendment. I will not follow Dr. Riddell in the long, highly technical and very 
lucid statement he has just made, because I consider that this question is outside the terms of 
reference of the Commission. I would merely remind you that the question of the basis on which 
armaments should be limited has been discussed at great length, since the year 1920, by the 
Permanent Advisory Commission. Since that date, the discussion has been continued, and the 
technical experts of my country have always maintained that no effective limitation of air 
armaments was possible by the numerical method alone. 

Dr. Riddell has spoken of direct limitation; but I do not think that is the same as numerical 
limitation. It is the limitation we have used for naval armaments; and that did not consist in 
limiting the numbers, but the tonnage of vessels. 

The same applies to air armaments: you might have a certain number of machines possessing 
less offensive capacity than a much smaller number of machines of far greater horse-power. 

The Spanish representatives in the technical Committees accepted, as a compromise, the 
method we adopted at second reading. It is a combination of numbers and horse-power. You 
cannot abolish one of these two factors. 

Dr. Riddell has invoked technical opinion to show that it is very difficult to calculate the 
horse-power of aircraft engines. I am under the impression, however, that the horse-power always 
is calculated when an engine is built or sold; and, as a member of the Preparatory Commission 
—not under-estimating the technical difficulties, but relying on the results of the technical 
discussions held by the various organs of the League—I am bound to say that, if we lay down that, 
in limiting air armaments, the number of machines must alone be considered, people who had 
only seen or heard of large machines might consider our decision sound; but people acquainted 
with others, smaller or greater, would make comparisons between little two-seater machines and 
these air liners of the future that we heard of just now, and would not endorse our opinion. They 
would say that one of these two arguments was unsound, and that either we wished to avoid 
limitation, or we had taken a line that could not lead to an effective limitation of air armaments. 

As these air armaments are of such importance for the future, I think that, with an eye to 
the judgment of public opinion, we should hesitate to accept a limitation which would not be 
genuine, and a principle which would be both inequitable and unfair. 

M. Massigli (France). — I support what M. Cobian has said, and ask Dr. Riddell not to 
press his amendment. 

I have the greatest respect for technical opinion, and should be much impressed by the 
technical arguments—though they are somewhat above my comprehension—that Dr. Riddell 
has offered, were I not aware that, just as international agreements have been reached for the 
definition of tonnage, so rules have been established for fixing the horse-power of engines. These 
rules have been worked out by the C.I.N.A., and you will find them quoted by M. Paul-Boncour 
on page 139 of the Minutes of the third session (1927).1 They may be incomplete, but they can 
be improved and amplified if need be; in any case, the fact that they exist shows that there is 
no insuperable difficulty in computing the horse-power of engines. 

Consider the situation if we adopted the course suggested by the Canadian delegation. The 
limitation of aggregate horse-power necessarily results in limiting the power of an air fleet; for 
the only way to increase the power of individual machines will be to reduce their number and in 
any case it will be impossible to exceed a certain limit. 

If we adhere to this rule, it is clear that in some degree we shall eliminate competition in air 
armaments, and we should also prevent the creation of powerful types of aircraft specially designed 
for military use, for bombardment, or fighting at great distances from their base. We shall—it 
cannot be too often repeated—be limiting the agressive power of military aircraft. But if we 
adopted the course suggested by our colleague, we should dangerously diminish the value of 
that result. No doubt, you may combine the limitation of machines by number with the limitation 
of expenditure; but the result would not be the same. The problem for air armaments is the same 
as for naval armaments: if you only limit numbers, you arrive at the result that a capital ship 
is to be regarded as having the same value as a torpedo-boat; yet no one here would maintain 
such a proposition. I therefore ask Dr. Riddell not to lay too much stress upon technical difficulties 
which are, after all, not insurmountable. Better rules could no doubt be devised, but the objections 
which M. Cobian has pointed out are so great that the Canadian delegation will, 1 trust, not press 
its suggestion. 

M. Morfoff (Bulgaria). — At the present time efforts are being made to improve engines 
by reducing the fuel consumption necessary to produce the minimum horse-power. Efforts 
are also being made to reduce the number of calories required to obtain a given amount of power. 
It is not always possible to raise the same weight, or to attain the same speed, by utilising the 
same number of horse-power. The method of manufacture itself plays a very large part in 
determining the power of the engine. Nevertheless, the resulting inequalities do not prevent 
us from concluding that engines with equal consumption give approximately equal results. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. Pocument C.310.M.109.1927.IX. 



— 295 — 

( aunt Bernstorff (Germany). — The Commission will remember that, a year ago, I proposed 
the comp”et?prohibition of'bombing from the air; this shows that I am anxrous to go as far as 
nnssible in the way of reducing air material. 
P All I desire now is to say a few words in support of M. Cobian and M Massigh. If we 

-teT^S S wIS resul^hi^urther weakeihng'the means'adoptetTby'the'commission 
to achieve disarmament. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - The British Government has nie to support the 
Canadian amendment. The matter is evidently an extremely Emission All 
nrpfpnd to be able to say anything which, on the technical side, will be of value to the Commission mi 

theaLapneyrt adders to the British Government ™ clear tha^ 
by horse-power will not only be ineffective, but misleading. They ‘J1111;,™ tuat 
be that some machines will be hit in one way and some m 
it would be a bad and misleading test. As to whether they are right or whetto the other gentleme^ 
are right, I am not in a position to express an opinion. I merely state what p 
the British Government, founded on expert advice they have received. ,, ,, 

There is another aspect of which I should like to remind the Commission: that undoubte^ 
it is an exceedingly difficult thing to test—or to control—this. You may have your rule aga 
horse cower but it is a very difficult thing to control. I do not know how you could control 
it except by sending people to measure the exact size of each cylinder of the actual machi , 
and to measure whatever else you do measure in such a case. That seems to me a serious objection 
m tws^ethod™ limitation But I must add in perfect frankness that I agree most heartily 
with what was said— namely, that the difficulty of limiting aircraft is so great, and it is repellent 
to me to abandon any system that anyone thinks may be of use m that directon can only 
sav that responsible advice given to the British Government was to the effect that this will not 
helpGn the desired direction, and, for that reason, I am bound to support the Canadian amendment. 

Dr Riddell (Canada). — In raising this question, I raised it on the ground of impracticability. 
But now from the statements that have been made, I note that two speakers have agr^ 
me as to th^ three have acknowledged that there are some difficulties 
whlf3regard6 to” as cert ainffig^horse-power, but think that those 
M Massigli asked me not to press this amendment, but I am sure that he would not expect me 
to withdraw it before hearing^ views of more delegates I do not know whetter should cal 
for volunteers at this late hour, but I should be very grateful to h^’.^f^C^dof this 
of other delegations as a guide to what course I should pursue in the ultimate disposal 01 
amendment. 

M Sato (Japan) — Dr. Riddell will no doubt remember that our delegation has always 
favoured the lirnSn of horse-power, for the reasons which have just been referred to by 
M. Cobian and M. Massigli. . 

Of course, we are now considering air forces only from * defensive a“d "O* from an °«ensive 
standpoint. As far as concerns defence, it seems manifest that th® best method of hmg 
air forces is to limit aggregate horse-power. For any country relying on > 
that is the most satlfacfory method and the one which gives the gXllsoneoflfr— 
since the country would then be much less exposed to external attack. That is one of the reasons 
which my delegation has always advanced in favour of limitation by horse-powe . 

As M. Cobian has said, we accepted in a spirit of conciliation the proposal made by other 
delegations for a limitation by the number of aeroplanes. We have thus combined two met 
of limitation. . ... 

At the present moment the Japanese delegation would find it difficult, with all the goodm 
in the worldPto accept Dr. Riddell’s proposal, which only aims at limiting the number of machines. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — After the moving appeal by 
Dr. Riddell I could not be so hard-hearted as to refuse to prolong the debate. 1 COI^e^ 
know enough about the subject to offer a personal view with regard to hnntation by horse-pow , 
but the technical advisers of the American delegation feel that the proposal of the ^nadia 
delegation is very well founded, and that limitation by horse-power is not 
method of limitation. However, if any considerable number of delegations 
can be made more practical and more effective, the American delegation has no 
the text stand, and go forward to the Conference to see what can be done towards making that 
method more effective. 

M. Politis (Greece). — I also wish to respond to Dr. Riddell’s appeal, so as to be the third 
delegate whose explanations may enlighten him. 

I am rather astonished to find that, at the present stage of our work, so gravean objection 
is discovered against the system adopted at first reading by a very ar^pni n?the obiections 
mistaken—after very long and highly technical study, which did not rev y 
now brought forward. 
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standard of^imitado^specified^n'this^rHHp' dU‘ 14 t
is,certain ‘hat « y°u abolish the second 

hmitation by numbers, the system of limitation by horse-power that k bv nff.nc- 
For that reason I also should be very glad if Dr. Riddell would withdraw his amendmeanPtaC y' 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I also wish to respond to Dr. Riddells anneal 

Member onparliament said^omef ^We^re'quite sathrfiedlf^law prod11 ^ ^ ^ 
fair, results in most cases. " I think we also should be con^ 

conditions0 T^^oTofsuppor "hTalH^16 TlT*t0 ^ -“un^b^ 
be absolutely precise, and Za? there ^llll be S™ °Ur ConYen«2" will 

the prop^ad^tha^^^n^de'b^Mr.^G'^so^wouM^mee^the^vri^e^^^fe^C111^^6^! 1 think 

po^ 

The President. — Does Dr. Riddell maintain his amendment ? 

which Lm^mierwfth ti^gener^fppr^ “P1"'0"3 exPr<;Ssed by Mr. Gibson and M. Politis, 

1 he Canadian amendment was withdrawn. 

Amendment submitted by the British Delegation. 

Th^ president-— The British amendment is to add at the end of the last naraeranh after 
maech7nesSin msfrv?" ^ " rall‘tary ^ " the WOTdS: “ and to Government-^dTl^e 

limit madlines'in^reserve^'Pw^as1 tlmse^ct^iy1!!!^^^)!4'^1^^^4^^^50^^4 to^trj^to 

c^an p ^ ——d - Gove^Sed m^f^ 

Amendment to the Br.tish Amendment, proposed by the United States Delegation. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I support the British proposal. 

s&^aw£SSrS7»-S«HS 

ineomplete. ^ ou have only to take off the propeller or a wheel, or any part of the machine That 
is a difficulty we met at the first reading, and I think Lord Cecil noticed^ t7 



— 297 

rivil and military machines. . . . £ 

I cannot help doubting whether this proposal offers advantages, from the point o view o^ our 
Convention, TOmmensmate ® many kee^thek^rve of aeroplanes as low as 

^issible^beca'u^aviationls'unSrgoingcontinual^a"®7gentltime™hese reserves'are^c^downTo 

^ 
tear and “ crashes ” in a given period. _ 

second-reading text. 

rmint Bernstorff (Germany). — I wish to ask for some explanations regarding the British 

Personally, of course, I prefer that the amendment should go as far as possible. 

I nrd Cecil (British Empire). — I am told that the accepted meaning of the term " complete 

and that is the sense in which my amendment should be read. ,. . . ,, , 

I fully agree with M. Massigli that even this strengthening of the attempt to 1™lt ^ 
enumeration will leave that method of limitation extremely incomplete, because of the ques 

one that will be of any real value, but I will not argue it at th. • rpaiiv illodcal 
cannot help thinking that, if you are to have a limitation by enumeration at all, lt ls re^1Y to - 

service at any moment. I do not think this is a very important point, but, ioi what wo , 
I consider it desirable to add machines m reserve as well. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — This amendment is designed to limit cc^'^f6limtarion 
in reserve. In my view, the absence of machinery for,suPervIslon”7"rX ®reserve material 
makes it impossible to distinguish between complete machines m reserve an^^ materialwin be 
consisting o? spare parts. The result will be that the figures for the limitation of material 
far exact 

As regards the whole question of material in reserve and its partial or complete limitation’ 
1 wil^mfi^repeatlEe arguments already used in Sub-Committee A, and at 
Commission I would only draw the attention of the Commiss;0V7frro,,nSLsTOssesXronly 
which specially concerns aviation. It is a point of primary importance _ °r fi “Ce unit! We 
small war industries. Material in reserve plays a vital role in “PP1^1"8 * pf never 
know how extensive are the losses in aircraft, and we may be sure that m^e™lke which possessed 
be regarded as mobilisation material for new units. In that case an a‘r=fJ'“ ™r

1C
a
h
fe

P°S47e
Sfe 

no war industry would never be able to replace its losses, and would ceaf P ^ a tries having 
On the contrary, material in reserve possesses only a secondary attraction for g 
a low war-potential. ... r * • i • 

On behalf of my delegation I am therefore compelled to oppose the limitatl°r5 °f living ^ar 
reserve, owing to the unequal treatment which would result, as between countries having 
industries of small capacity and countries otherwise situated. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I should just like to remind 
the Commission that the Soviet delegation has already made a proposal m the sense indicated 
by Count Bernstorff, but going much further. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I understand that the present proposal relates only to 
complete machines, and I would point out that it is only necessary to remove a part of ^ aeroplann 
to make it no longer a complete machine. It would thus be possible to ^ 
material in store, and the latter material could thus be rapidly transfeired to materia 
without being subjected to any limitation. I therefore consider that the proposal does g 
enough, and 1 cannot vote in favour of it. 

Vote on the British Amendment. 

The amendment was adopted by nine votes for to eight against. 
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Withdrawal of the Amendment submitted by the Soviet Delegation. 

The President. — We still have the Soviet amendment. Does M. Lounatcharsky maintain it ? 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — As the Commission has airparh/ 
voted on this question in a more general form, I withdraw my proposal Y 

The Commission rose at J p.m. 

TWENTIETH MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, December 2nd, 1930, at 10 a.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

104. by the President regarding the Texts drawn up by the Drafting 

The President. Our Drafting Committee has revised the text of the Convention which 
we submitted to it, but only as regards the form. It does not think that it has altered the substance 

tLm to nCformnt^yRWay' HoWever'if *ny delegates are at all doubtful on this point I would ask them to inform the Bureau as soon as possible, stating their views. The texts will be distributed 
tomorrow, W ednesday, and any observations or alterations which the delegates may desire to 
submit should reach the Bureau by Thursday afternoon at the latest. 

105. Discussion of the Texts adopted at Second Reading and of the Amendments thereto 
(continuation): Discussion on Chapter II. — Material: Section III.   Air 
Armaments (Second-reading Text) : Article AE. 

1. The High Contracting Parties shall 
refrain from prescribing the embodiment of 
military features in the build of civil aviation 
material so that this material may be con- 
structed for purely civil purposes, more particu- 
larly with a view to providing the greatest 
possible measure of security and the most 
economic return. No preparations shall be made 
in civil aircraft in time of peace for the instal- 
lation of warlike armaments for the purpose 
of converting such aircraft into military aircraft. 

2. The High Contracting Parties undertake 
not to require of civil aviation undertakings 
tha.t they should employ personnel specially 
trained for military purposes. 

They undertake to authorise only as a provi- 
sional and temporary measure the seconding 
of personnel to, and the employment of military 
aviation material in, civil aviation under- 
takings. 

3. The High Contracting Parties under- 
take not to subsidise, directly or indirectly, air 
lines principally established for military pur- 
poses, instead of being established for economic 
administrative or social purposes. 

4. The High Contracting Parties undertake 
to encourage as far as possible the conclusion 
of economic agreements between civil aviation 
undertakings in the different countries. 

1. Amendment presented by the 
Canadian Delegation. 

Delete the following sub-paragraph of para- 
graph 2 : " They undertake . . . civil 
aviation undertakings ” and substitute the 
following text: 

“ Personnel seconded to, and military 
material employed in, civil aviation, whether 
Government or commercial, shall be counted 
in the agreed quota. ” 

2. Amendment submitted by the 
British Delegation. 

Add at end of the article “ and to confer 
together to this end ”. 

3. Proposal by the British Delegation. 

Insert a new article as follows: 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties 
agrees to limit its annual expenditure on 
the maintenance, purchase and manufacture 
of war material, for air armaments, to the 
figures and under the conditions defined in 
Annex No. . . . to the present Conven- 
tion. ” 

Amendment presented by the Canadian Delegation. 

a ?r;Ri
A
dieJ1 (^nada). —Mr President, the proposal of the Canadian delegation is to substitute, in Article AIl, tor the second sub-panigrcipli of paragraph 2, which now reads 1 

They undertake to authorise only as a provisional and temporary measure the 
seconding of personnel to, and the employment of military aviation material in, civil aviation 
undertakings , 
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the following text: 

“ Personnel seconded to, and military material employed in, civil aviation, whether 
Government or commercial, shall be counted in the agreed quota. 

Our amendment is intended to remove any ambiguity in the Pr®f 
reads would permit the seconding of personnel to, and the employment of military aviation materia 
m civTl avradon undertakings, without, however, laying down that such seconded personnel and 
material should be counted in the quota which has been allotted to a State. 

It is true that this authorisation is given only as a provisional OT^rper 
that may mean. It might mean for five months or for five years, and it might be 1 5 95 P 
cent of the air force and material. 

Under the Canadian proposal all seconded aviation personnel and ^ reference1 

in the agreed quota, that is, within the quota allotted to each State by ble b all the 
I need not remind you that this quota, will have been approved as fair and Y 
other contracting parties at the Conference. 

Furthermore, the present text, as laid down in the second reading intrcKluces an entirely 
new principle, for it aims to abolish the use of personnel and material P”^ents 
such principle is proposed in Chapters I and II m connection with Jand 

In fact as regards military aviation, this new principle is contrary to general practice m most 
if not lA all, afr forces. In most countries, the seconding of personnel and material to employment 
in civil aviation activities has always been looked upon as necessary and legitima e. 

This is especially true in countries of vast distances, like Canada. In Canada, during the last 
few years aXtion has made tremendous progress. Parts of our country, which were mon h 
distant from the centres of population, have now been brought within easy teach^ A^reg^d 
communications and transportation, my country has een a cou y railway 
Across the southern part of Canada we have splendidly equipped transcontinental rauway 
systems, fleets of luxurious steamships plying on the Great Lak!f’ radi‘0 
highways, rural mail deliveries, and widespread use of the telegraph, the telephone and the ramo 
Rnt to the north before the advent of the aeroplane, the means of communication had changed 
Uttle if at aTsince": when the first hJraders penetrated into the intenor of the country 
in the sixteenth century. Travel was confined to the canoe m summer and to the dog-team in 
winter The coming of the aeroplane has changed all this; aeroplanes now penetrate into the 
remotest districts of our country. They have proved invaluable, not only in bringing lonely 
outoosts in touch with the world by regular mail services but also in carrying supplies to mining 
camps in the far north. Photographic surveys and prospecting for minerals are now carried on on 
a large scale by aeroplane, and the patrolling of vast forest areas for fire detection is also dependent 
upon the aeroplane. 

I should like to read an Ottawa message to Reuter’s Trade Service, which I received the other 
day. It says: 

“ When the present flying season is completed, the air department of *;he °nta!L , ■ . Jj 
Branch will have established a new record of over 14,000 flying hours for ‘he year The hughes 
previous total was in 1929, with 11,600 flying hours. One of the mam duties of tke a™? 
is patrolling the northern wooded regions in search of incipient forest and carding 
men and equipment to fight the flames when an outbreak is discovered. The air service has 
already proved of incalculable value in preserving Canadian forests. 

In addition, relief work for the sick and the rescue of missing parties in the remotest hinterlands 
have become the regular task of the aeroplane. 

We believe that, in view of the difficult and trying work done by aircraft in Canada, seconding 
of personnel and machines is necessary in the interests of economy efficiency organi^tion and 
discipline. In fact, this immensely valuable work of aircraft in Canada has been made possible y 
close co-operation between military and civil aviation and it is not reasonable to suppose that 
Canada would readily consent to the prohibition of the use of ra'“ary Person.nel a"d

t
aV
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material in a work so essential to the well-being of her people and the development of her ternt y. 

I have much pleasure, therefore, Mr. President, in moving this amendment and I trust the 
Commission will find no difficulty in accepting it. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I am very happy to advocate the 
adoption of the Canadian amendment, as it seems to the American delegation Y 
sound, and preferable to the language of our original text. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I desire to support Dr. Riddell’s proposal, as I support 
anything that may tend to reduce the military value of civil aircraft. 
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Amendment to the Canadian Amendment proposed by the Swedish Delegation. 

pro^aT^31 ^ Mari"iS (Ita1^' - The Itali“ delegation supports the Canadian delegation's 

—— -• •“ >» 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Why not ? 

personnel'dvU fvktion’' Then f°rCeS W°Uld be increased by Putti"g military 

silliSsSsgsasss 
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theretsSfng fr^n^r^e tldls^kJate fea^tLTif weT'fi ^ ^ 
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“d 
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Suggestion by the Belgian Delegation. 
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proposal gives us full satisfaction i k, therefore, that on this point the Canadian 
somdhinffrom the texh Nevertheless, although rt adds something, it also takes away 

Canadiaimproposai fs ^^n^^TheS ofth^^'T afe ^ ^ 
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The text which is to be replaced by the Canadian amendment said that when personnel or 
material belonging to military aviation, is used in civil aviation, this can only be done as a temporary 
measure It was not thought possible absolutely to prohibit the use of military personne or 
material in civil aviation, but we^esired to lay down that, when such use could not be prevented 
it should be of a purely temporary character. This is the point omitted in the Canadian amendm 
and I think M. Westman was anxious that this temporary character should be maintame i 
respect of the use of military elements in civil aviation. 

I admit that the text previously adopted on this matter is extremely elastic: “ they undertake 
to authorise only as a provisional and temporary measure . . . The meaning is clear, but, 
from the point of view of legal accuracy, it is obviously somewhat loose. 

I wonder therefore, whether we could not adopt the Canadian amendment, substitute the 
text which Dr. Riddell has proposed for the original one, and insert m the report a note to the 
effect that perhaps for all of us it is desirable that the use, if any, of military personnel and material 
in civil aviation should be of a purely temporary character. 

In practice, what we have in the present text is only a recommendation, from the legal point 
of view it is not precise enough; no time-limit is laid down for this provisional use It is there ore 
extremely elastic. We could easily put this text in the report,while not losing sight of the possibilities 
which cause us concern. 

This is the suggestion that I take the liberty of making, and I hope it may be accepted by the 
Canadian delegation—namely, that we should accept the Canadian amendment and put the second 
part of paragraph 2 into the report as the expression of a concern which we all share. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Although I am not very fond of the device proposed by the 
Belgian delegate, I have no objection to it. I think the only point which has been raised is t e 
noint of M Massigli. I think it is very essential that, in transferring military officers to civilian 
employment and keeping them in the quota of your military officers as ought to be done you 
ought also to keep them as being paid out of the defence budget; and I think my friend Dr. Riddel 
will be quite content to add words to his amendment making clear that point. The words, and 
shall continue to be paid out of the estimate from which they were previously paid might be 
added. If that point were made, I do not see any conceivable injury from the point of view ot 
defence and it is quite evident that, from the point of view of Canada and similar countries, it may 
be of really essential importance to be able to improve machines and officers for this work, which 
is only in a sense semi-civilian, because it involves very great dangers and difficulties. 

Suggestion by the Norwegian Delegation. 

M. Colban (Norway). — I support M. Westman’s proposal. You cannot say that training 
in civil aviation has no value for military purposes. It has frequently been stated that aviation is 
still in its infancy. It is difficult to distinguish between civil and military aviation. A distinction 
is about to be established but it is not yet sufficiently clear. You cannot say that a pilot, or an 
officer who passes the whole of the year on civil aircraft, does not increase his efficiency for military 
purposes. I think it would be difficult to ignore the principle recommended a few years ago by the 
de Brouckere Committee, which asked that a distinction should be made between civil and 
military aviation. 

I have no objection to the idea contained in the Canadian proposal, if it be added to the 
former text. But if Dr. Riddell cannot accept the combination of the two texts, we might considei 
the possibility of a reservation by the Canadian delegation based on the quite special conditions of 
their country, the importance of which I fully recognise. [I think it is extremely difficult to endeavour, 
in our draft Convention, to apply exactly the same solution to all countries participating m the 
Disarmament Conference. 

All the other delegations have allowed the text of Article AE to pass without comment. A new 
text has just been submitted which is based on the quite exceptional situation of Canada. We are 
asked to change the former attitude of the Commission. I think the best procedure would be to 
modify M. Bourquin’s proposal slightly, to keep the former text, and to make mention m the 
report of the position which has been explained to us, particularly as regards Canada. As, however, 
M. Bourquin has not made any formal proposal, for the moment I will merely support M. Westman s 
motion. 

The President. — Can Dr. Riddell accept M. Colban’s suggestion ? 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — The proposal of the Belgian delegate would meet the views of the 
Canadian delegation. I accept it gladly. The suggestion has also been made to me that we might 
have two texts, one for overseas and one for European countries, the object in view being to meet 
a particular situation which arises outside Europe. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — The essential point, so far as I am concerned, is to prevent civil 
aviation from being militarised. For the reasons set forth by M. Colban, I fear that, if w_e de ete 
the second paragraph, this danger will exist. Before withdrawing my proposal, however, I should 
like to hear the views of some more members of the Commission. 



— 302 

Suggestion by the French Delegation. 

siif justified. Lord Cecil's statement took these apprehensions into account, but met them^only in 
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The President. — I will put the Canadian amendment to the vote. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I propose that we vote on the two parts of the Canadian 
amendment separately, for, in fact, it covers two different points: (i) the deletion of the second 
paragraph of Section 2; and (2) the substitution for that paragraph of another text which deals 
with a different problem. May I therefore ask the President to put to the vote, first, the Canadian 
proposal that we should add to our text the following sentence: 

" Personnel seconded to, and military material employed in,^ civil aviation, whether 
Government or commercial, shall be counted in the agreed quota. 

and, secondly, the deletion of the second paragraph. On the first question I think we are all 
agreed, but I do not think that this is the case with regard to the second question. 

The President. — I think that Dr. Riddell should give his views on this point, for he has 
already given us to understand that he regards the two texts as incompatible. Is he prepared to 
accept M. Markovitch’s proposal ? 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — I wish to take this opportunity of thanking the Commission for the 
measure of support that our proposal has received. It seems to me, after listening to all the 
speeches that by far the best solution is that contained in the proposal of the Belgian delegate, 
and I would like to see that proposal voted on in the form in which it has been explained by the 
Belgian delegate. , ., .x , 

I wish to make it clear that I cannot accept the proposal of M. Markovitch. 

The President. — I shall, then, put the Canadian proposal to the vote, on the understanding 
that the Commission’s recommendation, to the effect that the seconding and the employment 
mentioned in the second paragraph shall have a provisional character, will be inserted in the 
report. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — I should like to explain more clearly what I think should be 
mentioned in the report. We could say that, at the first reading, a certain text was adopted, 
and that, at the second reading, we had to take account of the position of Canada and perhaps 
of certain other countries, a position which appeared to be hardly compatible with so strict a 
rule. In these circumstances, the Commission, while still of opinion that it was most desirable 
that seconding should be of a temporary and provisional character, nevertheless drew the attention 
of the Conference to situations such as that of Canada. 

We are thus more or less following the course indicated a few minutes ago by M. Colban, 
and leaving the Conference free to adopt either two systems or a single system. We are merely 
laying before the Conference the de facto situation which we have found. 

I presume that this would fully satisfy Dr. Riddell. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I think this is a new proposal. If I understood M. Bourquin 
rightly, he proposes that we keep the old text, adopt the Canadian amendment, and indicate 
in the report that the views of the Commission were not unanimous. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — I apologise for not having made my meaning sufficiently clear. 
My idea would be to adopt the Canadian text, and say in the report that, although we deleted 
the second sub-paragraph of paragraph 2, that did not mean that we gave up the idea, but that 
we omitted this sub-paragraph because we found that we had before us a de facto situation which 
would have to be considered by the Conference. We should substitute the Canadian text for 
the text which was adopted at first reading, and we should explain in the report that we do not 
give up the original text, but that its application might encounter certain difficulties such as those 
pointed out by Dr. Riddell. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I make no objection to this procedure, or to the Canadian 
proposal, but I would point out that it is extremely difficult to vote at the same time on a definite 
text and on the interpretation of that text in a report which we have not yet before us. I therefore 
suggest that we merely vote on the Canadian text. 

M. Colban (Norway). — I maintain my view—that is to say, that if the Commission were 
unanimous both at the first and at the second readings with regard to a certain text, it does 
not seem to me to be reasonable to replace that text by a new text, and to say that the new text 
was inserted on account of the exceptional situation of certain countries. The text which should 
appear in the draft Convention should reflect the views of the Commission as a whole, and the 
exceptions should be mentioned in the report. That seems to me logical, so that, to my great 
regret, I cannot vote for the Canadian proposal, although I quite agree that Canada should be 
regarded as an exceptional case on account of the special conditions described by the Canadian 
representative. 

The President. — Is M. Colban making a formal proposal, or is he merely explaining 
his vote ? 

M. Colban (Norway). — Like M. Markovitch, I propose that we vote on the deletion of the 
former text, and that, whether that deletion be agreed on or rejected, we then vote on the Canadian 
text, and that, in any case, we explain the position in the report. 
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Proposal by the British Delegation for a Short Adjournment 

of the Canadian Amendment. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am a little afraid of what we are going to do now, because 
it seems to me we might easily arrive at a decison which is not really one that the majority of the 
Commission wish to adopt. Although notice was given of this amendment, it has apparently 
come as a surprise to the minds of some of our members, and, as M. Colban has explained, they have 
apparently great reluctance to make a change at the last minute in a text which has been adopted. 
On the other hand, I do not honestly think that M. Markovitch’s ingenious suggestion meets the 
case at all. The whole point is whether countries in the position of Canada, and some others, are 
to be forbidden, as a principle, from using their military machines and their military officers for 
civilian purposes. Really the question of adding the next thing is quite a different proposition 
altogether. That is put in as an alternative to the main proposition, which is the prohibition 
or not of this practice. Personally, my own judgment is that there is no harm whatever in the 
Canadian amendment as it stands, and if I had to vote I should vote for the amendment. On 
the other hand, I do not want to have a decision of this Commission which will not really be in 
accordance with our desires—which I take to be these, that we quite recognise that there are cases, 
such as that of Canada, where some provision of this kind ought to be made, in order to enable such 
countries to develop reasonably and properly. I believe there is practical unanimity on that point. 
There is also practical unanimity that, in such a case, all the machines and all the personnel so 
used ought to be included in the military quota, whether of machines or of personnel. There is 
not, apparently, quite the same unanimity over the proposition which I ventured to make, that 
not only ought the numbers to be included but also the expense. It seems to me personally that 
that should be so, but whether it is so or not is a relatively minor matter, because the machines 
would have to be paid for by the military authority, the machines being military machines handed 
over to civil aviation. The real question is whether it is desirable, or not, to make that the 
general principle in the case of countries of a more settled and elaborate character than Canada 
and some others. 

On that point, there is a considerable difference of opinion, and I venture to suggest that 
this matter might be adjourned for a short time—1 do not mean until to-morrow, necessarily—in 
order that we may try to find whether we cannot arrive at a text which we can generally agree 
upon either by making some indication that a particular regime is to be allowed in certain countries, 
or in some other way. I cannot help thinking that, with the assistance of M. Politis, we should be 
able to reach a conclusion without much difficulty. I suggest therefore that there should be a short 
adjournment of this question—not of the whole business of course—and that Dr. Riddell and any- 
body else who likes to should consult with M. Politis and see if they cannot arrive at an agreement. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). I do not care how we vote, whether we vote in two parts or 
in one—the result will be the same. To say in the report that we retained the text in spite of 
certain objections put forward, or that we omitted it although it contained much that was of value, 
amounts to the same thing. It does not therefore matter whether we vote in one way or another, 
and I think that the Commission might do well to follow the President’s suggestion, instead of 
debating on this point. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — The question has been discussed at great length, but it has 
still to be made clear. I only referred to procedure, and I entirely share the British delegate’s 
point of view so far as the problem is concerned. Nevertheless, I fully appreciate the special 
reasons put forward by the delegate of Canada. 

Like the delegate of Norway, I merely deprecated the extension of the special case of Canada 
to other countries where the position is quite different. I desired to add these explanations to 
my remarks concerning procedure, in order to make it clear that I have no objection to the adoption 
of the Canadian proposal in respect of special cases such as that of Canada. 

1 feel I must make a reservation with regard to the statement of the Netherlands delegate, 
who says the procedure is of no importance. There are cases when this is so, but, in this instance, 
I do not agree with M. Rutgers. 

The President. — I think that we can now close the discussion, and that I can put to the 
vote, first, the deletion—that is to say, the first part of the Canadian amendment. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — It is a perfectly well understood procedure that if anybody 
moves the adjournment of a particular question that is put first before any substantial questions. 
I have moved the adjournment of this question, and I ask for my point to be put. 

Adjournment of the Discussion : Appointment of a Small Committee to revise the Text. 

The President. — I should have thought it simpler to proceed immediately to the vote, but 
the proposal for adjournment having been made, I am obliged to take account of it. It is not 
even necessary to put it to the vote, since we all agree that, as suggested by Lord Cecil, a committee 
should meet, with M. Politis as Chairman, to revise this text and enable us to vote on it later. 
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This small committee might consist of M. Politis, Dr. Riddell, M. Bonrquin and M. Colban, and 
meet this afternoon at 4 o’clock. 

A greed. 
Amendment submitted by the British Delegation. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - The purpose of this amendment is very obvious, and I need 

^ ^e have^lready^greedonlhe second'reading’tlmt “ The High Contracting Parties undertake 

ton“ F. ’Vf rnyb^ not press it. It is merely to lay a little more emphasrs 
on the agreement we have already come to. 

The President. — I think there will be no objection to this amendment. 

This amendment was adopted. 

I06. Discussion on Chapter II. - Material : Section III. - Air Armaments (Second- 
reading Text). 

Proposal by the British Delegation to insert a New Article. 

The President. — The British delegation proposes that we insert a new article to read 
as follows: 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the 
maintenance, purchase and manufacture of war material, for air armaments, to the figures 
and under tlm conditions defined in Annex No. . . . to the present Convention. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — This proposal is to extend what we have already done in 
regard to land and naval armaments to air armaments also, and I should like to say a word or 
two on the special importance of this amendment with regard to air armaments 

We are agreed, or at least there are a good many of us who believe, that the limitation y 
horse-power is§ going to be one very difficult to apply and, as we think, not very satisfactory m 
its result. The^imitation as to numbers of aircraft seems to me to be even more difficult to app y. 
It is perfectly true that you can limit numbers of aircraft, but it is also true that none of us, or very 
few of us thmk it will be possible to limit the spare parts. It is evident that if you do not limit 
the spare parts you enable practically any number of spare parts to be accumulated and the business 
of putting the spare parts together is the work of a few hours and would probably enable people 
to have ready or almost ready, any number of aeroplanes at any moment. It is also clear that 
sffice you can oSy limit complete machines-that is the decision so far in this Commission-yon 
have merely got fo leave out a certain portion of the machine and it is not a complete machine 
and does notgcome within the quota. In other words, I am afraid that in this case, and as I 
think in a good many cases, the attempt to limit by direct limitation is one which is not 
satisfactory and not complete in any way. The question is: How can we make it more satisfactory 
and more Complete ? There is only one way, and that is to limit the amount of money that can 
be spent on this particular arm. That, no doubt, is a very satisfactory limitation, assuming 
thaHt can be enforced, and I think it is not necessary for me to argue that it can be enforced 
because we have decided in two or three cases already that in the great majority of countries 

il CaThat isnthe whole case. I believe that each one of us is of opinion that the limitation of 
the air arm is at least as important as the limitation of the land arm or the sea arm, and that 
being so, it seems to me that we must limit it in this way. It is certainly much more difficult 
because of the difficulties involved in many countries by the existence of civil aviation 

Under those circumstances, I think we are bound to take every step that we can to 

the air arm. This seems to me to be a very desirable and efficacious way of doing so, and 
think the majority of the Commission will support this amendment. 

M. Sato (Tapan). — I have some difficulty in accepting the British proposal. The reason is very 
simple. We hold that once you have a direct limitation in respect of material, budgetary limitation 
is superfluous I have upheld this point of view so far as concerns naval material, and although 
I was beaten when this question came to the vote, I feel that I should continue to uphold it with 
regard to the limitation of air material. , . . ,1 

The second reason, which is perhaps even more important for certain countries, is 
following: in many countries, my own included, air forces are still m process of formation. 
We aregfar from having completed this process; we are continuing to organise our air force 
and it is therefore extremely difficult for us to foresee what expenditure will be necess^^^^ 
the purchase and upkeep of material, and, naturally, very difficult to limit such expenditure 
beforeha.^ ^ ^ ^ orqy the case in my country, but that other States are m the same 

position. For this reason, it is very difficult for me to support the British proposal. 
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by technical development • but if you introdnr/6511^-1?g ?T°m tbe unknown quantity represented 
keep a margin. P 7 introduce specific limitations, you will encourage them to 

I have therefore considerable doubts as+n^ j- , 
indicated and I shall not vote in favour of this proposalblllty °f adoptmgthe c°urse that has been 

word in reply to M. MassiglT^6^ 1 am Very S°rry to trouble tbe Commission, but I must say a 

What we are after, isH^wecan6 toThmTlnd^ed16 arguments in favour of the proposal I made, 
them is the essential thing. What M Massigli savs aS far aS Posslble’ but to limit 

aircraft; because they are continually being improved18 ^ 13 dlffic^11:y m limiting 
it is not only m substituting one materiaMor another +1 f n°W ^ lt 18 not °nly m materiafi 
progressing in all sorts of directions. It is just for that m lmProyement is taking place, it is 

world!* °thenVISe We ShaU haVe blevitable competition £ 

has Tart'ofThLTV'T, TenCh P?Sition- 1 beIiew France 

b 1 18 a Part 01 their land forces. In consequence, France's 
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air armaments will be limited, because France has accepted a limitation of land effectives and 
material. ^ evident that there will be a complication. In some respects mechanical 

development might be limited; the development of tanks is at least as rapid as the developmen 
ofTeropTanes It is going on continuously. The development since the war has been enormous- 
at anvPrate in my country—as everybody knows. Development is going on continually yet it 
neve/was suggested tha/for that reason we were not to have budgetary limitation of land 

“m, we propose tom'ake^d^Convention extemely supple and elastic in the clauses which 
M Massieli and I have been discussing in the Sub-Committee presided over by fth Politis. We 
have made all sorts of provisions that, if anything unexpected occurs, there is to be further 
reTonsWeration of he position, and so on. The Convention is only to last for a limited period, 
lnd“s then to be renewed. All these things can be taken into consideration by those wno are 
making' their estimates of all the expenses which are required. , , 

T do not see mvself that we get rid of the difficulty that there will be a tendency, no doubt, 
to proffide for margins! but that is so whatever form of limitation be adopted, whether specific, 
budgetary, general, or whether it be confined to one particular arm. There is a general limitation 
of exnenditure Undoubtedly those who prepare the budgets will take into consideration all the 
IrffinTfheTthink"^' That will be one of the things we shall have to thresh out at the 
Conference and we will have to try and reduce those margins as much as possible. I hope we sha 
reduce them considerably. Whatever we do about that-that is a matter for the Conference and 
not for this Commission—I earnestly hope we shall not abandon this chance °nly real c ance 
we have as I see it—of providing an effective limitation of the air arm If we do not do this, I 
venture to say that all we have done so far in the limitation of the air arm is of absolutely no 
effect It might have a moral affect, but it would have no direct nor practical effect at all. For 
those reasons®! do earnestly hope we shall adopt the principle of budgetary limitation of the air 
arm, even if of no other arm. 

M Massigli (France). — In the first place, I wish to state that in France the air force is a 
separate organisation from the army; consequently, this disposes of one of the objections raised 

by ^shouldHke to add that I do not think it is true to say that we have done nothing to limit 
military aviation when we have limited the number and aggregate horse-power or machines. It 
does not seem to me correct to compare aeroplanes with tanks. Tanks are constructed for pure y 
military purposes; that is not the case with aeroplanes, the principles of construction being the 
same whatever the type of machine. The object of certain expenditure is to increase the safety 
of the pilot, the stability of the machine, etc., and such expenditure is not primarily of a military 
character. In any case, since we have agreed to the total limitation of expenditure on nationa 
defence we shall avoid the dangers which Lord Cecil fears may arise. Moreover, the limitation 
of the number and aggregate horse-power of machines will afford effective guarantees. Consequently, 
although I have the same desires at heart as Lord Cecil, I shall vote in favour of the maintenance 
of the present system, because I am sincerely convinced that this will not leave the door open to 
any dangerous development of military aviation. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — Mr. President, when the British 
proposal is put to the vote, the American delegation will abstain from voting. I think it is no 
longer considered confidential in this Commission that the American delegation does not favour 
the method of budgetary limitation. Perhaps, therefore, it would seem the natural course for us to 
vote against the proposal. However, although a considerable majority of the Commission has 
declared itself in favour of the principle of budgetary limitation, the present debate has brought 
out the existence of considerable difficulties, even among that clear majority, m the application 

°f ^I1 am^nxious that the attitude of the American delegation should not constitute a further 
obstacle to agreement and I shall therefore refrain from voting when the British proposal is put 
to the vote. 

M. Sato (japan). — In this connection the Commission should take into account the special 
question of the relations between civil and military aviation. There is no limitation of civil aviation 
as regards technical development; on the contrary, the general tendency each year is to increase 
expenditure on civil aviation. Any limitation of this expenditure is inconceivable. 

This being the case, it would be difficult to accept any limitation of expenditure on the purchase 
and upkeep of material for military aviation. Considerable freedom of action should be allowed, 
so as to provide for all contingencies. ... r .. . , . . 

It is therefore impossible for me to agree to any limitation of expenditure on air material. 
This is not in any way inconsistent with my attitude as regards the limitation of the aggregate 
budget I did not vote in favour of the limitation of air budgets, and I voted against the limitation 
of naval budgets. As regards the limitation of the aggregate budget, however, the examination 
of the possibility of the separate limitation of the land, naval and air budgets has been entrusted 
to a Committee of Budgetary Experts. This separate limitation of budgets has not yet been adopted 
by the Commission, and therefore the question is still open. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I would like to remind the Commission of the doubts 
I expressed during the discussion of the article providing for the separate limitation of expenditure 
on each category of armaments. I said that Yugoslavia was in a somewhat difficult position, owing 
to the fact that we have no separate services for the air and land forces. In the circumstances it is 
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therefore make H various credits allotted to the three categories of armament. I must 
shall have e res.ervatlon as before, and if the British proposal be put to the vote I shall have to vote against it. If it be accepted . I would point out that the stiidv If the 
practical application of the methods of limitation upon which we are now voting has been entrusted 

m,es«TTttee 0f Budgetary Experts. If the British amendment be adopted® I propose ftS the question of its execution and application be referred to that Committee. P 

Vote on the British Proposal. 

The British proposal was rejected by six votes to five. 

whichTfind^elv^ffirnlfE+mpire^'afrfld .thip is the first decision of this Commission 
^ ^ Accept, and I must ask that a very express reserve hp mit intn tEp 

Xthel ™ took IhlT^r VOftinh fbe ?ated’ anh alS0 the num^er 0f absten«ona- I do not know 
vote y k h b °f abstentlons; Perhaps they should be taken expressly by a second 

T
+
he ^eside”t* — As Lord Cecil desires it, we will calculate the number of abstentions bv deducting the number voting from the total number of delegations. ^ 

Request by the British Delegation for a Vote by Roll-Call 

(:eCl1 (Prdlsh Empire). — I do not want to be troublesome about this but we attach 
be betterCXXcX vmX™4”5 UnSatisfactory-°nly ^ven members voted-it might 

The President. - I agree to that, if there be no objection on the part of the delegates 

r4deT&y 

mak/ou/opinions t0 him' We mUSt 

vote^f ro^lul^ G”ent- “elusion, I would repeat that, in my opiXn, theS 

Vote by Roll-Call. 

The following five delegations voted in favour of the British proposal : 

Canada 
British Empire 
Irish Free State 

Six delegations voted against the British proposal, 

France 
Japan 
Poland 

Thirteen delegations abstained: 

Belgium 
Bulgaria 
China 
Czechoslovakia 
Finland 

Germany 
Greece 
Italy 
Spain 

Norway 
Netherlands 

Roumania 
Turkey 
Yugoslavia 

Sweden 
United States of America 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
Venezuela 

to theUinciple bulbecause I ,V,il(0 “P1®111 ™y, Yote- 1 abstained, not because I am opposed 
fUft wSTe in Artide m XhTch b thuS pr<?°Sa1' 1 think that a more stable place 
an opinion 1 “ 

add thXl’donjt’thllk irreSoIlw°enthatrweSthiniV|Share a
+
Iready kn°Wn t0 y°U’ and 1 Would 

already been voted upon. 1 h ld haVe t0 re-vote on a question which has 

we hat Hye'tTotllSofTjt^tt/mat^ reaS°nS 35 ^ and als° becaUSe 

M. Benes (Czechoslovakia), 
indicated by M. Politis. 

M Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The Soviet delegation abstained 
from voting because it does not think that the British proposal would have sutient effect olr 

My delegation abstained for the same reasons as those 
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delegation submitted a proposal for 
supplemented by budgetary limitation 
farther and is much more effective. 

the direct limitation and reduction of war material, 
and reduction by categories, and that proposal goes much 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I have always been opposed to bu^f“ f 
substitute for direct limitation, but in the present case I am in favour of the British proposal. 

The President. - The British proposal has thus been rejected by six votes to five with 
thirteen abstentions M. Cobian complained just now that the Commission had been obliged to 
tote t^ii “pleased to note that this second vote has served to clear up the position. 

107. Discussion on Chapter IV. - Chemical Arms (Second-Reading Text). 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, 
subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the use 
in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar 
gases, and of all analogous liquids, substances 
or processes. 

They undertake unreservedly to abstain from 
the use of all bacteriological methods of warfare. 

Proposal by the German Delegation. 

“ CHAPTER IV. — PROHIBITIONS. 

" Section I. — Chemical Arms. 

“ Section II. — Land Armaments. 

“ The High Contracting Parties agree forth- 
with to prohibit the employment: 

" 1. Outside fortified works, fortresses 
and field works of artillery of a calibre above: 

“ (a) In the case of guns: 77 mm.; 
“ (6) In the case of howitzers: 105 mm.; 

“ 2. In fortified works, fortresses and 
field works of artillery of a calibre above: 

“ (a) In the case of guns: 150 mm. 
“ (&) In the case of howitzers: 210 mm.; 

“ 3. Mortars and trench-mortars of every 
kind of a calibre above 150 mm.; 

“ 4. Tanks of every kind. 

“ They undertake to destroy all the war 
material, including spare parts, the employment 
of which is prohibited by the above paragraph. 
Furthermore, within . . . months as from 
the coming into force of the present Convention, 
each State shall notify the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations of the number of 
individual units destroyed. The Secretary- 
General shall communicate this information to 
the other States signatories. 

“ The High Contracting Parties also agree 
to prohibit the manufacture and importation 
of the said war material.” 

The President. — We now come to Chapter IV, in regard to which we have a German 
proposal to discuss. This is, first to replace the hea^ng “Chemical Arms the first delhnl 
“Prohibitions”, and secondly to divide this chapter into two sections the hrst dealing 
with chemical arms and consisting of the text already adopted, and the second with land armaments, 
this would consist of the new text which the delegations have before them. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I stated at yesterday’s discussion that, at our session in 
the spring of 1929,1 I had proposed that the dropping of bombs by aircraft should be prohibited, 
because I regarded that as an essentially offensive method of warfare. 

During that session, the question of prohibitions was discussed very fully, and I then said that 
I intended to make a similar proposal later in regard to offensive land armaments. 

When I made this proposal a fortnight ago, I hoped that it would compensate for the exclusion 
of land material from reduction, which was then decided upon by the Commission. 

1 Note by the Secretariat — See document C.i95-M-74-i929' ,.IX; Minutes of the sixth session (First Part), page 51. 
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1n<th'10re W^a^ ^as 

%^d*JP*7 

SdTet^r^m0St imPOrtant fr0m thf POmt 0f View 0f thdr^nt^6™^0 

disculsTbtus"“ght^ hiS " an eXample’ t0 Sh°W that this <luesti0" ^ 
,, 1 J18-^ ^lso been greatly impressed by the profound uneasiness which nrc^ilc „+ 
throughout the world, and more particularly in Europe. Efforts have blen m?d7tn L 
uneasiness by means of various pacts—in particular the Pact of Paris Drohihitino-111^6 ^ 
warfare. But these pacts, including the Pact of Paris, have not made as ^?h g- offens^e 

public as they ought to have done, because they have not, at all events ud to the nre10^0^**16 

followed by their logical consequence—disarmament. To prohibit offensive warfare and^th" 

inrp;eXPp:o^ef:Z:ordeLamFoXnet“ 

SSTS.U.ZfS.XCr *• inmginalion, and 

shall give when the time 
M. Politis (Greece). — I should like to explain the vote which 

comes tor the Commission to pronounce upon this proposal. 
1 shall vote against this amendment. It contains two parts: the second nart rcWnv + 

limitation and is thus contrary to the principle adopted in the nart nf +• 618 ^.^irecI 
have already examined-namely, in Article xl K^were desiLd to wlu(* we 

should have appeared in Article TA, and I do not think the Commission show^H18 pn^clPle’ xt 

accept the direct limitation of land material. mission showed any desire to 
The first part prohibits the use of certain devices in time of war I rannn+ 

as S5 £ c» “SriS-sss—SBi; rv 

SK2S asaasgsgaasr"* “—,i- p—T„;r.£ 
I am profoundly convinced that we can prevent the outbrea k of wa r kmi- if <• r and war does break out again, it would be vain to hope that any limit could be s^t t

a
o

re
it

UnSUCCessful 

contradiction S r^fai^ ^ ^ 
arms, if we say that it is impossible to prohibit certaTn other aTms

y ? Z 1 

“mr^ify^rnlL^ * ^ difficult t0 P™hibi‘ ‘-ks, X&lSy 

not b^ imputed tomT) TO.eTdudneour* nrf 
t<? WhiCh C0Unt BernSt°rff haS P1St referred “ 

of inserting this prohibition in Chante? TV T
P V1°^S Ses/lons\ we were discussing the advisability 

the scope o® the Convent “ whfchTe wile fnd 0Pmi°n thiS Pr?hibition was outsidS 

nofbe^lnsert^lln^thl^onventSon11 ^Ifit^b^desiredtociea^^t^thisqiieil^^ ^ 
should be drawn up, as was done in IQ2S but even Vn ttf t tbls q,uestlon. a separate Convention 

Vote on the German Proposal. 

The President. — We will now vote on the German proposal. 

The German proposal was rejected by ten votes against to two for, and twelve abstentions. 

M. Morfoff (Bulgaria). — I abstained from voting on this amendment because the iWmritxr 

trLW1 n0t be lessened by a reduction in the calibre of guns. Like M. Politis, I think that we should concentrate on measures to prevent war. ’ 



Memorandum by the British Delegation. 

'• The French and English texts of the first paragraph of this Chapter, as agreed toat thesecond 
reading, are as follows: 

« < Les Hautes Parties contractantes s’inter- 
disent, sous conditions de reciprocite, I’emploi 
a la guerre de gaz asphyxiants, toxiques^ ou 
similaires, ainsi que de tons liquides, matiereb 
ou precedes analogues.’ 

«< The High Contracting Parties undertake, 
subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the use 
in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar 
gases, and of all analogous liquids, substances 
or processes.’ 

“ It mav be recalled that during the first part of the sixth session, certain delegations assumed 
that the StJndon waTto prohibit tie use of aPU chemical methods of warfare of every kind On 

other hand there are some indications that this view is not shared by all States. It is at least 
lossiUe thaOhisdifference in interpretation owes its origin to a serious ambiguity in he Geneva 
rts Protocol of Mas as well as in all Treaties and Conventions regulating gas warfare signed 

■See" °fiSdS Geneva Protocol of June rpas, FrlnchToS 
text is identical with that of the article quoted above, in the English text the frenen w 

as to whether or not the use of lachrymatory gases is considered to be contra y Protocol^of^ga^aiul/or to Chapter r/offte^Draft^C|onveii^iom^^^^ ^ ^ on this point 

from all the States represented on this Commission. 

Note by the French Delegation regarding the British Memorandum. 

« T All the texts at oresent in force or proposed in regard to the prohibition of the use 

in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases are identical. In *e F
h

r“* 5 Whether 
thev annlv to all erases employed with a view to toxic action on the human organism, wnetn 
the^effectsf of suchlction are a more or less temporary irritation of certain mucous membranes or 
whether they cause serious or even fatal lesions. 

“II The French military regulations, which refer to the undertaking not to use gas or 
warfare (gaz de combat) subject to reciprocity, classify such gases as suffocating, blistering ^ 
and poisonous gases in general, and define irritant gases as those causing tears, sneezing, etc. 

“ III. The French Government therefore considers that the use ot lachrJnjv°r
f
ythedraft 

covered by the prohibition arising out of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 or Chapter I\ of the dra 

“ The fact that for the maintenance of internal order, the police, when dealing with offenders 
against the law, sometimes use various appliances discharging irritant gases cannot, m the French 
delegation’s opinion, be adduced in a discussion on this point, since the Protocol or Convention 
question relates only to the use of poisonous or similar gases m war. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — This is not really a matter for me ^raaFe4?p^C
d
hpr

b
e
0

n
U

c| 
The point is stated quite clearly. There is a little difference bffd Whence fn the Dracfeof 
text of the Geneva Protocol of 1925, and there seems to be a certain difference inthepract t 
countries as to whether the prohibition extends or does not extend tb°s®.gaXte “ “atement 
dangerous to health. The French delegation have been good enough to circulate a stat t 
in which they sav that their practice is the same as ours m forbidding the use of aff gases. Put 
do not know whether that is the case with other people, and my Government is anxious, if possible, 
to clear up the situation in that respect. + wHa+w thev feel able and 

I have made my appeal here, and it is for each Government to say whether they feel aDie ana 
disposed to make any reply to this appeal on the subject. 

The President. — The French delegation has already replied in writing, and Lord Cecil 
would like to know whether the other delegations can also state their views. 

M. Antoniade (Roumania). — My delegation was among those that proposed this prohibition 
and I am therefore entirely in agreement with the construction which Lord Cml has Placed^P 
this article, which has also been explicitly confirmed in the note now submitted by the bre 
delegation. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - The Yugoslav delegation als° u,rged 

inserting in the Convention on the Limitation of Armaments an “f*6. 
of chemical arms. We fully agree with the interpretation given by the British delegatio . 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — I entirely associate myself with ^ededar^ions which 
we have just heard, for the simple reason that it would be very difficult m warfare to make a clea 
distinction between gases which are lethal and gases which are not letha . 
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Proposal by the United States Delegation. 

offer a sound and valuable opinion on the problem raised by the British delation Hnw t °n t0 

on iemiiTwaXfS and SJ™Pathy the memorandum 
problem is raised by this memorandum and one which it isessentiafto settle if we anftohav^th* 

observed!6^"0"* and straightfo—d “‘-national agreement on ^^4X0^10^^ 

States’ wtiSf ^I\terPreta^on the pas Protocol, there is a broad border-line of doubtful cases 

otSf^rTta^^ 

t^mm^rto^L^ 

^ f011*658 fhat, after such study as I have been able to give to the T find u + i 

wMmmmfmBrn 

=S§MM=:S¥^=^ the purpose of effecWthecanture of' 1 Sab
1
reS- °r eVen trun^eons, or it serves P P tm^ the capture of a barricaded criminal without bloodshed or loss of life 

gas qualities, but which is a hideous and rrS+ r White PhosPhorus. which has no chemical 
the stage of being a true smoke Be+wep h ’+ ^eiu 1 ?se<^ a§amst personnel before it has reached 
an infinite numbe® of Silns mil of w^cl b^0^?™3 and ^ ‘rue.toxic ^ there exists 
of which are lethal in character Topiralhr v^we ^ lec°gmse^ chemical properties, and some 
or the lethal or non-lethal qualities of smokes fnri atement as to the poisonous or non-poisonous 
text adopted of Chapter IV at second readme- wmdd ^ WhlCh Tght 5°me Under the terms of the 

with specialised knowledge of the subiert ^’n + ProlonSed study by technical experts 
as to the properties and probable nhvsiell dP ^ sPeclahsed medical knowledge 
normal and almormal concentration ^Tha^ve s^ P^hological effects of these various agencies in 
with which the Commission might be faced if wlwl °+ l 7^ S°me °f the difficult Pr°hlems 
subject now—difficulties which I fear wp a’rn ^ > 616 t0 em^ar^ uP?n a general discussion of this 
adequate technical knowledge. The probleni ^eforp^6^^ to dl^cuss with°ut the backing of 
agencies which cause unnecessary sufferm^ and if • ° us is essentially one of doing away with 
agencies is to be all-inclusive and annlirL’ni 18 ^P^ant, if our prohibition of these inhumane 
agencies and their effects, and of the r^miSio^f ^ d^ definite know|edge of these various 
we seek a maximum prohibition of ^ °f any decf10ns f6 may take. On the other hand 
led to bring into disrepute the emplovment nf a^enc^es, 8ame time, we should not be 
of causing unnecessary suffering but^whiYL gencies which not only are free from the reproach 
in themselves mor^hu^ mdltar.y or civil purposes by means 
considerable hesitation on the part of manv Cn ^ 1 think there would be 
use in war, against an^nemy Gof a^encies^hipt)0XC1111?-61118 to bind themselves to refrain from the 
own population, agencies adopted on tho pt™ d fba^i adopt.ed t°r peace-time use against their 
cause no real suffering or permanent disabilitv a rf ’ wbj|e causmg temporary inconvenience, they 
of weapons to which they were formerly obliged to "slrt tot” tetlge” than ^ 

to lead up to a defiifiteprtosa^ I thiniewe are d,f ®gatlon on tlus object at some length in order 
Commission will altoVS me as to thT dlffit r” t0 the end in view- ‘ hope the 
a thoroughly sound agreement at this time, and of the lee™ for maSttific stdT reaChing 

importance If tlfislublct be^rly stossed tdt ™~dum?e n°ted “ our rePort- ‘hat the 

all its aspects, in the hlpe that we maytalhS ^ agreeSw"^0' Pr°blem 
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M. Sato (Japan). — My Government agrees with the British interpretation. 

M. Cobian (Spain). - I agree with the 
that the text approved at the second reading is so cl l iblt l_. (1fi,lbtless because it is very 
It provides that the use in warfare of any kind of gas is prohiDitea 

Sirs Swtao... »«..*« >•“-'*«* •t°m ** 
used to devise methods of destruction. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist ReP“bBc®): ~ ^ fhSTpreparation 
proposed not only the renunciation of the use of gases in ™fo^-^Xmmissiom 

*n ^We"interpret3Ss^parapa^i^me?!'1 tlSt'rtie^use of all gaL, including irritant gases, is 

^“gards the text proposed by the French delegation the Soviet f legation is^f pinion 

rr—glfre^ - °ne SPeak6r 

rStrmd to thtu!eyof glses by police forL for the purpose of controlling mobs. 

M. Massigli (France). - As the French tion 
need not repeat that it is in agreement with t e n 18 8 o ^ tpe problem. A significant 

»«»*£. - • 
position^to^state^them^viCTrs on^the rnatter.^ to ^ British memorandum in the report, 

sojthat « b-“ed
m^ I would --tsT^fhe^e regX 

t£gSSSSSXSST£ SSWSWfSBUi- 1 *-» “ “ 
him to make proposals. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). — The Chinese delegation is entirely States delegate, 
delegation’s memorandum. 11 als® aSrees with the views of son questions should be 

sfesaa isasSM s-sssts -«—«- 
poisonous, should be prohibited, or at all events, limited. 

the iga” Protocol *to mean Ih^'oTefgasT'Mndud& say bhat' 
subjait^to^reci^rochy.itte^use^of^lachi^aatory 8“?- - the examination of this question 

and the final decision to the Conference. 

™ vaaoU — Mr President I wish to thank the British delegation for giving 

us an opportunity Of diseasing this very important question.^We are 

Stl^^ ddegatioit that all^he1 delegation's ^houM come to the Disarmament Conference with as 
full and complete information on this subject as possible. 

Munir Bey (Turkey). - In reply to the British delegation I df to^rafto 
consider the use of lachrymatory gases prohibited *e Prot _ ^ ^ opposed to the 
hearing the statements made by previous speakers, that n which sienedthe Protocol 
use of lachrymatory gases being proh*^ As certmn be brought 

tot£AnSgeeo^ ^Protocol mayPbe interpreted in a uniform 
manner. 

The President — I hope Lord Cecil is satisfied with the replies he has obtained. Judging 
from the discussion, I take it that Mr. Gibson's proposal which is J^^^tion 
approved by the Commission. The Governments are accordingly requested to st y q 
so that it may be settled at the Conference. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I should like to say a word of thanks to my colleagues for 
the fuUness^with which many of them have replied to the question the Bntish Goveniment Imd 
before them. I need not say that everything they have said will be brought to the notice of my 

^^Tentirelvadhere^ixthe^uggest^iof^Mr. Gh«on, and I venture to hopethat those Governments 
whose^elegatfonsTaye^not’been able.to reply on tWs occasion ^ to their 
Governments, and bring to their attention, all that has pass P . j b t t] desirability 

With regard to what M. Lounatcharsky and M. Woo Kaiseng saia aDouii j 
of preventing the manufacture of these gases, I am in entire agreemen 
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of science fe very great, owing to the cou.e 

be carefully studiechbuH^^oe^not^an^at^his1 juncture111 ^lmeS Peace* The Matter Should 

I'wouTd rlra^nt' ^ C:in reSard the discussion as dosed. 
reservations made ^reglrd^t^ *hat * is ^sential that the 
terms. I would therefore .7nil pomts of the report should be formulated in very precise 
them to the Rapporteurs 7 ^ th6m “ thlS f°rm t0 the Bureau- which will Ssmh 

The Commission rose at 1.20 p. m. 

TWENTY-FIRST MEETING. 

Held on luesday, December 2nd, igjo at 5 p.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

I08’ ^*SC(continuation) TeXtS ad<">‘«> at Second Reading and o, the Amendments thereto 

Discussion on Chapter V. - Miscellaneous Provisions (Seconu Reading Texts). 

Section I. — Organisation. 

New Article OA. 

Commission witt^hebuty^of following the execution o^thT8 & Pe™r
anent Disarmament consist of * [Figure to be fixed hv +h^ f execution of the present Convention. It shall 

Conference]^8 °f the f°Il0Wing H«h ContraSg^rt^ b? ^ 

appointed^or ^ yearsCImr.sha 1 f bebri- ”0^1
rePr^en!: their Governments. They shall be 

replaced only on death or in the case of^voluntarv1^- term °f •0ffice, they may be 

illness. voluntary resignation or serious and permanent 
They may be assisted by technical experts. 

Article OB. 
ine Commission shall meet for thp firc+ +i‘mQ u • 

General of the League of Nations wffL it 1 ’ on being summoned by the Secretary- 

"“isrrfi! “• - * 
of Procedure. nnually m ordinary Session on the date fixed in its Rules 

It may also, if summoned bv its ■ 
provided for in the present Convention and wh. 1 extraordinary session in the cases 
by a High Contracting Party. d whenever an application to that effect is made 

basis of themprovis0ionshof t hT preseirt°Con vent ion.dOWn ’tS OWn RuIeS °f Procedure on the 

. . Article OD. 

present6 0mm,SSIOn raay oniy transact business if at least two-thirds of its members are 

Article OE. 

shall beXlfed to^end'1? memberappoln't^for6!?61^ °f nationality on the Commission 
Commission during which a question specially affectSg tSterest ofthlt PaYyltfsidered6 

Article OF. 

AlTdedseS1nserof0fthteerC°mmiSSi0n ^ have only one ™‘«- 
members present at the m^thig51011 S El1 be adoPted by a majority of the votes of the 

In the cases provided for in Articles x 
to national security) the votes of members 'Q ’ •VS?S

1
of complaint and cases of threats 

discussion shall not! eounte^in de“n ngX° mafodt^ ^ C°nCerned “ the 

A minority report may be drawn up. ma]°nty. 
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Article OG. 

Farh member of the Commission shall be entitled on his own responsibility to have 
any person heard or consulted who is in a position to throw any light on the question which 
is being examined by the Commission. 

Article OH. 

Each member of the Commission shall be entitled to demand th^t’ln
f 

Commission, account shall be taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by hi , 
necessary in the form of a separate report. 

Article 01. 

All renorts bv the Commission shall, under conditions specified m each case m the 
present Convention, or in the Rules of Procedure of the Commission ^ 
to all the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations 
be published. 

The President. — There is no amendment to Section I. 

Section II. — Exchange of Information. 

Article I A. 

Text proposed by the Drafting Committee. 

As regards effectives, the exchange of information shall cover the ^f^edady number 
of effectives reached during the budgetary year in the land, sea am Mined 01 , 
formations organised on a military basis, of each of the High Contract ig Secretarv_ 

For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary 
General of the League of Nations within . . . months after the end of the budgetary 
year the necessary figures to enable the tables—of which models are attached to this 
Se-l draw up in the case of such High Contracting Parties (the headings of the 
columns in the tables will show the information which is required m consequence of the 
decisions'of the Commission). Each Party shall attach to this statement an exganato^ 
note showing the elements on which the figures supplied by him are based and stating 
particular for each category of effectives (recruits militiamen, re^rvls.t"; te^f

orI^\etc )l 

the number of these effectives and the number of days, service they have performed.^^ 
The tables referred to in the preceding paragraph shall be finally drawn up and publish 

by the Secretary-General not later than ... in each year. 

Article IA (i). 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall forward to the Secretariat of the League 
of Natians° within three months ^f the end of the budgetary a““tylS 
showing the number of youths having compulsorily received preparatory military tram g 
during the previous year. 

Article IA (2). 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare annually: 

(1) A table indicating the land forces stationed in each of its overseas territories; 
(2) A table indicating the land forces organised on a military basis existing 

each of its overseas territories. 
Article IZ. 

Text proposed by the Drafting Committee. 

The High Contracting Parties having conscription system shall forward to the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations at the end of each year the following information m 
regard to their land, naval and air forces respectively: 

(1) The total number of days’ active service required of the annual contingent, 
(2) The total duration (in days) of periods of training not included m the activ 

service. 
Article IB. 

[The text will appear in document C.P.D./280(a).] 

Article IC. 

Suppressed—a similar article having been inserted in the Chapter “ Naval Material 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex 9. 
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Article IG. 

Uag^oUltions^name^ndX^^ Shf comm™ic^ to the Secretariat of the 
Article NH (Chapter II) WitW^ ^01?na&e. any vessel constructed in accordance with 
shall be made within two months aft^ratification oTthp8 °f thiS

r
tyPe’ this communication 

Amendment proposed by the American Delegation. 

Article IG. 
“ Insert after the first sentence of Article IG the following words: 

for a speed of le^Tan^^otsT5615 C°mpleted Prior t0 ^ were designed 

“ ^ ^ SeC°nd SentenCe of Artide IG. alter the words ' two months ' to read ' * months V 

Motives: 

Government^to^nquir^wha^pa'r/of^e^fnforrn5^3^011 °f No™mber 24‘h’ tekgraphed its drafted, is availagle from aSrgoternmemira“ncv^ 
replied that it is in a position to namp thp m 1 n gT u' Thf- Amencan Government has 
decks stiffened for the

P purpose of mount in S
+
h!£S WhlCh have heretofore had their 

to whether or not the strengthening featmf^p115’ KUt that n° lnformation is available as 
ships sold to private ^nteresU^^he informat^ remOVed in the Case of merchant 
drafted could therefore be amed onTv hv^^ necessary to comply with Article IG as 
of all such vessels as were once so fiftedy but^8 ° an act^al lnsPection for this purpose 
inspection could require a consSerable periodAf UmT" °Wnership Such 

of this charaSfrTrel^SefvfssXonow" be Sained from formation 
value as armed vesselT k worth Tnuf-lw Speedj whlch could be of no real offensive 
delegation believes hooverTa^ t0 °btain Th« American 
speed of less than twelve knots were eliminated °it wmfiH ^^twt?21 and desi^ned for a 

could be complied with and that from an arW • + +?d SeeI^ the purpose of the article 
acceptable. at r°m an admmistrative point of view it would be entirely 

The American delegation has submitted an amendment to Article IG. 

regard to th^ 'n^Gon, bu^I ^nde^tanc^ that ' “7There is nothing 1 wish to add in 
problems in regard to the question raised bv fh 6 A raft.mg Committee has found a number of 
happy to withdraw this amendment on thp^u ri ^neia9an amendment, and I should be very 
Drafting Committee. amendment on the understanding that it will be considered by the 

The President. We will therefore not deal with this amendment for the moment. 

firLMW ID. 

maximum figures ^ttain^during^he^ea? teresDecto? th" “"“k1 stat.ement showmg the 

Article IE. 

Parties Thai) prepira^aS"^^^ dvil a™tion each of the High Contracting 
and dirigibles registered in the territorv mirier c

|’"'lng the total number of civil aeroplanes 
Parties. S terntory under jurisdiction of each of the High Contracting 

Amendment to Article IE SUBMITTED BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

D- • The Pl”esident-—-The first Amendment to Article it is to add as the end of the article, the words “ 
Government or local authorities 

is submitted by the British delegation. 
. together with the expenditure by 
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r /4 r’or'ii nRri-H<;Vi 'Fmnire')  This is a very simple amendment. It is, of course, only a 
aues&n of pubuS Ttoe"no intention of restricting the expenditure by Governments or 
local authorities on civil aviation, but we do think that it might be a matter of very co^ideraWe 
imnortance to know what it is that is being spent. There is no question oi prying into secrets 
because all these things are published in a properly-managed country Th^^ 
bv local authorities and by the Government. It is only a question of having them coilectea mom 
nublic sources- and the British Government thinks that, in certain events, which I do not desi 
to specify it might be a very important thing to know how much a Government was spending on 
encouraging a particular Jd 0f aircraft. For that reason, I ask that these words should be 
inserted. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I have some difficulty m accepting 
the amendment. I find no difficulty so far as Federal Government expemhture is concerned 
With regard to expenditure by local authorities, quite a different problem is raised. 1 do not 
SieveThat we ha/e such information available. It may very wdl ^ tha« 
is published but I do not know whether it would correspond to what the Convention would require. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I am sure I do not want to put the American delegation 
into any difficulty in this matter, but would they mind its being inserted provisionally in the 
Convention ? If^when the Conference meets, it proves to be an impracticable suggestion, it can 
always be taken out. I think the principle is rather a good one, if they do not mmd it being puti . 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I have a little difficulty m accepting 
the proposition of Lord Cecil. In order that the American position may be fully understood, 
I would suggest that it should be noted in the report. 

The President. shall regard the British amendment as adopted with this reservation. 

Amendment submitted by the Polish Delegation. 

The President. — The Polish delegation has also submitted an amendment to ^Article IE 
“ Qhnwinfr the total number”, the words: and total to add, after 

horse-power 
words: “ . . . showing the total number 
”, the remainder of the text being left as it stands. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — The principle of publicity in the matter of civil aviation 
has already been adopted by the Commission as regards the total number of civil aircra^- 

We are of opinion that publicity covering the number alone is not sufficient. Let me give 
example. A hundred touring or sporting aeroplanes with 60 h.p. engines are not of the same value 
as a hundred heavy-transport aeroplanes with 1,000 h.p. engines. If the number alone be given, 
it conveys nothing. If, on the other hand, the total horse-power be mentioned, you can see at once 
exactly what the position is. In the specific case stated, we must compare, not the total numbers, 
but the total horse-power of 6,000 for the hundred touring aeroplanes with the 100,000 horse-power 
for the hundred large aeroplanes. It is the horse-power, and not merely the number, that indicates 
the real value of the aircraft. , , . , , , 

The obiection that it will be difficult to produce figures fails, because we have already accepted 
a similar rule for the limitation of military aircraft. Moreover, publicity m regard to horse-power 
already exists to a large extent for civil aviation. I am referring to the work done, for instance 
by the Veritas Bureau. I would add that the horse-power of a civil aeroplane can easily be 
ascertained from the registration records, which are regularly kept in various countries. 

If publicity covered the number alone, a small touring aeroplane would be treated as equal 
to an aeroplane capable of carrying a load of several tons. Publicity of that kind cannot be regarded 
cts satisfactory * * u* 

We are of opinion that it is possible, and absolutely necessary if our Convention is to be 
clearly and easily workable, to introduce the element of horse-power, which is an essential tactor 
and more significant than the number. 

These, then, are the reasons for our amendment. 

General Dumitresco (Roumania). — The Roumanian delegation supports the Polish 
proposal. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — We do not in any way wish to raise 
an obstacle to the Polish amendment, but we should like to have a note, similar to that 1 have just 
spoken of, made in the report, especially as I do not think we are in a position to give miormation 
on the subject of horse-power of civil aviation. 

M. Massigli (France). — I desire to support the Polish proposal. I recognise that it may be 
difficult to apply it in certain countries; but in most cases, the registration records specify no 
only the make and type of the aeroplane, but also the horse-power. It is thus possible to ma 'c a 
rough estimate of the aggregate horse-power of a country’s civil aircraft without a whole set of 
elaborate calculations. 

The President. 
the report. 

The reservation of the United States delegation will be mentioned in 

The Polish amendment was adopted. 
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Article IH (former DA* and DB*). 

t EaC^ x/ Hlgh Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretarv r^npral nf 

Convention4 6 ^ material “ defined in Article TA °' ChaPter I^of the preset 

finanIkTeeaTnUniCati0nShallbemaden0tlaterthan ' ' ' month after the close of the 
Article IF. 

tt- t Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all the infnrma+irm cn^u^ u ^ 

to ir 

CoSoT WOrth attentl°n’ Sh°WinS the SitUati°n as reSards the fulfilment the preset 

,, ^A11 reP°rts shaU be communicated forthwith to all the High Contracting Parties and tn 

of ethe0Comntisslo
en SUe’ ^ ShaU ^ published on the date in the Rufes of Procedure 

-th^~doptTl ^ ^ ab°Ve Articks~°^ than Article IG and Article IE 

Section IV. Procedure regarding Complaints and Revision. 

Article ZA. 
The High Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of thk 

Convention is a matter of concern to all the Parties. provisions of this 

Article ZB. 
If, during the term of the present Convention, a HMi ContrartW pQr+w ic ^ ^ • 

uDonaorther Party t0 the C°nvention is maintaining armaments in excess of the figures Agreed upon, or is in any way violating or endeavouring to violate the provisions of ^the present 
Convention, such Party may lay the matter, through the Secretary-General of the League 
before the Permanent Disarmament Commission. ^ ’ 

The Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting Partv whose 
action is questioned, should such Party so desire, and the representative of anv other Partv 
which may be specially concerned in the matter and which asks to be heard^shall present 

thTea^ZrenoTanVanf16 t0 ^ Con“g P^ies and to the Cou^U of 
r rP ,, y Proceedings thereon shall be published as soon as possible 

Tf tv HJSh C°ntractlng Parties shall promptly advise as to the conclusions of thePReport If the High Contracting Parties directly concerned are Members of the League of Nations 

InlfrtuTol ^L^Covena^otlTea ^ Upon d m su^cTrcumstL^ 
of the Convention and to safeguardingSepeS oTnations.4 ™W t0 enSUring °b™ce 

The President. 
to make a statement. 

Statement by the United States Delegate. 

As regards Section IV, there is no amendment, but Mr. Gibson wishes 

M H°m Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - You will remember that when M. Pobtis made his first report on the work of the Sub-Committee which sat undS Ws chairmlnsHn 

subject further. I now take pleasure m saying that we have satisfied ourselves that the text as 

P.^ed atlor<3s a satisfactory basis for our discussions at the coming Conference and that there 

delegation016 ^ ^ need ‘0 mdUde “ the report “y reference to tL^atitorofThVAmeS 

The President. fhe Commission notes Mr. Gibsons statement with satisfaction. 

Air Armaments 
Discussion on Chapter II. — Material: Section III. - 

(Second-Reading Texts) (continuation). 

Article AE. 

Amendment proposed by the Canadian Delegation (continuation from No. 105). 

Report of the Sub-Committee examining this Matter. 
M. Politis (Greece). — The Sub-Committee which you appointed this morning has inst hpM 

ft TaTfof successful t0 4 COmpromise between the differo"t points of view. Unfortunately 
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It had been suggested that the text adopted at first and second reading should be left as 
it stands with some indication that exceptions might be allowed, but this proposal did not 
satisfy the the artide adopted at first and second reading, and to state 

in the report, as proposed by M. Bourquin this morning, that the Commission draws the attest on 
of the Conference to the desire, expressed by a large number of delegations, ° 
of military elements in civil aviation should not be permanent, but should only be a temporary 
and provisional measure. That solution also was not acceptable to the majority of the bub 
Com^t

e
te

t
e
hird roposal was t0 embody neither the old text nor the Canadian amendment m 

the Convention; but to explain the situation in the report, giving the two texts side by side tor 
the Conference to choose from, and stating the arguments m favour of each. 

After rejecting all these solutions, the Sub-Committee reached the conclusion that the best 
way to give the Conference a true picture of our proceedings would be to take a vote. As the 
Canadian proposal really consists of two parts-first a negative part in wh,lcC the Effect thlt 
omit the old text, and secondly a positive proposal to insert a paragraph to the chcet t 
personnel seconded to, and military material employed in, civil aviation undertakings shoidd 
be included in the figures—the Commission should vote on these two points separately hrst 
whether the old text should be deleted and, secondly, whether the addition proposed by the 
Canadian delegation should be adopted. , . . r ,i T7 . Tf ,7rm 

In any case, whatever you decide, your report will explain the sense of the vote. I Y 
decide to delete the former text, there will be a statement in the report on he lines mdica ed 
bv M. Bourquin this morning, explaining to the Conference that it was desired that the utihsat 
of military personnel and material in civil aviation should only be a provisional measure. , 
on the other hand, you decide to keep that text, the report will state that the Commission has 
noted the apprehensions of certain delegations with sympathy, and suggests that the Conference 
should take steps to give them satisfaction. 

We ask you, therefore, to give a clear vote on these two questions, so that the Conterenc 
may know what is the exact position. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — The Commission is indebted to M. Politis for this very clear report 
of the different proposals made in the Sub-Committee, but he has omitted to mention my strong 
opposition to his proposal with regard to the method of voting on the respective propositions 
I found myself, in the Sub-Committee, in the happy position of being able to support at least 
two of the proposals made: one by M. Bourquin, and the other by M Colban I did not wis 
however, at this stage to accept the first solution referred to by M. Pohtis, because it seeme 
to me, from the Minutes of the discussion, that at no time had the Commission offered any 
objection to an exception being made for Canada; I therefore took it for granted that the 
Commission was unanimous on this point, which had not been controverted. 

This morning I stated that I should be glad to support the proposal of M. Bourqum, and 
I should also be very pleased to support the proposal of M. Colban. The proposal of M. ^ban 
would be to send both the present texts—the second sub-paragraph 2 of Article AH, and me 
Canadian proposals—to the Conference, and the Conference would have before it two proposa s 
upon which to deliberate. That seems to me to be a very satisfactory compromise, and, as 
I have said, the Canadian delegation would be glad to accept it, as there is a certain amount 
of opposition to M. Bourquin’s proposal, which, of course, would be preferable from our 
standpoint. As a compromise solution, I should like to have M. Colban s proposal accepte . 

If, however, the amendment goes to a vote, it seems only fair that our amendment shou 
be submitted first and that the Commission should be given the opportunity of voting for or 
against our text. Should it be rejected, then the Commission might vote on the present text. 

M. Politis (Greece). — Dr. Riddell has been good enough to congratulate me on the clearness 
of my report, but I am afraid he has no reason to thank me, because I thought that we had 
reached an agreement, at any rate as regards the procedure. After what he has said however, 
it appears that there is no such agreement, or in any case there is no longer unanimity. 

In the Sub-Committee, in order to avoid any misunderstanding, I summed up the discussion 
and asked my colleagues whether they agreed to the four points I have just mentioned, and 
they said they did. I sincerely thought, therefore, that I was representing the unanimous 
views of the Sub-Committee on these four points. Dr. Riddell has now reopened the wbpfc 
of the Sub-Committee’s discussion. It is true that M. Bourquin proposed a solution which 
was not accepted by M. Colban, and that M. Colban made a proposal which was not accepted 
by M. Bourquin. It was therefore impossible to agree upon either of these proposals, which 
were approved by Dr. Riddell. We then agreed to propose to you a certain procedure m regard 
to the vote, and to recognise that two separate questions are involved. 

One question was settled in the text adopted at the two previous readings—namely, the 
principle that the employment of military material and personnel in civil aviation cannot be 
of a permanent character. That is the first idea. . 

The second idea, which is a new one, is that put forward by the Canadian delegation—namely, 
that military personnel and material employed in civil aviation should be included m t re igure.-. 
inserted in the Convention. x , 

As these are two separate proposals, you will have to vote on them separately it you wish 
the position to be clear. As regards the first, you have already voted twice m favour o its 
adoption. You are now asked to go back on your decision. The first point to be decidecl is 
whether you agree to delete the text in question. When that has been decided, you will have 
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to pronounce upon the second point, which is submitted for the first time—namely, whether 
military personnel and material employed in civil aviation should be included in the figures 
inserted m the Convention. I think that is the clearest and simplest way to proceed. 

Vote on the Deletion of the Second Sub-paragraph of Paragraph 2 of Article AE. 

The President. — I thank M. Politis for his lucid statement, and I think the best thing 

Artide AE n°W ^ ^ t0 V°te °n ^ deleti°n °f the second sub-paragraph of paragraph 2 of 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — I regret exceedingly that there should have been a misunderstanding 
as to what took place m the Sub-Committee, but the picture I gave was the picture as I saw it 
at the close of the meeting. I regret very much that M. Politis should have thought I was in 
agreement with what he has just proposed. 

The President. — We will now vote on the deletion of this sub-paragraph, as I proposed 
this morning. r r 

The deletion was rejected by five votes for to twelve against. 

Vote on the Addition to Paragraph 2 of Article AE of the Text proposed 

by the Canadian Delegation. 

The President. — We will now vote on the addition proposed by the Canadian delegation. 

This addition was adopted by nineteen votes for with some abstentions. 

The President. — This addition will thus form a new paragraph of Article AE. 
There remains the question of the budget out of which military airmen will be paid and 

military aircraft employed in civil aviation will be kept in repair. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I did not move that ultimately; I left it to be gone into 
again in connection with the later amendment. 

We certainly hold very much to the kind of phrases which M. Politis employed as to the 
necessary result of whatever decision we came to. 

The President. — It will be inserted in the report. 

109. Chapter II. — Material: Section II. — Naval Armaments: Texts drawn up by 
the Commission on November 20th, 1930. 1 

Table III. 

Statement by the British Delegate: Consequent Statements by the Dele gates of Sweden, Italy Netherlands 
Finland, Norway, Yugoslavia, Spain, United States of America, Greece, France, Roumania 
Turkey, Poland, China. 

Cecil (British Empire). The Commission will remember that when we were discussing 
fable III we arrived at the drawing up of three rules in a certain order. I then said that I was 
prepared to vote for them, but I must consult my Government on the points, since they were 
novel points on which I had no direct instructions. 

I am glad to be able to inform the Commission that I am now authorised to accept the three 
proposed rules in Table III of the Naval Clauses. In doing so I should like to make it clear that 
I regard the first rule as governing the other two—I understand that was why it was put first; 
that is to say, that though Rules 2 and 3 establish certain important principles, yet their applica- 
tion must, in the last resort, depend to some extent upon the considerations set out in Rule I. 

It is, of course, understood that in saying this I am dealing solely with the question of transfer 
and not suggesting that any limit can be put on the right of any Power to ask the Disarmament 
Conference for any class of ship as part of its navy. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — It is with great satisfaction that the Swedish delegation has 
learnt from Lord Cecil s statement that the British Government approves the text of Table III. 

In this connection I should like to state that the Swedish delegation could not accept any 
interpretation which would weaken the safeguards obtained by Powers possessing fleets of small 
tonnage, as a result of the insertion in Table III of the three principles, in return for their acceptance 
of a great number of rules extracted from the Treaties of Washington and London. 

General de Marinis (Italy). I should also like to define the sense and scope which the 
Italian delegation gives to the text we are now engaged in examining. I will content myself with 
a simple statement. 

Like the British delegation, we consider that the basic criterion for transfers should be that 
which was enunciated in principle No. 1. When this principle has to be applied in practice, we 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex n. 
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would make no difficulty in according complete freedom of transfer from the class of submarines 
to that of light surface vessels, that is to say, destroyers and small cruisers r- +- 

On the other hand, I desire to state that we shall oppose transfers m the opposite directio , 
that is to say, from the class of light surface vessels to that of submarines. 

M Rutgers (Netherlands). — I do not think it was the intention of the previous speakers 
to induce thegComSn to adopt their views, but perhaps it is desirable for me to state the views 
of the Netherlands delegation. , rrmW>nre to 

I regard the first rule as being as general as possible, because it leaves the Conference to 
consider til the circumstances; the second rule applies to a particular case and gives a perfectly 
clear and definite solution ioi that case. I think that if itSficance13 

subordinate to the general rule, which is somewhat obscure, we shall alter its significance 
SUk°por that ^eas^in^^desire ti make every reservation in regard to the interpretations to which 
we have just listened. 

Rear-Admiral von Schoultz (Finland). - With reference to the ^T^hem 
consider that the three rules ought to be interpreted as of equal force, and that none o the 
should be allowed precedence over the others. 

M Colban ^Norwav). — We are not trying to draw up any declaration by the Commission. 
The British delegate said that he was prepared to take into account the SP®™' 
small navies; it is obvious that my country which has a particularly smfU :*eet J'of transfer 
for very low figures, will claim at the Conference the greatest freedom in the matter ot transier. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — My impression is that we are not n0", fTaWe ”h 
but are being given an opportunity to express our views solely in regard to the BrItls,:1 deleSat 

statement. In this matter I entirely agree with the Swedish delega . 

m rnhian iSminf — In regard to Lord Cecil’s statement I should have had nothing to 
say for Cannot fail to recognise that when we settled this question, which was of some importance 
irthe Sub committee, we accepted, as a compromise, a number of principles which we should 
certainly not have accepted otherwise. Lord Cecil displayed a most conciliatory spirit, and 
said that he personally saw no objection to the proposal, but that "i a”y^'t^t^British 
to consult his Government. He did so, and he now brings us the good news that the ^itisn 
Government accepts this solution, and had I intended to speak, it would have been merely t 

“^Unfortunately'Lam compelled to say a few words in view of the unexpected statement 
which we have juffi heard from my friend General de Marinis. As you are all a"a^e- ‘h's ta* 
was adonted bv the Sub-Committee without any reservation or objection on the part of any 
ddegation It^wasrecognised as a compromise, and it is for that reason that I am unable to 
agree to any alteration now, especially as it implies that at the Co^[eiJ|:^ |1

re ^fher Powers 
naval Power which will oppose the legitimate claims of numerous, though smaller, other Powers. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I had not anticipated speaking 
again, as there have been so many declarations of the points of view of the various delegations. 
There is however, one point I should like to bring up. a • ™ +1-.^ 

I assume that it is already amply covered by the provisions of Article c0"“rjl“f ld 
maintenance of stipulations of existing treaties, which rxP“

sfTT
tha 

merely like to sav that, in accepting the three points of Table III which are drawn up as me 
compromise textjl assume that the application of the inverse ratio was not intended to app y 
to Powers which are signatories of the Washington and London treaties. 

M Pnlitis (Greeceh  I should like to say, on behalf of my Government, that I desire to 
associate myself with the statements made by the Norwegian and Swedish delegates, and wis 
this statement to be embodied in the report. 

M Massigli (France). — I had not intended to speak, because I also thought that we should 
simply have to take note of the reservation made a few days ago by Lord Cecil. However 
since Hie naval Powers have expressed their views, I think it my duty to indicate briefly t 

attltThe Frenchdelegation gtook the initiative in proposing a system of transfers, because it 
considered that this system was sufficiently flexible to safeguard 
tonnage. We desire that this debate should end now on an optimistic note. We leel sure mat, 
notwithstanding these reservations, the proposed formulae will provide the Conference wit a 
means of safeguarding the legitimate interests of those fleets which we are convinced that no 
one here desires to oppose. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I had not expected that my statement would have troubled 
M Cobian so much. In any case, I should like to point out that there is no contradiction 
between what I said before and my present statement. The second paragraph of fable 
provides that: 

“ Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed 100,000 tons will have full freedom of 
transfer as regards surface ships.” 
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Wc h^ve agree^i to^transfers from^P^submarine cla^^o t'hat^oTsuHace^vessds^but^no^^1'1^116'5' 

Swedbh'dekgaticm’s* statemei2Umanla) _ ^ Roumanian delegation is in agreement with the 

statement*1" ^ (Turkey)' - The Turkish delegation also associates itself with the Swedish 

M. Cobian (Spain). — I thank General de Marinis for his exolamtion W t . 
what is written is written. I am also grateful to M. Massigli and^ think that Vth^r / that 

reaches agreement, it will be after each has defended h s Shima" 
justice, and the compromises we have arrived at here ? g a baS1S °f equlty. 

Nor^gJlle^eeni<?iiwa'however, oMhfspfcif “siti^of CWna and^he fngfh h* 
coastline, the question requires very careful examination, and we have not vet been able^o 
form a very definite opinion. We shall wait until the Conference to define om atdtude 

The President. — After the very interestino- aTirl T rViini^ r 
we have just heard, we" cJregarrthe’S^n^W15' may Say' reassuring statements 

no. Date of summoning the First Disarmament Conference- 
Bernstorff. Proposal by Count 

Text of the German Proposal. 

iWiSSilf as possible the General Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments 

of the Preparatory Common °n0Ur t0 SUbmit the foll°Wing reSolution for the aPPra™l 

November™™0!11^ - ”heearli<iStp0Ssible^at0e'convenethelaiTconCncltoMonXy' 

and fhave thtrefore^e^y httirto aboutT6 aU my Collea8:ues have read my proposal, 

the d^ZfttoTatlhou^Tbe ‘ VhetThl^ “T6 °f the Assembly exPressed 

propose November 1931 for the Conference ° deS‘reS taten in conju“otion led me to 

in theTonttfbufthiTdTv thefirst Monday 
Thursday, November sth Utead ^ Cath°1,C Church' and 1 sha11 therefore propose 

have^tenmonthfLthfch to iTpSor trConV*16 fOT ?°Vember 5th’ we sha11 

£hy^ 

with^h^TriLn'ddUwhTgStio^ZttS^^ 
.imitation of Armaments should be convened at the earliest possible date. 
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General de Marinis (Italy). — I support the German proposal. For the last three years 
we have been saying that the Conference should be held as soon as possible, and it seems useless 
to repeat that once again without indicating a date. We should therefore suggest a date to the 

C°U Moreover, as Count Bernstorff says, ten months are enough for the preparations for the 
Conference. A few months more would not help us; if the preparations are possible at all, we 
ought to be able to complete them in ten months. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I entirely sympathise with the desire of the German delegation 
that the Conference should meet at as early a date as possible, and I dare say they are right 
but I do not know that November 5th will be the earliest date possible. It might possibly and 
conceivably be earlier; it might possibly and conceivably be later. But it seems to me rather 
presumptions for this Commission to try and do what the Council really has to do. ihe Council 
has to summon this Conference and must, I think, fix its date. , 

I do not see how we can put ourselves in the way of the Council in that respect. I think what 
we might do is to beg the Council to fix a date definitely, and not say it shall take place as soon 
as possible. I think that by January next, when it has had the opportunity of considering our 
report and suggestions, and of considering the necessary arrangements for the propei convening 
of the Conference, the date ought to be fixed. . . . 

I think the German delegation is right. By January, the Council ought to be m a position to 
fix a date, and I think we should suggest that the Council ought to do so. But I hesitate to go 
further than that. I think it would be rash for us to try and do what is, after all, the Council s 
business. Here, I fortify myself by reading the careful wording of the resolution of the Assembly, 
which affects my Government as a Member of the League, and that resolution does not suggest 
that we should fix the date, but merely " submit proposals with regard to the date ” Those words 
were very carefully chosen, I doubt not, and we should propose that the Council in Januaiy 
should fix the date for the Conference. I agree with the German delegation that after January 
there should be no doubt as to when the Conference will take place. 

M. Massigli (France). — I share Lord Cecil’s doubts. 
I am quite aware that a question was put to us in 1926, but its wording and the circumstances 

in which it was propounded, clearly showed its object. The Council wished to know when we 
should have completed our work. In reply we are sending it a report and a draft Convention. 
Should we go further ? Ought we to add to this report a suggestion in regard to the date for the 
Disarmament Conference ? I do not think we ought. It is not proper to shift responsibilities, 
and fixing the date of the Conference is a responsibility. If the Council considers that eight, 
ten or fifteen months are required for the preparations for the Conference, that is a matter for it 
to decide, in the light of the political considerations of which it is then aware. It is not for us to 
take the Council’s place. It is true that public opinion is awaiting the summoning of the Conference 
with impatience, but I do not think that a month or two will make much difference from that 
point of view. It is our duty to explain to the public the unfortunate effects—as shown by 
experience—of convening a Conference without adequate preparation. If we explain this clearly, 
the public will understand that we cannot take this responsibility in the Council s stead. The 
Council will meet in two months’ time, and can then fix a date. As Lord Cecil says, we can 
even make a recommendation to that effect, but I do not think that we should go any furthei 
than that. 

M. Benes (Czechoslovakia). — I quite agree with the German delegation that the Conference 
ought to meet at the earliest possible moment, but, at the same time, I agree with Lord Cecil as 
regards the fixing of the date. 

In previous discussions, both in the Assembly and in the different Committees, this question has 
always assumed great political importance. It was sometimes imagined that the Conference was being 
postponed, or that an attempt was being made to postpone it; but now we have reached a far 
more advanced stage. We are approaching the end of our labours everybody knows it and can 
see it—and the last step we have to take is to make the final preparations. Political considerations 
no longer enter into it; everyone desires the Conference to meet as soon as possible. All that 
remains—and in my opinion it is a matter for the Council—is to decide how long the preparations 
will take. This question will have to be settled by the States Members of the Council, with whom 
in accordance with the Covenant and all our past decisions, the responsibility rests, as M. Massigli 
has pointed out. It is not for the Preparatory Commission, which was assigned a perfectly definite 
task, to take this responsibility. 

Public opinion will be perfectly satisfied if we explain our views, especially as it is a. matter 
of common knowledge that the Conference will meet at the end of next year or early in 1932 • 
The difference in the dates is so small that, both for reasons of tact and on political grounds, 
we should leave the decision to the Council. 

M. Politis (Greece). — I entirely agree with what M. Benes has said, and merely wish to 
make a few additional remarks. Since most of the delegates who have spoken belong to 
countries represented on the Council, they will have an opportunity of urging the reasons for the 
selection of any particular date during the Council’s discussions. 

I think it is desirable that you should also learn the point of view of countries not represented 
on the Council, and they have their opportunity of stating their views here. It is essential—I 
cannot repeat this too often—that the Conference should be successful, because if it should fail, 
this would be the greatest disaster since the war; and, in fixing the date of such an important 
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Conference, the Council will have to take into account weighty political considerations and will 
c so assume an enormous responsibility. It is not for me to examine the political conditions in 
favour of any particular date. What I should like to say—and this is the point of view I think of 

thaf Go
(Y

e.rn?ients whlch are not represented on the Council, and especially of small States—is 
deWationfwiirhave0^ 18 ^ f 7 excePtionally long one, lasting a great many months, the delegations wd! have to consist of many different elements—political, military and technical 
Small countries have not a large choice of such personnel, and they will have to settle the difficult 
question of whom they will immobilise at the seat of the Conference for many months. 

They will thus need time not only to reflect—for it is not solely a matter of reflection—but 
also to arrange their affairs. They will have to transfer diplomatists from their posts and arrange 

Iffir heir aep aaei^ent Whlle they ale aWay; they wil1 have t0 detach naval and military staff officers and send them as experts to the Conference, and these officers also will have to be replaced 
These questions cannot be settled m a few weeks, or even a few months. Governments must be 
given ample time to make their preparations. 

Moreover there is another consideration of a technical nature. We have called the instrument 
which is the outcome of our labours a “ Draft Convention ”, but it is not really a draft Convention • 

for8mV17 a A draft Conve?tlon usually means a document which is complete and ready 
foi signature; but the instrument which we have drafted is something very much less than thaf 
and I might even go so far as to say that we have not inserted the essential element of the future 
Conventmn-namdy the figures It will take a considerable time for each country to determine 

to rfgard t0 wdat has been done here, the logical and practical figures which can be proposed to the Conference with a reasonable chance of acceptance. Countries like my own which have not 

lome to tteTnnTC1 7 d T?a1’ wU1 re?uire
1
a ^ lonS ‘o go into these matters and come to the Conference adequately prepared, and it is absolutely essential to the success of the 

Conference that they should come adequately prepared. 
For these reasons, although we are all agreed that this Conference should meet as soon as 

possibie I fee! that we must not, now that we know that it is going to be held very shortly displav 
too much impatience over a matter of two or three months. y y’ Qlsplay 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I wish to make a final appeal to the Commission I have 
always endeavoured to understand the scruples of my colleagues, and I have tried to do so in 
regard to the question with which we are dealing; but I really cannot underltand how thev can 
feel any scruples about proposing a date to the Council, when the Council itself transmTtted to us 
an Assembly resolution, asking us to make proposals with regard to th^da e when t wi 1 be 

fdltF?r T parV 1" fed --“e scruples irmot proposing 
wfthlhfcound^s request3 ^ U3 t0 d° S0' 11 W°Uld be di"°- ™P-t not £ cLplf 

In the second place—and this is a question to which I have frequently referred in this 

public feeHngiI Y ^ ^ ^ d° n0t diSplay Suffident SymPathy ™th ofundeTtanding rf 

'• as soonTs nossS ™rThnsebliC TT" C7n0t t0lerate any further repetition of the expression 
longer have anv mein,-nvTnT , aV6 been reteated s0 often withollt result that they no 
notto repeat ZronceTiore ^ °nger aCCepted- 1 eameStly advise you at thelas‘ m°reent 

satisfied because'**!,! ^noin't^of ^ t ^ think the German representative has every reason to be 
Disarmament ronfemn?»TV f f ’ ou

J
r.w°rk ^ completed, and it will be possible for the 

argu!7nte aid scrunDs hn^frTrwk411^1-arufu,tU,re- 1 <:luite understand Count Bernstorff s 
with the real desires of thp Tp1 th® British delegation’s proposal is more in accordance 
our rpnn4 fn ruf r f 7 Geri?lan delegate than the German proposal itself. If, when we submit 
nroviT ii li C unci ; we„ask “ t0 convene the Conference, that is beyond question within our 
aid wHch mlbt h qUe 7!, Carry m°re Weight than a decision which is realfyoutside our sphere 
of'ripe'reflectfon fS “ mSPTIred by f dfire for P0Pular aPPlause, rather than as theS 
votefbut^toTccept^the iritis? propos^**165* ^ ^ German ddegate not t0 insist a fo™al 

as qufckl^af DosiMi7?a):n7/h +w
g7lan delegatlon also desires the Conference to be held 

a definite date
Pand a? no other7+ 7 ,the °nly ^ to emerge from this uncertainty is to fix a aenmte date, and as no other date has been proposed, we shall vote in favour of November 5th. 

Bernftor|ahas*OTessed l7I„t,-o,-!,',sll| ‘t W°Uld be unnecessary for me to speak, but, since Count 
delegation. P d h ProPosal> I am constrained to define the attitude of the Japanese 

transmitting"^ P,l
i
ac|;r7

Unt
t
Bern

r
storff refers to the C°uncil resolution dated December 8th, 1926, tv f 

to. the Preparatory Commission a resolution adopted by the Assemblv of that vear 

fo dante oedhe7bm declded3° ask the Preparatory Commission h make aTopoial fn regard 
M SLt ? ^7*7 G7f77C77 “—ances were very different from what they are to-day. 
olh Tusf been ^ ^ ^ those, C1fumstances. In 1926, the Preparatory Commission had 
fa2 ]rri(G 7 l!p’ and °ne had any idea when it would be able to complete its 

possible reauested^hp P AssenJbly, anxious that the Conference should be convened as soon as possible, requested the Preparatory Commission to make a proposal on the matter. 
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Thp latest resolution adopted by the Assembly is that of September 1930. This resolution 
contains two recommendatknT The first is that the present session of the Preparatory Commission 
should be its last That desire has been fulfilled, since our task is practically completed The second 
recommendation is that the Conference should be convened as soon as possible. I* f trae ‘tot 
in the Third Committee’s report an approximate date was indicated for the Confeienc , 
beimr expressed that it should be convened during 1931. As, however, our work is nearly concluded 
our mesenftask is to submit a report to the Council, and it will be for the Council to fix the date 
of the Conference in accordance with the resolution adopted by the last Assem Y; 

In saving this I am by no means seeking reasons for postponing the date of the Conference. 
I can assure Count Bernstorff that my Government will instruct its representative on the Counci 
to acceot the earliest possible date, provided always that due regard be paid to the somewhat 
peculiar*position oTcountries which hke my own, are remote from Europe. You must remember 
the thneTtakes for documents to reach Japan, and a long time must also be allowed for the 
oassage of the Japanese delegates and experts. If, however, these special circumstances are taken 
Fnto consideration, my Government will accept the earliest possible date, provided it be fixed 
by the Council. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I am very sorry to trouble the Commission agmib but I 
really cannot allow Count Bernstorff’s observations to pass because thl%IS JoTdfsarmament 
hac; tried to occudv the position of being the only person who is really m favour of disarmament, 
a claim which I am utterly unable to square with the conduct he has pursued during the sessi°ns 
of this Commission He says we ought to have regard to public opinion Certainly we oug t 
haverega^T^public opinL, but equally certainly we ought not to allow our decisions to be 
guided simply by what we think will be most popular. 

We are engaged on a task of infinite importance and complexity. We have to try and bring 
about a Conference for the disarmament of the world, a Conference which is absolutely umqu 
its character We should be utterly unworthy of the positions we hold m this Commission if we 
allowed ourselves to be diverted from that immensely important and responsible dpty by any 
miestion as to what would or would not, be popular. I am astounded that anyone should think that 
Ts an argu“ for a moment. Let me just remind the Commission of how 
we stand HE not for us to fix the date of the Conference. That is admitted. We cannot do t 
The Council of the League is the body that is going to call the Conference, and theiefore the on y 
bodv which can fix the date is the Council of the League. The only question is whether we sha 
suggest a particular date or say to the Council that we hope that, at their next meeting, t ey 
defimtdy "fifalt. That is the only issue. To my mind it - “ 
business seriouslv that the proper course is to say to the Council. We think the time has n 
arrived at whichyou can fix a date, and we wish you to fix a date at your next meeting but you 
must be the judge of what that date ought to be ”. That seems to me to be perfectly c . 

The German delegation suggests November 5th. Why ? They have given no partial ai 
reason why it should be November 5th, or any other date. I hey have had no information from 
the Secretariat as to what would be a suitable date. They do not know what would be posai^ 
They have made no enquiry from other Governments as to what would suit . Y 
made no enquiry at all, but merely fixed that date because it will be popular. I hat is the only 
argument which has been given in favour of the suggestion. 

I venture to hope we shall adhere to what is the business-like and proper ““ say 
the Council' “ We think the time has now arrived when it is possible to fix a date, and we p 
you will fix it but it is for the Council after taking all the circumstances into considerate 
to say what is the best date for the Conference, and it is for them therefore to fix the date. y 
suggestion we make wTould be neither suitable nor useful. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I do not see any reason why this question of the date of 
the Conference should be treated with so much heat. I have endeavoured to avoid doing so myself. 
I do not think my argument in regard to public opinion is so very extraordinary b^ause n ca 
be truly said that if public opinion were not demanding disarmament, the Governments would 
not be demanding it either. That, I think, is beyond dispute. 

Moreover, as a special argument I said that the Council had asked us to propose a date 
I propose, therefore, that we should suggest a date to the Council, and I think we have a rig 
to do so. • • r j j r u 

When I suggested November, it was not without having made enquiries Indeed, I ave 
been very carefully into the question. It was quite clear that the Conference could not be convened 
before the Assembly. We are all agree on that. Nor could it be summoned immediately afterwar s 
—that is to say, m October. That is why I proposed November, as the first possible month after 
the Assemblyy I think that is a very simple proposal, and one which could quite well be 
discussed calmly. 

The President. — After hearing the opinion of almost all the delegations I would ask 
Count Bemstorff whether he would agree as a compromise to an alteration in the wording 
his proposal. We might say : 

'• . . . suggests to the Council . . . that the Conference should be convened 
at the earliest date which the Council considers expedient .” 



326 

Ibis would reflect the views of the great majority of the Commission. 

said. 
M. Benes (Czechoslovakia). — I should like to reply to what Count PWn^nrff w • + 

I have special reasons for thinking that it is difficult to fix a nrecise date In fi J13)8 •,US^ 
could not conscientiously vote in favour of November 5th, because I am absolutelv rnn ^ I 
two or three months more will be needed for the preparations! and therefore ISf ^? ^ 

aWe^hTecond^v °s ^ ^ bem^dls.a^owed any time, and I should not like to be in thlscase 
dat^the Preparatm-y^ommissi^wilfappea^to have^been^n a^ea^hurrv^to sh011^^ hr^ & •^er 

that we wish to disarm quickly, while theCouncil, whfchTncludesTe ForX 

Powers, who are responsible for their policy, will appear to be less easer f hesitate tn 1 Ministers in such a position, and that is the real reason why lILXpre^ 
think we should state that we wish the date to be fixed by the CouncH so that we ! u 

MinS of themgrLt Potfrf8 ^ that We ^ in a ®reate; hurry than th&gn 

expristr’^as »orafplssMIe'-ntirely ^ ^ CO'mt BernStorff that - should avoid the 

The President. — Count Bernstorff wishes his proposal to be nut to thp Wp- k11+ •+ • 
understood that even if the majority of the Commission oPpposes it thaTwill not meak that the 
Commission is against the date of November sth It will simnlv ^ 

£ "S. <” “■« * «•. 2, ™£,.SS/SaV£5 

»I.” 
one opposes Count Bernstorffs motion in principle but the CommSon s nealT 0n' N° 

wh th ngthhr U Cann0t fiX 3 date' 1 there"°re P^P^seHdtat we^shoul^firstvo^e^m^the'quest^on whether the Commission considers that it can fix a date. m questl0n 

Amendment put forward by the British Delegation. 

ai a?,sx cEes. *• -—■“ -• **««cEftii.E, 

on th^amendmentto. AS ^ an amendment to Count Bernstorffs proposal, we must vote 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — The exact terms of the amendment I move are as follows ■ 

... *&«»-• “ 

the Council that they'fix the date aTEwlmb^Ttf^ ahaS ProPosed that we should suggest to 
we should ask^he Council to fix the date H^e r«nd 85 811 a™endment to tha‘ I suggllt that 
plain they will not be in favour of Count R the

t
CTmlsslon adoPts my amendment it is quite 

l.h ..5 ft. c.E,T.iTaEa£5"ETi •' 

KStevsyc * - -“'a - 

Vote on the British Amendment. 

The President. — I will now put Lord Cecil’s proposal to the vote. 

This amendment was adopted by seventeen votes. 
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Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I do not oppose Lord Cecil’s proposal, but I should like 
to see agreement as to the date. 

The President. — Then you abstain, I understand. 

German Amendment to the British Amendment. 

rount Bernstorff (Germany). — In order to make the position perfectly clear it is necessary 
that *1 should now move an amendment to this amendment, fixing the date of November 5th. 

Vote on the German Amendment. 

The President. — Count Bernstorff therefore proposes to add the words “ . 
date to be November 5th, 1931 

This amendment was rejected by nineteen votes to four. 

The Commission rose at j.30 p.m. 

TWENTY-SECOND MEETING. 

Held on Friday, December 5th, 1930, at 10 a.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

m Text dratted by the Drafting Committee (document C.P.D.2921): Procedure: Where 
Reservations to the Texts should appear. 

The President. — You have all had the draft Convention as remodelled and corrected 
bv the Drafting Committee You have no doubt studied it, and will certainly agree with me that 
the^Dr^ting Committee has accomplished an immense task, and that the Commis^on has every 
reason to tender its heartiest thanks’to M. Westman, M Jean Paul-Boncour and Sir Henry Malkm 
who have done work that will be of the greatest value to us. Their draft is a most 
admirable summary of what the Commission has done. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — Some days ago the Drafting 
Committee distributed a short preliminary notice* with regard to A Ganges 
(Personnel) The Committee then stated that its proposals, though implying a number of cna g 
in form, did not affect the substance of the draft but were merely designed to s™P“y 
the nrovisions I am bound, however, to add that, in the course of its work, the Committee h 
found it necessary on one or two points, to make proposals which affect the substance of the draft. 
buHt anxiousTo dmw the Commission’s attention expressly to the few cases where this has been 
done I shall have occasion to point out the articles where these changes have been made, when 

0Ur fa^r^ousrtdo“ clear that the Drafting Committee has con^ “^mg 
proposals for the drafting of the text of the Convention, without taking into account the reservations 
Tat have been made. It was not for the Drafting Committee to aPP«f ^^7!“ and 11 

would have been undesirable to do so until all the reservations were m the hands of the Bureau 
Lastly I want to call attention to a change of form affecting the actual headings of the draft. 

The annexes to the naval clauses taken from the London Naval Treaty contained 
which were liable to confusion with the sections of the various chapters. To 
the sections of the chapters have been called “ chapters ”, and the chapters have been called 
“ parts ”. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I note that the general American 
reservation on Part III of the Treaty (Budgetary Expenditure) has been dropped from the text 
of the Convention and relegated to the report, together with all other reservations You wi 
remember that in our meeting of November 21st last, I drew particular attention to th 1 
and said. ^ Inagmuch ag so much of the general discussion of this subject has centred round the 

position of the American Government, I fear that, if the single text, without any accompanying 
commentary were to go forward to the various Governments for study between now an 
General1 Disarmament^Conference, they might fail to find in that text a d-r E^ure o he 
situation as brought out in the debate. Further, a re-statement 0^e 

at the Conference might come as a surprise to those delegations which did not participate 

Note by the Secretariat. 
Note by the Secretariat. 

See Annex 12. 
Document C.P.D.287; see Annex 10. 
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foumMn T/esirr^ stra,Shtfo™ard. Presen‘ation of the situation may°be 
in Chapter III: * ’ that a reservatK>n m the following language be stated 

p tn tne text ot Part III of the Convention as we had understood would be done. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting- Committpp TUo tv n- r 

I^ii^Tio^if^culty!^ report^whichcontain'the^reser^tioT^^ 

the Amerirar^del^athm^ay'thmlTnecessary'from Iheh potorf vfew ^ C “ff”® 

liMISallsalMil 

mrnsm^mm 

the draft Convention.^art bfp^aU agre6d °n this P°int We might now Pro“ed to take 

112. 
TeXtDirscusesiobny the Draf,ing Cnminittee (document C.P.D.292 >): Examination and 

DRAFT CONVENTION. 

Article (new). 

respective^annament^as'providedTn th^presenH^oiwe^ition.^ " P05^' ‘0 ^ thdr 

PART I. — PERSONNEL 

CHAPTER A. — EFFECTIVES. 

Article 2 (former Articles A and H). 

V5,S”fa5^ 

1 Note by the Secretariat — See Annex 12. 
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Article 3 (former Article E). 

The average daily effectives are reckoned by dividing the total number of day’s duty 
performed in each year by the number of days m such year. 

The above articles were adopted. 

Article 4 (former Articles 0 and D). 

equipment, capable^ bdng employed temiUtary Purposes without measures of mobilisation, 

as 

measures for the purpose of providing the w ° e or p y footing to a war-time 
units with the personnel and material required to pass from a peace time ioou g 
footing. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — This is just a 
in line 2 of Article 4, after the words Customs officials the ^ properly 

^^might^diftlfa/personally I'diTncffunderstandthe meaning of the^ast ten words in this first 

paragraph. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — If I remember rightly, the wold ^ Daraeraph of this article. 

the text more or less unintelligible. I cannot say now which of the two words is preteraoie. 

M. Massigli (France). - I can confirm what \^XtlStions m“fu^ 
was intended to show that this article did no mean Tt wac. sufficient if one or other of those 
the formations in question could be taken into are to be 
conditions were fulfilled. The Conference will have to settle m each case what lormatio 
taken into consideration. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am quite the 
not. It is more a matter of style than of sense But refere h

l read the text a 

first paragraph I must ask what they mean. I do no u a organisation ” If you 
dozen times and cannot make out the meaning of the words as well as any orgamsau y 
say “ any other organisation ” it has a meaning. 

The President. — In the French text the word “ autre is used, 
be inserted in the English text before the word “ organisation . 

Article 4 was adopted. 

The word “ other ” should 

Tables annexed to Chapter A of Part I. 

EXCEEDED IN THE LAND ARMED FORCES. 
Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are not to be 

Table I. — Land Armed Forces 
stationed in the Home Country. 

O g 

E 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Total 
effectives, 
including 

the 
effectives 
specified 

in columns 
b and c 

Officers 
(Article 
H. 1) 

Other 
soldiers 

who have 
completed 
m ore than 
x 1 months 
of service 

(Article 
H. 2) 

Table II (optional). - 
Land Armed Forces 
stationed Overseas. 

Table III. — Total Land 
Armed Forces. 

Total 
effectives, 
including 

the 
effectives 
specified 

in columns 
b and c 

Officers 
(Article 
H. 1) 

Other 
soldiers 

who have 
completed 
more than 
x1 months 
of service 

Article) 
H. 2) 

Total 
effectives, 
including 

the 
effectives 
specified 

in columns 
b and c 

Officers 
(Article 
H. 1) 

Other 
soldiers 

who have 
completed 
more than 
x1 months, 
of service 

(Article 
H. 2) 

. mu. - This figure will be determined by the duration of the period of ^ndde vrhieh is in force in the 
conscript army of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Con e o . 
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Table IV. 

a -j-1 

o h o Oh 
X! 60 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

- Formations organised on a Military Basis 
stationed in the Home Country 

Total effectives, 
including 

the effectives 
specified in 
columns b 

and c 

Officers 
or officials 
ranking as 

officers 
(Article H. i 

Other soldiers 
or officials who 
have completed 
more than * 1 

months of service 
(Article H. 2) 

Table V. — Formations organised 
on a Military Basis stationed Overseas. 

Total effectives 
including 

the effectives 
specified in 
columns b 

and c 

b 

Officers 
or officials 
ranking as 

officers 
(Article H. 1) 

Other soldiers 
or officials who 
have completed 
more than x 1 

months of service 
(Article H. 2) 

Iables of the Average Daily Effectives 

Table VI. — Sea Armed Forces. 

WHICH ARE NOT TO BE EXCEEDED IN THE SEA ARMED FORCES. 

Total effectives 
(officers, petty officers and men) 

(Article H. 4) 

Table VII. — Sea Formations organised 
on a Military Basis. 

Total effectives 
(officers, petty officers and men and officials 

of every grade (Article H. 4 ) 

Table oe the Aveeage Da.lv Effectives which aee not to be exceeded in the 
Air Armed Forces. * 

Table VIII (Optional). — Air 
Armed Forces stationed in the Home 

Country. 
Table IX (Optional). — Air 

Armed Forces stationed 
Overseas 

O 

Total effectives, 
including the 

effectives 
specified 

in column b 

Effectives who have 
completed more 
than x 1 months 

of service 
(officers, 

non-commissioned 
officers and men) 

(Article H. 6) 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Table X. — Total Air 
Armed Forces 

1 otal effectives 
including the 

effectives 
specified 

in column b 

Effectives who have 
completed more 
than *1 months 

of service 
(officers, 

non-commissioned 
officers and men) 

(Article H. 6) 

Total effectives, 
including the 

effectives 
specified 

in column b 

b 

Effectives who have 
completed more 
than x 1 months 

of service 
(officers, 

non-commissioned 
officers and men) 

(Article H. 6) 

conscript army ofany H.”h Contmcttag'Srtyat CrimroTth" s^atiTrfar&nvelrio"^ WhiCh “ * ^ ta tlK 

Part I, aHd^ofthe^MSe/Tables^vTto'xiI-a^n^xed^Artide^Q^th0'^™1)^^!'0^5 °f TableS V111 Xn' annexed to 

had decided to fix the figure * at a period of service eau^ to^hl lAr^ ^ f C°mmittee assumed that the Commission 
of the High Contracting Parties by effectives recruited bv conscHr>+,w!'St ^^ °f service comPleted in any of the armies 
should the figure * be different in the case of land, sea and airforces ?

n the event of thls assumPtion being erroneous, 
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Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are not to be exceeded in the Air 
Formations organised on a Military basis. 

Table XI. — A if Formations organised on a Military 
Basis stationed in the Home Country 

Table XII. — Air Formations organised 
on a Military Basis stationed Overseas. 

tuO fl 

CO U (D 4-> • rj +-> 
§ S 

Pu 
be 
s 

Total effectives, 
including the 

effectives 
specified in 
column b 

Effectives or officials who 
have completed more than xl 

months of service (officers, 
non-commissioned officers, 
men and officials of every 

grade) (Article H. 6) 

Total effectives, 
including the 

effectives 
specified in 
column b 

Effectives or officials who 
have completed more than xl 

months of service (officers, 
non-commissioned officers, 
men and officials of every 

grade) (Article H. 6) 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I have some remarks to make on the addition which the 
Drafting Commhtee has mide to the Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are nrt to be 
exceeded in Land Formations organised on a Military Basis. The words or officials have been 
added jin columns^ and^c. Qf this addition ;n our discussions. The Drafting Committee 

merely states that it hal thought well to make the addition wi^ 
For mv cart however I am very glad to accept these additions, which 1 think are aitogeu 

justified. There can be no doubt that officials who replace officers, non-commissioned officers 01 
men should be taken into account. QC'+irvn civilian nersonnel 

I may say that I have always given much consideration to this question of civilian person 
permanently attached to formations organised on a military basis and serving wdh toe arm g 
T have anain and aeain been tempted to raise the question in the Commission, but have always 
ref rained? in order not to add to our labours or to make difficulties. Now that the question is raisec 
at the last moment, I am compelled to deal with it. • j ™ o rvFlFnrw 

It is quite obvious that the civilian personnel attached to formations organised ^ m y 
basis Ull have to be taken into account; and, « fortiori, the civilian personnel attached to the 
armed forces themselves will have to be taken into account • ^vipes in Verv 

There are armies which include civilian staff permanently attached to din^ 
large numbers, even up to tens of thousands of men. Thls clvllian Pers0^ h ^ ^ 

number of officers, non-commissioned officers and men. Consequently, the should also 
be made in the Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are not to be exceeded m the Land 
Armed Forces in the Home Country and Overseas; in column 6 the words or officials s kl to 
inserted after the word “ Officers ", and in column c the words or officials, employees 
aeents ” should be inserted after the words " other effectives ”. . 

If we accept this addition in the second series of tables, there is no reason why . , 
accent it in the first series. It is a very important question, to which I draw the Commission s 
attention. Take the case of two armies of 100,000 men. The first army has 30-°°° “"'(f^TsCTvmes 
permanently attached, who take the place of non-commissioned officers and men in the servi 
required for the maintenance of the fighting units. This army consequentiy tos the whote o^ts 
100,000 men available for fighting purposes. The second army which has n° P^^f^peUed 
civilian personnel, will not have 100,000 men available for fighting purposes since 
to detach a part of them for services in the rear of the armies and he like, w^. the fet amy 
are left to the civilian personnel. I think, therefore, the addition I propose is absolutely essent 

M. Massigli (France). — I also noticed the Drafting Committee’s proposal but I understood 
it in a different sense from General de Marinis. To my thinking, the proposed addition to 1 aoie 
does nor raise the very large question brought up by the Italian delegate. w « nffirers 

As I understood it, the idea in the mind of the Drafting Committee in using the forms (^oers 
or officials ranking as officers ” in column b and “ other soldiers or officials who have comP ^ ... 
in column c, was the following: There are among the formations organised on a military Da e 

enumerated in Article 4 (Customs officials, forest guards, etc.) formations w ic +rpafpri on a 

military terms. In my own country, for example, the waterway and forest officers are treated 
similar footing to soldiers, but are called “ Gardes generaux or Inspecteurs of waterways an 

forests understood this Table to mean that it was desired to cover the personnel equivalent to 

officers, just as in Table I, when the word “ officers ’ is used, I natural y assume ;ntenciance 
will include in the table the personnel equivalent to military officers of, for example, the^te ’ 
the medical corps, etc. Am I right in thinking this was the idea in the minds of the Dram g 

1 Note. — This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force m the 
conscript army of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention. 
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whetLfrundeSandT aright kn°W ^ iS the °bjeCt °f the WordinS ProP^d. and 

formllre^rvatTn"1^011 Cann0t ^ itS Way t0 aCCede to my req-st' I ^11 put in a 

%pslli=llpsa!? 

whicMsThe,o,rdaAr(tiTeHn)ihCe!laira? °f the
t
D™fting Committee. - In several cases, one of wmcn is me om Article H, there is reference to armed forces ” in the general sense-ifW k 

that reason that th^ r -++ ^cers m the forces organised on a military basis. It was for 
officers ”SOas thef case ma^be^^hp^t'66^ th° ^ W°rdS " officials " ^ “officials ranking as 

have?oedShSn ^ ^ 

bt££tSik
y9Srd^f1latn“ 

and is ntf wlrdtg.^ S°' “ ^ t0 m6 the ^UeStion is not °f -uch importance, 

I coiBi^r^is^qi^iion^o'seidous'that the'attentfon^f ihe^Conference'shoultTbe^dramf to^t 
I accordingly maintain my reservation with regard to Table I. 

i rTwi?011* ?Ur?h J61158011 (United States of America). — Under column c of Tables T IT 
effectives^6 W° " °ther S°ldlerS " arG USed> but 1 think d would be more elegant to say “ oth” 

“ saa i. £ H" 

we nave always said Maximum Land Armed Forces stationed in the Home Countrv ” and so on 

exceeded in the Lan^Armed “■ Tnab1?^ ^ Avera§e Daily Effectives whiZre not To be 
of the first two t^LA dnF m Sh°,uld b® left as !t stands> while in the case °f the headings 
beginning LnH A ' ft? CaSe’ reve,f to the form we have always employed, 
ofTheTItal L™rmed Force™ ^ ' ' ' In Table ni' we should say " Maximum 
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M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Diafting Committee., 
bring the headings into conformity with the actual text of Article 2; 
prefers the change he has proposed, I have no objection. 

— We chose this form to 
but, if General de Marinis 

The Italian 'proposal was adopted. 

Tables I, II and III as amended, were adopted. 

Tables IV and V. 
Tables IV and V were adopted. 

Table VI. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — This table uses the term “ hommes d’equipage but on 
page 21, in connection with publicity, it is said " total effectives including specI;® 
senaratelv in this Table There is ho question there of hommes d dqmpage . Is this expression 
meant to cover all naval effectives, including coast-defence effectives and men embarked on 

President'return one1 nmment to Article 4. I am anxious to state that I regard 
the integrationSven to Article 4 on May 1st, 19.9. as still being the interpretat.cn g.ven to it 
by the Commission. 

M. Massigli (France). — Count Bernstorff’s observation is quite right. It only affects the 
French text. It will meet the case if the word “ equipage ” be omitted. 

Table VI, as amended, was adopted. 

Table VII. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — Here again the word “ equipage ” should be omitted. 

Table VII, as amended, was adopted. 

Tables VIII and IX. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — I draw the Commission's 
attention to the first footnote under Tables XI and XII, and wish to say that the figures of the 
tables should be corrected. Instead of. . . of Tables VIII to XII ”, the text should read . 
“. . . of Tables I to V and VIII to XII ...” . , , . • 

The question before the Drafting Committee was whether the iongest period of servi 
to be uniform for the three arms: in other words, whether a single figure (^ should be glven, or 
three different figures for land, sea and air forces respectively. This problem has never b 
settled by the Commission, but in cannot avoid reaching a decision now. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — If I am not mistaken, it is for the Governments to decide 
whether they wish to give three figures, two figures, or only one figure. 

The President. — That is so. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — I do not think there is any option in the matter. I think 
there should be only one figure. 

The President. — Does the Commission agree to Table VIII as it stands ? 

M. Sato (fapan). — I should like to know how the Commission interprets the expression 
" * months ”. M. Fierlinger has made a suggestion. Does the Commission agree to it . is 
expression is too elastic, and there should be an exact interpretation of it for the Con erence. 

The President. — The interpretation is given in the footnote. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — But that is no interpretation—it is a question 
That does not resolve the question put in the first part of the note, ihe first part says that 

when you say “ the longest period of service completed in any of the armies , you mean e 
longest period of service in the land arm or the air arm as the case may be. Whichever way you 
decide that is to be the longest period of service. ^, • .1 

You have to decide primarily whether in Tables VIII, IX and X you are going to put m t 
longest period of service in the air arm, or the longest period of service in either the land or the air 
arm, whichever is the longest. In order to carry out the wishes of the Commission, you must put 
in the longest period of service in that arm. . r • 1 

The point is to have some kind of record of those who are serving as professional soldiei s, 
or airmen, or those who are serving merely in discharge of their duties under the conscription aws 
I should have thought the thing did not admit of argument, but evidently I am wrong. lhe n°fe 
was made contrary to our wishes, we did not insert that particular provision in reference to the 
sea at all. 
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and ^t'hin^we niight^adopt^^unifornTf^ffm-e^f^5^011 ^ three/1?sses is °f much importance 
m certain arm, is ,L m theVvt?^ 5 ^ 

of much Importance tl^fix1 a separate fimrre^fo^eaclfar 1 ^That it cannot be 
to have uniformity in the matter. S ’ and that 11 would be better, in my view, 

figures, we shXhLie'to^say “^ToTthe land^OTces8"^™1?‘‘^h ~ If‘f616 are to be three 

the air forces. 3 6 land torces’ > for the naval forces, and “ z ” for 

Weltmif Isw^T rt' ~ ^ Tn diffiCUlty is U does not aPP!y to the naval forces. 
settle the system now, because th^ue^do^wm comrup^raSln^the"" ®Uite d°’ rUt We mUSt 

exchange of information. ^ again in the passage dealing with the 

Tables VIII and IX were adopted. 

Tables X, XI and XII. 
Tables X, XI and XII were adopted. 

CHAPTER B. PERIOD OF SERVICE. 

Article $ (new). 
The provisions of this chapter apply only to effectives recruited by conscription. 

Article 5(a) (former Article I) 

to which^he^e^ec^fv^reCTuite^t^ran^criDtion^relfTrTT t0ta' Peri°ds of —ice 
or formations organised on a mihtarv haS? r<-= Jab}e ln^b® land, sea or air armed forces 
down for such party in the table annexed to this^hap^ten' S ^ ^ the figUreS laid 

Article 6 (former Article I). 

different period^of service^wMch^he is^hable^nder^ffie'^national^law^to'^rform!1^1^^^ ^ 

Article 7 (former Article XB). 

which^ha^terbylh^bLSx^ conc
f
erned may exceed the limits 

the number of births such an increase mavh» ‘ Ptf m S?,far as> owingto a falling-off in 
of effectives fixed in his case by the tables annexed^ChapterAofthis™™™ nUmber 

Article 8 (former Articles I and XB). 
In any case, the total period of service shall not exceed 

. months. 

Table annexed to Chapter B of Part I. 

High Contracting 
Parties 

Land Sea Air 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

the draft ConventioifhasrefeSedt?^ the Contracting Stat1^166' Tu Up t0 n°W’ the text of 

In the new article, 5 (a), proposed bv the Drafting r g SJat paving the conscription system ”. 
replaced by “ effectives rec?uited 

h°WeVer' ?iS eXpreSSi°n bas been 

conscription, some countries have effectives recruited bv tip reason 15 that> side by side with and publicity as for conscripted armies do not apply (Article^Tlnd^abler't0 Wh'Ch 1,mitation 

preve^coXslom ^ ^ ^ <Articl" d) Was - “‘Istion once for all and 

the chapter'as‘a ^vhole? ^ greater deSPatCh’ 1 WiU ask wheth- are any observations on 

Engl^te^thVwor^-^to bratteinld^oueht7^151^ n mere
k matter of drafting—in the 

intelligible. It dropped out fn the t“ion S ‘ t0 ^ added a‘ *he end-this wouId make b 
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The Commission will remember that there was a discussion in which the Belgian and French 
delegates and myself took part in regard to whether notice should be given to the contracting 
parties and to the Permanent Disarmament Commission if any action should be taken under this 
article. First, I suggested that the Permanent Disarmament Commission should decide on the 
matter. There were objections and we decided it should be done by notice as follows: 

“Provided that any High Contracting Party proposing to exceed such limits shall 
immediately notify the nature and extent of hisproposedaction to the other High Contracting 
Parties and to the Permanent Disarmament Commission through the Secretary-General of th 
League, together with reasons for it.” 

That is a shortened version of what is stated in the derogations clause; T thought the form 
simpler, but the substance is much the same. 

M. Massigli (France). — I agree with the sense of Lord Cecil’s proposal. If I am not mistaken, 
it means that when a country has decided through the legislative channels—for it rests with 
parliament to decide—on extending the period of service for the reasons given ^ the article 
we are considering, it will inform the other contracting parties and the Permanent Disarmament 

Commander if it would not be possible to say the same thing more simply and clearly. Could 

not M. Bourquin, who drafted the article, suggest a form of wording which takes account ot 
this consideration ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I should have thought there was no difficulty about this, 
because, as M. Massigli pointed out the other day, in point of fact it could only be done by 
legislation, and therefore it would be necessary to send the proposed legislation to these various 
authorities. I think there ought to be something in the nature of a statement of the. reasons, 
so that it would be known why they desired it. Doubtless, the legislation would give these 
reasons. I am content to have the drafting seen to by the Drafting Committee; the substance 
is all I ask the Commission to adopt. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — I think we are in agreement as to the substance of the matter, 
and that it is a mere question of wording. I do not feel, therefore, that we should now discuss 
these points of detail, since the form will certainly not affect the substance, as to which all are 
agreed. 

The President. — M. Massigli, Lord Cecil and M. Bourquin will agree on a form of words. 
The article is consequently adopted subject to the incorporation of the new wording. 

Article 7 was adopted subject to rewording. 

Article 6. 

The President. — I must now go back to Article 6, on which General Kasprzycki wishes 
to speak. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — The new wording of Article 6 differs from the former 
wording. The new wording is as follows : 

" For each man, the total period of service is the total number of days comprised^ in 
the different periods of service which he is liable under the national law to perform. 

The original wording was : 
“ # the total period of service shall be the total number of days of active service 

and of days of service during the periods of instruction which he undergoes.” 

I think a new idea has been inadvertently introduced to which a certain importance attaches 
in the technical sense. The idea of active service and periods of instruction, which we discussed 
in the Experts Committee and which is reproduced in the successive texts of our draft, is replace 
by a different conception—namely, that of the total number of days comprised in the difteren 
periods of service. That means that we are eliminating from the Convention the conception 
of active service, and I think that is not the view which has found expression in the Commission 
hitherto. I think it might be possible to revert to the former wording with a slight amendment, 
keeping the words: ”... the total number of days of active service and of days of service 
during the periods of instruction . . .”, instead of substituting the new wording proposed. 
By “ active service ” is meant, not only the periods of training with the colours, but the period 
fixed by law during which the man is under special obligations and may be called up at any 
moment to serve with his unit for a period the total length of which must not exceed that fixed 
by law. 

This conception is important, and I for one cannot agree to the proposed change. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — Article 6 is one of those 
which were discussed at the greatest length in the Drafting Committee, and, in the course of our 
discussion, we learned from our military experts that the expression “ active service lent itseli 
to different interpretation. It appears, for example, that in England “ active service means 
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war service, and I believe the same is true of Switzerland. Moreover, there are countries, such 
as Sweden, where there is no such thing as active service—in the strict sense of the term. It 
was to avoid this expression “ active service ” that the military experts have proposed, and 
the Drafting Committee recommends, a change in the text. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — I am very sorry the military experts cannot agree on a 
definition of active service. I seem to remember that, in the course of long discussions which 
took place some three or four years ago, the military experts accepted this text, which has 
subsequently been reproduced many times in our documents. 

I think M. Westman's remark is well founded up to a point, and I feel that, if the conception 
of active service leads to confusion, some agreement must be reached for an accurate definition 
of the term. I propose therefore to get the military experts together again to arrive at a 
definition. I would suggest the following, without proposing that it should be adopted here 
and now, since it requires study by the experts : 

“ Duration of active service: The period during which the man is permanently at the 
disposal of the military authorities (whether serving with his unit or on furlough or at home), 
the military authorities retaining the power to call him up at any moment, without measures 
of mobilisation, for an indefinite period.” 

This eliminates the idea of war. I am astonished that there should be any difficulty in admitting 
that the effective period of service in peace time can be understood otherwise. I accordingly 
suggest we should round off our work by a definition, and adhere to the text previously accepted. 

The President. — As the question has been discussed already at such length, and as all 
appear to be in agreement as to the essential point, I think the simplest solution is to make mention 
in the report of the objections that have been raised, and it will then be possible to come to an 
agreement at the Conference. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — If the Commission so decides, I have no objection. 

Article 6 was adopted. 
Articles 5, 5(a) and 8 and the Table annexed to Chapter B of Part I were adopted. 

PART II. — MATERIAL. 

CHAPTER A. — LAND ARMAMENTS. 

Article 9 (former Article TA). 
(Provisional text, pending the drafting of the Annex.) 

Ihe annual expenditure of each High Contracting Party on the upkeep, purchase and 
manufacture of war material for land armaments shall be limited to the figures laid down for 
such Party, and in accordance with the conditions prescribed, in the annex to this article. 

Note. In pronouncing on this article, the Governments will take into account at the conference the report 
requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit 
of the drawing up of the annex to this article. 

The Preparatory Commission, by sixteen votes to three and six abstentions, adopted the principle of limitation 
by expenditure. It also discussed the following resolution: 

“ The Preparatory Commission is of opinion that the principle of direct limitation should be applied 
to land war material.” 
When this resolution was put to the vote, there were nine votes in favour, nine against and seven abstentions. 
Lastly, it examined the principle of a combination of the two methods. Nine members of the Commission 

voted in favour of this principle; eleven voted against and five abstained. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — I am uncertain whether the Drafting Committee means to retain 
the note which appears after this article where it stands, instead of putting it at the bottom of the 
page. 

The first paragraph of this note might be put at the bottom of the page, all the rest being 
left to appear in the report, where its natural place is. We should risk giving rise to confusion if 
we stated the conditions in which this vote took place, whereas it is normal to do so in the report. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I am sorry not to be able to agree 
with my friend M. Cobian, but the text of the note as it now stands was the result of more than an 
hour of very patient discussion in the Commission. It was the result of mutual concessions, and 
presents a picture which we consider it is important to have in the text. 

I have no objection to its going at the bottom of the page, but I should be obliged to offer 
definite objections to suppressing any part of it. I think we should be making a great mistake to 
relegate all our reservations to a separate document, and though I have been willing to fall in with 
the general view, I think it would give an entirely inaccurate and misleading impression as to the 
value of our text. 

M. Cobian (Spain). — If this note mentioned Mr. Gibson’s reservation, I should have had 
nothing to say; but it does not do so. I think, therefore, we should append the reservation of 
the United States delegation or give a reference to the report. This note states that there were so 
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many votes on one side, so many on the other, and some abstentions but does not mention the 
United States delegation. I have no personal interest in the matter; but I should like to see the 

pOSitj0s
n”°e3t weashouSldag've a reference to the report for the United States reservation. In the 

renort th! conditions under which the vote took place would be stated. But we must avoid 
establishing a precedent in the case of this article which might be inconvenient in the case of 
other articles. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — M. Cobian has made an appeal to 
me and I find myself in the peculiar position of being more conciliatory than he asks me t(=> _ 
He asks me to be content with a reference to our reservation. I did not make a reservation, and hav 
merelytded to prevent the necessity for a reservation by asking that the text should be put m the 
form of a note. Therefore, I am offering more than he asks me to give. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I hope M. Cobian will not insist on his proposal. After all, 
the purpose of this drafting is merely to reproduce the decisions of the Commission. Rig y or 
wrongl/ we arrived very definitely at the decision that this note should appear m the Convention, 
and I hope we shall adhere to that. I think it would be better to put it at the bottom of the page, 
but otherwile I think we cannot do better than be very strict in our determination not to re-open 
any of the questions we have discussed, at least in substance. 

The President. — Very well then, the note can stand at the foot of the page. 

Agreed. 
Article 9 was adopted. 

CHAPTER B. — NAVAL ARMAMENTS. 

(Note — Such figures and dates as appear in this Chapter are only given as an 
indication; most of them correspond to the figures and dates laid down m the 
Treaties of Washington and London.) 

Article 10 (former Article A). 

Throughout the duration of the present Convention, the global tonnage of the vessels of 
war of each of the High Contracting Parties, other than the vessels exempt from limitation 
under Annex I to this Chapter and the special vessels enumerated m Annex II, shall not 
exceed the figure laid down for such Party in Table I annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 11 (former Article B). 

Table II annexed to this Chapter shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each 
High Contracting Party intends to distribute during the period of application of the present 
Convention the global tonnage which is limited in the case of such Party to the figure laid down 
in Table I. 

Article 12 (former Article C). 

Within the limits of the global tonnage fixed for such Party in Table I, and failing any 
stricter conditions resulting from special conventions to which it is or may become a Par^y’ 
each of the High Contracting Parties may modify the distribution shown for it in Table II, 
subject to the following conditions: 

(1) The tonnages by category shown for each High Contracting Party in Table II 
shall in no case be the object of increase beyond the figures shown for it in Table III 
annexed to this Chapter. , , . , 

(2) Before the laying-down of the ship or ships for the construction ot wtucU 
the transferred tonnage has been assigned, due notice must be given to all the other High 
Contracting Parties of the amount of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice being 
that laid down for each of the High Contracting Parties in Table III. 

Article 13 (former Article D). 

No capital ship shall exceed 35,000 tons (35,560 metric tons) standard displacement or 
carry a gun exceeding 16 inches (406 mm.) in calibre. 

Article 14 (former Article E). 

No aircraft carrier shall exceed 27,000 tons (27,432 metric tons) standard displacement 
or carry a gun with a calibre in excess of 8 inches (203 mm.). , 

No aircraft carrier of 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) or less standard displacement shall 
carry a gun exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre. . , ' , , 

If the armament carried includes guns exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) m calibre, the total 
number of guns carried, except anti-aircraft guns and guns not exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm.), 
shall not exceed ten. If, alternatively, the armament contains no guns exceeding 6.1 inches 
155 mm.) in calibre, the number of guns is not limited. In either case, the number of anti- 
aircraft guns and of guns not exceeding 5.1 inches (13° mm.) in calibre, is not limited. 
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Article 25 (former Article F). 

a *°"S> S“d displacement or carry 

Article 16 (former Article G). 
No vessel of war exceeding the limitations as to displacement or armament prescribed bv 

as?by'" ^ * - -1"" ssas 

Article ly (former Article H). 

u11 ^ePrd to the rePlacement of the vessels of war limited by the present Convention the High Contracting Parties will, comply with the rules set out in Annex IV to this Chapter’. 

Article 18 (former Article J). 

warlike nPr^atif0n/ha
+n
be made in/nerchant shiPs in time of peace for the installation of warlike armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war other than 

in Calibre ^ Stlffenmg °f decks for the mounting of guns not exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) 

Article ig (former Article K). 
In the event of a High Contracting Party's being engaged in war, such Party shall not 

use as a vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its jurisdiction 

Powe/ancl1 nofde’hvered'^''^1 may haV<! been constructed within its jurisdiction for another 

Article 20 (former Article L). 
Ea^h of the Hlgh Contracting Parties undertakes not to dispose, by gift, sale, or any mode 

of transfer, of any vessel of war in such a manner that such vessel may become a vessel of war 
m the navy of any foreign Power. 

Article 21 (former Article M). 

11 A!5yuVe?f1S War have to be disposed of as being surplus to the tonnage figures allowed by the present Convention shall be disposed of in accordance with the rules set out 
in Annex V to this Chapter. 

Article 22 (former Article N). 

tra0f whi?h’ Prio.r to APril Ist> I930, have been used as stationary nmg establishments or hulks, may be retained in a non-seagoing condition. 

Article 23 (former Article O). 
(Provisional text pending the drafting of the Annex.) 

The annual expenditure of each High Contracting Party on the upkeep, purchase and 
manufacture of war material for naval armaments shall be limited to the figures laid down 
tor such Party, and in accordance with the conditions prescribed, in Annex 

Note — The two following articles appear in Part III of the London Naval Treaty, and are quoted as 
examples of supplementary restrictions which certain High Contracting Parties may be prepared to accept: 

Article ... 
Not more than 25 per cent of the allowed total tonnage in the cruiser category may be fitted with a 

r-on T)la.tform nr ripr.k fnr airr'roff- ” <-> J J landing-on platform or deck for aircraft.” 
Article ... 

In the destroyer category, not more than 16 per cent of the allowed total tonnage shall be 
employed in vessels of over 1,500 tons (1,523 metric tons) standard displacement.” 

The President. — I propose to discuss only articles on which explanations have to be 
given or objections raised. 

Article 10. 
M West man (Sweden) Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — I would draw attention 

Convention »hat Artlde 10 begmS Wlth the words: “Throughout the duration of the present 
This phrase was suggested by M. Massigli to meet certain difficulties raised by M. Cobian 

brom the legal point of view, it may possibly lead to some misunderstanding if the phrase be 
retained, because this is the only article which allows to the self-evident fact that the provisions 
of the present Treaty hold good for the duration of the Convention. 

I draw attention to the fact without suggesting any change. In order not to endanger the 
compromise at which we have arrived on the subject of Article 10, it will perhaps be sufficient to 
give an explanation in the report, stating the reasons for the addition of the phrase. 
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M. Cobian (Spain). - I am opposed to the amendment which the Drafting Committee 

haS Tmav^once1 cormctT Woman's statement that the phrase in question appears only in 
this LttcTe Without going any further, I find, in Article II, the words: during the period of 

^“stlnhSo st“at this phrase was inserted after lengthy disOTSsiom U was 
adopted on the proposal of M Massigli But M. Westman ha=forgot n ^ ^“^waw^ 

ss-“i* s-« “»■ 
I cannot agree to the omission of this phiase. 

M Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — I do not propose to strike 
out the’ Irase I oSy suggested that one should give an explanation in the report. 

Article 10 was adopted on the understanding that an explanation-as proposed by M. Westman- 
would appear in the report. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -1 wish merely to make an observation 

S Xwhal we 
sho“ve is {he word “ illustration ” inasmuch as “ indication implies some form of 
mendation 

recom- 

Agreed. 
Article 12. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee — I would draw attention 
to the fact that, in the paragraph numbered (2), which is in the following ter . 

“ (2) Before the laying-down of the ship or ships for the construction of winch the 
transferred tonnage has been assigned, due notice must be given to all the High Contracting 
PaSfes of the" amount of tonnafe transferred, the length of such notice being that laid 
down for each of the High Contracting Parties in Table 111. 

perhaps required. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — That means that it must be given to the contracting parties 
and the Secretary-General, and the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

Agreed. 
Article 12 thus amended was adopted. 
Articles 13 to 22 were adopted. 

Article 23 (former Article O). 

M Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — When this article was 
accepted, the matter of the former Article DA (now Article 28), with regard to general budgetary 
limitation—in which it was stated that the question of the possibility of a distinct hmitatio 
of the expenditure on land, sea and air forces would be submitted to a Committee of txPer 

for examination—was still unsettled. But the other day the Commission would not agree to 
the insertion of an article on the lines of Article 23 referring to air material “d a "“mber of 
delegations were against its adoption on formal grounds, arguing that, while m principle tney 
were Yn favour of the article, they could hardly undertake to limit expenditure on material 
while at the same time referring the possibility of a separate budgetary limitation of expenditure 

011 ^^remember1 veVweh! however, that Lord Cecil drew attention to the fact that there was 
no material inconsistency between the two decisions, and that it was possible after all to piocee 
immediately with the discussion of the question of budgetary limitation of material whi e ^-ving 
it to the Committee of Experts to consider the wider problem of th® P°f of ]X^ent 
expenditure on material and on personnel in the various budgets separately for the ditterent 
forms of armament (land, naval and air). 

I would call the Commission’s attention to this question. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I hope the Commission will stick to its rule of F°cetoe 
and not make any alteration of substance in the Convention as we have settled it M. Westman 
has “a part of what has happened; he forgot for the moment to in 
that we have already passed an article dealing with land armaments in exactly this form in 
spite of the fact that we propose to have a general limitation of expenditure under the latter 
part. As the Commission knows, I deeply regret the failure to carry out that policy with regar 
to the air, but I do not propose to argue that now. It would be very improper for me to o so. 
I propose to insert a reserve on the point in the report, and I hope that the Conference will be 
able—perhaps with the help and advice of the Committee of Experts—to take a more progressive 
v^w than the Commissionwas able to take in this matter. I hope we shall make no alteration 
in this case, because it is a question of substance and not of form. 

The Commission decided to retain Article 23- 
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this ^tic^stetine th^e?h?rChair-!1Jan °flhe Draftinf’ Committee. — Is a note to be added to tft artlcle stating that the Committee of Experts is also going to deal with the question ? 
Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I do not know whether it ought to come in here That will 

be a matter for consideration. I contemplated that exactly the same procedure would take place 
with regard to this article as with regard to the land article. P 

Agreed. 

Tables I, II and III appended to Chapter B of Part II.1 

Annex I to Chapter B of Part II. 
Annex II to Chapter B of Part II. 
Annex III to Chapter B of Part II. 
Annex IV to Chapter B of Part II. 

No observations being made, these Tables and Annexes were adopted. 

Annex V to Chapter B of Part II.1 

M. Sato (Japan). — When we come to discuss the general clauses, I shall return to the subject 
of previous treaties to which reference is made on page 13, section III, in the following terms: 

w iT- ' V Moreover, the High Contracting Parties who are signatories of the Washington Treaty retain the rights which they possess in this respect under the same 

This Annex was adopted, subject to M. Sato’s reservation. 

CHAPTER C. AIR ARMAMENTS. 

Article 24 (former Article AA). 
The number and total horse-power of the aeroplanes, capable of use in war, in commission 

and m immediate reserve in the land, sea and air armed forces of each of the High Contracting 
aries shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding columns of 

fable I annexed to this Chapter. 
The number and total horse-power of the aeroplanes, capable of use in war, in commission 

and m immediate reserve m the land, sea and air formations organised on a military basis of 
each of the High Contracting Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Partv in 
the corresponding columns of Table II annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 25 (former Article AA). 

The number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles, capable of use in war 
in commission in the land, sea and air armed forces of each of the High Contracting 
Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding columns 
ot Table III annexed to this Chapter. 

The number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles capable of use in war, in 
commission m the land sea and air formations organised on a military basis of each of the High 
Contracting Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding 
columns of Table IV annexed to this Chapter. R s 

Article 26 (former Article AC). 

Horse-power shall be measured according to the following rules . . . fthese rules will 
be established by the Conference]. 

The volume of dirigibles shall be expressed in cubic metres. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). The point I wish to raise is one which some may think a 
matter of substance; if that be so, I shall not insist. Article 26 says that “ horse-power shall be 
measured according to the following rules . . . [these rules will be established by the 
Conference] . It will be a very difficult matter for any party to make a statement as 
to the horse-power unless they know the rules by which they are to be governed. Could we not 
say there should be a Commission of Experts to draw up rules for measuring horse-power before the 
Conference meets ? We might suggest this to the Council and the Council could act on it or not 
as it liked. 

The President. We might either add a note at the foot of the page or make mention of 
the matter m the report. 

Agreed. 
Article 2j (former Article AE). 

I' The Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the embodiment of military features in the construction of civil aviation material, so that this material may be 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — The Tables and Annexes are shown in document C.P.D. 292 ; see Annex 12 
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constructed for purely civil purposes, more Paj‘1
o

C
]^j“J.eturoh ^^preparations shall be made 

Fn° clSf akCTaftInftimCeUofypS:e for the installation of warlike armaments for the purpose 
of converting such aircraft into military aircraft. pntprnrises to 

Fnth"L"thatama%Slbe3rtL°HVVo Party concerned in virtue of Part I, or 

Articles 24 and 25. h the present Convention, as the case may be. indirectlv air 

lines^priiKdpalhy^estaWished for^nilitmy'in^osS tastead3 ofSbeing established for economic, 

administrative or social purposes. cc:uip fUp rnnrlnsion 

“d t0 

confer together to this end. 

Tables annexed to Chapter C (former Article AA) of Part II. 

Table I. 
Aeroplanes of the Land, Sea and Air Armed Forces. 

Table II. — Aeroplanes of the Land, 
Sea and Air Formations organised on a 

Military Basis. 

-fcs.s 
r°i « 

Total aeroplanes 
of the armed 

forces 
(former Table A) 

(Optional) 
Aeroplanes 

stationed in the 
home country 
(former Table 

A (1)) 

(Optional) 
Aeroplanes 

stationed overseas 
(former Table 

A (2)) 

d 
(Optional) 

Aeroplanes in 
aircraft carriers 
(former Table 

A (3)) 

Total aeroplanes 
of thp forces 

organised on a 
military basis 

(former Table B) 

(Optional) 
Aeroplanes 

stationed in the 
home country 
(former Table 

B (1)) 

(Optional) 
Aeroplanes 

stationed overseas 
(former Table 

B (2)) 

_ S 
fS& 
H & 

5 
3 a 
H S 

S 
3a 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

US 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Table III. 
Dirigibles of the Land, Sea and Air Forces. 

Table IV. — Dirigibles of the Land, 
Sea and Air Formations organised on a 

Military Basis. 

Total dirigibles 
of the armed 

forces 
(former Table A) 

(Optional) 
Dirigibles 

stationed in the 
home country 
(former Table 

A (1)) 

(Optional) 
Dirigibles 
stationed 
overseas 

(former Table 
A (2)) 

d 
(Optional) 

Dirigibles in 
aircraft carriers 
(former Table 

A (3)) 

Total dirigibles 
of the formations organised on a 

military basis 
(former Table B) 

(Optional) 
Dirigibles 

stationed in the 
home country 
(former Table 

B (1)) 

(Optional) 
Dirigibles 

stationed overseas 
(former Table 

B (2)) 

_ s 
3a 3a ■3 6 _ s 

3a 
H S 

■3 6 sa 
h k 

s 13 2 _ £ 
2 a 

Chapter C, with the tables annexed, was adopted. 

PART III. — BUDGETARY EXPENDITURE. 

Article 28 (former Article DA). 

(Provisional text pending the drafting of the Annex.) 

The total annual expenditure of each of the High Contracting turtles on his land, sea 
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om? drtwtag ^o^TnnS6' °f Bud«etar>' ExPerts- which ha™ ^ Awarded to them in order to permit 

the folbwinftext'forX^DA~ The Preparat0ry Commiss“n adopted on second reading 

, “ ?.ac.1\4 the Hjgh Contracting Parties agrees to limit and, as far as possible, to reduce its total annual expenditure on land, air and sea forces. The relevant figure and the 
conditions governing such limitation or reduction, in particular as regards the possibility 
of a distinct limitation of land, naval and air expenditure, are stated in Annex No '' 
to the present Convention. ” 

reoue^ei^ZrrmCil8 onAr*icle> the Governments will take into account at the Conference the report 
of’the^drawdng-up of ““ex^No . 8 ^ ^ WhiCh WU1 haVe W forwar,ied t0 permit 

beenIdrXUHCh
tf uXt C!Itai? questi

c
0ns to be settled in the Ann«t. which has not yet 

Su f d’ ^eCrafting Committee has confined itself to reproducing provisionally the text which it proposed, in somewhat similar conditions, for Articles o (TA) and 23 (O) and has 
inserted m the note accompanying the article the reference to the possibility of a distinct 
limitation of the expenditure of the land, sea and air forces. 7 

M; R^rs (Netherlands). — I imagine the attention of the Committee of Experts will be 
drawn to the discussions we have had on the subject of limitation of budgetary expenditure and 
the various possibilities of evading the obligation not to exceed the maximum expenditure figures 
ana to the necessity for bringing into the reckoning the expenditure which is not included in the 
war or navy budgets. 

+ ,MVCob-n (SPam)- — J should like to ask the Drafting Committee for an explanation at to which is the exact text of Article 28. p on ax 

j?*' Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — It is the first text with 

&£ "i, S-Sr" p" *',le l“"“ ,h' ^ »« 

I hope, after a few days; therefore we must settle what we are going to do, and merely say that what 
we do is subject to any change made by the Conference as a result of the Annex. 

Article 28 was adopted. 

PART IV. — EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

Article 29 (former Articles IA and IA (2)). 

For each category of effectives defined in the model tables annexed to this Article the 
exchange of information each year shall apply to the average daily number of effectives 
reached during the preceding year in the land, sea and air armed forces and formations 
organised on a military basis of each of the High Contracting Parties. 

For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations, within months after the end of each year 
the necessary information to enable the said tables to be drawn up in the case of such Party! 

u • ^ Sba11 atta^ to this statement an explanatory note showing the elements on which the figures supplied are based, and stating, in particular, for each sort of effectives 
(recruits, militiamen, reservists, territorials, etc.) the number of these effectives and the 
number of days service they have performed. 

The said tables shall be finally drawn up and published with the explanatorv note referred 
to above by the Secretary-General not later than in each year. 

, M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I should like to make a remark on this part in general and 
to remind the Commission of the proposal with regard to direct publicity in respect of material. 

i ^ P^0P°®aiwas set on one S1de by an amendment which is found in another part of the preliminarv draft, but it was not put direct to the vote. Although I am still not sure there would not be a 
majority of the Commission in favour of such a proposal, I am not bringing it up again. I onlv 
wish to express the hope that the report will mention this proposal and state that it was not put 
directly to the vote. F 

The President. — That will be done. 

de i11 the paragraph it says: “ The said tables shall be finally drawn up and published with the explanatory note referred to above by the Secretary- 
General . . . . I think it would be preferable to say: “The said tables shall be finally 
drawn up by the Permanent Disarmament Commission and published by the Secretary-General ”. 

M. Massigli (France). — I do not consider the point to be of much importance; but I am 
inclined to think that if we adopt General de Marinis’ proposal, we shall be compelled to make 
changes m 1 art VI. I am not aware that we have proposed to entrust functions of this kind 
o e Permanent Disarmament Commission. Article 48 says: “ The Permanent Disarmament 

Gommission shall receive all the information supplied by the High Contracting Parties to the 



— 343 — 

Seceury-Genera! of the 

"nd, at^pThl pS^XTh^ecretariat will be able to classify the information 
and so help the Commission. 

# ,Tx i \ t +v1;r,v +hp romDiling of the tables is a matter rather tor 

r; *?r s.-s s. css'ss..-, a. ^ 
for my own country, since it is a Member of the League. v 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I think^General with the explanatory note 

“eWormation suppM from the fr‘°£Xn-S’^ ^th6 C°nVen °n' 

ShOUlIn replyTM4 MaSgli I would say ti>at jt wUl^be sufficient totterp^dent 
says: “ The Commission shall meet the first t g „ u would be sufficient to say: 
and Vice-President and todraw upjs Ruk^ to draw up the tables referred 

to in Article 2g, and to establish its Rules of Procedure . 
... nr 1 T rpoeat that I do not attach much importance to this point, 

M. Massigh (France). — I repeat tna difficulty. The first paragraph of 
but I do not see that M. Pohtis amen m r But there wpi be n0 question in this 
Article 40 refers to the first meeting o already in the draft Convention, and they will 
case of evolving model tables; t^6 J110^ , J ear \ye might put in somewhere 

a^irovisioii to^e isto tobies; but, in any case, the provision 
should be a separate one. o^ri ” in 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I d^th^ part of the article 
the last line but one are unnecessary. contracting parties are to forward to the 
also if we make any change. It provides that t information which is “ the necessary 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations . Then it says, 
information to enable the said tables to be drawn P drawn up and published ”. I should 
in the last paragraph: "The said tables ^nd^’ as h is quite clearly the duty 
have thought that we might leave out those w Article 48 to consider all this information, 
of the Permanent Disarmament Commission under Article 4^ consm^ ^ ^ ^ and to 

to point out what ought to be done abo^ ’ t i t Jform_which no doubt will be settled, 
receive it all. ™s is merely mechanical duty to pu^ information received. 
if there is any difficulty about it, Y „ ^anc here It means nothing more elaborate than 

tha? and V should have XugK cS have left, that as it is and made the explanation, if 
necessary, in the report—but I should have thought it was quite clear. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee.The mterpreta 

wfichtfS anlhem^Z^ andVt might be mnitted, leaving, the text to 

state simply that “ the said tables shall be drawn up and published . . 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I agree. 

The President. - I put to the vote the proposal to omit the word “ finally ”. 
Agreed. 
Article 29 thus modified was adopted. 

Model Tables annexed to Article 29 (Part IV).1 

Tables I to V. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - In column A of Tables I to V there has been a change in 
fhp wording which, alters the meaning of the column. . 

In the^text first proposed by the Drafting Committee the wording was. 

soldiers whose period of actual service with the colours has exceeded the legal 
period of'service, but is less than * years (informat.on to be supplied only by theH.gh 
Contracting Parties having the conscription system) . 

Note by the Secretariat. These Tables are shown in document C.P.D. 292; see Annex 12. 
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The passage m brackets has been replaced by the wording: “ (information to be supplied 
only for effectives recruited by conscription) 

This completely changes the meaning. I will give an example. 
We want the conscript armies to give us the information in column d. Take the case of a 

conscript army with one-year service, the maximum period of service in which (here indicated 
as x) is three years. We want to know what men in this army do more than one year’s and less 
than three years service. Now these men fall into two classes. First, there are the soldiers 
called up by conscription who, after serving for one year, ask to be allowed to re-enlist for one or 
two further years. Secondly, there is another class, which is the larger—namely, the men who 
enlist voluntarily and, though not called up by conscription, apply to serve for, say, two or three 
years. Provision should be made here to cover this class, and the old text did so. For this reason 
1 ask lor the restoration of the text originally adopted. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — The heading in question 
was adopted after hearing the views of the military experts, and the safe idea was to make the 
text clearer. But on reflection I think General de Marinis’ observation, if I understand it aright 
is altogether justified, and I suggest that we reinsert the original text and say: " (information 
to be supplied only by the High Contracting Parties having the conscription system) 

This proposal was adopted. 

Table II. 

, ?at° *n Table II, publicity becomes compulsory, whereas it is optional in 
tlie chapter on limitation. It also becomes compulsory for air effectives in Tables VIII to XII. 

I do not remember the Commission expressing a final view on this point. There was a 
document put in by the Bureau 1 in which it stated that “ the tables ... are optional as 
regards the limitation of effectives, but compulsory as regards publicity ”. But this document 
was never formally discussed. The discussion was so confused that the Commission left this 
question without passing any resolution. 

It seems to me there is an inconsistency here.. In the case of air material, Table I of the 
tables annexed to Chapter C (former Article AA) of Part II, regarding aeroplanes of land, sea and 
air armed forces states, in columns b, c, and d that it is optional; and the same is the case in 
columns b, c and d of Table I of the Model Tables annexed to Article 35 (former Article ID). 

ere is consistency, therefore, as between limitation and publicity in the case of air material 
but not in the case of air effectives. 

It seems to me, therefore, that the Commission has not come to any decision on this question 
of publicity, which is optional in one case and compulsory in the other. I have no objection 
of principle in the matter. If the Commission is for compulsory publicity in regard to effectives, 
the limitation of which is optional, I shall bow to its decision. But I think there should be a 
formal decision of the Commission in the matter. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — We had the same doubts 
m the Drafting Committee on this point as M. Sato. We referred to the Minutes, and found that 
there was a decision of the Commission on the point. 

M. Sato (Japan). — M. Westman reminds me that there was a formal decision in regard 
to effectives. I have no difficulty, therefore, in accepting the text proposed. But was there also 
a formal decision in regard to air material ? Limitation and publicity are, I understand, optional. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — We found nothing in 
regard to air material. 

^enera^ (Italy). In the note under tables IV and V there is a printer’s error. I he note says. Ce chiffre sera determine par la duree de service la plus longue en vigueur dans 
es annees de conscription ... It should read: “ . . . dans les armees de 

conscription ...” 2 

I should like the table shown under Tables IV and V and headed " Annex to Tables II and V” 
to be drawn up in the same form as the other tables, with columns a, b, c, d, e. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — This will be done. 

M. Massigli (France). — It is understood that in Tables IV and V, column d, the same 
change will be made as desired by General de Marinis in the case of Tables I, II and III. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — Perhaps it would be more logical to say in column c 
“ other effectives who have completed % months of service or more ”. In the following column, 
we find less than x months ” and that might lead to misinterpretation and possibly to the, 
temptation to eliminate those effectives who serve exactly ^ months. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See thirteenth meeting, No. 67. 
2 The English text is not affected. 
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The President. — The Commission is in agreement to omit the words f 
of service ” in column c, of Table I, and to replace them by the words at least * months of service 
The same change will be made in the other tables. 

Tables I to V, thus amended, were adopted. 

Table VI. 

The President. - In the second line of the “ Note by the Drafting Committee ;; under 
Table VI, it says: “ ... in any of the armies . . . . Ihe words 
be added. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. - The note is to be omit ec 

Table VI was adopted. 
Tables VII, VIII and IX. 

Tables VII, VIII and IX were adopted. 
Table X. 

be c^ngedto ^ 
air force ...” 

A greed. 

Table X was adopted. 
Tables XI and XII. 

Tables XI and XII were adopted. 

The President. — It is understood that the note at the foot of these last two tables is to 
be altered. 

Article 30 (former Article IA (1)). 

If anv vouths have compulsorily received, during any year, preparatory military training 

Wh° Theabovelnforaiationshall be published by the Secretary-General not later than  
in each year. 

It is y*ar*fo<"tS* fafw!*® S^figun* 
are being drawn up. There should be some interval allowed. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee^- Very tr™: PerhaPs “ 
would be possible to take the expression which we find in Article 35 mt ' ' ' 

months after the end of each year ” ? 

Article 30 was adopted with the above amendment. 

Article 31 (former Article IZ). 

The High Contracting Parties concerned shall forward to the Secretary-General of the 
LeagueeofTt"thengend of each year the fohowing information as to the proviso 
their law relating to the effectives recruited by conscription in their land, sea and air lo . 
and formations organised on a military basis respectively. 

(1) The total number of days comprised in the first period of service; 
(2) The total duration in days of the ensuing periods. 

The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than  
in each year. 

M Massigli (France). — The question is rather different in the case of this article- The 
facts^n Ms case ire determined by legislative enactments, and mfSave 
within twenty-four hours. There is no need for an interval of any length. We can there 
the words: “ At the end of each year . 

Article 31 was adopted. 

Article 32 (former Articles DB* and IB). 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall, within months from the end of each 
budgetary year, communicate to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations a statment 
diawn up in accordance with a standard model, showing by categories of matenals the Mai 
actual expenditure in the course of the said year on the upkeep purchase and manufacture 
of war materials of the land armed forces and formations organised on a military basis o 
Party. 
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not lIteithfarati0^C0.n!neach11yearS Statement shaU be Published by the Secretary-General 

from 7" ^ ‘"e report requested 
and the methods of publicity thu^ adopted i/conne^ti on w^b+J and naitUTe °l tJe categories to be laid down 
referred to in Article 9 of the present Convention. h 6 prOV1S1°ns of the annex regarding limitation 

A greed. 

Article 32, thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 33 (former Article I of document C.P.D. 260). 1 

„f ™tbin month after the date of laying down and the date of completion respectively 

of Part If hid down her th?Vhn VeSSelS extmpt fr0m limitation under Annex I to Chapter B 
into f ' n’ f,! or eompleted by or for them or within their jurisdiction after the comine 
Secretary Generafo/thl Convention the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to thf Secretary-General of the League of Nations the information detailed below: 

{a) The date of laying down the keel and the following particulars: 

Classification of the vessel and for whom built (if not for the High Contracting Party) • 
Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; ^ ’ 

waterdine1Pal dimensions~namely’ iength of water-line, extreme beam at or below 
Mean draught at standard displacement; 
Calibre of the largest gun. 

vesseLat that date °f together with the foregoing particulars relating to the 

to alHhe Hkrrnn?rm?ti0nr,Shhn be lmfed^tely communicated by the Secretary-General to all the High Contracting Parties and shall be published by the Secretary-General not later 
Lllcin m each year. 
Article 33 was adopted. 

Article 34 (former Article IG). 

name^n^tnpnL136 ^ommunic^e
/
d to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations the 

forTs™^ ?? g any 1
VeSSeli (excePt vessels completed prior to 1921 which were designed for a speed of less than 12 knots) whose decks have been stiffened as authorised in Article 18 

ot tfie present Convention. 

be m^d/hwS vessels whose decks have already been stiffened this communication shall 
ronW W7 fh HlS„hC°ntractlng Party whose flag the vessel flies within a months from the coming into force of the present Convention for such High Contracting Party. 

shall bprm^?n0th+tr v-sl1S,Wh0Se decks are stiffened in future, the said communication 
hppr! iff T a by the Hlfh Contracting Party within whose jurisdiction the stiffening has been effected, as soon as the stiffening has been completed. g 

1 he above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than  
m eacn year. 

had (^eden)> Cbairman 0[.the Drafting Committee. — The Drafting Committee 
contracdny nya tv a W°Idm? for thls artide> beaause it seemed difficult to settle which 
stiffened a? Pady.should glve the information m the case, first, of vessels whose decks are already 
decks are stittWiedTh1 “ tT”!? m f°rCe of the Convention, and secondly of vessels whose 
Article 1C d d noL bSfeqUT- n o he C°mmg m f0rce of the Convention. The text of the former 
That is another nrnWlfy tThlCr Powerwa? t0 be under obligation to supply the information, mat is another problem the Commission has still to settle. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). It has never been decided by the Commission. 

the ^ari”is (Italy)- — We might put in the third paragraph of this article: " by ttie High Contracting Party whose flag the vessel flies ”. ^ 

in +TiT^m^ireS^ent' r- Phere are no brackets in the English text. The same form will be used in the third paragraph as m the second paragraph. 

A greed. 

It +nCil ?dtish EmPire)- ~ This was agreed to. I am a little puzzled by this article. 
PP ‘ , ^ to have been very much changed from what it was when we passed it and to go a great deal further now. It requires information of all vessels which have been stiffened. 

ave no instructions about that. Of course we can give information about any vessels that 
have been stiffened by the Government, but if they have been stiffened by private individuals 
1 do not know that we have any means of knowing about that. I understood it was only to 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex 11. 
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be information regarding the vessels whi^ ofcertain^essels8 

of the present Convention, which permit information should be given, 

"id"' Jisd° wl Ltt “ori^ToZ^ vessels except U ascertain whether they 
are seaworthy. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of Amenc3)- - I d° not think there B 
ment as to the essential purpose of this artic e, '‘ j. b ’readily cleared up between 
there still remain certain ambiguities which cf" refer to, it is stated: 
now and the General Conference. As an example of the sort of ambiguity 

“ As regards vessels whose decks have already been stiffened this communication shal 
be made bySthe High Contracting Party whose flag the vessel fl . 

I venture to point out the difficulty of carrying.ouyUs d^cks had 
the case of a citizen of one country purchasing, p . c;tizen of the first country 

^^'inT^SrSt^^Jion necessary to carry out the obligations 

“nhtre areTnumber of other possible complications^ 
serious difficulties involved. Study between now an rnose j therefore suggest we 

mlfall study the formulation of 

a better text between now and the Conference. 

the stiffening. 

That is the only thing they can really speak to; they cannot speak to what has been done 
by other people, at least in my cou^ry- , similar alteration. Perhaps it would 

be sufficient "to^ay f^By^he^said'High Craitracting^arty c”'We should have to .oi into that. 

The President. — I observe that Mr. Gibson agrees. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - I think there is a seriou^obiectio"‘“‘^^tatSdLks 

rthS^kn^ ^nk suTh^ry rare cases-if there be any 
such cases at all—might be left out of account. article- otherwise we shall be 

embaFrktaronPabsentio^ol^bstancr This is ^eTwithouTthrO^emS'concerned 

hes vssss&grz* 

put nothing else in the article. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Draftl^ Commhteed— Lord Cedi s1^^^ 
of the decision taken by the Commission is hardly correct. The old Article iu 
terms: . . , 

“ Farh of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretariat of t e 
League o? Nations th^name and thf tonnage of any vessel constructed m accordance wffh 
Article NH . . • ” 

It does not deal merely with vessels constructed by the Governments. The text is of general 

appheation. because of the inadequacy of Article IG that the Drafting Committee thought fit to 

suggest the solution before you. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - This still does not answer the clu®sfh
0
p
n
ot^er

d^tS itMfSs 
ships were constructed in accordance with the other artic e. s r®a 

only to Government action. It is not, however, of very great impoitance. 
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M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — That is not my reading of the article. 

It is not a ™!??JBrfitish ^mPire); — 11 seems to me we should settle this point one way or another, 
n wt °f great imPortance^ but when you put a duty on Governments it must be only uty which they can carry out. They have no means and no right to interfere with what 

of H S d° their ships' As a matter of fact 1 believe that a considerable number slnps built now are built with decks sufficiently strong to carry 6-inch guns, not with any view 
to tneir being used as part of the armed forces of the country, but merely to defend themselves 

W+n51 SAmarife attack. I am told, but I do not know, that it is merely a measure of protection 
l P> and 18 qmte a common practice. I do not know how the Governments can ascertain it tnat be so or not without inspecting the building of a ship. I should have thought all you 

can ask here is to see that the Government preparations for war are limited. That is the whole 
oasis ot our Convention. I do not think this is a very important matter, but we should proceed 
on some kind ot principle if we discuss what private individuals are doing which may, or may 
not, increase the strength of a country when it goes to war. Then we should require returns 
about transport, and other things not used perhaps in war. I am content to say that everything 
the Government has done or caused to be done in this matter should be returned, but it does 
not seem right to go further than that. 

i , The
f 

]Son- Gibson (United States of America). — I am in the happy position of being able to tall m with almost any possible solution; but I confess, among them all, the one that 
appeals to me most is the amendment offered by Lord Cecil, because it seems to me to be very 
simple and sound and, if we adopt it, we shall know exactly where we are. I, therefore, suggest 
that you put that amendment to the vote, as I should like to have the privilege of voting for it. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — Article 18 says: 

“ No preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation 
ot warlike armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war . . . ” 

I do not believe private individuals can do such things without the knowledge of their Govern- 
ments. It is not possible to convert a merchant-ship into a vessel of war without the Government’s 
having a hand in it. Article 18 comprises an undertaking by the Governments not to make any 
preparation tor the installation of armaments for the purpose of converting merchant-ships 
into vessels of war. There will be no difficulty for the Government in fulfilling this undertaking: 
t ey assume much more far-reaching obligations in connection with the supervision of private 
enterprise—lor example, in the case of the Internationa] Labour Office. This obligation can be 
assumed by the Governments, not only in cases in which they grant subsidies, but generally and 
without exception. ° J 

k + (JaPan)- I agree with M. Rutgers in respect of his interpretation and comments; but 1 have a few words to add. Article 18, which M. Rutgers has just quoted, is the old Article NH, 
winch is taken from the Washington Treaty. After the conclusion of that Treaty, there was 
never any question of such an interpretation as has been given by Lord Cecil. My country, 
as a party to the Washington Treaty, could not accept any novel interpretation of any one of 
the articles adopted at Washington. The only possible thing to do would be to keep the present 
text and submit it to the Conference, as Mr. Gibson has proposed. At the Conference each 
coun ry will state its interpretation, and we shall see whether there are circumstances which 
preclude the supply of full information by certain countries. The Conference will consider each 
particular case and the solution required. 

As, however, the Drafting Committee’s present text has given rise to much discussion, I 
propose we adopt the original second-reading text. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Rather than prolong the debate I should be quite content 
to accept that or any other decision. It is a most important matter. I think it would be better, 
as a matter of principle, to take the last suggestion of M. Sato, because I think that is free from 
the objection of allowing the Drafting Committee to legislate for us. 

The President. I he former Article IG will therefore take the place of Article 34. 

A greed. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — It should be stated in the report that certain delegates 
pointed out that it would be very doubtful how far they would be able to comply with such an 
article. 

Article 55 (former Article ID). 

For each of the categories of aircraft defined in the model tables annexed to this Article, 
the exchange of information shall apply to the maximum figures attained in each year in 
respect of the number and total horse-power, and for dirigibles the total volume, by the 
aircraft referred to in Articles 24 and 25 of the present Convention. 

For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations within months after the end of each year the 
necessary information to enable the said tables to be drawn up in the case of such Party. 

The tables referred to in the preceding paragraph shall be finally drawn up and published 
by the Secretary-General not later than in each year. 
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The President. — In the third paragraph of this article the word “ finally ” must be 
omitted. 

Article 35, thus amended, was adopted. 

The Commission rose at 1.20 p.m. 

TWENTY-THIRD MEETING. 

Held on Friday, December 5th, 1930, at 5 p.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

113. Texts drafted by the Drafting Committee (document C.P.D.292 1): Examination and 
Discussion (continuation). 

Model Tables annexed to Article 35 (former Article ID). 

These Model Tables I, II, III and IV were adopted. 

Article 36 (former Article IE). 

In order to ensure publicity as regards civil aviation, each of the High Contracting Parties 

jurisdiction of such Party. Each Party shall also indicate the amounts expended on 
aviation bv the Government and by local authorities. ~ , 1 . „ +v»Qri 

(The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than... 
 in each year). 

M Westman (Sweden) Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — To bring the text of this 
article into m0rn'nshalOndicateewitlfin,x months^after 

the’end'dTeach year ..." It will also be necessary to delete the brackets round the wor s 
“ to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations . 

Thus amended, the article was adopted. 

Article 3J (former Articles DA* and IH). 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations within months of the end of each budgetary year a statement 
drarup iL accordance with the standard model (annexed 
amounts actually expended in the course of the said year on the land, sea and air armaments 

0f SUThePMoyrmation supphed in this statement shah be published by the Secretary-General 
not later than in each year. 

Note by the Drafting Committee. — It is for the Preparatory Commission to decide whether 
the standard model referred to in the first para^aph of the proposed arbcte should be tte 
model statement in document C.P.D.oo or whether further study by experts is necessary. 
rthat caS a note to that effect shall be inserted after this Article as has been done for 
Articles 9 (TA) and 32 IB. 

M. Westman (Sweden),• Chairman of the Drafting Committee — I which 
the Commission’s attention to the Drafting Committee s note at the4°^ °t, g e;e^re3 
states that it is for the Preparatory Commission to decide whether the standard model re e 
to in the first paragraph of the article should be the model statement in document C.P.D.90, 
or whether further study by experts is necessary. 

M Sato (Japan). — When this article was discussed by the Commission, I proposed that 
the question should be referred to the Committee of Budgetary Experts, whose powers should be 
extended. I am under the impression that the Commission agreed. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I agree with this suggestion. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — A note will therefore be 
made to this article, substantially the same as the note to Article 32. 

1 Note by the the Secretariat. —■ See Annex 12. 
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Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I suppose we shall have to consider the actual wording of 
the reference to the experts when we have finished this. 

Article 37 was adopted with this reservation. 

PART V (former Chapter IV). — CHEMICAL ARMS. 

Article 38. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the use 
in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases, and of all analogous liquids, substances or 
processes. 

They undertake unreservedly to abstain from the use of all bacteriological methods of 
warfare. 

Proposal by the Polish Delegation regarding a Convention for affording International 

Aid to any Country chemically or bacteriologically attacked. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — I have no desire to re-open the discussion on this grave 
problem, but before our work comes to an end I wish to place before you the point of view of 
my delegation. Our concern, I may say, is shared by a number of other delegations. 

I should like first of all to remind the Commission of the origin of Part V (Chemical Arms). 
We urged at the outset that a special chapter dealing with the prohibition of the use of asphyxiating, 
poisonous or similar gases and also of bacteriological weapons in war should be embodied in the 
Convention; and our object was to establish fresh guarantees in this regard and, in particular, to 
make an advance upon the Protocol of June 17th, 1925. 

The conditions under which we have been working, however, have not enabled us for the time 
being to achieve this aim. 

The texts which we have succeeded in drawing up in Part V (Chemical Arms) do not represent 
any essential change in the present situation. 

hurther, I recognise that the scope of the Convention, the aim of which is the limitation 
and reduction of armaments, does not easily lend itself to provisions of this nature. We agree, 
therefore, not to insist that this very important problem be dealt with in the draft Convention; 
but I will take this opportunity of explaining briefly to you our point of view in the matter. 

Having regard to the notable development of science in the sphere of chemistry and 
bacteriology, and considering the enormous growth of the chemical industry in particular, the 
temptation to use one of the most formidable weapons in a future war would be too strong to be 
removed merely by a prohibitory measure. With regard to this I should like to quote to you the 
remarks made by the Greek delegate in his excellent speech of December 2nd last : 1 

“ If ever we have the misfortune to be involved in another war ”, said M. Politis, " I do 
not think that prohibitions imposed on belligerents by law will be respected any more than 
they were last time—indeed, even less than last time ”. 

This is very true, and therefore the prohibition should be supplemented by measures increasing 
its practical force, which would make its violation, if not impossible, at least more difficult, and 
would introduce serious dangers for the aggressor. 

I would take this opportunity of emphasising that we have in no way abandoned our original 
point of view. We are of opinion that only collective reprisals could afford us adequate safeguards. 
They are the only means which might act as an adequate deterrent to induce the aggressor to 
abandon once for all the idea of using a weapon of this nature against an adversary. 

I am, however, perfectly aware of the position in practice. The discussions in our Commission 
last year showed that, for the moment, the majority were unable to agree to definite pledges with 
regard to punitive action. 

We are therefore at present forced to be satisfied with less, and we are ready to limit ourselves 
to the lowest possible minimum. What we do not desire is to remain inactive in the face of the 
possibilities outlined by M. Politis, and in the past by M. de Brouckere, which must be plain 
to us all. 

But there is one thing which, it appears to us, might be done immediately without the risk of 
encountering serious opposition: an undertaking on the part of all States to give their support 
to a country which has been attacked by chemical or bacteriological weapons. 

As we have admitted that for the moment we do not see how, either materially or morally, 
such an attack may be rendered impossible, we ought at least to agree to give our support to any 
possible victim. 

Primarily, States should assure to any country, which has been the victim of a chemical or 
bacteriological attack, rapid and efficient sanitary and medical assistance. Further, they should 
undertake to give the country the support of the scientific resources at their command, in order to 
devise suitable means of defence and ways of nullifying these weapons. These resources should 
be put at the disposal of the people who are threatened, or who have been already attacked, as 
quickly as possible and in sufficient quantity. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — Twentieth Meeting, No. 107. 
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I was anxious to explain to the Commission, before our work is finished, the point of view 
which we shall shortly propose for examination outside this Commission 

Regarding this, I should like to make a statement. I am happy to be able to say t 
view isfharedgby certain delegations with whom I have been able to discuss thesubject-Ireferto 
™e Belgian, Finnish, Roumanian and Yugoslav delegations I have not had time to discuss the 
matter with other delegations, but I am sure that many of them share this view. _ 

I would ask the President to be kind enough to insert the following declaration in the repor . 

“ Though recognising the moral value of international instruments forbidding the use 
in warfare of chemical and bacteriological methods in war'7e

f 
nevert^e^f^ 

necessary to make provision, in addition to these instruments for practical preventive and 
executo/y measures'^ These measures should be such as to render chemical or bact^ 
attack if not impossible, at any rate difficult, and should limit the chances of success and 
efficacy of such attack. They should also constitute a fresh guarantee that no violation o 
the undertakings solemnly signed could be committed without involving very unpleasan 
consequences it would be desirable to consider the of 

a Convention for affording international aid on as liberal a scale as possible to My cou y 
chemically or bacteriologically attacked. As such aid would be essentially of a humanitarian 
nature (sanitary, scientific, etc.), it should meet with general approva. 

“ this problem might be studied in due course by the League ot Nations . 

The President. — The observations made by General Kasprzycki will be mentioned m 
the report. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — The suggestion made by the Polish deleSatl°n 

interesting and I therefore support it; but I must add that our delegation has not had the tun 
to study it and I think that the Polish proposal requires very thorough examination from the 
technical point of view and from that of international law. The body which inhents the unfinBhed 
task of the Committee on Arbitration and Security might place this question on its progra n • 

My Government will always support any effort to establish punitive ^ea
f
s^s

c ° ® ti 

respect for treaties, particularly in the case of a treaty having the moral importance fth^ 
reeurdine AsDhvxiating Gases. It is, I think, no secret that my Government favours a system 
oHnternationa^guarantees, even if, owing to the insurmountable difficulties it encounters, such 
a system can only be achieved by stages. . ^ Q r ^ -+1- 

^ But as the Polish delegate has just said, the question at issue is not one of punitive measures 
but rather, in my opinion, of an investigation which might fall within the sphere of the Internation 
Red Cross. Here we touch upon the general rules regarding the laws of war . . . 

The President. — You may continue to speak, but, strictly speaking, this has nothing to 
do with the Drafting Committee’s text. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — . . . but, as General Kasprzycki has explained his 
ideas on the matter, I would remind the Commission that attempts were made to codify the 
laws of war before the recent war, and that, last year, the International Red Cross called a 
conference to study the rights and duties of belligerants. The measures contemplated by the 
Polish delegation might come within the scope of such work, and I think it would be better 
to mention them in our report. 

M. Massigli (France). — The French delegation understands the concern which the Polish 
delegation feels on this point. It fully realises the importance of the question, and would be glad 
to see it considered, and mention of it will be made in the report. 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State). — I just want to make a remark on this subject. There was 
some discussion on the interpretation of this article on December 2nd last, following the circulation 
of a memorandum by the British Government, and, on that occasion, several delegations made 
declarations. I have only to say that the Government of the Irish Free State accepts entirely 
the interpretation of the article as given in the memorandum of the British delegation. 

Article 38 was adopted. 

PART VI. — MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

CHAPTER A. PERMANENT DISARMAMENT COMMISSION. 

Article 39 (Former Article OA). 

There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disarmament 
Commission with the duty of following the execution of the present Convention It shall 
consist of % (figure to be fixed by the Conference) members appointed respectively by the 
Governments of (list to be drawn up by the Conference), 
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Members of the Commission shall not represent their Governments. They shall be 
appointed for a; years, but shall be re-eligible. During their term of office, they may be 
replaced only on death or in the case of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent 
illness. 

They may be assisted by technical experts. 

Article 40 (Article OB). 
The Commission shall meet for the first time, on being summoned by the Secretary- 

General of the League of Nations, within three months from the entry into force of the 
present Convention, to elect a provisional President and Vice-President and to draw up 
its Rules of Procedure. 

Thereafter it shall meet annually in ordinary session on the date fixed in its Rules of 
Procedure. 

It may also, if summoned by its President, meet in extraordinary session in the cases 
provided for in the present Convention and whenever an application to that effect is made 
by a High Contracting Party. 

Article 41 (Article OC). 
The Commission shall have full power to lay down its own Rules of Procedure on the 

basis of the provisions of the present Convention. 

Article 42 (Article OD). 
The Commission may only transact business if at least two-thirds of its members are 

present. 
Article 43 (Article OE). 

Any High Contracting Party not having a member of its nationality on the Commission 
shall be entitled to send a member appointed for the purpose to sit at any meetings of 
the Commission during which a question specially affecting the interests of that Party is 
considered. 

Article 44 (Article OF). 
Each member of the Commission shall have only one vote. 
All decisions of the Commission shall be taken by a majority of the votes of the members 

present at the meeting. 
In the cases provided for in Articles 49 and 51 the votes of members appointed by the 

Parties concerned in the discussion shall not be counted in determining the majority. 
A minority report may be drawn up. 

Article 45 (Article OG). 
Each member of the Commission shall be entitled on his own responsibility to have 

any person heard or consulted who is in a position to throw any light on the question which 
is being examined by the Commission. 

Article 46 (Article OH). 
Each member of the Commission shall be entitled to require that, in any report by 

the Commission, account shall be taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by him, 
if necessary in the form of a separate report. 

Article 47 (Article 01). 
All reports by the Commission shall, under conditions specified in each case in the 

present Convention, or in the Rules of Procedure of the Commission, be communicated 
to all the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations, and shall 
be published. 

Articles 39 to 47 were adopted. 
Article 48 (Article IF). 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all the information supplied 
by the High Contracting Parties to the Secretary-General of the League in pursuance of their 
international obligations in this regard. 

Each year, the Commission shall make at least one report on the information submitted 
to it and on any other information that may reach it from a responsible source and that 
it may consider worth attention, showing the situation as regards the fulfilment of the 
present Convention. 

This report shall be communicated forthwith to all the High Contracting Parties and 
to the Council of the League and shall be published on the date fixed in the Rules of Procedure 
of the Commission. 

M. Politis (Greece). — I should like to ask why the Drafting Committee has thought it 
better to transfer this text. I still believe, until it is otherwise shown, that it will be better 
to place it at the end of the part regarding exchange of information—that is to say, after Article 37. 
I suppose that the reason for the transference is that the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
is mentioned for the first time in this chapter. But this no longer holds good since this morning, 
as the Permanent Disarmament Commission is already mentioned in Articles 7 and 12. I 
therefore ask whether there is any plausible reason for interfering with the logical order of the 
articles. 
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M Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — Dhe rea^n was that 
indicated by M. Politis. It has now lost much of its force, and if M. Pohtis wishes, and ^ 9?. 
mission so decides, Article 48 can perhaps be placed 'among the other provisions rega g 
information. 

M. Politis (Greece). — I should like to propose that the reference " referred to in such and 
such an Article ” (Article 39) should be placed in Articles 7 and 12, where the Perman 
Disarmament Commission is alluded to. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am a little in doubt whether the whole of this article should 
to the Exchange of Information part, because the second and third paragraphs deal with 

the^annual repmrt^that the CommissLi is to make, and that is-or ought to be-one of its 
nrincipal duties; the drafting of an annual report containing all the information that reac es 
ft showing the general situation of disarmament. I should have thought that the ideal plan 
mkht have been to put the first paragraph of Article 48 at the end of the Exchange of Information 
part thlt is the paragraph safing that the Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive 
fll the informationPsuPplied by the contracting parties- and then keep the other two paragraphs 
where they are now I merely suggest that to M. Politis and to the Commission, because I am 
afraid of putting into the Exchange of Information part what would be as I see it, if this plan 
goes through, the most vivid and important part of the work of the Commission. 

M Politis (Greece). — Rather than divide Article 48 thus, I would prefer to maintain it 
as it is’; for otherwise the drafting of the second paragraph, dealing with the information above 
mentioned, would have to be modified. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). — I desire to support the last solution indicated by M. Politis. 
I think it better to leave the article as it is. In any case, m the part containing Article 37, 
the obligations of the contracting parties are mentioned. They are obliged to send information, 
while in Article 48 the use to be made by the Commission of this information is dealt w . 
These are two distinct ideas, and I think it would be better to include the use made of the 
information in the chapter regarding the Commission’s powers. 

Article 48 was adopted. 

CHAPTER B. DEROGATIONS. 

Article 49 (Article XA). 

If during the term of the present Convention, a change of circumstances constitutes, 
in the opinion of any High Contracting Party, a menace to its national security, such High 
Contracting Party may suspend temporarily, m so far as concerns itself, from any provision 
or provisions of the present Convention, other than those expressly designed to apply m the 
event of war, provided: 

(a) That such Contracting Party shall immediately notify the other Contracting 
Parties and at the same time the Permanent Disarmament Commission, through the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, of such temporary suspension, and of the 

ib) That simultaneously with the said notification, the Contracting Party shall 
communicate to the other Contracting Parties and at the same tune to the Pe™anent 
Disarmament Commission, through the Secretary-General, a full explanation of the 
change of circumstances referred to above. 

Thereupon the other High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the situation 

t^1US When1 the reasons for such temporary suspension have ceased to exist the said High 
Contracting Party shall reduce its armaments to the level agreed upon in the Convention, 
and shall make immediate notification to the other Contracting Parties. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — In the English, the word “ from ” in °Ught 

to be struck out. You do not “ suspend from ’ any provision; you suspend any provision. 
The word “ from ” was deleted from the English text. 
Article 49, thus modified, was adopted. 

CHAPTER C. — PROCEDURE REGARDING COMPLAINTS. 

Article 50 (Article ZA). 

The High Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of the present 
Convention is a matter of concern to all the Parties. 

Article 51 (Article ZB). 

If during the term of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party is of opinion that 
another Party to the Convention is maintaining armaments in excess of the figures agreed upon 
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The Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting PxrUr 

which mavUhStl°ned’ ^h0llld such Party 50 desire> and the representative of afy othJr Partv which may be specially concerned in the matter and which asks to be heard ^hall 

League ^ThT6111 there°n t0-the High Contracting Parties and to ^Council of the 
L StC TY rP°rt and aay Proceedlngs thereon shall be published as soon as possible 

IfthflfLToY0 rS prt'fS SaaU P?°mptly advise as t0 the conclusions 0
Pf the Report 

r1 the.f[l&n Contracting Parties directly concerned are Members of the League of Natinnc* 

CoYnanTtith ^ ^ “ng upon it in such arcumslance TnYirtu^oTthe 
thTpYace oTnatioTt0 enSUnng ^ °f the preSent Mention and to safegLrdlng 

A rticles 50 and 51 were adopted. 

CHAPTER D.—FINAL PROVISIONS. 

Note by the Drafting Committee. — The Drafting Committee has insertcH in u 
wrth a few formal alterations, the provisions draw^ r™CNovember 2oth hv Y ?tlr' 
Committee presided over by M. Politis and adopted in plenary session on December 1st S’lb' 

The Committee desire to point out that a certain nnrnV,^ 1 . .st- 
for instance, as those relating to the signature of the Convention! wh?rh prov,,?10Ils (such' 
treaties signed at Geneva, have not bee§n inserted in this IectmC The tex? o n 

provisions should in any case be settled by the Conference. ’ * 1 ? such 

CommhteeePreSident' “ ^ ab°Ve n°te haS been inserted in front of Article 52 by the Drafting 

from*?hAeSlmf" (s«eden)■ Chairman of the Drafting Committee, trom the text of the Convention. 

The President. 

This note is to be omitted 

Certainly. It will be mentioned in the report. 

Article 52 (Article EA). 

of ArtideM whYTdCls whhTbb 6 1° drawthe attention of the Committee to the drafting 

treafeare loTeY^sTemd YilolYfCh^110"’,1101 “"T obligations arising from previous 
Should be dealt with on the ^ ^ 

Article 7, paragraphs 2 and 3; 
Article 16, paragraphs 3 and 4; 
Article 18; 
Article 20. 

which Thepre-“t Convention sha11 n°t affect the provisions of previous treaties under 

Committee YresFd’edwe^bv M^pVf^ °f ,expressinS my opimon on this object to the Sub- 
favourablv Y tw u ty and he appeared to have received my observations 
isoYngte atechniTerro YhS Z ^ thlDraftin« Committee.3^ No doubt h 
Dlace in the QnH IT r th r Draftmg Committee has not been informed of what took place in the Sub-Committee. I therefore venture to draw the attention of the Commission to 
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ihp ronsideration of the amendment proposed by the Japanese delegation. If this amendment 
he adopted the last sub-paragraph of paragraph {b), Section III (Vessels to b^°^ve^t^cl^ 
b^e)^in^Annex V to Chapter 13 of Part II, in document C.P.D.292 * should be deleted being 
superfluous. 

M Massi£li (France) — I beg M. Sato to excuse a misunderstanding for which I am partly 
respomibk I may forgotten to have the article altered by the Drafting Comm.ttee m 
thePmanner indicated by him; in any case, his amendment is perfectly justified. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — The proposal of the Japanese 
delegation seems to as so entirely reasonable and sound that no arguments are needed to emphasise 
hs value. I merely wish to say! therefore, that I support M. Sato s suggestion. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — The only thing I wish to ask is whether, in t*)6 Taaagraph 
of this Article 52, you will not need to make a similar alteration of the words obligations 
read “ provisions ”. 

The President. — Article 52 will read as follows: 

“ The present Convention shall not affect the provisions of previous treaties . . 

and in the second naraeraph the word “ provisions ” will replace the word obligations . 
* Also, the last sub-paragraph of paragraph (b), Section III (Vessels to be converted o arge 

Use) in Annex V to Chapter B of Part II in document C.P.D.292, will be omitted. 

Article 52, thus amended, was adopted. 

Article 53 (document C.P.D.282).2 

If a dispute arises between two or more of the High Contracting Parties concerning the 
interpretation or application of the provisions of the present Convention and cannot^ 
either directly between the Parties or by some other method of friendly settlement, the Parties 
will at the request of any one of them, submit such dispute to the decision of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice or to an arbitral tribunal chosen by them. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — When we discussed the Belgian proposal I found myself 
in some doubt as to the word “ application ”, and I suggested its deletion as 1 thought that it 
would be sufficient to refer to the interpretation of the provisions ^ ^ ^ention^ 
However, after carefully considering the arguments put forward by Lord Cecil I chang y 
opinion and did not submit any fresh amendment; I did not propose any change in the text 
Drafting Committee. I shall therefore vote for Article 53, understood in the sense explained by 
Lord Cecil. 

The President. — M. Markovitch’s observation will be mentioned in the report. 

Article 33 was adopted. 
Article 54 (Article EB). 

The present Convention shall be ratified by the High Contracting Parties in accordance 
with their respective constitutional methods. The instruments of ratification shad be 
denosited with the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. 

P The present Convention shall come into force, for each Party whose instrument o 
ratification has been deposited, as soon as the instruments of ratification have been deposited 
bv . • • (list to be drawn up by the Conference). _ . . ,. 

(Should the present Convention not have come into force in accordance with the preceding 
paragraph by . . . the High Contracting Parties shall be invited by the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations to meet and consider the possibility of putting it into force. 
They undertake to participate in this consultation, which shall take place before . . .) 
Note by the Drafting Committee. — It will be for the Conference to decide whether this paragraph and 

any supplementary provisions which may be necessary would not be better placed in a protocol of signature (see docume 
C.P.D.232).3 

Article 34 was adopted. 
Article 33 (Article ED). 

Each of the High Contracting Parties will begin the necessary measures for carrying the 
provisions of the present Convention into effect as soon as it has come into force for sue 
Party. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — The Drafting Committee has greatly improved this article. 
It was stated originally that, as soon as the Convention entered into force, each of the contracting 
parties “ will begin (entreprendra) the necessary measures ”, etc. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex 12. 
2 Note by the Secretariat. — Belgian proposal; see seventeenth meeting, No. 85. 
3 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex 7. 
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The Committee has said: “ . . . will take ('prendrait) the necessary measures 
“ Entreprendre ” means “ to begin ”, “ prendre ” means “ to accomplish I shall be satisfied 

if the word “ begin ” is altered in the English text. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I see no difficulty and am ready to accept this modification. 

Article 55, thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 56 (Article EF). 
Subject to the provisions of Articles 57 and 58, the present Convention shall remain 

in force for . . . years. It shall remain in force after the expiration of that period except 
in so far as it may be amended, superseded or denounced under the conditions specified in the 
following articles. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — It was stated in Article EF: 

“ The present Convention shall in principle have a period of duration of . . . ” 

The words “ in principle ” have been replaced by: “ subject to the provisions of Articles 57 
and 58 ... ” 

Article 56 was adopted. 
Article 57 (Article EG). 

Before the end of the period of * years provided for in the preceding article, and not less 
than y years after its entry into force, the present Convention shall be re-examined by the 
High Contracting Parties meeting in Conference. The date of this meeting shall be fixed by the 
Council of the League of Nations, after taking cognisance of the opinion of the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission and of the intentions of the High Contracting Parties non-members 
of the League of Nations. 

The above-mentioned Conference may, if necessary, revise the present Convention and 
establish fresh provisions in substitution therefor, fixing their period of duration and laying 
down general rules regarding their examination and subsequent revision, if the latter is required. 

Article 57 was adopted. 

Article 58 (Article EH). 
Before the end of the period of y years provided for in the preceding article, but not less 

than z years after the entry into force of the present Convention, the procedure for examination 
and revision laid down in that article may also be carried out at the request of a 
High Contracting Party, with the concurrence of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, 
if the conditions under which the engagements stipulated in the Convention were contracted 
have undergone, as the result of technical transformations or special circumstances, changes 
justifying a fresh examination and, if necessary, the revision of such engagements. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — The American delegation is in full 
accord as to the purpose of Article 58, which is obviously to offer the possibility of examination 
and revision of the Convention, and, at the same time, to prevent the possibility of this right 
being used for light and frivolous motives. We have given a good deal of thought to this question; 
we recognise its extreme delicacy, and we are not convinced that this is the best possible method 
of achieving the double purpose in view. It may be that more mature thought on the part of the 
Governments coming to the general Conference will result in the discovery of a method which will 
be more effective and give us more general satisfaction. For that reason, I am not offering any 
amendments or suggestions; I merely wish to indicate the desirability of giving the Governments 
an opportunity of considering this question between now and the general Conference. 

Article 58 was adopted. 
Article 59 (Article EJ). 

In the course of a conference held in the circumstances provided for in the two preceding 
articles, any High Contracting Party shall be entitled to notify its intention to denounce the 
present Convention. 

Such denunciation shall take effect two years after its date, but in no case before the 
expiration of the period of a; years mentioned in Article 56. 

Article 59 was adopted. 

The President. — The draft Convention drawn up by the Drafting Committee has been 
adopted in its entirety, and I wish again to thank the members of the Drafting Committee in the 
name of the whole Commission. 

Model Tables annexed to Article 29 (Part IV): Proposal by the Italian Delegation. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. — In regard to the Model 
Tables annexed to Article 29 (Part IV), General de Marinis made certain suggestions about the 
annex to Tables II and V at the foot of Tables IV and V. This refers to the information to be 
given regarding the distribution of effectives according to oversea territories. According to the 
Minutes, General de Marinis proposed that the same procedure should be adopted for this annex 
as for the main tables—that is to say, that it should be divided into columns a, b, c and d. I do 
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not know whether the Commission is in agreement with this proposal or not. The Minutes do not 
seem altogether clear on the point. 

I withdrmv^y^eservfdiom^M^Cobiin^olTnne^ha'rthe^cSmniis^ion^adTdopte^my^pmposad 
and that my reservation was no longer necessary. 

M Massiuli (France) — If the Commission accepts this proposal, I would like to point out 
that when “on November U last, General de Marinis submit^ 
to be discussed, I opposed it ^fuTfite adv^ and the text 
As the Commission disagreed with me by five adv t insurraountable difficulties will be 

aiming at would thus be reached. 

The President. — M. Massigli does not agree, but he does not oppose the amendment. 

M. Massigli (France). — I make a formal reservation. 

Procedure: Vote on Draft Convention alone or on Draft Convention and Report together. 

Dr Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I should like to raise a point of procedure. We have adopted 

llTe^ 
be a vote bearing on the draft Convention and the report together . 

r a rwii fRri+kh F moire') — I was wondering whether it really would be worth while Lord Cecil (Bntish F p ). Mi tes wiU show what has happened in regard to each 
to press this enquiry. The report and the Minutes win s ^ think^at if we try to have a 

point, they can"°t Ta°e no report and no Convention, they accept this. In 

?brtSrUeat ItaU our ophiffinTon eve^i conceivable section of this report and this Convention and 
7do Sftokt; c"ffidSfy the matter by having a division or a vote on the thing as a whole. 
That is my first impression on the point raised by M. Markovitch. 

Dr Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I made no proposal with regard to the vote. I simply 
asked a* question!1 I^thou^it that we should have the opportunity of making statements now on 
certain points that we have not discussed. 

The President. — The text of the draft Convention has been adopted, and each delegation 
can make any statement it wishes when the report is discussed. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — In my opinion, the ,state,iPentsj5|
0^ld n0t be limlted- 

Shall I be allowed to make one both on the Convention and on the report . 

The President. — Certainly. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I have not the least intention of beginning a further discus- 
sion I do nol ask for a vote on the draft Convention. What I had to say appears in he reservations 
that I made, but I should like to know clearly whether the majority has formally adopted 
text of the draft Convention or not. 

The President. — This document has been adopted, and the reservations have been noted. 

II5 Draft Report: First Part (document C.P.D.294, see Annex 13): Discussion. 

The President. — We can now begin the discussion of the first part of the report, which 
we will consider page by page. 

M Lounatcharsky (Union of Societ Socialist Republics). — I should like to know whether 
we shall be allowed to make statements on the Convention and the report as a who e. 
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judJfn whafmanneriK nh,diSC^Si0IV0f rep0r?' when each ^legation has been able to 
statement! observations have been taken into consideration, we shall hear the 

PCiS.C I 
Page i was adopted. 

Page 2. 

important diSme^hltulrtionnnm, hliSVJ bSli of onr wort™ UnCtatltdT 

“iSToiiiS SntL'irSr" “■*' •« 

«»r ",ht - 
Page 2 was adopted. 

Page j was adopted. 
Page 3. 

Page 4. 

. M* Massigli (France). — Would it not be expedient to attach to our report or at least to 

d1o^ume^tmmt,ry},0^l
, thn rep0rt made by 0Ur Commission t(> the Council in May 1926 ? This document, which has been forgotten to some extent, is important. 

tw ^ Presidf1
nt- — The document will be attached to the report. It is understood moreover at reference will always be made in the body of the report to the attached documents. 

Page 4 was adopted. 

^ Page 5. 
Page 5 was adopted. 

Page 6. 
Page 6 was adopted. 

Page 7. 

draftedaffohows8101'” (Germany)' ~ 1 P™?036 that the sixth paragraph of page 7 should be 

to satis^th^S^^T^ theref?re n'et again on November 6th last and was able to satisty the wishes of the Assembly mentioned above.” 

This text appears to me more acceptable to everybody, 

• , M- Cobfn (Spain), Rapporteur. — There is a slight difference. We thought we were 

in changing it if ^omm^ioT^desires116 C°mmiSSi0n in draftin8 text- 1 ^ "o difficulty 

Free State, who were represented for the first time on the Commission ”. 

^°rd Ce jil-iByiti-n EmPire)- — 1 just wanted to suggest that it is a good thing to leave out adjectives, and if it wil satisfy my friend Count Bernsto J, I should like to propose the follow^ 
wording. and was able to bring its task to a conclusion”. We could then leave it to others to 
judge whether the task was a delicate one and whether its conclusion was successful. 

Page 7, with Lord Cecil's amendment and M. Cobidn’s addition, was adopted. 

Page 8 was adopted. 
Page 8. 

Page 9. 

1qC+ Count B®rnstorff (Germany). — I should like to request that an addition be made to the 
to xinsragraph °n PagG Whlch 15 of some imPortance. I think the Rapporteurs will agree 

This paragraph states: 

The following year (i928)> when the Committee had started its work, the ninth Assembly 
a opted a new resolution. After recalling that ‘ a close connection exists between international 
security and the reduction and limitation of armaments it declared ...” 

It appears to me particularly important to state also that the Assembly considered that: 

r -1. y , • • • *he present conditions of security set up by the Covenant of the League oi JNations, by the treaties of peace, and, in particular, by the reductions in the armaments 

°f am C0ul?^ries under these treaties, and also by the Locarno Agreements, would allow of the conclusion at the present time of a first General Convention for the Reduction and 
Limitation of Armaments.” 

Jbe, declaration made by the Assembly in 1928 that the present degree of security was sufficient tor the drawmg-up of an initial convention on disarmamant has not been dealt with 
in tne report. It is of such importance that it would be expedient to insert it. 
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M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. - We entirely agree that this addition should be made. 
Page 9 was adopted, with the addition requested by Count Bernstorff. 

Page 10. 

an opinion of the Preparatory Coln?llss P? . t the end 0f the first sentence, after the words 
formula used is not complete, and I Pr0P tes Members of the League of Nations ” should 

• It is the duty oi the Disarmament Conference to examine and weigh up these data. 
Here, we confine ourselves to a simple statement of the results achreved. 

These additions appear to me to be entirely logical, because the Disarmament Conference 
itself should weigh up the data contained in the work to which we . Markovitch It is 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. - J" ^lider"^!1 thf datl inchiding those resulting 
apparent that it is the task of the Conference „ . jj tkjs naj. expressly mentioned, 

if0^ because'if0 appeared1 to^u^to'be'se'lf-evident, but we are quite ready to make this addition 

LordPCecil (British Empire). - 1 *0ndfs^
hwVthoughf'tha^ bustaesT wa^simply 

what will be the duty °f now very prolonged deliberations—primarily, of course 
to present them with the results ox our ^ WP have. I should have thought 
our draft Convention and, second y, any o   ^ dictate to the Conference whether 

LTar™ that pSL part^f Aose r^ ^o no^press.the matter^ 

“ wt“RapSSrsXre dmU’il’wLf seems to us the right shape in which to present 

°Ur Dr^Markovitch (Yugoslavia) - is no question of dictating a Ime of conduct to the Conference, ineyp work but 

made and I think that the League's work on the matter is quite adequate. 

J do^^c^tp^^^^^ Confemn^to0reader report 

this is an all-important question. I am d™"ll*“lg^™P
We simply say in the report that 

that it concerns the report and n°t ^d
f trweighPup the data resulting from 

the work'of the COTiinibtee on Arbhration1and SecurityLnd that we leave this task to the Conference 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I have no objection, and ! do not wish to prolong t 
discussion either and it does not seem to me of any importance. . . , 

M. MassigU (France). - This is th* 
papers communicated to the Council and fhe G referred Pto ^n this^paragraph. This seems 
or will not include the material and mvestigatio r^rt the reolies to certain questions 
obvious, I think, for the material and ,,nv^‘g^1°"S P™”easy to me to find a formula which will 

g"tLfacetioCnOUtoC^. 1 M^aXviRh’s^t pTo^sal appears to me a good one. ^ 

consider fh "wjrk^one^but'lt i^not^our^aLtosay^tliat^it must attaclTanyLTighrto'tha^work. 

Page io was adopted. b Page ii. 

examTnjthe16"; o^ eftecUv^Thetext JwAhh w “^rSp—^r^ 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist ^pubhcsj ^ ^Sir, ^Understanding. 

The Commission rose at 6.45 p.m. 



TWENTY-FOURTH MEETING. 

Held on Saturday, December 6th, 1930, at 5 p.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

116. Terms of Reference of the Committee of Experts on Budgetary Questions. 

, The President. — During its present session, the Preparatory Commission has discussed 
and adopted the following resolution to instruct the Committee of Budgetary Experts to enquire 
into the means by which the budgetary limitation of land material could be carried out. 

Chapter II. — Materials. 

Resolution adopted by the Commission on November lyth and 21st, 1930. 

I. With a view to limiting land material by limiting expenditure on its purchase, 
manufacture and upkeep, the Preparatory Commission requests its President to instruct 
the Comimttee of Budgetary Experts to enquire into the means by which such limitation 
could be carried out, paying special attention to: 

{a) The necessity of limiting all the expenditure in question; 
(6) The variety of ways in which budgets are presented and discussed in different 

countries ; 
(c) The adjustment of the proposed method of limitation to possible fluctuations 

m the purchasing power of different countries, especially with regard to the cost of war 
material; 

{d) The conditions in which credits for one financial year might be carried over 
to the following year or years. 

II. In order that the Governments may be able, before the Conference meets, to 
come to a decision on this point, the experts’ report should be transmitted to them in good 
time by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. 

HI. The Committee of Experts should be asked to make a similar enquiry in connec- 
tion with the limitation of the aggregate annual expenditure of every country on its land, 
naval and air forces, and to make a report which will also be transmitted to Governments.” 

^solution, the only question is that of the budgetary limitation of land material 
and that of the limitation of the aggregate annual expenditure of every country on its land* 
naval and air forces. 

When it adopted the former Article O, now Article 23, the Commission also decided that the 
limitation of the annual expenditure of each High Contracting Party on the upkeep, purchase 
and manufacture of war material for naval armaments should be made the subject of a similar 
enquiry. 

Further, according to Article 32 (former Articles DB* and IB), a similar enquiry must be 
made by the Committee regarding the statement to be drawn up in accordance with a standard 
model, showing by categories of material the total actual expenditure on the upkeep, purchase 
and expenditure of war material for the land and sea armed forces and formations organised 
on a military basis of each contracting party. 

Lastly, I would remind you that when Article 37 was finally adopted, it was decided to 
append thereto a note similar to the note to Article 32, reading as follows: 

In giving an opinion on this article, the Governments will take into account the report 
requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts with a view to drawing up a standard 
form for publicity in connection with the provisions of the annex regarding limitation referred 
to in Article 28 of the present Convention.” 

The Committee’s terms of reference are thus defined as follows: 

I. The Committee of Budgetary Experts is instructed to enquire into the means of 
carrying out the limitation of expenditure on the purchase, manufacture and upkeep of war 
material for land armaments (Article 9), paying special attention to: 

{a) The necessity of limiting all the expenditure in question; 
(b) The variety of ways in which budgets are presented and discussed in different 

countries; 
(c) The adjustment of the proposed method of limitation to possible fluctuations 

in the purchasing power of different currencies, especially with regard to the cost of 
war materials; 

(d) The conditions in which credits for one financial year might be carried over 
to the following year or years. 
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“II. A similar enquiry should be made in connection with the 
on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war material for naval ar™a“e"t

n
s,^r

r
t‘C“i^) 

and the limitation of the total annual expenditure on the land, sea and air ore. 
organised “^“J^^t^medUndtation, an enquiry should be made in particular into 

the possibility of a separate limitation of the expenditure on land, sea and air forces- 
“ ITT The Committee of Budgetary Experts will further have to investigate the methods 

of thTnumber Mid mtiMe^of'the categories 

£££« wlrS military 

^“‘ThelerSs'of reference of the Committee of Budgetary Experts will therefore be 
enlarged ^“e which I^haye pst outdined^ to ^ further detai,ed instructions 

to the Committee of Experts.” 

M Ruthers (Netherlands) — I agree, but I think that when reference was made, at the 
beginning of the instructions to the Committee, to the necessity of limiting the total ^^iture, 
cinrl in nartinilar the expenditure on war material and naval armaments, the object was to d 
attention rtoCtheropm)rtunities that would offer of evading the obligations in regard to “non 
and publicity ; I therefore trust that the Minutes recording the discussions on this subject w 
be made available to the experts. 

The President. - I can reassure M. Rutgers at once. What he wishes will b« done; in fact 
it has already been done. The Minutes referring to these questions were sent to the Com 
of Budgetary Experts about a week ago. 

M Massi£li (France). — I also agree, but I would like one point cleared up. The last 
renort of the Committee of Budgetary Experts (document C.P.D.90) has never been approved 
bv our Commission I therefore assume that the questions it deals with are included m the Experts 
very wfde toms of reference, and that the Conference itself will have to decide finally on the 
problem as a whole. 

The President. — Yes, the Conference will have to decide on the entire question. 

117. Procedure for Concluding the Commission’s Work. 

The President. — Several members of the Commission have expressed a desire to leave 
Ceneva on Mondav evening. We will therefore continue the examination of the draft report 
Stenoon But the Secretariat and the Rapporteurs need more time than had been thought 
and the next meeting cannot take place till 5 o'clock on Monday- ™YhtremS 
of the draft report relating to Part II, Chapter B, and Parts III and IV, Chapter C. Ihe rema 
of the report can be discussed on Tuesday. +v. tn-r, rpr.nrt a second time 

The Commission will doubtless not think it necessary to go through the report a second t 
in its printed form. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I should jusHikfi to raise one question 
I assume that arrangement5 wil1 be made for us t0 recelve the teXt °f he draft Conventlon ltS 

either in printed form or at least as a roneoed document. 

The President. — Time will nevertheless have to be allowed for the translation of the 
references to the report. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I was going to make an offer as far as 1 aI" “”cer"ed;. f ^ 
not know whether the English-speaking members of the Commission will agree. I thi: k t 
will be amply sufficient if we have a French version only distributed as the final version a 
we need not have a meeting unless some member of the Commission is dissatisfied with the 
final French version and ask! for a meeting. If, therefore, the final document were distributed 
on Tuesday evening, that would do. 

The President. — The references to the report are very important. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I understand the difficulty is 
the actual numbering of the pages. We might leave the numbers blank. 

The President. — That will make the work immensely easier. 

118. French Delegation’s Reservation 1 on a Proposal by the Italian Delegation regarding 
the Exchange of Information. 

M. Massigli (France). - With regard to one of the tables Marini? 
Commission will remember that I was, to my regret, not m agreement with General de Marmi^. 
At the meeting yesterday afternoon, it was stated that the Italian delegate s proposal a 

i Note by the Secretariat. — See twenty-third meeting, No. 113. 
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adopted that rnorning. Referring to the Minutes of the twenty-second meeting, I note that 
Cxeneral de Marinis did indeed make a proposal. I must frankly confess that, in the confusion 

^ Fime» I did not hear it. I should like to point out, for purposes of record, that 
it 1 had heard it I should have opposed its discussion. The proposal in question deals with 
detailed publicity for effectives in respect of each oversea territory. It was submitted by its 
author as a corollary to a proposal adopted on November 24th by five votes to four with thirteen 
abstentions, which proposal was worded as follows: 1 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare annually: 

“ i1) A table indicating the land forces stationed in each of its oversea territories; 
“ (2) A table indicating the formations of the land forces organised on a military 

basis existing in each of its oversea territories.” 

If I had heard the proposal made yesterday, I should have stated that, in my opinion, it 
made an essential change in General de Marinis’ original proposal, and should therefore not be 
discussed unless the Commission so decided. But the Bureau decided otherwise, and declared 
the proposal adopted. 

I have the honour to read the following reservation, which I request the Rapporteurs to 
reproduce in the report: 

“ The French delegation does not agree to publicity in respect of effectives stationed 
in each oversea territory, as this cannot be justified for such territories any more than for 
each separate district in the home country. It further desires to point out that detailed 
publicity for each oversea territory, with numerous distinctions between categories of 
soldiers according to rank and duration of service, is still more unacceptable, and would 
be physically impossible to carry out, on account of the constant transfers of troops from 
one territory to another and the special conditions in the territories in question. 

“ It would require a whole army of clerks. 
“ The inclusion of such detailed provisions in the Convention is calculated to multiply 

unintentional errors in the information supplied by contracting States; and there is 
consequently a danger and this cannot be the Commission’s object—of unnecessarily 
provoking irritating discussions which nobody would desire.” 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I accept the Commission’s decision. As to M. Massigli’s 
reservation, I have nothing to say. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — On behalf of the British delegation I should like to join in 
that reservation. I do not think the proposal a practical one. 

M. Sato (Japan). When this question was discussed, I made a reservation, which I wish 
to maintain so that it may appear in the report. 

The President. — The Rapporteurs will note this reservation. 

119. Draft Report : Second Part (document C.P.D. 294(0), see Annex 14). 

Statement by the British Delegation. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I want to say, first, that I should like to express my 
admiration of the work done by the Rapporteurs and, secondly, that the British delegation 
feels that, in this case, the draft Convention speaks for itself and, though the comments in the 
report are no doubt of great interest, they must not be regarded as affecting the actual meaning 
of the text of the draft Convention. On this understanding the British delegation will not 
propose amendments to the report unless they seem to them to be imperatively required. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I wish to raise a point with regard 
to Lord Cecil’s statement. He said that the British delegation felt that the text of the draft 
Convention stood by itself and that the report could not be considered as binding in its inter- 
pretation of the draft text of the Convention, and for that reason he would refrain from presenting 
any but the most important amendments. If that be merely a declaration on behalf of the 
British delegation, I have no comments to offer, but if it be the sense of the Commission, I should 
have certain observations to make, as it is our understanding that the two documents are to 
have equal value. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — It was an expression of my own view as to the commentaries. 
In my view, the draft Convention is a perfectly clear document, and means what it says, and 
though it is quite right to have reservations in the report (and I shall be very careful to see 
that any reservations made by the British delegation are correctly expressed), I did not myself 
think, where it was merely a commentary of what was the meaning of the actual words of the 
Convention, that it was worth while to spend time trying to draft it in some other way, unless 
there was something which seemed entirely wrong. I wished to prevent it being said that each 
word of the report scrupulously expressed the view of the British delegation. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See fourteenth meeting, No. 71. 
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The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I am fully satisfied with Lord 
Cecil’s explanation. 

Statement by the Norwegian Delegation. 

M Colban (Norway). — I would like to make an entirely general statement. . . 
fundemtoof Sir, Sat you had 

for insertion in the report. I now learn that t misunderstanding I did not 

reservation in regard to the attitude my Cove™ of course, in no way a 

Committee on Arbitration and Security. 

Statement by the Irish Free State Delegation. 

Mr. Sean Lester (Irish Free State). - I find myself in precisely the ^me shuatjon^s 
M Colban I therefore echo all he has said about the Norwegian reserv n-ue jrjsh 

f wls obhgePd to abstain from voting owing to the lack of precise instructions. 

Statement by the Soviet Delegation. 

M. Lonnatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - m Soviet delegation coders 

EgiliigiSip 

has taken part in this Commission’s work. That attitude is absolutely negativ . obliged 
If thirpfore the Soviet delegation took part in drawing up the report, it would be ob g 

to reque^tThaTa IhangTSiould be made in L general character and ^a^ emphasis ^houM be 

ofwemTttetnW 
work and the inefficacy of its draft Convention. It would then be seen that the only \a 

to denrHe its oZ work and the draft Convention. The Soviet delegation there ore preferred 

the Commission's work, and the part played by the Soviet delegation. The ^t h ^ 
informed the President of the Commission of its decision in writing. 1 he Soviet aeiegauu 
will accordingly refrain from making any observations on the separate parts of the report du g 
the whole course of the discussion on that document. attitude in a formal 

The Soviet delegation therefore claims the right to summarise its attitude 
statement. 

The President. — I do not quite understand M. Lounatcharsky s remarks, 
have observed that the report contains all the reservations made both by the Soviet and y 
X ddSatfonr It is a ^general report on all our work, and we have 
nartv ran have its reservations inserted. The same procedure applies to all, and 1 do not unaer^ana 
whytiie Soviet delegation should, as M. Lounatcharsky stated, withdraw its reservations and make 
a declaration at the end of our discussion. The report is entirely impartial. 

M Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). I think I have explained my 
faAhTto add. 

The President. — The report contains no estimate. It is a statement of the different views 
taken. It summarises those views but does not express any opinion on them. 
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M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The Soviet delegation finds 

it1 feobvCslv vervUdiffin Commission’s work- As estimate is unfavourable, 11 is ooviousiy very difficult to hold the same view. 

delegate ^ I?mPire); V 11 Seell!S t0< me quite easy to meet the views of the Soviet 
andkweM Tmfnat u6”,/ * str

1
lke°ut a11 references to the Soviet delegation in the report and leave M. Lounatcharsky to make his general statement at the end. I see no difficulty in that 

course of procedure, and it will make the report a little shorter. uimcmty in tnat 

davs^TT^ Socialist Republics). - That is what I proposed a few days ago, but, unfortunately, the President did not agree. ^ 

Under^/WMT Rapporteur. — The report is not yet under discussion; but I quite 
Wa in 11 J'Qunatcharsky s idea. He does not wish to assume any responsibility for the report 
fnli w S u hG Comnllssl°n f. jork is purely negative, and that it has not accomplished anything. His view is entirely different from that of the majority, who think that they have 
accomplished something, though not as much as they could have wished. That is the position. 

™ 1 W!f t0P°it °St that [t WaS the Rapporteurs’ duty to insert in the report all the reservations made either by the Soviet or by other delegations. Naturally, if, during the discussion of the 
report the Soviet delegation wishes to withdraw or change any of its reservations, it has the 
nght to make such a request, and the Commission will decide in the last instance. It was 
nevertheless, the Rapporteurs’ plain duty to insert in the report all the reservations made by 
any delegation, the final decision resting with the Commission. 

1 T
+
heATPreSlde.nu "T Bef

TT^ entenng on the discussion of the report, I should like again to reply to M. Lounatcharsky. If I understand aright, the Soviet delegation wishes all its reservations 
to be withdrawn from the report, on the understanding that, at the conclusion of the discussion 
on the report, it will make a statement on the lines, no doubt, of that sent to me in writing. As I 
have already informed M. Lounatcharsky, it is impossible to insert such a document or append 
it to our report I have no right to agree to such a proposal. The Soviet delegation can, however 
make a verbal declaration at the end of the discussion on the report, and I think the Commission 
will agree with me m accepting this procedure. I must repeat that it is impossible to insert a 
declaration in the report. 

M- Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I wish to state that the Soviet 
delegation in no way disparages the work that the Rapporteurs have done; but we must maintain 
our right to state and develop our point of view. I will therefore make a verbal declaration and 
request the Commission to agree to its being appended to the report. If the jCommission does 
not accede to our request, then we shall send our declaration to the Conference itself—that 
is to say, to the President of the Conference. 

^ ,Th? President. — The Soviet delegation is perfectly at liberty to send this document to 
tne Conference, but it is impossible to append it to the report. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — Why is it impossible? We 
ask the Commission to give a ruling on this point. I think I am all the more entitled to insist 
because M. Politis, when acting as President of the Commission, made the following statement: 

“ The report will consist of three parts. First, there will be the text as it comes through 
the second reading; next there will be an analysis of our work to show what was the intention 
in amending or adding to certain texts; and, lastly, there will be a third part stating the 
reservations and declarations made by the delegations, so that everybody will be put on an 
absolutely equal footing. This arrangement should satisfy all concerned.” 

Ihis declaration would satisfy me entirely if our President took the same view as M. Politis. 

The President. — Are you asking the Bureau and the Commission to give a decision now ? 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I think it better to postpone 
the discussion of this question until I make my final statement. 

120. Draft Report : Second Part (document C.P.D. 294 (a), see Annex 14): Discussion. 
Article 1: Part I. — Personnel (Chapter A. — Effectives ; Chapter B. — 
Period of Service) : Part II. — Material (Chapter A. — Land Armaments). 

The President. — We will now begin the discussion of the second part of the draft report. 
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Pages 1 and 2. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — In the first place, like Lord Cecil, I should ^ke to Pay a 
tribute to the work that has been done by the two Rapporteurs of the Commission. Any remarks 
T mav make are not intended as a criticism of their work, but aim at clearing up certain passages 
in the report. I regard it as of extreme importance that we should have as clear a documen 

35 P0InSIthelast few days, much has been said about the preparations for the general Conference. 
I consider it essential that the persons entrusted with those preparations should be quite famiiar 
with the discussions which have taken place and with the views of all the delegations, so that they 
may know the opinions both of the members of the Commission and of all the Governments.^ The 
first line of the second part of the report should, to my mind, be made clearer. It reads fhe 
draft Convention adopted by the Commission . . . It would be clearer to state. TJ1 

Convention adopted by the majority of the Commission . . . ” It should be borne m mmd that 
the decisions taken in the League of Nations are generally unanimous and this will be especially 
the case at the coming Disarmament Conference, which must reach a unanimous result. It 
should therefore be pointed out that the draft Convention is a majority draft. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — On page 2, Article 1 is quoted as follows: 
“ The High Contracting Parties agree to limit and, so far as possible, to reduce their 

respective armaments ...” 

I would like a few words to be added. I have not submitted any reservations or declarations 
on the part of the Netherlands delegation to the Rapporteurs, because we do not wish to be 
specially mentioned in the report, and what I am about to say is not an expression of any such 
desire. The most that could be said is that it is superfluous. But, in my opinion, the following 
addition should be made on page 2: 

“ It is understood that the words ‘ so far as possible ’ only limit the reduction which 
may be inserted in the Convention, and do not limit the obligation of the High Contracting 
Parties to take the necessary measures to effect this reduction. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — I should like to reply to the two points raised by Count 

66 With regard to the first point, referring to the first line in the report, I should consider this 
remark justified if the report said: “ The draft Convention unanimously adopted by the Commis- 
sion ...” But we have merely said “ adopted by the Commission . That is a 
statement of fact. True, many clauses have been adopted by a majority; but some have 
been adopted unanimously. A majority implies a minority. A proposal is adopted by a 
majority when a larger number of votes has been given in favour of it than against it. But 
if there have been only votes “ for ” a proposal and abstentions, it cannot be said to have been 
adopted by a majority but unanimously by the parties voting. If the Commission accepted Count 
Bernstorff’s view, and if the report presented a draft Convention adopted by a majority of the 
Commission, all reservations would have to be omitted, and this would imply an additional 
minority draft But what we have here is not a majority draft but a draft by the entire Commis- 
sion The report emphasises all the decisions reached by the Commission. In addition, there 
are reservations protecting the rights of all delegations, so that all the States taking part in the 
Conference will be clearly informed of the Commission’s views. I cannot therefore agree with 
Count Bernstorff’s first remark. , j ^ , , 

With regard to the second, I see no objection to adding on page 3 that the German delegation 
takes the same view as the Turkish delegation, and Count Bernstorff’s reservation may be added 

I will now reply to M. Rutgers. He heard Lord Cecil’s and Mr. Gibson s statements. I have 
been very careful not to embody any expression of opinion in the report. We have confined 
ourselves to compiling and distributing the reservations made by the delegations. If we accepted 
the addition proposed by M. Rutgers, that would amount to an interpretation, and I do not know 
whether Lord Cecil and Mr. Gibson would be inclined to accept it. If no interpretations or 
expressions of opinion are to be inserted in the report, we cannot accept the addition suggested 
by the Netherlands delegation. . , ^ x , 

There is no objection to stating that the Netherlands delegation understands that the words 
“ so far as possible ” have such and such a meaning; but, as Rapporteurs, we cannot be responsible 
for M. Rutgers’ interpretation. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I do not wish this interpretation to be inserted in the report 
as that of the Netherlands delegation, because that would appear to throw doubt on the interpreta- 
tion, which I think would be unjust. I did not think there was any objection to including 
interpretations in the report, and, in my suggestion, I used an expression found on page 5, where 
two paragraphs begin with the same words: " It is understood that . . . ”. The report therefore 
contains interpretations, and I believe that that which I propose to add is the interpretation of 
the entire Commission. I have not had an opportunity of consulting Lord Cecil and Mr. Gibson 
on this point; but the question appears to me to be quite simple. If, however, the Commission 
does not agree to my amendment, I will not press it. 

M Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. — I should like to add a few words to M. Cobian s 
reply to M Rutgers. The words “ so far as possible ” must not be regarded as applicable to the 
executive measures; I think there should be no apprehension on this point. These words 
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obviously apply only to the reduction; the execution is referred to in another chapter " Final 
Provisions m which we have taken the precaution of inserting an article which was perhaps not 
necessary, but which makes our idea quite clear. The article in question is No. 55, which reads: 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties will begin the necessary measures for carrying 

Partyr ”V1S1°nS °f ^ present Conventlon into effect as soon as it has come into force for such 

1 there can be no possible doubt about this : as soon as the Convention comes into torce, ail the contracting parties must immediately take the necessary measures to fulfil their treaty 
obngations. If it be required at this point to emphasise the necessity of arriving immediately at 

Zb6 1 the Conventlon> we can perhaps make a statement to that effect, but I do not think this should be done on the first page of the report. We are not dealing with the method of 
execution, but with the actual obligations themselves. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I am entirely satisfied with M. Bourquin’s remarks and 
withdraw my proposal. 

Pages 1 and 2 were adopted. 

Page 3. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — A reservation by the German delegation, reading as follows 
should be inserted on page 3, after the Turkish delegation’s reservation. 

The German delegation reserved its Government’s right to submit to the future 
Disarmament Conference any proposals regarding the standards of reduction and limitation 
of armaments, defined in document C.P.D.1381, which it might consider likely to promote 
these aims.” ‘ 

The Commission will remember that, at the beginning of the discussion on the second reading I 
submitted a proposal entitled “ Observations on the Disarmament Problem ” h This document 
contained most, if not all, of the proposals that I have submitted during the long years of our work. 

am therefore anxious that this document should be known to those who make the preparations 
for the Conference. r 

Gjn?r?1 ^arinis (I^aly)- — I wish to draw attention to a slight printing error. At the end of the third paragraph on page 4 of the French text2 the budgetary year is mentioned- 
but the Drafting Committee decided to omit the word “ budgetary ”, so that the reference is 
only to the calendar year. 

The President. That will be done wherever the expression “ budgetary year ” occurs. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — The fourth paragraph on page 3 of the English text begins: 

“ This definition of peace-time effectives did not give rise to lengthy discussion, and the 
interpretation it should receive ...” 

This phrase does not give an impression of what actually happened; the question of effectives 
was frequently discussed, and during the 1927 session it was debated for several days. 

Ishould a^so bbe ^nenfi°1^ to be made of the German proposals regarding the method whereby 
^ if effect.;ves conscript armies serving with the colours and in reserve, and professional effectives, whose military value is naturally not capable of comparison, could be reduced to comparable units 
of calculation. This proposal is contained in document C.P.D.138.1 

I could make the reference shorter by merely asking that these long discussions should be 
mentioned, and that it should be pointed out that the German delegation’s last reservation on 
page 3 explained the entire question. 

M. Massigli (France). The remark just made by Count Bernstorff is already contained on 
Page 12 of the report. If all our reservations are to be inserted twice, that will not simplify the 
work. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — When we say that this definition did not give rise to 
lengthy discussion, we admit, however, that there was a discussion. Whether a discussion is more or 
less lengthy is a relative question. 

Count Bernstorff will be quite satisfied, because, in the reservation on page 3, mention will 
be made of document C.P.D.138.1 Moreover, in another part of the report, the same reservations 
by the German delegation are referred to. I therefore think that there is nothing to add to this 
paragraph. 

General de Marinis’ statement is quite correct. The word “ budgetary ”, which appeared 
in the Convention, was omitted by the Drafting Committee. 

Page 3 was adopted. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See document C.195.M.74. 1929.IX, 
page 203. 

2 Note by the Secretariat. — This remark does not apply to the 

Minutes of the sixth session (first part), Annex 2, 

English text. 
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Pages 4 and 5. 

lord Cecil (British Empire). — Unless someone has an earlier observation to make, may 

at any rate, it went rather farther than that. 
I should like it to read thus: 

“ On the second reading (during the first part of the ^t^^^'XetTTtra'ine'd 
Great Britain and the United States withdrew their opposition on the subject 
reserves for reasons which were expressed then and on subsequent occasio . 

I prefer “ opposition ” to “ reservations 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I should like to support the proposal 
made by Lord Cecil. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — After the paragraph just amended by Lord Cecil, there is a 
Wtmn only. 

I would therefore ask that the paragraph be amended as follows. 

« Some delegations, on the other hand, maintained, at the first discussion of the article, 
that ...” 

We might add at the end- “ The Soviet delegation stated that it agreed with this point of 
view^lftaUsfif the SovS delegation wishes its declaration and point of view to be shown in 
the report. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — 1 should like to make a remark onJhe same line® “ 

other delegations, including my own, continued to upho d. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - Count Bernstorff has just ad™itt
a
eAt

p
h

r
a

f,Uesete<dr The 
delegation’s reservation regarding trained reserves is mentioned on page 4> as he reque . 
relson Why p reservation was not made in a more extended ^Jw^C^Berastorf 
with the text If having heard the reasoned opinion of the Soviet delegation, Count Bernstor 
now states that the Germfn delegation agrees with this view,there *® ^fCras0™™^" not 

M. Rutgers wishes this paragraph to be worded more comprehensively, so as to incluae not 
onlv the Soviet but also other delegations. I have no objection, provided the names o 
the^elegations are mentioned, unless the Soviet delegation agrees to 
In that case the wording would be “ some delegations ”. It would be understood that this referred 
to the Soviet, German and Netherlands delegations. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — I support M. Rutgers’ remarks. If the delegations agreemg 
with the Netherlands delegation are named, I should like my own delegation to be mentioned. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I did not quite catch what M. Rutgers actually propo^ 
but I do not want it to be put “ on the other hand ”. That is the reason I made that altera"°n 
in the previous paragraph. The British and the American delegations withdrew their opposition 
for reasonl the/then gave, but they did not say that they thought it a th^ 0 

nothing to do with trained reserves. I will not attempt to summarise what pey ‘ho^ght but 1 
do not want to say " on the other hand ”. If M. Rutgers’ phrase were merely 0 say that there 
were certain delegations who thought that trained reserves ought to be “c^ded- 1 ha™ no 
objection, but it must not be put in such a way that the British aft,

AXtw the naragraoh as it 
aeree to that proposition. That is not what they said. Finally, I think that the paragraph as it 
now stands should be struck out, because it refers to the Soviet delegation, and we agreed just now, 
at their request, to strike out all reference to the Soviet delegation in our report. 

M. Massigli (France). — I shall not be so indiscreet or so presumptuous ^ to express an 
opinion on the question under discussion. I see, however, on page 4 in the English text, the Germ 
delegation's opinion and that of the Soviet delegation, and on page 12, the German delegation s 
opimon again PThe Netherlands, Swedish and other delegations now wish to be expressly mentioned. 
Soon the report will consist of nothing but objections to the solutions adopted. The delegations 
which formPthe majority, and which must be satisfied with a short sentence defining their view, 
wmperhaps find th’e balance somewhat unequal. I am quite satisfied with the text of the report, 
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on condition that other delegations will not make three separate references to the same arguments 
against trained reserves. 

an. Rea
J
r-Admi

i
ral von Schoultz (Finland). — I agree with the Netherlands point of view, 

n n mg ln,the rePort does not exactly reflect the discussion. Either it must be omitted, or, it it be kept, reference must be made to the other delegations which are of the same opinion. 

M‘ Rutgers (Netherlands). — I think I can satisfy many delegates; it is perhaps more 
ddhcult in the case of M. Massigh. It may be some consolation for the French delegate that he 
will be entirely satisfied by the article, if not by the report. 

With regard to the other remarks, I think it would be better to transpose the order of the two 
paragraphs, and to omit the words “ on the other hand ”. It has been asked which delegations’ 
opinions are recorded in this paragraph. You have only to read the report of Sub-Commission A 
the paragraph might begin with the words “ Several delegations ...” and mention might 
be made of the Soviet delegation at the end of the paragraph. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — I wish to raise a point of principle to which I attach 
great importance. If pages 3 and 4 of the English text are read carefully, it will be seen that 
the facts are related in chronological order. It is therefore impossible to transpose the paragraphs. 

The Rapporteur has drawn up his report on the following system. If, in adopting an article, 
the minority gave way to the majority, it is unnecessary to state which delegations voted for or 
against. But if some of the opposing delegations stated that for their part they did not give way 
to the majority and made a reservation, the report must refer to that reservation; otherwise the 
text of the Convention would convey a wrong impression to the Conference. Many articles 
represent a compromise. In some cases, the attitude of each delegation must be mentioned. 

M. Massigli stated, apparently with some justification, that the report only contains arguments 
against the texts adopted. This is true, but, as I have just stated, the report should contain only 
reservations- that is to say, the views of delegations which did not give way to the majority. 
M. Massigli will admit that that is the price the majority has to pay. That is why I stated, at the 
beginning of the report, that the draft Convention was adopted by the Commission. But the 
delegations which have made reservations are entitled to have them included in the report. If 
other delegations wished to be included, the precedent would be very dangerous. 

Lord Cecil proposed to omit the paragraph. I think we can adopt that proposal, and add 
at the end of the first paragraph that the Soviet delegation made a reservation in the same 
sense as the German delegation. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — We must stick to the rule we agreed on just now, which was 
that the Soviet delegation, at their own request, was not to be mentioned in the report. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — It is quite natural that the minority should be requested to 
give way to the majority, and for my part I should agree to all the statements and reservations 
bemg included in the report, if desired. When the last decision was taken regarding trained reserves, 
the Netherlands delegation pointed out that the question would be raised again at the Conference. 
It is not clearly shown what took place, if the report omits to mention that some delegations 
maintain their opinion and continue to think that the absence of a limitation for trained reserves 
is a serious defect. I have no objection to the report saying “ the Netherlands delegation main- 
tains the opinion . . . , rather than “ some delegations . . .”.1 therefore submit a new 
proposal to this effect. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — I agree with M. Massigli’s view. I think that a report 
drawn up on these lines will contain nothing but negative reservations. I may be allowed to 
compare it with a negative as opposed to a positive photographic plate. 

Naturally everyone has the right to have his views shown in the report. Some opinions 
differ radically from the principles laid down in the Convention, but we agreed to mention them 
as a compromise accepted by the majority of the Commission. 

If some delegations state that there is a serious defect on any given point, we should reply 
that, on the other hand, there are certain compensations. For instance, if it be stated that there 
is a defect in the matter of trained reserves, it must be pointed out that this defect is compensated 
for by the limitation of the period of service and so forth. If we agree to this method, we shall 
never finish our work, and it would be better to attach the Minutes to our report. 

Lord Cecil s proposal seems to me a very reasonable one, and we might accept it, as the Soviet 
delegation has reserved the right to submit reservations at the end of the discussion. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — And what becomes of the Netherlands reservation ? 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — The Netherlands reservation may be inserted, but it 
should be stated in Chapter D that the defect to which it refers has already been partly made good. 

Sat:o (Japan). I have no objection to other delegations submitting reservations,but 
I think the report ought to give an exact “ picture ” of our work. In my opinion, the report 
unfortunately does not give such an exact “ picture ”. 
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For instance, at the top of page 4 we read: 

“ At the third session . . . the Commission adopted, by a majority, the solution 
which appears in the text of the draft.” 

On the same page it is stated that several delegations—those of the British Empire the 
United States and Germany—made reservations on the first reading. Later it is stated t a > on 
the second reading the British and United States delegations withdrew their reservations That 
is ouite all right but it is not stated that the question was voted on in the Commission. M Massig 
intern^ me That only three votes were given against the proposal. If we state everything that 
has taken place at the meetings of the Commission, and in addition Uie reservations made y 
certain delegations, there will be no more argument, and the present difficulties will be overcome. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — The report states that: 

At the third session the Commission adopted by a majority the solution 

which appears in the text of the draft.” 

It goes on to mention certain reservations, and points out that, on the second reading two 
of those^reservations were withdrawn. The report therefore appears to state very cleariy tha^ he 
decision was taken by a majority. This statement is, moreover, preceded by a paragraph showing 

1116 that^the'repoTis an exact picture of the discussions which took place and 

the ^request that'a vote betaken on Lord CeciLs proposal to omit the third paragraph on page 4, 
beginning with the words “ The Soviet delegation, on the other hand, . . 

It was agreed to omit this paragraph. 

The President. — There still remains M. Rutgers’ proposal. He suggests that the paragraph 
which we have agreed to omit should be replaced by the following: 

“ The Netherlands delegation maintains the opinion that, in view of the great military 
value attaching to trained reserves a disarmament Convention without limitations 
reduction of these reserves would present a serious defect, inasmuch as it would leave m 
existence large armies which would need to be provided with war material on a commensurate 
scale. ” 

M. Westman (Sweden). - I support M. Rutgers' reservation J 1 
the Swedish delegation also should be mentioned at the beginning of the text submitted by the 
Netherlands delegation. 

M Massi£li (France) — I regret to intervene again in this discussion, and must state at 
the out'set that I am not opposed to the views of M. Rutgers and M. Westman. But I should 
like to know exactly what we are doing. Are we recording the previous discussions of the 
Commission or are we all expressing new opinions ? If we are recording the discussions the 
nosition is clear : when the question was discussed at second reading, a decision was taken by a 
maioritv and was opposed by three delegations, including that of the Netherlands Naturally any 
oj^ositiorf raised5should be Mentioned. ^But, on the other hand, are we to embody m the report 
individual opinions which are brought to our notice at this juncture ? In that case, 1 tear me 
proceedings Tvill be interminable. Personally, I think we should confine ourselves to giving 
an exact picture of what took place in the Commission. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I should like to remind the Commission that, before this 
discussion began we were asked to send in any reservations we wished to be included m the report 
Th^Britishdelegation did so, and I have no doubt other delegations did so also I do not 
understand that the Netherlands delegation did so on this occasion, and therefore I should have 
CghXt strictly speaking, they Lre not entitled to have a reservation "d now ; hey 
ought to have sent in notice of their desire to have such a reservation inserted. At the same time, 
as a suggestion of conciliation, and in order to avoid prolonging this discussion unduly, I thm 
we might add at the end of the paragraph, before the words " On the second reading , a short 
phrase to the efiect that other delegations agreed with this view; then there could be a reference 
to the Minutes to show what actually happened. 

The President. — Do the Rapporteurs accept this proposal ? 

M Rutgers (Netherlands). — For my part I cannot accept it. I maintain that the various 
delegations hive a right to make reservations, and to draw them ^ ^^^A^aTe^vato 
for his statement that the Netherlands delegation cannot be refused the right ^ser™ I 
in the report. Moreover, I have just explained why I did not send the ^as I 
reneat that I thought mv opinion was expressed m the report. As that is not the case, ana as i 
attach very great importance to this question, I request that my application be granted. I hope 
Lord clcil wffi not oppose the insertion of my reservation in the report on formal grounds 

reservations meThere°is‘not^a^ffigle ^"etirerkindf3reservation irf^he^r^iort6 

settlettis^uestion of’trained’r^erv^buth’wfflnevertheless'remaiii oifthe^genda^Ttherefore 
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think that the courtesy and conciliatory spirit of the Netherlands delegation would be abused 
if they were requested not to make this reservation in the report. We did all we could. When 
a vote was taken on the article in question, we even abstained from voting, because we did not 
wish to vote against it, in order not to prevent the Commission from formulating a single text; 
but we maintain our opinion. This question will come up again at the Conference. I do not 
think that certain delegations can persistently be refused the right to insert reservations in 
the report. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — As a compromise, I propose to M. Rutgers that we add 
the following sentence at the end of the first paragraph on page 4: 

“ This point of view was shared by the Netherlands and Swedish delegations.” 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — Why can we not express our point of view ourselves ? Why 
must we be made to say that we share the point of view of other delegations ? 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — I should be very glad to reproduce M. Rutgers’ own 
words, and I am sure the report would gain by'it. But I should like to observe that from the 
beginning of our work the Swedish and Netherlands delegations were opposed to the solution 
which was finally adopted. As the German delegation expressed the same view before the second 
reading, I think that an exact record of what took place would be obtained by stating that this 
point of view is shared by the Netherlands and Swedish delegations. I do not understand 
M. Rutgers’ opposition, as in this particular case it is not a question of making a reservation, 
properly so called, but merely of emphasising the fact that two delegations were opposed to this 
solution from the very beginning of the discussion. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I beg to point out that the text of my reservation follows 
the Rapporteurs’ wording regarding the Soviet reservation. They had agreed to devote a 
paragraph to the Soviet delegation’s opinion. I do not see why this privilege could not be 
granted to the Swedish and Netherlands delegations, which do not abuse their right to make 
reservations. I must state that, if my request be not agreed to, I shall demand a vote. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — I wish to draw M. Rutgers’ special attention to the 
extreme seriousness of this question. If his request be complied with, this implies that reservations 
can be made at the time when the report is approved. If we once start doing that, I am afraid 
we shall never finish. I quite understand that M. Rutgers and M. Westman want to have their 
views expressed in the report. I am perfectly willing to comply; but it would be very dangerous 
for the Commission to admit reservations which have not previously been drawn up in writing. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — You are the only person who opposes my request. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — No, but I draw your attention to the seriousness of 
this question. I must add that, if it be put to the vote, I shall vote against it. 

The President. — I think the question has been sufficiently discussed, and can now be 
put to the vote. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I propose to put to the vote the question of principle just 
raised by the Rapporteur—whether new reservations can be submitted at the present stage. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. — I must associate myself with M. Cobian’s remarks. 
We must not depart from our procedure. We have a report—that is to say, a document which 
should reflect what happened in our Commission. We have endeavoured to distinguish between 
minority votes and reservations, because the two things are quite different. A negative opinion 
may be expressed either by a negative vote or by a reservation. If a party vote against a proposal 
without making a reservation, this implies that he is beaten, that there is a majority, and that 
the system adopted by the majority may in the last resort be accepted by the party who voted 
against it. That does not mean that he approves of the system or undertakes to support it. 

On the other hand, a party who makes a reservation indicates thereby that he is so much 
opposed to the system adopted by the majority that he cannot accept it, or that, by making his 
reservation, he wishes to retain the possibility of further considering the question. 

I think we must state in the report which proposals were voted unanimously and which by a 
majority, and, in certain cases, indicate the majorities and minorities. We have done so in this 
case. The text definitely states that this article was adopted by a majority. That implies that 
there was a minority, and that some delegations were opposed to the text. After pointing out this 
important fact, the report states that some delegations not only voted against the text but also 
made reservations. Those reservations are recorded. It is then stated that at the second reading 
the opposition of two delegations was withdrawn. That is a true picture of what happened. 

What is M. Rutgers afraid of ? If he is afraid of being bound, or of seeing his country bound, 
at the Disarmament Conference, by a majority vote in which he was in the minority, he may be 
reassured. The Netherlands delegation is obviously quite free to maintain any view it chooses at 
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Disarmament Conference We are not bound by a Convention. We have simply expressed 
Ihe ?esp“vlws “Governments. M. Rutgers has therefore nothing to fear on that 
Bubject.^s M Rutgers wish the Netherlands delegation to appear among the parties which voted 

against the system adopted ? 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I voted for the article. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. - Yes, for the article, but against the system. If that 
be M. Rutgers’ desire, that is another matter. But if he wishes to insert a new reservation 
the report gthen, for the reason of procedure just stated by M. Cobian, I shall be obliged to y 
mvself3that this is a bad system. The question appears to me to be very serious. If we start 
inserting new reservations on the discussion of the report, there will be no end to our work. I think 
the report must be confined to a statement of what happened; the report can only reflect what it 
possible to report. 

M Rutgers (Netherlands). — At the outset there were no formal objections, and now that 
the material oWtions have been withdrawn, others are raised. The Netherlands delegation 
did not make a written reservation, but expressed its opinion and expected to see it recorde m 
the report especially as, from our point of view, this is perhaps the most important of all the 
points^discussed. Although we did not address a written reservation to the Secretariat, we never- 
theless made one when the vote was taken. We did not put it in writmg, merely because we thoug 
the Rapporteurs would mention it. I offer them my apologies, and beg them to believe that my 
remarks are not intended, as a criticism of them, i r 

But when the question is of such importance, it is an excess of formalism to appeal to reasons of 
procedure. If the Commission refuse to insert our reservation m the report, I should say that the 
majority of the Commission has done violence to the Netherlands delegation, and that the rights 
belonging to all delegations have not been granted to us. 

M Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — I share our President’s anxiety to reduce our discussions 
to a minimum, but I do understand that, in this case, a sincere exchange of views is necessary. 
I do not think it is merely a question of form, but it is a very important matter, as M. Cobia 
has s^m.ss.on .s endeavouring to find some means of meeting M. Rutgers’ wishes We are 

all equally anxious to do so. It would be better, therefore, to discuss the question than to indicate 
a purely formal principle and risk a unanimous vote against M. Rutgers proposal. It is important 
that our Netherlands colleague should go away satisfied and not embittered against us. We must 
show him that we have made every effort to accede to his wishes, and I should hke to explain 
to him why we are so anxious to settle this question in a manner satisfactory to everybody, h or 
six vears we have endeavoured to reconcile the two opposing views of the conscript army and the 
professional army. We have always endeavoured to reach a compromise and I think we have 
reached one M. Rutgers has subscribed to it. In order to reach this object, both sides have made 
large concessions on numerous points. Must we again raise these points on which we were not 
all agreed? We voted certain proposals by a majority, and others unanimously. When we voted 
by a8majority, we accepted the solution arrived at even if we did not agree with it It was a 
compromise. If we formulate this important question afresh m the manner proposed by M. Rutgers 
the report will give the entirely false impression that we have not arrived at this compromise which 
reconciles the two views that have throughout been in opposition. I therefore request M Rutgers 
to take this anxiety for compromise into account. I beg him to take our view into consideration. 

The President. — The question now is whether the Commission will adopt a new rule of 
procedure-that is to say, as stated by M. Cobian and M. Markovitch, we have to decide whether 
delegates may or may not make new reservations during this discussion. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I do beg M. Rutgers to follow what the point is. It is not 
any desire on my part to exclude the possibility of the Netherlands delegation recording their 
opposition to this or that proposal. We must be regular here There was no reservation made 
by the Netherlands delegation at the time, in the sense that M. Rutgers now tries to put forward. 
He has taken the Soviet delegation’s words and adopted them as his own. It is not right, it is 
not historically correct, it does not give a correct picture. If M. Rutgers had accepted my 
suggestion, it would have safeguarded his position, and there would have been a reference m t e 
Minutes which would show what the Netherlands delegation said. It is essential for us to be 
regular here. It is not a question of formality; we cannot make an exception. We refused to 
make an exception in the case of the Soviet delegation, and we cannot make an exception now 
for the Netherlands delegation. It is a case of recording what took place on the occasion, and it 
is right to say strictly speaking, that the Netherlands, Swedish and other delegations agreed in a 
general way with the German point of view, and it is not right to say that they made any reserva- 
tions on the subject. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — The question is not whether our report will be drawn up 
on one system or another. It must be decided whether the Netherlands reservation is too late. 
If we had sent it in the day before yesterday, no objection would have been raised. I his reser- 
vation does not represent a new opinion; the Netherlands delegation has always said what it is 
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saying now. The reason why this reservation was not put in writing when the vote was taken 
is that I was convinced that our opinion would be mentioned in the report. We voted for the 
proposed article while stating that we maintained our point of view; that was, in effect, as strong 
a reservation as the others. 

To-day we are told that we did not make our reservation in writing, and did not call it a 
reservation. We submit it now; if we are told it is too late and cannot be accepted, we shall give 
way, but we shall not do so with a good grace. 

If the Commission takes a decision of principle on this subject, it may regret it in the future and 
be obliged to reverse its decision; in case, for instance, a reservation is offered which has not been 
put in writing and which it would like to accept. 

I therefore insist that a vote be taken. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — I should be quite satisfied if M. Rutgers’ first proposal were 
adopted, to the effect that " several delegations at the first reading . . . ” It was not until 
the Commission seemed inclined to reject that proposal that I decided to support the demand for 
the insertion of a formal reservation. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — I accept this proposal, which is, as a matter of fact, what 
I originally suggested. 

The President. — Since M. Rutgers accepts, we can vote on this new text. 

M. Massigli (France). — I do not feel that I have the right to vote on a reservation made 
by one of my colleagues; I am willing to vote on the point of principle whether reservations not 
made during the discussion, and not submitted to the Rapporteurs, should be inserted, but not 
on the reservation itself. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — There is no question of a reservation; it is a mere statement 
of fact. It is stated that several delegations at the first reading maintained certain points of 
view. What is stated is an incontestable fact. 

M. Politis (Greece). — It is in the Minutes. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — I propose that we vote on the proposition of M. Westman. 

The President. — Does M. Massigli agree with what M. Westman has just said ? 

M. Massigli (France). — M. Westman expressed the same idea as M. Rutgers. What I said 
applies to M. Rutgers’ reservation. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — If M. Westman’s sentence be put in, I will withdraw my 
reservation. 

The President. — M. Cobian proposes to insert this sentence before the paragraph beginning 
with the words " On the second reading ”. It would read “several delegations maintained at the 
first reading that, in view of the great military value ...” 

It was decided to insert the proposed sentence. 

The President. — M. Rutgers suggests adding: 

“ This would leave in existence large armies which would need to be provided with war 
material on a commensurate scale. ” 

M. Sato (Japan). — In what form will these words be inserted ? Do the Rapporteurs agree 
to insert them ? Is it a Netherlands reservation ? 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). — It is the opinion of some delegations. 

M. Sato (Japan). — Then it amounts to a reservation by those delegations. The question 
is of such importance that it must be quite clearly defined and settled. If M. Rutgers wishes this 
sentence to be inserted in the report, I shall have great difficulty in accepting the report; if it 
be inserted as a reservation by the Netherlands delegation, I shall raise no objection, because 
that delegation has the right to make a reservation, but only on one condition. I have already 
stated that the report should give us a true picture of what took place, and one of the Rapporteurs 
told me a few moments ago that the picture was a true one. I reply that in any case it is not a 
clear one. 

You state that the present text was adopted by a majority. Where do you state this ? You 
state it only at the beginning of the report . . . 

M. Cobi&n (Spain), Rapporteur. — At the beginning of the first paragraph on page 4 of the 
English text. 

M. Sato (Japan). — ... that is to say, in reference to the third session. If you 
admit that, you also admit that the picture is not complete; it should be complete, and it should 
be known that the Commission adopted the article by a majority, both at the second and third 
readings. If this procedure be adopted, I shall accept the Netherlands or Swedish reservation; 
if, on the other hand, the President, or the Rapporteur, proposes to insert the sentences in question 
in the report without putting them in the form of a reservation, I shall vote against this proposal, 
because we must pay attention, not only to the arguments of the minority, but also to those of the 
majority in order to maintain a proper balance in the report; otherwise the report will be top heavy. 
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The President. — M. Rutgers wishes to add: 

“ in the opinion of these delegations this would leave in existence large armies . 

Dr Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - We must reproduce exactly what happened at the meeting. 

right to submit a text. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I quite agree with M. Sato. 1 thmkthis 

simply^n whether weticc^t^ thef paragraptTor not ^and^ shall vote against its acceptance because 
I think it is quite irregular at this stage. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - I withdraw my proposal, since the Commission has given 
me a certain degree of satisfaction. 

The President. — I thank you for your conciliatory spirit. 

training . . ”, the word “ or ” should be omitted. 

hrst “'cmiipulsory^”1 ought ncrt'tcTbe 
whether compulsory or non-compulsory. 

Pages 4 and 5 thus amended were adopted. 
Page 6. 

M Massicli (France!. - This page could be shortened. The second and third Paragraphs 
of page 6 of English text, referring to proposals submitted to could be^o^ 

Se
e
lf next Par^e remould be'simptr, ^ would be no need for any discussion on 

paragraphs which possibly do not correspond exactly to the position. 

The President. — The Rapporteurs agree to this omission. 

omitted. 

Ceneral de Marinis (Italy). — We have been working for a month, and at the last moment 
when we are dealing with the texts, there is a difficulty in prolonging our session for °"e ^ * 
appeal to all my colleagues. The report must be examined in peace and quiet 1 cannot see 
the reason for this hurry. We must not endanger our work by being impatient. Person y, 
I have not understood the changes made in pages 6 and 7- 

M MassisUi (France) — I gave two reasons for the omission which I suggested on page 6. 
first that we were going nto details and perhaps incorrectly interpreting the .+

de.clsl^n.s 

Commis^rand sefonSy, that there canP
be no harm in this “ondecide ” 

on that “ It is understood that the Conference itself will be called upon to decide . • 
This wordine clearly shows that the Conference will have to interpret the article; consequently. 
Id opTffioiis are cOTered I pointed out that there was no need to mention Sub-Commission A 
in one paragraph when it isPnot mentioned elsewhere, although it expressed a large numbe 
opinions. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I agree to this omission. 

M Massidli (France) — On page 6, I propose to omit the words “ and non-commissioned 
officefs*”Yn the last paragraph, because there are actually two limitations, one for officers and the 
other for all other professional soldiers. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I agree on this point also. 

Page 6 thus amended was adopted. 
Page 7. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — In the last paragraph but one of page 7. there is a reference 
to “the number of officers and (6) the number of soldiers other 0®cers o ' , 
members of this Commission know what is referred to, but it would be more coirect y. 
“ the average daily effectives of officers . 

M. Cobi&n (Spain), Rapporteur. — It will be sufficient to delete the words "the number 
of ”, and say, “ the limitation of officers and soldiers 

Page 7 thus amended was adopted. 
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Page 8. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur1. — In the third paragraph of page 9 (French text), and 
m the second paragraph of page n (French text), the word “ d’equipages ” has been retained 
by mistake. 

„ M' colban (Norway). — In the first paragraph on page 8, " a; months ” should replace 
A/ years • 

In the fourth paragraph on page 8, the word “ soldats ” (meaning private soldiers) should 
be replaced by the word " militaires ” (meaning soldiers in general).2 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — The paragraph referring to the Soviet delegation should 
be omitted. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — I have already said that we were bound to accept all 
the reservations of the Soviet delegation. It is for the Commission to decide whether to omit them. 

The President. — That decision was taken at the beginning of the discussion. 

Page 8 thus amended was adopted. 
Page 9. 

M. Massigli (France). — In the last paragraph of page 9, an expression has been retained 
which has been omitted from the Convention in order to avoid any misunderstanding; I refer 
to the word active in the expression “ active service ”. This word has different meanings 
in different countries. This point might be explained by a footnote; an explanation in a few 
lines would be sufficient. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — I agree to omit this word, but I have some doubt about 
the explanation. 

M. Massigli (France). — I will propose a text. 

Page 9 thus amended was adopted. 
Page 10. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I have a change to make in the English text only—first line, 
page 10. The words “ for the furnishing of ” should be changed. 

Page 10 was adopted with this modification. 

Pages 11, 12 and 13. 

Pages 11, 12 and 13 were adopted. 
Page 14. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. — In the last paragraph of page 14, there is a reference 
to the “ falling-off in the number of births in future years ”. The Rapporteurs propose to 
omit the words “ in future years ” and to say simply “ . . . falling-off in the number of 
births as a consequence of the last war ”. 

Page 14 thus amended was adopted. 
Page 15. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — In the penultimate paragraph on page 15, a German 
proposal is referred to. I would ask the Rapporteurs to insert a note: “ See reservation by 
German delegation, page 12 of document C.P.D.294(a).3 

M. Cobi&n (Spain), Rapporteur. — I agree. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — The translation of the Spanish reservation in the second 
paragraph needs revision—its meaning in English is obscure. 

Page 13 thus amended was adopted. 
Page 16 

Page 16 was adopted. 
Page ly. 

M. Massigli (France). — As we have omitted the word “budgetary” from the articles, 
it should also be omitted from the first line of page 17. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — The Rapporteurs agree. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — In the middle of the page it is said: 

“ The result of the vote taken on the principle of direct limitation was as follows: ” 

I request the Rapporteurs to point out that this was a German proposal. 

M. Cobi&n (Spain), Rapporteur. — We agree. 

Page ij thus modified was adopted. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — This does not affect the English text. 
2 Note by the Secretariat. — This latter remark does not affect the English text. 
3 Note by the Secretariat. — Draft report, second part (see Annex 14). 
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Page 18. 

therefore venture to request the insertion of the following text. 

“ The Japanese delegation while suppOTting nS^'exXde 
theless expressed the view that the p f rertain number of countries which cannot 

countries in this case should be strictly 

limited. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - We agree to M. Sato's proposal. I regret that I did 

n0t inthe sX ™^ntion\ made, not only of the 

K Gibson's^statement^in^the^repmrt^because11 we had not the English text. We hope that 
Mr. Gibson will authorise us to translate his statement. 

The President. — The following is the text proposed by the United States delegation: 

part ofothefp^rs.^TLy^hereJore stated th^ they were P^f 

detailed and precise to constitute an effective means of hmitatio . 

Page 18 thus modified was adopted. 

Page 19 was adopted. 

Page 19. 

Pane 20. 

/T^ . . tt • \ T a vprv small alteration with reference to the British 

«.Snc:“VS“i ■" &r,pl' dT£, r.£ “ 

^^fwoXg^Uthen be: The British delegation were ready to admit . . . 
It is merely a question of drafting, but it would convey our feeling better. 

M. Cobijin (Spain), Rapporteur. — We agree. 
• vri- /tt T cVirmld like to havc added to the second paragraph, after the M. Massigli (France). a ” thp words- “ in their opinion ”, in view 

™fteS ™Nrp\ten
I7

dfhfrep^t°re|mte a vote against the combination of the two methods. 
There is a slight contradiction which should be avoided. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - I should pmnt out to ^ Mas^gh^hat, ™ P^7, 

employment ofSe ^rSLT. ^ ^ ^ referenceP to cLbination. 

M. Massigli (France). — There is indeed a difference in meaning, which I regret I did not 
notice, and I withdraw my request. 

Page 20 thus modified was adopted. 

Page 21 was adopted. 

Page 21. 

Page 22. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I propose that we should strike out the portion about the 
Soviet delegation. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — That will be noted. 

Page 22 thus modified was adopted. 

The meeting rose at 8.30 p.m. 

X Note by theSecretariat. - See paragraphs Nos. 171 and 181 in the definitive report, 
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Held on Monday, December 8th, igjo, at 4.30 ft.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

121. Draft Report : Third Part (document C.P.D. 294 (&), see Annex 16): Discussion. 

Part II. — Material: Chapter B. — Naval Armaments. 

Page 1. 
Page 1 was adopted. 

Page 2. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I should like a correction made in the first line of the last 
paragraph of page 2. This is necessary in view of M. Cobian’s remarks and the definition of reserves 
that has been given. The report says “ the German delegation stated that, in view of the great 
value of non-floating material . . . ”. I wish it to read: “ the German delegation made a 
reservation, in view of the great value . . . 

Page 2 thus modified was adopted . 

Page 3. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I have made a number of notes with regard to the translation 
but, unless the Commission so desires, I do not propose to trouble them with these. If the Commis- 
sion will allow me to do so, I will send our criticisms of the translation to the Rapporteurs, and 
perhaps they will have the matter looked into by the official translators. That will save time. 
I will only call attention to matters which seem to me to make a serious difference in the sense. 

There is one here of real importance—that is the use of the word “ indication ” in the second 
paragraph. It ought to be " illustration ” in English. 

Page 3 thus amended was adopted. 

Page 4. 

M. Colban (Norway). — lam sorry to see the emphasis laid on the fact that certain countries 
will not be in a position to reduce their armaments, but will on the contrary find themselves com- 
pelled to increase them. I do not deny that this attitude may be justified in certain cases; but it 
already finds expression on page 2 of the second part of the draft report where we read in the last 
paragraph that “ their present armaments ” are “ far from sufficient to guarantee national safety. 
This reservation was made in precise form, particularly in relation to naval and air armaments, 
the latter being scarcely at all developed in the majority of States.” Now this same conception 
reappears on pages 4 and 5 of the document at present before us. I should be glad if the Rappor- 
teurs would get together with the delegates concerned with a view to cutting down this passage. 
We must not give the impression that the object of our labours is to leave certain countries free 
to arm. On the contrary, it should be made clear that our object is to prepare for the reduction 
of armaments. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — In that connection, there is, in the last paragraph but one 
on page 4 of the English text, the phrase “ but gave it greater elasticity by adding the words 
‘ as far as possible ’ ”. I do not like that phrase in English at all, and I suggest it would be 
better to say: “The Commission finally adopted the principle of such a reduction, adding, 
however, the words ‘ as far as possible ’ ’—which are quite clear and definite in their meaning. 
I confess the other phrase, “ gave it greater elasticity ”, gives a false impression to my mind. 

M. Cobi&n (Spain), Rapporteur. — I see no reason against accepting Lord Cecil’s suggestion, 
particularly as I imagine it will satisfy M. Colban. 

M. Colban (Norway). — No. The proposed amendment does not satisfy me. My remarks 
referred to the general form of this part of the report. However, if the Rapporteurs cannot 
meet my wishes, I will not press the point. 

M. Holsti (Finland). — The Finnish delegation is in agreement with the Yugoslav delegate,1 

and I suppose our reservation will be put more or less in the same form as in the penultimate 
paragraph of page 6. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See last paragraph on page 4. 
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“ rd E»...—» 
the reservation. 

Page 4 thus amended was adopted. 
Page 5. 

Page 5 was adopted. 
Page 6. 

Page 6 was adopted. 
Pages 7 and 8. 

General de Marinis (Italy).1 — In the last transfer tam the^clause " of 

subXtaestotot of l^ht sSe'-vesseS 6 The word " clause ” is wrong: it should be "dasse 

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands) - In the last ^the s^ch 
reproduces a speech made by the Netherlands e ega e. imDOrtant sentence. On referring 
is incomplete, and that what has been left out *e most mportant sente ^ make 

to the Minutes, I find that M. Rutgers said at the “X™* e
Sp

h
e“glistened 

P 

every reservation in regard to the interpretations to which we have listen 
I should like this sentence added m the report. 

M. Comn^). feasoriga^ 

have been given. ” If Admiral Surie will enough to refer to the Minutes, he^ of 
different and even contradictory mterpreta 10 R lt„ers. reservations applied, the Rapporteur 
determining to which of those interpretations M. misunderstanding, 
thought it better to omit the sentence m question m order that, if 

interpretations were submitted. 

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands). - The Netherlands delegate made reservations with 
regard to all the interpretations put forward. 

M. CobiSn (Spain), Rapporteur. — Very weU-^njfIvgf^^the^cond^Se Idopted 
say: “ The Netherlands delegate also pointed out that, if they made t ronnection he 
subordinate to the first, they would modify the scope of the system, and, in that connection, 
made a formal reservation. ” 

"otlefffiSt^mSe1 "Thfthme Save been an^an mte- 

But1 I^should li^if^Sn^S? to^ie 

surface vessels, but excludes submarines from this option ”. I think that is not ^cur a ion 

never discussed the question of the transfer of submarines. If it be desired, m tins mterp > 
to kv down that unlimited transfer is not allowed in the case of submarines, I should like, instead 
of saying™bufe“s submarines from this option ” to end the P^P11 ,a^“ssibi^ 
excludes submarines from such unlimited transfer , for the reason tha ere is y P 
of transfer in the case of submarines up to a certain point. 

M Westman (Sweden). — I admire the courage of the Rapporteurs in offering comments 
on the"three'raks In Table' III. I for my part should rather be inclined to refrain from all 
comment, and simply to reproduce the rules. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — Admiral Surie has correctly gr^ped 

interpretation of the second rule. The sentence in question couid only refer to the po^ 
of unlimited transfer. As to that we are m agreement It was for, ^a^r®^n

that there ^as no 

the possibility of unlimited transfer in the case of surface ships, while adding that there was 
freedom to transfer submarines. ,, i j r cU/rnia like the Com- 

But M. Westman has raised a point that applies to all the rules and I shou . 
mission’s opinion on the question whether it is, or is not, desirable to omit all ^ interpretatio ^ 
T^was exoectine M Westman’s observation to be made, but from another quarter. * heslta^d a 
tag time before iuserting these iuterpretations, aud hesitated still more m regard to retammg 

1 The English text is not affected. 
2 This figure is given as an indication. 
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them, after the statements by Lord Cecil and Mr. Gibson. If all the delegations had stated their 
views on the interpretation of these rules, the Rapporteur’s task might have been confined to 
reproducing the statements made. But as only a limited number of delegations have given 
their interpretations, and as, moreover, this document is not intended for a single country, but for 
all countries, I felt that, in view of the importance of the question, it was desirable, and even 
necessary, for the Rapporteur to add this interpretation. It goes without saying that it is onlv 
the Rapporteur’s interpretation which he submits to the Commission for the latter to accept or 
reject as it pleases. But I think it would not be a good thing to omit it, particularly as there is 
no opposition to the interpretation in itself. It does not seem to me that it would be wise to say 
merely that the question of interpretation does not arise and leave the matter for subsequent 
discussion. As Rapporteur, I should have no serious objection to omitting the interpretation, if the 
Commission so desires; but I felt I should state the motives behind our decision to insert it. 

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands). — The Netherlands delegation prefers a mere statement 
of the rules, without any interpretations, which are always liable to give rise to misunderstanding. 
On this ground I support the Swedish proposal. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I confess that my judgment goes with M. Westman in this 
matter. The Rapporteurs have done marvellously well in trying to explain the exact bearing 
of Rules i and 2; it is evident that that is a problem which we shall have to solve some time, 
or the Conference will have to solve it. But I confess I am a little frightened of the wording 
here. I think it might make matters a little more difficult—rather than less difficult—and I 
am inclined to think that, on the whole, it would be better to leave the explanations out altogether. 

One thing about which I feel quite certain is that we ought not to try to redraft them; 
we ought either to accept what the Rapporteurs have inserted or strike it out altogether; if we 
try to redraft, we shall have absolute confusion in a Commission of this size. Unless, therefore, 
we are prepared to accept the explanations given as sufficient, I think they had better come out! 
I cannot say that I should have any great difficulty in accepting them, but, on the whole, I think 
it would be safer to leave them out. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I support the Rapporteur’s view. I think this interpretation 
is necessary, because it follows on certain declarations relating to the interpretation of our text. 
If we omit this interpretation, we run the risk of giving the preceding declarations a character 
which they have not got. 

M. Cobi&n (Spain), Rapporteur. — I agree entirely with Dr. Markovitch and thank him 
for his support. But as those who have retained the two conflicting texts desire to omit the 
interpretation of the text they drafted themselves, it would be churlish for the Rapporteur to 
insist on retaining them, unless the Commission decides in that sense by a majority vote. 

The President. — I will take the Commission’s opinion as to the retention of the three 
interpretations. 

It was decided by six votes to five to omit the interpretations. 

M. Politis (Greece). — I apologise for intervening in the discussion, and at so 
late a stage. I should have liked to give my opinion, for I do not understand what is wanted. 
Here we have an interpretation; and I may be allowed to refer to it, for the reason that I had 
the honour of being Rapporteur to the Sub-Committee which twice reported to you—the first 
time when it submitted three rules to you in a slightly different order (the present first rule 
being then the third), and the second time, when, as the result of an understanding with the 
British delegate, we changed the order and put the third rule first. I had the honour to explain 
to you the purport and scope of these three rules. 

The Rapporteurs had no difficulty in recapitulating the facts; and, as Dr. Markovitch said 
just now, an interpretation is essential at this point because, when we revised the printed text 
of our draft Convention, certain declarations were made which may have startled the Commission. 
It was therefore necessary once more to define the sense in which we drafted the three rules; 
and I congratulate the Rapporteurs on their desire to do so. 

Now comes a discussion. A number of delegates wish to omit the commentary. Why ? 
Because it is useless ? Or because it seems to them inaccurate ? That is a point to get clear. 

We proceed to vote—on the initiative of those who want the omission of these passages— 
and the Commission is divided. The result, it seems to me, should be that we let the Rapporteurs’ 
text stand. That is what I think should be done. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am a little astonished at M. Politis’ rule of procedure. 
What it would mean is that, if there were a single member of the Commission who agreed with the 
Rapporteur, then the report is to stand. Surely this is the report of the Commission and not 
the report of the Rapporteur, and it must be determined ultimately by the majority of the 
Commission. I should be perfectly happy whichever way the decision went, but I do think 
that, if the Commission has decided by a majority to leave out these explanations, the yought 
to be left out. 

M. Cobifin (Spain), Rapporteur. — lam very much obliged to M. Politis for what he has said. 
The question before us was as follows. The report contained an interpretation. Two or 

three delegations expressed the opinion that any interpretation of the three rules was useless, 
or even dangerous. Another delegation, on the other hand, maintained that these passages 
should be kept. The Commission voted on the point. 
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What had the Commission to decide ? It ha^ ^ed^t^as decidf^to omit 
or should not be omitted, and not wither t ey s t there were fifteen abstentions 
them by six votes to five. What does that mean ? It XTassaees wSe kept or dropped. The 

great1 majority^of^th^dele^ations^avinff therefore failed to Support the text in the draft report, 
f feel it is the duty of the Rapporteurs to omit these passages. 

The President. — I think we are all agreed to omit them. 

M Politis (Greece). — In view of M. Cobian's statement, which I interpret as an act of 
courtesy to the Commission it would be ^ Applied in their integrity, 
a matter of principle, that if the rules are to be apphed they should he app.^ ^ Comm?sion 

Very^th^-nnder the rules their omission should have 

been put to the vote as an amendment. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I entirely agree with^ p^^^yote^the 
of this passage of our report should have been p maiority of the Commission has 
omission of these passages only secured six yo > . . | ^ Cobian’s statements, 
not expressed an opinion in favour of omission. However, in view oi m. ^oo a 
I will not insist. . , 

M Cobifin (Spain), Rapporteur. — It was indifference that carried the day ! It is understood, 

to thetordT“0mit ^'of^theTPowers ^plying1 forThem^at^th^end oTthe"fourth paragraph 
on page 8. . . 

The President. — The rules remain; we have been speaking only of the interpretation. 

M. Westman (Sweden). - The rules should come at the bottom of Page 5. 

The President. - They will be inserted after the words “ ... as the introduction to 
Table III ” in the last paragraph of page 5- 

/( was agreed to omit the commentary on the rules and to insert the rules at the bottom of page 5, 

Commission. We surely cannot go forward and then back. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — We made no such^gg^^ 
We said that it was indifferent to us what was said m the repo , g 
our resolution separately. , 

of the latter’s intervention. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I have no feeling p^it^eems impossible to 
delegation would like to have this reference in, I aY® . J +fiem in another You must have 

one out too. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet ^^^1^1^ 
free to do what it pleases with its own report, and I for my part shall taKe 

M. Colban (Norway). - We can omit ‘p reservation^ 
forward after the close of the discussion, since theSoyietdekgationhasstatecltoati^p p 
submit them as a separate document. But we should keep the reference to tne soviet p p 
out of which the discussion arose. 

M Cnhi&n (Snainl RaoDorteur — If the Commission decides to omit this passage, the 
Rap^rteur will if course defS. It is for the Commission to interpret its decision of the other 
day with regard to the Soviet delegation. 

The President. - In view of M. Colban’s remark, I take it the Commission is in favour of 
retaining this passage of the report. 

A greed. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I am sorry that I do n0Pjp 
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^ ^ ;i^-.Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — As the author of this wording, I am free to acknowledge that it is very poor ! It should be made clear that it is the figures of the London Agreements 
which are given as an illustration and not the text of this treaty. 

As to stating that the question does not come within the Commission’s province, I hesitate to 
do that; for, if I remember rightly, the Commission was divided on the point whether a figure of 
some kind should or should not be kept in the text. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am quite content. I thought we had all arrived at the 
conclusion that this was a matter outside our jurisdiction. If there be any doubt about it, 
I do not want to put these words in. We can say that the Commission did not decide the question 
and that the figures are given by way of illustration only. I do not care which way it is put, 
but I do want to say that we did not decide the question and that we did insert the figures 
merely as an illustration of how the thing would work. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — M. Bourquin suggests to me the following wording: 

‘ The Commission confined itself, however, to inserting—but by way of illustration 
only—the figures given in the text proposed by the signatory Powers of the London 
Agreements, fixing the tonnage-limit for capital ships at 35,000 tons and the limit for the 
calibre of their guns at 16 inches.” 

The above wording was adopted. 

Pages 7 and 8, thus modified, were adopted. 

Page 9. 
Page 9 was adopted. 

Page 10. 

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands). — From the paragraph dealing with Article 18, I 
propose to omit the following phrase: “ . . . since the Commission recognised that it would 
be equitable to provide merchant vessels, in case of need, with certain means of defence ”. 

I do not think the Commission discussed this point. At any rate, Article 18 does not deal 
with this class of ships. It deals with auxiliary vessels—that is to say, merchant ships armed 
with a view to conversion into vessels of war. It is mainly in connection with the question 
of publicity, with which Article 34 deals, that this distinction is of real importance. The present 
Convention has nothing to do with merchant ships armed for purely defensive purposes. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — Article 18, in the form adopted by the Commission, 
says that no preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation 
of warlike armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war ”. I included 
a reference to this clause in the report, because I thought that a number of speakers had supported 
the clause, and I added some explanatory remarks in justification of my reference. But I have 
no objection to my explanatory remarks being omitted. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I did not quite follow the amendment of Admiral Surie. 

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands). — I was proposing to delete the words from “since 
the Commission recognised ” to " certain means of defence.” 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Then you would make it “ This exception to the established 
rule was finally adopted ”, and stop there ? I have no objection, and I am interested to hear 
what the Admiral thinks is the meaning of Article 18. However, I am content to accept that. 

I want to say “ rules as stated ”, not “ established rule ”. 

Page 10 thus modified was adopted with the omission desired by the Netherlands delegation. 

Page 11. 

M. Sato (Japan). — At the bottom of page 11 there is a reference to the French delegation’s 
reservation in respect of the limitation of expenditure on upkeep, purchase and manufacture of 
war material for naval armaments. Then at the top of page 12 comes the German delegation’s 
reservation, and afterwards on page 12 the reservation of the Japanese delegation. The latter 
relates to the same subject as the French reservation. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — Yes, the order of these two paragraphs should be inverted 
and the Japanese reservation come before the German reservation. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I will ask the Rapporteur to draft the text in the following form: “ The 
Japanese delegation also made a reservation in the same sense.” That will be clearer. 

M. Cobi&n (Spain), Rapporteur. — I agree. 

M. Massigli (France). — In the third paragraph of page 11, the Rapporteurs have referred 
to an incidental proposal of the French delegation. As this proposal was not discussed, or even 
put into writing, I ask for the omission altogether of the words: “ The French delegation 
suggested that budgetary limitation should be applicable only to such categories of material as 
have not been covered by direct limitation.” 

M. Cobi&n (Spain), Rapporteur. — I have no objection. 

Page 11, thus modified, was adopted. 



Page 12. 

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands). — I should like the Rapporteurs to add after the last 
sentence but one on page 12, ending with the words “ exceeding 8,ooo tons , an explanation o 
Table II. I propose the following text: 

“ while the High Contracting Parties non-signatories of the Treaty of London 
have the option of including cruisers of sub-division (ii) and destroyers in a single category. 

The obiect of this phrase is to explain Table II of the draft. _^ou will note that there is a 
horizontal line in columns A, B and C between the items “ (m) Guns of 6.1 inches and less (155 mm.) 
and “ [d) Destroyers. ” 

M Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — The report merely drew the attention fhe Commission 
to the "three tabled in quite a summary manner, which seemed to us better We simply said. 
“ Table I will have the figures of global tonnage allocated to each High Contracting PaHy. fable 
II will serve to show the distribution of such tonnage between the categories defined in Annex III 
in accordance with the scheme fixed in London. ” I propose to leave the explanations at that 
but I am afraid, nevertheless, that this may give rise to some difficulties in understanding the table 
we are discussing. That is why we added the words: 

“ A special sub-division has, however, been admitted in the class of capital ships for those 
High Contracting Parties which have no capital ship of a standard displacement exceeding 
8,000 tons. 

I accept Admiral Surie’s explanation ; but I think its place is not on page 12, particularly 
as Annex III gives the definition of capital ships and mentions the exception we are discussing. 

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands). —The explanation given by the Rapporteurs on page 12 
is entirely satisfactory, and I am not asking for its omission. I am ™“ely. a*mg for it to be 
amplified^ I may say frankly that, at first sight, I did not understand Table II. I had to ask 
someone to explain it to me. When a sailor cannot understand this Table at first sight, how do you 
expect1 officials—in the Indies, for example-to understand it ? That is why I want to add a 
supplementary explanation. 

M. Cobi&n (Spain), Rapporteur. — We might satisfy Admiral Surie by a footnote after the 
words “ exceeding 8,000 tons ”, inserting his explanation at the foot of the page. 

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands). — That meets my wishes entirely. 

The addition of a footnote to this effect was approved. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — As appears from the Erratum 1 distributed to us, there has 
to be inserted after the first paragraph a new paragraph in the following terms: 

« The British delegation explained that their acceptance of this article depended on the 
attitude finally adopted by other maritime Powers. ” 

The Italian delegation agrees with the British delegation, and proposes accordingly to amend the 
new paragraph to read: 

« The British and Italian delegations explained that their acceptance ...” 

I further propose to add in the third paragraph of page 12, after the words “which are 
binding solely upon the signatories”, the words: of Part III . 

M. Cobi&n (Spain), Rapporteur. —That shall be done as General de Marinis desires. 

Page 12, thus modified, was adopted. 
The draft report (third part), modified as shown above, was adopted. 

122 Draft Report. — Fourth Part (document C.P.D. 294 {c); see Annex 17): Discussion. 
Part II. — Material, Chapter C. — Air Armaments; Part III. — Budgetary 
Expenditure; Part IV. — Exchange of Information. 

M Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — Some delegations have felt some surprise at the absence 
of any mention of the former Article AD in this part of the report. I want to state that there is a 
reference to this article in another part of the report and an account of what happened m regard to 
it. I am anxious to make this point so that it should be clear that the question has not been 
left out of sight. 

Page 1. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — In the penultimate paragraph on page L third line, I think 
the text should read: “ but also complete machines in immediate reserve . That was wnat we 
agreed to. 

1 Note by the Secretariat.  This erratum has been inserted in the draft report, third part; see Annex 16. 
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M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — Lord Cecil’s remark is only logical. This omission is 
due to the fact of the report having been drafted before the adoption by the Commission of the 
final texts proposed by the Drafting Committee. 

Page 1, thus modified, was adopted. 

Page 2. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — With reference to the last paragraph on page 2, which reads: 
“It should be noted in the case of this Article (Article 26) that the British and Canadian delegations 
consider it will not be possible to specify the horse-power figures ”, with great respect I venture to 
say that this is not what we said. We said: “ . . . consider that it is impracticable to find any 
standard of horse-power measurement that would afford a satisfactory basis of limitation”, and I 
would ask that those words be inserted in place of the text in the report. 

This amendement was approved. 

Page 2, thus modified, was adopted. 
Page 3. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I would draw attention to the fourth paragraph on page 3, 
which reads: 

“ The Commission accepted this standpoint, and decided not to propose particular rules, 
but to leave the Conference to take a decision on the point ”. 

We feel that is a little insufficient, because what we really did was to suggest the appointment 
of a technical Committee, which should report on the subject, and that it would then be for the 
Governments to decide what they thought before the Conference met, and not necessarily to 
leave it to the Conference. Therefore, I should prefer to leave out the words “ but to leave the 
Conference to take a decision on the point ”, and to redraft the paragraph in this way: 

“ The Commission is, however, of opinion that it is desirable for the Council to entrust 
to experts the preparatory studies required for the laying down of such rules, and that such 
rules should be communicated to the Governments, who might be invited to accept them as 
a preliminary basis for calculating the figures to be inserted in the table ”. 

I think that is what we really decided, though I do not wish to press the matter unduly. 

M. Cobffin (Spain), Rapporteur. — I remember the Commission decided to leave a decision 
in the matter to the Conference, and the present text of the report is therefore accurate. The 
Commission also thought it desirable that the Council should entrust the preliminary studies for 
the definition of these rules to experts, on the understanding that the Conference itself should 
define the rules. I think, therefore, that this passage of our report is clear and not open 
to misunderstanding. I doubt, however, whether Lord Cecil’s more detailed wording would be 
equally intelligible and equally clear. I have no objection, for my part, to adopting it; but I would 
draw the Commission’s attention to the fact that, with our present text there is no possibility of 
misunderstanding. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — The serious and substantial point is this. We think there 
will be considerable difficulty at the Conference unless, before the Conference, there is some basis 
on which the Conference can discuss the matter. The substance of the matter is—as we thought 
was agreed during the discussion—that we should ask the Council to arrange that a Committee 
of Experts should present their report in sufficient time to enable the various Governments to 
consider it and base their views for the Convention on it. That is the substance of the amendment. 
I think it would be a good plan to have that, but, as I say, it does not matter very much. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — I think the Commission will feel that Lord Cecil’s 
suggestion should be taken into account. 

The British delegation’s proposal was approved. 

Page 3, thus modified, was adopted. 

Page 4 (down to but not including Article 27). 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I should like mention to be made here of the Italian 
delegation’s reservation in regard to the tables. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — I accept General de Marinis’ suggestion. 
This part of page 4, thus modified, was adopted. 

Page 4 (from Article 27). 

M. Massigli (France). — Our Rapporteur suggests leaving till later any allusion to Article AD. 
I think, however, that, in view of the importance which has attached to this question during our 
discussions, it is not sufficient to refer to this article in connection with the provisions for the 
revision of the Convention. To adhere to the “ photographic ” principle we are following in the 
drafting of this report, I should like to see a passage inserted here on this point. I think it might 
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come after the second line of the last paragraph on page 4 (after the sentence: " 27 deak 
with the interesting problem of the relation between civil and military aviation ). I propose the 
following text: 

“ The draft Convention as adopted at the first reading contained the following article 
(here insert the text of Article AD). ^, , ,, 

" At the second reading, the Commission thought that, as this article merely stated 
a situation of fact, it was not essential to retain it in a Convention of this character, and that 
it was sufficient to state in the report that various delegations reserved the right to bring t e 
whole problem of civil aviation before the Conference. ” 

The context would of course have to be remodelled to some extent; but I believe the 
insertion of some such formula as I have suggested would give an accurate picture of what 
took place on the Commission. 

M Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — I admit that the report should be photographic but 
it must be a synthetic photograph, if I may so express myself, unless we are to insert the whole 
of the Minutes ! I recognise that the text M. Massigh proposes gives an exact picture of what 
happened in the Commission. But I am afraid, if we introduce it at this point, that it may 
lead to some confusion. Would it not perhaps satisfy M. Massigh if his wording were inserted 
as a footnote at the bottom of the page ? 

M. Massigli (France). — I agree to M. Cobian’s suggestion. 
The Rapporteur’s proposal was approved. 
Page 4, from Article 2j, was adopted. 

Pages 5 and 6. 
Pages 5 and 6 were adopted. 

Page 7. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — I believe that the first paragraph on page 7 does not give a complete 
idea of the objects of the Canadian amendment. As worded, the paragraph makes it appear 
as if the onlv effect of the Canadian amendment would have been to do away with the provisional 
and temporary character of seconding to civil aviation undertakings. This, however, was only 
one part of the Canadian amendment; the other part being of a very constructive nature—namely 
arranging for all seconded personnel and machines to be counted m the quota allotted to each 

StatI would propose the redrafting of the three paragraphs dealing with this subject as follows: 

“ An amendment was submitted to the Commission by the Canadian delegation to 
delete paragraph 2 of Article 27 and to substitute the following: 

“ ‘ Personnel seconded to, and military material employed in, civil^ aviation, 
whether Government or commercial, shall be counted in the agreed quota . 

“ The effects of this amendment would have been to set out clearly that all seconded 
personnel and machines would be counted in the quota allotted to each State, and also 
to eliminate the temporary and provisional character of seconding. r j , 

“ The Commission, while appreciating the special circumstances of Canada, was not 
prepared to recede from the general rule to which it had given its approval—namely that 
seconding should be only of a provisional and temporary character. It was thought that 
a solution of the difficulty might be found in the establishment of an exceptional arrangement, 
the form of which would have to be settled by the Conference. The Commission, while 
disallowing the deletion of the second sentence of paragraph 2 of Article 27, accepted 
unanimously the insertion of the Canadian amendment by which all seconded personnel 
and material should be included in the quota allotted to each State. , 

“ The Canadian delegation subsequently submitted a reservation in regard to the 
‘ temporary and provisional ’ character of the seconding of personnel to and the employment 
of military aviation material in, civil aviation undertakings. Canada, because of its special 
needs and problems, requires, for the reasons given in the Minutes of December 2nd, I93°> 
the unrestricted right of seconding, in order to develop its country of vast distances and to 
protect its citizens and natural resources.” 

You will see that only slight changes are proposed, but I think they will give a rather 
clearer picture of the purpose of our amendment as a whole. I appreciate fully the difficulties 
under which the report has been drawn up. I should be glad, however, if the text that I have 
just read could be substituted for the present text. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — Mr. Riddell’s statements deal with two points—hrst, 
his reservation, and secondly, the summary of the discussion on the Canadian amendment. 

As regards his reservation, we have inserted in the report the page he sent us. If, however, the 
Canadian delegation prefers, for one reason or another, this new drafting of its reservation, it is 
clear we can accept that now, because no one knows better than the delegations submitting 
reservations how they should be drafted! , ± T a 4. a 

As regards the passage in the report on the subject of the Canadian amendment, 1 understand 
the importance which Dr Riddell attaches to the matter, and I venture to ask the President and 
the Commission to postpone their approval of the text submitted by the Canadian delegation to the 
next meeting, in order to allow of its distribution beforehand. 



— 384 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — The proposal of the Rapporteur is entirely satisfactory. I regret 
exceedingly that it was not possible to submit our text to the Rapporteur for his consideration 
before the opening of the meeting, and since then he has been so occupied that there seemed to be 
no purpose in placing it before him, until we came to this part of the report. 

The President. — The Canadian proposal will be distributed this evening, and we can 
take a decision to-morrow. 

A decision on page 7 was thus postponed. 

Page 8. 
Page 8 was adopted. 

Page 9. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — Page 9 contains a short summary of the discussion with 
regard to the dropping of bombs. At the bottom of the page there is a footnote referring to the 
Minutes of the sixth session. It seems to me, however, that the aim of our proposal, which was 
rejected, might be shown more clearly and I should like to suggest that the Rapporteurs should 
insert between the words “ to prohibit ” and “ the launching ” what we regard as the essential part 
of our proposal, and accordingly re-word this part of the draft as follows: 

“ . . . to prohibit essentially offensive means, the destructive effects of which also 
threaten the civil population—namely, the launching ...” 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — I have no objection to a reference to the explanation 
Count Bernstorff has given; but I must remind the Commission that the draft reproduces exactly 
Count Bernstorff’s proposal as it stands on page 85 of the Minutes of the sixth session (first part), 
document C.195.M.74.1929.IX. 

The President. — Count Bernstorff wants to insert between the words “ to prohibit ” and 
the words “ the launching ” the following phrase: “ means of an essentially offensive character, 
the destructive effects of which also threaten the civil population—namely . . . ”. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — The next paragraph says: 

“ After a very interesting discussion, this proposal was rejected ”. 

I am not sure whether it would not be better to distinguish between the text of the German 
proposal and the explanation Count Bernstorff has just given. It was the proposal which was 
rejected. We might perhaps leave the text as it stands and add that the German delegation 
made a declaration to such-and-such effect. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — What influences me is precisely the fact that the second 
paragraph mentions that certain delegations stated that they did not imply by their vote that the 
bombardment of civil populations from the air was authorised. That is stated in the second 
paragraph and not in the first. That being so, one does not understand what is meant. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Could you not alter the text in this way: instead of saying 
" a proposal to prohibit ”, say: “ a proposal with the object of prohibiting ”, and then quote 
Count Bernstorff’s words ? 

M. Cobi&n (Spain), Rapporteur. — The second paragraph might be drafted as follows: 

“ After a very interesting discussion, this proposal was rejected, five delegations voting 
in its favour. In the discussion, Count Bernstorff gave expression to his point of view, and 
the delegations which did not accept the German proposal ...” 

The above text 10as approved. 

Page 9 thus modified was adopted. 
Pages 10 and 11. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I have an amendment to paragraph 4 of page 10. At present 
it runs thus: 

“ In adopting this principle (Article 28) the Commission desired to emphasise that 
such limitation should be applied individually, taking into consideration the conditions 
peculiar to each country ”. 

I do not know what the French is, but it makes no sense in English. It would not be 
understood. I suggest this: 

“ In adopting this principle (Article 28) the Commission desired to emphasise that such 
limitation should be used for checking the growth of the armaments of each country, and not 
as a method of comparison between one country and another, the cost and conditions of 
manufacture varying very much in different countries ”. 

I am anxious that the point which I have just stated should appear somewhere in the report. 
We always wanted that to be stated, and I think merely to say “ individually ” is not enough 
indication. 
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Would it not be better to replace the whole paragraph M. Cobisin (Spain), Rapporteur, 
by the following: 

« The British delegation stated that such limitation should be used for checking t e 
growth of the armaments of each country . . . , 

reproducing the text proposed by Lord Cecil ? This would incorporate the idea in the report, 
and not give rise to objections on the part of other delegations. 

M Fierlin£er fCzechoslovakia). — The British delegation’s idea appears on page n, where 
it is stated, in the second paragraph, that “ the Commission requested the Committee to study 

^ TtwoJdd be sufficient to add at the end of the fourth paragraph on page 10: 

ments. 
that such limitation should be applied in accordance with individual require- 

M. Massigli (France). - I would rather like to attribute the view expressed by Lord Cecil 
to the Commission, but with one slight alteration. « for checking the 

Instead of saying “ for checking the growth of the armaments , read lor chec g 
evolution of the armaments. ” T x- i 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — As for the change suggested by M. Massigh, I entirely agree 
with his object I think th^t the English word “ growth ” is a better word than evolution , 
which I do not think would be very suitable here. 

M Massi£li (France) — Another point. We have used throughout this part of t e repor , 

omitted. , . T AA 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - I support the British delegates proposal. I may add 
that the Commission has already approved his standpoint. 

M Sato (Tananl   I have no objection to accepting Lord Cecil’s amendment ; but t e 
Commission will Remember that there was a discussion on this subject, and that it adopte 

M Pohtis satisfied with the British amendment, or does he find that it contains a certain 
shade of difference ? If I am not mistaken, he was very insistent on individual treatment of t 
budget of each country, in accordance with the special circumstances of each country whereas Loid 
Cecif’s amendment does not give adequate emphasis to this point 1 hav^ Pol £s 

matter. I realise that it is a question of drafting, but I should like to know whether M. tout 
is prepared to accept the British amendment or not. 

it is 

ohffi“nrXchTgirught%CtrM«^ 
„„ wp havp called it here cannot be used as a means of comparison between one country a 

+V, t+c rml\7 nbiprt is to keen a check on the growth of armaments m each country and no 

in’another y
Be«,1h0anteisCOgrounyd for thinking that that country's armaments are bemg m reased 

give a sufficient indication of this particular point. 
M Politis (Greece) — I owe M. Sato an explanation. What Lord Cecil has just said makes 

•+ ’ occarw fnr me to sneak at length for I am in entire agreement with him. It is a fact that 
‘thfre amlwo ideas involved The object of Article 28 is to make this comparison so as to see 
from year to°year how the countries stand in respect of their military expenditure Then there 
is the nuestion of method How is the limit which Article 28 specifies as necessary to be calculated 
for eal coTtry H urged-and a number of delegations agreed with me-that the calculation 
of this limit should take into account the special situation of each country. This idea explained 
very clearly on page ii of the report. ... A 

Dr Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -1 suggest that the Rapporteurs should consider redrafting 
the text of page 10 and thf first two-thirds of page n, in order to bring these two ideas out clear y. 

A/f rvwKian RTunortcur. — The report says that this “ limitation should be applied 
individually ”. M. Markovitch’s idea is therefore already embodied in this paragraph, since these 

""^(leTm^ttaeThaveTo objection to inserting Lord Cecil's proposal, as amended by 

M. Massigli, in this paragraph—but at the end of the paragraph. I may add that all the other idea 
will be found on pages n and 12. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - I agree, but I still think the text might be better drafted 

«„a fi2“dSSS' E«TfS«‘plSSSI.'£'.”S”e 

M. Massigli. 
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i ™\?oHtif. (^ree9e): — To satisfy M- Markovitch, I suggest we add to the wording as amended by M. Massigli the following phrase: “As regards the method of limitation, the necessary 
explanations are given on pages n and 12 ^ 

11
Lord C®<:!1 (British Empire). — I raise no objection to that. M. Markovitch’s point is 

really very fully dealt with m the paragraph beginning “While agreeing to the limitation of 
budgetary expenditure, several delegations ... ”, on page 12. I should have thought it was 
unnecessary to encumber the text here with any further reference, but M. Politis is a much better 
authority than I am on the question of drafting. 

The President. — We are to adopt, then, Lord Cecil’s wording as amended by M. Massigli 
with the addition proposed by M. Politis. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I much prefer the Rapporteur’s wording. It is not a matter 
only ot the cost of manufacture, but of other considerations as well. 

The President. — The text of pages 10 and 11 will be remodelled. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — On page n, at the end of the paragraph beginning- " The 
Committee of Experts will have to bear these points in mind . . . ”, I should like to insert 
the following: 

“ They will also, in accordance with the Resolution adopted on December 6th, have to 
examine the possibility of a separate limitation of expenditure on land, naval and air forces ”, 

That is not stated in the draft before us, but occurred in the resolution read from the Chair on 
December 6th, and it is the view of the British delegation that it should be included in the report. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — We have no objection to making this addition. 

Pages 10 and 11, thus modified, were adopted. 

Page 12 was adopted. 
Page 12. 

Page 13. 
M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — In the first line, for “ seven ” read “ nine ”. 

Page 13, thus modified, was adopted. 

Page 14. 
Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I should like a new paragraph made for the sentence 

beginning The general reservation of the German delegation. . . in sub-paragraph (a) 
m the second paragraph. or w> 

I should also like the last sentence of sub-paragraph (a), beginning " The German reservation 
in regard to Tables VI and VII . . . to be omitted. 

M. Massigli (France). In the last sentence of the first paragraph (continuation of last 
paragraph on page 13), I should like to omit the words “ in its own way ”, and to add at the end 
of the sentence the words: “ having regard to its special methods of organisation ”. These changes 
express the idea, but avoid misunderstanding. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — The requests of Count Bernstorff and M. Massigli shall 
be taken into account. 

Page 14, thus modified, was adopted. 

Page 15. 
Cecil (British Empire). I should like to alter the penultimate paragraph, under id), 

to read. The British delegation concurred in the substance of this reservation ”. 

Page 13, thus modified, was adopted. 

Page 16. 
Page 16 was adopted. 

Page ly. 
Lord Cecil (British Empire). — In the first paragraph third line the English word should 

be separate ” instead of “ precise ”. 

M. Massigli (France). — In the same paragraph on page 17 the words “ active service ” 
should be omitted.1 

In the last paragraph of page 17, it says: 

“ The Committee of Military Experts, which the Preparatory Commission had requested 
to study the method of application of this principle ...” 

I feel that this expression is not altogether in accordance with the “ photographic ” method 
which we have adopted. The whole question was referred to the Committee of Experts for study, 

1 Note by the Secretariat. This remark does not apply to the English text, where the word “ active ” is not used. 
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and not merely the method of application of the principle. I asked the Commission to vote on the 
prtaciple but it was not prepared to do so. Moreover, it was not the whole of the Committee of 
Military Experts that prepared the table, but a majority. 

Could one not say therefore: 

“ A Committee of Military Experts, which was requested to study the question was 
unable to arrive at a unanimous opinion, but some of the experts drew up a simplified table 
applicable, in their view, to land armaments ” ? 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - It is true that the Table in question was prepared by the 
majority of the Committee of Military Experts, but the next sentence shows that it was not 
possible to reach the practical result desired. 

M. Massigli (France). — The Committee of Military Experts was given a very extensive 
task. The text which the Rapporteur proposes suggests that the Commission accepted the 
principle; which is not the case. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - The primary object of M. Massigli’s proposal is to give 
a different interpretation of the text of the Committee from that which we have suggested. In my 
opinion, it will be very difficult to find any other form. 

M. Massigli (France). — It is enough to say to study the question 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — Perhaps M. Massigli would be satisfied if we were to add 
to the present text the words “ if the question arose ”. That would show that the principle had 

I should not then mind adding the words “ by a majority after the words drew P • 
I should like to remind M. Massigli of the circumstances in which the Committee of Military 

Experts was constituted. It was constituted simply to ascertain whether on condition of the 
principle being applied, it was possible to find a system which would permit of its adoption It was 
for that reason that M. Massigli made his reservation in regard to the principle of this form of 
publicity. I venture, therefore, to urge M. Massigli not to make other additions than those which 1 
have proposed. 

M. Massigli (France). — I would agree if, after the words " of this principle ”, the words 
“ if maintained ” were added, and the words “ by a majority ” after the word prepared . 

The above two changes were approved. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — In order to obviate misinterpretation, the word “ land ” should 
be inserted before the word “ material ” in the paragraph headed Article 32. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I should like to point out that Article 32 stipulates that the contracting 
parties are to communicate a statement, drawn up in accordance with a standard model, showing 
the total expenditure in the course of the year on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war 
materials. All explanations with regard to the expenditure on the upkeep purchase and 
manufacture of material should therefore appear in the commentary on this article. I find, however, 
that these explanations are not given in the commentary on Article 32, but m the commentary 
on Article 37 (page 20 of the report), which stipulates that the contracting parties are to publish 
a statement of the amounts expended at the end of each year. There is no reference in this artic e 
to expenditure on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of material, from which I conclude 
that the commentary that appears on page 20 of the report should not come there, but on page 17, 
as commentary on Article 32, and that the words “ land and naval should be added. I he tollowing 
passage would therefore be omitted from page 20 and inserted on page 17. 

“ Similarly, it will state the amount actually expended for the upkeep, purchase and 
manufacture of land and naval war material.” 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — I am in entire agreement with M. Sato. 

This amendment was approved. 

General van Tuinen (Netherlands). — I should like the last sentence of page 17 to be 
altered, and I propose the following text in their place: 

“ Before a decision had been taken as to the possibility of publicity based on the simplified 
table, the Commission accepted a proposal by the French delegation, on which Article 32 
was based. The Commission felt that, in consequence of this decision, there was no longer 
any object in continuing the discussion on the Netherlands proposal.” 

As we are anxious to have an exact photographic reproduction of what happened in the 
Commission, I think this text is more accurate. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — I think the text in the draft is quite accurate; but I admit 
that the formula proposed by General van Tuinen is equally accurate. I should not have ventured 
myself to propose a wording in such precise terms to the Commission, and, if General van 1 umen 
is prepared to forego so much precision, I shall be ready to satisfy him. 
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I suggest to him to leave it to us to think out a wording to submit to the Commission to-morrow. 

This suggestion was approved. 

Page 17, thus modified, was adopted. 

The President. — To avoid confusion between the French and English texts, I propose we 
cease to take the report page by page, and take it article by article. We now come, therefore 
to Article 33. 

Article 33, page 18. 
The draft report in regard to Article 33 was adopted. 

Article 34. 
The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — You will remember that, when this 

article was adopted, the American delegation expressed its view that it would be found difficult 
to carry out these obligations. We did not object to the text but we merely indicated these 
difficulties, and in order to make this clear I would ask you to consent to adding, at the end 
of the paragraph, this text: 

" The delegation of the United States of America pointed out that the obligations of 
this article might be difficult to carry out in practice, and suggested that the Governments 
study the question between now and the General Conference, in order to be in a position to 
devise a workable text." 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — We agree to the insertion of this wording. We did not 
mention it because it was not put in as a reservation. 

M. Sato (Japan). — In the latter half of the remarks on Article 34, it is said: 

“ • • • it should be pointed out, however, that this article was approved only by 
seven delegations, three delegations having voted against it, the others abstaining.” 

In cases, however, where the difference was not so great we have limited ourselves to putting 
in brackets the number of votes for and against {e.g., five for and four against) without otherwise 
indicating the difference. It would, therefore, be sufficient to say here: “This article was 
approved by . . . ” 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — The criticism is to the point, and I think, after accepting 
Mr. Gibson’s suggestion, the best thing would be to omit the final words from “ it should ” to 
" abstaining ”. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — We agree. 

This omission was approved. 

The draft report in regard to Article 34, thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 33. 
The draft report in regard to Article 33 was adopted. 

Article 36. 
Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I fancy there was no vote on the question of the military 

value of civil aviation, and I think this first paragraph would be more accurate if it were in the 
following terms: 

“ A large majority of the Preparatory Commission were of opinion that the regular and 
official publication of information regarding civil aviation in the various countries would be 
extremely useful.” 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — That would cut out the recognition by the large majority 
of the Commission of the possible importance, from the standpoint of armaments, of the 
development of civil aviation in a country. I may have been wrong in referring to it. The 
Commission is in a position to say whether I have interpreted its attitude in the matter rightly 
or wrongly, and in the latter case may decide on the omission of this part of the paragraph, 
retaining the text proposed by Count Bernstorff. 

M. Massigli (France). — There can be no doubt on this point. In the absence of a vote, 
there were the statements by the various delegations of their opinions, which appear in the Minutes. 
If this part of the sentence be omitted, what will happen ? The report is intended to assist the 
Governments in the perusal of the draft and of the Minutes. It is necessary, therefore, to inform 
them as to the object of the decisions taken. This part of the sentence might be kept with the 
substitution of the word “ considered ” or something of the kind in place of the word “ recognised ”. 
But it is essential to know what happened in the Commission. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — My only object was to say that the large majority, to which 
this paragraph refers, was not a majority on a vote. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I do not know whether it would be worth while to suggest 
a modification of this kind: “Certain members of the Preparatory Commission recognised the 
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importance, from the point of view of armaments, which the development of the cml aviatio 
of a country might assume. The Commission considered that the regular and official publicati 
of information regarding civil aviation in the various countries would be extremely uselul 

to 
M. Cobi&n (Spain), Rapporteur. — Instead of " recognised ", one might say “ drew attention 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — The fifth paragraph on page 19 says. 

" The Commission decided to draw the Conference’s attention to this point. 
I do not think there was any vote on this. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — The paragraph might be put in the following form: 

" The desire was expressed in the course of the discussion for the Conference s attention 
to be drawn to this point.” 

The draft report in regard to Article 36, thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 37. 

M. Sato (Japan). — It says here: 

“ In adopting Article 37, the Commission approved the principle of publicity in regard 
to the total expenditure on the land, sea and air forces . . . 

This refers to the publicity of the total amounts actually expended in the course of a 

—that is to say, at the end of a budgetary year. The report, however, does not specify tins 
precisely. It seems to me one should say: 

" Article 37 refers to publicity of the total amounts actually expended in the course of 
the preceding year.” 

I think that exactly reproduces the tenor of the article. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — The report only explains the object of the article. M. Sato 
is perfectly right in his judgment of the report. It is, in fact, rather vague, much too vague, 
indeed; but I think that, short of saving the same thing twice over by repeating m the report tne 
text of Article 37, it would be better to maintain the present text, for the very reason that it is 
so vague. However, if M. Sato has another form of wording to propose, I do not doubt that it 
will be preferable, and I shall be very glad to accept it. 

M. Sato (Japan). — I only wanted to call the attention of the Rapporteurs to this point. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — M. Sato has been good enough to draw our attention 
to the fact that this comment was very vague. I have explicitly admitted that he was quite 
right; so I suppose he will have no objection to the text proposed being maintained. 

The draft report in regard to Article 37 was adopted. 

The Commission rose at 8 p.m. 

TWENTY-SIXTH MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, December gth, 1930, at 11 a.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

123. Final Text of the Draft Convention: Change in the Numbering of the Articles. 

The President. — The final text of the draft Convention has been distributed, but the 
numbering of the articles does not entirely correspond with that of the report. Article 38 of the 
report becomes Article 39, and so on. 

124. Draft Report — Fifth Part (document C.P.D.294(d); see Annex 18) \ Discussion. Part Y. 
  Chemical Arms; Part VI. — Miscellaneous Provisions, Chapter A.— 
Permanent Disarmament Commission, Chapter B. — Derogations, Chapter C. 
 Procedure regarding Complaints, Chapter D. — Final Provisions. 

Part V. Chemical Arms. 

Page 1. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — In the third paragraph, I think it would be clearer to 
say: “ There was a certain amount of discussion as to whether provisions of this nature were 
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in their right place in a disarmament convention, which, in the opinion of several delegations 
aimed at . . . ” The question itself was not decided by a vote. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I hope that we shall not accept this change. We aimed at 
codifying the rules applicable in peace, not those applicable in war time. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — The passage is not an explicit statement of the Com- 
mission’s opinion; it merely says that there was a certain amount of discussion, and, as this 
remark applies to the whole paragraph, it is clear that the points mentioned subsequently were 
discussed, but not decided. It was not the intention of the Rapporteurs to give this passage 
the meaning which Count Bernstorff seems to read into it. In the circumstances, I do not think 
that any change is called for. 

Moreover, the following paragraph begins with the words: “The Commission’s attention 
was also drawn . . . ” It is therefore simply a question of points of view expressed during 
the discussion, and not of decisions of the Commission, binding even upon dissentient delegations. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I am satisfied with the Rapporteur’s explanation. 

Page i was adopted. 

Page 2 was adopted. 

Page j was adopted. 

Page 2. 

Page 3. 

Pages 4 and 5. 

M. Holsti (Finland). — In regard to the third paragraph of page 4, several delegations made 
the same declaration as the Polish delegation. I think it would be convenient to mention the 
names of all the delegations which made such a declaration. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — I see no objection. I had only considered the most 
important quarters from which support was received. Moreover, when the report was drafted, 
we were not in possession in the Minutes relating to this declaration, which was discussed at one 
of the most recent meetings; indeed I was obliged to get the Polish declaration from the 
newspapers, but if some of the delegations desire to be mentioned as having adhered to it, I willingly 
agree to this. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — I would like the Yugoslav delegation to be mentioned as 
having associated itself with the Polish declaration. 

M. Antoniade (Roumania). — I move that all the delegations which have associated them- 
selves with the Polish declaration be named. 

M. Massigli (France). — I should like to ask the Rapporteur and Count Bernstorff whether 
they would object to the last paragraph of page 5 being altered from: “ weapons of an essentially 
offensive character ” to “ weapons which, in its view, are of an essentially offensive character ”. 
As a matter of fact, the list which follows includes a series of weapons, implements of war and 
appliances, several of which, as I have already pointed out, are not intrinsically either offensive 
or defensive. Everything depends upon the use made of them. The addition which I propose 
would meet Count Bernstorff’s objection, without prejudice to the Commission’s opinion, which 
has not been formally expressed. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — If the Commission has no objection, the Rapporteurs 
agree to add the words “ in its opinion ”. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I also agree to this addition being made and further propose 
that the following passage be inserted at the foot of page 5: 

“ The German delegation’s proposals regarding the prohibition of bombing from the air, 
the suppression and destruction ^of all large guns and tanks, were rejected by the 
Commission.” 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. — In my opinion, the paragraph under discussion was 
correct, since it only referred to a declaration by one delegation. M. Massigli proposes to bring 
this out by adding the words “ in its view ”. Count Bernstorff, while agreeing with this suggestion, 
has moved an addition. I think that the following passage on page 9 of the draft report, fourth 
part, should give him satisfaction: 

" During the first part of the sixth session, the German delegation submitted a proposal 
to prohibit the launching of weapons of offence of any kind from the air, as also the employment 
of unpiloted aircraft controlled by wireless or otherwise, carrying explosive or incendiary 
gaseous substances. 

“ After a very interesting discussion, this proposal was rejected, five delegations voting 
in its favour . . . ” 

However, I am, as I said, prepared to insert the words in question if the Commission agrees. 

The insertion of these words was approved. 

Pages 4 and 5, thus modified, were adopted. 



— 39i — 

Part VI. — Miscellaneous Provisions. 

Chapter A. — Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

Note by the Secretariat. — In the final text of the draft Convention the number of each 
of the articles cited below is increased by i—e.g., Article 39 below is Article 40 in the final text 
and so on. 

Article 39, pages 6, 7 and 8. 

Munir Bey (Turkey). — The view of the Turkish delegation concerning the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission was given in a statement by Tewfik Rushdy Bey at a meeting of the 
present session of the Commission. . 

The final wording of Article 39, as drawn up in the Sub-Committee, takes into account 
the Turkish declaration, inasmuch as it leaves the question to be settled by the Disarmament 
Conference. In order to avoid any misunderstanting, therefore, I would ask that the whole 
of the last paragraph of page 7 be deleted. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. — We only inserted this paragraph because we were 
anxious to make the Turkish delegation’s view clear. If the Turkish delegation proposes to 
delete the text, we see no objection to this being done. 

The draft report in regard to Article 39, thus modified, was adopted. 

Articles 40 and 41, pages 8 and 9. 

The draft report in regard to Articles 40 and 41 was adopted. 

Articles 42, 43 and 44, pages 9 and 10. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — With reference to Articles 42, 43 and 44> it is stated that 
“ these three articles form a single system ”. I think that paragraph should read must be 
read together This is doubtless a question of translation. 

This modification was accepted. 
The draft report in regard to Articles 42> 43 44> thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 45, pages 10 and 11. 

The draft report in regard to Article 43 was adopted. 

Articles 46, 47 and 48, pages 12 and 12bis. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — The following words appear in the last paragraph on page 12: 

“ R is in fulfilling this function that the Commission will become an essential factor 
in the system of the Convention, being responsible for watching its application, regularly 
reporting on the situation, noting the increase of mutual confidence among the Hig 
Contracting Parties . . .” 

I should like to ask the Rapporteurs whether they think it necessary to put in that reference 
to the increase of mutual confidence among the contracting parties, because I have a little ou 
as to whether that is a proper description of the function of the Commission. I agree o e 
reporting on the situation and also to calling attention to the errors and omissions, but I am 
a little nervous about that last phrase. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. — These words were taken verbatim from the Minutes, 
but we see no objection to deleting them. 

The proposal was accepted. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — I think the observation 1 want to 
make probably affects only the English text. On page \2bis, in the paragraph numbere 1, 
there are the words: “ may reach it from an authorised source . I think it will be agree 
that we have decided to say “ responsible source ”. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — You said in the Sub-Committee that it should be “ serious 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — “ Responsible ”. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. — I propose an addition to page 12 in the passage 
relating to information received from a responsible source, to the effect that the rules of procedure 
of the Commission will determine what is meant by a responsible source. 

This proposal was accepted. 

The draft report in regard to Articles 46, 47 and 48 thus modified was adopted. 
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Chapter B. — Derogations. 

Article 4g, pages 13, 14 and 13. 
Lord Cecil (British Empire). — The last paragraph but one on page 13 says: “ Under the 

terms of this article, any Contracting Power will have the right to suspend, etc.” I suggest 
that it would avoid a misconception if we were to say: “will, under certain conditions, have 
the right to suspend . . It is true it is explained on the next page, but it might make 
it clearer if we changed the wording in this way. 

This proposal was accepted. 

The draft report in regard to Article 4g thus modified was adopted. 

Chapter C. — Complaints. 

Articles 50 and 51, pages 16 and 17. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — Article 51 provides that, in the event of any violation 
of the Convention, if the parties are Members of the League of Nations, the Council shall exercise 
the rights devolving upon it in virtue of the Covenant, with a view to ensuring the observance 
of the Convention. Moreover, the passage in the report of the foot of page 16 referring to 
Article 51 states that: 

“That duty will devolve upon: (1) the High Contracting Parties, who shall advise 
on the subject, and (2) the Council of the League of Nations, within the limit of its powers 
under the Covenant.” 

The Council may act either in virtue of Article 4, fourth paragraph, of the Covenant—that 
is to say, without the intervention of a contracting party; or, in virtue of Article 11 of the 
Covenant—that is to say, on the intervention of a contracting party. In practice, the question 
will be whether, in the case of non-intervention by any contracting party, the Council will be 
not only entitled, but bound to deal with the question on its own initiative. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I am not quite clear about the way this is drafted at the 
bottom of page 16 and the top of 17. Looking at the actual words of Article 51 of the Convention, 
they are these: 

“ The High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the conclusions of the report. 
If the High Contracting Parties directly concerned are Members of the League of Nations, 
the Council shall exercise the rights devolving upon it . . . ” 

I quite agree it is not necessary to reproduce the actual words of the Convention, but I should 
have thought it would be better to have some such wording as this: 

“ (1) The High Contracting Parties will advise on the subject, and (2) the Council 
of the League of Nations will take action within the limit of its powers under the Covenant.” 

I think that indicates the kind of distinction we draw in the Convention between the attitude 
of the contracting parties and that of the Council of the League of Nations. I do not know whether 
that would, perhaps, meet the criticism raised by M. Fierlinger also. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). — This text does not settle the real question, which has 
been raised in the past by the Assembly itself, but has never been solved—that is, whether the 
Council may or may not deal officially with a question on its own initiative, without the intervention 
of any party. As I said, this question has not been settled one way or the other, and it therefore 
seemed to me that something rather more definite might have been said about it here. If I 
understand Lord Cecil aright, the Council could not act except on the initiative of a contracting 
party which believed itself to have been injured by the alleged violation of the Convention. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. — M, Fierlinger has raised a question which is, in 
my opinion, definitely outside our province: he is really asking us to interpret the Covenant 
of the League of Nations and decide whether the Council can deal with a question on its own 
initiative, or whether the question must first be submitted to it by a contracting party. Our 
Commission cannot decide this point either directly or indirectly, as it exclusively concerns the 
League of Nations. 

I think, therefore, that the present wording of the report is perfectly satisfactory, and leaves 
the question open. In fact, it provides that the Council may decide as to any action to be taken 
on the report, within the limits of its powers under the Covenant. It must be one thing or the 
other: either the Covenant authorises the Council to act direct in the matter or it does not. 
This is a question of the interpretation of the Covenant, which we cannot decide. 

I am not even sure whether the text proposed by Lord Cecil is any better than that of the 
Rapporteurs. I do not say this out of any personal vanity, as one of the authors of the report 
but after listening carefully to the text suggested by Lord Cecil, I fancy it might give the impression 
that the contracting parties would have to intervene before the Council could take action: which 
would be a roundabout way of settling the problem raised by M. Fierlinger. 

In conclusion, I am of opinion that it would be preferable to maintain the present text, 
which leaves the door open to all interpretations of the Covenant. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — The point is really this. I entirely agree with what 
M. Bourquin says about the Covenant. I think it would be quite wrong for us to try to interpret 
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the Covenant in our report or in our Convention , of 

it, there is a distinction drawn between the action of “® "/advise as to the conclusions 
the League of Nations. The action of the contracting pa xhe^ction 0f the League of Nations 
of the report, and not necessarily to take any action a all. The action ot ti* g 
is to exercise its rights within the limit of its jon t0 be taken on the 

c—•That 

is the point I meant to raise; I do not know whether I have made it c . 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. 1 nerfectl^ iustified^and^associat^mysehf 
Lord Cecil, but his proposal now seems to me to be perfectly justinea, ana 
with it. 

The President. 
Rapporteur: 

" The Permanent Commission, being only a on 

Se'Ksr acas‘5 «. s—. —< «•— 
of its powers under the Covenant. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). - I had thought a third sol/ion ^^^L^amely; 
whereby we might overcome the difficulty without ventiuing VP

ap oached the Permanent 
that the Council should affirm that the contracting par y / . ; f tlie Rapporteurs' 
Commission which is equivalent to approaching the Council. H°"eve/' amendment 

very definite statement, I will not press the point and I accept the amename 
The new wording was accepted. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America) — The last 
gives an accurate account of the attitude taken by ^ 
remembered that, a few days ago, I stated that time a s ° reservations and I suggest 
a basis for discussion, and we, therefore, withdrew our very attenuated reservations, ana gg 
now that that paragraph of the report be deleted. 

The paragraph was deleted. 

The draft re-port in regard to Articles 50 and 51, thus modified, was adopted. 

Chapter D. — Final Provisions. 

First two paragraphs, page lybis. 

These two paragraphs were adopted. 

Article 52, pages ijbis, 18 and 19. 

weq”ied”r^ 
Bernstorff) the new text submitted to us, which reads as follow . 

“ TVip Tprman delegation stated, in connection with Article 52> that, in 50 

does nlt^rthe^Sgton and London Treaties it ^Pretratry 

of world armaments or would even allow ar“a™e"‘ terman signature to the disarmament 
at the same time, be tantamount to a renewal of the German signature to 
clauses of the Treaty of Versailles.” 

Consequently this reservation should be substituted for the one in the report. 

The draft report in regard to Article 52, thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 53, pages 19 and 20. 

The draft report in regard to Article 53 was adopted. 

Article 54, pages 21 and 22. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — With reference to the third paragraph on page 21, I would 
ask the Rapporteur whether it is desirable to say: 

" Such an undertaking is so natural that it might quite well not have been formulated. 

I should prefer to leave that out, and to draft the paragraph as follows. 
“ The last sentence of Article 54 provides that the High Contracting Parties under- 

take to partkipate Tn this consultation, which will take place wfthm a penod to be 
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fixed by the Conference The Commission decided that it would be preferable to leave it to 
the Conference to decide whether it might not be better to insert such an undertaking 
m the Final Act or in a Protocol to be annexed.” 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. — We agree to this proposal. 

The proposal was accepted. 

Discussion on the Reference in the Draft Report to Former Article EC. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — For reasons which I gave when 
1 spo.ke

+ December 6th last, the Soviet delegation is not taking part in the drafting of the 
leport to the League of Nations; but, at our meeting on December ist, I had occasion, after 
nearing M. Politis’ report regarding the later parts of the Convention, to make an urgent 
reques on behalf of the Soviet delegation that no trace should be allowed to remain in the 
repor o the former Article EC to which the Soviet delegation had already objected previously, 
an w ich hns, in its opinion, lost every shadow of justification in the present circumstances. 

e reserved the right to express our final opinion on this question after examining the passage 
dealing with the subject. b h & 

We have left to the majority of the Commission the whole responsibility for the report, 
and have made no observations with regard to the various statements contained in it; and if 
my elegation now departs from this course with regard to the passage in question, it is because 
tins passage, even in its present form, places our Government in an exceptional position to 
which it could not agree. 

The Soviet delegation considers that the observations of a group of States which seek to 
compromise others ought in no case to be allowed by the Commission to stand. 

I hope, after what I have said, that the delegations which are persisting in this extraordinary 
reservation in regard to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics will have sufficient tact themselves 
o wi draw their reservation. If not, I shall appeal to the Commission, and if my request 

acce(ied to, I shah be obliged to speak again in order to protest—this time on purely 
political grounds. J 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. — Ihe observation which M. Lounatcharsky has just 
made applies to the Commission and not to the Rapporteurs, who have only summarised the 
question as submitted to it, and, as I believe, in the most impartial manner. That is all I 
want to say, and I will only add that it gives us great pleasure to know that the Soviet delegation 
is not entirely indifferent to our report. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I cannot be indifferent to a 
paragraph directly aimed at my Government. 

. . Gener3! Kasprzycki (Poland). — I do not think it is a question of tact, but simply one of 
ogic. If we had been sure that the Soviet Government would sign the Convention, the Polish 

delegation, and probably other delegations, would not have raised this question. The article 
simply says that the countries bordering on Russia cannot disarm until the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics itself disarms. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The Polish delegate’s logic 
seems to me somewhat strange. Some dozens of countries are represented here; how can we 
be quite certain that after the Conference all these countries will sign the Convention ? I do 
not see how we can be certain. Dozens of Governments are not represented here, and yet the 
Umon of Soviet Socialist Republics is singled out as the one country which will perhaps not 
sign the Convention. Why ? By what right do you refer in this manner to my Government 
rathei than to any other Government? I feel obliged to emphasise my point even more 
strongly since General Kasprzycki’s statement, because I cannot see any logic in it at all. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — I do not wish to start a discussion on this question, and 
merely reserve the right, with the Commission’s consent, to come back to it. I should like to 
say, however, that what M. Lounatcharsky has said has not convinced me in the slightest, and 
I would observe that the case of his Government is unique, and that the logic of the facts has 
driven us to ask the Commission to regard it as an exceptional case. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — I would like to propose to the 
Commission a formula which would satisfy us and might perhaps be acceptable to the majority. 
If it be not, I shall have to speak again and try to clear up this " exceptional case ” of which 
General Kasprzycki speaks. I propose the following wording: 

All reason for the maintenance of the former Article EC having disappeared, this 
text was expunged from the Draft Convention.” 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I do not know whether it is possible that we could arrive 
at an agreement about this. In the hope that we mav possibly do so, I venture to make a 
suggestion. 

I do not think that you can say that the question of the accession, or non-accession, of a 
particular State will never be of interest to other States. For instance, take the case of my 
own country. If certain States in Europe decided not to accede to this Convention, it is quite 
plain that the British Empire would also refuse to accede. 
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This Article EC was put in originally before the Soviet Cover^ent fomied part of the 
Commission; and that was no doubt the reason why it 7s,^ ^sied 
seems to me that our report must make some mention of it. I do not think the menuu ss . 
by M. Lounatcharsky—I think he will agree with me on reGonsideration—would be qu ^ 
because it would not be true to say that the reason for non-accession de^ndmgon^h ^ 
or non-accession of another State, ceased to have any effec . Y r>rnvision 

I wonder whether it would meet M. Lounatcharsky’s views if we shortened this provision. 
After setting it out, simply say: 

" The Commission decided not to include this article in the Convention. This decision 

very complex problem-the effect of the reservations which the contracting rowers w 
be allowed to formulate at the time of signature. 

I do not see how a formula of that kind can be offensive to the Soviet Government and I 
am sure M. Lounatcharsky would be anxious that we should try to arrive at an agreement on t . 
matter, and not have a division in the Commission. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). As nn be 

by the text proposed by Lord Cecil, the result being like an algebraic formula m which no y 
would be named. The text would then be acceptable to our delegation. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — I cannot agree to M. Lounatcharsky’s ^stproposa^L 
I must insist that the Commission’s decision be left as it stands m the rp . . should 
to Lord Cecil’s proposal, but the important thing from my point of 
be made of the Commission’s vote, which reserves the question to the Confere 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - The Commission has three 
proposals before it on which it can vote. 

M. Holsti (Finland). — May I respectfully ask Lord Cecil whether the first part of his P™P°s^l 
is sound, as it would imply a change of opinion on the part of the C—^ ’oviet dekgation 
I am in agreement with him as to the last part of his amendmen . sentence keeping the 
has refused to give its approval, we might very well simply omit the last sentence, keeping 
first part of the text as it stands. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I do not know that my suggestion is ^ 
as apparently neither side is prepared to accept it. What I wanted to av the conSnission 
of opinion, direct or indirect, on the controversy m question, and if y°u said that . 
decided not to include this in the draft Convention, that would do 
of opinion. If you then gave the two reasons, that would show that ^^thought that was 
with any controversy between the countries m question. 1 shojdd hav® * 1 t thev win 
colourless and anodyne, and that everybody could accept it I stlJ! ^ h^peT ^^ha^sky’s 
and I should like to know the opinion of the Commission after voti g • q ^ 
proposal, for, as he rightly says, that should be voted on first; after that we musWote^on y 
proposal, which I hope will appear more acceptable as a compromis 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. — In this matter, the Rapporteur must endeavou^ 
to be neutral, and merely to reflect the opinion of the Commission; and so ft is not ^ 
of Rapporteur that I am now speaking. We are faced with a delicate question, p Y 
think that we might arrive at an entirely satisfactory agreement. 

If I am right, what annoys the Soviet delegation about the report is 
text which expressly refers to Russia, and I must say frankly that I 9^ jn wording 
From another quarter, we have before us a text which has not been wi . ’ . minds of 
suggested just now by Lord Cecil seems to me to arouse a certain appre , jnciU(}e 

those who submitted that proposal. If we say that the Commission has decided 
this text, that would seem to imply that the Commission has rejected the p p • 

Now, if I understand the views of the two parties in question the on® ,W^9 ^^nstrued 
the proposal would wish to avoid the possibility of the wording of the report bei g 
to mean that the Commission rejected the proposal. + nirl 

We have before us a text that has been maintained, but which we have to ry ° 
reproducing in the report, because it causes annoyance to one of the delegati . 1 ition 

time, we have to say that the question is reserved to the Conference. That is the position. 
I think the problem could perhaps be solved by saying: 

“ The text adopted at the first reading contained an Artic'e EC'nnvmtion ^mland' 
Estonia, etc., indicated certain conditions for their acceptance of the Co 
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Without quoting the text in the report, we could refer to the documents and say, not that 
the Commission decided not to embody this text in the draft Convention, but simply that the 
Commission decided to reserve the question for the Conference, giving .the reasons for this 
decision. I think this formula might perhaps give satisfaction to all parties. If I am wrong, 
I am sorry, but I shall in any case have done all I could to secure an agreement. 

n/r^.nera^ KasPrzycki (Poland). I do not wish to prolong the discussion, and so I agree to M. Bourquin’s suggestion. 

M. Antoniade (Roumania). I should have been prepared to accept Lord Cecil’s suggestion 
as amended by my Polish colleague; but I am willing to agree to M. Bourquin’s proposal, since 
it takes account of certain susceptibilities, and also satisfies the delegations which originally 
proposed the article under discussion. 

M. Holsti (Finland). — I would point out that it is stated in the Minutes that the Commission 
decided to leave the discussion of this question to the Conference. Naturally, therefore, this 
should be mentioned in the report. I should be very glad if the Rapporteur could find a formula 
which would give satisfaction to everybody. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The text submitted by 
M. Bourquin is much less objectionable in form than that contained in the report. Nevertheless, I 
would ask you, Mr. President, to put my proposal to the vote. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I desire to withdraw my proposal in favour of M. Bourquin’s. 

The President. I put to the vote the Soviet proposal to replace the passage at the bottom 
of page 2i and on page 22 (to Article 55) by the following text: 

" All reason for the maintenance of the former Article EC having disappeared in the 
present circumstances, this text was expunged from the draft Convention. ” 
The Soviet proposal was rejected by twelve votes against to two for. 

The President. I now put to the vote the text proposed by M. Bourquin, which reads 
as follows: 

“ The text adopted at the first reading contained an Article EC1 by which Estonia, 
Finland, Latvia, Poland and Roumania set out certain conditions on which their acceptance 
of the Convention would depend. The Commission decided that the study of this question 
should be left for the Conference. 

" This decision ...” 

It is further understood that the last part of the paragraph, from the words " What will be 
the conditions . . . shallbe deleted. 

This text was adopted by eighteen votes for to one against. 

The draft report in regard to Article 54, thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 55, pages 22 and 2?. 
Adopted. 
The draft report in regard to Article 55 was adopted. 

Article 56, pages 23, 2sbis and 24. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — There is a small question of drafting in the second paragraph 
on Article 56, page 23. It says: “ The British delegation directed attention to the desirability of 
establishing some agreement between the period of validity of the Convention and that of other 
agreements concerning the limitation of armaments ”, and it goes on “ such as the Washington 
Convention ”. I should prefer to say, " such as the Treaties of Washington and London ”. 

Further—-and this is probably a question of translation—at the top of page 24, it says: 
The Commission’s purpose in instituting this system was to prevent the work of the future 

Disarmament Conference ”, and so on. I think that to say, in English, “ the future Disarmament 
Conference ” might lead to ambiguity as to what future Conference you were referring, and I 
think it would be clearer to say: “ the coming Disarmament Conference ”. 

These amendments were accepted. 
The draft report in regard to Article 56, thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 57, pages 24 and 25. 

The draft report in regard to Article 57 was adopted. 

Article 38, pages 25, 26 and 27. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I have a small drafting suggestion for the first paragraph 
on page 26. It says: " The first {x years) determines the duration of the Convention ”. I think in 
the English we ought to say: “ determines the normal duration of the Convention ”. 

This suggestion was accepted. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Minutes of the Third Session, page 416. 
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Count Bernstorff (Germany). — The second paragraph of page 26 consists of two sentences. 
It seems to me that, in the light of former discussions, the text would be clearer if the two sentences 
were made into one, reading: “ In the opinion of the British, French, Japanese and 
Polish delegations these circumstances might include, for example, an unforeseen development 
of civil aviation 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — I venture to appeal to Count Bernstorff not to insist on 
this. I think that, as it stands, it is a perfectly accurate description of what took Place- 
certainly had thought that civil aviation, among others, was one of the circumstances, but that it 
was not the only possible one, and I should certainly prefer the paragraph to be left as it is. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. — I desire to associate myself with Lord Cecil in 
asking Count Bernstorff not to insist on this, as the text proposed by him would distort the sense 
of the paragraph. . , . , j u 

There are two points to be considered. The first is that the circumstances covered by 
article might include, for example, an unforeseen development of civil aviation. The British, 
French, Japanese and Polish delegations are not, as Count Bernstorff’s text would seem to imply, 
the only delegations that have expressed this opinion: it is shared by the majority of the 
Commission. . . . . ^ . j xu .. 

The second point to consider is that the four delegations in question have stated that the 
unforeseen development of civil aviation was the case they had particularly in mmd. 1 he 
Commission has not pronounced on that point, but it has pronounced on the interpretation I 
mentioned just now. I think, therefore, that this text should stand. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I submitted my proposal for the very reason that I was 
in some doubt as to a decision of the Commission on this point. In the circumstances, I proposed 
a text which would leave the responsibility to the delegations named. 

M. Politis (Greece). — As Chairman of the Sub-Committee which drew up the text of this 
article, I entirely confirm the interpretation placed upon it by M. Bourquin. The Sub-Com- 
mittee was, in fact, unanimous in considering that the development of civil aviation might be 
one of the circumstances referred to. The delegations named in the report intimated to the 
Sub-Committee that they would make a formal statement to that effect to the Commission, for 
insertion in the report. The text of the report is therefore absolutely accurate, and I also 
would accordingly ask Count Bernstorff not to press his proposal. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I withdraw my proposal. 

The draft report in regard to Article 58, thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 59, pages 27 and 28. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — May I suggest that perhaps it would be better to strike out 
the last paragraph on page 28 which reads: “ If any State avails itself ... I feel that this 
is rather unnecessarily depreciating what we have already put in the Convention, and it is not, 
strictly speaking, necessary to any understanding of it. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. — I agree to Lord Cecils proposal. We inserted this 
paragraph in order to show that we had not lost sight of the difficulty, but, after all, it would 
perhaps be preferable not to mention it in the report. 

The deletion of the paragraph was approved. 

The draft report in regard to Article 59. thus modified, was adopted. 

Page 2g. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — With regard to the first paragraph on Pag<L29—thi? is 

probably an English text objection—I do not know whether some other phrase could be found to 
indicate the idea. It certainly has a rather derogatory appearance to say that we have established 
a collection of rules. We have done more than that; we have established a draft Convention with 
the omission of what is undoubtedly the most important part namely, the figures, but it is a 
draft Convention, and I should have preferred to leave that sentence out—or perhaps it would be 
better to say: “ The Preparatory Commission could only establish the framework of the future 
Convention 

This amendment was accepted. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — In the fourth paragraph, mention is made of the fact that 
the German delegation proposed that the Preparatory Commission should ask the various 
Governments to furnish detailed particulars of the present position of their armaments. should 
like it to be mentioned that this proposal was supported by the Italian delegation I remember 
that several other delegations also supported this proposal, but I do not know whether they also 
desire to be mentioned in this paragraph. In any case, the Italian delegation would bke to be 
mentioned, for we consider that it is necessary to know the present position of armaments before 
embarking upon a disarmament convention. I would therefore like the first part of this sentence 
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to be amended as follows, so as to read: “ The German delegation proposed—and this proposal 
was seconded by the Italian delegation ...” 

This amendment was accepted. 

Page 29, thus modified, was adopted. 

Page 30. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I move that, in the second paragraph, after the words 
“ The German delegation ”, the words "basing itself on the resolution adopted by the Council on 
December 8th, 1926 ”, be inserted. I recall that the discussion regarding the date of the 
convening of the Conference centred on the interpretation of the Council’s resolution of 
December 8th, 1926, and it was upon that resolution that our proposal was based. 

This suggestion was accepted. 

Page 30, thus modified, was adopted. 

The draft report as a whole, modified as shown above, was adopted. 

125. Addendum to the Second Part of the Report (document C.P.D.294(a), Addendum 
(see Annex 15)). 

The President. — You have all received the document dealing with an addition to pages 
8 and 9 of the draft report, second part, document C.P.D.294(a). The Rapporteur proposes to 
add, at the end of the fifth paragraph on page 8, a note regarding the expression “ on service ”. 
In view of the statements made by M. Westman and M. Massigli, the Commission will no doubt 
approve this note in the form submitted. 

This addendum was approved. 

126. Draft Report, Fourth Part (document C.P.D.294(c), see Annex 17). 

Proposal by the Canadian Delegation to redraft the First Three Paragraphs of Page 7 
as follows: 

" An amendment was submitted to the Commission by the Canadian delegation to 
delete paragraph 2 of Article 27 and to substitute the following: 

“ ‘ Personnel seconded to, and military material employed in, civil aviation, 
whether Government or commercial shall be counted in the agreed quota.’ 

“ The effects of this amendment would have been to set out clearly that all seconded 
personnel and machines would be counted in the quota allotted to each State, and also 
to eliminate the temporary and provisional character of seconding. 

“ The Commission, while appreciating the special circumstances of Canada, was not 
prepared to recede from the general rule to which it had given its approval—namely, that 
seconding should be only of a provisional and temporary character. It was thought that 
a solution of the difficulty might be found in the establishment of an exceptional arrangement 
the forms of which would have to be settled by the Conference. The Commission, while, 
disallowing the deletion of the second sentence of paragraph 2 of Article 27, accepted 
unanimously the insertion of the Canadian amendment by which all seconded personnel 
and material should be included in the quota allotted to each State.” 

M. Coburn (Spain), Rapporteur. — lam quite prepared to accept the Canadian delegation’s 
amendment regarding the new text of the first three paragraphs of page 7 of the draft report, 
fourth part. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). — I should like to call attention to the French text of this proposal 
by the Canadian delegation. In the second paragraph the word “ ainsi ” should read “ aussi ”. 

I should like also to thank the rapporteur for being able to accept our redraft. The document 
distributed does not include our reservation, but I assume that this was accepted yesterday and 
that it was not considered necessary to distribute it. 

This proposed new text was adopted. 

Page ly. 

Proposal by the Netherlands Delegation. 

M. Cobifin (Spain), Rapporteur. — I am prepared to adopt the following text, proposed by 
the Netherlands delegation in replacement of the present wording of the latter part of the second 
paragraph under the heading Article 32: 

“ a Committee of Military Experts, which the Preparatory Commission had requested 
to study the method of application of this principle, if agreed to, adopted by a majority vote 
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a simplified table applicable to land armaments. But the Commission, without discussing 
the principle involved or the table in question, adopted the French proposal and, as a conse- 
quence, the text of the article. Some delegations which were ready to accept publicity 
on the basis of this table in respect of material in service did not see their way to accepting 
it in respect of material in reserve. 

This proposed new text was adopted. 

127. Model Tables annexed to Article 30 (Part IV) (see page 18, Draft Convention, docu- 
ment C.687.M.288.1930.IX, Annex 20). 

Observation by the Italian Delegation. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — During the meeting on December 5th, I made a remark 
regarding one of the tables. That remark was approved by the Commission, and M. Westman 
confirmed it, and assured me, with regard to the table on page 19 of document C.P.D. 292,1 that 
the text to which my remark referred would be included in its original form. In the printed 
document, however, it is differently worded. The original text was as follows: Information 
to be supplied only for the countries which have conscription ”, but the text as printed reads: 
“ Information to be supplied only for effectives recruited by conscription ”. I would ask the 
Commission to be good enough to restore the original text, in conformity with its decision. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — In referring to the Minutes, I see that I used the words which 
are in the tables. I said that the original text should be restored, and that text was: “ Information 
to be supplied only for effectives recruited by conscription ”. 

That was what the Commission decided, but if it desires to alter its decision, I, as a member 
of the Drafting Committee, shall agree. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — M. Westman proposes to restore the original text, which 
he quoted. As I did not hear the quotation, I simply noted that the text was restored. This text 
was extremely simple, and I do not see why it was not restored when it could not possibly give rise 
to the slightest doubt. 

M. Massigli (France). — As M. Westman read us the text in the tables very clearly the 
other day, I do not see why it should be changed now. Some days ago, I gave way, under the 
same circumstances, to a decision of the Commission, and I ask that the same rule be observed to- 
day. Moreover, this document is perfectly clear, and has the advantage of extending the provision 
jn question to Powers which have a mixed system of recruiting. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — I do not wish to press a question of drafting; the important 
thing is that we agree as regards the type of effectives to be entered in this column. There is, then, 
only a question of honest interpretation, and as we are in entire agreement on that point, there is 
no need for further discussion. 

The President. — I understand that General de Marinis does not insist upon the text 
being amended. 

Before adjourning, I desire to offer our warmest thanks to our two excellent Rapporteurs 
for the extremely difficult work they have accomplished. 

The Commission rose at 1.15 p.m. 

TWENTY-SEVENTH MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, December gth, 1930, at 3.30 p.m. 

President: M. Loudon (Netherlands). 

128. Declaration by the Delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

The President. — M. Lounatcharsky stated yesterday that he would like to address the 
Commission after the conclusion of the discussion of the report. As we have concluded that 
discussion, I will call on M. Lounatcharsky to speak. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Annex 12. 
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M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — Mr. President. — The 
Soviet delegation desires to make the following declaration : 

I. 

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics not being a Member of the League of Nations, its 
delegation is participating in the work of the Preparatory Commission without entering into 
any undertaking vis-a-vis the League. This explains its non-participation in the framing of the 
report to the Council of the League of Nations. 

Considering, however, that the report of the Preparatory Commission is to be published and 
that the document is intended for the requirements of the future Disarmament Conference, 
the Soviet delegation deems it necessary to explain its attitude during the work of the 
Preparatory Commission, and to make known its views in regard to the draft Convention drawn 
up by the Commission. . 

Its attitude is definitely negative, and thus differs completely from the view expressed 
by the majority of the Commission in the report which accompanies the draft. This constitutes 
for the Soviet delegation an additional reason for declining all responsibility as regards the 
draft in question, and for abstaining from taking any part in the analysis embodied in the report. 

The position of the Soviet delegation towards disarmament, a position as reflected in 
every detail of its various proposals and statements, incorporated in the Minutes of the fourth, 
fifth and sixth sessions, may be summed up broadly as follows : 

II. 

Adhering to the fundamental principles of its Government’s foreign policy, the Soviet 
delegation has taken a most active part in the work of the Preparatory Commission, actuated 
by its consistent desire to achieve really effective measures in the matter of the reduction of 
all kinds of armaments, with a view to impeding, at all events to some extent, the possibility 
of any outbreak of war. ^ « 4- 

Moreover, the Soviet delegation, differing in this from many other delegations, whose efforts 
were all designed to safeguard their military interests and to utilise the Disarmament Convention 
as a means of establishing a fresh balance of the existing forces more in keeping with their 
intentions, has declared definitely that it does not claim any special advantage for itself, and 
that it is prepared to agree to the abolition of armaments or to their reduction to the absolute 
minimum. , . „ . 

The Soviet delegation has consistently and energetically opposed any attempts to make 
disarmament contingent on security or on other arbitrary factors which are generally employed 
to demonstrate the necessity of maintaining or increasing armaments. 

III. 

Starting from this fundamental hypothesis, the Soviet delegation, on the first day of its 
narticipation in the work of the Preparatory Commission, submitted a proposal for immediate 
complete and general disarmament. This Soviet draft was rejected during the fifth session of 
the Commission. The latter adduced no really serious argument against the Soviet draft and 
simolv noted that “ practically all its members were of opinion that this draft could not be 
accepted by the Commission as a basis for its work, which work must be pursued along the lines 

alreaiifretecting0Uthe ’Soviet draft Disarmament Convention, the Preparatory Commission 
rejected the only effective guarantee of peace, while declaring that the Covenant of the League 
of Nations does not allow of complete disarmament. 

IV. 

In the same spirit and in the hope of obtaining measures in the domain of disarmament 
which should be at all events of some efficacy, the Soviet delegation, when its first draft was 
reiected taking into account the fact that the majority of the Commission had substituted 
for its scheme of total and general disarmament the idea of partial and gradual reduction, 
submitted a new draft on the reduction of armaments, without, however, renouncing its 
initial scheme. 

V. 

The Soviet draft Convention for the reduction of armaments was based on three principles 
which constitute the fundamental principles of any real reduction of ts-,, 
explained bv the Soviet delegation on April 17th, 1929, and are as follows . (1) Existing 
armaments Should be substantially reduced ; (2) Such reduction should be on 
nmnnrtional principles or on any other equally objective standard applying alike to all States, 
w^th certain exceptions in favourof the smaller and less protected countries ; (3) The numerical 
coefficients for the reduction of armaments should be fixed in the draft Convention by the 
Preparatory Commission. 
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In its resolution of April 19th, 1929, the Commission rejected the three principles 
recommended by the Soviet delegation thus giving proof of its unwillingness to engage 
upon any real and effective reduction of armaments. 

VI. 

The successive rejection by the Preparatory Commission of two Soviet proposals, one 
for complete disarmament and the other for the reduction of armaments, would have given 
the Soviet delegation sufficient grounds for deciding to withdraw from participation in the 
work of the Commission. Desirous, however, of persevering to the last in its attempt to 
obtain from the Preparatory Commission some sort of tangible result, and unwilling as it was 
to afford anyone a pretext for attributing the manifest lack of success of the Commission s 
work to the non-participation of the representatives of the Government of the Union of S 
Socialist Republics, the Soviet delegation continued its collaboration. 

VII. 

In taking part in the discussion on the draft framed by the Commission itself, the Soviet 
delegation endeavoured, by means of amendments and concrete additions, to do somet mg 
towards bringing this draft nearer to the conception which must underlie any draft convention 

During the course of the discussions, the Soviet delegation not only declared itsell in 
favour of this or that principle, but itself submitted proposals and did its best to win acceptance 
for them voting for them and against proposals which were equivalent to a refusal to disarm, 
and declaring itself adverse to any system which might tend to justify or pass over such a 

^ Unhappily, the overwhelming majority of the Preparatory Commission, by systematically 
rejecting the Soviet motions and following the line of least resistance, deprived the Commission s 
draft, from which all figures had already been omitted, of all real meaning, using the draft 
to mask and justify the maintenance and increase of existing armaments. 

VIII. 

The Soviet delegation thinks it necessary to formulate, in concrete shape, its principal 
and most general objections to the draft Convention in the form in which it has emerged from 
the Preparatory Commission’s last session. They are as follows : 

1. The Soviet delegation has vigorously urged the necessity of effecting an appreciable 
reduction of armaments, but this principle was not accepted by the Commission in 1929. 1ms 
year, in view of the Soviet delegation’s insistent pressure, it has introduced the principle into 
its draft, but in an entirely inadequate form. ,. .. .. , , _ 

The Soviet delegation objects to the ambiguous formula of “ limitation and, so far as 
possible, reduction ”, which has been employed instead of a clear and definite statement 
that existing armaments absolutely must be appreciably reduced. It wishes to point out 
that the formula adopted allows full latitude for the maintenance and even expansion of 
armaments. 

2. The Preparatory Commission’s decision concerning the limitation of the effectives 
of armed forces in time of peace is essentially a fictitious measure, because modern general 
staffs themselves display no tendency to increase the numerical strength of the armies. On 
the contrary, the structure of armies and the quality of their effectives are undei going impor an 
changes in the direction of a strengthening of military requirements in time of mobilisation 
and in time of war. Consequently, as regards effectives, the Preparatory Commission is only 
following the most up-to-date tendencies of contemporary militarism. 

The Soviet delegation is opposed to the Commission’s decision regarding effectives for the 
following reasons : ..... 

(a) Because the Commission has refused to reduce reserves having military training, 
which constitute one of the main elements in the armed forces accumulated in time of 
peace with the object of creating enormous armies of the modern type in case ot war; 

(b) Because the Commission has refused to introduce for each arm separately a 
reduction in the number of professional soldiers, officers, non-commissioned officers and 
pilots, who form such a high percentage as to ensure the rapid expansion of great armies ; 

(c) Because the mere limitation of the period of military service is in itself inadequate* 
being, for certain countries, merely a device to increase the reserves having military 
training. 

3. The Soviet delegation is opposed to the Commission’s refusal : 
(a) To effect a direct reduction of the material of land armaments in service, in 

reserve and in stock, which material, in view of the mechanisation of modern armies, 
affords a means of compensating for the reduction in effectives ; 

(b) To abolish tanks and very long range artillery, which are among the most 
aggressive and dangerous armaments from the point of view of the civil population, and 
to prohibit the introduction of newly invented military devices, as stimulating competition 
in armaments. 

26 
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4. The Soviet delegation objects to the Commission’s refusal to establish the maximum 
limits proposed by the Soviet delegation for the various component parts of warships and 
their guns, with the object of reducing the aggressive and destructive power of contemporary 
fleets ; it objects to the excessive standards given by way of illustration, and to the 
complete exemption of a considerable number of warships from reduction. 

The Soviet delegation likewise objects to the fact that the future convention will confirm 
the Washington and London Naval Treaties, which have legalised the maintenance of the total 
tonnage of fleets at its present high level and a considerable increase in various classes of 
warship. 

The Soviet delegation further objects to the Commission’s refusal to prohibit the 
fitting of merchant vessels with a view to their use as fighting units in time of war. 

5. The Soviet delegation wishes to point out that the maximum limits for the 
various classes of fighting units, mentioned by the Commission by way of illustration, 
differ considerably from the maximum limits proposed by the Soviet delegation. 

Ships of the line : 
Figures given by the Commission  35,000 tons maximum. 
Soviet proposal    10,000 tons maximum. 

Submarines : 

Figures given by the Commission  2,000 tons maximum. 
Soviet proposal  600 tons maximum. 

It should be noted that the standard displacement, if calculated by the method selected 
by the Commission, gives an artificial reduction of total tonnage amounting to as much as 
40 per cent. 

6. The Soviet delegation objects to the Commission’s refusal to prohibit aerial 
bombardment, which is a particularly serious threat to the civil population, who take no 
part in military operations. 

The Soviet delegation likewise objects to the Commission’s refusal to reduce all military 
air material in stock. 

The Soviet delegation also objects to the Commission’s refusal to make it compulsory 
to reduce armaments in the home country and in each oversea territory separately ; although, 
failing such a reduction, Colonial Powers may, by concentrating their armed forces in one 
of these territories, create a threat to neighbouring countries or to the native population. 
The same objection applies to the effectives of all armed forces. 

7. The Soviet delegation objects to the Commission’s refusal to prohibit the manu- 
facture in time of peace of chemical and bacteriological weapons and their maintenance 
in armies and depots, as this compromises the prohibition of their employment in 
time of war. 

8. The Soviet delegation cannot take any final decision on the chapter dealing with 
budgetary reduction, as the Commission, by referring the question to the Committee of 
Budgetary Experts, has avoided taking any definite resolution on the subject, and has not 
decided to reduce military expenditure under each heading separately. 

The Soviet delegation desires to lay special stress on the fact that budgetary reduction 
alone is only an inadequate means of reduction, and must be combined with a direct 
reduction of material. 

9. The Soviet delegation offers no opinion on Chapters IV and VI of the draft 
Convention, inasmuch as the question of the publicity and supervision of armaments depends 
entirely on the manner in which, and the extent to which, they are reduced. The Soviet 
delegation must make it perfectly clear that publicity for armaments which are neither 
reduced nor limited cannot take the place of a reduction, or even of a limitation, of those 
armaments, and it is opposed to any attempt to employ publicity as a cloak for a refusal to 
limit or reduce armaments. 

The Soviet delegation must point out that it is in favour of equality among all the 
signatories to the Convention as regards their representation on the Permanent Commission, 
and that it objects to the execution of the Convention being entrusted to an organ of the 
League of Nations. 

Furthermore, the Soviet delegation objects to any system which might leave every 
country free to exceed the established standards of armaments, thereby depriving the 
Convention of all meaning. 

10. The Soviet delegation vehemently protests against the Commission’s refusal to 
pronounce any final judgment on the article according exemptions to the western neighbours 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in the event of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics not acceding to the Convention. This article, which is directly aimed at the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, “ reflects the intention of several countries to represent 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics as an obstacle to peace and disarmament. 
This allegation, which the delegation will refrain from characterising as it deserves, is not, of 
course, worth the trouble of refuting. As the Polish delegate has rightly pointed out, the 



— 403 — 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is the sole case of a State which, in its foreign policy, has 
never departed, in the thirteen years of its existence, from its pacific programme, notwith- 
standing the repeated attempts which have been made to provoke it to armed resistance to 
the various attacks that have many times been directed against it/’ 

The delegation protests against the decision to submit this article to the Conference by 
referring to it in the Report. 

IX. 

In view of what has been said, it is impossible for the Soviet delegation to accept the 
draft Convention, and the delegation is confirmed in its determination to pursue its 
ndefatigable struggle for peace and to uphold its own disarmament proposals before the 
future conference. 

X. 

Referring to the Preparatory Commission’s resolution of April 19th, 1929,1 in which it is 
stated that the Commission decides, “ if the Soviet delegation so desires to append the Soviet 
draft Convention to the report to be submitted by the Commission on the conclusion of its 
proceedings and to be subsequently laid before the Disarmament Conference ”a, the Soviet 
delegation feels sure that the Commission will carry out this decision by communicating the 
Soviet draft Convention to the Conference simultaneously with its own. 

The Soviet delegation requests the Commission to append to its report the present 
declaration, which is intended to supersede the reservations and remarks relating to the position 
taken up by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics as these have been to a large extent struck 
out of the Commission’s report. 

129. Question of Procedure in regard to the Declaration of the Delegation of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics. 

The President. — I should like to reply to M. Lounatcharsky at once. 
It is perfectly true that, according to a decision reached on April 19th, 1929, the Soviet 

draft Convention was to be appended to the report to be submitted by the Commission on 
the conclusion of its proceedings, and to be subsequently laid before the Disarmament 
Conference. The decision added : “.. .without prejudice to the right, shared by the Soviet 
delegation with all the other delegations, to bring forward amendments to the articles of 
the 1927 Draft in the course of the discussion in the Preparatory Commission ”. 

The Soviet delegation has preferred that no mention should be made of these amendments 
and reservations in the report. M. Lounatcharsky now wishes an exception to be made, for 
the benefit of his delegation, to the procedure adopted by the Bureau and the Commission. 

The Bureau does not see why any delegation, whether representing a Government Member 
of the League or not, should ask for an exception to be made in its favour. Unless the Commission 
decides otherwise —• and I am willing to take its opinion again if the Soviet delegation so 
desires —• we are bound to follow the procedure we have agreed to. I cannot theiefore accede 
to M. Lounatcharsky’s desire that the statement he has just made should be appended as an 
annex to our report. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). —- I should very much like 
to throw a little more light on the present position. 

At the meeting on December 6th, 1930, the Soviet delegation made a statement to the 
effect that it would not associate itself with the Commission’s report for reasons that I have 
repeated in my statement to-day. I understood that, inasmuch as the Soviet delegation was 
not sharing in the preparation of the report, it would be entitled to make a statement after 
the report had been adopted, and that that statement would appear in the report. You now 
tell me that I am mistaken, and that our statement will go no further than the Minutes, or 
at all events will not be officially appended to the report. 

The Soviet delegation has never objected to its proposals, statements or reservations 
appearing in the report wherever the Rapporteurs might care to place them. The Bureau, 
however, and probably the majority of the Commission, have thought fit to expurgate a good 
many passages in which M. Bourquin and M. Cobian (Rapporteurs) alluded to the Soviet 
delegation. Lord Cecil took part in this ventilation of your proceedings. That being so, we 
wondered what would come of the repeated assertions that the report was to be an exact 
photograph of the historical reality. We wondered where in the report there would be any 
reflection of the collaboration of the Soviet delegation in the Commission’s work during these 
three years. It seems to me that such a method as this is apt to make the photograph 
considerably different from the reality, although that may be preferable from the point oi 
view of several delegations. We thought, however, that we might prevent the report from 
ending in, as the Japanese delegate put it, an unbalanced state, if its centre of gravity were 
restored to the proper place by appending to it our own statement. 

1 Note by the Secretariat: 
See document C.195.M.14.1929.IX. Minutes of the Sixth Session (first part) page 38. 
* Note by the Secretariat: 
This draft Convention was printed as annex to the Minutes of the Fifth Session of the Preparatoiv Cowu^siwi 

which were circulated to the Council and the States Members of the League in 1928 (see document C.165.M.50.1928.IX, 
pages 347-355). 

26 * 
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Not content, however, With thus distorting the report, the Commission now shows a 
disposition to refuse our request that our separate report should be communicated to the 
Governments which have not been represented in the Commission, and also to the Conference. 
You can do what you like, of course ; but I think that, if you do this, your report will not be 
a true photograph of our work. 

Should the Commission refuse our request, the Soviet delegation will publish its own 
report and send it to the Conference through its President. I think, however, that it would 
be better that you should embody our report in yours, appending it as a document, without 
assuming responsibility for its contents. That would be more impartial, and on that basis I 
repeat my request to the Commission. 

The President. — I must correct an error which has crept into M. Lounatcharsky’s 
remarks. It was neither the Bureau nor the Commission that expressed the desire to delete 
from our report those passages that concerned Soviet statements ; it was M. Lounatcharsky 
himself. I must point out that the Rapporteurs were not in favour of this procedure, but it 
Was agreed to at M. Lounatcharsky’s own desire. 

As a matter of fact, I have before me the Minutes of the meeting of Saturday, 
December 6th, 1930 and I see that that is exactly what I said in reply to M. Lounatcharsky* 
1 said : 

“ I understand that he wishes all his reservations to be withdrawn from the report, 
and that, after the discussion on the report, he will make a statement similar in form to 
that Which he has sent in in writing to the President.” 

Consequently, I cannot but uphold the decision we reached at the meeting of December 6th. 
I further added : 

tf5 it is, of course, impossible to insert such a statement and to annex it to our 
report; I have not the right to accept such a procedure. The Soviet delegation, 
however, will be able to make a verbal statement after the discussion of the Report 
and I think the Commission will agree with me in accepting this procedure. I must 
repeat that it is not possible to insert a statement in the report. 

If M. Lounatcharsky wishes the Commission to take a formal vote, we can proceed to 
take it. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The Soviet delegation has 
never asked for its reservations or the statement of its attitude to be deleted ; it has never 
urged any such thing. 

What we said was : We will not take any share in the preparation of the Commission’s 
report ; the majority will draw it up as it thinks fit. Our idea was that the report was to be 
a true photograph ; and we added that, although we were not taking part in that work, we 
wished to be given an opportunity of making a statement to be appended to the report. 
.v It is quite true that the President told me that that was impossible, for one reason or 
another. I promptly asked why, and I recalled to the Commission’s notice what M. Politis told 
us, in the earlier part of this session. He then promised that there would be a third part of 
the report which would embody the statements of all the delegations. No one replied to me 
but I was merely asked whether I wished to throw any light on the situation at that juncture. 
I replied in the. negative, and added that it would be time to raise that question after I had 
made my statement. 
‘ ' ' And so the question was not settled. The Commission made a very radical alteration in this 
objective photograph by deleting from the report our proposals and the various reflections 
of our attitude here ; it deleted them from the first part, but kept them in the second. It seems 
to me that the Rapporteurs ought to say in their report that, in these circumstances, the 
document is not an accurate report. I do not see how they could do otherwise. 

In short, we. simply ask that our statement should be joined to your report, without 
however forming part of the Commission’s report. As you see we do not ask very much. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — If there is to be a vote I should like to explain in a few 
words the position that I should take up. In my view, this is simply a question of form, for 
if the Soviet Government desires to send this declaration to all the Governments it will do so, 
with or without our approval. Our decision, therefore, will not affect the position in the slightest. 

: ■ As regards the substance of the question, I feel some doubt as to the wisdom of the Bureau’s 
decision. I have had some experience during the past few years of committee work in general. 
T have never known a committee refuse a minority report when the minority felt that it could 
not accept the majority report; 

M. Massigli (France). — I support the Bureau’s proposal. 
The Soviet delegation’s attitude appears to me somewhat contradictory. On December 

6th we were told : “ You are preparing a report for a body of which I know nothing, and of 
which I do not wish to know anything, the Council of the League of Nations. You will frame 
this document as you think fit ; the matter does not concern me ”. Any allusions to the attitude 
of the- Soviet delegation were subsequently omitted from the document, in accord with 
M. Tmunat charsky’s request.'' 
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Now M. Lounatcharsky tells us : “ I wish to add something to this paper which you are 
sending to that body that must not be acknowledged. ” 

I do not understand. 
In 1929, it is perfectly true, we took a formal vote on a particular point. But the position 

was quite different. The Council of the League of Nations — for that is the body in question 
   had invited the Soviet delegation to participate in our work, and the Soviet delegation 
accepted, which we were glad of. When one receives an invitation from someone and accepts 
it, that is proof, if not that one knows that person, at all events that one is not entirely averse 
to knowing him. It was quite natural, then, that in 1929 we should say : Ihe report which 
we are submitting to the Council will contain special reference to a draft put forward by the 
Soviet delegation ”. , A . ... 

But we were solemnly told on December 6th last that they refused utterly to know this 
body, that they took no interest whatsoever in the report intended for it, and that we could say 
what we liked in the report. Little interest was thus shown in the “ photograph ” of our 
discussions and that is very logical. Now uneasiness is shown. I do not understand at all. 

As to Count Bernstorffs observations, I may say that the position is somewhat different 
from what he supposed. If our report had contained only the majority opinion, every delegation 
forming part of the minority could have appended all its criticisms. But we adopted a different 
method. We invited each delegation to insert its observations in the report article by article. 
We have blended the report of the minority in that of the majority. 

One delegation said to us : “ I do not wish to submit my observations in this way. I wish 
to express them in the form which responds best to my reservations and to address them to whom 
I wish ; leave me free to arrange matters as I like ”. The President warned that delegation 
of the consequences of its attitude. 

If we comply with the Soviet delegation’s requirements, each one of us might withdraw his 
reservations and present them as an annex to the report. 

For these various reasons I support the Bureau’s proposal. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The question is perfectly 
clear. I ask that a vote betaken on the Soviet delegation’s request that its statement be adjoined 
to the report. 

M. Sato (Japan). — We have before us a request from Ihe Soviet delegation that its reserva- 
tions be appended to the report in the form of a statement. This request is opposed by the 
Bureau, which is supported by M. Massigli. 

It seems to me that the report ought to be as faithful as possible a reflection of the entire 
discussion. Consequently, if we were dealing with individual reservations presented on behalf 
of the Soviet delegation, I should be the first to agree to their being included in an annex to 
the report ; but it seems to me that that is not the case. 

Moderate as M. Lounatcharsky’s statement was, it was at the same time very vehement. 
The Soviet representative finds scarcely a single one of the sixty articles of our draft that 
he can accept. He attaches all sorts of reservations to them, which is practically equivalent 
to rejecting the whole of our draft. It is perfectly natural that the majority should find 
difficulty in accepting this long series of reservations to the report. At the same time in a 
spirit of compromise — a spirit by which the Commission should always be animated — 
it might perhaps be possible to add to the report a paragraph to the effect that the Soviet 
delegation adheres to the spirit of the draft Convention it presented two years ago (which 
the Commission agreed to submit to the Disarmament Conference) and cannot accept 
the present draft Convention. In that case we should give a reference to the Minutes. 
Everything M. Lounatcharsky has said this afternoon appears in the Minutes, and there is 
therefore no need to repeat it in the report. In some respects this procedure seems to me 
satisfactory. The Minutes will be printed and sent to all Governments as quickly as possible. 

I do not know whether M. Lounatcharsky can accept this suggestion. For the moment I 
will not make any formal proposal unless I have the support of other delegates. 

M. Cobian (Rapporteur). — I feel that there is a misunderstanding somewhere, for which 
all of us are responsible and from which all of us are suffering. 

In my view, if the Soviet delegation had not scorned the report we have submitted 
to the Commission, it could have referred, in the historical section, to the Preparatory 
Commission’s decisions regarding the Soviet draft. Anyhow, such is the position. I do not 
see how we can go back and amend the report. Three or four times I have said that the 
Rapporteurs thought that all the Soviet delegation’s reservations ought to be embodied in the 
report ; but the Soviet delegation did not agree. 

M. Lounatcharsky said that his Government would not give its approval to any document 
addressed to the Council of the League of Nations, but that it felt that is was most important 
that the Governments should be acquainted with the Soviet delegation’s views. 

I hope that, during this final meeting, not only the Soviet delegation, but other delegations 
will make statements. 

The wisest method I think, and one which would satisfy everybody, would be to send the 
Governments, by way of information as to the proceedings which are coming to a close this 
afternoon, the Minutes of this present meeting, which will embody the various statements 
made this afternoon, including M. Lounatcharsky’s. 
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M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). — The Soviet delegation accepts 
M. Gobian’s proposal. 

It was decided to take action as proposed by M. Cobidn. 

130. Declarations by the Delegations. 

Declaration by the Delegation of Greece. 

M. Politis (Greece). — Now that we are coming to the end of our work in this Commission, 
I should like to tell you briefly how I feel about it. 

We have written a great page in history by completing the official preparations for a 
Conference which is to mark the progress of humanity towards a new form of international 
peace—a true peace, a disarmed peace. 

In point of fact, our task was a very modest one : it consisted in surveying the ground on 
which the great edifice is to be erected, and in tracing the outlines of the plan according to which 
it might be built. 

It will be for the Governments, in the exchanges of views which will surely take place 
between them, and for their plenipotentiaries at the Conference, to amplify that plan, to 
introduce the necessary detail, and to take steps for putting it into effect. 

Working here as we have, however, for more than four years, we have, it seems to me, 
come to realise the enormous difficulties of the task at the same time as the possibilities of 
embarking upon it with any real chance of success. 

We have realised more particularly that the task in view is bold in the extreme, that it 
cannot be avoided, and that it is an urgent necessity. 

It is bold because what we are asking is that States should by contract renounce part of 
their own guarantees of security, although the international community has not yet given them 
the fullest measure of collective guarantees in replacement thereof. 

The boldness of the plan is manifest to anyone prepared to realise that, in any social 
community, men ceased to arm only when there was a public force sufficiently well organised and 
strong enough to render individual forces superfluous. When that time came, individual 
forces were willingly relinquished, as it were automatically, without compulsion and without 
previous contract of any kind. 

The method which we recommend is an entirely different one. We want States to disarm 
without waiting for the creation of a well-organised international force. We want them to begin 
to reduce their armaments on the strength of the collective guarantees already furnished by 
the international community, because we believe that the effect of this first reduction will be to 
add to those guarantees by strengthening mutual trust, and that thus a further step in the same 
direction may be taken, which in its turn will prepare the way for further progress in the parallel 
and interdependent domains of disarmament and security. 

We have had to accept a sort of postulate which provides an interesting application of the 
theory of communicating vessels. 

Experience will show whether this postulate is correct. 
However, we are bound to recognise, at this stage, that there is a certain doubt which makes 

caution necessary, and, on the other hand, that the condition of the world is such that caution 
must not be carried so far as to prevent our attempting the experiment. 

This experiment is an imperative necessity to-day. It is essential both for reasons of morality 
and law, because a solemn promise was given to the peoples immediately after the war, and also 
for political reasons. If nothing is attempted in this direction to check the natural tendency of 
States to seek to supplement, by their own means, the imperfections furnished by international 
organisation, there is bound to be a lepetition of the competition in armaments which took place 
at the beginning of this century, and another war, which would destroy civilisation for ever. 

If this work, which needs a certain amount of temerity, but is none the less necessary, 
appears to be possible to-day, it is not only because it responds to the imperative will of the 
peoples, but also because that will has found, in the last ten years, throughout the world 
convinced interpreters whose voices have reached the innermost recesses of the consciences. 

In saying this, I am thinking, in paying a tribute to them, in the first place, of those who 
have been our collaborators here, whose departure we all regret, although we have among us 
some very worthy and esteemed successors—of M. de Brouckere and of my friend Paul- 
Boncour, whose clearness of mind and eloquence have left an imperishable memory. 

I am also thinking of some of our colleagues who are present who have taken a very large 
part in our work. I will not name them, with the one exception of Lord Cecil, the great architect 
of the work we have completed ; but I should like to express what we owe to him. Both here and 
outside no one has done more during the last ten years than Lord Cecil to uphold the postulate 
to which I referred just now, and to spread the doctrine that disarmament must begin 
without delay. His action has not only been that of a statesman of noble heart and 
lofty inspiration ; it has been—if he will allow me to say so—rather that of an apostle; 
the sanctity of his cause has almost made a prophet of him. His contagious faith has 
already received the reward promised in the Scriptures—it has moved mountains. He has 
overcome numerous obstacles and prejudices. His prophecies have begun to materialise, since 
the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference has completed its work and 
the long-anticipated Conference is at last in sight. 
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The sincerest tribute of my admiration that I can pay to him is to state that, like him, I 
am convinced that another of his prophecies will soon be fulfilled, and that is the success of the 
approaching Conference. I feel sure that, before very long, we shall have written on the first 
page of the Book of Peace the first Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of all 
Armaments. 

Declaration by the Delegation of the British Empire. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — 1 rise under considerable difficulties. I had not the least 
idea that M. Politis was going to inflict such a serious blow to my modesty as he has just done. 
1 thank him from the bottom of my heart. No one is more conscious than myself of the very 
serious exaggeration of what he has said. If I have done anything I have only done it m common 
with very many other people, and I am quite sure that all we can do, and all we have done, is t o 
pave the way for the great desire of the peoples of the world, and to assist them, m howevei 
humble a degree, in accomplishing what I am convinced is one of the greatest desires of their souls. 

I repeat my warm thanks to M. Politis, and can only wish that I had his eloquence with 
which to express it. . , , T jut t 

I have listened with great interest to the declaration made by M. Lounatcharsky. I am 
not going to answer what he said, except this, that it appears to me that a good many (I should 
think over 50 per cent) of his criticisms are based upon a different conception of the work ot 
this Commission to that which I, and I believe the great majority of the Commission, hold, 
am quite sure that, if it had been our function to draft a disarmament treaty, some of the 
propositions which were put forward by M. Lounatcharsky ought unquestionably to have been 
considered, and would undoubtedly have been considered ; but our function is a much more 
modest one. Our function—and the only function of this Commission—is to draw up the 
framework of a treaty, in which can be inserted afterwards, effective proposals for disarmament ; 
and I venture to beg him and other critics—my German colleague, for instance -to consider 
carefully what we have done and to ask themselves this question, because it is the only relevant 
question : “ Can there be fitted into the framework of this Convention a really effective step 
towards that great ideal, which we all have before us, of the complete disarmament of e 
nations ? ” That is the only question we have to ask. I venture to reply to it : Why not / 
What is there in our provisions which is inconsistent with an advance towards that meal, 
and a really serious advance—as large an advance as anything that can be reasonably 

h°Pei need not make a speech about the contents of our Convention except in the most 
summary way ; but what have we done ? We have provided for the limitation of the numbers 
of the personnel; we have not said how much that limitation is to be—that is for the Conference 
but we have created the possibility of that limitation in all three arms, land, sea and air. As 
regards land armaments, we have added that there must be a separate limitation of the total 
effectives, of the conscript soldiers, and of officers and professional soldiers. Further than tha , 
we have made provision by which a limitation of the period of service, to any extent, can be agreed 
upon. There is no limit ; it might come down to three months, it might come down to any period 
that may be imagined. We have also provided that it shall be a limitation affecting 
each country, and that, in any case, there shall be a limitation beyond which no country 

hallIt°is quite true that conscription remains. The British Government has always hoped, 
for reasons into which I need not go now, but which have always seemed to them sufficient, 
that some day or another the nations of the world would agree to abolish the system of 
conscription. It is true it remains, and I regret it ; but if you once concede, as I think every 
reasonable person must concede, that it was quite out of the question to hope for an agreemen 
for the abolition of conscription altogether, then the only thing that mattered was to limit 
the numbers and period of training of the conscripted soldiers. We have done both. 1 know 
a great deal is said about trained reserves, but people forget that the number of tiained 
reserves depends entirely upon the number of soldiers who are taken into the army. you 
limit the number of soldiers taken into the army you limit in the only possible way—there is 
no other way in which you can do it—you limit automatically and as a consequence the 
trained reserves as well. So much for personnel. . . 

What about material ? No one doubts that we have limited, or made provision lor limiting, 
directly, the material in navies and air forces. True we have not been able, for reasons which 
have often been explained and which I will not repeat, to accept proposals for the direct limitation 
of the material of land forces, though my delegation and I have no doubt others, would 
have been very glad to consider any proposals to that effect, if there had been practical and 
workable proposals submitted to them. But we have limited, or propose by a great majority— 
not, I regret to say, unanimously—to limit the cost of those materials. I can only express 
my own opinion, and I have given attention to this subject for some yeais past. y own 
judgment is that there is much more hope of a really effective limitation of land material 
and, indeed, as I think, of all material—by limiting the amount of money spent upon it than 
there is in any other way. I believe that in that way only can you get over the enormou 
difficulties attendant upon any limitation of material, difficulties which centre round the 
well-known problem of supervision and control. Tn addition, we have , 
publicity, I think reasonably effective, extending rather beyond all the actual limitations that 
we propose. 
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I venture to say that within these principles, the power of limitation we have provided 
for personnel and for material, the Conference will be able to carry out any degree of limitation 
whatever. Take the Soviet delegation’s proposal to limit, I think it was by 25 per cent, the 
armaments of the world. There is no reason why that proposal should not be carried out within 
the framework of our Convention, if the Conference should so decide. Or take the proposal 
adumbrated by my friend Count Bernstorff, which is, roughly speaking, to apply the 
disarmament provisions of the Treaty of Versailles to all the world. In my judgment, that 
can be done, although not exactly in the same method but with the same effect, in the framework 
we have provided. 

Do not let me mislead anyone. I do not think myself that it is at all probable that so 
extensive a step will be taken by the first Disarmament Conference, either in the direction of 
the Russian proposal or of the German proposal. I think it most probable that we shall have 
to be content with a much smaller advance than that. Still, one never knows and one must 
never give up hope. The one thing I want to impress, not only upon my colleagues, who arc 
well aware of it, but upon anyone else who may hear or read what I have said, is that one of 
the most valuable features in our scheme is that it expressly contemplates that there is to be 
no finality ; that the first Conference and the first advance is only to be the prelude to greater 
advances later on ; that we are to have a revision every five or ten years of everything that we 
do, so that, even if our first advance should be disappointing—and I have not given up hope 
that it will be the very reverse—then five or ten years afterwards we can advance still further. 

We have created, or proposed to create, in the Permanent Disarmament Commission a 
piece of machinery which I believe to be of the most enormous value to the cause of disarmament. 
For the first time we are going to bring into existence, if our proposals adopted, an 
international organ of disarmament whose duty it will be to watch over the gradual, or let us 
hope the rapid, progress of disarmament; because I believe, once we have started on this line, 
the pressure to go on, and to proceed with vigour, will become enormous. I say, whether our 
advance be slow or rapid, we have created that international organ whose duty it will be to 
watch over what we have done, to press forward continually to further advances. That is, 
I believe, broadly, and without any exaggeration—I hope I have not exaggerated a single 
fact that I have stated—the scheme we have agreed upon. 

To tell me that our results might have been better is merely to tell me that our efforts 
are human. Of course they might have been better ; everything might be better ; but I do 
say with absolute conviction that within the framework of this Convention we can make not 
only a material but an immense advance towards disarmament, and it entirely depends on what 
the Conference does whether what we have done here is going to be effective or the reverse. 
k The next word is with the Council. They will have to meet and determine the date of 
the Conference, which I hope will not be far removed ; they will have to take whatever other 
measures are necessary to see that the Conference meets under the conditions most favourable 
to success; but though the next word is with the Council the last word is with the peoples of 
the world. We have given them in this Convention a great opportunity. They have the 
opportunity to carry forward the disarmament of the world. What will they do with it ? The 
world can be disarmed if the peoples wish. The question we have to solve in the next few 
months—and it will be part of the duty of everyone of us to assist in that solution—is “ do 
the peoples wish for disarmament ” ? Only they can give an answer to that question. 

Declaration by the Delegation of the United States of America. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). — Mr. President, I confess that I should 
arise with considerable trepidation, after listening to the two eloquent speakers who have 
preceded me, if it were not for the opportunity it affords me to associate myself with the tribute 
M. Politis so justly paid to the great part Lord Cecil has played in the work of disarmament. 
Opposite M. Politis’ remarks on this subject there can be no reservation—nor can there be 
any reservation to our agreement with the clear and really moving speech which Lord Cecil 
has just made. 

I had occasion, Mr. President, during the London Naval Conference, to stress the 
contribution of M. Paul-Boncour to the success of our work, and I welcome the opportunity 
to join in what M. Politis has said about the role played by M. Paul-Boncour. And I cannot 
refrain from adding an expression of admiration for the way in which his successor has upheld 
the best traditions of French diplomacy. 

In fact, I have reason to be deeply grateful to all our colleagues for their unfailing 
helpfulness and kindness. 

In the course of our debates, we have heard numerous estimates as to the value of our 
work. But it is only now that our deliberations are coming to an end that we can effectively 
judge to what degree we have succeeded in our task. 

For four years we have been endeavouring to reach agreement. There have been long 
and direct conflicts of opinion ; views have been maintained with vigour, and yet our friendship 
with those who have differed from us has grown as steadily and as surely as our friendship 
with those who have shared our views. I take this as a good omen for the spirit in which all 
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the nations will enter the General Disarmament Conference and try to convert our text from 
a theory to a reality. 

I have throughout been sensible of the very real difficulties under which many members 
nf thish Commission have laboured. Overshadowing our discussions, though seldom spoken 
rf have been the anxtties and worries that have arisen from the spec.al preoccupations felt 
by numerous Governments for their national security. 

We have now completed a draft Convention which after study by theGovernments’ 

Comf ort in The measure of agreement which has been reached in this Commission. We can 
at least foresee a stabilisation of armaments, the setting up of machinery to receive a 
disseminate information on armaments, to educate public opinion and to P^pare sy^ 
fnr +Vip work of future conferences, as successive milestones in the continuing proc . 

hidUcaSns1*! think^1^^'justiflwl'bi^ssundng^thS^Sy1^ 

foundation 'up'on ^hich it can 

be erected. 

It is possible that the coming Conference will accomplish more **ttJ[i** ' oTthe 
will be because our labours have been improved upon and because, ^ter mature study ot t 
problems involved and after weighing the consequences of

of. *e
d^

r
tes hero have 

to the Conference resolved on greater measures of concession than the delegates 
been authorised to make. 

T fppl Mr President that we should be rendering a poor service to the cause of reduction 
of armaments if we were to lead our peoples to belteve that this work earned the movement 
further than it does We have been repeatedly told during the past four yeais of the lole 

mblic opinion Tn connection with disarmament. It has been repeatedly sard that real 
achievement by the Conference can be reached only by an moused public ^P”1 y 

nrofoundlv true but it is not enough that public opinion be aroused. It is first of all necessai 
that it should be informed, for an aroused and uninformed public opinion may do infinitely 
Tore harm than good. Public opinion will not be informed in such a way as to exercise an 
Intelligent1 influence, if, through a" desire to create confidence, we adopt too optirmsUc a tone 

tn what we have done and what can be accomplished on the basis of oui present aia . 
Snob exaggeration can really tend only to lull public opinion into a false sense of confidence, 
rentr ffinca^able of e^rcising its salutary influence, and prepare it for inevitable 
disillusionment. 

We are all in agreement that an immense amount of preparatory work remains to be done 
before the meeting of the General Conference. The technical preparation for that Conference 
is in all conscience great enough, but a more difficult and more responsi e ^ d 

of all our Governments in informing public opinion as to the facts, as to “mculties a 
a* In the nossible measures which may, with mutual concession, help us towaid the goal wc 
all des^ to reach This eTill can be served only by stating our achievements and our 
difficulties with moderation. 

T hone that in separating at the conclusion of our labours, we shall not yield to the 
temptation to indulge in mutual congratulations ; that we may separate wrth beco™ g 
innrlpstv and on renorting to our various Governments, that we do so with a full ana ira 
recognition"!)! tLTorSngs of our present draft and of the duties and responsibi ities 
still before our Governments to lead the General Disarmament Conference to the succes. 
which our peoples so earnestly desire. 

Declaration by the Delegation of Germany. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). — I have listened to Mr. Gibson’s speech with the 
greatest interest, and, as regards essentials, I fully agree with him. 

I have accepted the report because it contains all my reservations, and I Pr®s^ 
intention of reverting to matters that are now past. The reservations h»d 

have shown why I must maintain my criticism of the draft Convention. They also show tiiat 
-in accordance with that criticism-the German Government must reject the draft, which 
in its oninion is full of the most serious and fundamental defects and omissions. The Pe0F®s 

have a sure instinct for realities, and mere words, however fine, cannot change their feeling 
On the contrary, they will be quick to see that this so complex instrument lacks a w 
is essential—namely, a firm determination to disarm. 
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The Commission having completed its work, the peoples are now turning their gaze 
towards the future Conference. For the Conference will afford the very last opportunity of 
achieving the final goal of disarmament, for which the German Government will work 
ceaselessly and with all its strength, as it has done hitherto. It is on this point in particular 
that I find myself in agreement with Mr. Gibson. The Conference will be faced with an 
historic task ; it will have to approach the problem in an entirely different way from that 
chosen hitherto, and so achieve the ideal—the true security of peace. It cannot succeed, 
however, unless it feels itself supported and urged on by public opinion throughout the world. 
On that point I am also quite in agreement with what Lord Cecil has just said. 

It is, therefore, to the peoples that I now address a last and most urgent appeal. I ask 
them to do their utmost to get their Governments to realise the magnitude of their task and 
to see that they do not shrink from it. The peoples must not for a moment lose sight of the 
grave dangers which might arise if, in the end, the work of disarmament failed. 

Declaration by the Delegation of Japan. 

M. Sato (Japan). — It is purely by accident that my name appears on the list of speakers 
immediately after that of Count Bernstorff, and not because I have any intention of criticising 
what he has said. I simply wish to voice what is felt by my Government, and I leave it to 
other delegations—if they wish to do so—to express their views on the German representative’s 
remarks. 

Compared with those who have done their share in the work for disarmament since the 
beginning of the League of Nations ten years ago, I am really a mere novice. I have only 
been dealing with this question for four years ; yet, in that time, I have acquired an experience 
greater than I had ever hoped. 

When I attended the third session of our Commission—exactly three and a half years 
ago — the Commission, and my delegation in particular, experienced a very great surprise. 
As you will remember. Lord Cecil had arrived from London with a big draft Disarmament 
Convention in his pocket, while M. Paul-Boncour had submitted a French counter-project. 

The draft Convention we have just adopted in its final form is based on the two texts 
to which I have just referred, and which constitute, as it were, the prelude to all our work, 
and I take this occasion to pay a respectful tribute to Lord Cecil and to M. Paul-Boncour, 
the two statesmen who were the authors of the first two drafts. 

This is an historic moment for us. We have just adopted a draft Convention, the outcome 
of the joint efforts of more than thirty delegations, after collaborating for a number of years ; 
and here I cannot omit a reference to the help the American delegation has given us. 

We were all fully aware of the American view on various important questions with which 
this Commission has dealt. On the question of trained reserves, on that of material in reserve, 
and on that of direct limitation, Mr. Gibson had, at the outset, as we all know, very definite 
ideas. In May of last year, he made a most important statement. He has, to a certain extent, 
abandoned his views on several of these important questions, and he has modified his attitude 
while, at the same time, pressing his arguments. He did so, however, in order to enable a 
positive result to be achieved ; in order to promote the progress of our work he has made a 
sacrifice. On the naval question, we all knew what the American representative’s statemeen 
meant. At that time, he spoke of his famous “ yard-stick ” scheme. That idea was not wholly 
realised ; yet it was the actual origin of the negotiations between the maritime Powers, and 
its results were reached at the London Naval Conference. My country was a party to the 
London Naval Treaty, and therefore I must not sound its praises too much ; but I must say 
this, that it has enabled the Commission to continue the work of disarmament. I am sure 
we shall all agree that, but for that Treaty, the Commission would have been in a very difficult, 
if not impossible, position. 

Speaking wholly impartially, I do not think the draft Convention adopted to-day can be 
called ideal. To be so, it would have to be drawn up differently. But we cannot hope to reach 
an ideal settlement of the problem by simple or easy means. Indeed, I have never heard it 
said that man can attain his ideal. Much time will therefore be required for the League to 
achieve disarmament. What we have done up to the present, however, will enable the first 
stage of disarmament to be carried out. 

I have more than once had occasion to voice my Government’s feelings on this subject, 
and I shall not dwell on the point. I cannot refrain from saying, however, that this first stage 
of disarmament will probably be a modest one. No great work can be carried out at one step. 
If we tried to do so, we should encounter immense difficulties, and might even risk causing 
the failure of the Conference. My Government, therefore, has always favoured moderate courses 
and steady but gradual progress. This is an opinion which, I think, may be shared by the 
Commission even if it does not wholly share all my Government’s views. 

We are parting to-day after having accomplished the task entrusted to us by the Council 
and Assembly. We are parting with a feeling of comfort, because the work we have done 
has prepared the way for disarmament. 
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It is now for the Council to fix the date when the Conference is to be convened. I 
earnestly hope that the representatives whom the Governments send to the Conference wil 
all be armed with full powers to sign the future Convention ; otherwise, public opinion would 
be deeply disappointed, and that would be most regrettable. We must therefore do our utmost 
to bring about this result. I hope that the Conference may be convened very shortly. In 
any case my Government will come to it in a broad spirit of conciliation It will do all in 
its power to enable all the representatives to collaborate fruitfully in ordei that the Co 
vention may be signed. 

Declaration by the Delegation of France. 

M. Massiuli (France). — In putting the finishing touches to the draft Convention, which 
has been on the loom, so to speak, for three years, our Commission has completed its task, 
and that of the Governments will now begin. , , 

Doubtless the proposals we have made to settle the problem may be considered timid, 
and from an absolute point of view it might not be difficult to conceive of bettei ones. 
No one can say, however, that this Commission has not produced a solid piece of work No 
one can maintain that, after having unflinchingly faced realities, we sub^^ ^ ^ 
which does not respond to present possibilities. We were faced with a gra\e pioblem 
which had been probed for many years and yet in some respects was new. At every s ep 
unexpected difficulties arose, and our duty, therefore, was not to recommend to the Governments 
one of those futile manifestations which leave behind them nothing but a memory of 
disappointment in the minds of the peoples—our duty (and we have fulfilled it) was to state 
the bases on which, after conscientious and laborious enquiry, we consider it possible at he 
present time to establish a general treaty for the limitation of armaments, that is what Lord 
Cecil has told us, and, in associating myself with what he has said, allow me to associate myself 
also with the tribute paid to him. , . , , • j i i-u 

It is for the Governments to utilise the materials with which we have provided them, 
even though they do not find them all they were entitled to expect after the questions they 
had put to us ; even though we give them no final opinion on the criteria on which u 
proportions between the armaments of the various countries might be based ; even thoug^ 
we have not determined how far careful adjustment of the methods of applying Ai ic e > 
of the Covenant would facilitate the reduction of armaments ; even though, lastly, we have 
not considered systems of regional disarmament. . . , , , 

None the less. Article 8 of the Covenant fixes in very definite terms the goal to be reached 
by the Governments of the Members of the League, and in this respect the unanimous cl ecisions 
of successive Assemblies have surely framed a League doctrine. fn 

The First Assembly established respect for existing treaties as the basis of the edifice to 

The Third Assembly, in the famous Resolution 14, emphasised the connection which 
would necessarily be formed between the proportion in which armaments were to be reduced 
and the organisation of a system of mutual assistance within the framework of the Covenant. 

After the great Assembly of 1924, the Assembly of 1926, while recommending that a 
Conference for the limitation and reduction of armaments should be called as rapidly as 
possible, pointed out that the results of the Conference would depend upon the conditions 
of regional and general security at the time when the Conference met, and the Preparatoi \ 
Commission embodied this declaration in its report to the Council after its first session. 

In the same spirit the subsequent Assemblies, seeing that it would be useless to try u 
forestall events, to push forward disarmament faster than the general political situation allowed 
at the same time proclaiming the necessity of proceeding pari passu with the organisation o 
security, emphasised strongly the view that the4first Conference would only succeed in taking a 
flFSt st6D 

It is this first step that the Governments are now asked to take. When they come to 
the Conference they will bring with them facts, proposals, justifications . . 

By facts I mean that they will bring documents that will irrefutably demonstrate the 
success of the steps which a number of them have already spontaneously taken, since signing 
the Covenant, on the lines laid down in Article 8 of the Covenant. 

By proposals I mean that they will state within what limits they consider themselves 
able to contract international obligations in a field which has hitherto been the close preserve 
of national sovereignty. 

Lastly, when I speak of justifications I mean that they will state the grounds—based 
on hope or on foresight—on which their proposals are founded. . , 

On this point the Governments must ask themselves—and, if they were likely to toiget, 
public opinion in the different countries would remind them—what progress has been made in 
the organisation of security since the work of our Commission was started; or, if you preier the 
phrase used bv our Rapporteurs, who regard things from the psychological point of view, let us 
say the progress made in the growth of confidence since our Commission started its .^orK» 

What has been done with the drafts prepared by the Arbitration and Security Committee . 
What has been done to promote the conclusion of regional agreements, whether for the purpose 
of preventing or of penalising war ? What has been done in the field of arbitration . Wh 
is the position as regards accessions to the General Act ? , , „ 

All these are questions which the Governments will have to ponder before the Conleienc 
is held, and the solutions which have been found for them, or which will be found tor them, 
in the coming months will determine how great the first step to be taken wil e. 
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I cannot do better here than to read you the words spoken by M. Politis last year : 

“ Whatever may be the scope of this first stage, it will assuredly constitute a very 
important advance. For the first time in the history of the world, the problem of national 
armaments will have changed its character. It has hitherto been, and still is, an essentially 
domestic concern—a matter coming exclusively under the sovereign rights of each State. 
Henceforth it will become an international question, governed by laws which the States 
will have freely accepted.” 

That is the essential truth which Governments imbued with the will to peace, or, to 
speak more simply, Governments animated by good will—it amounts to the same thing— 
must have the courage to proclaim, even though to do so they have to withstand the pressure 
of public opinion ; and assuredly it may prove far from easy to bring public opinion back 
to the right path when once it has been allowed to stray from it. Yet, if there is a firm resolve, 
public opinion can easily be enlightened while there is still time. 

Since this Commission entered upon its task it has, I venture to say, received loyal 
assistance from the French Government, fully conscious as that Government is of its obligations 
under the Covenant. I was happy to find that fact acknowledged in the tribute paid to my 
predecessor here by M. Politis, M. Sato and the Hon. Hugh Gibson, and I thank them for 
it, though I trust the Hon. Hugh Gibson will forgive me if I prefer not to have heard what 
he kindly added. Nor will French help be withheld in the months to come or at the Conference 
itself, when we come to give final form to, and to define the final scope of, the solemn undertak- 
ings which we propose the countries should contract. My country will bring to this work 
the unreserved good will which should be felt by all countries that are truly bent on peace. For 
France, though "conscious of the limits which elementary prudence forbids her to pass at 
present, however impatient she may be and whatever interest may have to be sacrificed, is 
firmly determined to do, within these limits, all that is reasonably possible. 

Declaration by the Delegation of Bulgaria. 

M. Morfoff (Bulgaria). — Gentlemen, I recognise that we have done very useful work 
and have made a first step towards preventing war. I am bound to say, however, that our 
work leaves my country in a state of flagrant insecurity. Owing to the obligations which 
have been imposed upon us, we are still deprived of all necessary means of legitimate defence. 

Article 11 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, and all that we have done in the 
domain of security, only applies to normal circumstances, and will not give us the requisite 
security in abnormal times and in periods of general political complication, when the great 
Powers which control the situation are unable to help us. 

Bulgaria remains open to all comers by land, by sea, and by air, for her reduced army, 
although it is very expensive and is a heavy charge upon her financial situation, is hardly 
sufficient for local duties. «/• H. t ^ I I 

We hope that the experts and the future Permanent Disarmament Commission will be 
given a chance of finding a practical solution which, while creating no dangers for any party 
concerned, will put an end to our state of insecurity. In saying this, I base myself on the 
following precedents. In 1922, during the Lausanne Conference, when demilitarised zones were 
created, the experts recognised that these zones were not sufficiently protected and allowed 
Bulgaria to increase her effectives and to arm them with automatic rifles, although this was 
not provided for in the Treaty. Similarly, in 1923, during the disturbances which occurred 
in Bulgaria, the Conference of Ambassadors, to which one of the delegates here to-day belonged 
(and I desire to pay a tribute to his sense of justice), also allowed us to increase our effectives. 
This measure considerably assisted the internal pacification of the country, but it must be 
admitted that the evils which were then in evidence would not have been so great if Bulgaria 
had not had to undergo so many restrictions as regards armaments. 

It is not necessary to quote to you examples to demonstrate the utility of putting an end, 
as soon as possible, to the state of insecurity in which my country is placed, and this cannot 
fail to be in the interests of general peace. I will confine myself to expressing our hope that 
the forthcoming Disarmament Conference will itself examine, or instruct the future Permanent 
Commission to examine, the situation of Bulgaria, and will permit her to take the measures 
which are essential to her legitimate defence. 

Declaration by the Delegation of Roumania. 

M. Antoniadc (Roumania). — Now that we are reaching the end of our labours, the 
Roumanian delegation, which represents a Government firmly attached to the idea of peace, 
has great satisfaction, when giving its approval to the draft Convention which has just been 
drawn up and to the report, in recording the fact that an important step has been made in 
dealing with a question which has occupied our attention for so many years. It does not share 
the pessimism of certain fretful spirits who always ask for absolute perfection and who, in 
pursuit of the most radical solutions, underestimate achievements which have only the merit 
of answering to the possibilities of the moment. We consider that our Commission, in entering 
upon a line of action which is entirely new in the history of international co-operation, has 
done all that was reasonably possible in the present situation. 
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It is true, as pointed out by several of the previous speakers and also in the report, that 
only the framework or canvas of a disarmament convention has been prepared — which, indeed, 
was all that our Commission was asked to do—and that this framework will have to be filled 
in with definite figures. It is then that the most delicate and difficult task will begin. But, 
in carrying out this task, the importance and difficulty of which no one will deny, neither the 
Governments, conscious of their grave responsibilities, nor the future Conference, will be laced 
with any uncertainty. Fortunately, since the Covenant, and since the assiduous wm'k: done 
by the Commissions which have sat and by the successive Assemblies, we have rallying-points 
and principles to which we shall always have to come back. As has already been pointed out, 
there is a League doctrine in this connection, which is solidly established and has been repeatedly 
stated There is, first of all, the spirit and structure of the Covenant, which as a whole, and 
particularly in Articles 8, 10, 11 and 16, aims at setting up an organisation, for peace. Thus, 
we find in Article 8 of the Covenant the principle that the reduction of national armaments is 
bound up with each country’s security, its geographical situation and its special circumstances. 
Then we have the whole series of unanimous resolutions of the Assembly which have never 
faltered in their principles. I may mention that of the third Assembly, which, after stating 
the necessity of a general reduction of armaments, looked to the conclusion of a treaty of mutual 
guarantee within the framework of the Covenant as a means of bringing this about, and stated 
that this reduction must be proportional to the security provided by the Treaty of Guarantee. 
Then there was the resolution of the 1926 Assembly, which, dealing with the programme of a con- 
ference for the limitation and reduction of armaments, viewed this limitation and reduction “ m 
relation with the present conditions of regional and general security ”. The 1927 Assembly, in 
approving the creation of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, was “ convinced that the 
principal condition of success is that every State should be sure of not having to provide 
unaided for its security by means of its own armaments, and should be able to rely also on the 
organised collective action of the League of Nations ”. And the following Assembly, after 
recalling the close relation between international security and the reduction and limitation ol 
armaments, contemplated the progressive reduction of armaments by further steps as the inciease 
of security allowed. . . 

The doctrine is therefore a stable and consistent one—indissoluble connection, 
interdependence between disarmament and security, the former a function of the lattei. When 
the time comes to fill in the framework we have prepared, the state of general and regional 
security will determine the limitations which can be agreed to. In the direction of theoretical 
and practical security, the League of Nations has had no lack of studies, labours and international 
acts carried out either by itself or within its framework. There are general and/or regional 
pacts and model treaties which have been carefully prepared and approved by the Assembly, 
and there is a General Act. Far be it from me to throw doubt on the value of these studies, 
models or pacts. But the fact remains that, when the future Conference enters upon its first 
stage, it will be necessary to examine with the greatest care what have been the positive results 
of these acts in the sphere of general and regional security. On this will depend the distance 
which countries will be prepared to go in the limitation of armaments. 

The Roumanian delegation, which has collaborated wholeheartedly in the labours of 
this Commission in the hope that they would reach a successful issue, will attend the Conference 
in the same spirit, and will agree to any limitation compatible with its security. It hopes that, 
between now and the meeting of the forthcoming Conference, certain facts, tendencies, and 
manifestations liable to diminish security will have disappeared, and that geneial and regiona 
security will have made sufficient progress to permit of an important first step being taken. 

Declaration by the Delegation of Sweden. 

M. Westman (Sweden). — I had not intended to take part in this final debate, but the 
rather disturbing discussion which took place the other night in connection with the lequest 
submitted by one of our colleagues that in a very important case the report should make an 
express reference to the attitude of certain delegations not belonging to the majority, showed 
me that it may be useful, in order to avoid misunderstandings in future, to define bnefl} m\ 
Government’s attitude with regard to the work done by the Commission, and with regard to 
its future consequences. , 

The Swedish delegation is among those which have made no express reservations to the 
provisions voted by the majority. It did not feel called upon to make reservations, although 
the proposals which it put forward or which it supported with regard to certain vital points 
in the Convention did not meet with the approval of the majority. In this connection I lieed 
only recall the decisions taken by the Commission with regard to trained reserves, with regard 
to the limitation of land war material, and with regard to publicity concerning this mateiial, 
decisions by which the Commission, evidently guided by political considerations, though 
fit to lav the foundations, which we regard as technically unsatisfactory, of the future work 
of the Disarmament Conference. If, however, the Swedish delegation refrained irom making 
reservations, it is in order that the differences of opinion which have been manifested in our 
Commission should not be still further accentuated ; and it made a point of ^frahimg from any 
action which might exercise an unfavourable influence on the heavy and difiicult work oi 
disarmament undertaken by the League of Nations. This course is in full confoimi y wi i 
the attitude always observed by the Swedish delegation, which has pursued its task in our 
Commission with the firm determination to do all in its power to promote positive results, 
however limited, on each point. 
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This attitude has not involved, and cannot involve, any renunciation on the part of the 
Swedish Government of the opinions which it has stated since the outset of our work, through 
the members of its delegation and in the best interests of disarmament. My Government 
therefore emphasises its right in the course of the subsequent proceedings to take any action 
and to support any proposal likely to make the international Disarmament Convention as 
effective and as just as possible. 

Declaration by the Delegation of Yugoslavia. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). — The Preparatory Commission has concluded its work 
and it only remains for us to accept as a whole the conclusions embodied in the draft Convention 
and in the accompanying report. 

What is the real value of our draft and of the documents annexed ? This is a question 
which can well be answered now, because there can be no doubt that this draft affords a well- 
defined and well-considered framework for the international Convention which will be called 
upon to settle, in future, the question of armaments on the basis of the solidarity of peoples 
and of their common interests. 

But if, from the technical point of view, we give our full approval to the draft in question, 
because it answers to all the technical factors of the problem, and has succeeded to a large 
extent in reconciling the ideal with the practical, we cannot unreservedly accept the same 
conclusions if we consider the draft from the political aspect. In this connection we desire 
to emphasise certain elementary truths which lie at the very root of our work and of all measures 
of disarmament. 

We note, first of all, that the work of disarmament is carried out, and must be carried 
out, within the framework of the international organisation created by the Covenant of the 
League of Nations. Article 8 of the Covenant, which governs the problem of disarmament, 
forms part of a whole system, the different factors of which are interdependent. If the States 
Members of the League of Nations recognise that the maintenance of peace necessitates the 
reduction of national armaments, this recognition is based on the observance and validity 
of all the other articles of the Covenant, with which Article 8 forms an indivisible whole. The 
execution and applica tion of Article 8 of the Covenant are certainly a guarantee of peace, and 
nobody can dispute this fact. But they are not the sole guarantee. It cannot even be proved 
that they are the first and main guarantee. 

Any attempt to base the organisation of peace on a single article of the Covenant is 
mistaken, and contrary to the spirit and letter of the Covenant. The provisions of the Preamble, 
of Article 10 and of Article 16 of the Covenant, and of other articles also, constitute part of 
the same unit as Article 8, and they cannot be dealt with separately. We think it well to 
emphasise this position as regards principle which dominates the whole subject of disarmament . 

In emphasising this essential aspect of the problem, we are in complete harmony with the 
attitude and the line of conduct followed, in this connection, by the League of Nations during 
the eight years of its activities from 1922 to 1930. I will refrain from quoting facts which are 
well known, and which, indeed, are mentioned in the report, with regard to the period from 
1925 to 1930. When, in 1925, the Council of the League of Nations decided to appoint a special 
Commission to seek the methods and establish a programme of disarmament, it saw very 
clearly the problem as a whole, its complex nature and its connection with the whole international 
organisation of peace as reflected in the League of Nations. From the outset, the Council 
had contemplated the formation of a Commission consisting of the delegates of the responsible 
Governments, and having full freedom to deal with the problem as a whole without any limitation 
or restriction with regard to the different and varied elements of the problem. The questionnaire 
prepared by the Council and recommended to the Preparatory Commission as a basis for its 
work leaves no room for doubt on this point. Apart from questions of a technical and military 
nature, this questionnaire covers other problems of a political nature in relation with the 
general system of the Covenant. I would particularly recall Questions V and VII, which relate 
to questions of capital importance. In Question V, paragraph (a), the Preparatory Commission 
is asked to determine : 

“ On what principle will it be possible to draw up a scale of armaments permissible to 
the various countries, taking into account particularly : 

“1. Population ; 
“ 2. Resources ; 

“ 3. Geographical situation ; 
“ 4. Length and nature of maritime communications ; 

“ 5. Density and character of the railways ; 
“ 6. Vulnerability of the frontiers and of the important vital centres near the 

frontiers ; 
“ 7. The time required, varying with different States, to transform peace 

armaments into war armaments ; 

“ 8. The degree of security which, in the event of aggression, a State could 
receive under the provisions of the Covenant, or of separate engagements contracted 
towards that State ? ” 
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In paragraph (b) the question is raised : 

“ Can the reduction of armaments be procured by examining possible ^ 
ensuring that the mutual assistance, economic and military, contemplated in Article lb 
of the Covenant shall be brought quickly into operation as soon as an act ot aggression 
has been committed ? ” 

I will further quote Question VII, which raises the following problem : 

“ Admitting that disarmament depends on security, to what extent is regional disai- 
mament possible in return for regional security ? Or is any scheme of disarmamen 
impracticable unless it is general ? If regional disarmament is practicable, would it 
promote or lead up to general disarmament ? ” 

I quote these questions, which I regard as essential. What are the Commission’s replies 
to these general problems, whose importance will be evident to all ? As regards Question V, 
naragraph in so far as it concerns economic assistance, the problem is partly solved by 
the adoption of the Convention on Financial Assistance. This Convention owes its nnpoi tanct 
much more to the fact that it consecrates the principle of assistance in the case of aggression 
than to the actual assistance which it offers to the countries attacked, but it certainly 
a material step forward. As regards the other problems indicated in the questionnaire, the 
Commission has not thought it necessary to reply. There is not even a reply stating a principle. 
The Yugoslav delegation considers, however, that, in view of the capital importance of the pioblen s 
raised and in view of the example given by the formal resolutions ot the Assembly, this 
correlation between the methods for reduction and limitation of armaments and the political 
factors of the problem, the absolute observance of the Covenant and the faithful execution 
of all the obligations contained therein — in short, the degree of national and mtemationa 
security — should have found a place in the draft Convention. It should have been placer 
at the beginning of the Convention side by side with Article 1. This was not done, and the 

YUg TheVCommSskm haf endeavoured to make good this deficiency by recalling in the report 
the decisions of the Council and the resolutions of the Assembly with regard to security and 
the interdependence between the level of armaments and national security. We should have 
preferred to see this principle embodied in the draft Convention itself ; but m view of the 
spirit of conciliation which has attended our labours, we accepted this indirect method, which 
seemed to be preferred by a number of delegations. We wish, however, to emphasise tha 
the omission, from the Convention itself, of any special rule regarding the interdependence 
between disarmament and security in no way modifies the actual problem, and does not impl> 
any weakening of the value of the Assembly’s formal resolutions or any relinquishment on 
our part of the principles on which disarmament must be based. We regard this as a solidly 
established doctrine, and it is on the basis of this doctrine that the Yugoslav delegation has 
given and gives its consent to the draft Convention and to the report It is in conformity 
with this doctrine, and after having carefully considered and appreciated all 
political elements, that the Yugoslav delegation will lay before the toeral Disarmament 
Conference the minimum figures for its national armament compatible with its national security 
in the present state of general and regional international lelations. 

Declaration by the Delegation of Poland. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). — At the end of our discussions, I should like to draw 
the Commission’s attention to certain difficulties and dangers which overcloud future prospects. 
In doing this, I speak as an optimist, and in order to note the fact that it will be both necessary 
and possible, between now and the Conference, to counteract all the tendencies whici ma\ 
make the success of that Conference more difficult. x?- * 

All those who have come here for the sole purpose of genuinely preparing the hirst 
Disarmament Conference agreed at the outset that a full and complete solution of the pioblem 
could not be contemplated under the present conditions of general security. In the League 
a doctrine has, moreover, established itself, which is that, in the matter of disarmamen , you 
must proceed by stages. This doctrine was recognised by a unanimous resolution ot the 1^55 
Assembly. I believe that, now more than ever, we must bear this highly important point 
in mind, in order to cope with a form of propaganda which seeks to detract from the value 
of our work and possibly to render success difficult to achieve in the first stage of disarmament. 
We must take action against this propaganda, which will deny all the facts of the position 
and remain in the clouds. . , , j 

We hope, however, that these negative tendencies will not gam the upper hand, and that 
those who, on many occasions, instead of helping us, have loaded us with bitter criticism, 
will ultimately realise that, in attempting too much, you defeat your own object. It is only 
by joining forces and by a common effort of goodwill that we shall be able, at the Conference, 
to achieve positive results. x 

On behalf of the Polish delegation, I desire to state that the provisions ot om dial! 
Convention, which have been carefully studied from a technical standpoint and at the same 
time are fairly complete, provide a sound basis and framework tor the future Convention. 
As I have already had occasion to emphasise, the draft prepared by our Commission provides 
for very valuable undertakings in the various fields of national defence, and that the first 
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stage in the reduction and limitation of armaments will consequently be recognised as of 
unquestionable value by all unbiased minds. 

In agreement with several of my honourable colleagues who have already spoken, I 
consider it indispensable, at the present moment, to bring forward one or two fundamental 
ideas on security, ideas upon which success in disarmament must hinge. 

Before going into details, I wish to express concurrence in the general ideas on security 
which have been expounded by the honourable delegates of France and of Roumania and 
others. In particular, I entirely share the views of the honourable delegate of Yugoslavia 
regarding the interdependence of the articles of the League Covenant. Only by elaborating 
and translating into practice all the essential articles of the Covenant and not one or two isolated 
clauses, shall we, in fact, be able to reach a logical and harmonious solution of all the problems 
under consideration. So long as a general agreement is not possible, this can be done regionally 
or by agreement between particular parlies. It can also be done by instalments, by stages, 
as in the case of the Convention on Financial Assistance. 

In using the general term “ security ”, we were concerned mainly with the three following 
aspects of the problem — guarantees of mutual assist ance, respect for treaties, and the securing 
of a general detente. 

In our opinion, mutual assistance is the very basis of security — no security without 
assistance, no assistance without definite practical and precise undertakings. 

In this connection, I need only refer to Resolution XIV of the Assembly, which considers 
that a real guarantee can be obtained by effective and immediate assistance afforded according 
to a prearranged plan, and which even contemplates that “ in cases where, for historical, 
geographical or other reasons, a country is in special danger of attack, detailed arrangements 
should be made for its defence ”. 

The conception of security is, moreover, based upon absolute respect for international 
undertakings. The Preamble to the Covenant says in this connection : 

“ . . . In order to promote international co-operation and to achieve international 
peace and security by . . .a scrupulous respect for all treaty obligations in the 
dealings of organised peoples with one another.” 

Moreover, we should bear in mind the resolution of the first Assembly, which has been 
rightly referred to by M. Massigli, and which makes a general limitation of armaments 
contingent upon the full execution of the draft treaties ; and in this I would point out that 
the Assembly recognises the logic of the position and the plain evidence of the political facts 
to which I referred this morning. This resolution further states that the general limitation 
of armaments depends upon “ the collaboration of the other great military Powers which 
have hitherto remained outside the League ”. 

Finally, an essential factor in security is the achievement of general moral disarmament. 
Now we are bound to note that in this field there appears, at the moment, to be a tendency 
in the opposite direction. 

The “ cries of death and hatred ”, so aptly referred to by M. Briand two months ago, 
are spreading, are becoming more numerous, and are making themselves heard more and 
more frequently in the world without let or hindrance. 

These struggles, which are growing more embittered ; this propaganda, which causes 
friction between one nation and another — all this engenders a state of mind highly unfavourable 
to the reduction of armaments. Conducted by persons with no sense of responsibility, based 
for the most part on tendentious information, a propaganda is developing which is not only 
likely to render success more difficult in the first stage of disarmament, but is also a danger 
to peace and goodwill among nations. 

Moral disarmament has been talked about for a long time in the League. I regret to 
say, however, that, hitherto, nothing practical has been done along these lines, and this is the 
essential point to which I would draw your attention. There is a whole series of practical 
measures which might be taken by States and by the League of Nations with a view to 
promoting moral disarmament. It would certainly be possible, by mutual undertaking, to 
arrest the hate-inspired propaganda ; it would certainly be possible to compel States to rectify 
false information about other countries which is current in public opinion or appears in the 
Press or in literature ; it would certainly be possible to have war propaganda recognised as 
a crime by the law of all countries. Many other measures could also be contemplated. 

The problem of moral disarmament is an urgent problem, which is closely bound up 
with that of material disarmament . 

You cannot expect to enhance, or even to preserve, the feeling of security in an atmosphere 
of growing disquiet. 

The flagrant contradiction between demands for an appreciable reduction of armaments, 
demands for total disarmament, and an increasingly violent propaganda tending to promote 
disorder or even war, must be brought home to the general public. 

World public opinion must be convinced of the absolute necessity of practical results 
in moral disarmament. A study of the practical means to that end is becoming more and 
more essential. It is one of the most indispensable conditions of the success of the future 
Conference. 
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Declaration by the Delegation of China. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). — The Chinese delegation is happy to congratulate the 
Preparatory Commission and its Rapporteurs on the successful condusion of its^wmk, and to 
extend its thanks to the President and Vice-Presidents for their skilful conduct of the busmes., 
which has ensured the success of the draft Convention. , . p ^ . , . . 

The Chinese delegation regards the present draft as a well-formed infant brought forth 
after prolonged labour Five years of preparatory work, six sessions, all very carefully followed, 
thirty-two delegations bringing their national ideals to the work, extend a piomise of iapp> 
days^our ^ inion eXpected Geneva to bring forth this wholly practicable scheme. 

The first stage has been passed. We now have a text before us, but the draft which the 
Governments wHRvote Co-morrow will still raise many difficulties. To-morrow, however, 

We a'onvention on the limitation and reduction 
of armamente haa tils'seSf thc’chSnesflweffition has sometimes 

refrained from voting, this did not imply that it adopted a negative attitude, but that it nee c (( 

timeChina^isCa.°frmf d^mcKniicy ; if is consequently peaceful. It has its “ declaration of the 
rights of man ” : the San Mintshui — that is to say, the Three Principles of the People. If 
knows how to fight against war by practising justice. It must succour the weak and raise he 

falle After many years of internal strife, my country has quite recently achieved national unity 
nnd P^tl^|n

s
e
t
Sg

bl
del^gation i10ids definite opinions on peace and disarmament, and we can 

nssure the Commission that we.shall state these opinions at the General Conference. 
What I wish to do to-day is to explain the views of the Chinese delegation on peace. A 

our practical work in the field of disarmament wiif certainly have the technical value of state- 
ments by Governments ; if may have considerable moral effect. We must hope that its moi a 
effects 'mil be genuinely'felt, and that we shall thus get-at the real causes of war The limitation 
and reduction of land, naval and air armaments is a positive means of arresting preparation 
for war. The work of abolition must be carried into other fields as well. We must deal wit 
the deep-lying causes, the moral causes. . 
:. More than anything else, mutual understanding, a clear comprehension of the issues which 
divide nations, will contribute towards the abolition of war among States. We must g 
know each other better and better. " , , , 

If men speak to each other clearly, and if their interests and their needs are identic 1, 
we shall have peace. If they allow themselves to be dragged into ignorance and hatred, and it 
their interests and their needs clash, we shall have war. China is following with sympathy ic 
schemes for the federal organisation of States which economic circumstances, unemployment 
and interests are impelling to fratricidal.strife. It is to our interest to make ourselves useful 
to others to endeavour to weaken those who are harmful to society. Allow me to quote om 
philosopher, the old sage Me Tsew, who was born more than 500 years before the Christian era, 
and .who said : ' ■ -••• "   f. ’ 

“ Wise men must concern themselves with the improvement of the human universe. 
If they know where trouble originates, they can intervene effectively If, on the other 
hand, they do not know, they will be helpless. They will be like doctors whose task is 
to cure the sick, but whose knowledge does not extend to the root of the evil. 

Where, then, does trouble originate in the human universe ? It has its source in the fact 
that nations do not know and do not love each other. Thus brigands love their families but 
not their fellow-men that is why they: plunder the houses of others, in order to serve the interest 
of their own kin. Nations love their own country and do not.love other nations, that is wliy 
they conquer neighbouring countries in order to extend their own. 

But why all this, ? Because we do not know each other. If peoples looked upon neighbounng 
countries as their own, wars, would disappear. . A , ^ ^ ^ ic 

Such, Mr. President, are.our fundamental views, views that the Chinese delegation is 
proud to be able to expound here. ; , .. , 

If we frequently stress these ideas, we shall be promoting the work of disarmament, and 
thereby the happiness of our peoples. 

. . • .- - ; . . V ^ • ... .... -• . 

‘ Declaration by the Delegation of Czechoslovakia. 

M. Fierlinqer (Czechoslovakia). — As we have now come to the end of the series of 
statements by delegates Twill be brief. I can, indeed be briefer than ^ entireW 
I had in mind has already been said by others with added clearness and precision. I entnely 
share their views — views which in most cases reflect moderate optimism based on a sense 

0f '' I'should like, however, to add to their statements the main point of what I intended to 
say. 1 : ; ’ '' c 



My purpose is to draw attention once more to certain facts which have been constantly 
present in our minds throughout the work of the Commission, facts which must come up again 
before the Conference and determine its line of conduct. To explain my point I need only 
refer to various resolutions unanimously adopted by the Assembly and already mentioned 
by certain of my colleagues. 

These resolutions, which formed the basis of our work, laid stress on the interdependence 
between the problem of disarmament and that of security. 

The great majority of the Commission has taken this view of its work, and what I have 
just said might therefore appear superfluous. We desire, however, to point out once more the 
most practical and reliable means of reaching the goal we have in view. 

The idea of peace has doubtless gained ground and valuable guarantees of security have 
been provided, which must not be under-estimated. These guarantees and the successfulVesults 
of the League’s efforts have made it possible for our Commission to complete its work, which, 
notwithstanding its theoretical nature, will perhaps, as was rightly said by M. Politis, 
constitute a great page of history. 

We hope that, when the Conference meets, we shall be in a position to record fresh progress 
calculated still further to facilitate the Conference’s work, but we must not close our eyes to 
the distance we still have to travel before the Covenant is carried into full effect ; there is still 
a long road ahead of us. We must not forget that we shall have to exert ourselves very 
considerably, sometimes in one direction, sometimes in another, in order to achieve our purpose. 
At the same time, if we make this our chief concern, I do not doubt but that we shall fulfil 
the highest aspirations of mankind, the aspirations embodied in Article 8 of the Covenant. 

Declaration by the Delegation of Italy. 

General de Marinis (Italy). — The Italian delegation has on many occasions expressed 
its point of view with regard to the work of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament 
Conference, and it is unnecessary to recapitulate its views on the methods and stipulations 
provided for in the draft Convention. It is sufficient to refer you to the Minutes. 

Now that the Preparatory Commission has completed its lengthy task, in which the 
Italian Government has all along participated with the keenest interest, I wish to state that 
my Government is inspired by the policy of peace which has actuated it in all its international 
activities. It is a policy of peace, but one which is governed by the necessity of safeguarding 
its vital interests, and my country will participate in the Disarmament Conference with an 
earnest desire to achieve results in the form of the equitable regulation of armaments. While . 
taking into account the requirements of each country from the point of view of defence, it 
should be the object of such regulation to abolish the very great discrepancies which at present 
exist; these are the chief cause of the competition in armaments and are highly detrimental 
to international security. I am firmly convinced that the absence of a just proportion between 
armaments and the real requirements of each country for defence, which exists at present, is 
the chief obstacle to the framing of an effective scheme for the reduction of armaments. 

I am convinced that, if we succeed in modifying this state of affairs, we shall have made 
great progress in the direction of disarmament and shall greatly facilitate the next stage of 
our work. 

131. Close of the Session. 

The President. — Our Commission met for the first time on May 18th, 1926. After four 
years and seven months it has to-day completed its task. 

We were instructed to prepare for a First General Conference for the Limitation and 
Reduction of Armaments, and it was our duty to lay down guiding principles for that 
Conference’s work. With the approval of the League Assembly, we considered that the best 
means of laying down such principles was to draw up a draft Convention specifying the method 
and principles to be adopted for the limitation and reduction of armaments and to prepare 
the many tables to be filled in by the Conference in application of those principles. 

Does the preliminary draft which we have just adopted show that we have accomplished 
what we set out to do ? 

To those who expected us to settle all divergences of principle among the different Powers 
with regard to disarmament I would frankly reply, No ! Even before we began our work all 
the Governments knew that this would be impossible. 

On the other hand, to those who realise that, in the present state of the world, an initial 
effort, however incomplete, in the direction of limitation — and, as far as possible, the reduction 
— of armed forces is of capital importance, I do not hesitate to reply, Yes ! 

What we have prepared is, as it were, a well-thought-out framework in which the figures 
will be filled in by the General Conference. Only then will our draft Convention be signed 
and become the first Convention for the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments. It will 
no doubt be revised and amended many times, as mutual trust between the nations increases, 
showing what has been termed moral disarmament. 
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If the provisions which we have framed appear to be incomplete it is n01?e ^^ess true 
that never before in the history of the world have the nations, which are so jealous of the 
sovereign rights contemplated the international regulation of their means of national defence. 

Does not this fact alone give to our work, however imperfect it may be at this initia s g , 

“ work8done by the Committee on Arbitration and Security set up by the Preparatory 
Commission for the Disarmament Conference, is deserving of the highest praise. 

To that Committee presided over with such competence by M. Benes, we owe a senes 
of agreements for the pacific settlement of international disputes, financial assistance, etc., 
whfct caTnot fail to fadlitate the limitation and progressive reduct.on of armaments by the 
various Govemments^tion wm now be submitted t0 the Governments It is for them to do 

their utmost to facilitate the convening at the earliest possible date of the world Conference 
which public opinion in all parts of the world is demanding with such insistence. 

We cannot^say that the present situation is unfavourable to the limitation and reduction 
nf armaments Even if there were no Locarno Treaties and no Pans Pact it is obvious 
?hat the economkTnterests of the nations make the pacific settlement of their disputes more 
than ever necessary It is more than ever necessary that military budgets should be reduced , 
never before haveYresponsible statesmen and enlightened public opinion realised so cleaily 
that war “ that horrible thing ”, as one of the greatest contemporary military chiefs has 
called it - is a crime unworthy of mankind, and that no victory is worth the sacrifice of human 
hves^whieh^rte(|r(J|ess|v in tile cause of peace, and, as President, I would praise 

particularly your determination to achieve results. In this connection I call to mind certain 
members of "our Commission who played such a prominent ^rtm its fimt session^ ad f 
whose work we have an imperishable memory, men such as M. de Biouckere and M. Taui 
Boncour, to name j to Lord Cecil) and to express to him on your 

behalf ou. profound gratitude and admiration for all that he has done for so many years past 

t0 hDespitTwhat*were°frequently divergent points of view, our discussions have taken place 
in an atmosphere which never verged on the sombre, an atmosphere from which humour and 
auehter were by im means absent I wish to thank you for having realised that the respon- 

sibihtv for the successful conduct of meetings such as ours does not depend upon the President 
Our sometimes lengthy debates might easily have become unduly protracted if you 

had not understood that success demanded brevity, concision and that degree of discipline 
which vour President constantly demanded of you. Moreover, you have spoken frankly, s 
L the custom in the League of Nations, where anything can be said provided that the conventions 

ar<i When au international meeting has the privikge of counting among its members a Nicholas 
Politis, it can be sure of always finding a clear and accurate formula which ^ ^ent 
perhaps have to seek in vain. You have given us so many °of

n
s 

xrrm vfnxrp rpnppfpdlv directed and summed up the discussions of oui Sup-Lommiitees in ^o 
admirable a feshio/that I am, I feel sure, interpreting the feelings of the whole Commission 

^esfde'you'sits^proud^Castnian” whose delightful ardour and laborious diligence are 
deserving ot"our warmest thanks. M. Cobian, our enthusiastic Rapporteur, ^d a“ 
collaborator to assist him in the person of our young col eague M. Bourqum 
as he described himself—a reserve whose training is the more admuable in that his Period 1 

service within our ranks is even now quite short. I wish to thank you, M. Bourqum, on hem n 
of everyone I would thank you more particularly to-day, and for the added reason that only 
two orThree bourn ago I learned that up to October 20th last you knew nothing about the 

qUeSWhilefIdam concerned with the expression of our gratitude, may J; a 

not onlv to the first delegates, but also to all the experts present, who from the outset of our 
work have given such signal proof of their knowledge and zeal { 

What a wealth of learning the General Conference will derive from the reports of your 
Sub-Commissions A and B and from the many technical statements due to 0“r ®XP , f 

I have already had occasion to laud the merits of our Drafting Committee, composed of 
M. Westman M. Paul-Boncour and Sir William Malkin. It is a pleasure to me to reiterate 
their merits to-day, and to extend our thanks more particularly to M. Westman, who has 
acted as the mouthpiece of that Committee. . .re * c T.0+Qr:ci+ n 

When one speaks of zeal, unwearying zeal, it is to the whole staff of the Secieta < 
large part of our debt of gratitude is due. First and foremost to .M;^hn

Q^f ’ 
dauntless and energetic Director of the Disarmament Section, who,111 the space of a few mon , 
has become completely conversant with a task which he must have on hose talent 
in that he had as his illustrious predecessors M. de Madariaga and M. Colban, whose talent, 
activity and devotion to our cause I shall never forget. warrior* 

Ml Aghnides has behind him a first-class staff and a number of ^zon^ 
— one of whom I cannot refrain from mentioning by name, 01 ' know" how hard she 
have seen her at work since this Commission came mto being, anree that 
works, and how she works night and day with her untiring - . ’ 0race without 
Mile Gabrielle Boisseau is the personification of active, inteihgent and smiling g < , 
which the Disarmament Section would lack its characteristic sunny atmosph . 
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Lastly, I desire to extend our very grateful thanks to our two faithful interpreters, who 
make what is really so difficult a task appear so easy. . 

In conclusion, gentlemen, I, who have had the honour to preside over your sessions for 
over four years and a half, would venture to voice one last hope. It is that, when you return 
home, you may succeed in persuading your Governments that there is no more time to lose, 
that nothing must be neglected to facilitate the speedy reunion of the General Conference, 
and above all to ensure its success ; for the nations are looking to us, and failure would spell 
disaster. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). — Your diction was so admirable in French, Sir, that I think 
every delegate understood every word you said, and therefore, unless the Commission desires 
it I do not think it necessary that we should have a translation. 

I desire to add one name to those you so very properly enumerated as being among those 
to whom the Commission owes its sincere thanks. I only wish it were possible that you with 
your masterly and graceful phrasing, should have been the person to make the observations 
I am now about to make ; but, owing to circumstances which will appear in a moment, that 

What I desiire to bring before the Commission is, that our thanks are due very heartily and 
sincerelv to vou for your admirable conduct of our proceedings throughout these four and 
a half years. Many of us know how difficult your task has been, how provoking some of us 
must have been to you, how irritating we have been to one another, and how difficult it must 
have been to preserve that atmosphere of serenity which has almost always characterised our 
debates If you have succeeded in doing so it is partly owing to the close and great attention, 
but still more to the marvellous gifts of good temper, of tact, of courtesy, and above all perhaps 
of patience, you have displayed with such remarkable regularity in all circumstances I can 
assure you Mr. President, that one thing is certain : you have acquired the personal esteem 
and affection of every member of the Commission. That is, perhaps, some compensation for 
the immense trouble that you have taken. You have undoubtedly, as you have said, been 
assisted by one Vice-President with an extraordinary gift of eloquent lucidity, and by another 
with tha/unfailing geniality which endears him to us all; and you have had the assistance, 
latterly of two Rapporteurs who could scarcely be improved upon But still we come back 
to our personal feelings towards you, and it is on that account that I tender to you on behalf of 
the whole Commission our very warmest thanks. 

M Politis (Greece). —- I desire to associate myself most warmly with what Lord Cecil 
has iuit said with reference to our President. As his lieutenant and closest neighbour I have 
had an opportunity each day of realising how conscientiously and patiently he has foll°wed 
our discussions. Those discussions might have been shorter had he not "5,<,';r 'i J 
the opinion of each one of us, and only intervening as seldom as possible. That is prooi oi his 
magnanimity and the real good humour with which he has presided over our discussions. I 
noted, further, that at difficult moments, when some conciliatory efforlja* 
failed to step into the breach with a view to hastening a solution We shall all carry away 
with us a lasting memory of this particular period of our lives, and our Piesident s name w 
remain an imperishable part of that memory. 

The President. — It only remains for me to express my most grateful thanks to Lord 
Cecil and M Politis for their extremely kind words with reference to myself. I myself s i 
never forget these four years, especially when I think of all of you, gentlemen, who have collabo- 
rated with me and honoured me with your confidence. , . . 

I thank you, and now may I take up this hammer for the last time and declare the six 
and last session of the Preparatory Commission closed. 
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ANNEX 1. 

C.P.D. 211. 

Geneva, November 3rd, 1930. 

Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference. 

TEXTS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION DRAWN UP AT 

FIRST READING. 

TEXTS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION DRAWN UP AT 

SECOND READING. 

i. This document contains: 

(a) The Report of the Third Session of the Preparatory Commission. 

(b) The Texts of the Draft Convention drawn up at First Reading in the course of 
the Third Session. 

(c) The Texts of the Draft Convention drawn up at Second Reading in the course 
of the Sixth Session, First Part. 

2. The First- and Second-Reading Texts are placed in parallel. Where no 
Second-Reading Text has been adopted, a blank space is left. 

* 
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C.218(1).M.112.1927.IX. 

(C.P.D.88(1).) 

Geneva, April 26th, 1927. 

THIRD SESSION. 

Held at Geneva from March 21st to April 26th, 1927. 

REPORT. 

The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference examined, in the course 
of its third session, the reports submitted to it by technical Sub-Commissions with regard to 
the questionnaire it had been instructed to study. The Commission was of the opinion that 
these preliminary investigations were such as to permit it to undertake forthwith the study 
of a Draft Convention. Its task was facilitated by the fact that preliminary drafts had been 
submitted to it by the British and French delegations. 

The Commission has endeavoured, during the present session, to draw up a text which 
could serve as a basis for discussion at the second reading. It has not succeeded m estabhs nng 
a single text for all the points discussed. The present document shows separately lor each 
of the parts the points on which unanimity was obtained, as well as the reservations suhmi dec 
by the various delegations on certain specific points. Where it has not been possible ,o es a- 
hiish a unanimous text, this document gives the different proposals submitted. It has been 
generally understood that the acceptance of each delegation at first reading does not prejudice 
the attitude it might adopt at the second reading and does not bind it in any way. 

In the course of the discussion, several suggestions and proposals were put forward, either 
in order to meet exceptional situations, or with a view to inserting into the Convention limitations 
or general clauses other than those which had been unanimously adopted at the first reading 
by the Commission or which had been put down as alternative texts. These proposa s am 
suggestions are reproduced in the minutes of the Commission. It is understood that each 
delegation retains full freedom to reconsider at the second reading such suggestions oi proposa s 
and to put forward fresh ones. 

The discussion seems to suggest that it might be advisable to classify the matter into live 
parts, which might constitute the five Chapters ol the Draft Convention as a ba^is oi Q sceom 
reading: 

Chapter I. — Effectives. 

Chapter II. — Material. 
Chapter III. — Budgetary Expenditure. 
Chapter IV. — Chemical Warfare. 

Chapter V. — Miscellaneous Provisions. 

This division is, of course, liable to alteration at the second reading. 

The Commission annexes to the present report a table of the texts. 

When a text has encountered no opposition from any delegation, it has been printed right 
across the page. The reservations which delegations have asked to have inserted have been placet 
in the margin. 

When only a single text was submitted and one or more delegations formally opposed its 
adoption, it has been printed on the left-hand side of the page, the right-hand column being 
left blank. The delegation or delegations under whose authority this text was submitted have 
been indicated. No attempt has been made to define the position of the others, and only the 
observations and declarations which delegations have formally requested to have inserted have 
been placed in the margin. 

When, at the end of the discussion at the first reading, several texts have remained in Peing, 
they have been inserted in parallel columns, the delegation or delegations under whose authority 
the"text was submitted being indicated at the head of each column. As in the previous case, 
no attempt has been made to define the position of the delegations which did not formally submit 
a text, and here too only the formal observations or declarations have been inserted. 
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Texts drawn up at First Reading. 

(British Draft.) 

[Names of the High 
Contracting Parties.] 

Persuaded that the main- 
tenance of peace requires the 
reduction of armaments to 
the lowest point consistent 
with national safety and the 
enforcement by common ac- 
tion of international obliga- 
tions; 

Considering that all Mem- 
bers of the League of Nations 
are already pledged by Arti- 
cle 8 of the Covenant of the 
League to the acceptance of 
the principle enunciated above; 

Realising that the purpose 
of the limitation of arma- 
ments by international agree- 
ment is to diminish the risk 
of aggressive action by one 
State against another and that 
all agreements for limitation 
of armaments should be con- 
strued in the light of that 
purpose; 

Believing that, in order to 
obtain the greatest possible 
advantage from a reduction 
and limitation of armaments, 
such reduction and limitation 
must cover military, naval 
and air armaments and must 
embrace as many nations as 
possible; 

Determined to alleviate to 
the greatest possible extent 
the heavy burden which ex- 
penditure on armaments is 
imposing upon the economic 
life of the world and thus 
lowering its standard of liv- 
ing: 

Have resolved to conclude 
a Convention with a view to 
accomplishing these purposes 
and have appointed as their 
plenipotentiaries: 

The President  

Who, having communica- 
ted their full powers, found in 
good and due form, have 
agreed as follows: 

PREAMBLE. 

(French Draft.) 

[List of High 
Contracting Parties.] 

In view of Article 8 of the 
Covenant of the League of 
Nations; 

Whereas the reduction of 
armaments must be in ac- 
cordance with general con- 
ditions of security and the 
special conditions of each 
State; 

And whereas the Treaty 
of Mutual Assistance and the 
Protocol for the Pacific Set- 
tlement of International Dis- 
putes, which were intended 
to define more precisely the 
operation of Article 16 of 
the Covenant of the League 
of Nations, have not been 
applied; 

And whereas the general 
guarantees resulting from the 
Covenant still exist; 

And whereas regional agree- 
ments based upon the prin- 
ciples of the Covenant and 
arranging for mutual assist- 
ance between the signatory 
States in the event of at- 
tack have been successively 
concluded and have resulted 
in improved conditions of 
security for a number of 
States: 

Consider that it is now 
possible to contemplate a first 
step towards the limitation 
and reduction of armaments 
laid down in Article 8 of 
the Covenant, 

And, having decided to con- 
clude a Convention for 
this purpose, have appoint- 
ed as their plenipotentiaries. 

Who, having deposited their 
full powers, found in good 
and due form, have agreed 
upon the following provisions: 

(German Draft.) 

Whereas heavy armaments 
constitute the most serious 
menace to the peace of the 
world; 

And whereas Article 8 of 
the Covenant of the League 
of Nations provides for a 
general reduction of arma- 
ments : 

The High Contracting Par- 
ties have resolved to con- 
clude a Convention as a first 
step towards the accomplish- 
ment of this purpose, to be 
followed by successive mea- 
sures with a view to further 
disarmament, and have ap- 
pointed   
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Texts drawn up at Second Reading. 

PREAMBLE. 



First Reading. 

CHAPTER I. — EFFECTIVES. 

Observations and 
Reservations. 

The German delegation 
makes a general reser- 
vation in regard to Chap- 
ter I as a whole, which, 
contrary to its view, does 
not contain any limitation 
of reserves given military 
training, registered, and 
compelled by law to serve 
in case of war, although 
in its opinion these re- 
serves, while non-existent 
in professional armies, 
form the decisive factor 
as regards personnel in 
war, in countries having 
a conscript system. 

The British delegation 
reserves the opinion of its 
Government as to the 
limitation of trained 
reserves. 

The delegation of the 
United States of America 
makes a general reser- 
vation on the following 
provisions of Chapter I 
as regards the inclusion 
of formations organised 
on a military basis and 
the exclusion of trained 
reserves. 

Article A. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to limit the effectives in service in 
their armed forces, or land, sea and air formations organised on a military 
basis, and who may for that reason be immediately employed without having j 
to be mobilised, to the effectives determined in the tables enumerated below 
and annexed to the present Convention. 

1. Land Armaments: 

Table I. — Maximum home forces. 

Table II. — Maximum overseas forces stationed in the home country. 

Table III. — Maximum of total forces stationed in the home country. 

Table V. — Maximum of the total forces of the High Contracting Parties. 

Table VI. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on 
a military basis stationed in the home country. 

Table VII. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on 
a military basis stationed in overseas territories. 

The delegations of the 
British Empire and the 
United States of America 
only accept the limitation 
of naval effectives pro- 
vided such limitation is 
generally accepted and 
provided also that a 
satisfactory agreement is 
reached respecting the 
limitation of warships. 

2. Naval Armaments: 

Table VIII. — Maximum armed forces. 

Table IX. — Maximum forces belonging to formations organised on a 
military basis. 

The delegation of the 
British Empire considers 
Table IX unnecessary. 
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Second Reading. 

CHAPTER I. — EFFECTIVES. 

Article A. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to limit the effectives m service in^their 
armed forces, or land, sea and air formations organised on a military basis, to the 
effectives determined in the tables enumerated below and annexed to the piesent 
Convention. 

1. Land Armaments: 

Table I. — Maximum armed forces stationed in the home country. 

Table II. — Maximum armed forces stationed overseas. 
(optional) 

Table III. — Maximum of the total armed forces of the High Contracting 
Parties. 

Table IV. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a 
military basis stationed in the home country. 

Table V. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a 
military basis stationed overseas. 

2. Naval Armaments: 

(Discussion of text of first reading, and the reservations relating theieto, adjourned.) 
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First Reading. 

Observations 
and Reservations. 

The delegation of 
France reserves for the 
second reading its final 
decision regarding a sepa- 
rate limitation of air 
effectives of home and 
overseas forces. 

The delegation of the 
British Empire considers 
Table XI unnecessary. 

3. Air Armaments: 

Table X. — Maximum armed forces. 

Table XI. — Maximum forces belonging to formations organised on a 
military basis. 

The second paragraph 
of Article H has not 
been discussed in connec- 
tion with naval and air 
effectives. 

The delegations of 
France and Italy declare 
that the clauses of the 
first two paragraphs must 
apply in the same con- 
ditions to land, naval 
and air effectives, and 
that it can only accept 
them subject to this re- 
servation. 

The delegations of the 
British Empire, Chile, 
Japan, and the United 
States of America do not 
accept the third para- 
graph. 

Article H. 

In order to prevent the number of officers, warrant officers and sergeants 
from exceeding the legitimate requirements of each army, the tables relating 
to land armaments mentioned in Article A above shall indicate a maximum 
number of officers, warrant officers and sergeants which each High Contracting 
Party shall undertake not to exceed. 

Similarly, for the same reasons as those given above, the said tables shall 
show the maximum figure which each High Contracting Party undertakes 
not to exceed in respect of other ranks whose period of service is longer 
than the longest period at present in force in the conscript armies of the 
High Contracting Parties. 

The provisions contained in the first paragraph of this Article equally 
apply, mutatis mutandis, to the tables in Article A relating to naval and 
air armaments. 

Article C. 

By “ formations organised on a military basis ” shall be understood 
Police forces of all kinds, gendarmerie, Customs officials, forest guards, which, 
whatever their legal purpose, can be used without mobilisation, by reason 
of their staff of officers, establishment, training, armament or equipment, 
as well as any organisation complying with the above condition. 

This Article has not 
been discussed in con- 
nection with naval and 
air effectives. 

Article D. 

By “ mobilisation ” within the meaning of the present Convention shall 
be understood all the measures for the purpose of providing the whole or 
part of the various corps, services and units with the personnel and material 
required to pass from a peace-time footing to a war-time footing. 

Article F. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties may, within the limits fixed by 
the tables relating to land armaments in Article A, and should the conditions 
affecting its security so require, modify the distribution of the said forces 
between its home territories and overseas territories. 

Any modifications in this distribution shall be shown in the annual state- 
ments of particulars, the preparation of which is provided for in Article IA 
of Chapter V below. 

Article E. 

When drawing up the tables mentioned in Articles A (Chapter I) and IA 
(Chapter V): 

(a) By “ effectives in service in the armed forces ” shall be understood 
the average daily effectives reckoned by dividing the total number of days 
duty by the number of days in the budgetary year; 

(b) By “ effectives in service in the formations organised on a military 
basis ” shall be understood the actual effectives, e.g., the actual number of 
men shown up to the time of their discharge from active service or during 
their periods of training, in the statement of effectives which determines 
grants of every kind for these effectives, including men who, for any reason 
whatever, are absent from the units to which they are allocated. 
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Second Reading. 

3. Air Armaments: 

Table I. — Maximum armed forces stationed in the home country. 
(optional) 

Table II. — Maximum armed forces stationed overseas. 
(optional) 

Table III. — Maximum of the total armed forces of the High Contracting Parties. 

Table IV. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a 
military basis stationed in the home country. 

Table V. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a 
military basis stationed overseas. 

Article H. 

The tables relating to land armaments mentioned in Article A above, shall 
indicate a maximum number of officers which each High Contracting Party shall 
undertake not to exceed. 

The said tables shall further fix the maximum number of soldiers, other than 
officers, who may have completed more than x1 years of actual service with the 
colours. 

In conscript armies, the number of men whose service exceeds the legal period 
in force in their respective countries but is less than x1 years, shall be shown for 
each High Contracting Party in the annual statements for which provision is made in 
Article IA of Chapter V. 

The tables relating to air armaments mentioned in Article A shall indicate, 
in the form of aggregate figures for officers, non-commissioned officers and men 
together, the maximum number of soldiers who may have completed more than x1 

years of actual service with the colours. 
The number of men of the class mentioned in the second and fourth paragraphs 

of the present article who are actually with the colours shall be shown every year 
for each High Contracting Party in the statements for the preparation ofjwhich 
provision is made in Article IA of Chapter V. 

Each country may, if it so desires, show for purposes of information, in a special 
column in publicity table IA of Chapter V, the proportion of recruits not trained as 
defined in the national legislation who are embodied in the effectives of its armed 
forces. 

(To be discussed later as far as Naval Effectives are concerned.) 

Article C. 

By “ formations organised on a military basis ” shall be understood Police 
forces of all kinds, gendarmerie, Customs officials, forest guards, which, whatever 
their legal purpose, can be used without mobilisation, by reason of their staff of 
officers, establishment, training, armament, equipment, as well as any organisation 
complying with the above condition. 

Article D. 

By “ mobilisation ” within the meaning of the present Convention shall be 
understood all the measures for the purpose of providing the whole or part of the 
various corps, services and units with the personnel and material required to pass 
from a peace-time footing to a war-time footing. 

Article F. 

(This Article was deleted. See Minutes of Sixth Session (First Part), page 153.) 

Article E. 

When drawing up the" tables mentioned iEf Articles A (Chapter I) and IA 
(Chapter V): by “ effectives in service in the armed forces ” and by “ effectives in 
service in the formations organised on a military" basisj” shall be’funderstood the 
average daily effectives reckoned by dividing the total number of days duty by the 
number of days in the budgetary year. 

(The discussion of this Article as far as Naval and Air Effectives are concerned 
has been reserved.) 

1 Note : This’ figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of actual service 
with the colours “which is in force in the conscript armies of the High Contracting Party at the 
time of the signature of the Convention. 
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First Reading. 

Observations 
and Reservations. 

This Article has not 
been discussed in con- 
nection with naval and 
air effectives. 

The delegation of 
France declares that the 
clauses of this Article 
must apply in the same 
conditions to land, naval 
and air effectives. 

Article /. 

In each Contracting State having the conscription system, the total 
period of service which the annual contingent is compelled to serve shall 
not exceed the figure accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties. 

For each man the total period of service shall be the total number of 
days of active service and of days of service during the periods of instruction 
which he undergoes. 

CHAPTER II. — MATERIAL. 

Section I. — Land Armaments. 

The delegation of 
the United States of 
America makes a 
general reservation on 
the failure to include 
provisions for the limi- 
tation of material both 
in the hands of forces 
serving with the 
colours and reserve 
material of land and 
air forces. 

(German Draft.) 

Article TA. 

(French Draft.) 

The delegations of 
Italy and Japan make 
a general reservation 
as regards limitation 
of material proposed 
in Article TA (Ger- 
man draft). 

The High Contracting Parties 
agree to limit the maximum mate- 
rial of their land forces in service 
and in reserve to the figures fixed 
in Table annexed to the present 
Convention. 

TABLE. 

Material in service 
and in reserve 

Maximum 
number 
of arms 

Quantity of 
ammunition 
for the various 
arms (rifles, 

machine-guns, 
etc.) 

1. Rifles or carbines 
2. Machine-guns and 

automatic rifles . 

In each of the Contracting States, 
the total expenditure on the upkeep, 
purchase and manufacture of war 
material in the strict sense of the 
term, for the duration of the pre- 
sent Convention shall be limited 
for the land, naval and air arma- 
ments to the respective sums fixed 
in Columns X, Y and Z of Tables1... 
(Home forces and formations of 
the home country organised on a 
military basis) and ... (Overseas 
forces and their reinforcements and 
overseas formations organised on 
a military basis) annexed to the 
present Convention. 

3. Guns, long and 
short, and howit- 
zers of a calibre 
below 15 cm .. . 

4. Guns, long and 
short, and howit- 
zers of a calibre 
of 15 cm. or above 

5. Mortars of all 
kinds  

6. Tanks  
7. Armoured cars . 

The said sums shall be divided by 
the number of years for which the 
present Convention is to remain in 
force, and, in each of the Contracting 
States, the annual expenditure on 
the upkeep, purchase and manu- 
facture of war material in the 
strict sense of the term shall not 
exceed the figure laid down for 
each year; nevertheless, sums not 
expended during one year may be 
carried forward to the following 
year and added to the sums fixed 
for that year. 

1 The tables referred to correspond to the 
model statements provided for in the report of the 
budgetary experts. Their definitive form depends 
on he final conclusions of these experts. 
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Second Reading. 

Article I. 

(Discussion of the text adopted at first reading and of German proposal 
document C.P.0.174(1)—adjourned.) 

CHAPTER II — MATERIAL. 

Section I. Land Armaments. 
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First Reading. 

Section II. — Naval Armaments. 

Observations 
and Reservations. 

The German de- 
legation declares 
that it is necessary 
to limit naval 
material in reserve 
in addition to float- 
ing material. 

Article NA. 

The French de- 
legation points out 
that the accomp- 
anying French text 
constitutes the 
draft for reaching 
a compromise, 
which, after dis- 
cussion and with 
a view to finding 
a formula for agree- 
ment, it has sub- 
stituted for its ori- 
ginal draft, which 
included only the 
first three para- 
graphs of this text. 

(British Draft.) 

The High Contracting 
Parties agree to limit to 
the figures laid down the 
number and tonnage of all 
the ships in each of the 
classes specified in Annex 

(French Transactional 
Draft.) 

The limitation of naval 
armaments agreed to by 
each of the High Contract- 
ing Parties is shown in the 
annexed Table X. 

The figures in column I 
of this table represent the 
total tonnage that each 
of the High Contracting 
Parties considers it essential 
to attain for the purposes 
of security and the defence 
of its national interests. 

The figures in column II 
represent the total tonnage 
that each of the High Con- 
tracting Parties considers 
it necessary to complete 
before the expiry of the 
Convention. 

(Italian Draft.) 

Each of the High Con- 
tracting Parties, within the 
limits of the total tonnage 
which it undertakes not 
to exceed, may distribute 
and arrange its tonnage to 
the best advantage for its 
national interests, subject 
to communicating to the 
Secretariat of the League 
of Nations, at least six 
months before laying down 
the keel, the characteristics 
of each vessel of war which 
it intends to construct, in 
conformity, for example, 
with Article XVI of the 
Treaty of Washington. 

The figures in column III 
represent, for each of the 
High Contracting Parties, 
the division of the total 
tonnage stated by it in 
column II into total ton- 
nage by groups. 

These total tonnage 
groups apply to all ships 
of a similar nature in the 
following manner : (a) 
capital ships; (&) aircraft- 
carriers; (c) surface ships 
of less than 10,000 tons; 
{d) submarines. 

Each of the High Con- 
tracting Parties, while 
keeping within the limits 
of total tonnage stated 
in column II, can alter 
such division as it deems 
necessary for its security, 
subject to informing the 
Secretariat of the League 
of Nations of the changes 
brought to the division of 
its total tonnage, at least 
one year before laying down 
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Second Reading. 

Section II. — Naval Armaments. 



First Reading. 

Observations the portion of the tonnage 
and Reservations. which is to he transferred. 

Note : Each of the High 
Contracting Parties states in co- 
lumn III the division of its total 
tonnage, either into the four 
groups of vessels as stated in 
paragraph 4, or only into those 
groups which it considers 
necessary for its needs of 
security. 

The delegations 
of the United Sta- 
tes of America and 
Italy make a gene- 
ral reservation con- 
cerning this Table. 

TABLE X. — Annex to Article NA of French Draft. 
Total Tonnage of Warships. 

I. 
Tonnage essential 
for the purposes 
of security and 
the defence of 

national interests 

II. 
Tonnage to he 

completed before 
the expiry of the 

Convention 

III. 
Division into total 
tonnage by groups 

of the total ton- 
nage stated in 

column II 

Total tonnage of 

CD 05 ^ $ T2 O 
20 

Article NB. 

(British Draft.) (Frencl> and Italian Draft') 

The High Contracting Parties agree to limit 
to the figures laid down in Annex ... for 
each class of ship the maximum tonnage of 
any one ship and the calibre of the largest 
gun that may be mounted thereon. 

Article NC. 

The High Contracting Parties agree 
to the figures laid down in Annex 
tonnage of the largest vessel of war 
calibre of the largest gun mounted 
vessel of war. 

(British Draft.) 

The High Contracting Parties agree to limit 
to the figures laid down in Annex . . . the 
maximum diameter of the largest torpedo 
tube carried by any ship. 

Article NE. 

(French Draft.) 

In assessing total tonnage, a fraction only 
equal to .. per cent of the real tonnage shall 
be calculated in the case of vessels of war 
which have exceeded the age-limit indicated 
in Table .. of the Annex. 

to limit 
... the 
and the 
in any 



Second Reading 
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First Reading. 

Article ND. 

The standard displacement of a ship is the displacement of the ship complete, fully manned, 
engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition, eqmpmen , 
outfit provisions and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores and implements of every 
description that are intended to be carried in war, but without fuel or reserve feed water on board. 

This assessment shall be in metric tons. 

Article NF. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake that except in case of loss» ^ jessel of war shall 
be replaced before having reached the age-limit indicated in Table .... of the Annex. The ag 
of units shall be counted as from the date of their completion. 

Article NG. 

With the exception of those ships which, in order to effect economy and specially mentioned 
fn the Convention as being allowed to be converted into a type of warship other than that lor 
which it was originally designed, no ship which has been replaced may be reconverted into a vesse 
of war. 

Article NH. 

No preparations shall be made in merchant 
warlike armaments for the purpose of converting 
necessary stiffening of decks for the mounting of 
calibre. 

ships in time of peace for the installation of 
such ships into vessels of war, other than the 
guns not exceeding 6 inches (152 millimetres) 

Article NI. 

No vessel of war constructed within the jurisdiction of any one of the Contracting Parties 
for a non-contracting Power shall exceed the limitations as to displacement and armamen 
prescribed by the present Convention for vessels of a similar type which may be constructed 
by or for any of the Contracting Powers; provided, however, that the 
carriers constructed for a non-contracting Power shall in no case exceed 27,000 tons (27,432 metric 
tons) standard displacement. 

Article NJ. 

In the event of a Contracting Power being engaged in a war, such Power shall not use as 
a vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its jurisdiction for any 
other Power, or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction for another Power and 
not delivered. 

Article NK. 

Each of the Contracting* Powers undertakes not to dispose—by gift, sale or any mode of 
transfer—of any vessel of war in such a manner that such vessel may become a vessel of war m 
the navy of any foreign Power. 
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Second Reading. 
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Observations 
and Reservations. 

The German delegation 
makes a reservation with 
respect to Article AA, 
being of the opinion that 
the limitation should 
apply to all air material 
of war, and should there- 
fore also include material 
in reserve and stocks of 
material. 

The delegations of the 
British Empire and 
France reserve for the 
second reading their de- 
cision on Article AA in so 
far as it suppresses the 
distinction between me- 
tropolitan and overseas 
air forces. 

The delegation of Rou- 
mania makes a reserva- 
tion regarding the limita- 
tion of numbers of aero- 
planes. 

The German delegation 
makes a reservation re- 
garding Article AD, in 
view of the fact that the 
development of a means 
of peaceful communication 
cannot be taken as a 
starting-point for arma- 
ments, except where this 
means of communication 
is of real military impor- 
tance. 

The delegation of the 
Argentine makes a reser- 
vation regarding Article 
AD. 

The delegation of the 
United States of America 
makes a general reserva- 
tion on the inclusion of 
provisions basing limita- 
tion upon the present 
development of civil avia- 
tion in other countries. 

The delegation of Italy 
makes a reservation with 
regard to Article AE. 

First Reading. 

Section III. — Air Armaments. 

Article AA. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes to limit the air material 
in service in accordance with the figures laid down in the following tab es. 

Table A. — The maximum number and total horse-power of aeroplanes 
and maximum number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles 
in service in their armed forces. 

Table B.  The maximum number and total horse-power of aeroplanes 
and maximum number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles 
in service in their formations organised on a military basis. 

The limitation shall apply to aeroplanes and dirigibles capable of use 
in war employed in commission in the land, sea and air forces, or in the 
formations organised on a military basis. 

Article AC. 

Horse-power shall be measured according to the rules, 
(to be established by the Conference). 

The volume of dirigibles to be expressed in cubic metres. 

Article AD. 

The limitations laid down are accepted by each High Contracting Party 
in the light of the present development of civil aviation in other countries. 

Article AE. 

1. If the High Contracting Parties intervene in any capacity, whether 
directly or indirectly, wholly or partially, in civil aviation undertakings, 
they agree that the State organs dealing with the matter shall be quite 
separate from the organs dealing with military aviation. It is agreed that 
this undertaking does not prevent the union of civil and military aviation 
under a single Ministry provided that the two subjects are dealt with separa- 
tely and independently. . 

2. The High Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the 
embodiment of military features in the build of civil aviation material so 
that this material may be constructed for purely civil purposes, more parti- 
cularly with a view to providing the greatest possible measure of security 
and the most economical return. 
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Second Reading. 

Section III. — Air Armaments. 

Article AA. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes to limit the air material in 
service in accordance with the figures laid down in the following tables. 
Table A. — The maximum number and total horse-power of aeroplanes and maxi- 

mum number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles 
in service in their armed forces. 

Note: Any of the High Contracting Parties who so desire may annex to Table A the 
following tables for limitations similar to those in Table A: 

Table A (i) — Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the armed forces stationed 
in the home country. 

Table A (2) — Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the armed forces 
stationed overseas. 

Table A (3) — Aeroplanes and dirigibles in aircraft-carriers. 
Table B. — The maximum number and total horse-power of aeroplanes and 

maximum number, total horse-power and total volume of 
dirigibles in service in their formations organised on a military 
basis. 

The limitation shall apply to aeroplanes and dirigibles capable of use in war 
employed in commission in the land, sea and airforces, or in the formations organised 
on a military basis. 

Note: Any of the High Contracting Parties who so desire may annex to Table B 
the following tables for limitations similar to those in Table B: 

Table B (1). — Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the formations organised 
on a military basis stationed in the home country. 

Table B (2). — Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the formations organised 
on a military basis in overseas territories. 

Article AC. 

Horse-power shall be measured according to the rules (to be established 
by the Conference). 

The volume of dirigibles to be expressed in cubic metres. 

Article AD. 

(Reserved for discussion during the examination of Article ZD.) 

Article AE. 

1. The High Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the embodiment 
of military features in the build of civil aviation material so that this material may 
be constructed for purely civil purposes, more particularly with a view to providing 
the greatest possible measure of security and the most economic return. No prepara- 
tions shall be made in civil aircraft in time of peace for the installation of warlike 
armaments for the purpose of converting such aircraft into military aircraft. 

2. The High Contracting Parties undertake not . to require of civil aviation 
undertakings that they should employ personnel specially trained for military 
purposes. 

They undertake to authorise only as a provisional and temporary measure the 
seconding of personnel to, and the employment of military aviation material in, 
civil aviation undertakings.    .   
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Observations 
and Reservations. 

The British, Ita- 
lian and Japanese 
delegations con- 
sider that budget- 
ary limitation 
should be effected 
solely by publicity. 

The delegations 
of the United 
States and Ger- 
many make a gen- 
eral reservation on 
the inclusion in the 
present Draft Con- 
vention of any 
limitation of bud- 
getary expenditure. 

The discussion 
on these clauses 
has been held over 
until the second 
reading. 

First Reading. 

3. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to require of civil 
aviation undertakings that they should employ only personnel specially 
trained for military purposes. 

They undertake to authorise only as a provisional and temporary measure 
the seconding of personnel to, and the employment of military aviation 
material in, civil aviation undertakings. 

4. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to subsidise, directly 
or indirectly, air lines principally established for military purposes, instead 
of being established for economic, administrative or social purposes. 

5. The High Contracting Parties undertake to encourage as far as possible 
the conclusion of economic agreements between civil aviation undertakings 
in the different countries. 

CHAPTER III. — BUDGETARY EXPENDITUR E 

Article DA. 

(French Draft.) 

The total annual expenditure counted 
per budgetary year and allocated according 
to Tables... (Home forces and formations 
of the home country organised on a military 
basis) and.... (Overseas forces and their 
reinforcements and overseas formations 
organised on a military basis), shall not 
exceed the figures approved by the several 
Contracting States in the present Convention 
and mentioned in the said tables. 

CHAPTER IV. — CHEMICAL WARFARE. 

(Draft proposed by the delegations of 
Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Rou- 
mania and Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats 
and Slovenes.) 

The High Contracting Parties undertake 
to abstain from the use in war of asphyxiat- 
ing, poisonous or similar gases, and of all 
analogous liquids, substances or processes. 

They also undertake to abstain from 
the use of all bacteriological methods of 
warfare. 

They also undertake to abstain from any 
preparation in peace time of the use of 
the methods of warfare stated in the two 
preceding paragraphs. 

They undertake, moreover, not to permit 
the importation, the exportation or the 
manufacture on their territory of sub- 
stances utilisable for chemical or bacterio- 
logical warfare, when they are imported, 
exported or manufactured with a view 
to such use. 
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Second Reading. 

3. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to subsidise, directly or 
indirectly, air lines principally established for military purposes, instead of being 
established for economic, administrative or social purposes. 

4. The High Contracting Parties undertake to encourage as far as possible the 
conclusion of economic agreements between civil aviation undertakings in the 
different countries. 

CHAPTER III — BUDGETARY EXPENDITURE. 

CHAPTER IV — CHEMICAL ARMS. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, subject to reciprocity, to abstain 
from the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases, and of all analogous 
liquids, substances or processes. 

They undertake unreservedly to abstain from the use of all bacteriological 
methods of warfare. 
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First Reading. 

Observations CHAPTER V. — MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 
and Reservations. 

Section I. — Organisation. 

(French Draft.) 

Article OA. 

The statement 
made by the Amer- 
ican delegation on 
April 13th, 1927, 
indicates the views 
of the American 
Government on 
certain points as 
regards the applic- 
ation of the Con- 
vention. 

There shall be set up at the seat of the 
League of Nations a “ Permanent Dis- 
armament Commission” consisting of one 
representative of each of the following 
High Contracting Parties: 

(a) The High Contracting Parties Mem- 
bers of the Council of the League, 
for the duration of their term of 
office on the Council. 

(b) The United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Re- 
publics. 

(c) (List of High Contracting Par- 
ties to be appointed by the Con- 
ference.) 

To the members of the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission shall be attached 
military, naval and air experts, and 
experts qualified in the branches subject 
to the limitations provided for in the 
present Convention. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commis- 
sion shall be summoned by the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations. 

In the event of their not sitting on the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission, the 
High Contracting Parties shall be entitled 
to be represented at discussions which 
concern them. In such case, their delegates 
may demand that, in the Commission’s 
report, account should be taken of the 
opinion or suggestions put forward by 
them, if necessary in the form of a special 
report. 

Section II. — Exchange of Information. 

Article I A. 

The form and 
the number of 
tables have not 
been decided as 
regards naval and 
air armaments. 

The German de- 
legation makes a 
reservation con- 
cerning this Article, 
the tables men- 
tioned therein not 
providing for pub- 
licity regarding 
trained reserves. 

The Italian de- 
legation makes a 
reservation and 
does not agree to 
all the distinctions 
referred to in these 
tables. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare on the model of Tables I, 
II, III, V, VIII and X mentioned in Article A (Chapter I) and of Table IV annexed 
to the present Convention (Overseas forces) an annual statement of the average daily 
effectives on service with its armed forces, and on the basis of Tables VI, VII, IX, 
and XI mentioned in Article A (Chapter I), a statement of the actual effectives on 
service in its formations organised on a military basis. 

The statements laid down in the present provision shall be forwarded to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations within three months after the close of 
the budgetary year. 
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Second Reading. 

CHAPTER V — MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

Section I — Organisation. 

Section II — Exchange of Information. 
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First 

Observations 
and Reservations. 

Owing to the 
various considera- 
tions brought for- 
ward by the Jap- 
anese delegation at 
the meeting of the 
Commission on 
April 21st, 1927, 
it formally opposes 
this proposal, and 
also the proposal 
of the German de- 
legation opposite 
Article TA (Chap- 
ter II). 

The Italian de- 
legation agrees with 
the above remarks 
of the Japanese de- 
legation. 

Reading. 

Article IB. 

(Netherlands Draft.) 

Each of the High Contracting Parties 
shall prepare an annual statement of the 
number (weight) of arms and ammunition 
and implements of war in service and in 
reserve in its land, naval and air forces 
distributed between the following twelve 
headings and existing on the date of 
December 31st of the preceding year: 

1. Rifles, muskets, carbines (number). 

2. (a) Machine-guns, automatic rifles 
and machine-pistols of all calibres 
(number); 

(b) Mountings for machine - guns 
(number); 

(c) Interrupter gears (number). 

3. Projectiles and ammunition for the 
arms enumerated in Nos. 1 and 2 
above (number). 

4. Gun - sighting apparatus including 
aerial gunsights and bomb-sights, 
and fire-control apparatus (number). 

5. (a) Cannon, long or short, and 
howitzers, of a calibre less than 
5.9 inches (15 cm.) (number); 

(6) Cannon, long or short, and 
howitzers, of a calibre of 5.9 
inches (15 cm.) or above (num- 
ber); 

(c) Mortars of all kinds (number); 

(d) Gun carriages (number), mount- 
ings (number) recuperators 
(number), accessories for mount- 
ings (weight). 

6. Projectiles and ammunition for the 
arms enumerated in No. 5 above 
(number). 

7. Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, 
torpedoes, depth charges and other 
kinds of projectiles (number). 

8. (a) Grenades (number); 

(b) Bombs (number); 

(c) Land mines, submarine mines, 
fixed or floating, depth charges 
(number); 

(d) Torpedoes (number). 

9. Appliances for use with the above 
arms and apparatus (number). 

10. Bayonets (number). 
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Second Reading. 
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Observations 
and Reservations. 

The delegations 
of the British Em- 
pire and Italy re- 
serve their opinion 
concerning this 
Article. 

The German de- 
legation makes a 
reservation con- 
cerning this Arti- 
cle, considering 
that publicity 
should be applied 
to all aerial war 
material, and hence 
to material in re- 
serve and stocks 
of material. 

The German de- 
legation reserves 
the right to give 
its definite opinion 
at the second read- 
ing. 

First Reading. 

11. Tanks and armoured cars (number). 

12. Arms and ammunition not specified 
in the above enumeration (number 
and weight). 

With a view to the exchange of infor- 
mation as provided for in the present 
Section, the statement laid down in the 
present provisions shall be forwarded to 
the Secretariat of the League of Nations 
before March 1st of the year following the 
year to which it refers. 

Article IC. 

If the construction of any vessel of war for a non-Gontracting Power is undertaken 
within the jurisdiction of any of the Contracting Powers such Power shall promptly 
inform the Secretary-General of the League of Nations and shall publish in its 
Official Journal the date of the signing of the contract and the date on which the 
keel of the ship is laid, as well as the following specifications: the standard displacement 
in metric tons and the principal dimensions—namely, the length at water-line, the 
extreme beam at or below water-line, mean draft at standard displacement; the 
date of completion of each new ship and its standard displacement in metric 
tons, and the principal dimensions—namely, length at water-line, extreme beam at 
or below water-line, mean draft at standard displacement, at time of completion. 

Article IG. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretariat of 
the League of Nations the name and the tonnage of any vessel constructed in 
accordance with Article NH (Chapter II). With regard to existing vessels of this 
type, this communication shall be made within two months after ratification of the 
present Convention. With regard to vessels to be constructed, the communication 
shall be made on the date of completion. 

Article ID. 

(Italian Draft.) 

Each of the High Contracting Parties 
shall prepare an annual statement show- 
ing the maximum figures attained during 
the year in respect of the number and 
total horse-power of aircraft, and the 
number, total horse-power and total 
volume of dirigibles in commission 
according to their distribution laid down 
in Article AA (Chapter II, Section III — 
Air Armaments). 

(French Draft modified.) 

Each of the High Contracting Parties 
shall prepare an annual statement show- 
ing the maximum figures attained during 
the year in respect of the number and 
total horse-power of aircraft, and the 
number, total horse-power and total 
volume of dirigibles in commission 
according to their distribution as laid 
down in Article IA of the present Chapter. 

Article IE. 

In order to ensure publicity in the matter of civil aviation, each of the High 
Contracting Parties shall prepare an annual statement showing the total number 
of civil aeroplanes and dirigibles registered in the territory under jurisdiction of each 
of the High Contracting Parties. 
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Observations 
and Reservations. 

In putting forward this 
Article, the Preparatory 
Commission takes note 
of the fact that the work 
of the Committee of Ex- 
perts on Budgetary Ques- 
tions is not complete, 
and that it hopes to 
produce a relatively sim- 
ple schedule. The Pre- 
paratory Commission is 
of opinion that the model 
statement should be as 
simple as possible con- 
sistently with the 
achievement of its object. 

The German delegation 
has accepted the prin- 
ciple of the simplification 
of the model statement 
on condition that the 
model statement is em- 
ployed exclusively for the 
publication of expendi- 
ture on national defence 
and not for purposes of 
comparison and limita- 
tion. 

The Italian delegation 
reserves its opinion con- 
cerning Article DA until 
it has examined the model 
statement in question. 

The British delegation 
makes a reservation with 
regard to the second 
paragraph of this Article. 

First Reading. 

Preamble to Articles DA and DB. * 

Whereas it is in the general interest that the expenditure on armaments 
should be limited, and 

Whereas the High Contracting Parties are not agreed at present on any 
satisfactory method of accomplishing this object, and 

Whereas the High Contracting Parties consider that, as a preliminary 
to such limitation of expenses, full publicity should be secured so that on 
a future occasion it may be possible again to approach this question with 
better hope of success: 

The High Contracting Parties agree to arrange for the publicity of their 
military, naval and air expenditure in accordance with the provisions contain- 
ed in the two following articles. 

Article DA. * 

Each of the High Contracting Parties will communicate to the Secre- 
tary-General of the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement of the 
amount proposed to be expended on its land, naval and air armaments in 
the current financial year. 

This communication shall be made not later than.... months after the 
entry into force of the legal provisions authorising the expenditure. 

Article DB. * 

Each of the High Contracting Parties will communicate to the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement showing 
the amount actually expended on its land, naval and air armaments during 
the preceding financial year. 

This communication will be made not later than.... months after the 
close of the financial year. 

* Note by the Secretariat. — In order to avoid confusion between Article DA in 
Chapter III and the Articles DA and DB above, these last-named should be re-lettered 
to conform with the series I A, IB, etc. 
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First Reading. 

Article IF. 

(French Draft.) 

The Permanent Disarmament Commis- 
sion shall be responsible for centralising 
all the information supplied by the High 
Contracting Parties to the Secretary- 
General of the League in execution of the 
provisions of Articles IA, IC, IG, ID, IE, 
DA and DB of the present Chapter and 
also for^ collecting, with regard to matters 
subject to the limitation provided for in the 
present Convention, or which may appear 
to it suitable to form the object of fresh 
treaties, all particulars it may consider 
necessary to the performance of its mis- 
sion as defined below. 

The Commission shall be responsible 
for studying, on the basis of these data, 
such progress as may be accomplished in 
r egard to the limitation and reduction 
of armaments. Its attention shall be de- 
voted in particular to following in the 
annual budget statements supplied by the 
High Contracting Parties the increase 
or reduction in the amount of the material 
in their possession which it has not been 
possible to limit directly in the present 
Convention. 

Each year the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission shall make at least one report 
on the questions which it is engaged in 
studying. This report shall be published 
simultaneously with despatch to all the High 
Contracting Parties and to the Council 
of the League. Each member of the 
Commission shall be entitled to demand 
that account shall be taken in this report 
of the opinions or suggestions put forward 
by him, if necessary in the form of a special 
report. 

Section III. — Derogations. 

Article 

(British Draft.) 

The provisions of the present Conven- 
tion shall not prevent any of the High 
Contracting Parties from increasing its 
land, naval or air armaments beyond the 
agreed figures: 

(1) If a war in which it is a belli- 
gerent has broken out, or 

(2) If it is threatened with a rebellion, 
or 

(3) If this increase is effected with 
the consent of the Council of the League 
of Nations. 
Notice to all the other High Contracting 

Parties shall be given by the Party in- 
creasing its armaments in pursuance of 
this article. 

Subject to any agreement to the con- 
trary by the Parties to this Convention, 
a High Contracting Party increasing its 
armaments in pursuance of the first para- 
graph of this Article shall, when peace is 
restored or the rebellion has come to an 
end, reduce its armaments to the amounts 
agreed upon. 

XA. 
(French Draft.) 

If one of the High Contracting Parties 
is compelled by the unjustified aggression 
of another Power to resort to the measures 
of mobilisation referred to in Article D 
(Chapter I), it shall immediately inform 
the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations and shall ipso facto be released 
for the duration of the conflict from the 
obligations which it incurs under the pre- 
sent Convention. 

If the High Contracting Party is a Mem- 
ber of the League of Nations, it shall 
remain subject to the general obligations 
of the Covenant and to the decisions of the 
Council. The Secretary-General of the Lea- 
gue of Nations shall be responsible for sum- 
moning the Council as quickly as possible. 
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First Reading. 

Section IV. — Procedure with Regard to Complaints and Revision. 

Article 7,A. 

(British Draft.) 

The High Contracting Parties recognise 
that any violation of the provisions of this 
Convention is a matter of concern to all 
the Parties. If any Party to the Conven- 
tion is of opinion that another Party to 
the Convention is maintaining armaments 
in excess of the figures agreed upon, or 
is making such changes in its armaments, 
or is embarking on such preparations as 
are likely to disturb international relations 
of the good understanding between nations, 
or is in any way violating the provisions 
of the Convention, it may bring the matter 
to the notice of the other Parties to the 
Convention. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties 
agrees that, on receipt of any such noti- 
fication by another Party of the Convention, 
it will co-operate in such measures as may 
be thought desirable by the Parties which 
are mentioned in Article EB of the present 
Chapter, or represented in the Council of 
the League, but excluding the Party against 
which the complaint is made, for investi- 
gating the facts, and that it will join in 
such action as may be deemed wise and 
effectual to safeguard the peace of nations. 

Provided that no investigation within the 
limits of the territory of any of the High 
Contracting Parties shall be made without 
its consent. 

(French Draft.) 

If, during the term of the present Conven- 
tion, a High Contracting Party considers 
that the requirements of its national security 
are materially affected by any change of 
circumstances, it shall lay the matter before 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
through the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations with a view to the possible 
revision of the limitations it has accepted. 

The Permanent Commission shall examine 
the arguments adduced by the High Con- 
tracting Party and shall be obliged to 
report thereon. The report shall be addressed 
to the Council of the League. 

The High Contracting Party making the 
application shall take part in the examination 
of its application by the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. Its delegate 
shall not be allowed to take part in the 
drafting of the report and may only require 
that the latter shall take into account the 
opinions or suggestions put forward by 
him, if necessary in the form of a special 
report. 

If, in the application which it has 
submitted to the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission, the High Contracting Party has 
indicated, as a new circumstance affecting 
its national security, facts which concern 
one of the High Contracting Parties Members 
of the Commission, the delegate of the latter 
shall be subject to the same rules as the 
delegate of the High Contracting Party 
making the application. 

Article ZE. 

If durins the term of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party considers that 
the requirements of its national security are materially affected by any change of circumstances, 
it mav be authorised to exceed the limits for armaments fixed under the present Convention 
bv a unanimous decision of the following High Contracting Parties:.. . . 

Y This provision shall not affect the rights or obligations of the Contracting Parties arising out 
of their membership of the League of Nations. 

Article ZB. 

(French Draft.) 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission 
may decide by a two-thirds majority that 
an enquiry is necessary to verify the 
existence of any of the circumstances 
adduced by a High Contracting Party as 
affecting its national security. The enquiry 
shall be carried out under the conditions 
laid down in regulations to be drawn up 
as soon as the present Convention enters 
into force. 
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First Reading. 

(a) If the Permanent Commission is 
notified by a High Contracting Party of 
the existence of circumstances materially 
affecting its national security in consequence 
of a grave transgression of the Convention 
of the Limitation of Armaments, it shall 
call upon the Power or Powers referred to 
in the application who are not already 
sitting on the Commission to take part in 
its proceedings under the conditions laid 
down in Article OA of the present Chapter. 

(b) The Permanent Commission shall 
decide by a two-thirds majority, excluding 
the parties to the dispute, whether the 
enquiry is to be conducted only by an 
examination of official documents which 
have been communicated to it, or whether 
the nature of the facts alleged necessitates 
an enquiry on the spot. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake 
to afford every assistance to this enquiry, 
particularly in their respective territories. 

(c) The members of the Committee of 
Enquiry shall be selected by the Permanent 
Commission from a list of experts duly 
qualified in the different branches, subject 
to the limitations provided for in the 
present Convention. The Permanent Com- 
mission shall also appoint the Chairman 
of the Committee of Enquiry. The list of 
experts shall be drawn up in pursuance of 
the proposals of the Governments signatories 
of the present Contention. 

The State involved and the Party making 
the application may only be represented in 
the Committee of Enquiry in a purely advisory 
capacity. 

The experts appointed by the Permanent 
Commission may in no case be subject to 
the authority of any of the parties to the 
dispute. 

(d) The Permanent Commission shall fix 
the points on which the enquiry shall bear. 

If it is decided that the enquiry may be 
conducted simply by a study of documents, 
the Committee of Enquiry shall meet 
immediately. If, in the course of its 
proceedings, it needs to consult documents 
which are not yet at its disposal, its 
Chairman shall address a request for such 
documents to the Secretary-General of the 
League, to whom the States concerned shall 
forward them as soon as possible. 

If, in the opinion of the Permanent 
Commission, the nature of the infringement 
necessitates an enquiry on the spot, the 
Chairman of the Committee of Enquiry 
shall himself fix the date on which it shall 
begin such investigation. The State con- 
cerned shall be immediately notified by the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations. 

(e) The Chairman of the Committee of 
Enquiry shall make a report to the 
Permanent Commission, in which he shall 
confine himself to recording the actual 
facts; the Permanent Commission alone shall 
pronounce on these facts. If differences 
of opinion have arisen among the experts, 
mention must be made of them in the report. 
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Observations 
and Reservations. 

The British delegation 
reserves its opinion until 
the second reading as to 
the desirability of this 
proposal. 

The German delegation 
makes a general reserva- 
tion with regard to Article 
EA, in view of the fact 
that the Draft Convention 
does not yet show whether 
certain fundamental con- 
ditions will be fulfilled; 
these conditions were for- 
mulated during the pro- 
ceedings at the third 
session of the Preparatory 
Commission and, without 
them, Germany could not 
regard the Convention as 
a first step towards general 
disarmament. In addition, 
guarantees should be 
given that this first step 
will be followed, at suit- 
able intervals, by other 
steps towards the pro- 
gressive reduction of 
armaments. 

First Reading. 

Article ZC. 

(French Draft.) 

In pursuance of the Permanent Commis- 
sion’s report referred to in Article ZA 
above or the enquiry provided for in 
Article ZB above, if any, the Council of 
the League of Nations, acting in virtue 
of Article 8, paragraph 4, of the Covenant 
of the League, may authorise a High Con- 
tracting Party to exceed, within specific 
limits and for a specific time, the limita- 
tions laid down in the present Convention. 

In cases of urgency, the matter may 
be laid before the Council direct, which 
may take a decision, if it thinks necessary, 
without previous enquiry or report. 

Article ZD. 

(French Draft.) 

If, during the term of the present Con- 
vention, civil aviation in one or more 
of the contracting countries, or military 
or civil aviation in one or more of the 
non-signatory States, experiences such a 
development as to constitute a possible 
danger to the security of some of the 
High Contracting Parties, the latter shall 
report this change of circumstances to 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
under the conditions laid down in Article 
ZA above. 

Section V. — Ratification — Entry into Force — Denunciation. 

Article EA. 

The present Convention shall not affect the terms of previous treaties, 
under which certain of the High Contracting Parties have agreed to limit 
their military, naval or air armaments, and have thus fixed in relation to 
one another their respective obligations and rights in this connection, the 
present Convention being within these limits inapplicable between the 
said Powers. 
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Observations 
and Reservations. 

The Swedish delegation 
reserves its opinion on the 
question until the second 
reading. 

Reservation by the Bri- 
tish delegation, which 
considers that different 
periods ought to be pre- 
scribed for air and land 
armaments on the one 
hand, and naval arma- 
ments on the other hand. 

Reservation by the 
French and Italian dele- 
gations regarding this 
question, requiring equal 
treatment for all three 
categories of armaments. 

First Reading. 

Article EB. 

The present Convention shall be ratified by the High Contracting Parties 
in accordance with their respective constitutional methods. The instruments 
of ratification shall be deposited at Geneva. 

It shall come into force for each Party whose instrument of ratification 
has been deposited as soon as the instruments of ratification have been 
deposited by [list of States to be drawn up by the Conference]. 

Article EC. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to accept reservations which may 
be made by Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Poland, and Roumania at the moment 
of their signature of the present Convention, and which shall suspend, in 
respect of these States, the application of Articles .... of the present Convention 
until the accession of Russia to the present Convention under the same 
conditions as the above-named Powers. 

Article ED. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes that, as soon as the 
Convention has come into force for it, it will begin the necessary measures 
for carrying the provisions of the Convention into effect. 

Article EF. 

The present Convention shall remain in force for .... years as from the 
exchange of ratifications. 

In case none of the High Contracting Parties shall have given notice 
to terminate two years before the expiration of the said periods, the pro- 
visions of the Convention shall continue in force until the expiration of 
two years from the date on which such notice shall be given by one of the 
Parties. 

If the Party by which such notice is given is among those to be mentioned 
in the last paragraph of Article EB above, all the High Contracting Parties 
shall, within one year of the date of the notice, meet in conference to consider 
the continuance of the provisions to be terminated. In the event of any 
such conference failing to come to an agreement, accepted by all the Parties 
other than the Party which has given the notice, as to the continuance of 
the provisions to be terminated, or as to the substitution of others, they 
will terminate on the expiration of the two years provided for in the notice. 

If the High Contracting Parties, other than the Party which has given 
notice to terminate, agree upon the terms of other stipulations in substitution 
for those to be terminated, the latter shall continue in force for all Parties 
other than that which gave the notice until the coming into force of the 
new stipulations. 

If the Party by which notice to terminate is given is not among those 
to be mentioned in the last paragraph of Article EB above, the Convention 
will remain in force for all High Contracting Parties other than that by 
which the notice was given. 

Notices under this Article shall be given to the Secretary-General of 
the League of Nations and shall be deemed to have been given on the day 
on which the notice was received by him. 
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ANNEX 2. 

C.P.D.230. 

CHAPTER II. — SECTION II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

LIMITATION OF NAVAL MATERIAL. 

Geneva, November 10th, 1930. 

Draft submitted by the American, British, Canadian, French, Irish Free State, Italian 1 

and Japanese Delegations, as Basis of Discussion for the Preparatory Commission. 

Note. — Such figures as appear in the following draft correspond to those agreed on in the 
Treaties of Washington and London. 

Article A. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to limit the total (global) tonnage of their vessels of war, 
other than exempt vessels (as specified in Annex I to this document) and special vessels 
mentioned in Annex II to this document, to the figures laid down in Table I. 

These figures give the tonnage which shall not be exceeded during the term of the present 
Treaty. 

Article B. 

Table II shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each High Contracting Party 
intends to distribute, during the period of application of the Convention, the total (global) tonnage 
which it has limited to the figure indicated, as far as it is concerned, in Table I. 

The maximum displacement and gun-calibre limits of the several categories shall be as laid 
down in this Treaty. 2 

Article C. 

Within the limits of the total (global) tonnage shown for each High Contracting Party in 
Table I, and in the absence of more strict conditions resulting from special conventions to which 
it is or may become a party, each of the High Contracting Parties may effect a transfer of the 
tonnage indicated for it in the different categories in Table II, subject to the two following 
conditions: 

(1) The tonnages by category shown for each High Contracting Party in Table II 
shall in no case be the object of increase beyond the figures shown for it in Table HI. 

(2) Before the laying down of the ship or ships for the construction of which the 
transferred tonnage has been assigned, due notice must be given to all of the other High 
Contracting Parties of the amount of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice being that 
laid down for each of the High Contracting Parties in Table III. 

Article D. 

No capital ship shall exceed 35,000 tons (S5>5^° metric tons) standard displacement or cairy 
a gun exceeding 16 inches (406 mm.) in calibre. 

Article E. 

1. No aircraft-carrier shall exceed 27,000 tons (27,432 metric tons) standard displacement 
or carry a gun with a calibre in excess of 8 inches (203 mm.). , lt 

2. No aircraft-carrier of 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) or less standard displacement snail 
carry a gun exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre. 

1 Regarding methods of limitation of naval material, the Italian delegation wishes to place on record its general 
reservation made at the London Conference, to the effect that the Italian Government cannot definitely accept one 
method rather than another until ratios of strength and maximum levels of tonnage have been agreed upon by the 
different Powers. 

2 With reference to Articles A and B, the Italian delegation expressed the opinion that they should be replaced 
by a single article stating: 

“ The limitation of naval armament accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties is indicated in the 
annexed Table . . .” 

which might be the Table II attached to this document. Consequently, the Italian delegation is in favour of suppressing 
Table I. 
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3. If the armament carried includes guns exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre, the total 
number of guns carried, except anti-aircraft guns and guns not exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm.) 
shall not exceed ten. If, alternatively, the armament contains no guns exceeding 6.1 inches 
(155 mm.) in calibre, the number of guns is not limited. In either case, the number of anti-aircraft 
guns and of guns not exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm.) in calibre is not limited. 

(The two following articles appear in Part III of the London Naval Treaty, and are quoted as examples of 
supplementary restrictions which certain High Contracting Parties may be prepared to assume.) 

Article F. 

Not more than 25 per cent of the allowed total tonnage in the cruiser category may be fitted 
with a landing-on platform or deck for aircraft. 

Article G. 

In the destroyer category, not more than 16 per cent of the allowed total tonnage shall be 
employed in vessels of over 1,500 tons (1,524 metric tons) standard displacement. 

Article H. 

No submarine shall exceed 2,000 tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement or carry 
a gun exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm.) in calibre. 

Article J. 

No vessel of war exceeding the limitations as to displacement or armament prescribed by the 
present Convention shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for or within the jurisdiction of, 
any of the High Contracting Parties. 

Article K. 

In regard to vessels of war limited by the present Treaty, the High Contracting Parties agree 
to be bound by the rules for replacement set out in Annex IV to this document. 

Article L. 

Within one month after the date of laying down and the date of completion respectively 
of each vessel of war, other than the vessels exempt from limitation as defined in Annex I to 
this document, laid down or completed by or for them or within their jurisdiction after the coming 
into force of the present Treaty, the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to each of 
the other High Contracting Parties the information detailed below: 

[a) The date of laying down the keel and the following particulars: 

Classification of the vessel and for whom built (if not for the High Contracting 
Party), standard displacement in tons and metric tons. Principal dimensions— 
namely, length of water-line, extreme beam at or below water-line. Mean draught 
at standard displacement. Calibre of the largest gun; 

(b) The date of completion, together with the foregoing particulars relating to the 
vessel at that date. 

Article M. 

No preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation of warlike 
armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war, other than the necessary 
stiffening of decks for the mounting of guns not exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

Article N. 

In the event of a High Contracting Party being engaged in war, such Power shall not use as a 
vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its jurisdiction for any 
other Power, or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction for another Power and 
not delivered. 

Article 0. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to dispose—by gift, sale or any mode 
of transfer—of any vessel of war in such a manner that such vessel may become a vessel of war 
in the navy of any foreign Power. 

Any vessels of war which have to be disposed of as being surplus to the tonnage figures allowed 
by this Treaty shall be disposed of in accordance with the rules given in Annex V to this document. 

Article P. 

Existing ships of various types, which, prior to April 1st, 1930, have been used as stationary 
training establishments or hulks, may be retained in a non-seagoing condition. 
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Table I. 

Total (global) tonnage High Contracting Party 

A 
B 
C 
D 

Table II. 

Annex I. 

Exempt Vessels. 

The following vessels are exempt from limitation: 

{a) Naval surface combatant vessels of 600 tons (610 metric tons) standard displacement 
and under; 

{b) Naval surface combatant vessels exceeding 600 tons (610 metric tons), but not exceeding, 
2,000 tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement, provided they have none of the following 
characteristics: 

(1) Mount a gun above 6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre; 
(2) Mount more than four guns above 3 inches (76 mm.) calibre; 
(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots. 

(c) Naval surface vessels not specifically built as fighting ships which are employed on fleet 
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duties or as troop transports or in some other way than as fighting ships, provided they have none 
of the following characteristics: 

(1) Mount a gun above 6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre; 
(2) Mount more than four guns above 3 inches (76 mm.) calibre; 
(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots; 
(5) Are protected by armour-plate; 
(6) Are designed or fitted to launch mines; 
(7) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the air; 
(8) Mount more than one aircraft-launching apparatus on the centre line; or two, 

one on each broadside; • 
(9) If fitted with any means of launching aircraft into the air, are designed or adapted 

to operate at sea more than three aircraft. 

Annex II. 

List of Special Vessels. 

Annex III. 

Definitions. 

For the purposes of the present Treaty, the following expressions are to be understood in the 
sense defined in this part. 

^a) Capital Ships. 

A capital ship, except in the case of the existing ships specified in Annex II, is defined as a 
vessel of war, not an aircraft-carrier, whose displacement exceeds 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) 
standard displacement, or which carries a gun with a calibre exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.). 

(b) Aircraft-carrier. 

The expression “ Aircraft-carrier ” includes any surface vessel of war, whatever its 
displacement, designed for the specific and exclusive purpose of carrying aircraft and so constructed 
that aircraft can be launched therefrom and landed thereon. 

(c) Cruisers. 

A cruiser is a surface vessel of war, other 
than a capital ship or aircraft-carrier, the stand- 
ard displacement of which exceeds 1,850 tons 
(1,880 metric tons) or with a gun above 5.1 
inches (130 mm.) calibre. 

The cruiser category is divided into two 
sub-categories, as follows: 

{i) Cruisers carrying a gun above 6.1 
inches (155 mm.) calibre; 

(u) Cruisers carrying a gun not above 
6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

(d) Destroyers. 

Surface vessels of war the standard displace- 
ment of which does not exceed 1,850 tons 
(1,880 metric tons) and with a gun not above 
5.1 inches (130 mm.) calibre. 

Standard Displacement. 

1. The standard displacement of a surface vessel is the displacement of the vessel complete, 
fully manned, engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition, 
equipment, outfit, provisions and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores and implements of 

(cd) Light Surface Vessels. 

Light surface vessels of war the standard 
displacement of which does not exceed 10,000 
tons, and with guns not exceeding 8 inches 
calibre. These are divided into two sub- 
categories, as follows: 

(i) Vessels carrying a gun above 6.1 
inches (155 mm.) calibre; 

(u) Vessels carrying a gun not above 
6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre. 
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every description that are intended to be carried in war, but without fuel or reserve feed water 
on board. 

2. The standard displacement of a submarine is the surface displacement of the vessel 
complete (exclusive of the water in non-watertight structure), fully manned, engined and equipped 
ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition, equipment, outfit, provisions for crew, 
miscellaneous stores and implements of every description that are intended to be carried in war, 
but without fuel, lubricating oil, fresh water or ballast water of any kind on board. 

3. Each naval combatant vessel shall be rated at its displacement tonnage when in the 
standard condition. 

The word “ ton ”, except in the expression “ metric ton ”, shall be understood to be the ton 
of 2,240 pounds (1,016 kilogrammes). 

Annex IV. 

Rules for Replacement. 

1. Except as provided in paragraph 4 of this Annex, no vessel limited by this Treaty shall 
be replaced until it becomes “ over-age ”. 

2. A vessel shall be deemed to be “ over-age ” when the following number of years have 
elapsed since the date of its completion: 

(a) Capital ships: 20 1 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary for the 
replacement of existing ships. 

(b) Aircraft-carriers: 20 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary for 
existing ships. 

(c) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) but not exceeding 10,000 tons 
(10,160 metric tons) standard displacement: 

(1) If laid down before January 1st, 1920, 16 years. 
(2) If laid down after December 31st, 1919, 20 years. 

(d) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement: 

(1) If laid down before January 1st, 1921, 12 years. 
(2) If laid down after December 31st, 1920 16 years. 

(e) Submarines: 13 years. 

3. The keels of replacement tonnage shall not be laid down more than three years before the 
year in which the vessel to be replaced becomes “ over-age ”; but this period is reduced to two years 
in the case of any replacement surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard 
displacement. 

The right of replacement is not lost by delay in laying down replacement tonnage. 
4. In the event of loss or accidental destruction, a vessel may be replaced immediately, but 

such replacement tonnage shall be subject to the limits of displacement and other provisions 
of this Treaty. 

Annex V. 

Rules for Disposal of Vessels of War. 

The present Treaty provides for the disposal of vessels of war in the following ways: 

(1) By scrapping (sinking or breaking up); 
(2) By converting the vessel to a hulk; 
(3) By converting the vessel to target use exclusively; 
(4) By retaining the vessel exclusively for experimental purposes; 
(5) By retaining the vessel exclusively for training purposes. 

Any vessel of war to be disposed of may either be scrapped or converted to a hulk at the 
option of the High Contracting Party concerned. 

1 Under the London Treaty, certain Powers agreed not to exercise their rights to lay down the keels of capital 
ship replacement tonnage during the years 1931 to 1936 inclusive, as provided in the Washington Treaty. 
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Vessels which have been retained for target, experimental or training purposes shall finally 
be scrapped or converted to hulks. 

Section I. — Vessels to be scrapped. 

[a) A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping, by reason of its replacement, must be rendered 
incapable of warlike service within six months of the date of the completion of its successor, 
or of the first of its successors if there are more than one. If, however, the completion of the new 
vessel or vessels be delayed, the work of rendering the old vessel incapable of warlike service shall, 
nevertheless, be completed within four and a-half years from the date of laying the keel of the new 
vessel, or of the first of the new vessels j but, should the new vessel, or any of the new vessels, be 
a surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement, this period 
is reduced to three and a-half years. 

{b) A vessel to be scrapped shall be considered incapable of warlike service when there shal 
have been removed and landed or else destroyed in the ship: 

(1) All guns and essential parts of guns, fire-control tops and revolving parts of all 
barbettes and turrets; 

(2) All hydraulic or electric machinery for operating turrets; 
(3) All fire-control instruments and range-finders; 
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines and mine rails; 
(5) All torpedoes, war-heads, torpedo-tubes and training-racks; 
(6) All wireless telegraphy installations; 
(7) All main propelling machinery, or, alternatively, the armoured conning-tower and 

all side armour-plate; 
(8) All aircraft cranes, derricks, lifts and launching apparatus. All landing-on or 

flying-off platforms and decks, or, alternatively, all main propelling machinery; 
(9) In addition, in the case of submarines, all main storage batteries, air-compressor 

plants and ballast pumps. 

(c) Scrapping shall be finally effected in either of the following ways within twelve months 
of the date on which the work of rendering the vessel incapable of warlike service is due for 
completion: 

(1) Permanent sinking of the vessel; 
(2) Breaking the vessel up; this shall always include the destruction or removal of all 

machinery, boilers and armour, and all deck, side and bottom plating. 

Section II. — Vessels to be converted to Hulks. 

A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to a hulk shall be considered finally disposed of when 
the conditions prescribed in Section I, paragraph (6), have been complied with, omitting 
sub-paragraphs (6), (7) and (8), and when the following have been effected: 

(1) Mutilation beyond repair of all propeller-shafts, thrust-blocks, turbine-gearing or 
main propelling motors, and turbines or cylinders of main engines; 

(2) Removal of propeller-brackets; 
(3) Removal and breaking up of all aircraft lifts, and the removal of all aircraft cranes, 

derricks and launching apparatus. 

The vessel must be put in the above condition within the same limits of time as provided in 
Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 

Section III. — Vessels to be converted to Target Use. 

{a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to target use exclusively shall be considered 
incapable of warlike service when there have been removed and landed, or rendered unserviceable 
on board, the following: 

(1) All guns; 
(2) All fire-control tops and instruments and main fire-control communication wiring; 
(3) All machinery for operating gun-mountings or turrets; 
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines, torpedoes and torpedo-tubes; 
(5) All aviation facilities and accessories. 

The vessel must be put into the above conditions within the same limits of time as provided 
in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 
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(b) In addition to the rights already possessed by each High Contracting Party under the 
Washington Treaty, each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain, for target use exclusively, 
at any one time: 

(1) Not more than three vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these three vessels 
only one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement; 

(2) One submarine. 

(c) On retaining a vessel for target use, the High Contracting Party concerned undertakes 
not to recondition it for warlike service. 

Section IV. — Vessels retained for Experimental Purposes. 

(а) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to experimental purposes exclusively shall 
be dealt with in accordance with the provisions of Section III (a) of this Annex. 

(б) Without prejudice to the general rules, and provided that due notice be given to the other 
High Contracting Parties, reasonable variation from the conditions prescribed in Section III (a) of 
this Annex, in so far as may be necessary for the purposes of a special experiment, may be permitted 
as a temporary measure. 

Any High Contracting Party taking advantage of this provision is required to furnish full 
details of any such variation and the period for which they will be required. 

(c) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain for experimental purposes exclusively 
at any one time: 

(1) Not more than two vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these two vessels only 
one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement; 

(2) One submarine. 

(d) On retaining a vessel for experimental purposes, the High Contracting Party concerned 
undertakes not to recondition it for warlike service. 

Section V. — Vessels retained for Training Purposes. 

{a) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain for training purposes exclusively 
the following vessels: 

(b) Vessels retained for training purposes under the provisions of paragraph (a) shall, within 
six months of the date on which they are required to be disposed of, be dealt with as follows: 

1. Capital Ships. 

The following is to be carried out: 

(1) Removal of main armament guns, revolving parts of all barbettes and turrets; 
machinery for operating turrets; but three turrets with their armament may be retained 
in each ship; 

(2) Removal of all ammunition and explosives in excess of the quantity required for 
target-practice training for the guns remaining on board; 

(3) Removal of conning-tower and the side-armour belt between the foremost and 
aftermost barbettes; 

(4) Removal or mutilation of all torpedo-tubes; 
(5) Removal or mutilation on board of all boilers in excess of the number required for 

a maximum speed of eighteen knots. 

2. Other Surface Vessels. 

The following is to be carried out: 

(1) Removal of one-half of the guns, but four guns of main calibre may be retained on 
each vessel; 

(2) Removal of all torpedo-tubes; 
(3) Removal of all aviation facilities and accessories; 
(4) Removal of one-half of the boilers. 

(c) The High Contracting Party concerned undertakes that vessels retained in accordance 
with the provisions of this section shall not be used for any combatant purpose. 
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ANNEX 3. 
C.P.D.278. 

REPORT BY THE SUB-COMMITTEE ENTRUSTED WITH THE EXAMINATION 

OF CERTAIN PARTS OF CHAPTER V. 

Geneva, November 25th, 1930. 

With Appendix showing the Proposals and Amendments put forward by the British, 

Turkish, French and Chinese Delegations. 

I. The Sub-Committee appointed to examine the various texts relating to Chapter V, 
Sections I and IV, unanimously approved the principle that a permanent organ (Permanent 
Disarmament Commission) should be constituted to supervise the application of the Convention 
for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

II. On the basis of the various texts 1 submitted to it by different delegations, the 
Sub-Committee studied the following questions: 

{a) The competence of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 
(6) The composition of the Commission and the appointment of its members. 
(c) Working of the Commission. 

Competence of the Commission. 

The Sub-Committee has come to the conclusion that the Commission might usefully be 
entrusted with various duties: first, the centralisation and examination of information concerning 
the application of the Convention; secondly, the examination of complaints concerning any 
non-observance of the Convention; thirdly, to express an opinion regarding the situation which 
would arise if at any time—as an exceptional circumstance—the Convention were suspended; 
finally, the examination of requests for revision as a result of circumstances materially affecting 
the requirements of the national security of the contracting parties. 

1. Information. — The first duty of the Permanent Disarmament Commission would be to 
examine all the information supplied by the contracting parties in execution of their international 
obligations regarding disarmament, and it might also take into account all other information 
received by it from authorised sources which it might think desirable to consider. The Commission’s 
rules of procedure would have to specify what should be understood by " authorised sources ”. 

This duty would not merely be that normally and regularly incumbent upon the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. It would be the essential duty of the Commission, characterising 
the whole of its work and rendering it an essential organ of the system defined in the Convention, 
an organ instructed to follow the application of the Convention, to sum up each year the state 
of affairs, to note the development of mutual confidence between the contracting parties and 
to draw attention, if necessary, to any errors or omissions which experience may reveal in the 
existing texts. 

2. Complaints. — Another—and it is to be hoped exceptional—duty of the Commission 
would be to receive any complaints submitted by one of the contracting parties regarding a 
breach or attempted breach of the Convention by another contracting party. It would have 
to classify and examine the facts and express an opinion concerning them. 

The procedure in the case of complaints might be as follows: 

{a) A complaint would be lodged by one of the contracting parties; 
(6) The contracting party whose acts had given rise to the complaint would be heard 

if it so desired, and, if necessary, representatives of any other party specially interested 
in the question would also be heard if that party so requested; 

(c) A report would be submitted to the contracting parties and to the Council of the 
League. It would be published with as little delay as possible. 

The Sub-Committee thought that, after the Commission had reported to the effect that 
the Convention had, in fact, been infringed, the contracting parties would have to consider all 
the steps deemed by them to be appropriate and effective, that they would be able to take to 
ensure respect for the Convention and safeguard international peace. 

One possible step might be the revision of the clauses of the Convention affected by a 
proved breach of the Convention. 

A contracting party which regarded the proved infraction as a change of circumstances 
likely to endanger its national security might, however, avail itself of the exceptional right 
defined in Article XA. 

Naturally, in this connection, all the pacific procedure laid down in international agreements 
in force, particularly in the Covenant of the League of Nations, might in this case be applied. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — See Appendix for the proposals and amendments put forward by the British, Turkish, 
French and Chinese delegations. 
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Thus, as regards the relations inter se of the contracting parties Members of the League 
of Nations, the Council would retain all the powers it possesses under the Covenant to support 
any action on the part of the contracting parties with a view to re-establishing friendly 
understanding between them. 

The American delegation expressed certain doubts as to the advisability of the clause on 
procedure in respect of complaints, and reserved the right to give the matter further consideration. 

3. Derogations. — The third function of the Permanent Disarmament Commission relates 
to the system of derogations. In this connection, the Sub-Committee was led to examine the 
texts proposed at first reading under Article XA, as it unanimously recognised that the measures 
contemplated therein was of so grave a nature as to be inadmissible save in wholly exceptional 
circumstances and subject to adequate guarantees against abuse. On the proposal of the United 
States delegation, the Sub-Committee took the view that the system of derogations should be 
limited to the case of a change of circumstances constituting a menace to the national security 
of a contracting party. That party might then decide, as far as it was itself concerned, to suspend 
temporarily the whole or part of the Convention, provided that it immediately notified the 
other contracting parties and the Permanent Disarmament Commission of its decision and the 
reasons therefor. The decision might involve a corresponding suspension of the Convention 
on the part of the other contracting parties. All these measures, too, would be temporary, and 
would have to be cancelled as soon as the change of circumstances which had brought about 
the first of them ceased to exist. The situation thus created would have to be examined at once 
by the Permanent Commission, and then the contracting parties would have to decide on a 
course of action. 

The measures thus contemplated might include the revision of the Convention. 
Obviously, that would not mean any modification of the rights held by or duties incumbent 

upon the contracting parties Members of the League and the Council of the League respectively 
under the League Covenant. 

4. Revision of the Convention. — Finally, the Permanent Disarmament Commission might 
have a last function—namely, to give its opinion if the revision of the Convention were asked 
for apart from the cases provided for above. 

The French delegation had in mind the possibility that, during the period of the Convention, 
fresh circumstances might arise which would seriously modify the conditions under which the 
Convention was concluded. It proposed that, in such a case, the contracting party concerned 
might call for a meeting of the Commission for the purpose of determining whether the 
circumstances invoked were such as to justify a total or partial revision of the Convention. 

The Sub-Committee was of opinion that this question would be best placed in the final 
provisions of the Convention, which, according to a British proposal, will deal with the revision 
of the Convention. The Sub-Committee therefore decided to adjourn its consideration of the 
question, and the French delegation reserved the right to submit a text supplementing the 
British amendment in the sense indicated above. 

Composition and working of the Commission. 

As regards the composition of the Commission, two systems were contemplated: 

(1) That the Commission should be composed of representatives of all the contracting 
parties; 

(2) That the Commission should have a limited number of members. 

The majority 1 of the Sub-Committee was of opinion that, if the Commission wished to work 
satisfactorily in practice, the principle of universal representation on the Commission would have 
to be discarded and the Commission kept as small as possible. It considered, however, that any 
decision regarding the precise number of members of the Commission and the method of deciding 
which States should be entitled to appoint them must be left to the Conference, as such a decision 
is definitely of a political character. The Preparatory Commission might thus simply give a general 
direction to the effect (that the Commission should consist of a limited number of members, 
mentioning in its report the various systems contemplated regarding the selection of the States 
which would appoint members to the Commission—Members of the Council during their term of 
office and perhaps two or three States non-Members (British proposal); Members of the Council, States 
non-Members, to be nominated by the Conference, and a few other States Members of the League, 
a list of which would be drawn up by the Conference (French proposal); election by the Conference 
of a number of States fulfilling special conditions (Chinese proposal). 

The Governments of the States nominated by the Conference would each appoint a member 
of the Commission. . , , , , ,, , 

The large majority of the Sub-Committee was of opinion that these members should not 
strictly speaking, be Government representatives, but should exercise their duties in full 
independence. They should be appointed for a fixed period during which they should not be 
replaceable except in the event of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent illness. 

The French delegation, however, showed that it would have preferred a Commission consisting 
of technical experts appointed by their Governments. The experts would not represent t eir 
Governments and would only give expert technical opinions on questions of a technical character 

1 Six members (Belgium, the United States of America, Great Britain, France, Italy and Japan) voted against 
universal representation on the Commission and three members (Finland, China and Turkey) voted for that system. 
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which come within the competence of the Commission. They would thus in no way prejudge the 
political conclusions to be drawn from such opinions by the Governments themselves. 

As regards the working of the Commission, the Sub-Committee was of opinion that it would 
not be desirable to draw up in advance a rigid procedure, but thought it better that, in this matter, 
the Permanent Commission should be given the widest possible powers in framing its Rules of 
Procedure, while basing them on the provisions and the spirit of the Convention. These rules 
would have, inter alia, to prescribe the rules for the election of the President and Vice-President, 
to define in what circumstances the Commission could, in accordance with Article IF, take into 
consideration any unofficial information it might receive regarding the execution of the Convention, 
and to fix the date, referred to in the same article, for the publication of its annual report. 

The Sub-Committee has simply prepared, with regard to the working of the Commission, 
a number of brief but essential texts which do not require special comment. 

It was suggested in the Sub-Committee that it might be useful to insert in the final clause of 
the Convention a text to the effect that disputes concerning the interpretation of the application 
of the Convention would be submitted to the Permanent Court of International Justice or to a 
suitable arbitral tribunal. 

C.P.D.2I2. 

Appendix. 

Geneva, November 6th, 1930. 

Proposal submitted by the British Delegation. 

The British delegation submits the following draft, to take the place of the sections in the 
first-reading text dealing with “ Organisation ” and “ Procedure with regard to Complaints and 
Revision ” (Articles OA, ZA, ZE, ZB, ZC, ZD): 

Article I. 

The High Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of this Convention 
is a matter of concern to all the parties. 

Article II. 

There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a “ Permanent Disarmament 
Commission . The Commission shall consist of one nominee of each of the following States, being 
parties to the present Convention: the Members of the League represented for the time being 
on the Council of the League, the United States of America, and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall be summoned by the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations. 

At any meeting, members shall constitute a quorum. 
All decisions of the Commission shall be adopted by a majority of the votes of the members 

present at the meeting. In case of equality of votes, the Chairman shall have a casting vote. 
Members of the Commission shall be selected for their personal merits and competence, and 

shall not hold any office which puts them in a position of dependence on their Governments while 
members of the Commission. 

Article III. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all the information supplied by the 
High Contracting Parties to the Secretary-General of the League in pursuance of their international 
obligations in this regard; in particular, Article 8 of the Covenant and the provisions of the present 
Convention. 

Each year the Permanent Disarmament Commission shall make at least one report on the 
information submitted to it and on any other information that may be available to it, showing 
the situation as regards fulfilment of the present Convention. Each member of the Commission 
shall be entitled to demand that account shall be taken in this report of the opinions or suggestions 
put forward by him, if necessary, in the form of a minority report. 

All reports shall be communicated forthwith to all the High Contracting Parties and to the 
Council of the League, and shall simultaneously be published. Such reports shall include an annual 
report, which shall be so communicated and published not later than May 31st in each year. 

Article IV. 

If, during the term of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party is of opinion that 
another party to the Convention is maintaining armaments in excess of the figures agreed upon, 
or is making such changes in his armaments, or is embarking on such preparations as are likely 
to disturb international relations or the good understanding between nations, or is in any way 
violating the provisions of the present Convention, such party may lay the matter, through the 
Secretary-General of the League, before the Permanent Disarmament Commission. The 
Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting Party whose action is 
questioned, should such party so desire, and the representative of any other party whom the 
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Commission may regard as specially concerned in the matter, shall present a report thereon to the 
High Contracting Parties and the Council of the League. The report and any proceedings thereon 
shall be published as soon as possible. The High Contracting Parties and the Council shall 
thereupon take any action open to them which they may deem wise and effectual to safeguard the 
peace of nations. 

C.P.D.262. 

Geneva, November 21st, 1930. 

Amendments proposed by the French Delegation to the British Delegation’s Proposal 
(document C.P.D.212). 

The following amendments to the British proposals contained in document C.P.D.212, 
together with the other French proposals which will shortly be distributed concerning the execution 
of the Convention and the procedure with regard to complaints and revision, are intended to replace 
the provisions which the French delegation put forward at the first reading in Articles OA, IF, ZA, 
ZB, ZE, ZC, and ZD. 

While putting forward these new proposals, the French delegation continues to think that 
international supervision is the necessary and natural complement of any convention on the 
limitation of armaments. But, as it does not appear likely that unanimity can be reached in the 
Commission on provisions involving strict supervision and investigations on the spot, the French 
delegation is ready to consider a less complete system which would nevertheless make it possible 
to supervise—and to a large extent ensure the execution of—the obligations laid down in the 
provisions adopted up to the present at the first and second readings, both with regard to the 
limitation of armaments and with regard to the exchange of information between the contracting 
parties. 

This system might be based on a procedure making it possible, in the case of a breach of the 
Convention, either to put an end to this breach or to revise the provisions of the Convention. 

Article I. 

1. There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disarmament 
Commission consisting of delegations of experts appointed respectively by the Governments of the 
High Contracting Parties mentioned in paragraph 2 of the present article. 

2. The following may appoint delegations to this Commission: 
[a) The High Contracting Parties Members of the Council of the League for the duration 

of their term of office on the Council, and the following High Contracting Parties Members 
of the League (list to be drawn up by the Conference); 

(b) The High Contracting Parties not Members of the League of Nations (or certain 
of them, as appointed by the Conference). 
3. The Commission shall be summoned by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations 

at least once a year, and also whenever a High Contracting Party requests. 

Article II. 

1. The Commission shall have full power to draw up its Rules of Procedure according to 
the principles fixed in the present chapter. 

2. Each delegation may, on its own responsibility, ask the Commission to hear or consult 
any person likely to throw light on the questions under consideration. 

3. Each of the delegations shall have one vote. 
4. The Commission’s reports shall be immediately communicated to each of the High 

Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations, and shall be published. 

Article III. 

1. The Commission shall receive all the information supplied by the High Contracting Parties 
to the Secretary-General of the League in pursuance of their international obligations in this 
regard—in particular, the provisions of the present Convention. 

2. Each year the Commission shall make at least one report on the above-mentioned 
information transmitted to it by the Secretary-General and on any other information communicated 
to it by any of its members. This report shall outline the existing situation with regard to the 
execution of the present Convention, and shall in any case be communicated and published not 
later than June 30th in each year. 

C.P.D.264. 

Geneva, November 21st, 1930. 

Continuation of the Amendments proposed by the French Delegation (document C.P.D.262) 
to the British Delegation’s Proposal (document C.P.D.212). 

Article IV 

1. The High Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of this 
Convention is a matter of concern to all the parties. 
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2. If one of the High Contracting Parties considers that such a violation has been committed* 
it may lay the matter before the Permanent Disarmament Commission through the Secretary- 
General. The High Contracting Party whose armaments have given rise to this complaint, and that 
or those whom this violation may particularly affect, may supply the Commission with any 
explanations they consider advisable. 

3. Within a period not exceeding three months from the time the complaint was brought, 
the Commission must state whether, in its opinion, any clauses of the Convention have been and 
remain violated. This opinion may be formulated by a majority vote, excluding the votes of the 
High Contracting Party making the complaint and of those complained against. If necessary, 
a minority report may be presented. 

4. The refusal of the High Contracting Party complained against to supply the explanations 
requested by the Commission, or the finding that a provision of the Convention has been and 
remains violated, shall give any High Contracting Party concerned the right to ask for a revision 
of the clauses affected by this violation. With a view to this revision, the High Contracting Parties 
shall meet in conference under the conditions provided for in Article . . ., and the clauses 
in question shall provisionally cease to be compulsory. 

Article V. 

1. If, before the expiration of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party considers 
that the requirements of its national security are materially affected by new circumstances arising, 
in particular, either from the derogations referred to in Article ZA or from an unforeseen 
development or transformations in civil aeronautics or other material, it may call a meeting of 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission in order to determine whether these circumstances are 
such as to justify a total or partial revision of the clauses of the Convention. 

2. The opinion of the Permanent Disarmament Commission may be formulated by a majority 
vote. If necessary, a minority report may be presented. 

3. If the opinion is in the affirmative, the High Contracting Parties agree that, at the request 
of any High Contracting Party concerned, they will meet in conference under the conditions laid 
down in Article . . to proceed to the revision of the said clauses. 

C.P.D.238. 

Geneva, November 13th, 1930. 

Amendment submitted by the Turkish Delegation. 

Article OA. 

There shall be created a Permanent Disarmament Commission consisting of one representative 
of each of the High Contracting Parties. 

The Commission shall set up the Committees necessary for the preparatory examination of the 
questions coming within its competence in virtue of the present Convention. The members of 
those Committees shall be appointed by the Permanent Commission from among its own members 
in such a way that each of the High Contracting Parties is represented on one of the Committees. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall be summoned by its President in office. 
Decisions of the Commission shall be taken by unanimous vote of the members present at the 

meeting for questions relating to revision and complaints. In the case of complaints, the votes 
of the representatives of the parties shall not be counted for purposes of unanimity. 

The Commission shall determine the procedure of the Committees and shall prepare its own 
Rules of Procedure at its first session. 

C.P.D.265. 

Geneva, November 22nd, 1930. 

Amendments proposed by the Chinese Delegation to the British proposal 
(document C.P.D.212). 

Article II. 

There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disarmament 
Commission composed of . . members elected by the Conference from among the represen- 
tatives of the High Contracting Parties. 

Any one of the High Contracting Parties may be elected in virtue of one or other of the 
following two provisions: 

(a) That it shall be a Member or retiring member of the Council of the League of 
Nations; 

(b) That it shall be a Member or non-Member of the League of Nations, but shall 
occupy, in regard to the problem of disarmament, a special position as the result of 
geographical situation, population and territorial limits. 

Members of the Commission shall be selected for their personal merits and competence and 
shall not hold any office which puts them in a position of dependence on their Governments 
while Members of the Commission. 

Members of the Commission shall be elected for . . years. They shall be re-ehgible. 
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The Commission shall elect a President and two Vice-Presidents. 
The Commission shall be summoned by its President. 

Article III. 
The Commission may constitute sub-committees for the preparatory examination of questions 

coming within its competence in virtue of the present Convention. 
In discussions relating to revision and complaints, decisions of the Commission shall be 

adopted by the unanimous vote of the members present at the meeting. In the case of complaints, 
the votes of the representatives of the parties shall not be counted for purposes of unanimity. 

For other decisions of the Commission, a majority of the votes of the members present 
shall be sufficient. In case of equality of votes, the President shall have a casting vote. 

High Contracting Parties not sitting on the Commission shall be entitled to be represented 
at discussions which concern them. 

(Article III of the British proposal follows, becoming Article IV.) 

ANNEX 4. 
C.P.D.279. 

Geneva, November 25th, 1930. 

CHAPTER V. — MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

TEXTS PROPOSED BY THE SUB-COMMITTEE. 

Section I. — Organisation. 

New Article OA. 

There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disarmament Commission 
with the duty of following the execution of the present Convention. It shall consist of . . . 
(figure to be fixed by the Conference) members appointed respectively by the Governments of 
the following High Contracting Parties . . . (list to be drawn up by the Conference). 

Members of the Commission shall not represent their Governments. They shall be appointed 
for . . . years, but shall be re-eligible. During their term of office, they may be replaced 
only on death or in the case of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent illness. 

They may be assisted by technical experts. 

Article OB. 
The Commission shall meet for the first time, on being summoned by the Secretary-General 

of the League of Nations, within three months from the entry into force of the present Convention, 
to elect a provisional President and Vice-President. 

There after, it shall meet annually in ordinary session on the date fixed in its Rules of Procedure. 
It may also, if summoned by its President, meet in extraordinary session in the cases provided 

for in the present Convention and whenever an application to that effect is made by a High 
Contracting Party. 

Article OC. 

The Commission shall have full power to lay down its own Rules of Procedure on the basis 
of the provisions of the present Convention. 

Article OD. 
The Commission may only transact business if at least two-thirds of its members are present. 

Article OE. 

Any High Contracting Party not having a member of its nationality on the Commission 
shall be entitled to send a member appointed for the purpose to sit at any meetings 
of the Commission during which a question specially affecting the interests of that party is 
considered. 

Article OF. 

Each member of the Commission shall have only one vote. 
All decisions of the Commission shall be adopted by a majority of the votes of the members 

present at the meeting. 
In the cases provided for in Articles . . . (cases of complaint and cases of threats to 

national security), the votes of members appointed by the parties concerned in the discussion shall 
not be counted in determining the majority. 

A minority report may be drawn up. 
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Article OG. 

Each member of the Commission shall be entitled on his own responsibility to have any 
person heard or consulted who is in a position to throw any light on the question which is being 
examined by the Commission. 

Article OH. 

Each member of the Commission shall be entitled to demand that, in any report by the 
Commission, account shall be taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by him if necessary, 
in the form of a separate report. 

Article 01. 

All reports by the Commission shall, under conditions specified in each case in the present 
Convention, or in the Rules of Procedure of the Commission, be communicated to all the High 
Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations and shall be published. 

Section II. — Exchange of Information. 

New Article IF. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all the information supplied by the 
High Contracting Parties to the Secretary-General of the League in pursuance of their international 
obligations in this regard. 

Each year the Commission shall make at least one report on the information submitted to it 
and on any other information that may reach it from an authorised source and that it may consider 
worth attention, showing the situation as regards the fulfilment of the present Convention. 

A1! reports shall be communicated forthwith to all the High Contracting Parties and to the 
Council of the League, and shall be published on the date fixed in the Rules of Procedure of the 
Commission. 

Section III — Derogations. 

New Article XA. 

If, during the life of the present Convention, a change of circumstances constitutes, in the 
opinion of any High Contracting Party, a menace to its national security, such High Contracting 
Party may derogate temporarily, in so far as concerns itself, from any article or articles of the 
present Convention, other than those expressly designed to apply in the event of war, provided: 

(а) That such contracting party shall immediately notify the other contracting parties 
and at the same time the Permanent Disarmament Commission, through the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations, of such temporary derogation, and of the extent thereof: 

(б) That, simultaneously with the notification referred to in point {a), the contracting 
party shall communicate to the other contracting parties, and at the same time to the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission through the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, 
a full explanation of the change of circumstances referred to above. 

Thereupon, the other High Contracting Parties shall promptly take concerted counsel as to 
the situation thus presented. _ 

When the reasons for such temporary derogation have ceased to exist, the said High 
Contracting Party shall reduce its armaments to the level agreed upon in the Convention, and shall 
make immediate notification to the other contracting parties. 

Section IV. — Procedure regarding Complaints and Revision. 

(Texts intended to replace all articles in Section IV.) 

New Article ZA. 

The High Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of this Convention 
is a matter of concern to all the parties. 

New Article ZB. 

If, during the term of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party is of opinion that 
another party to the Convention is maintaining armaments in excess of the figures agreed upon, 
or is in any way violating or endeavouring to violate the provisions of the present Convention, 
such party may lay the matter, through the Secretary-General of the League, before the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. , . 

The Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting Party whose action 
is questioned, should such party so desire, and the representative of any other party which may be 
specially concerned in the matter and which asks to be heard, shall present a report thereon as 
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soon as possible to the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League. The report 
and any proceedings thereon shall be published as soon as possible. 

The High Contracting Parties shall take concerted counsel on the conclusions of the report. 
If the High Contracting Parties directly concerned are Members of the League of Nations, the 

Council of the League shall exercise the rights devolving upon it in such circumstances in virtue 
of the Covenant of the League of Nations, with a view to ensuring the observance of the Convention 
and to safeguarding the peace of nations. 

ANNEX 5. 
C.P.D.285. 

Geneva, November 27th, 1930. 

CHAPTER V. — SECTION II, ARTICLE IB (First-Reading Text). 

NETHERLANDS PROPOSAL ON THE PUBLICITY OF MATERIAL. 

Report of the Sub-Committee of Military Experts appointed to examine the List of 
Material contained Therein. 

The Sub-Committee of military experts appointed to examine the list of material figuring 
in Article IB of Chapter V, Section II, of the first-reading texts (Netherlands proposal) met on 
November 24th at 4.30 p.m. It held four meetings (November 24th, 25th, 26th and 27th). The 
experts appointed by the Commission were joined by the Roumanian and Swedish military 
experts. 

The Committee first of all endeavoured to ascertain the principles by which it should be 
guided in performing its task—namely, what should be kept of the table submitted by the 
Netherlands delegation and what would be the disadvantages as regards national security, and, 
from the military and technical point of view, of publicity under each of the headings of that table. 

The Committee considered the question whether publicity of material, arms and munitions 
of war in service, on the one hand, and in reserve, on the other, was compatible with the military 
needs of national defence from the point of view of the preparation and conduct of operations. 

The German naval expert stated that, on most of the points under discussion, if not on all, 
the Preparatory Commission had already taken a decision in the resolution adopted on November 
13th and 14th, approving the principle of the fullest possible exchange of information in regard to 
armaments. The task of the Committee could therefore consist only in revising the list proposed 
by the Netherlands delegation. The Italian and Netherlands experts supported this view. 

A debate then ensued, in the course of which the experts pronounced on the following points: 

(1) Does the publicity of material in reserve present drawbacks from the military 
point of view ? 

(2) Does the publicity of material in service offer drawbacks from the same point of view ? 

I. To the first question the Belgian, British, French, Japanese, Roumanian and Yugoslav 
experts replied in the affirmative. They adduced the following arguments: 

(1) Technical impossibility of supervision; 
(2) Drawbacks for certain countries of a publicity which would reveal their weak points; 
(3) A publication of material in reserve would not permit the responsible chief to make 

arrangements under satisfactory conditions for the conduct of the national defence; 
(4) Publicity being related to limitations, it would seem logical to establish publicity 

not of number but of expenditure as regards land material, which is not subject to direct 
limitation; 

(5) Extreme complexity of publicity as regards material in reserve which, to be equitable 
and to provide clear information, should involve an indication not only of numbers but of the 
age, the degree of wear and even the characteristics of the material; 

(6) Possibility of evading publicity by stocking material in the form of detached parts. 

The German, Italian, Spanish, Netherlands, Norwegian and Swedish experts pronounced 
in favour of the publicity of material in reserve. The Swedish expert admitted the possibility 
of publicity confined to certain groups of material; the Norwegian expert accepted this latter point 
of view. 

The principles brought forward by those in favour of full publicity of material in reserve are 
the following: 

(1) Publicity in regard to this material is specially necessary, since it is not limited 
directly; 
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(2) Any publicity in regard to material which did not cover material in reserve would 
be of no value owing to the transfers which could easily be effected between the two categories 
of material (in service and in reserve); 

(3) Common knowledge of the amount of material in reserve does not constitute a 
danger, but would, on the contrary, be a very effective method of attaining the object of the 
future Convention—that is to say, the maintenance of peace. 

II. The Committee accepted almost unanimously publicity for material in service, but the 
utility of such publicity for the purposes of the present Convention was questioned by the French, 
Japanese, Roumanian and Yugoslav experts. These four experts pointed out that the regulation 
allowances of units were known, and, therefore, were of no importance as a provision of the 
Convention. If publicity had the object or result of making known existing deficiencies in these 
allowances, it would involve the danger of indicating weaknesses to possible enemies or—to avoid 
that danger—of encouraging the publication of exaggerated figures that were not subject to any 
kind of verification. 

Under these circumstances, the Chairman thought it advisable to request the Italian, 
Netherlands and Swedish experts, who had particularly upheld the principle of publicity of material 
to prepare, with a view to the publicity of material in service, a fresh list of material, taking 
into account: 

(1) The Committee's general desire that the table in Article IB (first reading) should be 
modified. That table, being taken from a Convention relating mainly to Customs supervision, 
requires to be revised before it can be used for publicity of material; 

(2) An opinion expressed by the Committee, on the proposal of the British military 
expert, to the effect that air and naval material, being already the subject of direct limitation, 
should be excluded from the publicity lists. 

The result of the collaboration of the three experts was the table annexed to the present report. 
According to the opinion of the German and Italian experts, this table might also apply to material 
of the naval and air forces. 

In submitting to the Sub-Committee their draft table for publicity of the material of land 
forces, the Italian, Netherlands and Swedish military experts observed that the three columns 
under the heading " Age of types of weapons ” were included in view of the observations of the 
Belgian and Roumanian military experts, but that they complicated the table and, in their opinion, 
there was no objection to their being omitted. The draft table prepared by the three experts was 
approved without reservation by the American, Netherlands and Norwegian experts, though the 
American expert asked that, for administrative reasons peculiar to his own country, the date 
" December 31st ” should be left blank. The Sub-Committee at once agreed. 

The Belgian military expert was prepared to accept the table submitted, but with the following 
amendments: 

(1) Suppress reference 1. 
(2) Draft the article as follows: “ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare 

an annual statement under the heading given below showing the number of weapons in 
service in its land forces, excluding material exclusively and permanently intended for the 
defence of fortified works 

(3) Under I (b) say: “ Rifles, machine-guns and other automatic weapons provided with 
an appliance enabling them to be fired from the shoulder ”. 

The Netherlands and Swedish military experts approved points 2 and 3 of the Belgian 
amendment. 

The Japanese military expert, desiring to establish a parallel between budgetary limitation 
and publicity, proposed that publicity in terms of value should be substituted in the table for 
publicity of numbers. The Netherlands and Swedish military experts objected that publicity 
of values would encounter insurmountable difficulties if the monetary value of the different 
materials were to be given. The Swedish expert added that such publicity would in itself be 
insufficient and would have to be supplemented by publicity of numbers if the intention were 
to make known the way the credits were used. The Committee considered that the Japanese 
expert’s suggestion could only be decided by the Commission. 

The French, Japanese and Yugoslav military experts refrained from discussing the categories 
of a table which they could not accept for the following reasons: 

From the military point of view they see no objections to the publicity of certain materials 
of war in service; but they do not understand the use, for the purposes of the present draft 
Convention, of publicity of numbers except such as corresponds in the draft to the direct limitation 
adopted for naval and air material in service. 

They therefore make all reservations regarding the contents of the list drawn up by the 
Sub-Committee and regarding the use to which it may be put. 

The Netherlands, Swedish and Italian military experts stated that the table drawn up by 
them for material in service should also apply to publicity of material in reserve. 

The German naval expert, after repeating his delegation’s view as to the necessity for publicity 
of material in reserve, stated that, in his opinion, a list corresponding to the list under discussion 
(material of land forces) should be drawn up for air and naval material. 
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Appendix. 

Annex to Report of Sub-Committee appointed to study Article IB. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare 1 an annual statement under the headings 
given below, 2 showing the number of weapons in service in its land forces and existing on the 
date of   of the preceding year. 

Age of types of weapons 

Types 
introduced 

before 
January ist, 

1890 

Types 
introduced 

between 
January ist, 

1890, 
and January ist, 

1914 

Types 
introduced 

since 
January ist, 

19x4 

I. Portable arms: 
{a) Rifles, carbines and muskets (thousands) 
{b) Automatic rifles and other automatic 

weapons (number)  
(c) Machine-guns (number)  

II. Pieces of artillery: 
(a) Cannon, howitzers and mortars of a 

calibre of 15 cms. (5.9 inches) or less 
(number)  

{b) Cannon, howitzers and mortars of a 
calibre over 15 cms. (5.9 inches) (number) 

III. Tanks of all kinds and armoured cars. . . 

Note. — The armament of tanks and armoured cars is not included in headings I and II. 
The dates given in the columns under the heading “ Age of types of weapons ” are included only as suggestions. 

ANNEX 6. 
C.P.D.201. 

Geneva, October ist, 1930. 

PROGRESS OF WORK OF THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION FOR THE 

DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE. 

NOTE BY THE PRESIDENT. 

At its third session (March 21st to April 26th, 1927 the Preparatory Commission for the 
Disarmament Conference drew up at first reading the texts of the draft Convention to be submitted 
to the General Disarmament Conference (see document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, pages 397-416, 
or document C.218(1)^.112.1927.IX). 

During the first part of its sixth session, which was suspended on May 6th, 1929, 
the Commission examined certain of these texts second reading (see document C.195.M.74.1929.IX, 
or document C.P.0.175(2). 

The object of the forthcoming meeting, at which the sixth session will be continued, is to draw 
up a definitive draft Convention. The following list briefly indicates the various matters which were 
not settled at the second reading, and these might serve as a basis for its agenda: 

1. Chapter II: Material; Section II: Naval Armaments. 
2. Chapter I : Effectives; Article A. 2: Naval Armaments. 

1 The different headings of this table shall be applied without change to the publicity for material in reserve. 
2 The expert of the Belgian delegation proposes to amend the above table as follows: 

(1) Suppress reference i. 
(2) Draft the article as follows: “ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare an annual statement 

under the heading given below, showing the number of weapons in service in its land forces, excepting material 
exclusively and permanently intended for the defence of fortified works 

(3) Under I {b) say: “ Rifles, machine-guns and other automatic weapons provided with an appliance 
enabling them to be fired from the shoulder ”. 
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3. Chapter I : Article H: Maximum number of officers, warrant officers and sergeants and 
other ranks which each High Contracting Party undertakes not to exceed.—To be 
discussed in connection with naval effectives. 

4. Chapter I, Article E: Definition of the terms “ effectives in service in the armed forces ” 
and “ in the formations organised on a military basis ”. — To be discussed in 
connection with naval and air effectives. 

5. Chapter I, Article I: Total period of service. — The German delegation has submitted 
an amendment. 

6. Chapter II: Material; Section III: Air Armaments. Article AD. — Reserved for discussion 
with Article ZD. 

7. Chapter III: Budgetary expenditure: Article DA, dealing with the limitation of the 
total annual military expenditure. 

8. Chapter V, Section I: Organisation. 
9. Chapter V, Section II: Exchange of information. — In this connection the Commission 

will also examine the German proposal concerning the last paragraph of Article 8 
of the Covenant (document C.164.M.49.1928.IX, which is also inserted in document 
C.165.M.50.1928.IX, pages 315-323)- 

10. Chapter V, Section III: Derogations. 
11. Chapter V, Section IV: Procedure with regard to complaints and revision. 

Note. — Article ZD is to be considered in conjunction with Article AD. 

12. Chapter V, Section V: Ratification; entry into force; denunciation. 
13. Preamble. 
14. Progress of the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 
15. Drawing up of the report of the Preparatory Commission to the Council. 

* * * 

The following survey gives details with regard to each item on the agenda. 

1. Chapter II, Material; Section II: Naval Armaments. 

The Commission has before it the texts adopted at first reading in 1927 (see document 
C.310.M.109.1927.IX, pages 403-406), and the results of the London Conference. The principles 
adopted in London which might be incorporated in the draft Convention are enumerated below. 

(a) The common method of Limitation agreed on by Great Britain and France (see letter 
from the President of the London Naval Conference to the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations, dated April 21st, 1930). 

The texts in the first report of the First Committee show that Italy made a general 
reservation in regard to the method in question. 

(b) New definition of the expression “ aircraft-carrier ” (Part I, Article 3). 
Limitation of the calibre of the largest gun to be mounted on an aircraft-carrier of 

10,000 tons or less standard displacement (Part I, Article 4). 
(c) Standard displacement of a submarine (Part II, Article 6). 
Limitation of tonnage of largest submarine and of the calibre of the largest gun to be 

mounted on a submarine (Part II, Article 7). 
(d) Vessels exempt from limitation (Part II, Article 8). 
(e) Rules for replacement of war vessels other than capital ships (Annex I to Part II). 
(/) Rules for disposal of vessels of war (Annex II to Part II). 
(g) List of vessels which, although they do not come under the heading of “ vessels 

exempt ”, are not to be included in the total tonnage (Annex III to Part II). 

The Secretariat has communicated to the members of the Preparatory Commission a letter 
dated April 21st from the President of the London Naval Conference to the Secretary-General, 
together with the text of the London Treaty, the memoranda submitted by the Governments, the 
reports of the Committees of the Conference and the Minutes of the plenary meetings (see documents 
C.P.D.197 and 197 (a) and (&)). A comparative table of the texts of Chapter II, Section II, of the 
1927 Draft, the stipulations of the Washington Treaty, the London Naval Treaty, the Convention 
of June 17th, 1925, on the Trade in Arms, and the Draft Convention on the Manufacture of Arms 
have been sent in document C.P.D. 199. 

2. Chapter I: Effectives. — Article A2: Naval Armaments. 

For previous discussions on naval effectives, see Minutes of the Third Session of the 
Commission (document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, pages 42-45; 155-163; 248-252; 322-323 and 
339-340) and the report of Sub-Commission A (document C.739.M.278.1926.IX, pages 109-110, 
122-123 and 132-137). 

The texts adopted at second reading for Article A as regards land effectives and air effectives 
are given on page 222 of document C.195.M.74.1929.IX. 
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The examination of the part concerning naval armaments was postponed until after the 
examination of the limitation of material (document C.195.M.74.1929.IX, page 138). 

3. Chapter I, Article H. 

The maximum number of officers, warrant officers and sergeants and other ranks which each 
contracting party undertakes not to exceed. 

To be discussed in connection with its application to naval effectives. Article H is given 
on page 222 of document C.195.M.74.1929.IX. 

4. Chapter I, Article E. 

Definition of the terms “ effectives in service in the armed forces ” and “ in the formations 
organised on a military basis ”. 

To be discussed in connection with its application to naval and air effectives. Article E was 
redrafted at second reading (see document C.195.M.74.1929.IX, page 223). 

5. Chapter I, Article I: Total Period of Service. 

The German delegation has submitted an amendment (see document C.P.D.174(1)). 
The text to be examined is the text adopted at first reading in 1927 (document C.310.M.109. 

1927.IX). This text was not discussed in connection with naval and air armaments. The 
Commission will therefore have to examine the whole of Article I as well as the German amendment. 

6. Chapter II: Material. — Section III, Air Armaments, Article AD. 

Article AD was adjourned for discussion in conjunction with Article ZD (see texts drawn up 
at second reading, document C.195.M.74.1929.IX, page 223). 

7. Chapter III: Budgetary Expenditure. 

This consists of a single article, Article DA, old “ Article 19 ” of Chapter V of the French 
preliminary draft (see document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, page 364). 

Article DA and the principle of the limitation of budgetary expenditure in general was discussed 
at the third session (see document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, pages 176-179, 193-211, 212-225, 344 and 
345). This article was not adopted unanimously by the Commission at first reading. 

The question of the limitation of budgetary expenditure in its application to the material 
of land armaments was rediscussed during the first part of the sixth session (see document 
C.195.M.74.1929.IX, pages 160-182). 

In a resolution adopted by the majority (page 179). the Commission decided that the 
limitation and reduction of material must be sought by means of publicity of expenditure . . 

It should be noted that Article DA, Chapter III, was not discussed on that occasion, the 
examination of this article having been expressly adjourned (page 190). 

For the “ model statement ” of expenditure, which has not yet been examined, see the revised 
text in document C.P.D.190. If the Commission adopts the conclusions of the experts on 
the “ model statement ”, the scope of this statement should be examined both as regards publicity 
and the establishment of the tables in accordance with Article DA. 

8. Chapter V, Section I: Organisation. 

This consists of a single article, Article OA (French draft). For previous discussions, see 
document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, pages 273-287. When examining this question, the Commission 
should bear in mind the special situation of countries which are not Members of the League. 

9. Chapter V, Section II: Exchange of Information. 

The various articles in this section were discussed at first reading during the Commission’s 
third session (see document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, pages 88 and 345 (Article IA), 302-307 and 349 
(Article IB), 246 (Article IC), 247-248, 256-257 and 343 (Article IG), 326-328 (Article ID), 265-271 
(Article IE), 223-225 (preamble to Articles DA* and DB*), 178-192 (Article DA*), 191-192 
(Article DB*), 273-293, 324-326 and 348 (Articles IF and OA). 
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The German proposal concerning the last paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant relating to 
the necessity for exact information as to existing armaments, which was submitted to the 
Commission at its fifth session (documents C.164.M.49.1928.IX and C.165.M.50.1928.IX, 
pages 315-323) was examined during the first part of the sixth session (document C.195.M.74. 
1929.IX, pages 43-49). The President pointed out that, in reality, this proposal implied an 
amendment to the clauses of Chapter V, Section II, of the 1927 Draft. Note C.P.D.143 was 
distributed to the delegates. This note indicates the order in which the various points of the 
German proposal and the articles of Section II might be examined (see document C.195.M.74. 
1929.IX, pages 43-44)- 

10. Chapter V, Section III: Derogations. 

This consists of a single article, Article XA (British draft and French draft). 
For previous discussions, see Minutes of the third session of the Commission (document 

C.310.M.109.1927.IX, pages 293-299, 321-322, 346 and 351). 
Article XA is connected with Article ZE (pages 323-324). 

11. Chapter V, Section IV: Procedure with regard to Complaints and Revision. 

Article ZD of Section IV and Article AD of Section III of Chapter II, which will be discussed 
together (see No. 6 above) raise the problem of the connection between military and civil aviation. 
See the discussions on this matter in the special Commission for the Preparation of a Draft 
Convention on the Manufacture of Arms (document A.30.1929.IX, pages 15-17 and 18-20). 

The discussion of Articles ZA, ZB, ZC and ZD was adjourned in 1927 until the second reading 
(see document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, page 346), but a general discussion took place on the question 
of “ Supervision ” (see same document, pages 273-293 and 324-326). The French and British drafts 
for Article ZA, and the French drafts for Articles ZB, ZC and ZD should be noted. 

During the first part of the sixth session of the Commission (meeting of May 6th, 1929) the 
French delegate announced new proposals in regard to supervision (document C. 195.M.74.1929.IX, 
page 190). Point (d) of the draft resolution submitted by Lord Cecil to the Third Committee of the 
Assembly on September 19th, 1929, might serve as an indication of the British proposals on the same 
question. The German delegation also made suggestions in regard to this matter (document 
C.195.M.74.1929.IX, pages 205-206). 

12. Chapter V, Section V: Ratification, Entry into Force, Denunciation. 

This section contains the five Articles EA, EB, EC, ED and EF. 
For the discussion at first reading of Article EA, see Minutes of the third session 

of the Commission (document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, pages 307-310 and 352). For the German 
reservation in regard to this article, see the same document, pages 17, 38 and 352. 

Discussion of Article EB (document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, pages 310-312 and 352.) 
Discussion of Article EC (same document, pages 312-317 and page 352). Reservation by the 

Swedish delegation, page 315. 
Discussion of Article ED (ditto, pages 312, 317 and 352). 
Discussion of Article EF (ditto, pages 317-321 and 352). The reservations are mentioned 

on page 352. 

13. Preamble. 

The texts drawn up at first reading consist of three draft preambles—the British, French and 
German. The various drafts were not discussed at length. 

14. Progress of Work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 

Between the conclusion of the London Naval Conference and the opening of the second part 
of the Preparatory Commission’s sixth session, there have been two events of interest to that 
Commission: 

{a) The fourth session of the Committee on Arbitration and Security; 
(&) The eleventh ordinary session of the League Assembly. 

The agenda of the fourth session of the Committee on Arbitration and Security contained the 
following questions: 

1. Preliminary Draft General Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War; 
2. Draft Convention on Financial Assistance; 
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3. Communications affecting the working of the League of Nations in times of emergency; 
facilities to be granted to aircraft; 

4. Peruvian proposal for the amendment of Article 18 of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations. 

The Preparatory Commission was duly informed of the results of the Committee on Arbitration 
and Security’s fourth session, the relevant documents having been transmitted at the request of the 
Council to the members of the Preparatory Commission and to the eleventh Assembly. 

The latter examined these four questions and was able to adopt with certain modifications the 
draft Convention on Financial Assistance and two draft resolutions concerning the facilities to be 
granted to aircraft and motor transport respectively. 

As regards the amendment of Article 18, the Assembly decided not to examine this proposal. 
As regards the Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War, the Assembly was of 

opinion that the study of this Convention should be continued, and it requested the Council 
to entrust this study to a special Committee, which should be asked to submit a report in time for 
submission to the twelfth ordinary session of the Assembly. 

Special stress should be laid on the importance of the adoption of the draft Convention on 
Financial Assistance, which the Assembly was able to open for the signature of delegations before 
the close of its eleventh session. Twenty-eight countries signed this Convention at the plenary 
meeting of the Assembly on the morning of October 2nd. 

15. Drawing up 8 the Report of the Preparatory Commission to the Council. 

In the report of the Third Committee to the ninth Assembly, it is stated that “ the Preparatory 
Commission will certainly think it desirable to make a general report to the Council on the 
possibilities of the First General Conference and the date at which it might be held ”. At the 
conclusion of the first part of its sixth session, the Preparatory Commission decided, on 
May 6th, 1929, not to submit a report to the Council before the end of the session (see document 
C.195.M.74.1929.IX, pages 41, 193 and 194). , . , 

In the penultimate paragraph of the resolution it adopted, the eleventh Assembly expressed 
the conviction that the Preparatory Commission will be able to complete its work at its session 
in November next, and will thus enable the Council to convene, as soon as possible, the General 
Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

The report submitted by the Third Committee also mentioned the Assembly’s desire that the 
General Conference should be convened in 1931. 

ANNEX 7. 
C.P.D.232. 

Geneva, November 12th, 1930. 

CONVENTION ON THE REDUCTION AND LIMITATION OF 

ARMAMENTS. 

PROTOCOL OF SIGNATURE 

Memorandum from the Secretary of the Commission, containing Extracts from 
a Resolution adopted by the Assembly of the League of Nations 

on October 3RD, 1930. 

The Secretary of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference has the honour 
to communicate to the members of the Commission, for their information, the attached extracts 
from a resolution adopted by the Assembly of the League of Nations on October 3rd, 1930. 

Appendix. 

Resolution adopted by the Assembly on October 3RD, 1930. 
(Extracts from document A.83.1930.V.) 

The Assembly, 

Having examined with the greatest interest the report of the Committee appointed to consider 
the question of the ratification and signature of conventions concluded under the auspices of the 
League of Nations in accordance with an Assembly resolution of September 24th, 1929; 
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Being convinced that the solution of the problem of ratification depends to a great extent upon 
satisfactory preparation for the conferences which are convened to draw up conventions; 

Considering it to be of the greatest importance that all steps should be taken to assure that 
conventions concluded under the auspices of the League of Nations should be accepted by the 
largest possible number of countries and that ratifications of such conventions should be deposited 
with the least possible delay: 

Expresses its appreciation of the work of the Committee and its approval of their report; and 
Recommends that effect should be given to the proposals contained in the report of 

the Committee in the manner set out in the immediately following resolutions. 

V. 

That, in conformity with the recommendations contained in Part III, paragraphs 2 [d), [e), 
and (/) of the report of the Committee appointed in accordance with the resolution of the Assembly 
of September 24th, 1929 (see document A. 10.1930.V), at future conferences held under the auspices 
of the League of Nations at which general conventions are signed, protocols of signature shall, 
as far as possible, be drawn up on the general lines of the alternative drafts set out in 
Annexes I and II of the present resolution. 

Annex I. — Protocol of Signature. 

In signing the Convention of this day’s date relating to the undersigned 
plenipotentiaries, being duly authorised to this effect and in the name of their respective 
Governments, declare that they have agreed as follows: 

L That the Government of every Member of the League of Nations or non-member 
State on whose behalf the said Convention has been signed undertakes, not later than 
 (date), either to submit the said Convention for parliamentary approval 
or to inform the Secretary-General of the League of Nations of its attitude with regard to 
the Convention. 

“II. If on (date) the said Convention is not in force with regard 
to . . . Members of the League of Nations and non-member States, the Secretary-General 
of the League shall bring the situation to the attention of the Council of the League of Nations, 
which may either convene a new conference of all the Members of the League and non-member 
States on whose behalf the Convention has been signed or accessions thereto deposited, to 
consider the situation, or take such other measures as it considers necessary. The Government 
of every signatory or acceding State undertakes to be represented at any conference so 
convened. The Governments of Members of the League and non-member States which have 
not signed the Convention or acceded thereto may also be invited to be represented at any 
conference so convened by the Council of the League. 

Note. — The procedure provided for in this Annex is generally suitable for most general 
conventions. In cases in which it is applied, the final articles of the convention should be drafted 
in the usual form and should not fix any named or final date for the entry into force 
of the convention, but should permit its entry into force on receipt of a relatively small numbe 
of ratifications or accessions. 

Annex II. — Final Article of the Convention, Article X. 

The present Convention shall enter into force on (date), provided that, on 
this date, ratifications or accessions have been deposited with or notified to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations on behalf of ... 1 Members of the League of Nations or non-Members 
States. 

Protocol of Signature. 

In signing the Convention of to-day’s date relating to . . ., the undersigned 
plenipotentiaries, being duly authorised to this effect and in the name of their respective 
Governments, declare that they have agreed as follows: 

If on . . . 2 the said Convention has not come into force in accordance with the 
provisions of Article X, the Secretary-General of the League of Nations shall bring the situation 

1 The figure indicated here should be a relatively large one. 
2 Same date as that indicated in Article X. 
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to the attention of the Council of the League of Nations, which may either convene a new 
conference of all the Members of the League and non-member States on whose behalf the 
Convention has been signed or accessions thereto deposited to consider the situation, or take 
such other measures as it considers necessary. The Government of every signatory or acceding 
State undertakes to be represented at any conference so convened. 

Note. — The procedure provided for in Annex II is suitable for certain types of convention 
whose practical utility depends on their immediate entry into force for a considerable number 
of States. 
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ANNEX 8. 
C.P.D.280. 

Geneva, November 26th, 1930. 

TEXTS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION DRAWN UP AT SECOND READING 

AND TEXTS OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

TO THESE ARTICLES. 

This document contains the text of the articles drawn up at second reading and the text of the 
'proposed amendments to these articles. 

The text of Article IB and of Section V of Chapter V will be distributed as document C.P.D.280(a). 

PREAMBLE (FIRST READING). 

(British Draft.) 
[Names of the High 
Contracting Parties.] 

Persuaded that the main- 
tenance of peace requires the 
reduction of armaments to 
the lowest point consistent 
with national safety and the 
enforcement by common ac- 
tion of international obliga- 
tions; 

Considering that all Mem- 
bers of the League of Nations 
are already pledged by Arti- 
cle 8 of the Covenant of the 
League to the acceptance of 
the principle enunciated above; 

Realising that the purpose 
of the limitation of arma- 
ments by international agree- 
ment is to diminish the risk 
of aggressive action by one 
State against another and that 
all agreements for limitation 
of armaments should be con- 
strued in the light of that 
purpose; 

Believing that, in order to 
obtain the greatest possible 
advantage from a reduction 
and limitation of armaments, 
such reduction and limitation 
must cover military, naval 
and air armaments and must 
embrace as many nations as 
possible; 

Determined to alleviate to 
the greatest possible extent 
the heavy burden which ex- 
penditure on armaments is 
imposing upon the economic 
life of the world and thus 
lowering its standard of liv- 
ing: 

Have resolved to conclude 
a Convention with a view to 
accomplishing these purposes 
and have appointed as their 
plenipotentiaries: 

The President  

Who, having communica- 
ted their full powers, found in 
good and due form, have 
agreed as follows: 

(French Draft.) 
[List of High 

Contracting Parties.] 
In view of Article 8 of the 

Covenant of the League of 
Nations; 

Whereas the reduction of 
armaments must be in ac- 
cordance with general con- 
ditions of security and the 
special conditions of each 
State; 

And whereas the Treaty 
of Mutual Assistance and the 
Protocol for the Pacific Set- 
tlement of International Dis- 
putes, which were intended 
to define more precisely the 
operation of Article 16 of 
the Covenant of the League 
of Nations, have not been 
applied; 

And whereas the general 
guarantees resulting from the 
Covenant still exist; 

And whereas regional agree- 
ments based upon the prin- 
ciples of the Covenant and 
arranging for mutual assist- 
ance between the signatory 
States in the event of at- 
tack have been successively 
concluded and have resulted 
in improved conditions of 
security for a number of 
States: 

Consider that it is now 
possible to contemplate a first 
step towards the limitation 
and reduction of armaments 
laid down in Article 8 of 
the Covenant, 

And, having decided to con- 
clude a Convention for this 
purpose, have appointed as 
their plenipotentiaries, 

Who, having deposited their 
full powers, found in good 
and due form, have agreed 
upon the following provisions: 

(German Draft.) 

Whereas heavy armaments 
constitute the most serious 
menace to the peace of the 
world; 

And whereas Article 8 of 
the Covenant of the League 
of Nations provides for a 
general reduction of arma- 
ments : 

The High Contracting Par- 
ties have resolved to con- 
clude a Convention as a first 
step towards the accomplish- 
ment of this purpose, to be 
followed by successive mea- 
sures with a view to further 
disarmament, and have ap- 
pointed   
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CHAPTER I. — EFFECTIVES. 

Article A. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to limit the effectives in service in the land, sea and air 
armed forces, or formations organised on a military basis, to the effectives determined in the 
tables enumerated below and annexed to the present Convention. 

1. Land Armaments: 

Table I. — Maximum armed forces stationed in the home country. 

Table II. — Maximum armed forces stationed overseas. 
(optional) 

Table III. — Maximum of the total armed forces of the High Contracting Parties. 

Table IV. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military basis 
stationed in the home country. 

Table V. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military basis 
stationed overseas. 

2. Naval Armaments: 

Table I. — Maximum armed forces. 

Table II. — Maximum forces belonging to formations organised on a military basis. 

3. Air Armaments: 

Table I. — Maximum armed forces stationed in the home country. 
(optional) 

Table II. — Maximum armed forces stationed overseas. 
(optional) 

Table III. — Maximum of the total armed forces of the High Contracting Parties. 

Table IV. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military basis 
stationed in the home country. 

Table V. — Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military basis 
stationed overseas. 

Article H. 

The tables relating to land armaments mentioned in Article A above shall indicate a maximum 
number of officers which each High Contracting Party shall undertake not to exceed. 

The said tables shall further fix the maximum number of soldiers, other than officers, who may 
have completed more than x1 years of actual service with the colours. > 

In conscript armies, the number of men whose service exceeds the legal period in force in their 
respective countries but is less than x1 years, shall be shown for each Contracting Party m the 
annual statements for which provision is made in Article IA of Chapter V. 

The tables relating to naval armaments mentioned in Article A shall indicate the total ot 
naval forces in the form of aggregate figures for officers, non-commissioned officers and men 

^ It is understood that separate particulars will be furnished in the annual statement, for which 
Article IA provides, of the number of officers and men who have completed more than x years 
of effective active service. 

The tables relating to air armaments mentioned in Article A shall indicate, in the form of 
aggregate figures for officers, non-commissioned officers and men together, the maximum number 
of soldiers who may have completed more than x1 years of actual service with the colours. 

The number of men of the class mentioned in the second and fourth paragraphs of the present 
article who are actually with the colours shall be shown every year for each High Contracting 
Party in the statements for the preparation of which provision is made in Article IA ol Chapter V. 

Each country may, if it so desires, show for purposes of information, in a special column m 
publicity table IA of Chapter V, the proportion of recruits not trained as defined m the national 
legislation who are embodied in the effectives of its armed forces. 

1 Note. — This figure will be determined by the duration of the-longest period of actual service with the colours 
which is in force in the conscript armies of the High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention. 
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CHAPTER I. — EFFECTIVES. 

Article A. 

1. Amendments by the Delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

First Amendment. 

Add after the words “ to limit ” the words " and to reduce 

Reasons. 

1. The term " limit ” is ambiguous. " Limiting ” may mean not merely reducing 
armaments but also maintaining them at the existing level and even increasing them above 
that level. 

2. A convention which legalises the great armaments now existing, or their increase, 
would be of no value. 

3. On the proposal of the U.S.S.R. delegation, the Preparatory Commission consented 
to insert in the chapters of the Convention concerning naval armaments and budgetary 
expenditure the obligation not merely to limit but also reduce these armaments. 

Second Amendment. 

Add a second paragraph: 

“ The High Contracting Parties agree to limit and reduce the trained reserves of their 
land, sea and air forces respectively to the figures determined in the said tables. ” 

Reasons. 

In view of the great military value of trained reserves, a disarmament convention which 
neither limits nor reduces this important element of the armed forces would be seriously 
defective. 

2. Proposal by the French Delegation. 

After the words formation organised on a military basis ” add “ in time of peace. 
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Article C. 

By " formations organised on a military basis ” shall be understood Police forces of all kinds, 
gendarmerie, Customs officials, forest guards, which, whatever their legal purpose, can be used 
without mobilisation, by reason of their staff of officers, establishment, training, armament, 
equipment, as well as any organisation complying with the above condition. 

Article D. 

By “ mobilisation ” within the meaning of the present Convention shall be understood all 
the measures for the purpose of providing the whole or part of the various corps, services and 
units with the personal and material required to pass from a peace-time footing to a war-time 
footing. 

Article E. 

When drawing up the tables mentioned in Articles A (Chapter I) and IA (Chapter V). by 
“ effectives in service in the armed forces ” and by “ effectives in service in the formations organised 

on a military basis ” shall be understood the average daily effectives reckoned by dividing the 
total number of days’ duty by the number of days in the budgetary year. 

Article I. 

In each Contracting State having the conscription system, the total period of service 
which the annual contingent is compelled to serve—whether by land, sea or air—shall not exceed 
the figures accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties, and shall in no case exceed . . . 
months. r x- 

For each man, the total period of service shall be the total number of days of active service 
and of days of service during the periods of instruction which he undergoes; and each of such 
numbers of days shall be specified in the annual statements provided for in Article IZ. 

The High Contracting Parties shall, as an exception, be entitled to exceed the figures accepted 
by them under the first paragraph in so far as, owing to a falling-off in the number of births, such an 
increase may be necessary to safeguard the rights conferred upon them by Article A. 

Nevertheless, they may not exceed the figure laid down in virtue of Article I as a uniform 
standard for the period of service. 
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Article C. 

1. Amendment proposed by the British Delegation: 

After the word “ used ” insert the words “ for military purposes 

2. Proposal by the French Delegation: 

After the words “ formations organised on a military basis ” add " in time of peace 

Article I. 

[Discussion of the German proposal—document C.P.D./i74(i)—adjourned.] Second and third 
paragraphs below : 

“ For each man, the total period of service shall be the total number of days of active service 
and of days of service during the periods of training which he undergoes. The period of active 
service shall be shown separately. 

“ No register shall be kept of persons whose military obligations are terminated.” 
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CHAPTER II. — MATERIAL. 

Section I. — Land Armaments. 

Article TA. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the upkeep, 
purchase and manufacture of war material for land armaments in accordance with the figures 
and the conditions laid down in Annex No. ... to the present Convention. 

Note. — In pronouncing on this article the Governments will take into account at the Conference the report 
requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit of 
the drawing up of Annex No. . . . The Preparatory Commission, by sixteen votes to three and six abstentions, adopted 
the principle of limitation by expenditure. It also discussed the following resolution: 

“ The Preparatory Commission is of opinion that the principle of direct limitation should be applied to 
land war material.” 

When this resolution was put to the vote there were nine votes in favour, nine against and seven abstentions. 
Lastly, it examined the principle of a combination of the two methods, in favour of which nine members of the 

Commission voted, eleven voted against, with five abstentions. 

Section II. — Naval Armaments. 

See document C.P.D./260. 

Section III. — Air Armaments. 

Article A A. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes to limit the air material in service 
in accordance with the figures laid down in the following tables. 

Table A. — The maximum number and total horse-power of aeroplanes and maximum number, 
total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles in service in their armed forces. 

Note: Any of the High Contracting Parties who so desire may annex to Table A the following tables for 
limitations similar to those in Table A: 

Table A (1). — Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the armed forces stationed in the home country. 
Table A (2). — Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the armed forces stationed overseas. 
Table A (3). — Aeroplanes and dirigibles in aircraft-carriers. 

Table B. — The maximum number and total horse-power of aeroplanes and maximum number, 
total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles in service in their formations 
organised on a military basis. 

The limitation shall apply to aeroplanes and dirigibles capable of use in war employed in 
commission in the land, sea and air forces, or in the formations organised on a military basis. 

Note: Any of the High Contracting Parties who so desire may annex to Table B the following tables for 
limitations similar to those in Table B: 

Table B (1). — Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the formations organised on a military basis 
stationed in the home country. 

Table B (2). — Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the formations organised on a military basis 
in overseas territories. 



vSection III. — Am Armaments. 

Article A A. 

i. Amendment submitted by the Canadian Delegation: 

Delete references to “ total horse-power ”. 

Tables A and B should read as follows: 

‘'Table A. — The maximum number of aeroplanes and maximum number and 
total volume of dirigibles in service in their armed forces. 

“ Table B. — The maximum number of aeroplanes and maximum number and 
total volume of dirigibles in service in their formations organised 
on a military basis. 

2. Amendment submitted by the British Delegation: 

“ At end of last paragraph, after the words ‘ organised on a military basis add ‘ and 
to Government-owned complete machines in reserve ’ 

3. Amendment submitted by the Delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics: 

After the words “ to limit ” add the words “ and reduce ”. 

Reasons. 

1. The term “ limit ” is ambiguous. “ Limitation ” may mean not merely reducing 
armaments but also maintaining them at the existing level and even increasing them above 
that level. 

2. A convention which legalises the great armaments now existing, or their increase, 
would be of no value. 

3. On the proposal of the U.S.S.R. delegation, the Preparatory Commission consented 
to insert in the chapters of the Convention concerning naval armaments and budgetary 
expenditure the obligation not merely to limit, but also to reduce these armaments. 
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Article AC. 

Horse-power shall be measured according to the rules   (to be established by the 
Conference). 

The volume of dirigibles to be expressed in cubic metres. 

Article AD. 

(Reserved for discussion during the examination of Article ZD.) 

The limitations laid down are accepted by each High Contracting Party in the light of the 
present development of civil aviation in other countries. 

Article AE. 

1. The High Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the embodiment of military 
features in the build of civil aviation material so that this material may be constructed for purely 
civil purposes, more particularly with a view to providing the greatest possible measure of security 
and the most economic return. No preparations shall be made in civil aircraft in time of peace for 
the installation of warlike armaments for the purpose of converting such aircraft into military 
aircraft. 

2. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to require of civil aviation undertakings 
that they should employ personnel specially trained for military purposes. 

They undertake to authorise only as a provisional and temporary measure the seconding of 
personnel to, and the employment of military aviation material in, civil aviation undertakings. 

3. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to subsidise, directly or indirectly, air lines 
principally established for military purposes, instead of being established for economic, 
administrative or social purposes. 

4. The High Contracting Parties undertake to encourage as far as possible the conclusion 
of economic agreements between civil aviation undertakings in the different countries. 

CHAPTER III. — BUDGETARY EXPENDITURE. 

Article DA. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit and, as far as possible, to reduce its total 
annual expenditure on land, air and sea forces. The relevant figure and the conditions governing 
such limitation or reduction, in particular as regards the possibility of a distinct limitation of land, 
naval and air expenditure are stated in Annex No. ... to the present Convention. 

Note. — In pronouncing on this article, the Governments will take into account at the Conference the report 
requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit of 
the drawing up of Annex No. 
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Article AE. 

1. Amendment presented by the Canadian Delegation: 

Delete the following sub-paragraph of paragraph 2: 
“ They undertake . . . civil aviation undertaking ” 

and substitute the following text: 

“ Personnel seconded to, and military material employed in, civil aviation, whether 
Government or commercial, shall be counted in the agreed quota 

2. Amendment submitted by the British Delegation: 

Add at end of the article “ and to confer together to this end 

3. Proposal by the British Delegation: 

Insert a new article as follows: 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the 
maintenance, purchase and manufacture of war material, for air armaments, to the 
figures and under the conditions defined in Annex No. ... to the present Convention 
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CHAPTER IV. — CHEMICAL ARMS. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the use in 
war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases, and of all analogous liquids, substances or processes. 

They undertake unreservedly to abstain from the use of all bacteriological methods of warfare. 
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CHAPTER IV. — CHEMICAL ARMS. 

Proposal by the German Delegation. 

“ CHAPTER IV. — PROHIBITIONS. 

“ Section I. — Chemical Arms. 

“ Section II. — Land Armaments. 

" The High Contracting Parties agree forthwith to prohibit the employment: 

“ i. Outside fortified works, fortresses and field works of artillery of a calibre above: 

“ {a) In the case of guns: 77 mm.; 
“ (&) In the case of howitzers: 105 mm.; 

"2. In fortified works, fortresses and field works of artillery of a calibre above: 

“ [a) In the case of guns: 150 mm.; 
“ (6) In the case of howitzers: 210 mm.; 

“ 3. Mortars and trench-mortars of every kind of a calibre above 150 mm.; 
“ 4. Tanks of every kind. 

“ They undertake to destroy all the war material, including spare parts, the employment of 
which is prohibited by the above paragraph. Furthermore, within . . . months as from the 
coming into force of the present Convention, each State shall notify the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations of the number of individual units destroyed. The Secretary-General shall 
communicate this information to the other States signatories. 

“ The High Contracting Parties also agree to prohibit the manufacture and importation of 
the said war material. ” 

Memorandum by the British Delegation. 

The French and English texts of the first paragraph of this Chapter, as agreed to at the second 
reading, are as follows: 

“ Les Hautes Parties contractantes s’inter- 
disent, sous conditions de reciprocite, I’emploi 
a la guerre de gaz asphyxiants, toxiques ou 
similaires, ainsi que de tous liquides, matieres 
ou precedes analogues.” 

“ The High Contracting Parties undertake, 
subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the use 
in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar 
gases, and of all analogous liquids, substances 
or processes.” 

It may be recalled that, during the first part of the sixth session, certain delegations assumed 
that the intention was to prohibit the use of all chemical methods of warfare of every kind. On 
the other hand, there are some indications that this view is not shared by all States. It is at least 
possible that this difference in interpretation owes its origin to a serious ambiguity in the Geneva 
Gas Protocol of 1925, as well as in all Treaties and Conventions regulating gas warfare signed 
since the war. In the Geneva Protocol of June 1925, though the relevant portion of the French 
text is identical with that of the article quoted above, in the English text the French word 
“ similaires ” is translated by “ other ”. 

Basing itself on this English text, the British Government have taken the view that the use 
in war of “ other ” gases, including lachrymatory gases, was prohibited. They also considered 
that the intention was to incorporate the same prohibition in the present Convention. 

From every point of view it is highly desirable that a uniform construction should prevail 
as to whether or not the use of lachrymatory gases is considered to be contrary to the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 and/or to Chapter IV of the Draft Convention. 

The British delegation proposes, therefore, to invite an expression of opinion on this point 
from all the States represented on this Commission. 
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CHAPTER V. — MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

Section I. — Okganisation. 

New Article OA. 

There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disarmament 
Commission with the duty of following the execution of the present Convention. It shall consist 
of x [Figure to be fixed by the Conference] members appointed respectively by the Governments 
of the following High Contracting Parties... [list to be drawn up by the Conference]. 

Members of the Commission shall not represent their Governments. They shall be appointed 
for x years, but shall be re-eligible. During their term of office, they may be replaced only on 
death or in the case of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent illness. 

They may be assisted by technical experts. 

Article OB. 

The Commission shall meet for the first time, on being summoned by the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations, within three months from the entry into force of the present Convention, 
to elect a provisional President and Vice-President. 

Thereafter it shall meet annually in ordinary Session on the date fixed in its Rules of Procedure. 
It may also, if summoned by its President, meet in extraordinary session in the cases provided 

for in the present Convention and whenever an application to that effect is made by a High 
Contracting Party. 

Article OC. 

The Commission shall have full power to lay down its own Rules of Procedure on the basis 
of the provisions of the present Convention. 

Article OD. 

The Commission may only transact business if at least two-thirds of its members are present. 

Article OE. 

Any High Contracting Party not having a member of its nationality on the Commission shall 
be entitled to send a member appointed for the purpose to sit at any meetings of the Commission 
during which a question specially affecting the interests of that Party is considered. 

Article OF. 

Each member of the Commission shall have only one vote. 
All decisions of the Commission shall be adopted by a majority of the votes of the members 

present at the meeting. 
In the cases provided for in Articles . . . (cases of complaint and cases of threats to 

national security) the votes of members appointed by the Parties concerned in the discussion 
shall not be counted in determining the majority. 

A minority report may be drawn up. 

Article OG. 

Each member of the Commission shall be entitled on his own responsibility to have any 
person heard or consulted who is in a position to throw any light on the question which is being 
examined by the Commission. 

Article OH. 

Each member of the Commission shall be entitled to demand that, in any report by the 
Commission, account shall be taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by him, if necessary 
in the form of a separate report. 

Article 01. 

All reports by the Commission shall, under conditions specified in each case in the present 
Convention, or in the Rules of Procedure of the Commission, be communicated to all the High 
Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations and shall be published. 
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Section II. — Exchange of Information. 

Article I A. 

Text proposed by the Drafting Committee. 

As regards effectives, the exchange of information shall cover the average daily number of 
effectives reached during the budgetary year in the land, sea or air armed forces, or formations 
organised on a military basis, of each of the High Contracting Parties. 

For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations within . . . months after the end of the budgetary year, the necessary 
figures to enable the tables—of which models are attached to this article—to be drawn up in the 
case of such High Contracting Parties (the headings of the columns in the tables will show the 
information which is required in consequence of the decisions of the Commission). Each Party 
shall attach to this statement an explanatory note showing the elements on which the figures 
supplied by him are based and stating in particular for each category of effectives (recruits, 
militiamen, reservists, territorials, etc.), the number of these effectives and the number of days, 
service they have performed. 

The tables referred to in the preceding paragraph shall be finally drawn up and published 
by the Secretary-General not later than ... in each year. 

Article IA (i). 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall forward to the Secretariat of the League of 
Nations within three months of the end of the budgetary year an annual statement showing the 
number of youths having compulsorily received preparatory military training during the previous 
year. 

Article IA (2). 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare annually: 

(1) A table indicating the land forces stationed in each of its overseas territories; 

(2) A table indicating the land forces organised on a military basis existing in each of its 
overseas territories. 

Article IZ. 

Text proposed by the Drafting Committee. 

The High Contracting Parties having conscription system shall forward to the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations at the end of each year the following information in regard to 
their land, naval and air forces respectively: 

(1) The total number of days’ active service required of the annual contingent; 
(2) The total duration (in days) of periods of training not included in the active service. 

Article IB 

[The text will appear in document C.P.D./280(a).] 

Article IC. 

Suppressed—a similar article having been inserted in the Chapter “ Naval Material ”. 

Article IG. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretariat of the League of 
Nations the name and the tonnage of any vessel constructed in accordance with Article NH 
(Chapter II). With regard to existing vessels of this type, this communication shall be made 
within two months after ratification of the present Convention. With regard to vessels to be 
constructed, the communication shall be made on the date of completion. 

Article ID. 

|S! Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare an annual statement showing the maximum 
figures attained during the year in respect of the number and total horse-power or aircraft, and the 
number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles in commission as laid down in Article AA 
of Chapter II, Section III, Air Armaments. 

This statement shall be forwarded to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations within 
three months after the close of the budgetary year. 
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Article IE. 

In order to ensure publicity in the matter of civil aviation, each of the High Contracting 
Parties shall prepare an annual statement showing the total number of civil aeroplanes and 
dirigibles registered in the territory under jurisdiction of each of the High Contracting Parties. 

Article IH (former DA* and DB*). 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations, in a model form, a statement showing the actual total amount expended on 
land, sea and air forces, during the preceding financial year. 

It shall at the same time communicate to the Secretary-General a statement showing 
the amount actually expended during the preceding financial year on the upkeep, purchase, and 
manufacture of war material as defined in Article TA of Chapter II of the present Convention. 

This communication shall be made not later than . . . months after the close of the 
financial year. 

Article IF. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all the information supplied by the 
High Contracting Parties to the Secretary-General of the League in pursuance of their international 
obligations in this regard. 

Each year, the Commission shall make at least one report on the information submitted to it 
and on any other information that may reach it from an authorised source and that it may 
consider worth attention, showing the situation as regards the fulfilment of the present Convention. 

All reports shall be communicated forthwith to all the High Contracting Parties and to the 
Council of the League, and shall be published on the date fixed in the Rules of Procedure of the 
Commission. 

Section III. — Derogations. 

Article XA. 

If, during the life of the present Convention, a change of circumstances constitutes, in the 
opinion of any High Contracting Party, a menace to its national security, such High Contracting 
Party may derogate temporarily in so far as concerns itself from any article or articles of the present 
Convention, other than those expressly designed to apply in the event of war, provided: 

[а) That such Contracting Party shall immediately notify the other Contracting Parties 
and at the same time the Permanent Disarmament Commission, through the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations, of such temporary suspension, and of the extent thereof. 

(б) That simultaneously with the notification referred to in Point (a), the Contracting 
Party shall communicate to the other Contracting Parties, and at the same time, to the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission through the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations, a full explanation of the change of circumstances referred to above. 

Thereupon the other High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the situation thus 
presented. . 

When the reasons for such temporary suspension have ceased to exist, the said High 
Contracting Party shall reduce its armaments to the level agreed upon in the Convention, and 
shall make immediate notification to the other Contracting Parties. 
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Article IE. 

1. Amendment submitted by the British Delegation: 

“ Add at end: 

“ ' . . . together with the expenditure by Government or local authorities ’ 

2. Amendment submitted by the Polish Delegation: 

“ After the words: ‘ . showing the total number add: ‘ and total horse-power \ 

“ The rest of the text remains unchanged.” 
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Section IV. — Procedure Regarding Complaints and Revision. 

Article ZA. 

The High Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of this Convention 
is a matter of concern to all the Parties. 

Article ZB. 

If, during the term of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party is of opinion that 
another Party to the Convention is maintaining armaments in excess of the figures agreed upon 
or is in any way violating or endeavouring to violate the provisions of the present Convention, 
such Party may lay the matter, through the Secretary-General of the League, before the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. 

The Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting Party whose action 
is questioned, should such Party so desire, and the representative of any other Party which may 
be specially concerned in the matter and which asks to be heard shall present a report thereon 
as soon as possible to the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League. The report 
and any proceedings thereon shall be published as soon as possible. 

The High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the conclusions of the Report. 
If the High Contracting Parties directly concerned are Members of the League of Nations, 

the Council of the League shall exercise the rights devolving upon it in such circumstances in virtue 
of the Covenant of the League of Nations with a view to ensuring the observance of the Convention 
and to safeguarding the peace of nations. 

ANNEX 9. 
C.P.D.280(a) 

Geneva, December 1st, 1930. 

TEXTS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION DRAWN UP AT 

SECOND READING. 

This document contains the text of Article IB and of the articles of Section V of Chapter V drawn 
up at the second reading. 

CHAPTER V. — MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

Section L — Organisation. 

Article IB. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations a statement in accordance with a standard model indicating by categories of 
materials the total actual expenditure in the course of the preceding year on the upkeep, purchase 
and manufacture of war materials of the land forces. 

Note. — In giving an opinion on this Article, the Governments will take into account the reports supplied by the 
Committee of Budgetary Experts regarding the number and nature of the categories to be set up and the methods of 
publicity thus adopted in connection with the provisions of the annex regarding limitation referred to in Article TA 
of the present Convention. 

Section V. — Ratification, Coming into force, Denunciation. 

Article EA. 

The present Convention shall not in any way diminish the obligations of previous treaties, 
under which certain of the High Contracting Parties have agreed to limit their military, naval 
or air armaments, and have thus fixed in relation to one another their respective rights and 
obligations in this connection. 

The following High Contracting Parties . . . signatory to the said treaties declare 
that the limits fixed for their armaments under the present Convention are accepted by them in 
relation to the obligations referred to in the preceding paragraph, the maintenance of such 
obligations being for them an essential condition for the observance of the present Convention. 
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Article EB. 
The present Convention shall be ratified by the High Contracting Parties in accordance with 

their respective constitutional methods. The instruments of ratification shall be deposited at 
Geneva. 

It shall come into force, for each Party whose instrument of ratification has been deposited, 
as soon as the instruments of ratification have been deposited by . . . [list to be drawn up by 
the Conference]. 

Should the present Convention not have come into force in accordance with the preceding 
paragraph by . . . the High Contracting Parties shall be invited by the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations to meet and consider the possibility of putting it into force. They 
undertake to participate in this consultation, which shall take place before . . . 

Article ED. 
Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes that, as soon as the Convention has come 

into force for itself, it will begin the necessary measures for carrying the provisions of the 
Convention into effect. 

Article EE. 
The present Convention shall in principle have a period of duration of x years, and shall 

remain in force after the expiration of that period, except in so far as it is amended, superseded 
or denounced under the conditions specified in the following Articles. 

Article EG. 
Before the end of the period of x years provided for in the preceding Article, and not less 

than y years after its entry into force, the present Convention shall be re-examined by the High 
Contracting Parties, which shall meet in Conference. The date of this meeting shall be fixed by the 
Council of the League of Nations, after taking cognisance of the opinion of the Permanent Disar- 
mament Commission and of the intentions of the High Contracting Parties non-members of the 
League of Nations. 

The above-mentioned Conference may, if necessary, revise the present Convention and 
establish fresh provisions in substitution therefor, fixing their period of duration and laying down 
general rules regarding their examination and subsequent revision, if the latter is required. 

Article EH. 
Before the end of the term indicated for the purpose in the preceding Article, and not less 

than z years after the entry into force of the present Convention, the procedure for examination 
and revision laid down in that Article may also be carried out at the request of a High Contracting 
Party, with the approval of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, if the conditions under which 
the engagements stipulated in the Convention were contracted have undergone, as the result of 
technical transformations or special circumstances, changes justifying a fresh examination and, 
if necessary, the revision of such engagements. 

Article EJ. 

In the course of a conference held in the circumstances provided for in the two preceding 
Articles, any High Contracting Party shall be entitled to notify its intention to denounce the 
present Convention. 

Such denunciation shall take effect two years after date, but in no case before the expiration 
period of the mentioned in Article EF. 

ANNEX 10. 
C.P.D.287. 

Geneva, November 28th, 1930. 

REPORT BY THE DRAFTING COMMITTEE ON CHAPTER I OF THE 

DRAFT CONVENTION. 

The Drafting Committee submits the following proposals to the Commission in regard to the 
drafting of Chapter I of the draft Convention: 

Although they involve a large number of formal changes, these proposals do not in any way 
affect the substance of the draft. Their sole object is to present the stipulations of Chapter I in a 
simpler and clearer manner. 

As most of the changes are self-explanatory, the Drafting Committee merely desires to draw 
attention to the following points: 

1. To avoid too frequent repetition in the course of the Convention of the same formula 
dealing with the limitation and, as far as possible, the reduction of the various kinds of armaments, 
the Committee, in accordance with precedent, proposes that the principle of this limitation and 
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reduction should be laid down once and for all at the beginning of the draft in a (new) Article t, 
while the object of the remainder of the provisions will be to define the conditions of application 
of this general principle. ... r « • ■ » 

2. Article A, drawn up at second reading, deals with the limitation of effectives ^m service . 
These effectives “ in service ” are defined in Article E as “ average daily effectives . 

It appeared preferable in Article 2 (former Article A) to use the expression average daily 
effectives ”. The fact that these effectives are calculated according to the number of days duty 
(Article ^5, former Article El clearly shows that they are “ effectives in service . 

It is for the Commission to decide whether the term “ days’ duty ” is not somewhat ambiguous, 
q. As the headings of the tables have the same value as the texts of articles, the Drafting 

Committee considered that certain provisions, such as Article H, which is merely an enumeration 
of the columns to be included in the tables, could quite well be omitted when these tables aie drawn 
up and that it would be sufficient for the said tables to be closely combined with the corresponding 
articles. The drafting of the old Article A (Article 2) has accordingly been revised to provide for the 
limitation of average daily effectives in each of the categories of effectives mentioned in the tables. 
These tables are incorporated in the section relating to the limitation of effectives 

The headings of these tables are taken from paragraphs 1, 2, 4 and 5 of Article tl. 
As regards the paragraphs of Article H dealing with the exchange of information between the 

contracting parties,Pthese will be similarly represented in the headings of the tables which will 
be inserted immediately after Article I A. , , 

4. In drawing up the headings of the tables, the Drafting Committee has made two slight 
alterations in the formulas employed in Article H. 

(1) The term used in the second and sixth paragraphs of Article H. soldiers . 
who may have completed more than * years ”, has been replaced by the words, soldiers . . . 
who have completed . . . ’ . , J, 

(2) In drawing up the headings of the tables relating to formations organised on a 
military basis, it was considered expedient to add to the word “ officers ” the words or officia s 
assimilated to them”, and to the word “soldiers”, the words or officials . . . who 

have completed . 

C.P.D. 260. 

ANNEX 11. 

Geneva, November 20th, 1930. 

CHAPTER II. — MATERIAL. 

SECTION II. — NAVAL ARMAMENTS. 1 

Texts drawn up by the Commission on November 20TH, 1930. 

Note. — Such figures as appear in the following draft correspond to those agreed on in the 
Treaties of Washington and London and are only given as an indication. 

Article A. 2 

The High Contracting Parties agree to limit and, so far as possible to re^u^ fJ^irJiaXa
(| 

armaments In consequence they undertake not to exceed throughout the duration of 
Convention as regards the global tonnage of their vessels of war, other than the exempt vessels 
specified in Annex I and the special vessels mentioned in Annex II, the figures laid down in Table I. 

Article B. 

Table II shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each High Contracting Party 
intends to distribute, during the period of application of the Convention, the total (global) tonnag 
which it has limited to the figure indicated, as far as it is concerned, in Table 1 

The maximum displacement and gun-calibre limits of the several categories shall be as fa d 
down in this Convention. 

1 Regarding methods of limitation of naval material, the Italian delegation wishes to place on record their general 
reservation made at the London Conference, to the effect that the Italian Government cannot f mlrent 
rather than another until ratios of strength and maximum levels of tonnage have been agreed upon by the diffe 
I owe^' h reference tQ Articies A and B, the Italian delegation expressed the opinion that they should be replaced by 

a single article stating: “ The limitation of naval armament accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties is mdi a 
in the annexed table ... ”, which might be the Table II attached to this document. 

Consequently, the Italian delegation is in favour of suppressing Table 1. 
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Article C. 
Within the limits of the total (global) tonnage shown for each High Contracting Party in 

Table I, and in the absence of more strict conditions resulting from special conventions to which 
it is or may become a party, each of the High Contracting Parties may effect a transfer of the 
tonnage indicated for it in the different categories in Table II, subject to the two following 
conditions: 

(1) The tonnages by category shown for each Contracting Party in Table II 
shall in no case be the object of increase beyond the figures shown for it in Table III. 

(2) Before the laying down of the ship or ships for the construction of which the 
transferred tonnage has been assigned, due notice must be given to all of the other High 
Contracting Parties of the amount of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice being that 
laid down for each of the High Contracting Parties in Table III. 

Article D. 
No capital ship shall exceed 35,000 tons (35,560 metric tons) standard displacement or carry 

a gun exceeding 16 inches (406 mm.) in calibre. 

Article E. 
1. No aircraft carrier shall exceed 27,000 tons (27,432 metric tons) standard displacement 

or carry a gun with a calibre in excess of 8 inches (203 mm.). 
2. No aircraft carrier of 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) or less standard displacement 

shall carry a gun exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre. 
3. If the armament carried includes guns exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre, the 

total number of guns carried, except anti-aircraft guns and guns not exceeding 5.1 inches 
(130 mm.) shall not exceed ten. If, alternatively, the armament contains no guns exceeding 
6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre, the number of guns is not limited. In either case, the number of 
anti-aircraft guns and of guns not exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm.) in calibre is not limited. 

Article F. 
No submarine shall exceed 2,000 tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement or carry a 

gun exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm.) in calibre. 

Article G. 

No vessel of war exceeding the limitations as to displacement or armament prescribed by 
the present Convention shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for or within the jurisdiction 
of any of the High Contracting Parties. 

Article H. 

In regard to vessels of war limited by the present Treaty, the High Contracting Parties agree 
to be bound by the rules for replacement set out in Annex IV. 

Article I. 
Within one month after the date of laying down and the date of completion respectively 

of each vessel of war, other than the vessels exempt from limitation as defined in Annex I, laid 
down or completed by or for them or within their jurisdiction after the coming into force of the 
present Convention, the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to each of the other High 
Contracting Parties the information detailed below: 

(a) The date of laying down the keel and the following particulars: 

Classification of the vessel and for whom built (if not for the High Contracting 
Party), standard displacement in tons and metric tons. Principal dimensions—namely, 
length of water-line, extreme beam at or below water-line. Mean draught at standard 
displacement. Calibre of the largest gun. 

(b) The date of completion, together with the foregoing particulars relating to the 
vessel at that date. 

Article J. 
No preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation of warlike 

armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war, other than the necessary 
stiffening of decks for the mounting of guns not exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

Article K. 
In the event of a High Contracting Party being engaged in war, such Power shall not use as 

a vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its jurisdiction for any 
other Power, or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction for another Power and 
not delivered. 

Article L. 
Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to dispose—by gift, sale or any mode of 

transfer—of any vessel of war in such a manner that such vessel may become a vessel of war in the 
navy of any foreign Power. 
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Article M. 

Any vessels of war which have to be disposed of as being surplus to the tonnage figures allowed 
by this Convention shall be disposed of in accordance with the rules given in Annex V. 

Article N. 

Existing ships of various types, which, prior to April ist, 1930, have been used as stationary 
training establishments or bulks, may be retained in a non-seagoing condition. 

Article 0. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the 
maintenance, purchase and manufacture of war material, for naval armaments, to the figures and 
under the conditions defined in annex No. ... to the present Convention. 

Mote. — The two following articles appear in Part III of the London Naval Treaty, and are quoted as examples 
of supplementary restrictions which certain High Contracting Parties may be prepared to assume: 

Article ... 
Not more than 25 per cent of the allowed total tonnage in the cruiser category may be lifted with a landing-on 

platform or deck for aircraft. 
Article ... 

In the destroyer category, not more than 16 per cent of the allowed total tonnage shall be employed in vessels 
of over 1,500 tons (1,524 metric tons) standard displacement. 

Table I. 

High Contracting Party 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 

Total (Global) Tonnage 

Table II. 

1 For Powers which possess only vessels of a displacement which does not exceed 8,000 tons. 
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Table III. 

Rules for Transfer. 

The figures to be entered in this table will be calculated on the following principles: 

1. Account must be taken of the special circumstances of each Power, and of the classes 
of ships involved in the transfer. 

2. Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed 100,000 tons 1 will have full freedom of 
transfer as regards surface ships. 

3. As regards the others Powers, the amount of the transfer should vary in inverse ratio to 
the amount of the total (global) tonnage of each of them. 

Annex I. 

EXEMPT VESSELS. 

Subject to any special agreements which may submit them to limitation, the following 
vessels are exempt from limitation: 

(a) Naval surface combatant vessels of 600 tons (610 metric tons) standard displacement 
and under; 

(b) Naval surface combatant vessels exceeding 600 tons (610 metric tons), but not 
exceeding 2,000 tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement, provided they have none 
of the following characteristics; 

(1) Mount a gun above 6.1-inch (155 mm.) calibre; 
(2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 
(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots. 

(c) Naval surface vessels not specifically built as fighting ships which are employed 
on fleet duties or as troop transport or in some other way than as fighting ships, provided 
they have none of the following characteristics: 

(1) Mount a gun above 6.1-inch (155 mm.) calibre; 
(2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 
(3) Are designed to launch torpedoes; 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots; 
(5) Are protected by armour plate; 
(6) Are designed or fitted to launch mines; 
(7) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the air; 
(8) Mount more than one aircraft-launching apparatus on the centre line; or two, 

one on each broadside; 
(9) If fitted with any means of launching aircraft into the air, are designed or 

adapted to operate at sea more than three aircraft. 

Annex II. 

LIST OF SPECIAL VESSELS. 

Annex III. 

DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of the present Treaty, the following expressions are to be understood in 
the sense defined in this part. 

(a) Capital Ships. 

(i) Vessels of war, not aircraft carriers, whose displacement exceeds 10,000 tons (10,160 
metric tons) standard displacement, or which carry a gun with a calibre exceeding 8 inches (203 mm) 

1 This figure is given as an indication. 
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(ii) Vessels of war not exceeding 8,ooo tons displacement and the calibre of whose guns 
exceeds 8 inches (203 mm.). 

(b) Aircraft Carriers. 

Surface vessels of war, whatever their displacement, designed for the specific and exclusive 
purpose of carrying aircraft and so constructed that aircraft can be launched therefrom and landed 
thereon. 

(c) Cruisers. 

Surface vessels of war, other than capital 
ships or aircraft carriers, the standard displace- 
ment of which exceeds 1,850 tons (1,880 metric 
tons) or with a gun above 5.1 inches (130 mm.) 
calibre. 

The cruiser category is divided into two 
sub-categories, as follows: 

[i) Cruisers carrying a gun above 6.1 
inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

(ii) Cruisers carrying a gun not above 
6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

(d) Destroyers. 

Surface vessels of war, the standard displace- 
ment of which does not exceed 1,850 tons 
(1,880 metric tons) and with a gun not above 
5.1 inches (130 mm.) calibre. 

(cd) Light Surface Vessels. 

Surface vessels of war, the standard 
displacement of which does not exceed 10,000 
tons, and with guns not exceeding 8 inches 
calibre. 

These are divided into two sub-categories as 
follows: 

(i) Vessels carrying a gun above 6.1 
inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

(ii) Vessels carrying a gun not above 
6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

Standard Displacement. 

1. The standard displacement of a surface vessel is the displacement of the vessel complete, 
fully manned, engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition, equip- 
ment, outfit, provisions and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores and implements of every 
description that are intended to be carried in war, but without fuel or reserve feed water on board. 

2. The standard displacement of a submarine is the surface displacement of the vessel 
complete (exclusive of the water in non-watertight structure), fully manned, engined and equipped 
ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition, equipment, outfit, provisions for crew, 
miscellaneous stores and implements of every description that are intended to be carried in war, 
but without fuel, lubricating oil, fresh water or ballast water of any kind on board. 

3. Each naval combatant vessel shall be rated at its displacement tonnage when in the 
standard condition. 

The word " ton ”, except in the expression “ metric tons ”, shall be understood to be the ton 
of 2,240 pounds (1,016 kilos.). 

Annex IV. 

RULES FOR REPLACEMENT. 

1. Except as provided in paragraph 4 of this Annex, no vessel limited by this Convention 
shall be replaced until it becomes “ over-age ”. 

2. A vessel shall be deemed to be “ over-age ” when the following number of years have 
elapsed since the date of its completion: 

(a) Capital ships: 20 1 years subject to special provision as may be necessary for the 
replacement of existing ships. 

(h) Aircraft-carriers: 20 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary for 
existing ships. 

(c) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) but not exceeding 10,000 tons 
(10,160 metric tons) standard displacement: 

(d) (i) If laid down before January 1st, 1920, 16 years; 
(ii) If laid down after December 31st, 1919, 20 years. 

(d) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement: 

(i) If laid down before January 1st, 1921, 12 years; 
(ii) If laid down after December 31st, 1920, 16 years. 

(e) Submarines: 13 years. 

1 Under the London Treaty, certain Powers agreed not to exercise their rights to lay down the keels of capital ship 
eplacement tonnage during the years 1931 to 1936 inclusive, as provided in the Washington Treaty. 
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3. The keels of replacement tonnage shall not be laid down more than three years before the 
year in which the vessel to be replaced becomes “ over-age ”; but this period is reduced to two yearj| 
in the case of any replacement surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard 
displacement. 

The right of replacement is not lost by delay in laying down replacement tonnage. 
4. In the event of loss or accidental destruction, a vessel may be replaced immediately, 

but such replacement tonnage shall be subject to the limits of displacement and other provisions 
of this Convention. 

Annex V. 

RULES FOR DISPOSAL OF VESSELS OF WAR. 

The present Convention provides for the disposal of vessels of war in the following ways: 

(1) By scrapping (sinking or breaking up); 
(2) By converting the vessel to a hulk; 
(3) By converting the vessel to target use exclusively; 
(4) By retaining the vessel exclusively for experimental purposes; 
(5) By retaining the vessel exclusively for training purposes. 

Any vessel of war to be disposed of may either be scrapped or converted to a hulk at the 
option of the High Contracting Party concerned. 

Vessels which have been retained for target, experimental or training purposes shall finally 
be scrapped or converted to hulks. 

Section I. — Vessels to be scrapped. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping, by reason of its replacement, must be rendered 
incapable of warlike service within six months of the date of the completion of its successor, or of 
the first of its successors if there are more than one. If, however, the completion of the new vessel 
or vessels be delayed, the work of rendering the old vessel incapable of warlike service shall, 
nevertheless, be completed within four and a half years from the date of laying the keel of the new 
vessel, or of the first of the new vessels; but should the new vessel, or any of the new vessels, be a 
surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement this period is 
reduced to three and a half years. 

(b) A vessel to be scrapped shall be considered incapable of warlike service when there shall 
have been removed and landed or else destroyed in the ship: 

(1) All guns and essential parts of guns, fire control tops and revolving parts of all 
barbettes and turrets; 

(2) All hydraulic or electric machinery for operating turrets; 
(3) All fire-control instruments and range-finders; 
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines and mine rails; 
(5) All torpedoes, war-heads, torpedo-tubes and training-racks; 
(6) All wireless telegraphy installations; 
(7) All main propelling machinery, or alternatively the armoured conning-tower and all 

side armour-plate; 
(8) All aircraft cranes, derricks, lifts and launching apparatus. All landing-on or 

flying-off platforms and decks, or alternatively all main propelling machinery; 
(9) In addition, in the case of submarines, all main storage batteries, air compressor 

plants and ballast pumps. 

(c) Scrapping shall be finally effected in either of the following ways, within twelve months 
of the date on which the work of rendering the vessel incapable of warlike service is due for 
completion: 

(1) Permanent sinking of the vessel; 
(2) Breaking the vessel up, this shall always include the destruction or removal of all 

machinery, boilers and armour, and all deck, side and bottom-plating. 

Section II. — Vessels to be converted to Hulks. 

A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to a hulk shall be considered finally disposed of 
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when the conditions prescribed in Section I, paragraph (b), have been complied with omitting 
sub-paragraphs (6), (7) and (8), and when the following have been effected: 

(1) Mutilation beyond repair of all propeller-shafts, thrust-blocks, turbine-gearing 
or main propelling-motors, and turbines or cylinders of main engines; 

(2) Removal of propeller-brackets; 
(3) Removal and breaking up of all aircraft-lifts, and the removal of all aircraft-cranes, 

derricks and launching apparatus. 

The vessel must be put in the above condition within the same limits of time as provided 
in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 

Section III. — Vessels to be converted to Target Use. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to target use exclusively shall be considered 
incapable of warlike service when there have been removed and landed, or rendered unserviceable 
on board, the following: 

(1) All guns; 
(2) All fire-control tops and instruments and main fire-control communication wiring; 
(3) All machinery for operating gun-mountings or turrets; 
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines, torpedoes and torpedo-tubes; 
(5) All aviation facilities and accessories. 

The vessel must be put into the above conditions within the same limits of time as provided 
in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 

(b) In addition to the rights already possessed by each High Contracting Party under the 
Washington Treaty, each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain, for target use exclusively 
at any one time: 

(1) Not more than three vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these three vessels 
only one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement; 

(2) One submarine. 

(c) On retaining a vessel for target use, the High Contracting Party concerned undertakes 
not to recondition it for warlike service. 

Section IV — Vessels retained for Experimental Purposes. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to experimental purposes exclusively shall be 
dealt with in accordance with the provisions of Section III (a) of this Annex. 

(b) Without prejudice to the general rules, and provided that due notice be given to the 
other High Contracting Parties, reasonable variation from the conditions prescribed in Section 
III (a) of this Annex, in so far as may be necessary for the purposes of a special experiment, may 
be permitted as a temporary measure. 

Any High Contracting Party taking advantage of this provision is required to furnish full 
details of any such variation and the period for which they will be required. 

(c) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain for experimental purposes exclusively 
at any one time: 

(1) Not more than two vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these two vessels only 
one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement; 

(2) One submarine. 

(d) On retaining a vessel for experimental purposes, the High Contracting Party concerned 
undertakes not to recondition it for warlike service. 

c 
Section V. — Vessels retained for Training Purposes. 

(a) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain, for training purposes exclusively, 
the following vessels: 

(6) Vessels retained for training purposes under the provisions of paragraph (a) shall, within 
six months of the date on which they are required to be disposed of, be dealt with as follows: 
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1. Capital Ships. 

(1) Removal of main-armament guns, revolving parts of all barbettes and turrets; 
machinery for operating turrets; but three turrets with their armament may be retained 
in each ship; 

(2) Removal of all ammunition and explosives in excess of the quantity required for 
target-practice training for the guns remaining on board; 

(3) Removal of conning-tower and the side-armour belt between the foremost and 
aftermost barbettes; 

(4) Removal or mutilation of all torpedo-tubes ; 
(5) Removal or mutilation on board of all boilers in excess of the number required for 

a maximum speed of eighteen knots. 

2. Other Surface Vessels. 

The following is to be carried out: 

(1) Removal of one-half of the guns, but four guns of main calibre may be retained on 
each vessel; 

(2) Removal of all torpedo-tubes; 
(3) Removal of all aviation facilities and accessories; 
(4) Removal of one-half of the boilers. 

(c) The High Contracting Party concerned undertakes that vessels retained in accordance 
with the provisions of this Section shall not be used for any combatant purpose. 

ANNEX 12. 

C.P.D.292. 

Geneva, December 3rd, 1930. 

DRAFT CONVENTION. 

Note by the Drafting Committee. 

The Drafting Committee presents in this document a revised draft of the Convention. 
In this draft the amendments adopted by the Commission at its recent meetings have been 

inserted, and some improvements have been effected in the text in consequence of observations 
made by certain delegations. 

The articles in which the text differs from that presented in documents C.P.D.280 and 280(0) 
are as follows: 

Part I (former Chapter I): Articles 2, 3, 4, tables of Chapter A, Articles 5 (new), 5 (0) 
(former Article 6), 6, 7, table of Chapter B. 

Part II: Table II, Annex III, Articles 24, 27. 
Part IV: Article 29 and the annexed tables, Articles 31, 34, 35, 36. 
Part VI: Article 58. 

Article 1 (new). 

The High Contracting Parties agree to limit and, so far as possible, to reduce their 
respective armaments as provided in the present Convention. 

PART I. — PERSONNEL. 

CHAPTER A. — EFFECTIVES. 

Article 2 (former Articles A and H). 

The average daily effectives in the land, sea and air armed forces and formations organised 
on a military basis of each of the High Contracting Parties shall not exceed, in each of the categories 
of effectives defined in the tables annexed to this Chapter, the figure laid down for such party 
in the corresponding column of the said tables. 
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Article 3 (former Article E). 

The average daily effectives are reckoned by dividing the total number of days’ duty performed 
in each year by the number of days in such year. 

Article 4 (former Articles C and D). 

By formations organised on a military basis shall be understood police forces of all 
kinds, gendarmerie, Customs officials, forest guards, which, whatever their legal purpose, are, 
in time of peace, by reason of their staff of officers, establishment, training, armament, equipment, 
capable of being employed for military purposes without measures of mobilisation, as well as 
any other organisation complying with the above condition. 

By mobilisation, within the meaning of the present article, shall be understood all the 
measures for the purpose of providing the whole or part of the various corps, services and units 
with the personnel and material required to pass from a peace-time footing to a war-time footing. 

Tables annexed to Chapter A of Part I. 

Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are not to be exceeded 
in the Land Armed Forces. 

Table I. — Land Armed Forces 
stationed in the Home Country. 

Table II (optional). — TMe nI _ Total Land 
Land Armed Forces Armed Forces 

stationed Overseas. 

!h +-> TJ C t, o d CJ P-t 

Total 
effectives, 
including 

the 
effectives 
specified 

in columns 
b and c 

Officers 
(Article 
H. 1) 

Other 
soldiers 

who have 
completed 
more than 
x 1 months 
of service 

(Article 
H. 2) 

Total 
effectives, 
including 

the 
effectives 
specified 

in columns 
b and c 

Officers 
(Article 
H. 1) 

Other 
soldiers 

who have 
completed 
more than 
x 1 months 
of service 

(Article 
H. 2) 

Total 
effectives, 
including 

the 
effectives 
specified 

in columns 
b and c 

Officers 
(Article 
H. 1) 

Other 
soldiers 

who have 
completed 
more than 
v 1 months 
of service 

(Article 
H. 2) 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are not to be exceeded in the Land 
Formations organised on a Military Basis. 

Table IV. — Formations organised on a Military Basis 
stationed in the Home Country. 

to 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Total effectives, 
including 

the effectives 
specified in 
columns b 

and c 

Officers 
or officials 
ranking as 

officers 
(Article H. 1) 

Table V. — Formations organised 
on a Military Basis stationed Overseas. 

Other soldiers 
or officials who 
have completed 
more than x 1 

months of service 
(Article H. 2) 

Total effectives, 
including 

the effectives 
specified in 
columns b 

and c 

Officers 
or officials 
ranking as 

officers 
(Article H. 1 

Other soldiers 
or officials who 
have completed 
more than x 1 

months of service 
(Article H. 2) 

1 Note. — This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the 
conscript army of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention. 



Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are not to be exceeded in the Sea Armed 
Forces. 

Table VI. — Sea Armed Forces. Table VII. — Sea Formations organised 
on a Military Basis. 

High 
Contracting 

Parties 

Total effectives 
(officers, petty officers and men) 

(Article H. 4) 

Total effectives 
(officers, petty officers and men and officials 

of every grade (Article H. 4) 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are not to be exceeded in the 
Air Armed Forces. * 

Table VIII (Optional). — Air 
Armed Forces stationed in the Home 

Country. 

Table IX (optional). — Air 
Armed Forces stationed 

Overseas. 

Table X. — Total Air 
Armed Forces. 

£ .2 
c t: § 03 
o & 
X bo 

Total effectives, 
including the 

effectives 
specified 

in column b 

Effectives who have 
completed more 
than x 1 months 

of service 
(officers, 

non-commissioned 
officers and men) 

(Article H. 6.) 

Total effectives, 
including the 

effectives 
specified 

in column b 

Effectives who have 
completed more 
than x 1 months 

of service 
(officers, 

non-commissioned 
officers and men) 

(Article H. 6.) 

Total effectives, 
including the 

effectives 
specified 

in column b 

Effectives who have 
completed more 
than x 1 months 

of service 
(officers, 

non-commissioned 
officers and men) 

(Article H. 6.) 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are not to be exceeded in the Air 
Formations organised on a Military Basis. 

Table XI. — Air Formations organised on a Military 
Basis stationed in the Home Country. 

Table XII. — Air Formations organised 
on a Military Basis stationed Overseas. 

xi be 

Total effectives, 
including the 

effectives 
specified in 
column b 

Effectives or officials who 
have completed more than xi 
months of service (officers, 
non-commissioned officers, 
men and officials of every 

grade) (Article H. 6.) 

Total effectives, 
including the 

effectives 
specified in 
column b 

Effectives or officials who 
have completed more than xi 
months of service (officers, 
non-commissioned officers, 
men and officials of every 

grade) (Article H. 6.) 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

* Note by the Drafting Committee. — When drawing up the column headings of Tables VIII to XII, annexed to 
Part I, and of the Model Tables VI to XII, annexed to Article 29, the Drafting Committee assumed that the Commission 
had decided to fix the figure * at a period of service equal to the longest period of service completed in any of the armies 
of the High Contracting Parties by effectives recruited by conscription. In the event of this assumption being erroneous, 
should the figure x be different in the case of land, sea and air forces ? 

1 Note. — This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the 
conscript army of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention. 
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CHAPTER B. — PERIOD OF SERVICE. 

Article 5 (new). 
The provisions of this Chapter apply only to effectives recruited by conscription. 

Article 5 (a) (former Article I). 
For each of the High Contracting Parties concerned, the maximum total periods of service to 

which the effectives recruited by conscription are liable in the land, sea or air armed forces or 
formations organised on a military basis respectively, shall not exceed the figures laid down for 
such party in the table annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 6 (former Article I). 
For each man, the total period of service is the total number of days comprised in the different 

periods of service which he is liable under the national law to perform. 

Article 7 (former Article XB). 
As an exception each of the High Contracting Parties concerned may exceed the limits 

which he has accepted by the table annexed to this Chapter in so far as, owing to a falling-off in 
the number of births, such an increase may be necessary to enable the maximum total number of 
effectives fixed in his case by the tables annexed to Chapter A of this part. 

Article 8 (former Articles I and XB). 
In any case, the total period of service shall not exceed . . . months. 

Table annexed to Chapter B of Part I 

High Contracting 
Parties 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Maximum total period of service to which the effectives recruited by conscription 
are liable in the armed forces or formations organised on a military basis 

Land Sea Air 

P ART 11. — MATERIAL. 

CHAPTER A. — LAND ARMAMENTS. 

Article 9 (former Article TA). 
(Provisional text, pending the drafting of the Annex.) 

The annual expenditure of each High Contracting Party on the upkeep, purchase and 
manufacture of war material for land armaments shall be limited to the figures laid down for such 
Party, and in accordance with the conditions prescribed, in the annex to this Article. 

Note. — In pronouncing on this Article, the Governments will take into account at the Conference the report 
requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the 
drawing up of the annex to this Article. 

The Preparatory Commission, by sixteen votes to three and six abstentions, adopted the principle of limitation 
by expenditure. It also discussed the following resolution: 

“ The Preparatory Commission is of opinion that the principle of direct limitation should be applied to land 
war material.” 
When this resolution was put to the vote, there were nine votes in favour, nine against and seven abstentions. 
Lastly, it examined the principle of a combination of the two methods. Nine members of the Commission voted 

in favour of this principle; eleven voted against and five abstained. 

CHAPTER B. — NAVAL ARMAMENTS. 

(Note. — Such figures and dates as appear in this Chapter are only given as an 
indication; most of them correspond to the figures and dates laid down in the 
Treaties of Washington and London.) 
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Article 10 (former Article A of document C.P.D.260). 
Throughout the duration of the present Convention, the global tonnage of the vessels of war 

of each of the High Contracting Parties, other than the vessels exempt from limitation under 
Annex I to this Chapter and the special vessels enumerated in Annex II, shall not exceed the 
figure laid down for such Party in Table I annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 11 (former Article B). 
Table II annexed to this Chapter shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each 

High Contracting Party intends to distribute during the period of application of the present 
Convention the global tonnage which is limited in the case of such Party to the figure laid down 
in Table I. 

Article 12 (former Article C). 
Within the limits of the global tonnage fixed for such Party in Table I, and failing any stricter 

conditions resulting from special conventions to which it is or may become a party, each of the 
High Contracting Parties may modify the distribution shown for it in Table II, subject to the 
following conditions: 

(1) The tonnages by category shown for each High Contracting Party in Table II shall 
in no case be the object of increase beyond the figures shown for it in Table III annexed 
to this Chapter. 

(2) Before the laying-down of the ship or ships for the construction of which 
the transferred tonnage has been assigned, due notice must be given to all the other High 
Contracting Parties of the amount of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice being 
that laid down for each of the High Contracting Parties in Table III. 

Article 13 (former Article D). 
No capital ship shall exceed 35,000 tons (35,560 metric tons) standard displacment or carry a 

gun exceeding 16 inches (406 mm.) in calibre. 

Article 14 (former Article E). 
No aircraft carrier shall exceed 27,000 tons (27,432 metric tons) standard displacement or 

carry a gun with a calibre in excess of 8 inches (203 mm.). 
No aircraft carrier of 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) or less standard displacement shall 

carry a gun exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre. 
If the armament carried includes guns exceedings 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre, the total 

number of guns carried except anti-aircraft guns and guns not exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm.), 
shall not exceed ten. If, alternatively, the armament contains no guns exceeding 6.1 inches 
(155 mm.) in calibre, the number of guns is not limited. In either case, the number of anti-aircraft 
guns and of guns not exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm.) in calibre, is not limited. 

Article 25 (former Article F). 
No submarine shall exceed 2,000 tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement or carry a 

gun exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm.) in calibre. 

Article 16 (former Article G). 
No vessel of war exceeding the limitations as to displacement or armament prescribed by 

the present Convention shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for or within the jurisdiction 
of any of the High Contracting Parties. 

Article 27 (former Article H). 
In regard to the replacement of the vessels of war limited by the present Convention, the 

High Contracting Parties will comply with the rules set out in Annex IV to this Chapter. 

Article 18 (former Article J). 
No preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation of warlike 

armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war, other than the necessary 
stiffening of decks for the mounting of guns not exceeding 6.1 inchse (155 mm.) in calibre. 

Article ig (former Article K). 
In the event of a High Contracting Party’s being engaged in war, such Party shall not use 

as a vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its jurisdiction for 
any other Power, or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction for another Power 
and not delivered. 

Article 20 (former Article L). 
Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to dispose, by gift, sale, or any mode 

of transfer, of any vessel of war in such a manner that such vessel may become a vessel of war 
in the navy of any foreign Power. 
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Article 21 (former Article M). 

Any vessels of war which have to be disposed of as being surplus to the tonnage figures allowed 
by the present Convention shall be disposed of in accordance with the rules set out in Annex V 
to this Chapter. 

Article 22 (former Article N). 

Existing ships of various types, which, prior to April 1st, 1930, have been used as stationary 
training establishments or hulks, may be retained in a non-seagoing condition. 

Article 23 (former Article O). 

(Provisional text pending the drafting of the Annex.) 

The annual expenditure of each High Contracting Party on the upkeep, purchase and manu- 
facture of war material for naval armaments shall be limited to the figures laid down for such 
Party, and in accordance with the conditions prescribed, in Annex . . . 

* * * 
Note, — The two following articles appear in Part HI of the London Naval Treaty, and are quoted as examples of 

supplementary restrictions which certain High Contracting Parties may be prepared to accept: 

Article ... 
“ Not more than 25 per cent of the allowed total tonnage in the cruiser category may be fitted with a landing-on 

platform or deck for aircraft.” 
Article ... 

“ In the destroyer category, not more than 16 per cent of the allowed total tonnage shall be employed in 
vessels of over 1,500 tons (1,523 metric tons) standard displacement.” 

Table I. 

High Contracting Party Global Tonnage 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 

Table II. 

Categories 
(defined in Annex III) 

(a) Capital ships. 
(*‘) 

(ii) 1 

(b) Aircraft-carriers. 

(cd) 
Light 
surface 
vessels 

(c) Cruisers. 
(i) Guns of more than 6.1 inches 

(155 mm.) 
[U) Guns of 6.1 inches and less 

(155 mm.) 

(d) Destroyers. 

{e) Submarines. 

A 

High Contracting Parties 

B C D G 

tons). 
1 For parties who do not possess any capital ship of a standard displacement exceeding 8,000 tons (8,128 metric 
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Table III. — Rules for Transfer. 

The figures to be entered in this table will be calculated on the following principles: 
1. Account must be taken of the special circumstances of each Power, and of the classes 

of ships involved in the transfer. 
2. Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed 100,000 tons 1 will have full freedom of 

transfer as regards surface ships. 
3. As regards the other Powers, the amount of the transfer should vary in inverse ratio to 

the amount of the total (global) tonnage of each of them. 

Annex I to Chapter B of Part II. 

EXEMPT VESSELS. 

Subject to any special agreements which may submit them to limitation, the following 
vessels are exempt from limitation: 

(a) Naval surface combatant vessels of 600 tons (610 metric tons) standard displacement 
and under; 

{b) Naval surface combatant vessels exceeding 600 tons (610 metric tons), but not 
exceeding 2,000 tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement, provided they have none 
of the following characteristics; 

(1) Mount a gun above 6.1-inch (155 mm.) calibre; 
(2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 
(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots. 

(c) Naval surface vessels not specifically built as fighting ships which are employed 
on fleet duties or as troop transports or in some other way than as fighting ships, provided 
they have none of the following characteristics: 

(1) Mount a gun above 6.1-inch (155 mm.) calibre; 
(2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 
(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots; 
(5) Are protected by armour plate; 
(6) Are designed or fitted to launch mines; 
(7) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the air; 
(8) Mount more than one aircraft-launching apparatus on the centre line; or two, 

one on each broadside; 
(9) If fitted with any means of launching aircraft into the air, are designed or 

adapted to operate at sea more than three aircraft. 

Annex II to Chapter B of Part II. 

LIST OF SPECIAL VESSELS. 

Annex III to Chapter B of Part II. 

Definitions. 

For the purposes of the present Convention 
in the sense defined in this Annex: 

(a) Capital Ships. 

(i) Vessels of war, not aircraft carriers, 
whose displacement exceeds 10,000 tons (10,160 
metric tons) standard displacement, or which 
carry a gun with a calibre exceeding 8 inches 
(203 mm.). 

the following expressions are to be understood 

(ii) For Parties who do not possess any 
capital ship exceeding 8,000 tons (8,128 metric 
tons) standard displacement: 

Vessels of war not exceeding 8,000 tons 
(8,128 metric tons) standard displacement 
and the calibre of whose guns exceeds 
8 inches (203 mm.). 

This figure is given as an indication. 



(b) Aircraft Carriers. 

Surface vessels of war, whatever their displacement, designed for the specific and exclusive 
purpose of carrying aircraft and so constructed that aircraft can be launched therefrom and landed 
thereon. 

(c) Cruisers. 

Surface vessels of war, other than capital 
ships or aircraft carriers, the standard displace- 
ment of which exceeds 1,850 tons (1,880 
metric tons) or with a gun above 5.1 inches 
(130 mm.) calibre. 

The cruiser category is divided into two 
sub-categories, as follows: 

{i) Cruisers carrying a gun above 6.1 
inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

(ii) Cruisers not carrying a gun above 
6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

(cd) Light Surface Vessels. 

Surface vessels of war, other than aircraft 
carriers, the standard displacement of which 
does not exceed 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons), 
and with guns not exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.) 
calibre. 

The category of light surface vessels is divided 
into two sub-categories, as follows: 

(i) Vessels carrying a gun above 6.1 
inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

(ii) Vessels not carrying a gun above 
6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

(d) Destroyers. 

Surface vessels of war, the standard displace- 
ment of which does not exceed 1,850 tons 
(1,880 metric tons) and with a gun not above 
5.1 inches (130 mm.) calibre. 

Standard Displacement. 

1. The standard displacement of a surface vessel is the displacement of the vessel complete, 
fully manned, engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition 
equipment, outfit, provisions and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores and implements of 
every description that are intended to be carried in war, but without fuel or reserve feed watei 
on board. . 

2. The standard displacement of a submarine is the surface displacement of the vessel 
complete (exclusive of the water in non-watertight structure), fully manned, engined and equipped 
ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition, equipment, outfit provisions for crew, 
miscellaneous stores and implements of every description that are intended to be carried in war, 
but without fuel, lubricating oil, fresh water or ballast water of any kind on board. 

3. Each naval combatant vessel shall be rated at its displacement tonnage when in the 
standard condition. , x . , , ,, , 

The word “ ton ”, except in the expression “ metric tons ”, shall be understood to be the ton 
of 2,240 pounds (1,016 kilos.). 

Annex IV to Chapter B of Part II. 

Rules for Replacement 

1. Except as provided in paragraph 4 of this Annex, no vesesl limited by this Convention shall 
be replaced until it becomes “ over-age ”. . , 

2. A vessel shall be deemed to be “ over-age ” when the following number of years have 
elapsed since the date of its completion: 

(a) Capital ships: 20 1 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary for the 
replacement of existing ships. ... , * 

(b) Aircraft-carriers: 20 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary tor 
existing ships. 

(c) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) but not exceeding 10,000 
tons (10,160 metric tons) standard displacement: 

(i) If laid down before January 1st, 1920, 16 years; 
(ii) If laid down after December 31st, 1919, 20 years. 

(d) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement: 

(i) If laid down before January 1st, 1921, 12 years; 
(ii) If laid down after December 31st, 1920, 16 years. 

(e) Submarines: 13 years. 

1 Under the London Treaty, certain Powers agreed not to exercise their rights to lay down the keels of capital ship 
replacement tonnage during the years 1931 to 1936 inclusive, as provided in the Washington treaty. 
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3. The keels of replacement tonnage shall not be laid down more than three years before the 
year in which the vessel to be replaced becomes " over-age ”; but this period is reduced to two years 
in the case of any replacement surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard 
displacement. 

The right of replacement is not lost by delay in laying down replacement tonnage. 
4. In the event of loss or accidental destruction, a vessel may be replaced immediately; 

but such replacement tonnage shall be subject to the limits of displacement and to the other 
provisions of this Convention. 

Annex V to Chapter B of Part II. 

Rules for Disposal of Vessels of War. 

The present Convention provides for the disposal of vessels of war in the following ways: 

(1) By scrapping (sinking or breaking up); 
(2) By converting the vessel to a hulk; 
(3) By converting the vessel to target use exclusively; 
(4) By retaining the vessel exclusively for experimental purposes; 
(5) By retaining the vessel exclusively for training purposes. 

Any vessel of war to be disposed of, may either be scrapped or converted to a hulk at the 
option of the High Contracting Party concerned. 

Vessels which have been retained for target, experimental or training purposes, shall finally 
be scrapped or converted to hulks. 

Section I. — Vessels to be scrapped. 

{a) A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping, by reason of its replacement, must be rendered 
incapable of warlike service within six months of the date of the completion of its successor, or of 
the first of its successors if there are more than one. If, however, the completion of the new vessel 
or vessels be delayed, the work of rendering the old vessel incapable of warlike service shall, 
nevertheless, be completed within four and a-half years from the date of laying the keel of the new 
vessel, or of the first of the new vessels; but should the new vessel, or any of the new vessels, be a 
surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement this period is 
reduced to three and a half years. 

[b] A vessel to be scrapped shall be considered incapable of warlike service when there shall 
have been removed and landed or else destroyed in the ship: 

(1) All guns and essential parts of guns, fire control tops and revolving parts of all 
barbettes and turrets; 

(2) All hydraulic or electric machinery for operating turrets; 
(3) All fire-control instruments and range-finders; 
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines and mine rails; 
(5) All torpedoes, war-heads, torpedo-tubes and training-racks; 
(6) All wireless telegraphy installations; 
(7) All main propelling machinery, or alternatively the armoured conning-tower and all 

side armour-plate; 
(8) All aircraft cranes, derricks, lifts, and launching apparatus. All landing-on or 

flying-off platforms and decks, or alternatively all main propelling machinery; 
(9) In addition, in the case of submarines, all main storage batteries, air compressor 

plants and ballast pumps. 

(c) Scrapping shall be finally effected in either of the following ways, within twelve months 
of the date on which the work of rendering the vessel incapable of warlike service is due for 
completion: 

(1) Permanent sinking of the vessel; 
(2) Breaking the vessel up; this shall always include the destruction or removal of all 

machinery, boilers and armour, and all deck, side and bottom-plating. 

Section II. — Vessels to be converted to Hulks. 

A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to a hulk shall be considered finally disposed 
of when the conditions prescribed in Section I, paragraph (b) of this Annex, have been 
complied with omitting sub-paragraphs (6), (7) and (8), and when the following have been 
effected: 

(1) Mutilation beyond repair of all propeller-shafts, thust-blocks, turbine-gearing 
or main propelling-motors, and turbines or cylinders of main engines; 



- 5i8 - 

(2) Removal of propeller-brackets; 
Removal and. breaking up of all aircraft-lifts, and the removal of all aircraft-cranes, 

derricks and launching apparatus. 

The vessel must be put in the above condition within the same limits of time as provided 
in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 

Section III. — Vessels to be converted to Target Use. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to target use exclusively shall be considered 
incapable of warlike service when there have been removed and landed, or rendered unserviceable 
on board, the following: 

(1) All guns; , . 
(2) All fire-control tops and instruments and main fire-control communication wiring; 
(3) All machinery for operating gun-mountings or turrets; 
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines, torpedoes and torpedo-tubes; 
(5) All aviation facilities and accessories. 

The vessel must be put into the above conditions within the same limits of time as provided 
in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 

(b) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain, for target use exclusively, at any 
one time: 

(1) Not more than three vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these three vessels 
only one may exceed 3.000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement, 

(2) One submarine. 

Moreover, the High Contracting Parties who are signatories of the Washington Treaty retain 
the rights which they possess is this respect under the same Treaty. . 

(c) On retaining a vessel for target use, the High Contracting Party concerned undertakes 
not to re-condition it for warlike service. 

Section IV. — Vessels retained for Experimental Purposes. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to experimental purposes exclusively shall be 
dealt with in accordance with the provisions of Section III (a) of this Annex. 

(b) Without prejudice to the general rules, and provided that due notice be given to me 
other High Contracting Parties, reasonable variation from the conditions prescribed in Section 
III (a) of this Annex, in so far as may be necessary for the purposes of a special experiment, may 
be permitted as a temporary measure. . • u f u 

Any High Contracting Party taking advantage of this provision is required to lurnisti lull 
details of any such variation and the period for which they will be required. . . 

(c) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain for experimental purposes exclusively 
at any one time: 

(1) Not more than two vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these two vessels 
only one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement, 

(2) One submarine. 

(d) On retaining a vessel for experimental purposes, the High Contracting Party concerned 
undertakes not to recondition it for warlike service. 

Section V. — Vessels retained for Training Purposes. 

(a) The following vessels may be retained, for training purposes exclusively, by the High 
Contracting Parties concerned: 

(b) Vessels retained for training purposes under the provisions of paragraph (a) shall, within 
six months of the date on which they are required to be disposed of, be dealt with as follows: 

1. Capitals Ships. 

The following is to be carried out: 

(1) Removal of main-armament guns, revolving parts of all barbettes and turrets ; 
machinery for operating turrets; but three turrets with their armament may be retained 

(2) Removal of all ammunition and explosives in excess of the quantity required for 
target-practice training for the guns remaining on board, 
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(3) Removal of conning-tower and the side-armour belt between the foremost and 
aftermost barbettes; 

(4) Removal or mutilation of all torpedo-tubes; 
(5) Removal or mutilation on board of all boilers in excess of the number required for 

a maximum speed of eighteen knots. 

2. Other Surface Vessels. 

The following is to be carried out: 

(1) Removal of one half of the guns, but four guns of main calibre may be retained on 
each vessel; 

(2) Removal of all torpedo-tubes; 
(3) Removal of all aviation facilities and accessories; 
(4) Removal of one half of the boilers. 

(c) The High Contracting Party concerned undertakes that vessels retained in accordance 
with the provisions of this Section shall not be used for any combatant purpose. 

CHAPTER C. — AIR ARMAMENTS. 

Article 24 (former Article AA). 

The number and total horse-power of the aeroplanes, capable of use in war, in commission 
and in immediate reserve in the land, sea and air armed forces of each of the High Contracting 
Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding columns of 
Table I annexed to this Chapter. 

The number and total horse-power of the aeroplanes, capable of use in war, in commission 
and in immediate reserve in the land, sea and air formations organised on a military basis of 
each of the High Contracting Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in 
the corresponding columns of Table II annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 25 (former Article AA). 

The number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles, capable of use in war, in 
commission in the land, sea and air armed forces of each of the High Contracting Parties shall 
not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding columns of Table III annexed 
to this Chapter. 

The number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles capable of use in war, in 
commission in the land, sea and air formations organised on a military basis of each of the High 
Contracting Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding 
columns of Table IV annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 26 (former Article AC). 

Horse-power shall be measured according to the following rules . . . [these rules will 
be established by the Conference]. 

The volume of dirigibles shall be expressed in cubic metres. 

Article 27 (former Article AE). 

1. The High Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the embodiment of military 
features in the construction of civil aviation material, so that this material may be constructed 
for purely civil purposes, more particularly with a view to providing the greatest possible measure 
of security and the most economic return. No preparations shall be made in civil aircraft in time 
of peace for the installation of warlike armaments for the purpose of converting such aircraft 
into military aircraft. 

2. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to require civil aviation enterprises to 
employ personnel specially trained for military purposes. They undertake to authorise only as a 
provisional and temporary measure the seconding of personnel to, and the employment of military 
aviation material in, civil aviation undertakings. Any such personnel or military material 
which may thus be employed in civil aviation of whatever nature shall be included in the 
limitation applicable to the High Contracting Party concerned in virtue of Part I, or Articles 24 
and 25, of the present Convention, as the case may be. 

3. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to subsidise, directly or indirectly, air 
lines principally established for military purposes instead of being established for economic, 
administrative or social purposes. 

4. The High Contracting Parties undertake to encourage as far as possible the conclusion 
of economic agreements between civil aviation undertakings in the different countries and to 
confer together to this end. 
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PART III. — BUDGETARY EXPENDITURE. 

Article 28 (former Article DA). 

(Provisional text pending the drafting of the Annex.) 

The total annual expenditure of each of the High Contracting Parties on his land, sea and air 
forces and formations organised on a military basis, shall be limited to the figure laid down for 
such Party, and in accordance with the conditions prescribed in the Annex. 

Note. — In pronouncing on this Article, and particular as regards the possibility of a distinct limitation of the 
expenditure on land, sea and air forces, the Governments will take into account at the Conference the report requested 
from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the drawing 
up of Annex... 

Note by the Drafting Committee. — The Preparatory Commission adopted on second reading 
the following text for Article DA: 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit and, as far as possible, to reduce its 
total annual expenditure on land, air and sea forces. The relevant figure and the conditions 
governing such limitation or reduction, in particular as regards the possibility of a distinct 
limitation of land, naval and air expenditure, are stated in Annex No. ... to the 
present Convention. ” 

Note. — In pronouncing on this Article, the Governments will take into account at the Conference the report 
requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the 
drawing-up of Annex No. ... 

Inasmuch as this text leaves certain questions to be settled in the Annex, which has not yet 
been drafted, the Drafting Committee has confined itself to reproducing provisionally the text 
which it proposed, in somewhat similar conditions, for Articles 9 (TA) and 23 (O), and has inserted 
in the note accompanying the article the reference to the possibility of a distinct limitation of 
the expenditure of the land, sea and air forces. 

PART IV. — EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

Artide 29 (former Articles IA and IA (2)). 

For each category of effectives defined in the model tables annexed to this Article, the exchange 
of information each year shall apply to the average daily number of effectives reached during 
the preceding year in the land, sea and air armed forces and formations organised on a military 
basis of each of the High Contracting Parties. 

For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations, within months after the end of each year, the necessary 
information to enable the said tables to be drawn up in the case of such Party. Each Party shall 
attach to this statement an explanatory note showing the elements on which the figures supplied 
are based, and stating, in particular, for each sort of effectives (recruits, militiamen, reservists, 
territorials, etc.) the number of these effectives and the number of day's service they have 
performed. 

The said tables shall be finally drawn up and published with the explanatory note referred 
to above by the Secretary-General not later than in each year. 

Article 30 (former Article IA (1)). 

If any youths have compulsorily received, during any year, preparatory military training 
within the jurisdiction of any High Contracting Party, such Party shall communicate to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, at the end of such year, the number of youths who 
have received such instruction. 

The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than  
in each year. 
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Article 31 (former Article IZ). 

The High Contracting Parties concerned shall forward to the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations at the end of each year the following information as to the provisions of their law relating 
to the effectives recruited by conscription in their land, sea and air forces and formations organised 
on a military basis respectively; 

(1) The total number of days comprised in the first period of service; 
(2) The total duration in days of the ensuing periods. 

The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than  
in each year. 

Article 32 (former Articles DB* and IB). 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall, within months from the end of each 
budgetary year, communicate to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations a statement, 
drawn up in accordance with a standard model, showing by categories of materials the total 
actual expenditure in the course of the said year on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war 
materials of the land armed forces and formations organised on a military basis of such Party, 

The information contained in this statement shall be published by the Secretary-General 
not later than  in each year. 

Note. —- In giving an opinion on this Article, the Governments will take into account the report requested from the 
Committee of Budgetary Experts regarding the number and nature of the categories to be laid down and the methods 
of publicity thus adopted in connection with the provisions of the annex regarding limitation referred to in Article 9 of 
the present Convention. 

Article 33 (former x\rticle I of document C.P.D.260). 

Within one month after the date of laying down and the date of completion respectively 
of each vessel of war, other than the vessels exempt from limitation under Annex I to Chapter B 
of Part II, laid down or completed by or for them or within their jurisdiction after the coming 
into force of the present Convention, the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations the information detailed below: 

{a) The date of laying down the keel and the following particulars: 

Classification of the vessel and for whom built (if not for the High Contracting Party); 
Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; 
Principal dimensions—namely, length of water-line, extreme beam at or below waterline; 
Mean draught at standard displacement; 
Calibre of the largest gun. 

[b) The date of completion, together with the foregoing particulars relating to the 
vessel at that date. 

The above information shall be immediately communicated by the Secretary-General to all 
the High Contracting Parties and shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than  
in each year. 

Article 34 (former Article IG). 

There shall be communicated to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations the name and 
tonnage of any vessel (except vessels completed prior to 1921 which were designed for a speed 
of less than 12 knots) whose decks have been stiffened as authorised in Article 18 of the present 
Convention. 

As regards vessels whose decks have already been stiffened this communication shall be made 
by the High Contracting Party whose flag the vessel flies within a months from the coming 
into force of the present Convention for such High Contracting Party. 

As regards other vessels whose decks are stiffened in future, the said communication shall be 
made by the High Contracting Party within whose jurisdiction the stiffening has been effected, as 
soon as the stiffening has been completed. 

The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than  
in each year. 

Article 33 (former Article ID). 

For each of the categories of aircraft defined in the model tables annexed to this Article, the 
exchange of information shall apply to the maximum figures attained in each year in respect 
of the number and total horse-power, and for dirigibles the total volume, by the aircraft referred 
to in Articles 24 and 25 of the present Convention. 

For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations within  months after the end of each year the necessary 
information to enable the said tables to be drawn up in the case of such Party. 

The tables referred to in the preceding paragraph shall be finally drawn up and published 
by the Secretary-General not later than in each year. 
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Article j6 (former Article IE). 

In order to ensure publicity as regards civil aviation, each of the High Contracting Parties 
shall indicate at the end of each year (to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations) the number 
and total horse-power of civil aeroplanes and dirigibles registered within the jurisdiction of such 
Party. Each Party shall also indicate the amounts expended on civil aviation by the 
Government and by local authorities. J 

(The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than  
in each year). 

Article 37 (former Articles DA* and IH). 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations within  months of the end of each budgetary year a statement 
drawn up in accordance with the standard model (annexed to this Article) showing the total 
amounts actually expended in the course of the said year on the land, sea and air armaments 
of such Party. 

The information supplied in this statement shall be published by the Secretary-General not 
later than in each year. 

Note by the Drafting Committee. — It is for the Preparatory Commission to decide whether the standard model 
referred to in the first paragraph of the proposed article should be the model statement in document C.P.D.90 or whether 
further study by experts is necessary: in that case, a note to that effect shall be inserted after this Article as has been 
done for Articles 9 (TA) and 32 IB. 

PART V. (FORMER CHAPTER IV). — CHEMICAL ARMS. 

Article 38. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the use 
in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases, and of all analogous liquids, substances or 
processes. 

They undertake unreservedly to abstain from the use of all bacteriological methods of warfare 

PART VI. — MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

CHAPTER A. — PERMANENT DISARMAMENT COMMISSION. 

Article 39 (New Article OA). 

There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disarmament 
Commission with the duty of following the execution of the present Convention. It shall consist 
of x (figure to be fixed by the Conference) members appointed respectively by the Governments 
of (list to be drawn up by the Conference). 

Members of the Commission shall not represent their Governments. They shall be appointed 
for x years, but shall be re-eligible. During their term of office, they may be replaced only on 
death or in the case of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent illness. 

They may be assisted by technical experts. 

Article 40 (Article OB). 

The Commission shall meet for the first time, on being summoned by the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations, within three months from the entry into force of the present Convention, 
to elect a provisional President and Vice-President and to draw up its Rules of Procedure. 

Thereafter it shall meet annually in ordinary session on the date fixed in its Rules of 
Procedure. 

It may also, if summoned by its President, meet in extraordinary session in the cases provided 
for in the present Convention and whenever an application to that effect is made by a High 
Contracting Party. 

Article 41 (Article OC). 

The Commission shall have full power to lay down its own Rules of Procedure on the basis 
of the provisions of the present Convention. 

Article 42 (Article OD). 

The Commission may only transact business if at least two-thirds of its members are present. 
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Article 43 (Article 0E). 

Any High Contracting Party not having a member of its nationality on the Commission 
shall be entitled to send a member appointed for the purpose to sit at any meetings of the 
Commission during which a question specially affecting the interests of that Party is considered. 

Article 44 (Article OF). 
Each member of the Commission shall have only one vote. 
All decisions of the Commission shall be taken by a majority of the votes of the members 

present at the meeting. 
In the cases provided for in Articles 49 and 51 the votes of members appointed by the Parties 

concerned in the discussion shall not be counted in determining the majority. 
A minority report may be drawn up. 

Article 45 (Article OG). 

Each member of the Commission shall be entitled on his own responsibility to have any 
person heard or consulted who is in a position to throw any light on the question which is being 
examined by the Commission. 

Article 46 (Article OH). 

Each member of the Commission shall be entitled to require that, in any report by the 
Commission, account shall be taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by him, if necessary 
in the form of a separate report. 

Article 47 (Article 01). 

All reports by the Commission shall, under conditions specified in each case in the present 
Convention, or in the Rules of Procedure of the Commission, be communicated to all the High 
Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations, and shall be published. 

Article 48 (Article IF). 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all the information supplied by the 
High Contracting Parties to the Secretary-General of the League in pursuance of their international 
obligations in this regard. 

Each year, the Commission shall make at least one report on the information submitted 
to it and on any other information that may reach it from a responsible source and that it may 
consider worth attention, showing the situation as regards the fulfilment of the present Convention. 

This report shall be communicated forthwith to all the High Contracting Parties and to the 
Council of the League and shall be published on the date fixed in the Rules of Procedure of the 
Commission. 

CHAPTER B. — DEROGATIONS. 

Article 49 (Article XA). 

If, during the term of the present Convention, a change of circumstances constitutes, in the 
opinion of any High Contracting Party, a menace to its national security, such High Contracting 
Party may suspend temporarily, in so far as concerns itself, from any provision or provisions of 
the present Convention, other than those expressly designed to apply in the event of war, provided: 

{a) That such Contracting Party shall immediately notify the other Contracting Parties 
and at the same time the Permanent Disarmament Commission, through the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations, of such temporary suspension, and of the extent thereof. 

(b) That simultaneously with the said notification, the Contracting Party shall 
communicate to the other Contracting Parties, and at the same time, to the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission through the Secretary-General, a full explanation of the change 
of circumstances referred to above. 

Thereupon the other High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the situation 
thus presented. 

When the reasons for such temporary suspension have ceased to exist, the said High 
Contracting Party shall reduce its armaments to the level agreed upon in the Convention, 
and shall make immediate notification to the other Contracting Parties. 

CHAPTER C. — PROCEDURE REGARDING COMPLAINTS. 

Article 50 (Article ZA). 

The High Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of the present 
Conventions is a matter of concern to all the Parties. 

Article 51 (Article ZB). 

If, during the term of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party is of opinion that 
another Party to the Convention is maintaining armaments in excess of the figures agreed upon 
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or is in any way violating or endeavouring to violate the provisions of the present Convention, 
such Party may lay the matter, through the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, before the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

The Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting Party whose action 
is questioned, should such Party so desire, and the representative of any other Party which may 
be specially concerned in the matter and which asks to be heard, shall, as soon as possible, present 
a report thereon to the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League. The report 
and any proceedings thereon shall be published as soon as possible. 

The High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the conclusions of the Report. 
If the High Contracting Parties directly concerned are Members of the League of Nations, 

the Council shall exercise the rights devolving upon it in such circumstances in virtue of 
the Covenant with a view to ensuring the observance of the present Convention and to 
safeguarding the peace of nations. 

CHAPTER D. — FINAL PROVISIONS. 

Note by the Drafting Committee. — The Drafting Committee has inserted 
in this Chapter with a few formal alterations, the provisions drawn up on the 
29th of November by the Special Committee presided over by M. Politis and 
adopted in plenary session on December 1st. 

The Committee desire to point out that a certain number of formal provisions 
(such, for instance, as those relating to the signature of the Convention) which 
usually figure in Treaties signed at Geneva, have not been inserted in this 
Section. The text of any such provisions should in any case be settled by the 
Conference. 

Article 52 (Article EA). 
The present Convention shall not in any way diminish the obligations of previous treaties 

under which certain of the High Contracting Parties have agreed to limit their land, sea or air 
armaments, and have thus fixed in relation to one another their respective rights and obligations 
in this connection. 

The following High Contracting Parties . . . signatory to the said treaties declare 
that the limits fixed for their armaments under the present Convention are accepted by them 
in relation to the obligations referred to in the preceding paragraph, the maintenance of such 
obligations being for them an essential condition for the observance of the present Convention. 

Article 53 (document C.P.D.282). 
If a dispute arises betweeen two or more of the High Contracting Parties concerning the 

interpretation or application of the provisions of the present Convention, and cannot be settled 
either directly between the parties or by some other method of friendly settlement, the parties 
will, at the request of any one of them, submit such dispute to the decision of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice or to an arbitral tribunal chosen by them. 

Article 34 (Article EB). 
The present Convention shall be ratified by the High Contracting Parties in accordance with 

their respective constitutional methods. The instruments of ratification shall be deposited with 
the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. 

The present Convention shall come into force, for each Party whose instrument of ratification 
has been deposited, as soon as the instruments of ratification have been deposited by . . . (list 
to be drawn up by the Conference). 

(Should the present Convention not have come into force in accordance with the preceding 
paragraph by . . . the High Contracting Parties shall be invited by the Secretary-General of 
the League of Nations to meet and consider the possibility of putting it into force. They undertake 
to participate in this consultation, which shall take place before . . .) 1 

Article 55 (Article ED). 
Each of the High Contracting Parties will begin the necessary measures for carrying the 

provisions of the present Convention into effect as soon as it has come into force for such Party. 

Article 56 (Article EF). 
Subject to the provisions of Articles 57 and 58, the present Convention shall remain in force 

for . . . years. It shall remain in force after the expiration of that period except in so far as it 
may be amended, superseded or denounced under the conditions specified in the following articles. 

Article 57 (Article EG). 
Before the end of the period of a; years provided for in the preceding article, and not less than y 

years after its entry into force, the present Convention shall be re-examined by the High Contracting 
Parties meeting in Conference. The date of this meeting shall be fixed by the Council of the 

1 Note by the Drafting Committee. 
It will be for the Conference to decide whether this paragraph and any supplementary provisions which may be 

necessary would not be better placed in a protocol of signature (see document C.P.D.232). 
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League of Nations, after taking cognisance of the opinion of the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission and of the intentions of the High Contracting Parties non-members of the League 
of Nations. 

The above-mentioned Conference may, if necessary, revise the present Convention and establish 
fresh provisions in substitution therefor, fixing their period of duration and laying down general 
rules regarding their examination and subsequent revision, if the latter is required. 

Article 58 (Article EH). 

Before the end of the period of y years provided for in the preceding article, but not less than 
^ years after the entry into force of the present Convention, the procedure for examination and 
revision laid down in that article may also be carried out at the request of a High Contracting 
Party, with the concurrence of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, if the conditions under 
which the engagements stipulated in the Convention were contracted have undergone, as the 
result of technical transformations or special circumstances, changes justifying a fresh examination 
and, if necessary, the revision of such engagements. 

Article 59 (Article EJ). 

In the course of a conference held in the circumstances provided for in the two preceding 
articles, any High Contracting Party shall be entitled to notify its intention to denounce the 
present Convention. 

Such denunciation shall take effect two years after its date, but in no case before the expiration 
of the period of x years mentioned in Article 56. 

ANNEX 13. 
C.P.D.294. 

Geneva, December 4th, 1930. 

DRAFT REPORT (FIRST PART).1 

M. Bourquin and M. Cobian [Rapporteurs). 

HISTORICAL. 

Page 1. 

Page 2. 

The origin of the draft Convention on which we have the honour to report to you is found 
in the following resolution adopted on September 25th, 1925, by the sixth Assembly of the League 
of Nations: 

" The Assembly, 
“ Taking note of the declarations submitted to the Council and the Assembly of the 

League of Nations in respect of the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International 
Disputes and of the fact that the said Protocol has not up to the present received the 
ratifications necessary for putting it into operation immediately; 

“ Convinced that the most urgent need of the present time is the re-establishment of 
mutual confidence between nations; 

“ Declaring afresh that a war of aggression should be regarded as an international 
crime: 

“ Regards favourably the effort made by certain nations to attain those objects by 
concluding arbitration conventions and treaties of mutual security conceived in the spirit 
of the Covenant of the League of Nations and in harmony with the principles of the Protocol 
(Arbitration, Security, Disarmament); 

“ Records the fact that such agreements need not be restricted to a limited area but may 
be applied to the whole world; 

" Recommends that, after these conventions and treaties have been deposited with the 
League of Nations, the Council should examine them in order to report to the seventh Assembly 
on the progress in general security brought about by such agreements; 

“ Undertakes again to work for the establishment of peace by the sure method of 
arbitration, security and disarmament; 

“ And, in conformity with the spirit of Article 8 of the Covenant, requests the 
Council to make a preparatory study with a view to a Conference for the Reduction and 
Limitation of Armaments, in order that, as soon as satisfactory conditions have been assured 
from the point of view of general security as provided for in Resolution XIV of the third 
Assembly, the said Conference may be convened and a general reduction and limitation of 
armaments may be realised.” 

In pursuance of this decision, the Council requested a Committee of Enquiry, under the 
chairmanship of M. Paul-Boncour, to submit to it proposals for setting up an organ entrusted 
with the preparation for a conference for the reduction and limitation of armaments. This 
Committee’s conclusions were adopted almost in their entirety by the Council on the report made 
to it by M. Benes. This was the origin of the " Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament 
Conference.” 

1 Note by the Secretariat. —- The page numbers in the margin show the pages in the roneoed document to which 
reference is made in the Minutes. 
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Ihe Council was led, naturally, not only to draw up regulations for the composition and 
working of this new organ, but also to determine to some extent the direction of its work. For this 
purpose, the Council submitted to it a questionnaire which was based upon suggestions made 
to the Committee of Enquiry by the representatives of Great Britain, France and Spain. 

According to the Council resolution, the Preparatory Commission was to consist of delegates 
of all States Members of the Council of the League, and invitations to send representatives were 
also to be addressed to the Governments of Germany, the United States of America, the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, Bulgaria, Finland, the Netherlands, Poland, Roumania, and Yugoslavia.1 

Finally, the Secretary-General of the League of Nations was requested to bring to the notice of all 
other Powers, together with the questionnaire which was to be placed before the Preparatory 
Commission, the means placed at their disposal for stating their points of view. 

Ihe Preparatory Commission met for the first time on May 13th, 1926, and elected as President 
His Excellency Jonkheer Loudon (Netherlands), and as Vice-Presidents M. Cobian (Spain) and 
M. Buero (Uruguay). In consequence of resignations, certain changes had subsequently to be 
made in the composition of the Bureau. 2 During the sixth and last session, the places of the two 
Vice-Presidents were filled respectively by M. Politis (Greece) and M. Cobian (Spain). 

* * .-f: 
To provide for the preliminary study of the questions on which it had to give its opinion, the 

Preparatory Commission decided to appoint two Sub-Commissions, each under the chairmanship 
of one of its Vice-Presidents. 

The first—known as Sub-Commission A—was entrusted with the technical examination 
of military, naval and air questions, and for this purpose split up into sub-committees. It was 
composed of experts appointed by all the States then represented on the Preparatory Commission; 
it met three times in 1926, under the chairmanship, first of M. Cobian, and then of M. Buero, 
M. de Brouckere, and General de Ceuninck. The voluminous report it subsequently submitted 
to the Commission contained extremely valuable technical observations and very detailed replies 
to the questions referred to it. 

The second Sub-Commission—known as Sub-Commission B—under the chairmanship of 
M. Buero, and subsequently of M. Veverka, and with the assistance of the Joint Commission 
set up by the Council3 for this purpose, studied the other aspects of this problem. 

This Commission’s deliberations, as did those of Sub-Commission A, furnished valuable 
material providing a solid basis for the Preparatory Commission’s work. 

* * * 
The Preparatory Commission held six sessions—two in 1926, two in 1927, one in 1928, the 

sixth, which began on April 15th, I929> was suspended on May 6th, 1929, was resumed on 
November 6th, 1930, and lasted until December 9th. 

At the opening of its third session, the Commission had before it the technical reports 
referred to above. The time had come for it to discuss the problem referred to it in its entirety. 
A general discussion gave the several Governments an opportunity of explaining their points 
of view in regard to this matter. Two preliminary draft Conventions were submitted to the 
Commission by the French and British delegations respectively. The Commission examined 
these jointly and finally adopted at first reading a text which, though it was accompanied by 
numerous and important reservations, nevertheless remained the basis of its subsequent work 
and of the draft Convention which we have the honour to lay before you to-day. 

At its fourth session, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, which was represented at 
the Preparatory Commission for the first time, submitted a proposal which differed radically 
from the draft adopted at first reading and aimed at complete and universal disarmament in 
the immediate future. 

This draft, referred to the fifth session, was rejected. A further Soviet proposal was, however, 
then submitted to the Commission providing for partial disarmament on the basis of a fixed 
percentage of reduction. It was decided to postpone the consideration of this proposal to the 
next session. 

This session opened in Geneva on April 15th, 1929. 
The Commission decided to continue its work on the basis of the 1927 draft, while signifying 

its readiness, should the Soviet delegation so desire, to annex to the final report the draft 
Convention submitted by the latter. 

This decision having been adopted, the Preparatory Commission began to consider at second 
reading the text framed as a result of the preceding discussions. It had to interrupt this session, 
however, after having reached agreement on a certain number of points. At that time the 
naval problem still gave rise to considerable difficulties. 

Wholly divergent proposals had been put forward in regard to the methods of limitation. 
The statements of certain Powers more directly concerned in the question, however, gave reason 
to hope that negotiations would be entered into very shortly with a view to removing these 

1 The composition of the Commission was subsequently extended to enable Members retiring from the Council 
to retain their membership of the Commission. Greece and Turkey were invited, in 1927 and 1928 respectively, to take 
part in the work of the Commission. 

2 M. de Brouckere (Belgium) and M. Veverka (Czechoslovakia) acted temporarily as Vice-Presidents. 
3 The Joint Commission set up under the Council resolution of December 7th, 1926, was composed of representatives 

of the technical organisations of the League of Nations and of the Employers’ Group and Workers’ Group of the Governing 
Body of the International Labour Office, to whom were added subsequently experts in industrial questions, transport 
and the chemical industry. 
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Page 6. divergencies and to reaching an agreement upon a concerted formula. This hope was justified. 
Negotiations took place and resulted in the convocation of the London Naval Conference on 
January 21st, 1930. 

In these circumstances the Preparatory Commission considered it wiser to postpone to a 
later date the completion of its work. Before it adjourned, the German representative, considering 
the resolutions adopted during the first part of the sixth session unsatisfactory and likely to 
impair the value of the draft, declared that he “ found himself obliged to dissociate himself 
definitely from the programme which the majority of the Commission had drawn up and to 
leave to it henceforth, as its course was being shaped at that moment, the sole responsibility 
for the preparation of the Conference ”. 

As soon as the London Conference had completed its work, it communicated the results 
to the Preparatory Commission through its President. Subject to a general reservation, an 
agreement had been reached between the naval Powers which were the most immediately 
concerned on a method of limitation. The formula adopted established the principle of limitation 
by classes, but gave it greater elasticity by allowing in certain cases the possibility of making 
transfers from one class to another. 

The obstacle which had temporarily brought the work of the Preparatory Commission to 
a standstill in 1929 having been removed, the President of the Preparatory Commission decided 
to resume the work of the sixth session which had been suspended. The eleventh Assembly 

Page 7. adopted with regard to this matter the following resolution proposed by the Third Committee: 

“ The Assembly has noted with satisfaction the results obtained at the London Conference 
and communicated to it by a letter from the President of that Conference dated April 21st, 1930. 

"It considers that these results are of a nature to facilitate a general agreement on the 
occasion of the next meeting of the Preparatory Commission regarding the methods to be 
applied in the matter of the reduction and limitation of naval armaments. 

" It trusts that negotiations, pursued in a spirit of conciliation and mutual confidence 
and with the determination to arrive at practical solutions, will make it possible to complete 
and extend the work of the Naval Conference. 

“ The Assembly accordingly expresses the conviction that, during its session next 
November, the Preparatory Commission will be able to finish the drawing up of a preliminary 
draft Convention and will thus enable the Council to convene, as soon as possible, a Conference 
on the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

" The Assembly decides that the proceedings and the report of the Assembly regarding 
disarmament shall be forwarded to the Preparatory Commission. ” 

The Preparatory Commission therefore met again on November 6th last and was able to bring 
its delicate task to a successful conclusion. 

It is for your Rapporteurs to give you here a concise survey of the results it has achieved. 
Before analysing them, however, they must outline briefly the results obtained by the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security, whose terms of reference were merged in those of our Commission. 

As soon as it set to work, the Preparatory Commission was faced by the problem of 
international security. This was inevitable, for the connection between this problem and that of 
disarmament is obvious. Traces of it are, moreover, to be found in Article 8 of the Covenant, and 
it has become increasingly evident as the League of Nations has pursued its task. 

There is no need to recall here the many resolutions in which the Assembly and the Council 
Page 8. have emphasised the interdependence of these two factors. It may, however, be appropriate to 

point out that, at the very time when it invited the Council to set up this Commission, the sixth 
Assembly affirmed “ the fidelity and unanimity with which the Members of the League ” remain 
attached to the triple object which had unceasingly inspired their efforts—namely, arbitration, 
security and disarmament. The attempts previously made to organise a complete system of mutual 
assistance had encountered insurmountable obstacles. It was now proposed, not in any sense to 
abandon the undertaking, but to prepare for its accomplishment on another plane and “ to indicate 
methods or measures by which an approach might be made to this object, pending the achievement 
of a general settlement which many consider indispensable ”. 

Two years later, pursuing the same course, the eighth Assembly requested the Council to 
give the Preparatory Commission the necessary instructions for the creation of the “ Committee 
on Arbitration and Security ”. This Committee, which was to consist of representatives of “ all 
the States which have seats on the Commission and are Members of the League of Nations, other 
States represented on the Commission being invited to sit on it if they so desire . . . would 
be placed at the Commission’s disposal, and its duty would be to consider, on the lines indicated 
by the Commission, the measures capable of giving all States the guarantees of arbitration and 
security necessary to enable them to fix the level of their armaments at the lowest possible figures 
in an international disarmament agreement ”. 

Page 9. The eighth Assembly further directed that these measures should be sought at the same time: 

" In action by the League of Nations with a view to promoting, generalising and 
co-ordinating special or collective agreements on arbitration and security; 

“ In the systematic preparation of the machinery to be employed by the organs of the 
League of Nations with a view to enabling the Members of the League to perform their 
obligations under the various articles of the Covenant; 
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“ In agreements which the States Members of the League may conclude among themselves 
irrespective of their obligations under the Covenant, with a view to making their commitments 
proportionate to the degree of solidarity of a geographical or other nature existing between 
them and other States; 

“ And, further, in an invitation from the Council to the several States to inform it of the 
measures which they would be prepared to take, irrespective of their obligations under the 
Covenant, to support the Council’s decisions or recommendations in the event of a conflict 
breaking out in a given region, each State indicating that, in a particular case, either its 
whole forces, or a certain part of its military, naval or air forces, could forthwith intervene in 
the conflict to support the Council’s decisions or recommendations. ” 

Thus, from the outset, a vast programme of enquiry was outlined for the Committee on 
Arbitration and Security. 

The following year (1928), when the Committee had started its work, the ninth Assembly 
adopted a new resolution. After recalling that “ a close connection exists between international 
security and the reduction and limitation of armaments ”, it declared that the time had come to 
conclude a first General Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, which 
Convention would, moreover, of itself tend to increase international security. It took that 
opportunity to assert that, after the conclusion of such a Convention, the work relating both to 
disarmament and to arbitration and security should be pursued “ so that, by further steps, 
armaments may be progressively reduced as the increase of security allows ”. 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security, which was set up on November 30th, 1927, 
under the chairmanship of His Excellency M. Ed. Benes, Czechoslovak Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
has so far held four sessions. 

In the present report, no attempt can be made to analyse, even in summary fashion, the 
enquiries this Committee has undertaken or the practical effect given to them by the Council and 
the Assembly. A simple reference to the results achieved is all that can be undertaken here. 

These results are, first, in the field of the pacific settlement of international disputes, the three 
model general conventions which the 1928 Assembly decided to combine in a single Act, this being 
the origin of the “ General Act for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes ”, to which, 
up to the present, eight States have acceded, thus ensuring its entry into force. 

Next, in the same connection, come the three model bilateral conventions which the Assembly 
proposed for the consideration of States, and which have already served as a basis for the drafting 
of a large number of treaties. 

Next, there are the “ Collective Treaty ” of Mutual Assistance and the Collective Treaty and 
Bilateral Treaty “ of Non-Aggression ”, the models for which were recommended by the same 
Assembly. 

There is the resolution of September 26th, 1928, in which the Assembly recommends that 
States should accede to the Optional Clause of Article 36, paragraph 2, of the Statute of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice, and draws their attention to the elasticity of that clause 
and to the facilities it offers them. There is the model Treaty to strengthen the Means for prevent- 
ing War, which the Assembly, in a resolution adopted on September 20th, 1928, recommended 
for consideration by States, and the “ Preliminary Draft General Convention ” of which the eleventh 
Assembly decided to continue the study. 

There are the studies on Articles 10, n and 16 of the Covenant, which, on the recommendation 
of the Assembly, the Council adopted as " a useful piece of work”, providing valuable indications 
as to the possibilities offered, in time of emergency, by the different articles of the Covenant. 

There are the resolutions adopted by the Assembly on September 30th, 1930, with a view to 
ensuring, also at times of emergency, the normal working of the communications of the League 
of Nations. 

Finally, there is the Convention on Financial Assistance, which was approved by the same 
Assembly, and has already been signed by twenty-eight States, its entry into force being dependent 
on that of the Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

ANNEX 14. 
C.P.D. 294 [a). 

Geneva, December 5th, 1930. 
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The draft Convention adopted by the Commission preserves the structure of the French and 
British proposals considered at the third session. It is in six parts, some of which are subdivided 
into chapters. The numbering of the articles is, however, continuous. 

Article i. 

A first article of a general character governs the whole Convention and defines its scope: 

“ The High Contracting Parties agree to limit and, so far as possible, to reduce their 
respective armaments as provided in the present Convention. ” 

The form of this article is due to a suggestion of the Drafting Committee, made after the 
discussion by the Commission of the various sections of the Convention, particularly that relating 
to naval material. 

The Commission has, therefore recognised the principle laid down by Article 8 of the Covenant 
which provides for the reduction of armaments to the lowest point consistent with national safety, 
and the enforcement of international obligations. 

The representatives of a number of Governments, while accepting the principle of limitation 
and reduction in the spirit of this article of the Covenant, desired to state that the reduction of all 
or some of the categories of armaments was not possible for them, their present armaments being 
far from sufficient to guarantee national safety. This reservation was made in precise form, 
particularly in relation to naval and air armaments, the latter being scarcely at all developed in 
the majority of States. 

The Soviet delegation made the following statement: 

“ The Soviet delegation is opposed to the ambiguous formula ‘ limitation and, as much 
as possible, reduction ’, in the place of a clear and precise indication that it is absolutely 
essential for existing armaments to be appreciably reduced. The Soviet delegation notes 
that the formula adopted leaves a free field for the maintenance and even increase of 
armaments. ” 

The Turkish delegation reserved its Government’s right to submit to the future Disarmament 
Conference its proposal with regard to standards for the reduction and limitation of armaments, 
and to require any modification of the text which might be rendered necessary in the event of the 
adoption of this proposition (see document C.P.D.142). 

PART I. PERSONNEL. 

CHAPTER A. — EFFECTIVES. 
Articles 2 and 3. 

Chapter A of Part I of the draft deals with effectives, which it defines in the following manner 
in Article 2: 

“ The average daily effectives in the land, sea and air armed forces and formations 
organised on a military basis of each of the High Contracting Parties shall not exceed in each 
of the categories of effectives defined in the tables annexed to this chapter the figure laid down 
for such party in the corresponding column of the said tables. ” 

This definition of peace-time effectives did not give rise to lengthy discussion, and 
the interpretation it should receive is made the clearer by the fact that the articles which follow 
define the scope of the two conceptions which might be susceptible of question. 

Article 3 lays down that “ the average daily effectives are reckoned by dividing the total 
number of days’ duty performed in each year by the number of days in each year ”. 

It is thus laid down clearly and beyond question that the limitation and reduction of effectives 
applies only to effectives in service. . 

The Minutes of the meetings contain a number of interesting observations on this fundamental 
Page 4. point, which was discussed at each session in greater or lesser detail 

At the third session, after simultaneous consideration of the initial proposals of the hrench 
and British delegations, the Commission adopted by a majority the solution which appears in the 
text of the draft. The representative of the British Empire, however, reserved his Government s 
opinion as to the limitation of trained reserves, while the representative of the United States 
formulated a general reserve on the ground of the inclusion of formations organised on a military 
basis and the exclusion of trained reserves. The German representative made a general reserve 
with regard to the whole of the chapter, as making no provision for limitation of trained reserves, 
registered and compelled by law to render military service in case of war, although such reserves 
in countries with the system of conscription represent (in his view) the mam body of the personnel 
in time of war. . , , ^ f ~ , 

On the second reading (during the first part of the sixth session), the representatives of Great 
Britain and the United States withdrew their reservations on the subject, observing that the 
limitation of trained reserves was not a question of primary importance for them. 
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The Soviet delegation, on the other hand, maintained that, in view of the great military value 
attaching to trained reserves, a disarmament convention without limitation or reduction of these 
reserves would be seriously defective. 

As regards the effectives of armed forces or formations organised on a military basis at sea, 
the representatives of the British Empire and the United States stated at the first reading that 
they only accepted limitation of naval effectives on condition of general adoption of this limitation 
and on condition of a satisfactory agreement being reached in regard to the limitation of vessels 
of war; but these reservations were not maintained at the second reading. 

It is understood that the armed forces in the sense of Article 2 include all effectives receiving 
compulsory military training (other than preliminary training), wherever and however given. 

It is understood that the effectives in reserve or under training are to be included in the 
calculation of the effectives in service during the period. 

The Polish delegation expressed some doubt as to the practical results of this method 
of calculation, but agreed to it on the understanding that there would be an opportunity at the 
Conference of comparing the various systems of military organisation and arriving at practical 
conclusions. 

Article 4. 

Article 4 contains the following definitions: 

“ By formations organised on a military basis shall be understood police forces of all 
kinds, gendarmerie, Customs officials, forest guards, which, whatever their legal purpose, are, 
in time of peace, by reason of their staff of officers, establishment, training, armament and 
equipment, capable of being employed for military purposes without measures of mobilisation, 
as well as any organisation complying with the above condition. 

“ By mobilisation, within the meaning of the present article, shall be understood all 
the measures for the purpose of providing the whole or part of the various corps, services 
and units with the personnel and material required to pass from a peace-time footing to a 
war-time footing. ” 

The above text takes into account the different views expressed in the course of the discussion. 
It is understood that the definition in Article 4 of “ formations organised on a military basis ” 

does not include organisations which might be mobilised, but would not be effectively employed 
in the active army, and might, for example, be used for economic purposes. 

A certain number of military experts proposed the following additional text to the Sub- 
Committee : 

“ Police, gendarmerie, etc., who cannot be used as part of the war army without additional 
armament or equipment are not included in peace-time armaments. ” 

It is understood that the Conference itself will be called upon to decide the condition or condi- 
tions to be taken into account in determining whether a particular case comes under the category 
of “ formations organised on a military basis ”. 

The definition of mobilisation is so clear and precise that it gave rise to no discussion and requires 
no comment. 

The Commission had adopted a text, provisionally designated as Article H, with all the neces- 
sary particulars for drawing up the tables provided for in Article 2. The Drafting Committee, 
while taking account of the rules laid down in Article H in the preparation of these tables, thought 
it simpler to omit Article H as such. This change of form in no way affects the Commission’s 
previous decisions, and the tables should be interpreted in the light of these decisions. 

The Commission considered that, in order to prevent the number of officers and non-commis- 
sioned officers exceeding the legitimate requirements of the several armies, it would be desirable 
to lay down a special limitation for these categories of effectives. As regards the form of such 
limitation, differences of opinion became apparent, certain delegations proposing to lay down a 
fixed proportion between the number of officers, etc., and the total effectives, while others proposed 
to specify the absolute maximum figures. The Commission adopted the latter standpoint. It 
also decided on the proposal of the Italian delegation that it was desirable to limit the number of 
professional soldiers of other ranks. 

When the question arose of practical measures for the application of these principles, certain 
difficulties became apparent, as a result partly of the differences between the system of voluntary 
armies and conscript armies, and partly of the differences between the periods of service in the 
conscript armies. 

The compromise solution, which the Commission accepted, provides, in the case of land forces, 
for the limitation {a) of the number of officers and {b) of the number of soldiers other than officers, 
whose effective service exceeds the longest legal period of service in force in the conscript armies 
of the contracting Powers at the time of the signature of the Convention. A system of tables of 
publicity has been drawn up in the case of conscript armies to show the number of men whose 
service exceeds the legal period fixed in their respective countries, while remaining lower than the 
maximum period specified under (ft). 

The German delegation proposed that the standard of limitation should be the period of 
service fixed by the prevailing legislation in each country. 

Page 5. 
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As regards naval armaments, limitation will apply to the aggregate figure of effectives (officers, 
pett-officers and men), while the publicity tables will show separately the number of officers 
and men who have completed more than x years of effective active service. 

The Soviet delegation proposed to limit separately the number (1) of officers, and (2) of non- 
commissioned officers, including sailors remaining on active service after having exceeded the 
period of service in force in their navy. 

As regards air forces, it was not thought possible or desirable to make a distinction between 
the officers and men, the functions of the two not being as clearly distinguished in air forces as in 
land and sea forces. 

The French delegation stated that it could not accept specific limitation of professional soldiers 
in land or air forces, unless provision were made for similar limitation in the case of sea forces. 

* * * 

The Commission, after a discussion, in the course of which divergent views were expressed as 
to the necessity of limiting separately the forces stationed in the home country and the forces 
stationed overseas, adopted a compromise under which the contracting parties are to undertake to 
submit tables in the case of their land forces showing the maximum of armed forces stationed in the 
home country and the maximum total of their armed forces. The table showing the maximum 
of armed forces stationed overseas is to be optional. Similarly, in the case of air armaments, the 
table showing the maximum of armed forces stationed in the home country is to be optional. 

* * * 

In the light of the above explanations, the effect of the tables attached to Chapter A of Part I 
appears readily comprehensible. 

Table No. 1 is to show the maximum total daily effectives in peace-time service in the land 
armed forces stationed in the home country in the case of each contracting party. This table will 
also show separately the number of officers and the number of soldiers, other than officers, who have 
completed a number of months of active service to be determined b}^ the Conference, on the basis 
of the longest period of service in force in the conscript armies of the contracting parties at the 
time of the signature of the Convention. A second table, which is “ optional ”, gives the same 
particulars in the case of the land armed forces stationed overseas. A third table on the same 
lines as the other two will show the total land armed forces. 

Tables IV and V provide for the furnishing of identical particulars in the case of formations 
organised on a military basis stationed respectively in the home country and overseas. 

In the case of sea forces, the Commission proposes two tables, numbered VI and VII, 
which are to contain in the case of each contracting party the figures of the total effectives of 
the sea armed forces (Table VI) and the total effectives of the formations organised on a 
military basis (Table VII). These figures are to include officers, petty officers and men. 

Tables VIII to XII inclusive are concerned with the limitation of the effectives of air forces. 
Tables VIII and IX are optional; they are to contain, one the figures of the air armed forces 
stationed in the home country, and the other the air armed forces stationed overseas. Table X, 
which is obligatory, is to show, like the two preceding tables, first, the total effectives of the 
air forces of each contracting party, and, secondly, the effectives who have completed more 
than # months of service. Tables XI and XII are to show the figures of formation organised 
on a military basis. The arrangement of these tables is similar at all points to that of Tables VIII, 
IX and X. 

* * * 

A number of reservations were made in regard to the tables attached to Part I, Chapter A. 
In regard to Tables I, II and III, the German and Italian delegations made the following 

statement: 

“ In connection with the distinction between the effectives and armaments of the home 
country and those overseas, the German and Italian delegations formulated a general 
reservation to the effect that, for the purposes of the reduction and limitation of armaments, 
the importance of the forces and materials which one contracting party assigns to its 
oversea territories may vary in relation to another contracting party by reason of the 
geographical situation of its territory in relation to the home territories of the two 
contracting parties. Consequently, one contracting party will have every reason to regard 
the oversea forces of another contracting party as forming part of the latter’s home 
forces if the proximity of the oversea territories in relation to the home territories of the 
two parties justifies such an assumption”. 

The German delegation again draws attention to this reservation in connection with 
Tables V, IX and XII. 
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As regards Tables I, II and III, the Italian delegation considers that there should be added 
to the three columns (b), the words “ or officials assimilated to officers ”, and to the three 
columns (c), after the words "other soldiers”, the words: "or officials, employees or agents 
assimilated to soldiers ”. 

As regards Tables VIII, IX and X, the Italian delegation is of opinion that no distinction 
should be made between armed air forces stationed in the home country and armed air forces 
stationed overseas. 

The Turkish delegation has made reservations regarding the tables annexed to Chapter A 
of Part I, both as regards the optional indication of land and air forces stationed overseas (Tables II 
and IX) and as regards the non-indication of the maximum forces stationed in each of the 
overseas territories (Tables II, V and IX). 

As regards this last point, the majority of the Commission was of opinion that it was not 
possible in practice to prescribe a separate limitation of this kind in an international convention. 

The German delegation has made the following general reservation on the whole of Chapter I 
and the annexed table : 

" The stipulations do not provide—-either directly or by a reduction in the number 
of the annual contingent, or by a strict determination of the period of active service—for 
a reduction or limitation of trained reserves who, after having completed their service 
with the colours, continue to be registered and liable by law for military service, notwith- 
standing the fact that these reserves, though they do not exist in professional armies in 
the strict sense of the term, constitute the main body of the personnel in countries possessing 
conscript armies. 

“ Moreover, the stipulations do not provide for any method whereby the effectives 
of conscript armies serving with the colours and in reserve, and professional effectives, 
whose military value is naturally not capable of comparison, could be reduced to comparable 
units of calculation.” 

The Soviet delegation made the following statement: 

“ The Soviet delegation is opposed to the Commission’s decision regarding effectives, 
and for the following reasons : 

“ (a) The Commission’s refusal to reduce trained reserves, which constitute the 
main body of the armed forces which are formed in time of peace in order to create, 
in the event of war, the enormous armies of modern times; 

" (b) The Commission’s refusal to establish separately for each arm the reduction 
in the number of professional soldiers, officers, non-commissioned officers and pilots, 
the high percentage of which ensures the rapid deployment of large armies; 

“ (c) The inadequacy of the limitation of the period of military service in itself, 
this being in certain countries a mere artifice designed to increase the trained reserves. ” 

CHAPTER B. — PERIOD OF SERVICE. 1 

Chapter B of Part I relates to the limitation of the period of service. Its provisions apply—as 
is specifically stated in Article 5—only to effectives recruited by conscription. 2 

Two different systems were proposed for this purpose. Under one of them, each contracting 
party would accept a special figure; under the other, the Conference would fix a single maximum 
limit. 

The Commission was of opinion that the first system should be taken as a basis, whilst at the 
same time a general maximum should be prescribed. Several delegations pointed out that this 
general maximum would not be satisfactory unless it were fixed at a very moderate figure. 

It is understood that the contracting parties will have the option to accept, in respect of 
special limitations affecting them individually, different figures, not only for land, sea and air 
effectives, but also for the different services (infantry, artillery, etc.) of their armed forces. 

Since the contracting parties undertake not to exceed the figures accepted by each of them, 
they will always be at liberty to reduce this period, which must be regarded as a maximum. 

These principles are set forth in Articles 5 and 6; but, on the proposal of the Belgian delegation, 
an important exception was provided for in Article 7. This exception is intended to obviate the 
disadvantage that would ensue in the case of certain countries which have the conscript system 
from a falling off in the number of births in future years as a consequence of the last war. This 
exception, which was unanimously agreed to, will allow the limits for the period of service under 
Article 5 (a) to be exceeded " in so far as, owing to a falling off in the number of births, such an 
increase may be necessary to enable the maximum total number of effectives fixed by the tables 
annexed to Chapter A of this part ” to be reached. Any contracting parties availing themselves 
of this option should immediately notify the measures they feel bound to take, together with 
reasons in support thereof, to the other contracting parties and to the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission, to be set up under Chapter VI of the Convention. 

1 As regards this chapter, see the German delegation’s general reservation concerning Part I. 
2 The Chinese delegation has, on many occasions, proposed the abolition of the conscription system. It has reserved 

the right to raise this question again at the Conference. 
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Article 8 provides that, “ in any case, the total period of service shall not exceed . . 
months 

As regards this limitation, which is a common one, representing a maximum for all contracting 
parties, the Spanish delegation pointed out (and this view was accepted by the Commission) that 
the maximum fixed in accordance with this article cannot in any way affect, even indirectly, the 
figures of the table mentioned in Article 2 without any restriction or reservation to each contracting 
party. 

* * * 

During the discussion of the period of service, the German delegation submitted a proposal 
to the effect that the annual contingent should be limited as well as the period of service. 

The Commission rejected this amendment by twelve votes to six, with certain abstentions. 

PART II. — MATERIAL. 

On this point, as already mentioned, the Commission encountered difficulties which it was 
unable to surmount either at its third session or even after the second reading of the preliminary 
draft Convention during the first part of the sixth and last session. 

CHAPTER A. — LAND ARMAMENTS. 
Article 9. 

As regards land armaments, the original position was as follows: 
A proposal was made by the German delegation for the limitation of material in service and 

in reserve in accordance with a table fixing, under separate headings, the maximum number 
of arms and the quantity of ammunition for the various arms. The French preliminary draft 
provided only for the limitation of the total expenditure on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture 
of war material in the strict sense of the term, with the option of carrying forward sums not 
expended during one year. 

The Japanese and Italian representatives formally opposed the first method, while the 
United States delegation made a general reservation on account of the omission of any provisions 
regarding the limitation of material of the land and air forces, whether in service or in reserve. 
Despite the fact that this reservation was withdrawn at the second reading, opinion was divided 
as to the method of limiting material for land forces. 

The following methods were considered: 

(1) Application of the fullest possible publicity to expenditure on land material; 
(2) Limitation of budgetary expenditure on material; 
(3) Direct limitation of material by categories; 
(4) Simultaneous application of the two last-named limitations, either separately or 

in combination; 
(5) Application of any one of these methods at the choice of the contracting party. 

The Commission unanimously approved the principle that there should be the fullest possible 
interchange of information respecting armaments between the parties to the proposed Convention. 

It also recorded the unanimous desire of the members of the Commission to find some method 
which would provide for the limitation of war material in a more precise manner than can be 
achieved by publicity alone. 

The result of the vote taken on the principle of direct limitation was as follows: nine votes for, 
nine votes against and seven abstentions. 

On a vote being taken on the principle of the simultaneous employment of the two methods 
proposed by the Italian delegation, nine members of the Commission declared themselves in favour 
of the system, eleven were against and five abstained from voting. 

The principle of indirect limitation, as set forth in Article 9, was adopted by sixteen votes 
to three, with six abstentions. 

As regards the application of this principle the Commission passed the following resolution: 

“ I. With a view to limiting land material by limiting expenditure on its purchase, 
manufacture and upkeep, the Preparatory Commission requests its President to instruct the 
Committee of Budgetary Experts to enquire into the means by which such limitation could 
be carried out, paying special attention to: 

“ [a) The necessity of limiting all the expenditure in question; 
" [b) The variety of ways in which budgets are presented and discussed in different 

countries; 
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“ (c) The adjustment of the proposed method of limitation to possible fluctuations 
in the purchasing power of different countries, especially with regard to the cost of war 
material. 

(d) The conditions in which credits for one financial year might be carried over 
to the following year or years. 

“ II. In order that the Governments may be able, before the Conference meets, to come 
to a decision on this point, the experts’ report should be transmitted to them in good time 
by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. ” 

The Spanish and United States delegations stated that they were prepared to consider the 
possibility of applying, as far as they themselves were concerned, direct limitation instead of 
indirect limitation, though the Spanish delegation observed that such limitation would have to 
be confined to material in service. The Japanese delegation expressed the view that, if the 
Conference had to contemplate a system involving for some countries the application of direct 
instead of indirect limitation, the number of such countries would have to be strictly limited. 

Several delegations stated that, in the application of the system of indirect limitation, account 
must be taken of the circumstances peculiar to each State. They urged that preferential treatment 
should be granted to non-industrial countries, or countries whose budgets were below a figure to 
be fixed by the Conference. 

The first of these arguments was put with particular clearness by the Greek delegate, who spoke 
as follows: 

“ It seems essential, in order to determine the budgetary limit for each country, to take into 
account the particular circumstances of each country, its economic circumstances, its standard of 
living, the cost of labour there, and above all, its position as regards material at the time of signing 
the Convention. Obviously, if the material a country possessed at that time were worn out or 
imperfect; and if, consequently, it were in a clear position of inferiority as compared with the other 
Signatory States, that would constitute a factor to be taken into account in fixing the budgetary 
limit binding upon that country. ” 1 

Apart from the reservation in the footnote to the article, the Turkish delegation made its 
acceptance of any budgetary limitation of material and armaments expressly conditional upon 
account being taken—as with any other method of limitation, indeed—of the special position of 
countries in which the industry is not sufficiently developed. 

The Norwegian delegation observed that the possibility of some combination of direct and 
indirect methods by budgetary means had not been precluded. The British delegation made 
the following statement to the same effect: 

“ The British delegation was ready to admit that direct limitation may, in theory, be the 
most effective and the most obvious system, but feared that this method of limitation would, 
in practice, prove unsatisfactory. Even if adequate definitions and categories could be estab- 
lished, it would be impossible to impose on all countries such a system of verification and 
control as to give the assurance that the limitation would be properly observed. 

“ The British delegation had hoped that it might be possible to limit directly the larger 
weapons, such as big guns and tanks; but here, again, similar difficulties would be encountered. 
They would be prepared to accept any practical scheme for direct limitation of the more 
important weapons that would offer any prospect of general acceptance and reasonable 
effectiveness. It may be that the Governments at the Disarmament Conference will be able 
to find such a scheme. 

" In the circumstances, the British delegate advocated the adoption of the indirect 
method of budgetary limitation. 

“ The British delegation recognises that such a method is not so complete; but, so far as 
it goes, it is, it feels, more effective and more reliable. Budgetary expenditure, in all the more 
important countries, is subject to a number of checks and controls, and cannot, to any serious 
extent, be evaded. Moreover, it has the additional advantage that it may serve to arrest 
competition in the development and perfection of weapons. ” 

* * * 

The German delegation has made a general reservation in regard to this article, since, notwith- 
standing its extraordinary importance, the material in service, in reserve and in store of land armed 
forces and of land formations organised on a military basis is only covered—contrary to the method 
applied to naval and air armaments—by limitation of expenditure, and not by a reduction and 
limitation of specific articles and of numbers. 

As regards the limitation of expenditure, the German delegation reserves the right to take a 
decision after considering the report of the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

Page 19. 
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1 Minutes of the seventh meeting. 
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The delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics declared that it was opposed to the 
Commission’s refusal: 

(a) To provide for the direct limitation of the material for land armaments in service 
and in reserve which, in view of the mechanisation of modern armies, might serve to make up 
for the reduction in the number of men; 

(b) To abolish tanks and long-range artillery, since these constitute the most aggressive 
forms of armaments and the most dangerous for the civil population; and, further, to prohibit 
the introduction of newly-invented implements of war as fostering the competition in 
armaments. 

ANNEX 15. 
C.P.D.294(a), Addendum. 

Geneva, December 9th, 1930. 

ADDENDUM TO THE DRAFT REPORT, SECOND PART. 

[Document C.P.D.294(a) (See Annex 14)]. 

PART I. — PERSONNEL. 

CHAPTER A. — EFFECTIVES. 

Page 9. — At the end of the paragraph on page 9 of document C.P.D.294(a) commencing 
with the words " In the light of...” add an asterisk referring to the following note: 

“ The question was considered whether it would not be well to add to the expression 
‘ on service ’ some qualifying adjective such as ‘ active ’, ‘ actual ’ or ‘ with the colours ’. 
But as the rules of limitation were based on the idea of average daily effectives, which in its 
turn was based on the idea of the number of actual ‘ days’ duty ’ on military service, it was 
finally decided that such a qualifying adjective was unnecessary. 

“ Lastly, in order to take into account the frequent cases in which ' service ’ is performed in 
several separate periods, often of short duration, the word ‘ months ’ was substituted for the 
word ‘ years ’ of service. ” 

ANNEX 16. 
C.P.D.294(&). 

Geneva, December 6th, 1930. 

DRAFT REPORT (THIRD PART).i 

M. Bourquin and M. Cobian [Rapporteurs). 

Part II. — Material (continued): 

Chapter B. — Naval Armaments 

Page 
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PART II. — MATERIAL (continued). 

CHAPTER B. — NAVAL ARMAMENTS. 

At the third session of the Preparatory Commission, two entirely opposite plans were submitted: 
the British draft suggested the limitation of tonnage and of the number of vessels to be allowed 
to each of the contracting parties in each of the categories to be specified; the Italian delegation 
was only prepared to accept the limitation of total (global) tonnage which each contracting party 
would undertake not to exceed and which it might allocate and organise in the way best suited 
to its national interests, provided it communicated with the Secretariat of the League of Nations, 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — The page numbers in the margin show the pages in the roneoed document to which 
reference is made in the Minutes. 
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at least six months before the laying down of the keel,the characteristics of each warship it intended 
to construct. 

The French delegation, whose views were much nearer to those of the Italian delegation 
than to those of the British delegation, proposed a three-column table, the figures in the columns 
indicating for each contracting party: 

{a) The total (global) tonnage it considered indispensable for its security and the 
defence of its national interests; 

(6) The total (global) tonnage it considered itself obliged to attain before the expiration 
of the Convention; 

(c) The manner in which it proposed to distribute, in total (global) tonnages for each 
category, the whole total (global) tonnage indicated by it in the previous column. 

In a spirit of conciliation and with a view to reaching a compromise, however, the French 
delegation was prepared to agree that the special categories of tonnage referred to should consist 
of four categories of vessels—capital ships, aircraft-carriers, surface vessels of less than 10,000 tons, 
and submarines, though admitting the possibility of transferring tonnage from one category to Page 2. 
another in circumstances which the contracting party considered to be indispensable for its safety, 
provided it informed the Secretariat of the League of Nations of the change made in the allocation 
of its total (global) tonnage one year at least before the laying of the keels of the part of this tonnage, 
the allocation of which would be changed. 

In spite of a very reassuring statement made by the United States representative to the 
Preparatory Commission at the beginning of its sixth session in April 1929, the discussion of the 
naval problem was deferred. In view of the agreement that had been reached at the London 
Conference, the discussion was resumed in the second part of the same meeting, on the basis of a 
proposal submitted by the delegations of seven countries (United States of North America, Great 
Britain, Canada, France, Irish Free State, Japan, Italy) which submitted a new text for almost 
all the articles in this section. By adopting this text in its main outline, the Commission was able 
to overcome the difficulties which had previously arisen, owing chiefly to the presence of two 
conflicting systems of limitation—i.e., limitation of total (global) tonnage and limitation by 
categories. 

The Italian delegation made a general reservation to the effect that the Italian Government 
could not finally agree to one specific method before all the Powers had agreed on the proportions 
and on the levels of maximum tonnage. 

The German delegation stated that, in view of the great value of non-floating material, it noted 
with regret that the latter—unlike floating material—would not be subject to any direct limitation 
of specific articles and of numbers, and would only be affected indirectly by the limitation of 
expenditure. With regard to the latter, the German delegation reserved its opinion until it had Page 3. 
studied the report of the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

In conformity with the general principles it has followed, the Commission has not proposed 
to the Conference any figures for tonnage, etc., to be inserted in the articles and in the annexes. 

The figures set out therein have been inserted merely as an indication; they are similar to 
those given in the Washington and London Treaties. It should be observed here that, in several 
cases, various delegations proposed other figures to the Commission or reserved the right to do 
so when the Conference met. 

Articles 10, 11 and 12. 

These three articles must be regarded as a single whole, embodying the following system 
of limitation: 

(1) Limitation of the total (global) tonnage of each Power (Article 10), with the exception 
of certain vessels referred to in Annexes I and II; 

(2) Distribution of total (global) tonnage (Article n); 
(3) Possibility of transferring tonnage from one category to another (Article 12). 

The Italian delegation proposed that these Articles 10 and n should be replaced by a single 
article, worded as follows: 

“ The limitation of naval armaments, accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties, 
is indicated in the following table ...” 

like Table II of the text, while Table I would be omitted. 

Article 10 

The Chinese, Spanish, Persian, Roumanian and Yugoslav delegations observed that’it should 
be understood that the particulars of total (global) tonnage inserted by the contracting parties in 
Table I would not be in anyway binding on their countries after the expiration of the Convention. 

The possibility was considered of providing in the Convention two tables, one of which yould Page 4. 
indicate the total global tonnage which each contracting party regarded as indispensable for 
guaranteeing its safety and national interests, whereas the other would contain the figures of the 
total global tonnage to be obtained before the expiration of the Convention. 
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In order to give prominence to this idea, the Committee agreed, at the request of the Spanish 
representative, to alter the wording of the first article proposed by the Powers signatory to the 
London Agreements. The foregoing, therefore, explains the meaning of the sentence: “ Throughout 
the duration of the present Convention ...” 

Similarly, the Spanish delegation opposed a Soviet proposal to the effect that the limitation 
of naval forces should involve a reduction for all countries. The Commission finally adopted the 
principle of such a reduction, but gave it greater elasticity by adding the words “ as far as possible ”. 
Since the same idea had been accepted in respect of the other armaments, it was thought preferable 
to embody it in a single clause which should govern the whole Convention. This—as wre pointed 
out—is the object of the first article of the present draft. 

The Yugoslav delegate also emphasised the difference between recently-created countries, 
Page 5- which are at present engaged in elaborating and preparing a minimum naval programme compatible 

with their national security and countries having a maritime history and tradition and possessing a 
complete fleet. The figure of the total (global) tonnage to be inserted in Table I would for the 
former countries represent only the first stage in the execution of their minimum programme, 
whereas for the latter the figure will really indicate their maximum naval forces in the present 
state of international relations. In view of this essential difference, the Yugoslav delegation 
reserved the right to request at the Conference that recently-created countries which are obliged to 
distribute their expenditure for the construction of a minimum tonnage compatible with their 
national security over a number of years exceeding the duration of the Convention should be 
accorded the right to mention separately, within the limits of the agreed total (global) tonnage, 
what portion of their programme they intended to carry out during the period of the Convention. 
Similarly, if, under Article 56 of the draft, the Convention remained in force for a further period, 
such prolongation should not debar the above-mentioned countries from continuing the execution 
of their naval programme within the limits of the agreed tonnage. 

Articles 11 and 12. 

The Preparatory Commission’s discussions on these articles were directed mainly towards 
rendering the proposed system of limitation applicable to navies of a small tonnage. With this 
object the Commission unanimously adopted the rules which appear as the introduction to Table III 
This table will be prepared or filled in at the Conference; but the Commission desires to state that 

Page 6. it regards the application of the rules proposed as an integral part of the system on which Articles 10 
to 12 are based. 

On this subject the following statements should be noted : 

The representative of the British Empire stated: 

“ I am glad to be able to inform the Commission that I am now authorised to accept 
the three proposed rules in Table III of the Naval Clauses. In doing so, I should like to make 
it clear that I regard the first rule as governing the other two; I understand that was why it 
was put first—that is to say, though Rules II and III establish certain important principles, 
yet their application must, in the last resort, depend to some extent upon the considerations 
set out in Rule I. It is, of course, understood that, in saying this, I am dealing solely with the 
question of transfer and not suggesting that any limit can be put on the right of any Power to 
ask the Disarmament Conference for any class of ship as part of its navy. ” 

The Swedish delegate spoke in the following terms: 

“ The Swedish delegation is very glad to learn from Viscount Cecil’s statement that the 
British Government approves Table III. 

“ I should like to take this opportunity of saying that the Swedish delegation cannot 
accept any interpretation which might weaken the guarantees obtained by the Powers 
possessing fleets of small tonnage through the inclusion of the three principles contained in 
Table III as compensation for their acceptance of a large number of rules derived from the 
Treaties of Washington and London. ” 

The representatives of Yugoslavia, Greece, Roumania, Turkey and Poland gave this statement 
their unqualified approval. 

The Norwegian representative spoke to the same effect, adding that his country would 
certainly claim from the Conference the utmost freedom for transfer. The Chinese representative 
agreed with this view. The Finnish delegate stated that he would like the three rules to 

Page 7. be interpreted on a footing of equality; none of them should be regarded as taking precedence 
over the others. 

The United States representative explained that, in accepting the three rules, which were 
drawn up as a compromise text, his delegation assumed that the application of Rule III, Table III, 
was not intended to apply to Powers which are signatories of the Washington and London Treaties. 

The Italian delegate spoke as follows: 

“ Like the British delegation, we consider that the basic criterion for the application 
of transfers should be that which was enunciated in principle No. 1. When this principle 
has to be applied in practice, we should make no difficulty in according complete liberty 
of transfer from the class of submarines to that of light-surface vessels—e.g., destroyers and 
small cruisers. 

“ On the other hand, I desire to state now that we should oppose transfers in the opposite 
direction—that is to say, from the class of light-surface vessels to that of submarines. 
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1 his statement was formally opposed by the Spanish delegate, who pointed out that the text 
in question represented a compromise and had been adopted without any reservation other than 
that of the British delegation. 

The Netherlands delegate also pointed out that, if they made the second rule adopted 
subordinate to the first, they would modify the scope of the system. 

The rules contained in Table III annexed to this section are worded as follows: 

“ i. Account must be taken of the special circumstances of each Power, and of the 
classes of ships involved in the transfer. ” 

This must be understood to mean that, before it accords any transfer figure, the Conference 
must take into account the circumstances of the Power applying for the transfer and the class 
of vessels whose tonnage may be increased. These will be the factors on which the Conference will 
base its decision either to grant or refuse the transfer applied for, or to reduce its scope. 

“ 2. Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed 100,000 tons 1 will have full freedom 
of transfer as regards surface ships. ” 

This exception in favour of certain navies which the Conference will have to designate, taking 
into account their total tonnage, will be readily understood. It admits the possibility of unlimited 
transfer as regards surface vessels, but excludes submarines from this option. 

“3. As regards the other Powers, the amount of the transfer should vary in inverse 
ratio to the amount of the total (global) tonnage of each of them. ” 

This rule applies to all Powers which do not benefit under the exceptional system established 
by the preceding clause. It provides that the Conference, when allowing transfers under the 
conditions laid down in Rule I, should grant them in inverse ratio to the global tonnage of the 
Powers applying for them. 

Article 13. 
The Soviet delegation proposed that the tonnage limit for capital ships should be fixed at 10,000 

tons (10,160 metric tons), and the limit for gun calibres at 12 inches (304.8 mm). 
Several delegations recommended that the Conference should either abolish capital ships 

altogether or should reduce the maximum tonnage of their standard displacement. 
The Commission confined itself, however, to adopting the text proposed by the signatory 

Powers of the Washington Naval Treaty, fixing—but by way of indication only—the tonnage 
limit for capital ships at 35,000 tons (35,560 metric tons), and the limit for the calibre of their 
guns at 16 inches. 

As regards the other articles of the draft submitted by the Powers which took part in the 
Naval Conference, we may say that they were adopted by the Preparatory Commission without 
discussion, it being understood that the figures contained in these articles were only given by way 
of indication and that the adoption of these articles in no way involved the adoption of the numerical 
data which might be replaced by other figures. 

Article 14. 
The Spanish delegation, however, made a reservation regarding the second paragraph of 

Article 14, which provides for the limitation of the calibre of guns carried by aircraft-carriers whose 
tonnage does not exceed 10,000 tons. The Spanish delegation considered that certain navies 
which, for reasons of economy, were compelled to build ships not corresponding exactly to any of 
the classes specified in Annex III of the draft (Definitions) could hardly be expected not to arm 
aircraft-carriers of a lower tonnage with guns of the calibre authorised for aircraft-carriers of the 
heavier tonnage mentioned in the first paragraph of Article 14. 

Articles 13 and 16. 

Articles 15 and 16 lay down that the standard displacement and the guns of submarines shall 
be limited, and that no vessel of war exceeding the limits as to displacement or armament prescribed 
by the Convention shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for, or within the jurisdiction of any 
of the contracting parties. 

Article ly. 

Article 17 contains a reference to Annex IV of Chapter B, Part III, regarding the rules with 
which the contracting parties must comply in the matter of the replacement of vessels of war. 
Annexes IV and V (Rules of Replacement) mentioned in Article 21 reproduce the corresponding 
provisions of the Naval Treaty of London. 

Article 18. 

Article 18 gave rise to a short discussion. This article, which provides that no preparation 
shall be made in merchant ships for the installation of warlike armaments for the purpose of 
converting such ships into vessels of war, nevertheless authorises the stiffening of decks for the 
mounting of guns not exceeding 6.1 inches (155 millimetres) in calibre. This exception to the 
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1 This figure is given as an indication. 



Page ii. 

Page 12. 

— 546 — 

established rule was finally adopted, since the Commission recognised that it would be equitable 
to provide merchant vessels, in case of need, with certain means of defence. The Japanese dele- 
gation, however, reserved the right to raise the question of the limitation of aircraft equipment 
on merchant vessels, possibly at the Conference itself. The Soviet delegation emphasised the 
importance of laying down that no preparation shall be made in merchant ships with a view to 
converting such ships in war-time into fighting units. 

Articles ig, 20 and 22. 
The following clauses of the draft were adopted without discussion: 

(1) The clause prohibiting any contracting party engaged in war from using as a vessel 
of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its jurisdiction for any other 
Power or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction for another Power and not 
delivered (Article 19). 

(2) The clause prohibiting any contracting party from disposing of any vessel of war 
in such a manner that such vessel may become a vessel of war in the navy of any foreign 
Power (Article 20). 

(3) The clause authorising the retention of existing ships used as stationary training 
establishments or hulks (Article 22). 

Article 23. 
On the proposal of the British delegation, the Commission adopted Article 23, providing 

for limitation of the annual expenditure in the war material of naval armaments on lines similar 
to the limitation of material of land armaments prescribed in Article 9. The forms of this 
limitation are to be studied by the Committee of Experts. 

Certain delegations objected to the introduction of indirect limitation of naval material in 
addition to the direct limitation provided for in the other articles of this chapter. The French 
delegation suggested that budgetary limitation should be applicable only to such categories of 
material as have not been covered by direct limitation. 

The American delegation repeated its general reservation on the subject of budgetary 
limitation. 

The French delegation does not see its way to accept the special limitation of expenditure on 
upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war material for naval armaments. Apart from the tech- 
nical difficulties which may be in the way, it observes that the limitation of naval material under 
satisfactory conditions is assured by the direct limitation of floating material, as well as indirectly 
by the limitation of the aggregate expenditure on armaments. 

The German delegation reserves its opinion until it has studied the report of the Committee 
of Budgetary Experts. 

The Japanese delegation also made a reservation in regard to this article. 
The British delegation explained that their acceptance of this article depended on the attitude 

finally adopted by other maritime Powers. 
A note inserted in the present draft (after Article 23) quotes two articles of the London 

Naval Treaty as examples of supplementary restrictions which certain contracting parties might 
be prepared to accept. It is understood that these articles, which are binding solely upon the 
signatories of the London Treaty, are only quoted by way of example, the Commission not having 
expressed any view in regard to them. The representatives of Greece and Spain, however, have 
made a formal reservation in regard to the possibility of these supplementary restrictions being 
applied. 

The Commission attached several tables to Chapter B. Table I will have the figures of global 
tonnage allocated to each contracting party. Table II will serve to show the distribution of such 
tonnage between the categories defined in Annex III in accordance with the scheme fixed in London. 
A special subdivision has, however, been admitted in the class of capital ships for those contracting 
parties which have no capital ship of a standard displacement exceeding 8,000 tons. Table III, 
with regard to transfers, is also to be filled up by the Conference, account being taken of the three 
principles therein specified. 

ANNEX 17. 
C.P.D.294(c). 

Geneva, December 7th, 1930. 

DRAFT REPORT (FOURTH PART). 1 

M. Bourquin and M. Cobian [Rapporteurs). 

Page 
Part II. — Material (continued): 

Chapter C. — Air Armaments  547 

Part III. — Budgetary Expenditure  549 
Part IV. — Exchange of Information  55° 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — The page numbers in the margin show the pages in the roneoed document to which 
reference is made in the Minutes. 
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PART II. — MATERIAL (continued). 

CHAPTER C. — AIR ARMAMENTS. 

The text adopted in the first part of the sixth session provided in a single article for the 
limitation of air material in service by means of two tables, one for armed forces and the other for 
formations organised on a military basis, the limitation being applicable to aeroplanes and 
dirigibles capable of use in war employed in commission in the land, sea and air forces, or in the 
formations organised on a military basis. 

All these provisions have been regrouped by the Drafting Committee. They are the subject 
of Articles 24 and 25, which the Commission has adopted. 

Articles 24 and 25 (former Article AA). 

The method of limitation fixed in these articles represents a compromise formula taking 
account of the principal standards of limitation proposed to the Commission. The standard 
of limitation in the case of aeroplanes is, first, the number, and, secondly, the total horse-power. 
In the case of dirigibles, it is the number, total horse-power and total volume. 

The Commission accepted at the second reading, by nine votes to eight with some abstentions, 
a British amendment to limit, not only machines in service, but also complete machines in reserve 
belonging to the State. 

The German delegation made a reservation in regard to these articles, on the ground that 
reduction and limitation do not apply to the aggregate of war material, including material in 
reserve, and that, in its view, the countries are left free to increase their stocks of aircraft not yet 
put together, and to arrange their air armaments as they please, without exceeding the limits 
fixed by the Convention. 

The Turkish delegation reserved its opinion on the extension of the direct limitation provided 
for in Articles 24 and 25 to armaments in reserve. 

The tables referred to in these two articles will contain the figures allocated to each contracting 
party. As regards the aeroplanes of the armed forces (Table I) and those of the formations organised 
on a military basis (Table II) and dirigibles (Table III, Dirigibles of the Armed Forces, and Table IV, 
Dirigibles of the Formations organised on a Military Basis), there are certain differences in the 
make-up of the tables. The two tables relating to the armed forces (Tables I and III) contain an 
obligatory column for the total of the aeroplanes and dirigibles respectively, and three optional 
columns for the aeroplanes or dirigibles stationed in the home country, overseas or in aircraft- 
carriers. In the case of aeroplanes, the figures will show, first, the number and, secondly, the total 
horse-power. In the case of dirigibles, there will be additional figures showing the total volume. 

The tables with regard to the formations organised on a military basis (Table II, Aeroplanes, 
and Table IV, Dirigibles) have the same columns and the same particulars as the others, without 
column [d] (Tables I and III), which is irrelevant in the case of formations organised on a military 
basis. 

Article 26. 

It should be noted in the case of this article that the British and Canadian delegations consider 
it will not be possible to specify the horse-power figures. 

The French delegation had proposed at the first reading to measure horse-power according 
to the rules laid down by the International Air Navigation Commission. These rules are as follows: 

“ The power of an engine is the average power that the engine generates during two 
trials of one hour each during which it runs without stopping at a pressure of 760 millimetres 
of mercury in dry air and at a temperature of I5°C- The engine power will be measured in 
horse-power of 75 kilogramme-metres a second and will be expressed to the nearest horse-power 
for engines not exceeding 50 horse-power within 5 horse-power for engines between 50 and 
200 horse-power and within 10 horse-power for engines exceeding 200 horse-power.” 
(Document C.310.M.109.1927.IX. page 139.) 

The delegation of the United States expressed the view that, in the case of a subject on 
which technical methods change with great rapidity, it was not desirable to adopt a method at the 
present time which might not be acceptable by the time the Conference meets. 

The Commission accepted this standpoint, and decided not to propose particular rules, but to 
leave the Conference to take a decision on the point. 

The Commission is, however, of opinion that it is desirable for the Council to entrust to 
experts the preparatory studies required for the laying down of such rules. 

* * * 

The German delegation makes a reservation of a general character in regard to Tables 1(c), 
11(c), III(c), IV(c), attached to Section C of Chapter II. This reservation is to the following effect: 
for the purposes of reduction of armaments, the material which a contracting party may assign 
to its oversea territories may be of varying importance in relation to another contracting party 
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by reason of the geographical situation of its territories in relation to the home country territories 
of the two contracting parties. One contracting party will therefore have every reason to regard 
the oversea material of another contracting party as forming part of the home country material 
of the latter, when such an assumption is justified by the proximity of the oversea territories in 
relation to the home territories of the two parties. 

The Turkish delegation repeated, in regard to the tables attached to Section C, the reservation 
it had made before in regard to the tables in Chapter I. 

Article 27. 

Article 27 deals with the interesting problem of the relation between civil and military aviation. 
It makes provision for prohibitions and obligations to be imposed on the contracting parties, with a 
view to avoiding the danger involved in prescribing the embodiment of military features in the 
construction of civil aeroplanes, and with a view to encouraging the independent development of 
purely civil aviation. It is not superfluous to reproduce the somewhat complicated text of Article 27: 

“ 1. The High Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the embodiment 
of military features in the construction of civil aviation material, so that this material may be 
constructed for purely civil purposes, more particularly with a view to providing the greatest 
possible measure of security and the most economic return. No preparations shall be made 
in civil aircraft in time of peace for the installation of warlike armaments for the purpose of 
converting such aircraft into military aircraft. 

" 2. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to require civil aviation enterprises 
to employ personnel specially trained for military purposes. They undertake to authorise 
only as a provisional and temporary measure the seconding of personnel to, and the employment 
of military aviation material in, civil aviation undertakings. Any such personnel or military 
material which may thus be employed in civil aviation of whatever nature shall be included 
in the limitation applicable to the High Contracting Party concerned in virtue of Part I, 
or Articles 24 and 25, of the present Convention, as the case may be. 

" 3. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to subsidise, directly or indirectly, 
air-lines principally established for military purposes instead of being established for economic, 
administrative or social purposes. 

“ 4. The High Contracting Parties undertake to encourage, as far as possible, the 
conclusion of economic agreements between civil aviation undertakings in the different 
countries and to confer together to this end.” 

This article was drafted after the work of the Special Committee of Experts on Civil Aviation. 
The Preparatory Commission agreed with the Committee of Experts that the Convention 

should avoid any provision capable of obstructing the development of civil aviation; but it was 
of opinion that all efforts should be directed towards differentiating more and more definitely 
between civil and military aviation, and that Governments should be prevented from interfering 
in civil aviation undertakings in order to divert them from purely civil objects. 

The Soviet delegation submitted the following amendment in the course of the discussion: 

“ Any adaptation of civil aviation material to the establishment of armaments or to 
military uses is prohibited.” 

Under the terms of this amendment, the Governments would be bound to take steps to 
prevent the construction for military purposes, or the adaptation to military purposes, of aircraft- 
carriers, whether constructed by, or belonging to, private companies or private persons. 

It should be noted that the text of the article approved by the Commission does not bind the 
Governments to impose restrictions on the private manufacture or adaptation of aircraft-carriers, 
but only prohibits them from encouraging the adaptation of civil aircraft-carriers to purposes of war. 

An amendment was submitted to the Commission by the Canadian delegation for the omission 
of the second sentence of paragraph 2 of Article 27, to the effect that the seconding of personnel to, 
and the employment of military aviation material in, civil aviation undertakings should be 
authorised only as a provisional and temporary measure. 

The Commission, while appreciating the special circumstances of Canada, was not prepared 
recede from the general rule to which it had given its approval. It thought that a solution of the 
difficulty might be found in the establishment of an exceptional arrangement, the forms of which 
would have to be settled by the Conference. 

The Canadian delegation subsequently submitted a reservation in regard to the “ temporary 
and provisional ” character of the seconding of personnel and the employment of military aviation 
material in civil aviation undertakings. Canada, because of its special needs and problems, requires, 
for the reasons given in the Minutes of December 2nd, the unrestricted right of seconding, in order 
to develop its country of vast distances and to protect its citizens and natural resources. The 
Canadian delegation, in order to obviate the possibility of abuse in seconding, proposed 
an amendment, which the Commission accepted unanimously, by which all seconded personnel 
and material shall be included in the quota allotted to each State. 

In the course of the discussion on paragraph 3, the British delegation stated that it must be 
clearly understood that the proposal did not imply that the Governments committed themselves 
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to complete internationalisation of aviation, and tnat on this point the British Government reserved 
its entire freedom of action. 

* * * 

The British delegation proposed the insertion of a new article worded as follows : 

Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the 
maintenance, purchase and manufacture of war material, for air armaments, to the figures and 
under the conditions defined in the Annex to the present Convention.” 
The voting on this article was as follows: five for; six against; thirteen abstentions. 

The British delegation expressed particular regret at the failure of the Commission to adopt 
a system of budgetary limitation of air material. They felt that the science of aeronautics is still 
in so early a stage that very great developments in size, cost and destructiveness of military 
machines are to be apprehended. These developments will in no way be affected by the limitation 
of the total number of machines, and they fear it is impossible to rely on the limitation of horse-power 
as a practically effective check. Without budgetary limitation, therefore, they believe that the 
air arm, potentially the most destructive of civilisation, will be the most free for competitive 
international development. r 

* * * 

During the first part of the sixth session the German delegation submitted a proposal to 
prohibit the launching of weapons of offence of any kind from the air, as also the employment of 
unpiloted aircraft controlled by wireless or otherwise, carrying explosive or incendiary gaseous 
substances. & 

After a very interesting discussion 1 this proposal was rejected, five delegations voting in its 
favour. The delegations which did not accept the German proposal stated that they did not 
thereby imply the authorisation of bombardment from the air of civil populations. 

PART III. — BUDGETARY EXPENDITURE. 
Article 28. 

Upon the proposal of the French delegation, the Commission considered at its third session 
the limitation of the total annual expenditure by budgetary years for the forces stationed in the 
home country, and the formations organised on a military basis in the home country as well 
as the overseas forces, their reinforcements and overseas formations organised on a military basis 

On this occasion, the delegations of the British Empire, Italy and Japan stated that in their 
opinion, budgetary limitation should be effected solely by means of publicity. The delegations 
of the United States and Germany made a general reservation regarding the inclusion bin the 
draft Convention of stipulations concerning the limitation of budgetary expenditure 

At the sixth session, the Commission accepted the principle of the limitation of the total 
expenditure on land, sea and air forces. 

In adopting this principle (Article 28), the Commission desired to emphasise that such limitation 
should be applied individually, taking into consideration the conditions peculiar to each country. 

The Preparatory Commission, however, is not submitting any final proposal to the Conference 
regarding the methods of such limitation. 

Valuable studies have already been made in this field—in particular, by the Committee of 
Budgetary Experts set up by the Preparatory Commission; this Committee held several meetings 
m 1927 The results of its work—to the value of which the Preparatory Commission desires to 
pay tribute—are embodied in documents C.P.D.40 (Provisional Report) and 90. Some delegations 
thought that it would be desirable to convene this Committee once more so as to enable it to 
complete its report in the light of the experience acquired during recent years, and taking into 
account, in particular, the observations made on this subject during the second part of the sixth 
session of the Preparatory Commission. 

For this purpose the Commission requested its President to reconstitute the Committee of 
Budgetary Experts, and to convene it in good time to ensure that its report should reach the 
Governments as soon as possible so as to enable the latter to take it into consideration when 
preparing for the Conference. The next session of the Committee of Experts will open on 
December nth. r 

The Commission requested the Committee to study, in particular, the following points: 

(a) The necessity of limiting the total expenditure in question; 
(b) To take into account the diversity of methods of presentation and discussion of the 

budgets customary m the various countries; 
(c) To adapt the method of limitation contemplated to the possible differences in the 

purchasing power of the various currencies, with particular reference to the cost of war material ; 
(d) To determine the conditions under which the carrying forward of credits from one 

budgetary year to the next year or following years might be effected. 
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1 See Minutes of the Sixth Session (First Part), pages 85 to 93. 
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Page 13. 

Page 14. 

The Committee of Experts will have to bear these points in mind when it studies the methods 
of special limitation of land and naval material (Articles 9 and 23). 

The Soviet delegation proposed the insertion of a new article worded as follows: 

“ Secret funds intended in a disguised form for extraordinary expenditure on special 
preparations for war or an increase in armaments shall be excluded from the national budgets. 

“ In conformity with the above provision, all expenditure for the upkeep of the 
armed forces of each State shall be shown in a single chapter of the national budget; 
their full publicity shall be ensured.” 

Since the Commission agreed as to the desirability of asking the budgetary experts to examine 
the whole problem of the methods of limitation, including that raised by the Soviet delegation, 
the latter did not press its proposal. 

While agreeing to the limitation of budgetary expenditure, several delegations, including the 
Roumanian delegation, declared that it was essential in this connection to take into account the 
conditions peculiar to each country—that is to say, economic conditions, the purchasing power of 
each currency, the industrial development of each country, and, in particular, its position with 
regard to war material at the time of the signature of the future Convention. If, at that date, a 
country had not yet been able to carry out its minimum defensive programme in regard to certain 
categories of armaments, and if it possessed only obsolete, worn or incomplete war material, 
obviously such a State would be in an inferior position in relation to other signatory States more 
fortunately situated in this respect. 

These are the factors which will have to be taken into account when the budgetary limit 
imposed upon the contracting States comes to be laid down. 

The American delegation made a general reservation on the subject of budgetary limitation 
and drew attention to its declaration of November nth, 1930. 1 

The German delegation made a general reservation regarding this chapter pending the 
Committee of Budgetary Expert's report. 

PART IV. — EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

Part IV of the draft Convention contains seven articles, providing for the drawing up of 
twelve tables with a number of columns. 

Article 2g. 

Article 29 provides for the exchange of information each year in regard to the average daily 
number of effectives reached during the preceding year in the land, sea and air armed forces and 
formations organised on a military basis of each of the contracting parties. It also specifies the 
conditions under which the information, details of which appear in the tables, is to be supplied. 
The tables are largely similar to those of Chapter I (Limitation of Effectives), but are more detailed. 

It is to be noted that the Commission, which did not see its way to propose limitation by 
territories of the armed forces and formations organised on a military basis stationed in the various 
overseas territories, nevertheless accepted the principle of publicity with regard to their distri- 
bution (by five votes to four with a certain number of abstentions). As the Annex to Tables II 
and V shows, this publicity is limited to land forces. 

The Commission recognised that the method of calculating on the basis of the average daily 
effectives does not give adequate information in all cases. In the case of certain forms of military 
organisations, the real effectives may be considerably higher than the average effectives. The 
explanatory note, for which provision is made in the second sentence of the second paragraph, 
is intended to give publicity to this special feature of certain military systems. Jt is understood 
that the words in parentheses, “ recruits, militiamen, reservists, territorials, etc. ”, are only given 
by way of example. Each State will have to arrange in its own way the enumeration of the 
categories of effectives to which Article 29 relates. 

The following reservations were made in connection with Article 29: 

[a) The German delegation made a reservation to the article on the ground that the 
tables mentioned therein do not provide for publicity regarding trained reserves and the 
figure of the annual contingent. The general reservation of the German delegation in regard 
to Chapter I, Table L applies to the following tables of Part IV: Table II, Table V and 
the Annex to Tables' II and V, Table IX and Table XII. The German reservation m 
regard to Tables VI and VII annexed to Chapter A of Part I applies to Tables VI and 
VII of Part IV. . , ^ , 

(b) The German delegation also made a reservation in regard to the option allowea to 
States to show, if they desire, for purposes of information, in a special column of the tables 
annexed to Chapter IV (Table \e), the number of recruits not trained as defined in the national 
legislation. 

1 Minutes of the Sixth Session, Second Part (Fifth Meeting). 
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The German delegation considers that this option should not be allowed, unless the 
contracting parties are under obligation to publish at the same time and in the same tables 
similar information with regard to the number of their trained reserves. Failing such publi- 
city, the German delegation considers it impossible to judge of the real military situation 
of the States. 

(c) The Turkish delegation repeated in regard to the tables annexed to Article 29 the 
reservations made by it in regard to the tables in Chapter I. 

(d) The French delegation does not accept publicity for the effectives stationed in each 
overseas territory, as not being called for to any greater extent in the case of overseas terri- 
tories than in the case of the various districts of the home country. The French delegation 
also desires to point out that detailed publicity in the case of each overseas territory, with a 
multitude of distinctions between the different categories of soldiers according to their rank 
and length of service, is even less acceptable, being materially impossible owing to the constant 
transfers from one territory to the other and the special conditions of the territories in question. 
An army of accountants would be required for the purpose. The inclusion in the Convention 
of such minute rules is calculated to multiply involuntary errors in the information supplied 
by the contracting parties, and further threatens to lead to unnecessary and provocative 
discussion, which no one can desire, and which cannot be the object the Commission has in 
view. 

The British delegation concurred in this reservation. 
{e) The Japanese delegation also made a reservation as to the desirability of separate 

publication of the average daily effectives in each overseas territory. 

Article 30. 

In adopting Article 30, the Commission considered it important to know the number of 
youths compulsorily receiving preparatory military training. No provision is made for information 
on this point in Article 29, since Article 29 does not cover training which precedes active service. 

On these grounds the Commission considered it desirable that the contracting parties, who 
have systems of compulsory pre-regimental military training, should state the number of youths 
who have received such training. The Commission held that the Governments were not in 
a position to supply statistical information in regard to voluntary pre-regimental military 
training. 

The German and Italian delegations consider that particulars should be given, not only 
of the youths who have been subjected to compulsory preparatory military training, but of all 
who have received preparatory military training, whether voluntary or otherwise. 

Article 31. 

Article 31 imposes on the contracting parties the obligation to inform the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations each year of the total number of days comprised in the first period 
of service, and the total duration in days of the ensuing periods; this provision applies only 
to the effectives recruited by conscription. 

The limitation of the period of service laid down in Articles 5 to 8 (former Articles I 
and XB) did not provide for a precise limitation of the total number of days of service, on the 
one hand, and the total duration of the periods of training not included in the period of service, 
on the other. 

The Commission considered, however, that, in order to give a clearer idea of the military 
organisation of the various countries, tables should be drawn up for purposes of publicity, giving 
these figures separately. 

Article 32. 

The Commission accepted (by nine votes to seven) the principle of publicity in respect of 
material by means of the budget. The methods of application of this principle will be determined 
on the basis of the report requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

The Netherlands delegation, supported by several other delegations, had proposed that 
each of the contracting parties should, each year, prepare a statement giving the numbers 
(and for certain categories and for ammunition also the weight) of material in service and reserve 
of the land, sea and air forces under twelve specific headings. The Committee of Military Experts, 
which the Preparatory Commission had requested to study the method of application of this 
principle, prepared a simplified table applicable to land armaments. Some delegations which 
were ready to accept publicity on the basis of this table in respect of material in service did not 
see their way to accepting it in respect of material in reserve. In these circumstances, other 
delegations which advocated direct publicitydid not feel that they could press this point. 

* * * 

The German delegation made a general reservation in regard to Article 32. It considered 
that, in order to be effective, publicity should be given to the total of the land and air material 
and of non-floating material of the navies, and that this information should be published by 
categories and numbers. 

As regards publicity in respect of expenditure, it reserved its opinion until it had had an 
opportunity to study the Committee of Budgetary Experts’ report. 
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Article 33. 

Article 33 specifies the information to be furnished by each contracting party regarding 
every vessel of war laid down or completed by or for such party, or within its jurisdiction, after 
the coming into force of the Convention, except such vessels as are exempt from limitation under 
the terms of Annex I to Chapter B of Part II. 

Article 34. 

Article 34 lays down that the name and tonnage of any vessel whose decks have been stiffened 
as authorised in Article 18 shall be communicated to the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations; it should be pointed out, however, that this article was approved only by seven delegations, 
three delegations having voted against it, the others abstaining. 

Article 33. 

Article 35 provides for publicity corresponding to the limitation of air material in service 
stipulated in Articles 24 and 25. 

* * * 

The German delegation made a reservation concerning this article. It considers that 
publicity should apply to the total air material, including material in reserve.1 

The Turkish delegation repeated, in regard to the tables annexed to Article 35, the reservations 
it had made concerning the tables in Chapter I. 

Article 36. 

A large majority of the Preparatory Commission recognised the importance, from the point 
of view of armaments, which the development of the civil aviation of a country might assume. 
It also considered that the regular and official publication of information regarding civil aviation 
in the various countries would be extremely useful. 

While accepting this principle, and approving the text of Article 36 as it stands at present, 
certain delegations were doubtful whether the provision contained in this article would not be 
more suitably included in an international convention other than the Disarmament Convention. 

The Commission decided to draw the Conference’s attention to this point. 
Upon the British Delegation’s proposal, the Commission adopted at second reading an addition 

to Part IV providing that the contracting parties shall be bound to furnish information regarding 
expenditure incurred on civil aviation by the Governments and local authorities. The delegation 
of the United States pointed out that it was doubtful whether its Government would be in a 
position to furnish data on the expenditure incurred for this purpose by local authorities. 

On the proposal of the Polish delegation, the Commission adopted an amendment providing 
that the returns furnished by the Governments should show, not only the number, but also 
the total horse-power of registered aircraft and dirigibles. The American delegation stated 
that its Government would probably not be in a position to furnish information of this kind. 

The German delegation made a reservation in regard to Article 36. It considered that 
rules concerning publicity in regard to peace-time means of communication would not properly 
be included in a purely military convention, and that for this reason they should be dealt with 
in a special convention. 

Article 37. 

In adopting Article 37, the Commission approved the principles of publicity in regard to the 
total expenditure on the land, sea and air forces. Each of the contracting parties will undertake 
to furnish annually a statement of its expenditure in accordance with a standard model. 
Similarly, it will state the amount actually expended for the upkeep, purchase and manufacture 
of war material. . 

The standard model in question will be drawn up by the Conference on the basis of the 
studies made or to be made of this subject by the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

The German delegation reserved its opinion on the publication of expenditure until it had 
studied the report of the Committee of Budgetary Experts; it considered, however, that the 
standard model should not be used for purposes of comparison and limitation. 

1 See also, in regard to Tables I (c), II (c), III (c) IV (c), the German delegation’s general reservation concerning 
the tables annexed to Section C of Chapter II. 
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ANNEX 18. 
C.P.D.294.(i) 

Geneva, December 8th, 1930. 

DRAFT REPORT (FIFTH PART).1 

M. Bourquin and M. Cobian (Rapporteurs). 
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PART V. — CHEMICAL ARMS. 

Article 38. 

This part consists of only one article—Article 38—by which the contracting parties undertake, 
subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases 
and of all analogous liquids, substances or processes, and undertake unreservedly to abstain from 
the use of all bacteriological methods of warfare. 

The insertion in the draft Convention of provisions concerning chemical warfare was proposed 
by the delegates of Belgium, Poland, Yugoslavia, Roumania and Czechoslovakia. 

There was a certain amount of discussion as to whether provisions of this nature were in their 
right place in a Disarmament Convention which aimed, not at codifying the rules applicable in 
war-time or prohibiting the use of certain arms, but rather at regulating armaments in peace-time, 
or whether it would not be preferable to insert these provisions in some other document. 

The Commission’s attention was also drawn to the existence of other international undertakings 
on the same question—in particular, the Protocol prepared by the 1925 Conference on the Trade 
in Arms. As was pointed out, however, the Governments which had acceded to the Protocol 
and those which would accede to the Convention might not in every case be the same, and thus the Page 2 
Convention would not produce its full effect. 

Finally, the Commission adopted this article in the above-mentioned form, by a majority vote. 
Nevertheless, several delegations expressed the desire to reserve their right to submit to the 
Conference proposals concerning the chemical and bacteriological weapons, with a view to 
supplementing the provisions of the 1925 Protocol and amplifying their scope. 

The Commission noted that certain Governments had signed and ratified the 1925 Protocol 
with reservations concerning, in particular, reciprocity. Though recognising that the undertaking 
to abstain from the use of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases (paragraph 1 of the draft 
article) could normally be observed only subject to reciprocity, the Commission thought that the 
undertaking to abstain from the use of bacteriological methods should be absolute. The use 
of such methods would in any case constitute a crime against international law, in that this arm 
necessarily strikes the whole population, and no civilised Government could possibly wish to be 
guilty of such a crime even against the armies of a criminal Government which had itself resorted 
to such methods. 

The Soviet delegation drew the attention of the Commission to the following article of the 
draft Convention submitted by it: 

Page 3 
“ All methods of and appliances for chemical aggression (all asphyxiating gases used for 

warlike purposes, as well as all appliances for their discharge, such as gas-projectors, pulverisers, 
balloons, flame-throwers and other devices) and bacteriological warfare, either available for 
the use of troops or in reserve or in process of manufacture, shall be destroyed within three 
months of the date of the entry into force of the present Convention. ” 

1 Note by the Secretariat. — The page numbers in the margin show the pages in the roneoed document to which 
reference is made in the Minutes. 
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The Polish delegation, though in no way opposed to this proposal, expressed the opinion that 
the limitation or even destruction of any given appliance used for chemical aggression would 
merely create an illusion of action without in fact solving the problem of chemical warfare. 

In the second part of the sixth session, the British delegation submitted a memorandum 
concerning the interpretation of certain terms used in the chapter, particularly whether the use of 
tear-gas was to be regarded as contrary to the 1925 Geneva Protocol and the provisions of Chapter 
IV of the draft Convention or not. 

The French delegation submitted certain observations on this memorandum. The Commission 
felt itself unable to express a definite opinion on this question of interpretation. Very many 
delegations, however, stated that they were prepared to approve the interpretation suggested in 
the British Government’s memorandum. 

The Preparatory Commission thinks that it would be very useful if all the Governments which 
intend to send representatives to the Disarmament Conference were to devote very careful study 
to this question—the extreme importance of which the Commission recognises—so that the problem 
may be settled in all its aspects by the Conference. 

The Polish delegation made the following declaration: 

“ Though recognising the moral value of international instruments forbidding the use 
of chemical and bacteriological methods in war, we nevertheless feel that it is necessary to 
make provision, in addition to these instruments, for practical preventive and executory 
measures. These measures should be such as to render chemical or bacteriological attack, if 
not impossible, at any rate difficult, and should limit the chances of success and efficacy of 
such attack. They should also constitute a fresh guarantee that no violation of the 
undertakings solemnly signed could be committed without involving very unpleasant 
consequences for the guilty State. 

“ In this connection, therefore, it would be desirable to consider the possibility of 
concluding a Convention for affording international aid on as liberal a scale as possible to any 
country chemically or bacteriologically attacked. As such aid would be essentially of a 
humanitarian nature (sanitary, scientific, etc.), it should meet with general approval. 

" The problem might be studied in due course by the League of Nations. ” 

With regard to Article 38, the German delegation is of opinion that the effect of prohibiting 
the use of chemical weapons would be incomplete unless it referred also to preparations for the 
use of those weapons (instruction of troops, etc.). 

The same delegation stated that a scheme for the reduction and limitation of armaments 
should, in the first place, prohibit weapons of an essentially offensive character, the destructive 
effects of which menaced not only armies but also the civilian population—i.e., bombs from the air, 
heavy-calibre guns and tanks of every kind. 

PART VI. — MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

CHAPTER A. — PERMANENT DISARMAMENT COMMISSION. 

Article 39. 
This article, together with the other provisions of Part VI of the draft, underwent a thorough 

preliminary examination at the last session, having been entrusted to a Sub-Committee presided 
over by His Excellency M. Politis. The Sub-Committee’s conclusions, having been stated and 
discussed in plenary meeting, were approved by the Preparatory Commission. The latter unani- 
mously recognised the necessity of setting up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent 
Disarmament Commission to supervise the execution of the Convention. 

The object of Article 39 is both to provide for the creation of this organ and to determine its 
composition. 

As regards the latter, several systems were suggested in the course of the debates. Differences 
of opinion were expressed with regard to the number of members composing the Permanent 
Commission, and with regard to the capacity in which these members should sit and the conditions 
in which they would perform their duties. 

The text adopted lays down that the members of the Permanent Commission will be appointed 
by the Governments. But which will be the Governments that will appoint them ? Some 
delegations expressed the opinion that this right should be given to all contracting parties. The 
Commission did not accept this view. It thought that an institution of this kind could not satis- 
factorily perform its task unless it was of comparatively small size. The rule of universality 
thus being rejected, it remained to decide how many States should have the right to appoint 
members and how those States should be selected. 

After careful consideration, the Commission came to the conclusion that any decision on this 
subject, which is a definitely political question, should be left to the Conference itself. It thought 
it desirable, however, to bring to the notice of the latter the three systems which had been proposed 
to it: (1) that of the British delegation, consisting in reserving the right of appointment to the 
States Members of the Council of the League of Nations and to two or three States not members 
of the League; (2) that of the French delegation, consisting in conferring this right on the States 
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Members of the Council, on certain States not members of the League of Nations to be designated 
by the Conference, and, further, on certain States Members of the League of Nations but not 
represented on the Council, which would also be determined by the Conference; (3) lastly, 
that of the Chinese delegation 1, which recommended that the Conference should elect all the coun- 
tries who should be entitled to nominate members, it being understood, however, that those 
countries should fulfil certain special conditions to be determined. 

The Turkish delegation, while recognising that the great Powers, whether Members of the 
League or not, should necessarily possess the right of nomination, considered that, as regards the 
conferring of this right on other States, account should be taken of the defensive military interests 
of groups of countries which, owing to their contiguity, were directly concerned in maintaining 
the balance between their armed forces. The Turkish delegation recommended rotation on an 
equal footing between the countries constituting these groups of defensive interests, a list of which 
might be submitted to the Conference by a committee of experts. 

In any case, whatever system the Conference may agree upon, the selected Governments 
will only be required to appoint one member each to the Permanent Commission. 

The second question on which the Preparatory Commission was called upon to decide was 
that of the conditions under which members of the Permanent Commission will serve. It 
pronounced in favour of the solution formulated in the second paragraph of Article 39, which lays 
down the following principles: [a) Members of the Permanent Commission will not repiesent 
the Governments which appointed them; {b) they will hold office for a fixed period to be 
determined by the Conference, but will be re-eligible; (c) during their term of office, they may be 
replaced only on death or in the case of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent illness. 

The third paragraph provides that members of the Commission may be assisted by technical 
experts ”. The French delegation was in favour of a clause providing that members of the 
Commission must themselves be technical experts, giving purely technical opinions and not 
prejudging any political conclusions that the Governments might draw from those opinions. The 
French delegation stated that it still preferred this system, although the majority of the Commission 
did not accept it. . 

The question of payment for members of the Permanent Commission was also raised. It was 
thought better to come to no decision for the time being, especially as the question will readliy 
settle itself in due course. 

Article 40. 
Article 40 and those which follow lay down rules for the procedure of the Permanent 

Commission. 
The first paragraph of Article 40 calls for no comment. 
Paragraphs 2 and 3 provide that the Permanent Commission shall meet annually in ordinary 

session on the date fixed in its Rules of Procedure, and that, in addition to this compulsory session, 
extraordinary sessions may be convened by its President (1) in the cases provided for in the 
Convention and (2) whenever an application to that effect is made by a contracting party. 

Article 41. 
This is an important article, for it leaves the Permanent Commission full power to lay down, 

and consequently to revise, its own Rules of Procedure. The only restriction placed on its power 
of decision is that it must be guided by the provisions of the Convention; this restriction is so 
logical that there is no need to lay stress upon it. 

In leaving the Permanent Commission such wide latitude in regard to its Rules of Procedure, 
the Preparatory Commission intended to enable it to change its methods of work and its various 
forms of action in accordance with the lessons taught by its own experience. Had definite rules 
on this point been embodied in the Convention, there might have been some danger of the 
establishment of a rigid theoretical system, to which it might have been difficult to 
accommodate practical needs. 

Articles 42, 43 and 44. 
These three articles form a single system. They specify certain conditions which the 

Permanent Commission must observe in the conduct of its business. 

(1) Two-thirds of the members must be present before the Commission can transact 
business (Article 42). 

(2) In order to be adopted, a decision must be passed by a majority of the votes of 
the members present at the meeting (Article 44, paragraph 2). 

(3) Each member of the Commission shall have only one vote (Article 44, paragraph 1). 
(4) When a question brought before the Commission specially affects a contracting 

party not having a member of its nationality on the Commission, that party shall be entitled 
to send a member appointed for that purpose to sit on the Commission, and he will accord- 
ingly be regarded, so far as concerns the matter in question, as on the same footing as other 
members of the Commission, and may vote equally with them (Article 43). ^ 

(5) In two specified cases, however—those provided for in Article 49 (on derogations ) 
and in Article 51 (on “complaints ”)—the votes of members appointed by the parties concerned 
in the discussion shall not be counted in determining the majority (Article 44, paiagrap 1 3). 
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1 It should be noted that the Chinese delegation had primarily supported the system of universality. 
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This rule applies, of course, not merely to members specially appointed under Article 43 but 
also to ordinary members of the Commission. 

(6) Lastly, the final paragraph of Article 44 provides that the minority may state its 
views in a report. 

Article 45. 

The Permanent Commission will obtain such information as it requires under the conditions 
laid down in Article 48. Apart, however, from these regular sources of information, Article 45 
entitles any member of the Commission to have any person “ heard ” or “ consulted ” who is in 
a position to throw any light on any question which is being examined by the Commission. At 
the same time, in establishing this right, the text carefully emphasises that any member availing 
himself of it does so on his own responsibility Indeed, in such delicate questions as those 
with which the Commission will have to deal, great circumspection must be exercised in selecting 
sources of information. 

Articles 46, 47 and 48. 

Ihese articles have this common feature—that they specify the conditions under which the 
Permanent Commission is to draw up, communicate and publish its reports. 

Article 46 deals with a special point, but one which could not be neglected. It entitles every 
member of the Commission to require that, in the Commission’s reports, account shall be taken of 
the opinions or suggestions put forward by him personally—if necessary, in the form of a separate 
report. This provision is analogous to that in the last paragraph of Article 44. Its intention is the 
same—to ensure that all shades of opinion may be made public. 

Article 47 provides that all reports by the Commission shall be communicated (a) to the 
contracting parties and (b) to the Council of the League. It also requires that they shall be published. 
The conditions for this communication and publication will be laid down in the Commission’s 
Rules of Procedure, so far as they are not already fixed in the Convention itself. 

Article 48 deals with the reports to be drawn up by the Permanent Commission on the 
information it receives with regard to the application of the Convention. 

To examine and judge this information is looked upon as the Permanent Commission’s normal 
function. It is in fulfilling this function that the Commission will become an essential factor in the 
system of the Convention, being responsible for watching its application, regularly reporting on the 
situation, noting the increase of mutual confidence among the contracting parties, and calling 
attention, where necessary, to any errors and omissions which experience may have revealed in the 
text in force. 

In investing the Commission with this function, Article 48 lays down certain rules which it 
may not be out of place to discuss more fully. 

(1) In principle, the information in the Permanent Commission’s possession will be sent 
to it through the Secretary-General of the League by the contracting parties in pursuance of 
their international obligations. It was thought advisable, however, that the Commission should 
be able to supplement these statements by information drawn from other sources. Here, 
however, a difficulty arose. It would be unwise to make this power so elastic as to be indefinite. 
1 here must be a certain weeding-out of the reports that might come before the Commission. 
Who is to do it ? It was impossible to organise the matter in detail in the actual text of the 
Convention, which accordingly leaves the application of the principle to the Commission’s 
own judgment and merely emphasises the fact that this power of discrimination should be 
exercised with caution. That is the effect of Article 48, which lays down that the “ other 
information ” in question is that which “ may reach it from an authorised source ” and which 

if may consider worthy of attention ”. It will also be remembered that Article 45, which 
is dealt with above, entitles every member of the Commission, on his own responsibility, to 
have any person “ heard or consulted ” who is in a position to enlighten the Commission. 

(2) The report to be drawn up by the Commission under Article 48 must be produced 
at least once a year. It is to be communicated to the contracting parties and to the Council 
of the League “ forthwith ”. Its publication will take place on a date to be fixed by the 
Commission’s Rules of Procedure. 

CHAPTER B. — DEROGATIONS. 
Article 4g. 

Despite the Preparatory Commission’s desire to give the provisions of the Convention the 
maximum degree of stability, it felt obliged to provide for the possibility of certain derogations. 
In a matter such as this, which affects the vital interests of national defence, grave circumstances 
may arise which would justify the application of exceptional measures. 

But while recognising this truth and taking it duly into account, the Commission 
has endeavoured to find every precaution to avoid the abuses to which a system of derogations 
might possibly open the door. 

The drafts submitted in 1927 by the French and British delegations contained certain provisions 
in the matter—but the system laid down in both of them gave rise to criticisms, the foundation 
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for which their authors were the first to recognise. Finally a simpler and more elastic proposal 
submitted by the United States delegation, which was the subject of certain amendments, met 
with the approval first of the Sub-Committee and then of the Preparatory Commission, and 
resulted in the text of Article 49. 

Under the terms of this article, any contracting Power will have the right to suspend any 
provision of the Convention if a change of circumstances constitutes a menace to its national 
security. 

An analysis of the text reveals the following features: 

(1) The hypotheses in which the right of suspension shall apply are not enumerated, 
as so rigid a method was not to be recommended. Although, however, Article 49 does not 
enumerate the circumstances which would justify any suspension, it does lay down that these 
circumstances must constitute a menace to the national security of the State in question, so 
that its field of action is considerably restricted thereby. It is only in quite exceptional and 
really serious cases that any suspension will be possible, cases so serious and so exceptional 
that one may hope that they will not occur. 

(2) The suspension may effect certain articles of the Convention or all its provisions as a 
whole, with the exception, however, of those designed to apply in the event of war. 

(3) The suspension will in any case be purely temporary, and when the reasons for it 
have ceased to exist the armaments which have been temporarily increased must be reduced 
to the level agreed upon in the Convention. 

(4) It seemed impossible to make the entry into force of measures implying suspension 
conditional on previous authorisation, as the menace which justifies it may be so urgent 
as to call for immediate precautions. The Commission noted this fact with regret, but was 
obliged to acknowledge the impossibility. Each of the contracting parties may therefore take 
officially such measures as are necessitated by the circumstances in which it is placed, and will 
have the right for such purposes to appreciate the gravity of those circumstances. That is 
what is meant in the text by the words, “ a change of circumstances constitutes, in the opinion 
of any High Contracting Party ...” 

(5) Article 49, however, after recognising this right, subjects its exercise to a series of 
precautions which constitute a powerful check against any attempted abuse. 

It provides, first, that any contracting party which suspends any provision of the 
Convention shall immediately notify such suspension and the extent thereof not only to 
the other contracting parties but also, through the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, 
to the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

Further, it makes it incumbent upon the said contracting party to accompany the 
notification by “ a full explanation of the change of circumstances ” determining its action. 

It provides, lastly, that the other contracting parties shall promptly advise as to the 
situation thus presented. 

In addition to these guarantees there is the guarantee under Article 53, the effect of which, 
as will be noted later, is to establish the principle of compulsory arbitration for all disputes 
concerning the interpretation or application of the Convention. 

In this way there is built up a system of precautions to obviate all risk of abuse. 
In providing for this system the Commission, it need hardly be said, had no intention of 

restricting in any way the rights and obligations of States Members of the League of Nations under 
the provisions of the Covenant. Those provisions naturally retain their full force, and will help in 
their particular sphere of application to reinforce the guarantees laid down in the Convention. 

CHAPTER C. — PROCEDURE REGARDING COMPLAINTS. 

Articles 50 and 51. 

Article 50 embodies an important principle, in that it lays down that any violation of the 
Convention is a matter of concern to all the contracting parties. Should such a violation occur, 
any one of them, therefore, would have the right to act and set in motion the procedure in the 
matter of complaints provided for in Article 51. 

This article provides that a complaint may be lodged, not only when one of the contracting 
States violates the Convention (for example—this is the most typical case, though there may be 
others—by maintaining armaments in excess of the figures agreed upon), but also when it 
endeavours to violate it. 

The complaint must be brought, through the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, 
before the Permanent Commission, which, after hearing the contracting party whose action is 
questioned and any other party which may be specially concerned and which asks to be heard, 
will draw up a report. This report, like all others framed by the Permanent Commission, must be 
presented to the contracting parties and to the Council of the League of Nations and published, 
together with any proceedings. 

The Permanent Commission, being only a consultative body, cannot itself decide on the action 
to be taken on its report. That duty will devolve upon (1) the contracting parties, who shall 
advise on the subject, and (2) the Council of the League of Nations, within the limit of its powers 
under the Covenant. It is understood, moreover, in this connection, that the various pacific 
procedures provided for by the existing international agreements would, if necessary, be employed. 
The procedure laid down in Article 53 of the draft Convention is naturally included among the 
various solutions that might be employed. 
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When Article 51 was discussed, the United States delegation expressed certain doubts as to the 
expediency of the provisions which it contains, and reserved the right to study the question in 
greater detail. 

CHAPTER D. — FINAL PROVISIONS. 

Certain formal provisions (such, for instance, as those relating to the signature of the Conven- 
tion) do not figure in the present draft. It seemed preferable to leave it to the Conference to add 
them. 

Further, the text makes no mention of a clause which generally figures in multilateral 
conventions and which provides for the possible accession of third Powers. The reason is that 
the present situation is somewhat peculiar. The Convention is intended not only to lay down 
rules for collective application but is to embody individual figures fixing the limit of the armaments 
for each State. Naturally, if a Power which is not an original party to the Convention wished 
subsequently to accede to it, it would have to submit concrete and detailed proposals, which would 
form the subject of difficult and complicated negotiations. Such being the case, the Commission 
decided that it was preferable not to establish formal rules of procedure for this somewhat 
theoretical hypothesis. 

Article 52. 

The first paragraph of this article is based on a proposal by the British delegation. The second 
is the outcome of an amendment submitted by the French delegation. 

The article first of all embodies the principle that the present Convention does not affect the 
provisions of previous treaties under which certain of the contracting parties have agreed to 
limit their land, sea or air armaments. 

It also contains a provision enabling the contracting parties which so desire to declare, when 
signing the Convention, that the limits fixed under the latter for their armaments are accepted by 
them in relation to the provisions referred to in the preceding paragraph and that the maintenance 
of such provisions constitutes for them an essential condition for the observance of the present 
Convention. 

Article 52 is designed in the interests of greater clearness. It seemed necessary to a large 
number of delegations, in view of disputes that might arise concerning the interpretation of the 
Convention, disputes which, under the terms of Article 53> would come within the competence of 
the Permanent Court of International Justice, that there should be no possible doubt as to the 
conditions under which the Convention had been concluded. 

Moreover, in the matter of disarmament, every attempt should be made to avoid anything 
in the nature of a retrograde measure; accordingly, the provisions of the Convention must not 
restrict the scope of previous treaties on the same subject. 

Further, certain Governments will estimate the position of their armaments according to the 
situation resulting from such treaties. The maintenance in force of these treaties is thus an 
essential condition for the Governments for their contractual undertaking under the Convention. 
It will be for the Conference, if necessary, to define this principle in order to prevent any abusive 
interpretation in the event of a failure to comply with the provisions of the said treaties or any 
temporary and unimportant suspension of the provisions. 

At the third session, the German delegation made the following reservation concerning 
Article 52 (described at the time by the letters FA). 

“ The German delegation makes a general reservation with regard to Article FA, in 
view of the fact that the draft Convention does not yet show whether certain fundamental 
conditions will be fulfilled; these conditions were formulated during the proceedings at the 
third session of the Preparatory Commission and, without them, Germany could not regard 
the Convention as a first step towards general disarmament. In addition, guarantees should 
be given that this first step will be followed, at suitable intervals, by other steps towards the 
progressive reduction of armaments. ” 

The German representative confirmed this reservation at the last session and referred in this 
connection to the new reservation of a general character which he formulated in 1929 concerning 
his Government’s attitude towards the work of the Preparatory Commission {vide supra). 

Article 53. 

This article, which owes its origin to the Belgian delegation, lays down the principle of 
compulsory arbitration for all disputes concerning the interpretation or application of the provisions 
of the present Convention, when such disputes have not been settled by direct negotiations or by 
some other method of friendly settlement. It provides that, in such cases, the dispute shall be 
submitted to the Permanent Court of International Justice or to an arbitral tribunal chosen by the 
parties to the dispute. 

The principle underlying Article 53 met at once with the unanimous approval ol the Commis- 
sion. Certain delegations had, however, wondered on first examination whether the proposed 
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text might not lead to a conflict of powers between the Permanent Disarmament Commission and 
the tribunals to which disputes concerning the application of the Convention might be referred. 
It was pointed out to them that this risk need not be considered, as the Permanent Commission is 
not a tribunal competent to settle disputes, but an examining body responsible simply for drawing 
up reports and giving opinions. The provisions of Article 53, which was finally adopted without 
opposition, thus leave the powers conferred on the Permanent Commission intact. 

Article 54. 

The first paragraph of this article concerns the ratification of the Convention and does not call 
for any comment. 

Paragraphs 2 and 3 concern the entry into force of the Treaty. The Conference will have to 
establish the list of ratifications required to ensure its entry into force. If, however, by a date to 
be fixed in the Convention itself, the necessary instruments have not been deposited with the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, the latter would invite the signatory Powers to meet 
and decide whether it is possible, notwithstanding, to put the Convention into force. This special 
procedure, the purpose of which is so clear as to require no emphasis, was suggested by the British 
delegation. It is based on the resolution concerning ratifications adopted by the eleventh Assembly 
of the League of Nations. 

The last sentence of Article 54 provides that the contracting parties undertake to participate 
in this consultation, which will take place within a period to be fixed by the Conference. Such an 
undertaking is so natural that it might quite well not have been formulated. The Commission 
decided, however, that it would be preferable to mention it, leaving it to the Conference to decide 
whether it might not be better to insert it in the Final Act or in a Protocol to be annexed. 

In the text adopted at the first reading, Article 54 (former EB) was followed by an Article 
EC as follows: 

“ The High Contracting Parties agree to accept reservations which may be made by 
Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Poland, and Roumania at the moment of their signature of the 
present Convention, and which shall suspend, in respect of these States, the application of 
Articles ... of the present Convention until the accession of Russia to the present Convention 
under the same conditions as the above-named Powers. ” 

It should be noted that the Swedish delegation had reserved the full right to give its opinion 
on this article at the second reading. 

The Commission, while noting the importance which certain delegations attached to this 
provision, decided to hold it over for examination by the Conference. This decision was dictated 
by two reasons. The first was that the text raises an essentially political question, and the second 
that it brings up a very complex problem—the effect of the reservations which the contracting 
Powers will be allowed to formulate at the time of signature. What will be the conditions for such 
reservations ? How can they be reconciled with the reservations of the other contracting parties ? 
etc. This implies a mass of legal and technical difficulties which the Commission did not feel 
able to settle for the time being. 

Article 55. 

This article could, if necessary, have been omitted from the draft. Naturally, directly the 
Convention comes into force each of the contracting parties must, in so far as concerns itself, 
take the measures necessary to ensure its execution. The insertion of an express provision to 
this effect is designed simply to direct the special attention of the contracting parties to their duty 
of exhibiting the greatest diligence in the performance of their obligations. It will be for the 
Conference to decide whether this text is to be kept in the body of the Convention or whether it 
should be placed either in the Final Act or in a Protocol to be annexed. 

Article 56. 

Article 56 provides for the period of validity of the Convention. The Commission could not 
itself suggest how long it should remain in force, as this will depend on the circumstances at the 
time of the conclusion of the Convention, and the Conference alone can judge of such circumstances. 
It is important, however, to note that, as regards the States Members of the League of Nations, 
Article 8 of the Covenant provides for a maximum limit, in that it lays down that the “ plans ” 
for the reduction of armaments “ shall be subject to reconsideration and revision at least every 
ten years ”. The period laid down in Article 56 cannot, therefore, exceed ten years. It might be 
less, but the general feeling of the Commission is that it should not be too short. 

The British delegation directed attention to the desirability of establishing some agreement 
between the period of validity of the Convention and that of other agreements concerning the 
limitation of armaments, such as the Washington Convention. 

Moreover, even when fixed, the period of validity of the Convention will not be at all rigid. 
Two categories of provisions will have the effect of rendering it more elastic—namely, Articles 
56 and 57, which will be examined below, and the effect of which may be to shorten it; and, 
further, the rule laid down in the last sentence of Article 53, the effect of which may be to extend 
it. In virtue of this rule, the Convention will not be extinguished by the expiry of the period laid 
down. It will remain in force except in so far as it may be amended, suspended or denounced. 

The Commission’s purpose in instituting this system was to prevent the work of the future 
Disarmament Conference, which will constitute a first stage, from coming suddenly to an end 
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without there being anything else ready to replace it. In an undertaking such as this, continuity 
is essential if the results already achieved are to be consolidated. 

Article 57. 

This article provides that the contracting parties shall re-examine the Convention before the 
expiration of the period fixed in Article 56. The Conference must, however, see that such exami- 
nation is not premature, and the text accordingly provides for the fixing of a minimum date. The 
re-examination of the Convention must take place within these two limits. There will be a certain 
elasticity which will make it possible to select the most suitable moment. In order to ensure 
successful results, the new Conference, which will be responsible for the re-examination, will 
have to be convened at the moment when the circumstances are most favourable to the accom- 
plishment of its work. To fix the date of the meeting in advance would be imprudent. The 
Commission thought it preferable to leave the proper organs to decide on the most suitable moment, 
while restricting their freedom of choice by means of maximum and minimum dates. 

Who are these proper organs ? The Council of the League of Nations, which will have been 
responsible for convening the first Disarmament Conference, seems eminently fitted to convene 
the others. Accordingly, the draft Convention entrusts this duty to it, adding, however, that, 
before passing the necessary resolution, the Council shall consult the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission and also the contracting parties non-Members of the League of Nations. 

This Conference will examine the position and will, if it thinks fit, revise the Convention 
wholly or in part. Should its proceedings lead to the establishment of a new Convention, it will 
itself fix the duration of that Convention and determine the conditions in which the latter will 
again be examined and possibly revised. 

Article 58. 

The procedure instituted by the previous article cannot, therefore, in principle, be set in 
motion before a certain date. Article 58, however, makes an exception to the principle. 

It covers the case in which the conditions under which the engagements stipulated in the 
Convention were contracted have undergone, as the result of technical transformations or special 
circumstances, changes justifying a fresh examination, and possibly the revision of such engage- 
ments. It may be that, before the date fixed by Article 57 as the starting-point of the period 
during which the Convention normally must be re-examined, the conditions under which it was 
drawn up may undergo such radical changes that it would be difficult, or even impossible, to await 
the prescribed date before reconsidering the situation and making any alterations it may entail. 
In such a case—but in such a case only—it is allowable under Article 58 for the procedure to be set 
in motion before the normal date. Here again, however, the Conference will have to fix a new 
limit. The Commission felt that it was inadvisable to authorise the immediate re-examination 
of the Convention, and that, after its entry into force, a certain period ought to elapse during 
which the option provided for in Article 58 could not be made use of. 

Thus three periods are contemplated by Articles 56, 57 and 58 of the draft. The first {x years) 
determines the duration of the Convention; the second (y years) is the period during which, in 
principle, the Conference to re-examine the Convention cannot be called; and the third (z years) 
is that during which the Convention can in no case be examined, even in the exceptional circum- 
stances contemplated in Article 58. 

These circumstances might include, for example, an unforeseen development of civil aviation. 
Indeed, the British, French, Japanese and Polish delegations definitely stated that they had 
this case, in particular, in mind. 

The text of the draft adopted at first reading included, in Section III of Chapter II (Material, 
Air Armaments), an Article AD, which read as follows: 

“ The limitations laid down are accepted by each High Contracting Party in the light 
of the present development of civil aviation in other countries. ” 

In view of Article 58, and subject to the statements which they made, the above-mentioned 
delegations agreed that the old Article AD should be omitted from the draft, but pointed out that 
its omission did not imply any change in their attitude; and that, when they submitted to the 
Conference figures for the limitation of military aviation, they would take into consideration the 
development of civil aviation in other countries up to that time. 

On the other hand, the German delegation submitted the following reservation: 

" The German delegation is of opinion that the development of a peaceful means of 
communication must in no case be made a basis for armaments, especially as no account 
has been taken of the essential and purely military factors of material in reserve or in stock, 
trained reserves, etc., and other important means of communication, such as the merchant 
marine, on which, indeed, preliminary warlike fittings have been authorised. ” 

The exceptional procedure provided for in Article 58 may be followed, says the text, “ at the 
request of a High Contracting Party, with the approval of the Permanent Disarmament 
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Commission In other words, the initiative will come from a contracting Government, but will 
have no effect unless it is favourably received by the Permanent Commission. 

The United States delegation, while entirely approving the intention of Article 58, thinks 
that it might be possible to secure the aim in view by a better method, and calls the attention 
of Governments to the desirability of investigating this question before the Conference. 

Article 59. 

The final article of the draft deals with the right of denunciation. 
This is always a delicate question in multilateral treaties, and it is particularly delicate here, 

where the system implies a balance of mutual engagements which is in danger of being disturbed 
if one of the parties withdraws. 

The Commission nevertheless considered it impossible to refuse the parties the right to 
denounce the Convention. It was careful, however, to make this right dependent on various 
conditions which, to some extent, correct its disadvantages. 

In this connection, Article 59 provides, in the first place, that the right of denunciation can 
only be exercised in the course of one of the Conferences held in virtue of the preceding articles 
to re-examine, and possibly revise, the Agreement. It further lays down that denunciation, 
when thus notified, shall not take effect until two years after its date, and in no case before the 
expiration of the normal period of duration of the Convention, as to be fixed by Article 56. 

If any State avails itself of this right, awkward questions will arise. At the present juncture, 
they can only be settled by formulae which would be both highly complicated and highly theoretical. 
It seems better not to settle them at all, but to defer consideration to the problematical day when 
an actual case arises. 

* * * 

The Preparatory Commission could only establish a draft Convention, or it would perhaps 
be more accurate to say a collection of rules, to- form the framework of the future Convention. 

In the reservations which have been reproduced in this report, certain delegates expressed the 
view that, even within those limits, the results were disappointing. The great majority of the 
Commission, however, so far from sharing this attitude, regards what has been done as marking 
an important advance on the path of disarmament. 

Be that as it may, it will be for the Conference not only to decide as to the final adoption 
of the draft that will be laid before it, but also to define its practical scope by fixing in figures the 
extent of the undertakings it involves. 

This delicate and complicated task can only be successfully discharged on certain conditions, 
first and foremost among which we must place the thorough and systematic preparation of the 
Conference itself. The German delegation proposed that the Preparatory Commission should 
ask the various Governments, with this object in view, to furnish detailed particulars of the present 
position of their armaments. The Commission welcomed the spirit in which this suggestion was 
made, but felt that certain correctives must be supplied. In the first place, it held that, as the 
preparation of the Conference was a matter for the Council of the League, it was for the Council 
to take the necessary steps to that end. It also regarded the German proposal as too restricted. 
Indeed, the preliminary work of study and investigation which will have to be done cannot be 
limited to scheduling existing armaments. It will have to cover every factor, technical or other- 
wise, which may help to inform the Conference, and to justify such concrete proposals as the 
Governments may lay before it. 

The Commission further decided to ask the Council of the League to fix the date of the Con- 
ference at its next session. The German delegation had proposed that a definite date (Thursday, 
November 5th) should be recommended. The Commission felt that it would be exceeding its 
sphere by doing this. It is, of course, anxious that the utmost despatch compatible with practical 
necessities should be employed; but it took the view that the Council, with which it rests to fix 
the date, was the only authority qualified to weigh the various factors that must be taken into 
consideration. 

While the final result depends in part on the preparatory work that has still to be done, it 
also depends in large measure on the atmosphere that will prevail during the subsequent 
proceedings. In such a matter, mutual confidence among peoples is an essential condition of 
progress. It is our hope that that mutual confidence will be strengthened, and will enable the 
aim to which our efforts have been directed to be completely attained. 
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I. HISTORICAL. 

1. The origin of the draft Convention is found in the following resolution adopted on 
September 25th, 1925, by the Sixth Assembly of the League of Nations: 

“ The Assembly, 
“ Taking note of the declarations submitted to the Council and the Assembly of the 

League of Nations in respect of the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International 
Disputes and of the fact that the said Protocol has not, up to the present, received 
the ratifications necessary for putting it into operation immediately ; 

“ Convinced that the most urgent need of the present time is the re-establishment of 
mutual confidence between nations; 

“ Declaring afresh that a war of aggression should be regarded as an international 
crime: . . .11-1, 

“ Regards favourably the effort made by certain nations to attain those objects by 
concluding arbitration conventions and treaties of mutual security conceived in the spirit 
of the Covenant of the League of Nations and in harmony with the principles of the Protocol 
(Arbitration, Security, Disarmament); 

“ Records the fact that such agreements need not be restricted to a limited area but 
may be applied to the whole world; . 

" Recommends that, after these conventions and treaties have been deposited with the 
League of Nations, the Council should examine them in order to report to the Seventh 
Assembly on the progress in general security brought about by such agreements; 

“ Undertakes again to work for the establishment of peace by the sure method of 
arbitration, security and disarmament; 

“ And, in conformity with the spirit of Article 8 of the Covenant, requests the Council 
to make a preparatory study with a view to a Conference for the Reduction and Limitation 
of Armaments, in order that, as soon as satisfactory conditions have been assured from the 
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point of view of general security as provided for in Resolution XIV of the Third Assembly, 
the said Conference may be convened and a general reduction and limitation of armaments 
may be realised. ” 

2. In pursuance of this decision, the Council requested a Committee of Enquiry, under the 
chairmanship of M. Paul-Boncour, to submit to it proposals for setting up an organ entrusted 
to prepare for a conference for the reduction and limitation of armaments. This Committee’s 
conclusions were adopted almost in their entirety by the Council on the report made 
to it by M. Benes. This was the origin of the " Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament 
Conference 

3. The Council naturally felt called upon, not only to draw up regulations for the composition 
and working of this new organ, but also to determine to some extent the direction of its work. 
For this purpose, the Council submitted to it the questionnaire—see below—which was based upon 
suggestions made to the Committee of Enquiry by the representatives of Great Britain, France 
and Spain. 

4. This questionnaire was as follows: 

Question I. 

What is to be understood by the expression “ armaments ” ? 

[а) Definition of the various factors—military, economic, geographical, etc.—upon which the 
power of a country in time of war depends. 

(б) Definition and special characteristics of the various factors which constitute the 
armaments of a country in time of peace; the different categories of armaments 
—military, naval and air—the methods of recruiting, training, organisations capable 
of immediate military employment, etc. 

Question II (a). 

Is it practicable to limit the ultimate war strength of a country, or must any measures of 
disarmament be confined to the peace strength ? 

Question II (b). 

What is to be understood by the expression " reduction and limitation of armaments ” ? 

The various forms which reduction or limitation may take in the case of land, sea and air 
forces; the relative advantages or disadvantages of each of the different forms or methods 
—for example, the reduction of the larger peace-time units or of their establishment 
and their equipment, or of any immediately mobilisable forces; the reduction of the 
length of active service, the reduction of the quantity of military equipment, the 
reduction of expenditure on national defence, etc. 

Question III. 

By what standards is it possible to measure the armaments of one country against the 
armaments of another—e.g., numbers, period of service, equipment, expenditure, etc. ? 

Question IV. 
Can there be said to be “ offensive ” and “ defensive ” armaments ? 

Is there any method of ascertaining whether a certain force is organised for purely defensive 
purposes (no matter what use may be made of it in time of war), or whether, on the 
contrary, it is established in a spirit of aggression ? 

Question V (a). 
On what principle will it be possible to draw up a scale of armaments permissible to the various 

countries, taking into account particularly: 

1. Population; 
2. Resources; 
3. Geographical situation; 
4. Length and nature of maritime communications; 
5. Density and character of the railways; 
6. Vulnerability of the frontiers and of the important vital centres near the 

frontiers; 
7. The time required, varying with different States, to transform peace armaments 

into war armaments ? 

Question VI. 
(a) Is there any device by which civil and military aircraft can be distinguished for purposes 

of disarmament ? 

If this is not practicable, how can the value of civil aircraft be computed in 
estimating the air strength of any country ? 
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(b) Is it possible or desirable to apply the conclusions arrived at in (a) above to parts of 
aircraft and aircraft engines ? 

(c) Is it possible to attach military value to commercial fleets in estimating the naval 
armaments of a country ? 

Question VII. 

Admitting that disarmament depends on security, to what extent is regional disarmament 
possible in return for regional security ? Or is any scheme of disarmament impracticable 
unless it is general ? If regional disarmament is practicable, would it promote or lead up 
to general disarmament ? 

5. According to the Council resolution, the Preparatory Commission was to consist 
of delegates of all States Members of the Council of the League, and invitations to send 
representatives were also to be addressed to the Governments of Germany, the United States 
of America, the U.S.S.R., Bulgaria, Finland, the Netherlands, Poland, Roumania, and Yugoslavia.1 

Finally, the Secretary-General of the League of Nations was requested to bring to the notice of 
all other Powers, together with the questionnaire which was to be placed before the Preparatory 
Commission, the means placed at their disposal for stating their points of view. 

6. The Preparatory Commission met for the first time on May 13th, 1926, and elected as 
President His Excellency Jonkheer Loudon (Netherlands), and as Vice-Presidents M. Cobian (Spain) 
and M. Buero (Uruguay). In consequence of resignations, certain changes had subsequently to 
be made in the composition of the Bureau.2 During the sixth and last session, the places of the 
two Vice-Presidents were filled respectively by M. Politis (Greece) and M. Cobian (Spain). 

7. To provide for the preliminary study of the questions on which it had to give its opinion, 
the Preparatory Commission decided to appoint two Sub-Commissions, each under the 
chairmanship of one of its Vice-Presidents. 

8. The first—known as Sub-Commission A—was entrusted with the technical examination 
of military, naval and air questions, and for this purpose split up into sub-committees. It was 
composed of experts appointed by all the States then represented on the Preparatory Commission; 
it met three times in 1926, under the chairmanship, first of M. Cobian, and then of M. Buero, 
M. de Brouckere, and General de Ceuninck. The voluminous report it subsequently submitted 
to the Commission contained extremely valuable technical observations and detailed replies to 
the questions referred to it. 

9. The second Sub-Commission—known as Sub-Commission B—under the chairmanship 
of M. Buero, and subsequently of M. Veverka, and with the assistance of the Joint Commission set 
up by the Council3 for this purpose, studied the other aspects of this problem. 

10. This Commission’s deliberations, as did those of Sub-Commission A, furnished valuable 
material for the Preparatory Commission’s work. 

11. The Preparatory Commission held six sessions—two in 1926, two in 1927, one in 1928; 
the sixth, which began on April 15th, 1929, was suspended on May 6th, 1929, was resumed on 
November 6th, 1930, and lasted until December 9th. The report of the Commission on the work 
of its first session is annexed to this document. 

12. At the opening of its third session the Commission had before it the technical reports 
referred to above. The time had come for the Commission to discuss as a whole the problem 
referred to it. A general discussion gave the several Governments an opportunity of explaining their 
points of view in regard to this matter. Two preliminary draft Conventions were submitted to the 
Commission by the French and British delegations respectively. The Commission examined these 
simultaneously and finally adopted at first reading a text which, though it was accompanied by 
numerous and important reservations, nevertheless remained the basis of its subsequent work 
and of the draft Convention which we have the honour to lay before you to-day. 

13. At its fourth session, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, which was represented 
at the Preparatory Commission for the first time, submitted a proposal which differed radically 

1 The composition of the Commission was subsequently extended to enable Members retiring from the Council 
to retain their membership of the Commission. The Argentine Republic and Chile were invited to join the Commission 
by a resolution of the Council dated March 18th, 1926. Greece and Turkey were also invited, in 1927 and 1928 respectively, 
to take part in the work of the Commission. 

2 M. de Brouck&re (Belgium) and M. Veverka (Czechoslovakia) acted temporarily as Vice-Presidents. 
3 The Joint Commission set up under the Council resolution of December 7th, 1926, was composed of representatives 

of the technical organisations of the League of Nations and of the Employers’ Group and Workers Group of the Governing 
Body of the International Labour Office, to whom were added subsequently experts in industrial questions, transport 
and the chemical industry. 
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from the draft adopted at first reading and aimed at complete and universal disarmament in the 
immediate future. 

14. This draft, referred to the fifth session, was rejected. A further Soviet proposal was, 
however, then submitted to the Commission providing for partial disarmament on the basis of a 
fixed percentage of reduction. It was decided to postpone the consideration of this proposal to the 
next session. This session opened in Geneva on April 15th, 1929. 

15. The Commission decided to continue its work on the basis of the 1927 draft, while 
signifying its readiness, should the Soviet delegation so desire, to annex to the final report the draft 
Convention submitted by the latter. 

16. This decision having been adopted, the Preparatory Commission began to consider at 
second reading the text framed as a result of the preceding discussions. It had to interrupt this 
session, however, after having reached agreement on a certain number of points. At that time the 
naval problem still gave rise to considerable difficulties. Wholly divergent proposals had been 
put forward in regard to the methods of limitation. The statements of certain Powers more directly 
concerned in the question, however, gave reason to hope that negotiations would be entered 
into very shortly with a view to removing these divergencies and to reaching an agreement upon 
a concerted formula. This hope proved to be justified. Negotiations took place and resulted in the 
convocation of the London Naval Conference on January 31st, 1930. 

17. In these circumstances, the Preparatory Commission considered it wiser to postpone to 
a later date the completion of its work. Before it adjourned, the German representative, considering 
the resolutions adopted during the first part of the sixth session, unsatisfactory and likely to impair 
the value of the draft, declared that he “ found himself obliged to dissociate himself definitely 
from the programme which the majority of the Commission had drawn up and to leave to it 
henceforth—seeing how its course was being shaped at that moment—^the sole responsibility for the 
preparation of the Conference ”. 

18. As soon as the London Conference had completed its work, it communicated the results 
to the Preparatory Commission through its President. Subject to a general reservation, an 
agreement had been reached between the Naval Powers which were the most immediately concerned 
on a method of limitation; the formula adopted established the principle of limitation by classes, 
but gave it greater elasticity by allowing, in certain cases, transfers from one class to another. 

19. The obstacle which had temporarily brought the work of the Preparatory Commission 
to a standstill in 1929 having been removed, the President of the Preparatory Commission decided 
to resume the work of the sixth session. The Eleventh Assembly adopted, with regard to this 
matter, the following resolution proposed by the Third Committee: 

“ The Assembly, 

“ Has noted with satisfaction the results obtained at the London Conference and 
communicated to it by a letter from the President of that Conference dated April 21st, 1930. 

“ It considers that these results are of a nature to facilitate a general agreement on the 
occasion of the next meeting of the Preparatory Commission regarding the methods to be 
applied in the matter of the reduction and limitation of naval armaments. 

“ It trusts that negotiations, pursued in a spirit of conciliation and mutual confidence 
and with the determination to arrive at practical solutions, will make it possible to complete 
and extend the work of the Naval Conference. 

“ The Assembly accordingly expresses the conviction that, during its session next 
November, the Preparatory Commission will be able to finish the drawing up of a preliminary 
draft Convention and will thus enable the Council to convene, as soon as possible, a Conference 
on the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

“ The Assembly decides that the proceedings and the report of the Assembly regarding 
disarmament shall be forwarded to the Preparatory Commission. ” 

20. The Preparatory Commission therefore met again on November 6th last and was able 
to conclude the task assigned to it with the co-operation of twenty-seven 1 countries, including 
Norway and the Irish Free State, who were represented for the first time. 

21. The present report is intended to give a concise survey of the results the Commission 
has achieved. Before analysing them, however, the Commission must outline briefly the results 
obtained by the Committee on Arbitration and Security, whose terms of reference were merged 
in those of the Commission. 

22. As soon as it set to work, the Preparatory Commission was faced by the problem of 
international security. This was inevitable, for the connection between this problem and that 

1 Belgium, British Empire, Bulgaria, Canada, China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, 
Italy, Irish Free State, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Peru, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, United 
States of America, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela, Yugoslavia. 

The following countries were not represented at the second half of the sixth session of the Preparatory Commission 
for the Disarmament Conference: the Argentine, Chile, Colombia, Guatemala, Uruguay. 
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of disarmament is obvious. Traces of it are, moreover, to be found in Article 8 of the Covenant, 
and it became increasingly evident as the work of the League of Nations proceeded. 

23. There is no need to recall here the many resolutions in which the Assembly and the 
Council have emphasised the interdependence of these two factors. It may, however, be appropriate 
to point out that, at the very time when it invited the Council to set up this Commission, the 
Sixth Assembly affirmed “ the fidelity and unanimity with which the Members of the League ” 
remain attached to the triple object which had always inspired their efforts namely, 
arbitration, security and disarmament. The attempts previously made to organise a complete 
system of mutual assistance had encountered insurmountable obstacles. It was now proposed, 
not in any sense to abandon the undertaking, but to prepare for its accomplishment on another 
plane and “ to indicate methods or measures by which an approach might be made to this object, 
pending the achievement of a general settlement which many consider indispensable 

24. Two years later, pursuing the same course, the Eighth Assembly requestedJ:he Council 
to give the Preparatory Commission the necessary instructions for the creation of the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security ”. This Committee, which was to consist of representatives of all 
the States which have seats on the Commission and are Members of the League of Nations, other 
States represented on the Commission being invited to sit on it if they so desire , ... would 
be placed at the Commission’s disposal and its duty would be to consider, on the lines indicated 
by the Commission, the measures capable of giving all States the guarantees of arbitration and 
security necessary to enable them to fix the level of their armaments at the lowest possible figures 
in an international disarmament agreement ”. 

25. The Eighth Assembly further directed that these measures should be sought at 
the same time: 

“ In action by the League of Nations with a view to promoting, generalising and 
co-ordinating special or collective agreements on arbitration and security; 

“ In the systematic preparation of the machinery to be employed by the organs of the 
League of Nations with a view to enabling the Members of the League to perform their 
obligations under the various articles of the Covenant; 

“ In agreements which the States Members of the League may conclude among themselves, 
irrespective of their obligations under the Covenant, with a view to making their commitments 
proportionate to the degree of solidarity of a geographical or other nature existing between 
them and other States; . 

" And, further, in an invitation from the Council to the several States to inform it of the 
measures which they would be prepared to take, irrespective of their obligations under the 
Covenant, to support the Council’s decisions or recommendations in the event of a conflict 
breaking out in a given region, each State indicating that, in a particular case, either its 
whole forces, or a certain part of its military, naval or air forces, could^ forthwith intervene 
in the conflict to support the Council’s decisions or recommendations. 

26. Thus, from the outset, a vast programme of enquiry was outlined for the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security. 

27. The following year (1928), when the Committee had started its work, the Ninth Assembly 
adopted a new resolution. After recalling that “ a close connection exists between international 
security and the reduction and limitation of armaments ” and that “ the present conditions of 
security set up by the Covenant of the League of Nations, by the Ireaties of Peace, and in particular 
by the reductions in the armaments of certain countries under these Treaties, and also by the 
Locarno Agreements, would allow of the conclusion at the present time of a first General Conven- 
tions for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments ”, it declared that the time had come to 
conclude a first General Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, which 
Convention would, moreover, of itself tend to increase international security. It took that 
opportunity to declare that, after the conclusion of such a Convention, the work relating both to 
disarmament and to arbitration and security should be pursued “ so that, by further steps, 
armaments may be progressively reduced as the increase of security allows ”. 

28. The Committee on Arbitration and Security, which was set up on November 30th, I9_27> 
under the chairmanship of His Excellency M. Ed. Benes, Czechoslovak Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
has so far held four sessions. In the present report, no attempt can be made to analyse, even 
in summary fashion, the enquiries this Committee has undertaken or the practical effect given to 
them by the Council, the Assembly, and by States Members of the League. A simple reference 
to the results achieved—to be appreciated by the Conference—is all that can be undertaken here. 

29. These results are, first, in the field of the pacific settlement of international disputes, 
the three model general conventions which the 1928 Assembly decided to combine in a single 
Act, this being the origin of the “ General Act for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes , 
to which, up to the present, eight States have acceded, thus ensuring its entry into force. 

30. In the same connection, come the three model bilateral conventions which the 
Assembly proposed for the consideration of States, and which have already served as a basis for 
the drafting of a large number of treaties. 
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31. Next, there are the " Collective Treaty of Mutual Assistance ” and the collective treaty 
and bilateral treaty of “ non-aggression ”, the models for which were recommended by the same 
Assembly. 

32. There is the resolution of September 26th, 1928, in which the Assembly recommends 
that States should accede to the Optional Clause of Article 36, paragraph 2, of the Statute of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice, and draws their attention to the elasticity of that 
clause and to the facilities it offers them. There is the model treaty " to strengthen the means for 
preventing war ” which the Assembly, in a resolution adopted on September 20th, 1928, recom- 
mended for consideration by States and the “ preliminary draft General Convention ” of which 
the Eleventh Assembly decided to continue the study. 

33. There are the studies on Articles 10, ri and 16 of the Covenant which, on the recommenda- 
tion of the Assembly, the Council adopted as “ a useful piece of work ” providing valuable 
indications as to the possibilities offered, in time of emergency, by the different articles of the 
Covenant. 

34. There are the resolutions adopted by the Assembly on September 30th, 1930, with a 
view to ensuring, also at times of emergency, the normal working of the communications of the 
League of Nations. 

35. Finally, there is the Convention on Financial Assistance, which was approved by the 
same Assembly, and has already been signed by twenty-eight States, its entry into force being 
dependent on that of the Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

II. COMMENTARY ON THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

36. The draft Convention adopted by the Commission preserves the structure of the French 
and British proposals considered at the third session. It is in six parts, some of which are 
subdivided into chapters. The numbering of the articles is, however, continuous. 

Article 1. 

37. A first Article of a general character governs the whole Convention and defines its 
scope: 

“ The High Contracting Parties undertake to limit and, so far as possible, to reduce 
their respective armaments as provided in the present Convention.” 

38. The form of this article is due to a suggestion of the Drafting Committee, made after 
the discussion by the Commission of the various sections of the Convention, particularly that 
relating to naval material. 

39. The Commission has therefore recognised the principle laid down by Article 8 of the 
Covenant, which provides for the reduction of armaments to the lowest point consistent with 
national safety, and the enforcement of international obligations. 

40. The representatives of a number of Governments, while accepting the principle of 
limitation and reduction in the spirit of this article of the Covenant, desired to state that the 
reduction of all or some of the categories of armaments was not possible for them, their present 
armaments being far from sufficient to guarantee national safety. This reservation was made 
in precise form, particularly in relation to naval and air armaments, the latter being scarcely 
developed in the majority of States. 

41. The Turkish delegation reserved its Government's right to submit to the future 
Disarmement Conference the proposal it made with regard to standards for the reduction and 
limitation of armaments, and to require any modification of the text which might be rendered 
necessary in the event of the adoption of this proposal.1 

42. The German delegation reserved its Government’s right to submit to the future 
Disarmament Conference any proposals regarding the standards of reduction and limitation 
of armaments which it might consider likely to promote these aims. 2 

43. Norway not having taken part in the earlier work of the Commission, in particular 
the first part of the second reading of the draft Convention, the Norwegian delegate made a 
general reservation concerning the attitude his Government might adopt at the Conference. 

The delegate of the Irish Free State made a similar statement. 

1 See Minutes of the Sixth Session (first part), pages 206-208. 
2 See Minutes of the Sixth Session (first part), pages 203-206. 
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Part I. — Personnel. 

Chapter A. — Effectives. 

Articles 2 and 3. 

44. Chapter A of Part I of the draft deals with effectives, which it defines in the following 
manner in Article 2: 

“ The average daily effectives in the land, sea and air armed forces and formations 
organised on a military basis of each of the High Contracting Parties shall not exceed, in 
each of the categories of effectives defined in the tables annexed to this Chapter, the figure 
laid down for such Party in the corresponding column of the said tables.” 

45. This definition of peace-time effectives did not give rise to lengthy discussion, and 
the interpretation it should receive is made the clearer by the fact that the articles which follow 
define the scope of the two conceptions which might be open to question. 

46. Article 3 lays down that “the average daily effectives are reckoned by dividing the 
total number of days’ duty performed in each year by the number of days in such year”. It is 
thus laid down, clearly and beyond question, that the limitation and reduction of effectives 
applies only to effectives in service. The Minutes of the meetings contain a number of interesting 
observations on this fundamental point, which was discussed at each session in greater or lesser 
detail. 

47. At the third session, after simultaneous consideration of the initial proposals of the 
French and British delegations, the Commission adopted, by a majority, the solution which 
appears in the text of the draft. The representative of the British Empire, however, reserved 
his Government’s opinion as to the limitation of trained reserves, while the representative of 
the United States formulated a general reservation in regard to the inclusion of formations 
organised on a military basis and the exclusion of trained reserves. The German representative 
made a general reservation with regard to the whole of the chapter, as making no provision for 
limitation of trained reserves, registered and compelled by law to render military service in case 
of war, although such trained reserves in countries with the system of conscription represent (in 
his view) the main body of the personnel in time of war. 

48. Some delegations on the other hand, maintained at the first reading that, in view of 
the great military value attaching to trained reserves, a disarmament convention without 
limitation or reduction of these reserves would present a serious defect. 

49. On the second reading (during the first part of the sixth session) the representatives 
of Great Britain and the United States withdrew their opposition on the subject of trained 
reserves for reasons which were expressed then and on subsequent occasions. 

50. As regards the effectives of armed forces or formations organised on a military basis 
at sea, the representatives of the British Empire and the United States stated at the first 
reading that they only accepted limitation of naval effectives on the conditions of general 
adoption of this limitation and of a satisfactory agreement being reached in regard to the 
limitation of vessels of war; these reservations, however, were not maintained at the second 
reading. 

51. It is understood that the armed forces, in the sense of Article 2, include all effectives 
receiving military training (other than preliminary training) wherever and however given. It 
is also understood that the effectives in reserve undergoing a period of training are to be included 
in the calculation of the effectives in service during this period. 

52. The Polish delegation expressed some doubt as to the practical results of this method 
of calculation, but agreed to it on the understanding that there would be an opportunity at the 
Conference of comparing the various systems of military organisation and arriving at practical 
conclusions. 

Article 4. 

53. Article 4 contains the following definitions: 

“ By formations organised on a military basis shall be understood police forces of all 
kinds, gendarmerie, Customs officials, forest guards, which, whatever their legal purpose, 
are, in time of peace, by reason of their staff of officers, establishment, training, armament, 
equipment, capable of being employed for military purposes without measures of mobilisation, 
as well as any other organisation complying with the above condition.” 

54. “ By mobilisation, within the meaning of the present article, shall be understood all 
the measures for the purpose of providing the whole or part of the various corps, services 
and units with the personnel and material required to pass from a peace-time footing to 
a war-time footing.” 
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55. The above text takes into account the different views expressed in the course of the 
discussion. 

56. It is understood that the Conference itself will be called upon to decide the condition 
or conditions to be taken into account in determining whether a particular case comes under 
the category of “ formations organised on a military basis ”. 

57. The definition of mobilisation is so clear and precise that it gave rise to no discussion 
and requires no comment. 

58. The Commission had adopted a text, provisionally designated as Article H, with all 
the necessary particulars for drawing up the tables provided for in Article 2. The Drafting Com- 
mittee, while taking account of the rules laid down in Article H for the preparation of these 
tables, thought it simpler to omit Article H as such. This change of form in no way affects the 
Commission’s previous decisions, and the table should be interpreted in the light of these decisions. 

59. The Commission considered that, in order to prevent the number of officers exceeding 
the legitimate requirements of the several armies, it would be desirable to lay down a special 
limitation for this category of effectives. There were differences of opinion as to the form of 
such limitation, certain delegations proposing to lay down a fixed proportion between the number 
of officers and the total effectives, while others proposed to specify the absolute maximum figures 
of the average daily effectives for these categories. The Commission adopted the latter standpoint. 
It also decided, on the proposal of the Italian delegation, that it was desirable to limit the number 
of professional soldiers of other ranks. 

60. When the question arose of practical measures for the application of these principles, 
certain difficulties became apparent, as a result partly of the differences between the system 
of voluntary armies and conscript armies, and partly of the differences between the periods of 
service in the conscript armies. 

61. The compromise solution, which the Commission accepted, provides in the case of land 
forces for the limitation {cl) of officers and {b) of other effectives whose effective service exceeds 
the longest legal period of service in force in the conscript army of any contracting Power at 
the time of the signature of the Convention. A system of tables of publicity has been drawn up 
in the case of conscript armies to show the number of men whose service exceeds the legal period 
fixed in their respective countries, while remaining lower than the maxima period specified 
under (6). 

62. The German delegation proposed that the standard of limitation should be the period 
of service fixed by the prevailing legislation in each country. 

63. As regards naval armaments, limitation will apply to the aggregate figure of effectives 
(officers, petty officers and men), while the publicity tables will show separately the number of 
officers and men who have completed more than y months of effective active service. 

64. As regards air forces, it was not thought possible or desirable to make a distinction 
between the officers and men, the functions of the two not being as clearly distinguished in air 
forces as in land and sea forces. 

65. The French delegation stated that it could not accept specific limitation of professional 
soldiers in land or air forces unless provision was made for similar limitation in the case of sea 
forces. 

* * * 

66. The Commission, after a discussion, in the course of which divergent views were expressed 
as to the necessity of limiting separately the forces stationed in the home country and the forces 
stationed overseas, adopted a compromise under which the contracting parties are to limit, in 
the case of their land forces, the maximum armed forces stationed in the home country and the 
maximum total of their armed forces. The table showing the maximum of armed forces stationed 
overseas is to be optional. Similarly, in the case of air armaments, the table showing the 
maximum of armed forces stationed in the home country is to be optional. 

67. In the light of the above explanations, the effect of the tables attached to Chapter A 
of Part I appears readily comprehensible.1 

68. Table I is to fix the maximum total daily effectives in peace-time service in the land 
armed forces stationed in the home country in the case of each contracting party. This table 
will also show separately the officers and other effectives who have completed a number of 
months of service to be determined by the Conference, on the basis of the longest period of 
service in force in the conscript army of any contracting party at the time of the signature of the 

1 The question was considered whether it would not be well to add to the expression service some qualifying 
adjective such as “ active ”, “ actual ” or “ with the colours ”. But as the rules of limitation were based on the idea 
of average daily effectives, which in its turn was based on the idea of the number of actual days duty on military 
service, it was finally decided that such a qualifying adjective was unnecessary. 
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Convention. Table II, which is “ optional ”, gives the same particulars in the case of the 
maximum land armed forces stationed overseas. Table III, on the same lines as Tables I and II, 
will fix the total maximum land armed forces. 

69. Tables IV and V are to give in the same way particulars of formations organised on a 
military basis stationed respectively in the home country and overseas. 

70. In the case of sea forces, the Commission proposes two tables, numbered VI and VII, 
which are to fix in the case of each contracting party the figures of the total maximum effectives 
of the sea armed forces (Table VI) and the total effectives of the sea formations organised on a 
military basis (Table VII). These figures are to include officers, petty officers and men. 

71. Tables VIII to XII inclusive are concerned with the limitation of the effectives of air 
forces. Tables VIII and IX are optional: they are to contain, Table VIII, the figures of the air 
armed forces stationed in the home country, and Table IX the air armed forces stationed overseas. 
Table X, which is obligatory, is to fix, like the two preceding tables, first the total effectives of 
the air forces of each contracting party, and, secondly, the effectives who have completed more than 
z months of service. Tables XI and XII are to fix similar figures for formations organised on a 
military basis. The arrangement of these tables is similar at all points to that of Tables VIII, 
IX and X. 

* * * 

72. A number of reservations were made in regard to the tables attached to Part I, Chapter A. 

73. In regard to Tables I, II and III, the German and Italian delegations made the following 
statement: 

“ In connection with the distinction between the effectives and armaments of the home 
country and those stationed overseas, the German and Italian delegations formulated a 
general reservation to the effect that, for the purposes of the reduction and limitation of 
armaments, the importance of the forces and materials which one contracting party assigns 
to its oversea territories may vary, in relation to another contracting party, by reason of the 
geographical situation of its territory in relation to the home territories of the two contracting 
parties. Consequently, one contracting party will have every reason to regard the oversea 
forces of another contracting party as forming part of the latter’s home forces, if the proximity 
of the oversea territories in relation to the home territories of the two parties justifies such an 
assumption. ” 

74. The German delegation again draws attention to this reservation in connection with 
Tables V, IX and XII. 

75. As regards Tables I, II and III, the Italian delegation considers that there should be 
added to the three columns (b), the words “ or officials assimilated to officers ”, and to the three 
columns (c), after the words "other soldiers” the words: "or officials, employees or agents 
assimilated to soldiers ”. 

76. As regards Tables VIII, IX and X, the Italian delegation is of opinion that no distinction 
should be made between armed air forces stationed in the home country and armed air forces 
stationed overseas. 

77. The Turkish delegation has made reservations regarding the tables annexed to Chapter A 
of Part I, both as regards the optional indication of land and air forces stationed overseas (Tables II 
and IX) and as regards the non-indication of the maximum forces stationed in each of the overseas 
territories (Tables II, V and IX). 

78. As regards this last point, the majority of the Commission was of opinion that it was not 
possible in practice to prescribe a separate limitation of this kind in an international convention. 

* * * 

79. The German delegation has made the following general reservation on the whole of Part I 
and the annexed table: 

" The stipulations do not provide—either directly or by a reduction in the number of the 
annual contingent, or by a strict determination of the period of active service—for a reduction 
or limitation of trained reserves who, after having completed their service with the colours, 
continue to be registered and liable by law for military service, notwithstanding the fact 
that these reserves, though they do not exist in professional armies in the strict sense of the 
term, constitute the main body of the personnel in countries possessing conscript armies. 

" Moreover, the stipulations do not provide for any method whereby the effectives of 
conscript armies serving with the colours and in reserve, and professional effectives, whose 
military value is naturally not capable of comparison, could be reduced to comparable units 
of calculation. ” 
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Chapter B. — Period of Service. 1 

80. Chapter B of Part I relates to the limitation of the period of service. Its provisions 
apply—as is specifically stated in Article 5—only to effectives recruited by conscription. 2 

81. Two different systems were proposed for this purpose: under one of them each contracting 
party would accept a special figure; under the other the Conference would fix a single maximum 
limit. The Commission was of opinion that the first system should be taken as a basis, whilst, 
at the same time, a general maximum should be prescribed. Several delegations pointed out that 
this general maximum would not be satisfactory unless it were fixed at a very moderate figure. 
It is understood that the contracting parties will have the option to accept, in respect of special 
limitations affecting them individually, different figures, not only for land, sea and air effectives, 
but also for the different services (infantry, artillery, etc.) of their armed forces. Since the 
contracting parties undertake not to exceed the figures accepted by each of them, they will always 
be at liberty to reduce this period, which must be regarded as a maximum. 

82. These principles are set forth in Articles 6 and 7) but, on the proposal of the Belgian 
delegation, an important exception was provided for in Article 8. This exception is intended to 
obviate the disadvantage that would ensure, in the case of certain countries which have the 
conscript system, from a falling-off in the number of births as a consequence of the last war. This 
exception, which was unanimously agreed to, will allow the limits for the period of service under 
Article 6 to be exceeded “ in so far as, owing to a falling-off in the number of births, such an 
increase may be necessary to enable the maximum total number of effectives fixed by the tables 
annexed to Chapter A of this Part ” to be reached. Any contracting parties availing themselves 
of this option should immediately notify the measures they feel bound to take, together with 
reasons in support thereof, to the other contracting parties, and to the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission, to be set up under Chapter VI of the Convention. 

83. Article 9 provides that “ in any case the total period of service shall not exceed . . . 
months ”.3 As regards this limitation, which is applicable to all contracting parties and represents 
a maximum that may not be exceeded, the Spanish delegation pointed out (and this view was 
accepted by the Commission) that the maximum fixed in accordance with this article cannot in any 
way effect, even indirectly, the figures given in the table provided for in Article 2, which are 
allowed to each contracting party without any restriction or reservation whatever. 

* * * 

84. During the discussion of the period of service, 4 the German delegation submitted a 
proposal to the effect that the annual contingent should be limited, as well as the period of service. 

The Commission rejected this amendment by twelve votes to six with certain abstentions. 

Part II. — Material. 

85. On this point, as already mentioned, the Commission encountered difficulties which 
it was unable to surmount either at its third session or even after the second reading of the 
preliminary draft Convention during the first part of the sixth and last session. 

Chapter A. — Land Armaments. 
Article 10. 

86. As regards land armaments, the original position was as follows: 
A proposal was made by the German delegation for the limitation of material in service and 

in reserve, in accordance with a table fixing under separate headings the maximum number 
of arms and the quantity of ammunition for the various arms. The French preliminary draft 
provided only for the limitation of the total expenditure on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture 
of war material in the strict sense of the term, with the option of carrying forward sums not expended 
during one year. 

87. The Japanese and Italian representatives formally opposed the first method, while 
the United States delegation made a general reservation on account of the omission of any 
provisions regarding the limitation of material of the land and air forces, whether in service or 
in reserve. Despite the fact that this reservation was withdrawn at the second reading, opinion 
was divided as to the method of limiting material for land forces. 

1 As regards this chapter, see the German delegation’s general reservation concerning Part I. 
2 The Chinese delegation has, on many occasions, proposed the abolition of the conscription system. It has reserved 

the right to raise this question again at the Conference. 
3 In order to take into account the frequent cases in which “ service ” is performed in several separate periods 

often of short duration, the word “ months ” was substituted for the word years of service. 
4 See reservation by the German delegation, paragraph 79. 
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88. The following methods were considered: 

(1) Application of the fullest possible publicity to expenditure on land material; 
(2) Limitation of expenditure on material; 
(3) Direct limitation of material by categories; 
(4) Simultaneous application of the two last-named limitations, either separately or 

in combination; 
(5) Application of any one of these methods at the choice of the Contracting parties. 

89. The Commission unanimously approved the principle that there should be the fullest 
possible interchange of information respecting armaments between the parties to the proposed 
Convention. It also recorded the unanimous desire of the members of the Commission to find 
some method which would provide for the limitation of war material in a more precise manner 
than can be achieved by publicity alone. 

90. The result of the vote taken on the principle of direct limitation as proposed by the 
German delegation was as follows: nine votes for, nine votes against, and seven abstentions. 

91. On a vote being taken on the principle of the simultaneous employment of the 
two methods proposed by the Italian delegation, nine members of the Commission declared 
themselves in favour of the system, eleven against, and five abstained from voting. 

92. The principle of indirect limitation as set forth in Article 10 was adopted by sixteen 
votes to three, with six abstentions. 

93. As regards the application of this principle the Commission passed the following resolution l 

“ I. With a view to limiting land material by limiting expenditure on its purchase, 
manufacture and upkeep, the Preparatory Commission requests its President to instruct 
the Committee of Experts on Budgetary questions to enquire into the means by which such 
limitation could be carried out, paying special attention to: 

" [a) The necessity of limiting all the expenditure in question; 
“ (b) The variety of ways in which budgets are presented and discussed in different 

countries; 
“ (c) The adjustment of the proposed method of limitation to possible fluctuations 

in the purchasing power of different currencies, especially with regard to the cost of 
war material. 

“ (d) The conditions in which credits for one financial • year might be carried 
over to the following year or years. 

“II. In order that the Governments may be able, before the Conference meets, to 
come to a decision on this point, the experts’ report should be transmitted to them in good 
time by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations.” 

94. The American delegation stated that, whereas they were unable to accept budgetary 
limitation in any form as far as the United States was concerned (see American reservations, 
paragraphs Nos. 171 and 181), they did not wish their attitude to constitute an obstacle to 
agreement on the part of other Powers. They therefore stated that they were prepared to apply, 
as far as they were themselves concerned, direct limitation instead of indirect limitation, provided 
that some practical budgetary method were generally agreed upon, which would be sufficiently 
detailed and precise to constitute an effective means of limitation. 

95. The Spanish delegation associated itself with this point of view, but observed that the 
direct limitation would have to be confined to material in service. 

96. The Japanese delegation, while supporting the method of indirect limitation, nevertheless 
expressed the view that the adoption of this method did not necessarily exclude recourse to direct 
limitation in the case of a certain number of countries which cannot accept indirect limitation, 
But the number of such countries in this case should be strictly limited. 

97. Several delegations stated that, in the application of the system of indirect limitation, 
account must be taken of the circumstances peculiar to each State. They urged that preferential 
treatment should be granted to non-industrial countries or countries whose budgets were below 
a figure to be fixed by the Conference. 

98. The first of these arguments was put with particular clearness by the Greek delegate, 
who spoke as follows: 

“ It seems essential, in order to determine the budgetary limit for each country, to take 
into account the particular circumstances of each country, its economic circumstances, 
its standard of living, the cost of labour there, and, above all, its position as regards material 
at the time of signing the Convention. Obviously, if the material a country possessed at 
that time were worn out or incomplete; if, consequently, it were in a clear position of inferiority 
as compared with the other signatory States, that would constitute a factor to be taken into 
account in fixing the budgetary limit binding upon that country.” 
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99. Apart from the reservation in the footnote to the article, the Turkish delegation made 
its acceptance of any budgetary limitation of material and armaments expressly conditional 
upon account being taken—as also with any other method of limitation—of the special position 
of countries in which industry is not adequately developed. 

100. The Norwegian delegation observed that the possibility of some combination of direct 
and indirect methods by budgetary means had not been precluded. 

101. The British delegation were ready to admit that direct limitation may, in theory, 
be the most effective and the most obvious system, but feared that this method of limitation would, 
in practice, prove unsatisfactory. Even if adequate definitions and categories could be established, 
it would be impossible to impose on all countries such a system of verification and control as to 
give the assurance that the limitation would be properly observed. The British delegation had 
hoped that it might be possible to limit directly the larger weapons such as big guns and tanks, 
but here again similar difficulties would be encountered. They would be prepared to accept any 
practical scheme for direct limitation of the more important weapons that would offer any prospect 
of general acceptance and reasonable effectiveness. It may be that the Governments at the 
Disarmament Conference will be able to find such a scheme. In the circumstances, the British 
delegate advocated the adoption of the indirect method of budgetary limitation. The British 
delegation recognise that such a method is not so complete; but, so far as it goes, it is, they feel, 
more effective and more reliable. Budgetary expenditure, in all the more important countries, 
is subject to a number of checks and controls, and cannot to any serious extent be evaded. 
Moreover, it has the additional advantage that it may serve to arrest competition in the develop- 
ment and perfection of weapons.” 

* * * 

102. The German delegation has made a general reservation in regard to Article io since, 
notwithstanding its extraordinary importance, the material in service and in reserve of land 
armed forces and of land formations organised on a military basis is only covered—contrary 
to the method applied to air armaments and to naval floating material—by limitation of expenditure, 
and not by a reduction and limitation of specific articles and of numbers. 

103. As regards the limitation of expenditure, the German delegation reserves the right 
to take a decision after considering the report of the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

Chapter B. — Naval Armaments. 

104. At the third session of the Preparatory Commission, two opposite schemes for the 
limitation of naval armaments were submitted: the British draft provided for the limitation of the 
tonnage, and of the number of vessels to be allowed to each of the High Contracting Parties; 
in each of the categories to be specified; the Italian delegation could only agree to the limitation 
of total (global) tonnage which each High Contracting Party would undertake not to exceed and 
which it might allocate and arrange in the way best suited to its national interests, provided it 
communicated to the Secretariat of the League of Nations, at least six months before the laying 
down of the keel, the characteristics of each warship it intended to construct. 

105. The French delegation, whose views were much nearer to those of the Italian delegation 
than to those of the British delegation after having first submitted a two-column table indicating 
in Column I the tonnage required forthesecurity and defence of its national interests, and in column 
II the tonnage which should be reached before the expiration of the Convention, later, in an 
attempt at conciliation, proposed a three-column table, the figures in the columns indicating 
for each High Contracting Party : (a) the total (global) tonnage it considered indispen- 
sable for its security and the defence of its national interests; (b) the total (global) tonnage it 
considered itself obliged to attain before the expiration of the Convention; (c) the manner in 
which it proposed to distribute, in total (global) tonnages for each category, the whole total (global) 
tonnage indicated by it in the previous column. 

106. Four categories were provided: capital ships, aircraft-carriers, surface vessels of less than 
10,000 tons, and submarines, with the power of transfer between categories when the High Contract- 
ing Party concerned considered this to be indispensable, provided that High Contracting Party 
informed the Secretariat of the League of Nations of the changes made in its allocation of its total 
(global) tonnage one year at least before laying down the keels of the tonnage to be transferred. 

107. In spite of a reassuring statement made by the United States representative to the 
Preparatory Commission at the beginning of its sixth session in April 1929, the discussion of the 
naval problem was deferred. In view of the agreement reached at the London Naval Conference, 
the discussion was resumed in the second part of the same session, on the basis of a proposal 
submitted by the delegations of seven countries (United States, Great Britain, Canada, France, 
Irish Free State, Japan and Italy) which submitted a new text for almost all the articles in this 
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section. By adopting this text in its main outline, the Commission was able to overcome the 
difficulties which had previously arisen, owing chiefly to the presence of two conflicting systems of 
limitation—i.e., limitation of total (global) tonnage and limitation by categories. 

108. The Italian delegation made a general reservation to the effect that the Italian Govern- 
ment could not finally agree to any specific method before all the Powers had agreed on the 
proportions and the levels of maximum tonnage. 

109. The German delegation made a reservation in view of the great value of non-floating 
material, on the ground that the latter—unlike floating material—would not be subject to any 
direct limitation by specific articles and by numbers, and would only be affected indirectly by 
limitation by expenditure. With regard to the latter, the German delegation reserved its opinion 
until it had studied the report of the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

110. In conformity with the general principles it has followed, the Commission has not 
proposed to the Conference any figures for tonnage, etc., in the articles and annexes of the Draft 
Convention. The figures set out therein have been inserted merely as an illustration; they are 
similar to those given in the Washington and London Treaties. It should be observed here 
that, in several cases, delegations proposed other figures to the Commission or reserved the right 
to do so when the Conference meets. 

Articles n, 12 and 13. 

111. These three articles must be regarded as a single whole, embodying the following 
system of limitation: 

(1) Limitation of the total (global) tonnage of each High Contracting Party (Article n), 
with the exception of the tonnage of certain vessels referred to in Annexes I and II. 

(2) Distribution of total (global) tonnage (Article 12); 
(3) Power of transferring tonnage from one category to another (Article 13). 

112. The Italian delegation proposed that Articles n and 12 should be replaced by a single 
Article worded as follows: 

" The limitation of naval armaments, accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties, 
is indicated in the following table . 

in the form of Table II of the text, Table I being omitted. 

Article 11. 

113. The Chinese, Spanish, Persian, Roumanian and Yugoslav delegations observed that 
it should be understood that the particulars of total (global) tonnage inserted by the High 
Contracting Parties in Table I would not be in any way binding on their countries even as a 
precedent after the expiration of the Convention. 

114. The possibility was considered of providing two tables in the Convention, one to 
indicate the total (global) tonnage which each High Contracting Party regarded as indispensable 
for guaranteeing its safety and national interests, the other to show the figures of the total (global) 
tonnage to be completed before the expiration of the Convention. In order to give prominence 
to this idea, the Commission agreed, at the request of the Spanish delegate, to alter the wording 
of the first article proposed by the Powers signatory to the London Naval Treaty. This explains 
the meaning of the sentence: “ Throughout the duration of the present Convention ...” 

115. Similarly, the Spanish delegation opposed a Soviet proposal to the effect that the 
limitation of naval forces should involve a reduction for all countries. The Commission finally 
adopted the principle of such a reduction, but with the addition of the words “ so far as possible ”. 
Since the same idea had been accepted in respect of the other armaments, it was thought preferable 
to embody it in a single clause which should govern the whole Convention. This—as has been 
pointed out—is the object of the first article of the present Draft Convention. 

116. The Yugoslav delegate emphasised the difference between recently created countries 
at present engaged in preparing a minimum naval programme compatible with their national 
security, and countries having a maritime history and tradition and possessing a complete- 
fleet. The figure of the total (global) tonnage to be inserted in Table I would, for the former 
countries, represent only the first stage in the execution of their minimum programme, 
whereas for the latter, the figure will really indicate their maximum naval forces in the present 
state of international relations. In view of this essential difference, the Yugoslav delegation 
reserved the right to request at the Conference that recently created countries, which are obliged to 
distribute their expenditure for the construction of a minimum tonnage compatible with their 
national security over a number of years exceeding the duration of the Convention, should be 
accorded the right to mention separately, within the limits of the agreed total (global) tonnage, 
what portion of their programme they intended to carry out during the period of the Convention. 
Similarly, if, under Article 57 of the draft Convention, the Convention remained in force for a 

& 
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further period, such prolongation should not debar the above-mentioned countries from continuing 
the execution of their naval programme within the limits of the agreed tonnage. 

The Finnish delegate associated himself with this reservation. 

Articles 12 and 13. 

117. The Preparatory Commission’s discussions on these articles were directed mainly 
towards rendering the proposed system of limitation applicable to navies of a small tonnage. 
With this object the Commission unanimously adopted the rules below, which appear as the 
introduction to Table III: 

(1) Account must be taken of the special circumstances of each Power, and of the classes 
of ships involved in the transfer. 

(2) Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed 100,000 tons 1 will have full freedom 
of transfer as regards surface ships. 

(3) As regards the other Powers, the amount of the transfer should vary in inverse ratio 
to the amount of the total (global) tonnage of each of them. 

This Table will be prepared or filled in at the Conference; but the Commission desires to state 
that it regards the application of the rules proposed as an integral part of the system on which 
Articles 11-13 are based. 

On this subject the following statements should be noted: 

118. The representative of the British Empire stated: 

“ I am glad to be able to inform the Commission that I am now authorised to accept the 
three proposed rules in Table III of the Naval Clauses. In doing so, I should like to make it 
clear that I regard the first rule as governing the other two—I understand that was why it 
was put first—that is to say, that though rules 2 and 3 establish certain important principles, 
yet their application must in the last report depend to some extent upon the considerations 
set out in Rule 1. It is, of course, understood that in saying this I am dealing solely with the 
question of transfer and not suggesting that any limit can be put on the right of any Power 
to ask the Disarmament Conference for any class of ship as part of its navy. ” 

119. The Swedish delegate spoke in the following terms: 

“ The Swedish delegation is glad to learn from Viscount Cecil’s statement that the British 
Government approves the text of Table III. 

“ I wish to take this opportunity of saying that the Swedish delegation cannot accept 
any interpretation which might weaken the guarantees obtained by the Powers possessing 
fleets of small tonnage through the inclusion of the three principles in Table III as compensa- 
tion for their acceptance of a large number of rules derived from the Treaties of Washington 
and London. ” 

120. The representatives of Yugoslavia, Greece, Roumania, Turkey and Poland gave this 
statement their unqualified approval. 

121. The Norwegian representative spoke to the same effect, adding that his country would 
certainly claim the utmost freedom of transfer at the Conference. The Chinese representative 
agreed with this view. 

122. The Finnish delegate stated that he would like the three rules to be interpreted on a 
footing of equality; none of them should be regarded as taking precedence over the others. 

123. The United States representative explained that, in accepting the three rules, which 
were drawn up as a compromise text, his delegation assumed that the application of Rule 3, 
Table III, was not intended to apply to Powers which are signatories of the Washington and London 
Treaties. 

124. The Italian delegate spoke as follows. 

" Like the British delegation, we consider that the basic criterion for the application 
of transfers should be that which was enunciated in principle No. I. When this principle 
has to be applied in practice, we should make no difficulty in according complete liberty of 
transfer from the class of submarines to that of light surface vessels—e.g. destroyers and small 
cruisers. 

“ On the other hand, I desire to state now that we should oppose transfers in the opposite 
direction—that is to say, from the class of light surface vessels to that of submarines. ” 

125. This statement was formally opposed by the Spanish delegate, who pointed out that 
the text in question represented a compromise and had been adopted without any reservation other 
than that of the British delegation. 

126. The Netherlands delegate also pointed out that, if they made the second rule adopted 
subordinate to the first, they would modify the scope of the system and in that connection he made 
a formal reservation. 

1 This figure is given as an illustration. 
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Article 14. 

127. The Soviet delegation proposed that the tonnage limit for capital ships should be fixed 
at 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons), and the limit for gun calibres at 12 inches (304.8 mm.). 

128. Several delegations recommended that the Conference should either abolish capital 
ships altogether or should reduce the maximum tonnage of their standard displacement. 

129. The Commission confined itself, however, to inserting—but by way of illustration 
only—the figures given in the text proposed by the signatory Powers of the Washington Treaty, 
fixing the tonnage limit for capital ships at 35,000 tons (35,560 metric tons) and the limit for the 
calibre of their guns at 16 inches (406 mm.). 

130. The other articles of the draft submitted by the Powers which took part in the London 
Naval Conference, practically were adopted by the Preparatory Commission without discussion, 
it being understood that the figures contained in these articles were only given by way of 
illustration, and that the adoption of these articles in no way involved the adoption of the numerical 
data, which might be replaced by other figures. 

Article 15. 

131. The Spanish delegation, however, made a reservation regarding the second paragraph 
of Article 15, which provides for the limitation of the calibre of guns carried by aircraft-carriers 
whose tonnage does not exceed 10,000 tons. The Spanish delegation considered that certain 
navies which, for reasons of economy, were compelled to build ships not corresponding exactly 
to any of the classes specified in Annex III Definitions to Chapter B, Part II, could hardly be 
expected not to arm aircraft-carriers of a lower tonnage with guns of the calibre authorised for 
aircraft-carriers of the heavier tonnage mentioned in the first paragraph of Article 15. 

Articles 16 and 17. 

132. Articles 16 and 17 lay down that the standard displacement and the guns of submarines 
shall be limited and that no vessel of war exceeding the limits as to displacement or armament 
prescribed by the Convention shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for, or within the juris- 
diction of any of the High Contracting Parties. 

Article 18. 

133. Article 18 contains a reference to Annex IV of Chapter B, Part II, regarding the rules 
with which the High Contracting Parties must comply in the matter of the replacement of vessels 
of war. Annexes IV (Rules for Replacement) and V (Rules for Disposal), mentioned in Article 
22, reproduce the corresponding provisions of the London Naval Treaty. 

Article 19. 

134. Article 19 gave rise to a short discussion. This Article, which provides that no prepa- 
ration shall be made in merchant ships for the installation of warlike armaments for the purpose 
of converting such ships into vessels of war, nevertheless authorises the stiffening of decks for the 
mounting of guns not exceeding 6.1 inches (155 millimetres) in calibre. This exception to the 
rule as stated was finally adopted. The Japanese delegation, however, reserved the right to 
raise the question of the limitation of aircraft equipment on merchant vessels, possibly at the 
Conference itself. The Soviet delegation emphasised the importance of laying down that no 
preparations shall be made in merchant ships with a view to converting such ships in wartime 
into fighting units. 

135. The following Articles of the draft were adopted without discussion: 

(1) Article 20, prohibiting any High Contracting Party engaged in war from using 
as a vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its jurisdiction 
for any other Power or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction for another 
Power and not delivered. 

(2) Article 21, prohibiting any High Contracting Party from disposing of any vessel of 
war in such a manner that such vessel may become a vessel of war in the navy of any foreign 
Power. 

(3) Article 22, disposal of vessels of war surplus to the tonnage figures allowed by the 
present Convention. 

(4) Article 23, authorising the retention of existing ships used as stationary training 
establishments or hulks. 

Article 24. 

136. On the proposal of the British delegation, the Commission adopted Article 24, 
providing for the limitation of the annual expenditure on the war material of naval armaments 
on lines similar to the limitation of material for land armaments prescribed in Article 10. The 
forms of this limitation are to be studied by the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 
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137. Certain delegations objected to the introduction of indirect limitation of naval material 
in addition to its direct limitation as provided for in the other articles of this Chapter. 

138. The American delegation repeated its general reservation on the subject of budgetary 
limitation. 

139. The French delegation does not see its way to accept the special limitation of 
expenditure on upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war material for naval armaments. Apart 
from the technical difficulties, it observes that the limitation of naval material under satisfactory 
conditions is assured by the direct limitation of floating material, as well as indirectly by the 
limitation of the aggregate expenditure on armaments. 

140. The Japanese delegation also made a reservation in the same sense. 

141. The German delegation reserves its opinion until it has studied the report of the 
Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

142. The British and Italian delegations explained that their acceptance of this article 
depended on the attitude finally adopted by other maritime Powers. 

143. A note inserted in the Draft Convention (after Article 24) quotes two Articles of the 
London Naval Treaty as examples of supplementary restrictions which certain High Contracting 
Parties might be prepared to accept. It is understood that these articles, which are binding 
solely upon the signatories of Part III of the London Treaty, are only quoted by way of example, 
the Commission not having expressed any view in regard to them. The representatives of Greece 
and Spain, however, have made a formal reservation in regard to the possibility of these 
supplementary restrictions being applied. 

144. The Commission attached several Tables to Chapter B. Table I will have the figures 
of global tonnage allocated to each High Contracting Party. Table II will serve to show the 
distribution of such tonnage between the categories defined in Annex HI in accordance with 
the scheme fixed in London. A special subdivision has, however, been admitted in the class 
of capital ships for those High Contracting Parties which have no capital ship of a standard 
displacement exceeding 8,000 tons.1 Table III, regarding transfers, is also to be filled up by 
the Conference, account being taken of the three principals therein specified. 

Chapter C. — Air Armaments. 

145. The text adopted in the first part of the sixth session provided in a single article 
for the limitation of air material in service by means of two tables, one for armed forces 
and the other for formations organised on a military basis, the limitation being applicable to 
aeroplanes and dirigibles capable of use in war employed in commission in the land, sea and 
air forces, or in the formations organised on a military basis. All these provisions have been 
re-grouped by the Drafting Committee. They are the subject of Articles 25 and 26, which 
the Commission has adopted. 

Articles 25 and 26. 

146. The method of limitation fixed in these articles represents a compromise formula 
taking account of the principal standards of limitation proposed to the Commission. The 
standard of limitation in the case of aeroplanes is first the number, and secondly the total 
horse-power. In the case of dirigibles it is the number, total horse-power and total volume. 

147. The Commission accepted at the second reading, by 9 votes to 8 with some 
abstentions, a British proposal to limit, not only machines in service, but also complete 
machines in immediate reserve belonging to the State. 

148. The German delegation made a reservation in regard to these articles, on the ground 
that reduction and limitation do not apply to the aggregate of war material, including material 
in reserve, and that in its view the countries are left free to increase their stocks of aircraft 
not yet put together, and to arrange their air armaments as they please, without exceeding 
the limits fixed by the Convention. 

149. The Turkish delegation reserved its opinion on the extension of the direct limitation 
provided for in Articles 25 and 26 to armaments in reserve. 

150. The tables referred to in these two articles will contain the figures allocated to 
each contracting party. As regards the aeroplanes of the armed forces (Table I) and 
those of the formations organised on a military basis (Table II) and dirigibles (Table Ill- 
Dirigibles of the armed forces, and Table IV—Dirigibles of the formations organised on a 
military basis), there are certain differences in the make-up of the tables. The two tables 

1 As regards Table II, it should be noted that the High Contracting Parties non-signatories of Part III of the 
Treaty of London have the option of including cruisers of subdivision (n) and destroyers in a single category. 
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relating to the armed forces (Tables I and III) contain an obligatory column for the total of 
the aeroplanes and dirigibles respectively, and three optional columns for the aeroplanes or 
dirigibles stationed in the home country, overseas or in aircraft-carriers. In the case 
of aeroplanes, the figures will show first the number and secondly the total horse-power. 
In the case of dirigibles, there will be additional figures showing the total volume. The tables 
with regard to the formations organised on a military basis (Table II—Aeroplanes, and Table 
IV—Dirigibles) have the same columns and the same particulars as the others, without 
column (d) (Tables I and III), which is irrelevant in the case of formations organised on a 
military basis. 

Article 27. 
151. It should be noted in the case of this article that the British and Canadian delegations 

consider that it is impracticable to find any standard of horse-power measurement that would 
afford a satisfactory basis of limitation. 

152. The French delegation had proposed at the first reading to measure horse-power 
according to the rules laid down by the International Air Navigation Commission. These 
rules are as follows : 

“ The power of an engine is the average power that the engine generates during two 
trials of one hour each during which it runs without stopping at a pressure of 760 milli- 
metres of mercury in dry air and at a temperature of i5°C. The engine power will be 
measured in horse-power of 75 kilogramme-metres a second and will be expressed to the 
nearest lower horse-power for engines not exceeding 50 horse-power within 5 horse- 
power for engines between 50 and 200 horse-power and within 10 horse-power for engines 
exceeding 200 horse-power.” 

153. The delegation of the United States expressed the view that, in the case of a subject 
on which technical methods change with great rapidity, it was not desirable to adopt a method 
at the present time which might not be acceptable by the time the Conference meets. 

154. The Commission accepted this standpoint, and decided not to propose particular 
rules. The Commission is, however, of opinion that it is desirable for the Council to entrust 
to experts the preparatory studies required for the laying down of such rules, and that such 
rules should be communicated to the Governments, which might be invited to accept them as 
a preliminary basis for calculating the figures to be inserted in the table. 

155. The German delegation makes a reservation of a general character in regard to 
Tables Ic, lie, IIIc, IVc, attached to Chapter C of Part II. This reservation is to the follow- 
ing effect*: for the purposes of reduction of armaments, the material which a contracting 
party may assign to its oversea territories may be of varying importance in relation to another 
contracting party by reason of the geographical situation of its territories in relation to the 
home country territories of the two contracting parties. One contracting party will therefore 
have every reason to regard the oversea material of another contracting party as forming 
part of the home country material of the latter, when such an assumption is justified by the 
proximity of the oversea territories in relation to the home territories of the two parties.1 

156. The Turkish delegation repeated in regard to the tables attached to Chapter C 
the reservation it had made before (see paragraph 77 above) in regard to the tables in Part I 
(Chapter A). 

Article 28. 
157. Article 28 deals with the interesting problem of the relation between civil and 

military aviation.2 It makes provision for prohibitions and obligations to be imposed on the 
contracting parties, with a view to avoiding the danger involved in prescribing the 
embodiment of military features in the construction of civil aeroplanes, and with a view 
to encouraging the independent development of purely civil aviation. It is not superfluous 
to reproduce the somewhat complicated text of Article 28 : 

“ 1. The High Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the embodiment 
of military features in the construction of civil aviation material, so that this material 
may be constructed for purely civil purposes, more particularly with a view to providing 
the greatest possible measure of security and the most economic return. No preparations 
shall be made in civil aircraft in time of peace for the installation of warlike armaments 
for the purpose of converting such aircraft into military aircraft. 

1 The Italian delegation called attention to the reservation presented by it with reference to the tables 
annexed to Part I, Chapter A (see paragraph 73 above). 

2 The Commission, in the course of its proceedings, examined on several occasions the problem 
of the relations between civil and military aviation. 

The draft Convention submitted on first reading contained the following article : 
“ The limitations laid down are accepted by each High Contracting Party in the light of the 

present development of civil aviation in other countries.” 
On the second reading, the Commission was of opinion that as this article simply noted a de facto 

situation it was not necessary to retain it in the draft Convention, and decided that it would be sufficient 
to mention in the report that various delegations reserved the right to bring the whole question of civil 
aviation before the Conference. 
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" 2. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to require civil aviation enterprises 
to employ personnel specially trained for military purposes. They undertake to authorise 
only as a provisional and temporary measure the seconding of personnel to, and the 
employment of military aviation material in, civil aviation undertakings. Any such 
personnel or military material which may thus be employed in civil aviation of whatever 
nature shall be included in the limitation applicable to the High Contracting Party con- 
cerned in virtue of Part I, or Articles 25 and 26 of the present Convention, as the case 
may be. 

“ 3. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to subsidise, directly or indirectly, 
air lines principally established for military purposes instead of being established for 
economic, administrative or social purposes. 

“ 4. The High Contracting Parties undertake to encourage as far as possible the 
conclusion of economic agreements between civil aviation undertakings in the different 
countries and to confer together to this end.” 

158. This article was drafted after the work of the Special Committee of Experts on 
Civil Aviation. The Preparatory Commission agreed with the Committee of Experts that the 
Convention should avoid any provision capable of obstructing the development of civil 
aviation ; but it was of opinion that all efforts should be directed towards differentiating 
more and more definitely between civil and military aviation, and that Governments should 
be prevented from interfering in civil aviation undertakings in order to divert them from 
purely civil objects. 

159. The Soviet delegation submitted the following amendment in the course of the 
discussion : 

“ Any adaptation of civil aviation material to the establishment of armaments or 
to military uses is prohibited.” 

Under the terms of this amendment, the Governments would be bound to take steps to 
prevent the construction for military purposes, or the adaptation to military purposes, of 
aircraft, whether constructed by, or belonging to, private companies or private persons. 

160. It should be noted that the text of the article approved by the Commission does 
not bind the Governments to impose restrictions on the private manufacture or adaptation 
of civil aircraft to purposes of war, but only prohibits them from encouraging such adaptation. 

161. An amendment was submitted to the Commission by the Canadian delegation 
to delete paragraph 2 of Article 28 and to substitute the following : 

“ Personnel seconded to, and military material employed in, civil aviation, whether 
Government or commercial, shall be counted in the agreed quota.” 

The effects of this amendment would have been to set out clearly that all seconded 
personnel and machines would be counted in the quota allotted to each State, and also to 
eliminate the temporary and provisional character of seconding. 

162. The Commission, while appreciating the special circumstances of Canada, was not 
prepared to recede from the general rule to which it had given its approval—namely, that 
seconding should be only of a provisional and temporary character. It was thought that a 
solution of the difficulty might be found in the establishment of an exceptional arrangement, 
the form of which would have to be settled by the Conference. The Commission, while 
disallowing the deletion of the second sentence of paragraph 2 of Article 28, accepted 
unanimously the insertion of the Canadian amendment by which all seconded personnel and 
material should be included in the quota allotted to each State. 

163. The Canadian delegation subsequently submitted a reservation in regard to the 
“ temporary and provisional ” character of the seconding of personnel to, and the employment 
of military aviation material in, civil aviation undertakings. Canada, because of its special 
needs and problems, requires, for the reasons given in the Minutes of December 2nd 1930, 
the unrestricted right of seconding, in order to develop its country of vast distances and to 
protect its citizens and natural resources. 

164. In the course of the discussion on paragraph 3 the British delegation stated that 
it must be clearly understood that the proposal did not imply that the Governments 
committed themselves to complete internationalisation of aviation, and that on this point 
the British Government reserved its entire freedom of action. 

* * * 

165. The British delegation proposed the insertion of a new article worded as follows : 

“ Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the 
maintenance, purchase and manufacture of war material, for air armaments, to the figures 
and under the conditions defined in the Annex to the present Convention.” 
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The voting on this article was as follows : 
5 for ; 6 against ; 13 abstentions. 

166. The British delegation expressed particular regret at the failure of the Commission 
to adopt a system of budgetary limitation of air material. They felt that the science of 
aeronautics is still in so early a stage that very great developments in size, cost and 
destructiveness of military machines are to be apprehended. These developments will in no 
way be affected by the limitation of the total number of machines, and they fear it is impossible 
to rely on the limitation of horse-power as a practically effective check. Without budgetary 
limitation, therefore, they believe that the air arm, potentially the most destructive to 
civilisation, will be the most free for competitive international development. 

* * * 

167. During the first part of the sixth session the German delegation submitted a 
proposal to prohibit the launching of weapons of offence of any kind from the air, as also 
the employment of unpiloted aircraft controlled by wireless or otherwise, carrying explosive 
or incendiary gaseous substances. 

16S. After a very interesting discussion,1 this proposal was rejected, five delegations 
voting in its favour. In the discussion, the German delegate explained that he regarded these 
methods as essentially offensive, their destructive effects threatening the civilian population. 
The delegations which did not accept the German proposal stated that they did not thereby 
imply the authorisation of bombardment from the air of civil populations. 

Fart III. — Budgetary Expenditure. 
Article 29. 

169. Upon the proposal of the French delegation the Commission considered at its third 
session the limitation of the total annual expenditure by budgetary years for the forces 
stationed in the home country, and the formations organised on a military basis in the home 
country, as well as the overseas forces, their reinforcements and overseas formations organised 
on a military basis. 

170. On this dccasion the delegations of the British Empire, Italy and Japan stated that 
in their opinion budgetary limitation should be effected solely by means of publicity. 

171. The delegations of the United States and Germany made a general reservation 
regarding the inclusion in the draft Convention of stipulations concerning the limitation of 
budgetary expenditure. 

172. At the sixth session the Commission accepted the principle of the limitation of the 
total expenditure on land, sea and air forces. In adopting this principle the Commission desired 
to emphasise that such limitation should be used for checking the growth of the armaments 
of each country, and not as a method of comparison between one country and another, since 
the cost and conditions of manufacture vary very much in different countries. 

The Preparatory Commission, however, is not submitting any final proposal to the 
Conference regarding the method of such limitation. 

173. Valuable studies have already been made in this field, in particular by the Committee 
of Budgetary Experts set up by the Preparatory Commission ; this Committee held several 
meetings in 1927. The results of its work—to the value of which the Preparatory Commission 
desires to pay tribute—are embodied in documents C.P.D. 40 (Provisional Report) and 
C.P.D. 90. Some delegations thought that it would be desirable to convene this Committee 
once more so as to enable it to complete its report in the light of the experience acquired during 
recent years, and taking into account, in particular, the observations made on this subject 
during the second part of the sixth session of the Preparatory Commission. 

174. For this purpose the Commission requested its President to reconstitute the 
Committee of Budgetary Experts, and to convene it in good time to ensure that its report 
should reach the Governments as soon as possible so as to enable the latter to take it into 
consideration when preparing for the Conference. The next session of the Committee of Experts 
will open on December nth, 1930- 

175. The Commission requested the Committee to study, in particular, the following 
points : 

(a) The necessity of limiting the total expenditure m question ; 
(b) To take into account the diversity of methods of presentation and discussion of 

the budgets customary in the various countries ; 
(c) To adapt the method of limitation contemplated to the possible differences in 

the purchasing power of the various currencies, with particular reference to the cost of 
war material;   . , jrj-. r 

(d) To determine the conditions under which the carrying forward of credits from 
one budgetary year to the next year or following years might be effected. 

1 See Minutes of the Sixth Session (First Part), pages 85-93. 
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176. The Committee of Experts will have to bear these points in mind when it studies 
the methods of special limitation of land and naval material (Articles 10 and 24). 

177. They will also, in accordance with the resolution adopted on December 6th, have 
to examine the possibility of a separate limitation of expenditure on land, naval and air forces. 

178. The Soviet delegation proposed the insertion of a new article worded as follows . 
“ Secret funds intended in a disguised form for extraordinary expenditure on special 

preparations for war or an increase in armaments shall be excluded from the national 

“ In conformity with the above provision, all expenditure for the upkeep of the armed 
forces of each State shall be shown in a single chapter of the national budget , their full 
publicity shall be ensured.” 

179. Since the Commission agreed as to the desirability of asking the Budgetaiy Experts 
to examine the whole problem of the methods of limitation, including that raised by the Soviet 
delegation, the latter did not press its proposal. 

180. While agreeing to the limitation of budgetary expenditure, several delegations, 
including the Roumanian delegation, declared that it was essential in this connection to take 
into account the conditions peculiar to each country—that is to say, economic conditions, the 
purchasing power of each currency, the industrial development of each country, and in particu ar 
its position with regard to war material at the time of the signature of the future Convention. 
If at that date a country had not yet been able to carry out its minimum defensive programme 
in regard to certain categories of armaments, and if it possessed only obsolete, worn or incom- 
plete war material, obviously such a State would be in an inferior position in relation to other 
signatory States more fortunately situated in this respect. These are the factors which wi 
have to be taken into account when the budgetary limit imposed upon the contracting States 
comes to be laid down. 

181. The American delegation made a general reservation on the subject of budgetary 
limitation and drew attention to its declaration of November nth, 1930.1 

182. The German delegation made a general reservation regarding this chapter pending 
the Committee of Budgetary Experts’ report. 

Part IV. — Exchange of Information. 

183. Part IV of the draft Convention contains nine articles, providing for the drawing 
up of sixteen tables with a number of columns. 

Article 30. 

184. Article 30 provides for the exchange of information each year in regard to the 
average daily number of effectives reached during the preceding year in the land, sea and 
air armed forces and formations organised on a military basis of each of the contracting 
parties. It also specifies the conditions under which the information, details of which appear 
in the tables, is to be supplied. The tables are largely similar to those of Chapter I (limitation 
of effectives), but are more detailed. 

185. It is to be noted that the Commission, which did not see its way to propose limi- 
tation by territories of the armed forces and formations organised on a military basis stationed 
in the various overseas territories, nevertheless accepted the principle of publicity with regard 
to their distribution (by 5 votes to 4 with a certain number of abstentions). As Tables II 
and V show, this publicity is limited to land forces. 

186. The Commission recognised that the method of calculating on the basis of the 
average daily effectives does not give adequate information in all cases. In the case of certain 
forms of military organisations the real effectives may be considerably higher than the average 
effectives. The explanatory note, for which provision is made in the second sentence of the 
second paragraph, is intended to give publicity to this special feature of certain military 
systems. It is understood that the words in brackets “ recruits, militiamen, reservists, terri- 
torials, etc.,” are only given by way of example. Each State will have to arrange the enumera- 
tion of the categories of effectives to which Article 30 relates, having ragard to its special 
methods of organisation. 

187. The following reservations were made in connection with Article 30 : 

{a) The German delegation made a reservation to the article on the ground that the 
tables mentioned therein do not provide for publicity regarding trained reserves and the 
figure of the annual contingent. , , ^ a ^ r /'■p ui T2\ 

The general reservation of the German delegation in regard to Chapter A, Part I ( fable i ), 
applies to the following Tables of Part IV—Table II, lable V and the Annex to lables II 
and V, Table IX and Table XII. 

1 Minutes of the Sixth Session, Second Part (hifth Meeting). 
2 See paragraph 73 above. 
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(b) The German delegation also made a reservation in regard to the option allowed 
to States to show, if they desire, for purposes of information, in a special column of the Tables 
annexed to Part IV (Table Ye) the number of recruits not trained as defined in the 
national legislation. 

The German delegation considers that this option should not be allowed, unless the 
Contracting Parties are under obligation to publish at the same time and in the same tables 
similar information with regard to the number of their trained reserves. Failing such publicity, 
the German delegation considers it impossible to judge of the real military situation of the 
States. 

188. (c) The Turkish delegation repeated in regard to the Tables annexed to Article 29 
the reservations made by it in regard to the Tables in Chapter A. Part 11. 

189. (d) The French delegation does not accept publicity for the effectives stationed 
in each overseas territory, as not being called for to any greater extent in the case of overseas 
territories than in the case of the various districts of the home country. The French delegation 
also desires to point out that detailed publicity in the case of each overseas territory, with 
a multitude of distinctions between the different categories of soldiers according to their 
rank and length of service, is even less acceptable, being materially impossible owing to the 
constant transfers from one territory to the other and the special conditions of the territories 
in question. An army of accountants would be required for the purpose. The inclusion in 
the Convention of such minute rules is calculated to multiply involuntary errors in the infor- 
mation supplied by the Contracting Parties, and further threatens to lead to unnecessary and 
provocative discussion, which no one can desire, and which cannot be the object the Commis- 
sion has in view. 

190. The British delegation concurred in the substance of this reservation. 

191. (e) The Japanese delegation also made a reservation as to the desirability of sepa- 
rate publication of the average daily effectives in each oversea territory. 

Article 31. 
192. In adopting Article 31 the Commission considered it important to know the number 

of youths compulsorily receiving preparatory military training. No provision is made for 
information on this point in Article 30, since Article 30 does not cover training which precedes 
active service. 

193. On these grounds the Commission considered it desirable that the Contracting 
Parties, who have systems of compulsory pre-regimental military training, should state the 
number of youths who have received such training. The Commission held that the Govern- 
ments were not in a position to supply statistical information in regard to voluntary pre- 
regimental military training. 

194. The German and Italian delegations consider that particulars should be given, 
not only of the youths who have been subjected to compulsory preparatory military training, 
but of all who have received preparatory military training, whether voluntary or otherwise. 

Article 32. 
195. Article 32 imposes on the Contracting Parties the obligation to inform the 

Secretary-General of the League of Nations each year of the total number of days comprised 
in the first period of service, and the total duration in days of the ensuing periods : this pro- 
vision applies only to the effectives recruited by conscription. 

196. The limitation of the period of service laid down in Articles 6 to 9 (former Articles I 
and XB) did not provide for a separate limitation of the total number of days of the first period 
of service on the one hand, and the total duration of the periods of training not included m the 
first period of service, on the other. 

197. The Commission considered, however, that, in order to give a clearer idea of the 
military organisation of the various countries, tables should be drawn up for purposes of 
publicity, giving these figures separately. 

Article 33. 
198. The Commission accepted (by 9 votes to 7) the principle of publicity in respect of 

land material by means of the budget. The Contracting Parties will state the amount 
actually expended for the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of land and naval war material 
The methods of application of this principle will be determined on the basis of the report 
requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

199. The Netherlands delegation, supported by several other delegations, had proposed 
that each of the Contracting Parties should, each year, prepare a statement giving the 
numbers (and for certain categories and for ammunition also the weight) of material m service 
and reserve of the land, sea and air forces under twelve specific headings. 

1 See paragraph 77 above. 
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200. A Committee of Military Experts, which the Preparatory Commission had requested 
to study the method of application of this principle, if agreed to, adopted by a majority vote 
a simplified table applicable to land armaments. But the Commission, without discussing 
the principle involved on the table in question, adopted the French proposal and as a conse- 
quence the text of the article. Some delegations which were ready to accept publicity on the 
basis of this table in respect of material in service, did not see their way to accepting it in 
respect of material in reserve. 

201. The German delegation made a general reservation in regard to Article 33. It 
considered that, in order to be effective, publicity should be given to the total of the land and 
air material and of non-floating material of the navies, and that this information should be 
published by categories and numbers. 

As regards publicity in respect of expenditure, it reserved its opinion until it had had 
an opportunity to study the Committee of Budgetary Experts’ report. 

Article 34. 

202. Article 34 specifies the information to be furnished by each Contracting 
Party regarding every vessel of war laid down or completed by or for such Party, or within 
its jurisdiction, after the coming into force of the Convention, except such vessels as are 
exempt from limitation under the terms of Annex I to Chapter B of Part II. 

Article 35. 

203. Article 35 lays down that the name and tonnage of any vessel whose decks have 
been stiffened as authorised in Article 19 shall be communicated to the Secretary-General of 
the League of Nations. 

204. The Delegation of the United States pointed out that the obligation of this Article 
might be difficult to carry out in practice, and suggested that the Governments study the question 
between now and the General Conference in order to be in a position to devise a workable text. 

Article 36. 

205. Article 36 provides for publicity corresponding to the limitation of air material 
in service stipulated in Articles 25 and 26. 

* He He 

206. The German delegation made a reservation concerning this article. It considers 
that publicity should apply to the total Air material, including material in reserve.1 

207. The Turkish delegation repeated, in regard to the tables annexed to Article 36, the 
reservations it had made concerning the tables in Chapter A, Part 12. 

Article 37. 

208. Certain members of the Preparatory Commission urged the importance, from the 
point of view of armaments, which the development of the civil aviation of a country might 
assume. The Commission considered that the regular and official publication of information 
regarding civil aviation in the various countries would be extremely useful. 

209. While accepting this principle, and approving the text of Article 5 as it stands at 
present, certain delegations were doubtful whether the provision contained in this Article 
would not be more suitably included in an international convention other than the 
Disarmament Convention. 

A desire was expressed during the discussion that attention should be drawn to this point. 

210. Upon the British delegation’s proposal, the Commission adopted at second reading 
an addition to Part IV providing that the Contracting Parties shall be bound to furnish 
information regarding expenditure incurred on civil aviation by the Governments and local 
authorities. The delegation of the United States points out that it was doubtful whether its 
Government would be in a position to furnish data on the expenditure incurred for this 
purpose by local authorities. 

211. On the proposal of the Polish delegation the Commission adopted an amendment 
providing that the returns furnished by the Governments should show not only the number 
but also the total horse-power of registered aircraft and dirigibles. The American delegation 
stated that its Government would probably not be in a position to furnish information of this 
kind. 

* * * 

1 See also, in regard to Tables 1c, lie, IIIc, IVc, the German delegation’s general reservation concerning 
the tables annexed to Chapter C of Part II (Paragraph 155 above). 

2 See paragraph 77 above. 
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212. The German delegation made a reservation in regard to Article 37. It considered 
that rules concerning publicity in regard to peace-time means of communication could not 
properly be included in a purely military convention, and that for this reason they should be 
dealt with in a special convention. 

Article 38. 

213. In adopting Article 38, the Commission approved the principles of publicity, in 
regard to the total expenditure on the land, sea and air forces. Each, of the Contracting 
Parties will undertake to furnish annually a statement of its expenditure m accordance with a 
standard model. 

214. The standard model in question will be drawn up by the Conference on the basis of 
the studies made or to be made of this subject by the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

215 The German delegation reserved its opinion on the publication of expenditure until 
it had studied the report of the Committee of Budgetary Experts; it considered, however, that 
the standard model should not be used for purposes of comparison and limitation. 

Part V. — Chemical Arms. 
Article 39. 

216 This part consists of only one article—Article 39—by which the contracting parties 
undertake subject to reciprocitv, to abstain from the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or 
similar gases and of all analogous liquids, substances or processes and undertake unreservedly 
to abstain from the use of all bacteriological methods of warfare. 

217 The insertion in the draft Convention of provisions concerning chemical warfare was 
proposed by the delegates of Belgium, Poland, Yugoslavia, Roumania and Czechoslovakia. 

218 There was a certain amount of discussion as to whether provisions of this nature were 
in their right place in a Disarmament Convention which aimed, not at codifying the rules applicable 
in wartime or at prohibiting the use of certain arms, but rather at regulating armaments m peace 
time, and whether it would not be preferable to insert these provisions m some other document. 

219 The Commission's attention was also drawn to the existence of other international 
undertakings on the same question—in particular, the Protocol prepared by the 1925 Conference 
on the Trade in Arms. As was pointed out, however, the Governments which had acceded to 
the Protocol and those which would accede to the Convention might not m every case be the same, 
and thus the Convention would not produce its full effect. 

220. Finallv, the Commission adopted this article in the above-mentioned form, by a 
majority vote. Nevertheless, several delegations expressed the desire to reserve their right to 
submit to the Conference proposals concerning the chemical and bacteriological weapons, wit 
a view to supplementing the provisions of the 1925 Protocol and amplifying their scope. 

221. The Commission noted that certain Governments had signed and ratified the 1925 
Protocol with reservations concerning, in particular, reciprocity. Though recognising that e 
undertaking to abstain from the use of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases (paragraph 
of the draft article) could normally be observed only subject to reciprocity, the CGmonssion 
thought that the undertaking to abstain from the use of bacteriological methods should be abso u . 
The use of such methods would, in any case, constitute a crime against international law, m t a 
this arm necessarily strikes the whole population, and no civilised Government could possibly 
wish to be guilty of such a crime even against the armies of a criminal Government which h 
itself resorted to such methods. 

222. The Soviet delegation drew the attention of the Commission to the following article 
of the draft Convention submitted by it: 

“ All methods of and appliances for chemical aggression (all asphyxiating gases used 
for warlike purposes, as well as all appliances for their discharge,.such as gas-projectors, 
pulverisers, balloons, flame-throwers and other devices) and bacteriological warfare, either 
available for the use of troops or in reserve or in process of manufacture, shall be destroyed 
within three months of the date of the entry into force of the present Convention. 

223. The Polish delegation, though in no way opposed to this proposal, expressed the 
opinion that the limitation or even destruction of any given appliance used for chemical aggress on 
would merely create an illusion of action without in fact solving the problem of chemical warfa e. 

224. In the second part of the sixth session, the British delegation submitted a memorandum 1 
concerning the interpretation of certain terms used in the chapter, Part'c^rly $ part V 
tear-gas waste be regarded as contrary to the 1925 Geneva Protocol and the provisions of Bart V 
of the Draft Convention or not. 

1 See Annexes to the Minutes of the Sixth Session (Second Part). 
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225. The French delegation submitted certain observations on this memorandum. T e 
Commission felt itself unable to express a definite opinion on this question of interpretation. 
Very many delegations, however, stated that they were prepared to approve the interpretation 
suggested in the British Government’s memorandum. 

226. The Preparatory Commission thinks that it would be very useful if all the Governments 
which intend to send representatives to the Disarmament Conference were to devote very carefu 
study to this question—the extreme importance of which the Commission recognises so that 
the problem may be settled in all its aspects by the Conference. 

227. The Polish delegation made the following declaration: 

" Though recognising the moral value of international instruments forbidding the 
use of chemical and bacteriological methods in war, we nevertheless feel that it is necessary 
to make provision, in addition to these instruments, for practical preventive and executory 
measures. These measures should be such as to render chemical or bacteriological attack, it 
not impossible, at any rate difficult, and should limit the chances of success and erncacy o 
such attack. They should also constitute a fresh guarantee that no violation of the underta 
ings solemnly signed could be committed without involving very unpleasant consequences 
for the guilty State. , 

" In this connection, therefore, it would be desirable to consider the possibility ot con- 
cluding a Convention for affording international aid on as liberal a scale as possible to any 
country chemically or bacteriologically attacked. As such aid would be essentially of a 
humanitarian nature (sanitary, scientific, etc.), it should meet with general approval. 

" This problem might be studied in due course by the League of Nations. 

228. The delegations of Finland, Roumania, Yugoslavia, associated themselves with this 
statement. 

229. With regard to Article 39, the German delegation is of opinion that the effect of 
prohibiting the use of chemical weapons would be incomplete unless it referred also to preparations 
for the use of those weapons (instruction of troops, etc.). 

230. The same delegation stated that a scheme for the reduction and limitation of armaments 
should, in the first place, prohibit weapons of an essentially offensive character, the destructive 
efforts of which menaced not only armies but also the civilian population i.e., bombs from the 
air, large calibre guns and tanks of every kind. 

231. The German delegation’s proposals regarding the prohibition of bombing from the 
air (see paragraph 230 above), the suppression and destruction of all large guns and tanks, were 
rejected by the Commission. 

Part VI. — Miscellaneous Provisions. 

Chapter A. — Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

Article 40. 

232. This article, together with the other provisions of Part VI of the draft, underwent a 
thorough preliminary examination at the last session, having been entrusted to a Sub-Committee 
presided over by His Excellency M. Politis. The Sub-Committee’s conclusions, haying been 
stated and discussed in plenary meeting, were approved by the Preparatory Commission. The 
latter unanimously recognised the necessity of setting up at the seat of the League of Nations 
a Permanent Disarmament Commission to follow the execution of the Convention. 

233. The object of Article 40 is both to provide for the creation of this organ and to 
determine its composition. 

234. As regards the latter, several systems were suggested in the course of the debates. Differences 
of opinion were expressed with regard to the number of members composing the Permanent 
Commission, and with regard to the capacity in which these members should sit and the conditions 
in which they would perform their duties. 

235. The text adopted lays down that the members of the Permanent Commission will be 
appointed by the Governments. But which will be the Governments that will appoint them ? 
Some delegations expressed the opinion that this right should be given to all the contracting 
parties. The Commission did not accept this view. It thought that an institution of this kind 
could not satisfactorily perform its task unless it were of comparatively small size. The rule of 
universality thus being rejected, it remained to decide how many States should have the right 
to appoint members, and how these States should be selected. 

236. After careful consideration, the Commission came to the conclusion that any decision on 
this subject, which is a definitely political question, should be left to the Conference itself. It 
thought it desirable, however, to bring to the notice of the latter the three systems which had 

1 See Annexes to the Minutes of the Sixth Session (Second Part). 
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been proposed to it: (i) that of the British delegation, consisting in reserving the right of appoint- 
ment to the States Members of the Council of the League of Nations and to two or three States 
not Members of the League; (2) that of the French delegation, consisting in conferring this right 
on the States Members of the Council, on certain States not Members of the League of Nations 
to be designated by the Conference, and further on certain States Members of the League of Nations 
but not represented on the Council, which would also be determined by the Conference; (3) lastly 
that of the Chinese delegation, 1 which recommended that the Conference should elect all the 
countries which should be entitled to nominate members, it being understood, however, that those 
countries should fulfil certain special conditions to be determined. 

In any case, whatever system the Conference may agree upon, the selected Governments will 
only be required to appoint one member each to the Permanent Commission. 

237. The second question on which the Preparatory Commission was called upon to decide 
was that of the conditions under which members of the Permanent Commission will serve. It 
pronounced in favour of the solution formulated in the second paragraph of Article 40, which 
lays down the following principles: (a) Members of the Permanent Commission will not represent 
the Governments which appointed them; (b) they will hold office for a fixed period to be determined 
by the Conference, but will be re-eligible; (c) during their term of office they may be replaced only 
on death or in the case of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent illness. 

238. The third paragraph provides that members of the Commission may be “ assisted by 
technical experts ”. The French delegation was in favour of a clause providing that members 
of the Commission must themselves be technical experts, giving purely technical opinions and not 
prejudging any political conclusions that the Governments might draw from those opinions. The 
French delegation stated that it still preferred this system, although the majority of the Commis- 
sion did not accept it. 

239. The question of payment for members of the Permanent Commission was also raised- 
It was thought better to come to no decision for the time being, especially as the question wiP 
readily settle itself in due course. 

Article 41. 

240. Article 41 and those which follow lay down rules for the procedure of the Permanent 
Commission. 

The first paragraph of Article 41 calls for no comment. 
Paragraphs 2 and 3 provide that the Permanent Commission shall meet annually in 

ordinary session on the date fixed in its Rules of Procedure, and that, in addition to this compulsory 
session, extraordinary sessions may be convened by its President (1) in the cases provided for 
in the Convention and (2) whenever an application to that effect is made by a contracting party. 

Article 42. 

241. This is an important article, for it leaves the Permanent Commission full power to 
lay down, and consequently to revise, its own Rules of Procedure. The only restriction placed 
on its power of decision is that it must be guided by the provisions of the Convention: this 
restriction is so logical that there is no need to lay stress upon it. 

242. In leaving the Permanent Commission such wide latitude in regard to its Rules of 
Procedure, the Preparatory Commission intended to enable it to change its methods of work 
and its various forms of action in accordance with the lessons taught by its own experience. Had 
definite rules on this point been embodied in the Convention, there might have been some danger 
of the establishment of a rigid theoretical system, to which it might have been difficult to 
accommodate practical needs. 

Articles 43, 44 and 45. 
243. These three articles must be read together. They specify certain conditions which the 

Permanent Commission must observe in the conduct of its business. 

(1) Two-thirds of the members must be present before the Commission can transact 
business (Article 43). 

(2) In order to be adopted, a decision must be passed by a majority of the votes of the 
members present at the meeting (Article 45, paragraph 2). 

(3) Each member of the Commission shall have only one vote (Article 45, paragraph 1). 
(4) When a question brought before the Commission specially affects a contracting 

party not having a member of its nationality on the Commission, that party shall be entitled 
to send a member appointed for that purpose to sit on the Commission, and he will accord- 
ingly be regarded, so far as concerns the matter in question, as on the same footing as other 
members of the Commission, and may vote equally with them (Article 44).^ 

(5) In two specified cases, however—those provided for in Article 50 (on “ derogations ) 
and in Article 52 (on “ complaints ”)—the votes of members appointed by the parties 
concerned in the discussion shall not be counted in determining the majority (Article 45, 

1 It should be noted jdiat the Chinese delegation had primarily supported the system of universality. 
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paragraph 3). This rule applies, of course, not merely to members specially appointed 
under Article 44, but also to ordinary members of the Commission. 

(6) Lastly, the final paragraph of Article 45 provides that the minority may state its 
views in a report. 

Article 46. 

244. The Permanent Commission will obtain such information as it requires under the 
conditions laid down in Article 49. Apart, however, from these regular sources of information, 
Article 46 entitles any member of the Commission to have any person “ heard ” or consulted 
who is in a position to throw any light on any question which is being examined by the Commission. 
At the same time, in establishing this right, the text carefully emphasises that any member 
availing himself of it does so “ on his own responsibility ”. Indeed, in such delicate questions 
as those with which the Commission will have to deal, great circumspection must be exercised 
in selecting sources of information. 

Articles 47, 48 and 49. 

245. These articles have this common feature—that they specify the conditions under which 
the Permanent Commission is to draw up, communicate and publish its reports. 

246. Article 47 deals with a special point, but one which could not be neglected. It entitles 
every member of the Commission to require that, in the Commission’s reports, account shall be 
taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by him personally, if necessary in the form of 
a separate report. This provision is analogous to that in the last paragraph of Article 45. Its 
intention is the same—to ensure that all shades of opinion may be made public. 

247. Article 48 provides that all reports by the Commission shall be communicated (a) to 
the contracting parties and (b) to the Council of the League. It also requires that they shall be 
Published. The conditions for this communication and publication will be laid down in the 
Commission’s Rules of Procedure, so far as they are not already fixed in the Convention itself* 

248. Article 49 deals with the reports to be drawn up by the Permanent Commission on 
the information it receives with regard to the application of the Convention. 

249. To examine and judge this information is looked upon as the Permanent Commission’s 
normal function. It is in fulfilling this function that the Commission will become an essential 
factor in the system of the Convention, being responsible for watching its application, regularly 
reporting on the situation, and calling attention, where necessary, to any errors and omissions 
which experience may have revealed in the text in force. 

250. In investing the Commission with this function, Article 49 lays down certain rules 
which it may not be out of place to consider more fully: 

(1) In principle the information in the Permanent Commission’s possession will be sent to 
it through the Secretary-General of the League by the contracting parties in pursuance of their 
international obligations. It was thought advisable, however, that the Commission should be 
able to supplement these statements by information drawn from other sources. Here, however, 
a difficulty arose. It would be unwise to make this power so elastic as to be indefinite. There 
must be a certain weeding-out of the reports that might come before the Commission. Who is 
to do it ? It was impossible to settle the matter in detail in the actual text of the Convention, 
which accordingly leaves the application of the principle to the Commission’s own judgment and 
merely emphasises the fact that this power of discrimination should be exercised with caution. 
That is the effect of Article 49, which lays down that the “ other information ” in question is 
that which “ may reach it from a responsible source ” and which " it may consider worthy of 
attention ”. The Rules of Procedure will give a definition of what should be understood by 
such sources. It will also be remembered that Article 46, which is dealt with above, entitled every 
member of the Commission, on his own responsibility, to have any person " heard or consulted ” 
who is in a position to enlighten the Commission. 

(2) The report to be drawn up by the Commission under Article 49 must be produced at 
least once a year. It is to be communicated to the High Contracting Parties and to the Council 
of the League “ forthwith ”. Its publication will take place on a date to be fixed by the 
Commission’s Rules of Procedure. 

Chapter B. — Derogations. 
Article 50. 

251. Despite the Preparatory Commission’s desire to give the provisions of the Convention 
the maximum degree of stability, it felt obliged to provide for the possibility of certain derogations. 
In a matter such as this, which affects the vital interests of national defence, grave circumstances 
may arise which would justify the application of exceptional measures. 
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252. But while recognising this truth and taking it duly into account, the Commission has 
endeavoured to take every precaution to avoid the abuses to which a system of derogations might 
possibly open the door. 

253. The drafts submitted in 1927 by the French and British delegations contained certain 
provisions in the matter—but the system laid down in both of them gave rise to criticisms, the 
foundation for which their authors were the first to recognise. Finally, a simpler and more elastic 
proposal submitted by the United States delegation, which was the subject of certain amendments, 
met with the approval first of the Sub-Committee and then of the Preparatory Commission, and 
resulted in the text of Article 50. 

254. Under the terms of this article, any contracting Power will have, on certain conditions> 
the right to suspend any provision of the Convention if a change of circumstances constitutes a 
menace to its national security. 

255. An analysis of the text reveals the following features: 

(1) The hypotheses in which the right of suspension shall apply are not enumerated, as 
so rigid a method was not to be recommended. Although, however, Article 50 does 
not enumerate the circumstances which would justify any suspension, it does lay down that 
these circumstances must constitute a menace to the national security of the State in question 
so that its field of action is considerably restricted thereby. It is only in quite exceptional 
and really serious cases that any suspension will be possible, cases so serious and so exceptional 
that one may hope that they will not occur. 

(2) The suspension may effect certain articles of the Convention or all its provisions as 
a whole, with the exception, however, of those designed to apply in the event of war. 

(3) The suspension will in any case be purely temporary, and, when the reasons for it 
have ceased to exist, the armaments which have been temporarily increased must be reduced 
to the level agreed upon in the Convention. 

(4) It seemed impossible to make the entry into force of measures implying suspension 
conditional on previous authorisation, as the menace which justifies it may be so urgent 
as to call for immediate precautions. The Commission noted this fact with regret but was 
obliged to acknowledge the impossibility. Each of the contracting parties may therefore take 
officially such measures as are necessitated by the circumstances in which it is placed, and will 
have the right for such purposes to appreciate the gravity of those circumstances. That is 
what is meant in the text by the words: “ a change of circumstances constitutes, in the opinion 
of any High Contracting Party . . 

(5) Article 50, however, after recognising this right, subjects its exercise to a series of 
precautions which constitute a powerful check against any attempted abuse. 

256. It provides first that any contracting party which suspends any provision of the 
Convention shall immediately notify such suspension and the extent thereof not only to the other 
contracting parties but also, through the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, to the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

257. Further, it makes it incumbent upon the said contracting party to accompany the 
notification by “ a full explanation of the change of circumstances ” determining its action. 

258. It provides lastly that the other contracting parties shall promptly advise as to the 
situation thus presented. 

259. In addition to these guarantees there is the guarantee under Article 54> the effect of 
which, as will be noted later, is to establish the principle of compulsory arbitration for all disputes 
concerning the interpretation or application of the Convention. 

In this way there is built up a system of precautions to obviate all risk of abuse. 

260. In providing for this system the Commission, it need hardly be said, had no intention 
of restricting in any way the rights and obligations of States Members of the League of Nations 
under the provisions of the Covenant. Those provisions naturally retain their full force, and wi 1 
help in their particular sphere of application to reinforce the guarantees laid down in the 
Convention. 

Chapter C. — Complaints. 

Articles 51 and 52. 

261. Article 51 embodies an important principle in that it lays down that any violation 
of the Convention is a matter of concern to all the contracting parties. Should such a violation 
occur, any one of them, therefore, would have the right to act and set in motion the procedure 
in the matter of complaints provided for in Article 52. 

262. This article provides that a complaint may be lodged, not only when one of the 
contracting States violates the Convention (for example—this is the most typical case, though 
there may be others—by maintaining armaments in excess of the figures agreed upon), but also 
when it endeavours to violate it. 



589 — 

263. The complaint must be brought, through the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations, before the Permanent Commission, which, after hearing the contracting party whose 
action is questioned, and any other party which may be specially concerned and which asks to be 
heard, will draw up a report. This report, like all others framed by the Permanent Commission, 
must be presented to the contracting parties and to the Council of the League of Nations and 
published, together with any proceedings. 

264. The Permanent Commission, being only a consultative body, cannot itself decide on 
the action to be taken on its report. But the High Contracting Parties will advise on the 
situation, and the Council of the League of Nations will take action, within the limit of its powers 
under the Covenant. It is understood, moreover, in this connection, that the various pacific 
procedures provided for by the existing international agreements would, if necessary, be 
employed. The procedure laid down in Article 54 draft Convention is naturally included 
among the various solutions that might be employed. 

Chapter D. — Final Provisions. 

265. Certain formal provisions (such, for instance, as those relating to the signature of the 
Convention) do not figure in the present draft. It seemed preferable to leave it to the Conference 
to add them. 

266. Further, the text makes no mention of a clause which generally figures in multilateral 
conventions and which provides for the possible accession of third Powers. The reason is that the 
present situation is somewhat peculiar. The Convention is intended, not only to lay down rules 
for collective application, but is to embody individual figures fixing the limit of the armaments 
for each State. Naturally, if a Power which is not an original Party to the Convention wished 
subsequently to accede to it, it would have to submit concrete and detailed proposals, which would 
form the subject of difficult and complicated negotiations. Such being the case, the Commission 
decided that it was preferable not to establish formal rules of procedure for this somewhat theore- 
tical hypothesis. 

Article 53. 

267. The first paragraph of this article is based on a proposal by the British delegation. 
The second is the outcome of an amendment submitted by the French delegation. 

268. The article first of all embodies the principle that the present Convention does not 
affect the provisions of previous treaties under which certain of the contracting parties have agreed 
to limit their land, sea, or air armaments. 

269. It also contains a provision enabling the contracting parties which so desire, to declare, 
when signing the Convention, that the limits fixed under the latter for their armaments are accept- 
ed by them in relation to the provisions referred to in the preceding paragraph and that the 
maintenance of such provisions constitutes for them an essential condition for the observance 
of the present Convention. 

270. Article 53 is designed in the interests of greater clearness. It seemed necessary to a 
large number of delegations, in view of disputes that might arise concerning the interpretation 
of the Convention—disputes which, under the terms of Article 54> would come within the compe- 
tence of the Permanent Court of International Justice—that there should be no possible doubt 
as to the conditions under which the Convention had been concluded. 

271. Moreover, in the matter of disarmament, every attempt should be made to avoid 
anything in the nature of a retrograde measure; accordingly, the provisions of the Convention 
must not restrict the scope of previous treaties on the same subject. 

272. Further, certain Governments will estimate the position of their armaments according 
to the situation resulting from such treaties. The maintenance in force of these treaties is thus 
an essential condition for the Governments for their contractual undertaking under the Convention. 
It will be for the Conference if necessary to define this principle in order to prevent any abusive 
interpretation, in the event of any temporary and unimportant breach or suspension of the 
provisions of the said Treaties. 

273. The German delegation stated, in connection with Article 53, that, in so far as it 
does not refer to the Washington and London Treaties, the German delegation would vote against 
the draft Convention as a whole. The draft, as drawn up by the majority of the Preparatory 
Commission, excludes essential elements from the limitation and reduction of land armaments. 
Instead of leading to real disarmament, this draft would serve only to conceal the real state 
of world armaments or would even allow armaments to be increased. To accept it would at the 
same time be tantamount to a renewal of the German signature to the disarmament clauses of 
the Treaty of Versailles. 

Article 54. 

274. This article, which owes its origin to the Belgian delegation, lays down the principle 
of compulsory arbitration for all disputes concerning the interpretation or application of the 
provisions of the present Convention, when such disputes have not been settled by direct 
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negotiations or by some other method of friendly settlement. It provides that, in such cases, the 
dispute shall be submitted to the Permanent Court of International Justice or to an arbitral 
tribunal chosen by the parties to the dispute. 

275. The principle underlying Article 54 met at once with the unanimous approval of the 
Commission. Certain delegations had, however, wondered on first examination whether the 
proposed text might not lead to a conflict of powers between the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission and the tribunals to which disputes concerning the application of the Convention 
might be referred. It was pointed out to them that this risk need not be considered, as 
the Permanent Commission is not a tribunal competent to settle disputes, but an examining body 
responsible simply for drawing up reports and giving opinions. The provisions of Article 54, which 
was finally adopted without opposition, thus leave the powers conferred on the Permanent 
Commission intact. 

Article 55. 

276. The first paragraph of this article concerns the ratification of the Convention and does 
not call for any comment. 

277. Paragraphs 2 and 3 concern the entry into force of the Treaty. The Conference will 
have to establish the list of ratifications required to ensure its entry into force. If, however, by 
a date to be fixed in the Convention itself, the necessary instruments have not been deposited 
with the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, the latter would invite the signatory Powers 
to meet and decide whether it is possible, notwithstanding, to put the Convention into force. 
This special procedure, the purpose of which is so clear as to require no emphasis, was suggested 
by the British delegation. It is based on the resolution concerning ratifications adopted by the 
eleventh Assembly of the League of Nations. 

278. The last sentence of Article 55 provides that the contracting parties undertake 
to participate in this consultation, which will take place within a period to be fixed 
by the Conference. The Commission decided that it would be better to leave it to the 
Conference to decide whether it might not be better to insert such an undertaking in the Final 
Act or in a Protocol to be annexed. 

279. The text adopted at the first reading contained an Article EC 1 by which Estonia, 
Finland, Latvia, Poland and Roumania set out certain conditions on which their acceptance 
of the Convention would depend. 

280. The Commission decided that the study of this question should be left for the Conference. 
This decision was dictated by two reasons. The first was that the text raised an essentially political 
question, and the second that it brings up a very complex problem: the effect of the reservations 
which the contracting powers will be allowed to formulate at the time of signature. 

Article 56. 

281. This article could, if necessary, have been omitted from the draft. Naturally, directly 
the Convention comes into force, each of the contracting parties must, in so far as concerns itself, 
take the measures necessary to ensure its execution. The insertion of an express provision to this 
effect is designed simply to direct the special attention of the contracting parties to their duty of 
exhibiting the greatest diligence in the performance of their obligations. It will be for the Conference 
to decide whether this text is to be kept in the body of the Convention or whether it should be 
placed either in the Final Act or in a Protocol to be annexed. 

Article 57. 

282. Article 57 provides for the period of validity of the Convention. The Commission could 
not itself suggest how long it should remain in force, as this will depend on the circumstances 
at the time of the conclusion of the Convention, and the Conference alone can judge of such 
circumstances. It is important, however, to note that, as regards the States Members of the 
League of Nations, Article 8 of the Covenant provides for a maximum limit, in that it lays down 
that the “ plans ” for the reduction of armaments “ shall be subject to reconsideration and revision 
at least every ten years The period laid down in Article 57 cannot therefore exceed ten years. 
It might be less, but the general feeling of the Commission is that it should not be too short. 

283. The British delegation directed attention to the desirability of establishing some 
agreement between the period of validity of the Convention and that of other agreements concerning 
the limitation of armaments, such as the Treaties of Washington and London. 

284. Moreover, even when fixed, the period of validity of the Convention will not be at all 
rigid. Two categories of provisions will have the effect of rendering it more elastic—namely, 
Articles 57 and 58 which will be examined below and the effect of which may be to shorten it, 
and further the rule laid down in the last sentence of Article 57, the effect of which may be to 
extend it. In virtue of this rule, the Convention will not be extinguished by the expiry of the 
period laid down. It will remain in force except in so far as it may be amended, suspended or 
denounced. 

1 See Minutes of the Third Session, page 416. 
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285. The Commission’s purpose in instituting this system was to prevent the work of the 
coming Disarmament Conference, which will constitute a first stage, from coming suddenly to an 
end without there being anything else ready to replace it. In an undertaking such as this, continuity 
is essential if the results already achieved are to be consolidated. 

Article 58. 

286. This article provides that the contracting parties shall re-examine the Convention 
before the expiration of the period fixed in Article 57. The Conference must, however, see that 
such examination is not premature and the text accordingly provides for the fixing of a minimum 
date. The re-examination of the Convention must take place within these two limits. There 
will be a certain elasticity which will make it possible to select the most suitable moment. In 
order to ensure successful results, the new Conference, which will be responsible for the 
re-examination, will have to beconvened at the moment when the circumstances are most favourable 
to the accomplishment of its work. To fix the date of the meeting in advance would be imprudent. 
The Commission thought it preferable to leave the proper organs to decide on the most suitable 
moment, while restricting their freedom of choice by means of maximum and minimum dates. 

287. Who are these proper organs ? The Council of the League of Nations, which will 
have been responsible for convening the first Disarmament Conference, seems eminently fitted 
to convene the others. Accordingly, the draft Convention entrusts this duty to it, adding, however, 
that, before passing the necessary resolution, the Council shall consult the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission and also the contracting parties, non-Members of the League of Nations. 

288. This Conference will examine the position and will, if it thinks fit, revise the Convention 
wholly or in part. Should its proceedings lead to the establishment of a new Convention, it will 
itself fix the duration of that Convention and determine the conditions in which the latter will 
again be examined and possibly revised. 

Article 59. 

289. The procedure instituted by the previous article cannot, therefore, in principle, be 
set in motion before a certain date. Article 59, however, makes an exception to the principle. 

290. It covers the case in which the conditions under which the engagements stipulated 
in the Convention were contracted have undergone, as the result of technical transformations 
or special circumstances, changes justifying a fresh examination and possibly the revision of 
such engagements. It may be that, before the date fixed by Article 58 as the starting-point of 
the period during which the Convention normally must be re-examined, the conditions under which 
it was drawn up may undergo such radical changes that it would be difficult, or even impossible 
to await the prescribed date before reconsidering the situation and making any alterations it 
may entail. In such a case—but in such a case only—it is allowable under Article 59 for the 
procedure to be set in motion before the normal date. The Commission felt that it was 
inadvisable to authorise the immediate re-examination of the Convention, and that after its 
entry into force a certain period ought to elapse during which the option provided for in Article 59 
could not be made use of. 

291. Thus, three periods are contemplated by Articles 57, 58 and 59 of the draft. The first 
(x years) determines the normal duration of the Convention; the second (y years) is the period during 
which, in principle, the Conference to re-examine the Convention cannot be called; and the third 
(z years) is that during which the Convention can, in no case, be re-examined, even in the 
exceptional circumstances contemplated in Article 59. 

292. These circumstances might include, for example, an unforeseen development of civil 
aviation. Indeed, the British, French, Japanese and Polish delegations definitely stated that they 
had this case, in particular, in mind. 

293. The text of the draft adopted at first reading included, in Section III of Chapter II 
(material, air armaments), an Article AD, which read as follows: 

“ The limitations laid down are accepted by each High Contracting Party in the light of 
the present development of civil aviation in other countries. ” 

294. In view of Article 59, and subject to the statements which they made, the above- 
mentioned delegations agreed that the old Article AD should be omitted from the draft, but pointed 
out that its omission did not imply any change in their attitude, and that when they submitted to 
the Conference figures for the limitation of military aviation they would take into consideration 
the development of civil aviation in other countries up to that time. 

295. On the other hand, the German delegation submitted the following reservation: 

“ The German delegation is of opinion that the development of a peaceful means of 
communication must in no case be made a basis for armaments, especially as no account has 
been taken of the essential and purely military factors of material in reserve or in stock, 
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trained reserves, etc., and other important means of communication, such as the mercantile 
marine, on which, indeed, preliminary warlike fittings have been authorised. ” 

296. The exceptional procedure provided for in Article 59 may be followed, says the text, 
“ at the request of a High Contracting Party, with the concurrence of the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission ”. In other words, the initiative will come from a contracting Government, but will 
have no effect unless it is favourably received by the Permanent Commission. 

Article 60. 

297. The final article of the draft deals with the right of denunciation. 
This is always a delicate question in multilateral treaties, and it is particularly delicate 

here, where the system implies a balance of mutual engagements which is in danger of being 
disturbed if one of the parties withdraw. 

298. The Commission nevertheless considered it impossible to refuse the parties the right to 
denounce the Convention. It was careful, however, to make this right dependent on various 
conditions, which to some extent correct its disadvantages. 

299. In this connection, Article 60 provides, in the first place, that the right of denunciation 
can only be exercised in the course of one of the Conferences held in virtue of the preceding articles 
to re-examine, and possibly revise, the Agreement. It further lays down that denunciation, when 
thus notified, shall not take effect until two years after its date, and in no case before the expiration 
of the normal period of duration of the Convention, as fixed under Article 57. 

* * * 

300. The Preparatory Commission could only establish a draft Convention, or it would 
perhaps be more accurate to say the framework of the future Convention. 

301. In the reservations which have been reproduced in this report, certain delegates 
expressed the view that, even within those limits, the results were disappointing. The great 
majority of the Commission, however, so far from sharing this attitude, regards what has been 
done as marking an important advance on the path of disarmament. 

302. Be that as it may, it will be for the Conference not only to decide as to the fina 
adoption of the draft that will be laid before it, but also to define its practical scope by fixing 
in figures the extent of the undertakings it involves. 

303. This delicate and complicated task can only be successfully discharged on certain 
conditions, first and foremost among which we place the thorough and systematic preparation 
of the Conference itself. The German delegation proposed—and this proposal was seconded by 
the Italian delegation—that the Preparatory Commission should ask the various Governments, 
with this object in view, to furnish detailed particulars of the present position of their armaments. 
The Commission welcomed the spirit in which this suggestion was made, but felt that certain 
correctives must be supplied. In the first place, it held that, as the preparation of the Conference 
was a matter for the Council of the League, it was for the Council to take the necessary steps 
to that end. It also regarded the German proposal as too restricted. Indeed, the preliminary 
work of study and investigation which will have to be done cannot be limited to scheduling 
existing armaments. It will have to cover every factor, technical or otherwise, which may help 
to inform the Conference, and to justify such concrete proposals as the Governments may lay 
before’ it. 

304. The Commission further decided to ask the Council of the League to fix the date of 
the Conference at its next session. The German delegation, with reference to the resolution 
adopted by the Council on December 8th, 1926, had proposed that a definite date (Thursday, 
November 5th, 1931) should be recommended. The Commission felt that it would be exceeding 
its sphere by doing this. It is, of course, anxious that the utmost despatch compatible 
with practical necessities should be employed, but it took the view that the Council, with which 
it rests to fix the date, was the only authority qualified to weigh the various factors that must 
be taken into consideration. 

305. While the final result depends in part on the preparatory work that has still to be 
done, it also depends, in large measure, on the atmosphere that will prevail during the subsequent 
proceedings. In such a matter, mutual confidence among peoples is an essential condition of 
progress. It is our hope that that mutual confidence will be strengthened, and will enable the 
aim to which our efforts have been directed to be completely attained. 
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III. APPENDIX. 

Report to the Council on the Work of the First Session of the Preparatory Commission 

for the Disarmament Conference. 

Held at Geneva from May i8//? to zGth, 1926. 

The Preparatory Commission convened by resolution of the Council dated March 18th, 1926, 
met at Geneva from May i8th-26th, 1926. It elected as Chairman H. E. Jonkheer J. Loudon 
and, as Vice-Chairmen, M. Cobian and M. Buero, delegates of Spain and Uruguay respectively. 

From the outset the Preparatory Commission realised that the study of the questions 
submitted to it by the Council would be facilitated by the constitution of two special Sub- 
Commissions composed of persons directly attached to the delegations forming part of the 
Preparatory Commission and consequently representing the opinion of their respective 
Governments. The Preparatory Commission intended to entrust one of these Sub-Commissions 
with the study of the military, naval and air aspects of the questions under consideration, while 
the other would devote its attention to the non-military aspect of these questions. 

Presided over by the two Vice-Chairmen of the Commission itself, these two Sub-Commissions, 
which would thus be in close touch with the Commission, would be in a position to observe 
faithfully the principles laid down for their guidance by the latter. 

The Sub-Commission entrusted with the study of non-military questions has been authorised 
by the Preparatory Commission to ascertain the opinion of the organisations or persons it may 
judge advisable to consult on these questions, and particularly that of the Joint Commission 
set up by resolution of the Council. The Military, Naval and Air Sub-Commission has identically 
the same composition as the Permanent Advisory Commission as enlarged by the decision of the 
Council. The system thus set up by the Preparatory Commission therefore follows the main 
outlines of the organisation established by the Council. 

The Preparatory Commission does not doubt that the Council will see fit to endorse its 
decisions, in which it has been guided by its desire to do all in its power to ensure the success of 
the task entrusted to it. 

1. 

On the proposal of the French delegation, the Preparatory Commission considers that the 
task entrusted to it by the Council should be undertaken on the understanding that every 
Government should have in view for the proposed Conference for the preparation of a disarmament 
agreement, definite and quantitative proposals accompanied by reasons in support calculated 
with reference to the degree of security existing at the date when the Conference meets. 

2. 

A. The Commission refers to its Technical Sub-Commissions the points stated below in order 
that it may be informed on the technical aspect of the questions submitted to it by the Council. 
The Commission is alone competent to deal with the political aspects of these questions in the 
same way that it has sole responsibility for the final answers to be given to the questions. 

The Chairman and the Vice-Chairmen may take the necessary steps to co-ordinate the work 
of the two Sub-Commissions and to enable each to consult the other on any particular point. 

Question I. 

What is to be understood by the expression “ arma- 
ments ” ? 

(а) Definition of the various factors — military, 
economic, geographical, etc. — upon which the 
power of a country in time of war depends. 

(б) Definition and special characteristics of the va- 
rious factors which constitute the armaments of 
a country in time of peace: the different categories 
of armaments — military, naval and air — the 
methods of recruiting, training, organisations 
capable of immediate military employment, etc. 

The Commission refers Question No. I to Sub-Commission A 

Question II (a). 

Is it practicable to limit the ultimate war strength 
of a country, or must any measures of disarma- 
ment be confined to the peace strength ? 

With regard to Question II (#), the Commission is of opinion that it would not be practicable 
at the present time to limit the ultimate war strength of a country. On the other hand, it affirms 
that it is possible to limit the land, sea and air forces permanently maintained in peace-time by 
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the various countries or capable of immediate use without preliminary mobilisation measures. 
This principle is in any case without prejudice to the conditions of such limitation as determined 
by an examination of the remaining questions, notably Question V. 

The Commission refers to Sub-Commission A the definition of the forces mentioned in the 
preceding paragraph and the study of the possibility of a wider limitation than that referred 
to above. 

Question II (b). 
What is to be understood by the expression “ reduc- 

tion and limitation of armaments ” ? 
The various forms which reduction or limitation may 

take in the case of land, sea and air forces; the 
relative advantages or disadvantages of each of 
the different forms or methods: for example, the 
reduction of the larger peace-time units or of 
their establishment and their equipment, or of 
any immediately mobilisable forces; the reduction 
of the length of active service, the reduction of 
the quantity of military equipment, the reduction 
of expenditure on national defence, etc. 

Question III. 

By what standards is it possible to measure the 
armaments of one country against the armaments 
of another—e.g., numbers, period of service, 
equipment, expenditure, etc. ? 
The Commission refers to Sub-Commission A the two following questions for its opinion: 

(a) What are the standards by which it is possible to measure the (a) military, (&) navah 
(c) air armaments of one country against the corresponding armaments of another 
country ? 

(b) What are the methods by which the reduction and limitation of (a) land, (b) naval, (c) air 
armaments can be effected, and what are the comparative advantages and disadvantages 
of each ? 

Note. — The following methods, amongst others, have been suggested: the reduction 
of the larger peace-time units or of their establishment and their equipment, or of any 
immediately mobilisable forces; the reduction of the length of active service; the 
reduction of munitions of war. 

It has also been suggested that a limitation of armed forces might be effected by the 
reduction or limitation of expenditure on national defence. 

The Commission wishes to have the opinion of the two Sub-Commissions on this last subject 
and on the conditions in which the above method might be applied, should they consider that it 
is practicable. 

Question IV. 

Can there be said to be " offensive ” and “ defensive ” 
armaments ? 

Is there any method of ascertaining whether a certain 
force is organised for purely defensive purposes 
(no matter what use may be made of it in time 
of war), or whether, on the contrary, it is estab- 
lished for the purposes in a spirit of aggression ? 
The Commission refers to Sub-Commission A the following questions: 

Are there any armaments (and, if so, what) which are only capable of being used for the 
defence of a State’s territory ? 

Is there any method of ascertaining whether a certain force is organised for purely 
defensive purposes (no matter what use may be made of it in time of war), or whether, on 
the contrary, it is established in a spirit of aggression ? 

Question V (a). 

On what principle will it be possible to draw up a 
scale of armaments permissible to the various 
countries, taking into account particularly: 

1. Population; 
2. Resources; 
3. Geographical situation; 
4. Length and nature of maritime communi- 

cations ; 
5. Density and character of the railways; 
6. Vulnerability of the frontiers and of the 

important vital centres near the frontiers; 
7. The time required, varying with different 

States, to transform peace armaments into 
war armaments ? 
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As the armaments to be maintained in each country cannot be determined on the basis of 
mathematical considerations alone, the Commission, in order to allow of a profitable examination 
of the basis on which the reduction and limitation of armaments is possible, requests the two 
Sub-Commissions to investigate how far armaments in general are affected by factors i, 2, 3, 
4, 5 and 7 enumerated in Question V {a) and refers factor 6 to Sub-Commission A. 

Question VI. 

(a) Is there any device by which civil and military 
aircraft can be distinguished for purposes of 
disarmament ? If this is not practicable, how can 
the value of civil aircraft be computed in estimat- 
ing the air strength of any country ? 

{b) Is it possible or desirable to apply the conclusions 
arrived at in (a) above to parts of aircraft and 
aircraft engines ? 

(e) Is it possible to attach military value to commer- 
cial fleets in estimating the naval armaments of 
a country ? 

The Commission refers Question VI to Sub-Commission A for its opinion. 

Question VII. 

Admitting that disarmament depends on security, to 
what extent is regional disarmament possible in 
return for regional security ? Or is any scheme 
of disarmament impracticable unless it is general ? 
If regional disarmament is practicable, would it 
promote or lead up to general disarmament ? 

The Commission asks Technical Sub-Commissions A and B to consider whether regional 
military, naval and air disarmament can be regarded as an important step towards general 
disarmament, and should general disarmament not prove immediately practicable, what regions 
could be considered separately, from the point of view of the limitation of armaments. 

Sub-Commissions A and B are requested to consider what factors the term “ region ” should 
connote from the point of view of security and from the point of view of disarmament. 

B. The Commission has examined the attached proposal submitted by the Belgian delegate. 
Without expressing a definite opinion regarding the measures suggested in this proposal 

concerning which certain delegations have reserved their decision, the Commission has decided 
to refer this matter to the Technical Sub-Commissions, on the understanding that such reference 
does not prejudice the question in any way, either as regards the practicability of these measures 
or as regards any subsequent decision which the Preparatory Commission itself may take when 
it comes to examine the question from the general and political point of view. 

The delegate of Italy reiterated his opinion that supervision would be ineffective and was 
inadmissible, and asked to have his view placed on record. 

Proposal. 

“ The last paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant of the League stipulates that ‘ the 
Members of the League undertake to interchange full and frank information as to the scale 
of their armaments, their military, naval and air programmes and the condition of such 
of their industries as are adaptable to warlike purposes ’. 

“ With a view to organising this exchange of information, Sub-Commission A has been 
requested to consider the advantages and disadvantages from the military point of view of 
the various methods which might be employed and in particular: 

“ («) The organisation at Geneva of a permanent service for the collection of information 
received from the different Governments; 

“ {b) The conclusion of an international convention making it compulsory to publish 
all inventions which can be used in chemical or bacteriological warfare and in 
general all forms of warfare which are condemned by the opinion of the civilised 
world. 

“ Sub-Commission A is requested to investigate what would be the consequences from 
the military point of view of inserting in the Convention relative to disarmament, or in that 
regarding the prohibition of certain forms of warfare, of provisions similar to those contained 
in the statute of the International Labour Office (Articles 411 to 420 of the Treaty of 
Versailles). 

" Sub-Commission B is requested to ascertain the consequences of such insertion from the 
economic point of view. 

" Sub-Commission A is requested to consider to what extent the experience acquired 
regarding the supervision of disarmament points to the possibility from the military point 
of view of general supervision. 
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“ Sub-Commission B is requested to state if such supervision offers any difficulties from 
the economic point of view and, if so, what difficulties. ” 
C. On the proposal of the delegate of the British Empire, the Commission decided to refer 

to the competent Sub-Commissions the questions defined below without prejudice to any 
Convention or Rule of International Law on the subject: 

To Sub-Commissions A and B. 
1. [a) Can factories normally and legitimately employed for chemical purposes, including 

dyeworks, be quickly adapted to manufacture poison gases ? . 
(h) If the answer to the above is in the affirmative, how long would it take to effect 

the change ? 
(c) Can any proposals be made to prevent or hinder chemical factories from being used 

for the production of poisonous gases ? 

To Sub-Commission A. 
2. {a) What are the means which would probably be employed for spreading gas and what 

would be the apparatus required ? t 

(b) How long would it take to manufacture this apparatus, and how long would it take 
to superimpose this apparatus on the normal equipment of an aeroplane ? 

(c) Would the length of time referred to immediately above vary in the case of military 
or civilian aircraft ? r 

p [a) What is the information in existence as to the effect of the distribution of poisonous 
gas over closely populated districts ? 

lb) Have any experiments been carried out on this subject ? 
(c) Apart from the difficulty of equipping the entire population of a city with gas masks, 

are there any gases known against which a gas mask affords no protection . 
Sub-Commission A is invited to consider what effective sanctions can be proposed for 

the enforcement of the international undertaking not to employ poison gas or bacteria in 
warfare. 

3. 
A. Questions V (a) and V (b). 
8. The degree of security which, in the event of 

aggression, a State could receive under the provi- 
sions of the Covenant or of separate engagements 
contracted towards that State ? 

(b) Can the reduction of armaments be promoted by 
examining possible means for ensuring that the 
mutual assistance, economic and military, con- 
templated in Article x6 of the Covenant shall be 
brought quickly into operation as soon as an 
act of aggression has been committed ? ^ _ 
The following very important proposal has been laid before the Commission by the French 

delegation: 
Proposal. 

“ With reference to Question V {a) 8 and V (&), the Commission considers that in order 
that a State should be able to calculate to what extent it can consent to the reduction 
or limitation of its armaments, it is essential to determine what method and what machinery 
are best calculated to give help to that State when attacked. 

“ The Commission therefore proposes to suggest to the Council: 
“ !. That methods or regulations should be investigated which would: 

“ {a) Facilitate the meeting of the Council at very brief notice in case of war or threat 

“ (h) Enable the Council to take such decisions as may be necessary to enforce the 
obligations of the Covenant as expeditiously as possible. 

"2. That the Permanent Advisory Commission should be instructed: 
" la) To define the measures necessary to comply with paragraph (a), No. 8, 
“ lb) To investigate the procedure which would allow of the rapid drafting ot 

recommendations regarding the military assistance provided for in the 
second paragraph of Article 16 of the Covenant, when the Council shall 
have decided to make such recommendations', . , 

« m To investigate what measures should be taken in case of a conflict of which 
the Council shall have been notified, and when the latter shall have taken a 
decision, in order to prevent the development or preparation of hostilities, 
according to the precedent of the Greco-Bulgarian dispute. 

“3. That the Joint Commission should be instructed: 
« (a\ To investigate the question of the improvement of the telegraphic and the 

telephonic communications of the different countries with the Secretariat 

« (M To1 studyawhat measures would be most appropriate, when the Council 
shall have so decided, to give most rapidly such economic and financial help 
as may be necessary to a State which has been attacked, 

“ '(c) To determine the composition and procedure of the Committees for the supply 
and allocation of resources which the League might set up for that purpose. 
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It has been objected that the aim of the proposal was to define and elaborate the machinery 
for carrying into effect the decisions taken by the Council of the League of Nations in virtue of 
Article 16 of the Covenant, and that constructive proposals of this nature belonged rather to the 
competence of the organs of the League of Nations than to that of the present Commission. 

Without pronouncing any opinion on the validity of this objection, the Commission feels 
that there are obvious inconveniences in asking a body comprising representatives of countries 
not members of the League of Nations to discuss new means of carrying out the provisions of an 
instrument which they have not signed. 

The Commission has accordingly decided to forward the French delegation’s proposal to 
the Council with a request that it should be immediately taken into consideration. 

B. The Commission also decided to forward to the Council the following proposal of the 
Polish delegation, which is closely related to that of the French delegation: 

Proposal. 
“ The Commission suggests to the Council that it would be well to consider whether a 

special organisation of regional assistance within the scope of the Covenant of the League 
would be likely to give the organs of the League effective help in supplying the assistance 
required and would thereby render the execution of the relevant articles of the Covenant 
easier and more expeditious (study of the machinery, form and procedure of regional 
assistance). ” 

C. The Commission has decided also to send to the Council the following proposal by the 
delegation of Finland: 

Proposal. 

“ The Commission proposes that the Council should undertake the examination of 
special arrangements whereby a reduction of armaments agreed to by States unfavourably 
placed, owing to geographical or other exceptional circumstances, might be compensated in 
order to meet their requirements for security. ” 

The United States delegation stated that it was anxious to favour every effort made with 
a view to disarmament, and that it therefore had no objection to certain proposals being discussed 
in connection with the obligations entered into by the Members of the League of Nations; but it 
naturally could not be bound in any way by such discussions in which it could not properly take 
part. This observation refers, in particular, to certain phases of the proposals reproduced in 
Nos. I, 2 B and 3 above. 

The German delegation stated that its exceptional position did not at present allow of its 
being heard before the Council, and therefore desired to be in a position to submit an opinion 
to the Council on the proposals which were referred to it in regard to Questions V (a) 8, V (b). 

The suggested examination of the methods likely to bring rapid assistance to a country 
attacked should not, in the opinion of the delegation, be based on the present position of arma- 
ments, which is only temporary. This examination should have as a starting-point a state of 
disarmament resulting from the Conference such that no country would be powerful enough to be 
in a position to assert its strength against that of the League of Nations. The examination of 
Questions V (a) 8 and V (b) could only give provisional results if it took as a starting-point the 
present position of armaments (see Minutes of the Seventh Meeting of the Drafting Committee). 

C.687.M.288.1930.IX. 
[C.P.D.292(2).] 

Geneva, December 9th, 1930. 
ANNEX 20. 

DRAFT CONVENTION1. 

Article 1. 
The High Contracting Parties agree to limit and, so far as possible, to reduce their 

respective armaments as provided in the present Convention. 

1 See general reservations by the Turkish Delegation, paragraph 
German ,, ,, 
Norwegian ,, ,, 
Irish Free State ,, ,, 

No. 41 of the Report. 
No. 42 ,, 
No. 43 
No. 43 
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— PERSONNEL.1 

Chapter A. — Effectives. 

Article 2. 

The average daily effectives in the land, sea and air armed forces and formations organised 
on a military basis of each of the High Contracting Parties shall not exceed, in each of the 
categories of effectives defined in the tables annexed to this Chapter, the figure laid down tor 
such party in the corresponding column of the said tables. 

Article 3. 

The average daily effectives are reckoned by dividing the total number of days’ duty 
performed in each year by the number of days in such year. 

Article 4. 

By formations organised on a military basis shall be understood police forces of all 
kinds gendarmerie, Customs officials, forest guards, which, whatever their legal purpose, are, 
in time of peace, by reason of their staff of officers, establishment, training, armament, equipment, 
capable of being employed for military purposes without measures of mobilisation, as well as 
any other organisation complying with the above condition. j ^ j 1, 

By mobilisation, within the meaning of the present article, shall be understood all the 
measures for the purpose of providing the whole or part of the various corps, services and units 
with the personnel and material required to pass from a peace-time footing to a war-time footing. 

Tables annexed to Chapter A of Part I.2 

Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are not to be exceeded 
in the Land Armed Forces. 

Table I. — Maximum Land Armed 
Forces stationed in the Home 

Country. 

C/3 

Table II (optional). — 
Maximum Land Armed Forces 

stationed Overseas. 

Table III. — Maximum of 
the total Land Armed Forces. 

Total 
effectives, 
including 

the 
effectives 
specified 

in columns 
b and c 

Officers 

Other 
effectives 
who have 
completed 
at least 

x 3 months 
of service 

Total 
effectives, 
including 

the 
effectives 
specified 

in columns 
b and c 

Officers 

Other 
effectives 
who have 
completed 
at least 

x 3 months 
of service 

Total 
effectives, 
including 

the 
effectives 
specified 

in columns 
b and c 

Officers 

Other 
effectives 
who have 
completed 
at least 

x 3 months 
of service 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

1 See reservation by the German Delegation, paragraph No. 79 of the Report. 
2 On certain tables annexed to Chapter A of Part I, 

see reservations by the French Delegation, paragraph No. 65 
German ,, ,, N°- 73> 74 
Italian „ No. 73, 75, 7^ 
Turkish „ „ No. 77 

of the Report. 

3 Note. _ This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the 
conscript land army of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention. 
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Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are not to be exceeded in the Land 

Formations organised on a Military Basis. 

Table IV. — Maximum Formations organised on a 
Military Basis stationed in the Home Country. 

Table V. — Maximum formations organised 
on a Military Basis stationed Overseas. 

Total effectives, 
including 

the effectives 
specified in 
columns b 

and c 

Officers 
or officials 
ranking as 

officers 

Other 
effectives 

or officials who 
have completed 

at least x1 

months of service 

Total effectives, 
including 

the effectives 
specified in 
columns b 

and c 

Officers 
or officials 
ranking as 

officers 

Other effectives 
or officials who 
have completed 

at least x1 

months of service 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are not to be exceeded in the 
Sea Armed Forces. 

Table VI. — Maximum Sea Armed Forces. Table VII. — Maximum Sea Formations 
organised on a Military Basis. 

High 
Contracting 

Parties 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Total effectives 
(officers, petty officers and men) 

Total effectives 
(officers, petty officers and men and officials 

of every grade 

Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are not to be exceeded in the 
Air Armed Forces. 

Table VIII (Optional). — Maximum 
Air Armed Forces stationed in the 

Home Country. 

Table IX (optional).—Maxi- 
mum Air Armed Forces 

stationed Overseas 

Table X. — Maximum of the 
Total Air Armed Forces 

° & 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Total effectives, 
including the 

effectives 
specified 

in column b 

Effectives who have 
completed 

at least z 2 months 
of service 
( officers, 

non-commissioned 
officers and men) 

Total effectives, 
including the 

effectives 
specified 

in column b 

Effectives who have 
completed 

at least z 2 months 
of service 
( officers, 

non-commissioned 
officers and men) 

Total effectives, 
including the 

effectives 
specified 

in column b 

Effectives who have 
completed 

at least z2 months 
of service 
(officers, 

non-commissioned 
officers and men) 

1 Note. — This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the 
conscript land army of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention. 

2 Note. — This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the 
conscript air army of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention, 
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Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are not to be exceeded in the Air 
Formations organised on a Military Basis. 

Table XI. — Maximum Air Formations organised 
on a Military Basis stationed in the Home Country. 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Total effectives, 
including the 

effectives 
specified in 
column b 

Effectives or officials who 
have completed at least z1 

months of service (officers, 
non-commissioned officers, 
men and officials of every 

grade) 

Table XII. — Maximum Air Formations 
organised on a Military Basis 

stationed Overseas. 

Total effectives, 
including the 

effectives 
specified in 
column b 

Effectives or officials who 
have completed at least z1 

months of service (officers, 
non-commissioned officers, 
men and officials of every 

grade) 

Chapter B. — Period of Service. 

Article 5. 

The provisions of this Chapter apply only to effectives recruited by conscription. 

Article 6. 

For each of the High Contracting Parties concerned, the maximum total periods of service to 
which the effectives recruited by conscription are liable in the land, sea or air armed forces or 
formations organised on a military basis respectively, shall not exceed the figures laid down for 
such party in the table annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 7. 

For each man, the total period of service is the total number of days comprised in the different 
periods of service which he is liable under the national law to perform. 

Article 8. 

As an exception, each of the High Contracting Parties concerned may exceed the limits 
which he has accepted by the table annexed to this Chapter in so far as, owing to a fallmg-off m 
the number of births, such an increase may be necessary to enable the maximum total number of 
effectives fixed in his case by the tables annexed to Chapter A of this part to be attained. 

It is understood that any High Contracting Party which avails itself of this option will 
immediately notify the measures taken and the reasons justifying them to the other Hig 
Contracting Parties and to the Permanent Disarmament Commission referred to m Part VI 
of the present Convention. 

Article 9. 

In any case, the total period of service shall not exceed . . . months. 

Table annexed to Chapter B of Part I. 

High Contracting 
Parties 

Maximum total period of service to which the effectives recruited by conscription 
are liable in the armed forces or formations organised on a military basis 

Land Sea Air 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

. Note - This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the 
conscript^air army of aly High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention. 
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PART II. — MATERIAL. 

Chapter A. — Land Armaments. 1 

Article 10.2 

(Provisional text subject to the drafting of the Annex.) 

The annual expenditure of each High Contracting Party on the upkeep, purchase and 
manufacture of war material for land armaments shall be limited to the figures laid down for such 
Party, and in accordance with the conditions prescribed, in the annex .... to this Article. 

Chapter B. — Naval Armaments. 3 4 

Article n.56 

Throughout the duration of the present Convention, the global tonnage of the vessels of war 
of each of the High Contracting Parties, other than the vessels exempt from limitation under 
Annex I to this Chapter and the special vessels enumerated in Annex II, shall not exceed the 
figure laid down for such Party in Table I annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 12.6 

Table II annexed to this Chapter shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each 
High Contracting Party intends to distribute during the period of application of the present 
Convention the global tonnage which is limited in the case of such Party to the figure laid down 
in Table I. 

Article 13. 

Within the limits of the global tonnage fixed for such Party in Table I, and failing any stricter 
conditions resulting from special conventions to which it is or may become a party, each of the 
High Contracting Parties may modify the distribution shown for it in Table II, subject to the 
following conditions : 

(1) The tonnages by category shown for each High Contracting Party in Table II shall 
in no case be the object of increase beyond the figures shown for it in Table III annexed 
to this Chapter. . , . , 

(2) Before the laying-down of the ship or ships for the construction ot whicn 
the transferred tonnage has been assigned, due notice must be given to all the other High 
Contracting Parties and the Secretary-General and the Permanent Disarmament Commission, 
of the amount of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice being that laid down for 
each of the High Contracting Parties in Table III. 

Article 14. 

No capital ship shall exceed 35,000 tons (35>56o metric tons) standard displacement or carry a 
gun exceeding 16 inches (406 mm.) in calibre. 

Article 15. 

No aircraft carrier shall exceed 27,000 tons (27,432 metric tons) standard displacement or 
carry a gun with a calibre in excess of 8 inches (203 mm.). 

No aircraft carrier of 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) or less standard displacement shall 
carry a gun exceeding 6.1 inches (155 nim.) in calibre. 

1 See reservation by the American Delegation, paragraph No. 94 of the Report. 
German ,, ,, No. 102 and 103 
Turkish ,, ,, No. 99 ,, 

2 N0te. — In pronouncing on this Article, the Governments will take into account at the Conference the report 
requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the 
drawing up of the annex to this Article. 

The Preparatory Commission, by sixteen votes to three and six abstentions, adopted the principle of limitation 
by expenditure. It also discussed the following resolution: 

“ The Preparatory Commission is of opinion that the principle of direct limitation should be applied to an 
war material. ” 
When this resolution was put to the vote, there were nine votes in favour, nine against and seven abstentions. 
Lastly, it examined the principle of a combination of the two methods. Nine members of the Commission vote 1 

in favour of this principle; eleven voted against and five abstained. , . ,, 
3 Note. — Such figures and dates as appear in this Chapter are only given as an illustration; most ol t em 

correspond to the figures and dates laid down in the Treaties of Washington and London. 
4 See general reservation by the German Delegation, paragraph No. 109 of the Report. 

Italian ,, ». No. 108 ,, 
5 See reservation by the Yugoslav and Finnish Delegations, paragraph No. 116 of the Report. 
6 See reservation by the Italian Delegation, paragraph No. 112 of the Report. 
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If the armament carried includes guns exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre, the total 
number of guns carried, except anti-aircraft guns and guns not exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm.), 
shall not exceed ten. If, alternatively, the armament contains no guns exceeding 6.1 inches 
(155 mm.) in calibre, the number of guns is not limited. In either case, the number of anti-aircraft 
guns and of guns not exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm.) in calibre, is not limited. 

Article 16. 

No submarine shall exceed 2,000 tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement or carry a 
gun exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm.) in calibre. 

Article 17. 

No vessel of war exceeding the limitations as to displacement or armament prescribed by 
the present Convention shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for or within the jurisdiction 
of any of the High Contracting Parties. 

Article 18. 

In regard to the replacement of the vessels of war limited by the present Convention, the 
High Contracting Parties will comply with the rules set out in Annex IV to this Chapter. 

Article 19.1 

No preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation of warlike 
armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war, other than the necessary 
stiffening of decks for the mounting of guns not exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre. 

Article 20. 

In the event of a High Contracting Party’s being engaged in war, such Party shall not use 
as a vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its jurisdiction for 
any other Power, or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction for another Power 
and not delivered. 

Article 21. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to dispose, by gift, sale, or any mode 
of transfer, of any vessel of war in such a manner that such vessel may become a vessel of war 
in the navy of any foreign Power. 

Article 22. 

Any vessels of war which have to be disposed of as being surplus to the tonnage figures allowed 
by the present Convention shall be disposed of in accordance with the rules set out in Annex V 
to this Chapter. 

Article 23. 

Existing ships of various types, which, prior to April 1st, 1930, have been used as stationary 
training establishments or hulks, may be retained in a non-seagoing condition. 

Article 24.2 3 

(Provisional text, subject to the drafting of the Annex.) 

The annual expenditure of each High Contracting Party on the upkeep, purchase and manu- 
facture of war material for naval armaments shall be limited to the figures laid down for such 
Party, and in accordance with the conditions prescribed, in Annex . . . 

* * * 

Note. — The two following articles appear in Part III of the London Naval Treaty, and are quoted as examples of 
supplementary restrictions which certain High Contracting Parties may be prepared to accept:4 

“ Article ... 
“ Not more than 25 per cent of the allowed total tonnage in the cruiser category may be fitted with a landing-on 

platform or deck for aircraft. " 
“ Article ... 

“ In the destroyer category, not more than 16 per cent of the allowed total tonnage shall be employed in 
vessels of over 1,500 tons (1,524 metric tons) standard displacement. ’’ 

* * * 

1 See reservation by the Japanese Delegation, paragraph No. 134 of the Report. 
2 In pronouncing on this Article, the Governments will take into account at the Conference the report requested 

from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the drawing 
up of the Annex to this Article. 

3 See reservation by the French Delegation, paragraph No. 139 of the Report. 
Japanese ,, ,, No. 140 ,, 
German ,, ,, No. 141 ,, 
British and Italian Delegations, paragraph No. 142 of the Report. 

4 See reservation by the Greek and Spanish Delegations, paragraph 143 of the Report. 
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Tables annexed to Chapter B of Part II. 

Table I. 

Global Tonnage High Contracting Party 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 

Table II. 

Table III. — Rules for Transfer. 

The figures to be entered in this table will be calculated on the following principles: 

i Account must be taken of the special circumstances of each Power, and of the classes 
of ships involved in the transfer. 

2. Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed 100,000 tons 2 will have full freedom of 
transfer as regards surface ships. 

3. As regards the other Powers, the amount of the transfer should vary in inverse ratio to 
the amount of the total (global) tonnage of each of them. 

1 For Parties who do not possess any capital ship of a standard displacement exceeding 8,ooo tons (8,128 metric 
tons). 

2 This figure is given as an illustration. 
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Annexes to Chapter B of Part II. 

Annex I. 

Exempt Vessels. 

Subject to any special agreements which may submit them to limitation., the following vessels are exempt from 
limitation: 

{a) Naval surface combatant vessels of 600 tons (6x0 metric tons) standard displacement and under; 
(6) Naval surface combatant vessels exceeding 600 tons (610 metric tons), but not exceeding 2,000 tons 

(2,032 metric tons) standard displacement, provided they have none of the following characteristics: 

(1) Mount a gun above 6.1-inch (155 mm.) calibre; 
(2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 
(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots. 

(c) Naval surface vessels not specifically built as fighting ships which are employed on fleet duties or as 
troop transports or in some other way than as fighting ships, provided they have none of the following characteristics: 

(1) Mount a gun above 6.1-inch (155 mm.) calibre; 
(2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 
(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots; 
(5) Are protected by armour plate; 
(6) Are designed or fitted to launch mines; 
(7) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the air; 
(8) Mount more than one aircraft-launching apparatus on the centre line: or two, one on each broadside; 
(9) If fitted with any means of launching aircraft into the air, are designed or adopted to operate at sea 

more than three aircraft. 

Annex II. 

List of Special Vessels. 

Annex III. 

Definitions. 

For the purposes of the present Convention, the following expressions are to be understood in the sense defined 
in this Annex: 

(a) Capital Ships. 
(i) Vessels of war, not aircraft carriers, whose 

displacement exceeds 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) 
standard displacement, or which carry a gun with a calibre 
exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.). 

(b) Aircraft Carriers. 

(ii) For Parties who do not possess any capital ship 
exceeding 8,000 tons (8,128 metric tons) standard displace- 
ment: 

Vessels of war not exceeding 8,000 tons (8,128 metric 
tons) standard displacement and the calibre of whose 
guns exceeds 8 inches (203 mm.). 

Surface vessels of war, whatever their displacement, designed for the specific and exclusive purpose of carrying 
aircraft and so constructed that aircraft can be launched therefrom and landed thereon. 

(c) Cruisers. 
Surface vessels of war, other than capital ships or 

aircraft carriers, the standard displacement of which 
exceeds 1,850 tons (1,880 metric tons) or with a gun 
above 5.1 inches (130 mm.) calibre. 

The cruiser category is divided into two sub-categories 
as follows: 

(i) Cruisers carrying a gun above 6.1 inches (155 mm.) 
calibre. 

(ii) Cruisers not carrying a gun above 6.1 inches 
(155 mm.) calibre. 

(d) Destroyers. 
Surface vessels of war, the standard displacement of 

which does not exceed 1,850 tons (1,880 metric tons) 
and with a gun not above 5.1 inches (130 mm.) calibre. 

(cd) Light Surface Vessels. 

Surface vessels of war, other than aircraft carriers, the 
standard displacement of which does not exceed 10,000 tons 
(10,160 metric tons), and with guns not exceeding 8 inches 
(203 mm.) calibre. 

The category of light surface vessels is divided into 
two categories, as follows: 

(i) Vessels carrying a gun above 6.1 inches 
(155 mm.) calibre. 

(ii) Vessels not carrying a gun above 6.1 inches 
(155 mm.) calibre. 

Standard Displacement. 
1. The standard displacement of a surface vessel is the displacement of the vessel complete, fully manned, engined 

and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition, equipment, outfit, provisions and fresh water for 
crew, miscellaneous stores and implements of every description that are intended to be carried in war, but without fuel 
or reserve feed water on board. 
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2. The standard displacement of a submarine is the surface displacement of the vessel complete (exclusive of the 
water in non-watertight structure), fully manned, engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and 
ammunition, equipment, outfit, provisions for crew, miscellaneous stores and implements of every description that are 
intended to be carried in war, but without fuel, lubricating oil, fresh water or ballast water of any kind on board. 

3. Each naval combatant vessel shall be rated at its displacement tonnage when in the standard condition. 
The word " ton”, except in the expression “ metric tons", shall be understood to be the ton of 2,240 pounds 

(1,016 kilos.). 

Annex IV. 

Rules for Replacement. 

1. Except as provided in paragraph 4 of this Annex, no vessel limited by this Convention shall be replaced until 
it becomes “ over-age ”. 

2. A vessel shall be deemed to be " over-age ” when the following number of years have elapsed since the date 
of its completion: 

(a) Capital ships: 20 1 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary for the replacement of existing 
ships. 

(b) Aircraft-carriers: 20 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary for existing ships. 
(c) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) but not exceeding 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) 

standard displacement: 

(i) If laid down before January xst, 1920, 16 years; 
(ii) If laid down after December 31st, 1919, 20 years. 

(d) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement: 

(i) If laid down before January 1st, 1921, 12 years; 
(ii) If laid down after December 31st, 1920, 16 years. 

(e) Submarines: 13 years. 

3. The keels of replacement tonnage shall not be laid down more than three years before the year in which the 
vessel to be replaced becomes " over-age ”: but this period is reduced to two years in the case of any replacement surface 
vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement. 

The right of replacement is not lost by delay in laying down replacement tonnage. 
4. In the event of loss or accidental destruction, a vessel may be replaced immediately; but such replacement 

tonnage shall be subject to the limits of displacement and to the other provisions of this Convention. 

Annex V. 

Rules for Disposal of Vessels of War. 

The present Convention provides for the disposal of vessels of war in the followi ng wayt 

(1) By scrapping (sinking or breaking up); 
(2) By converting the vessel to a hulk; 
(3) By converting the vessel to target use exclusively; 
(4) By retaining the vessel exclusively for experimental purposes; 
(5) By retaining the vessel exclusively for training purposes. 

Any vessel of war to be disposed of may either be scrapped or converted to a hulk at the option of the High 
Contracting Party concerned. 

Vessels which have been retained for target, experimental or training purposes, shall finally be scrapped or converted 
to hulks. 

Section I. — Vessels to be scrapped. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping, by reason of its replacement, must be rendered incapable of warlike 
service within six months of the date of the completion of its successor, or of the first of its successors if there are more 
than one. If, however, the completion of the new vessel or vessels be delayed, the work of rendering the old vessel 
incapable of warlike service shall, nevertheless, be completed within four and a-half years from the date of laying the 
keel of the new vessel, or of the first of the new vessels; but should the new vessel, or any of the new vessels, be a surface 
vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement, this period is reduced to three and a half years. 

(b) A vessel to be scrapped shall be considered incapable of warlike service when there shall have been removed and 
landed or else destroyed in the ship: 

(1) All guns and essential parts of guns, fire control tops and revolving parts of all barbettes and turrets; 
(2) All hydraulic or electric machinery for operating turrets; 
(3) All fire-control instruments and range-finders; 
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines and mine rails; 
(5) All torpedoes, war heads, torpedo-tubes and training-racks; 
(6) All wireless telegraphy installations; 
(7) AH main propelling machinery, or alternatively the armoured conning-tower and all side armour-plate; 
(8) All aircraft cranes, derricks, lifts and launching apparatus. All landing-on or flying-off platforms and 

decks, or alternatively all main propelling machinery; 
(9) In addition, in the case of submarines, all main storage batteries, air compressor plants and ballast pumps. 

1 Under the London Treaty, certain Powers agreed not to exercise their rights to lay down the keels of capital ship 
replacement tonnage during the years 1931 to 1936 inclusive, as provided in the Washington Treaty. 
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(c) Scrapping shall be finally effected in either of the following ways, within twelve months of the date of which 
the work of rendering the vessel incapable of warlike service is due for completion: 

(1) Permanent sinking of the vessel; 
(2) Breaking the vessel up; this shall always include the destruction or removal of all machinery, boilers 

and armour, and all deck, side and bottom-plating. 

Section II. — Vessels to be converted to Hulks. 

A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to a hulk shall be considered finally disposed of when the condition, 
prescribed in Section I, paragraph [b), of this Annex, have been complied with, omitting sub-paragraphs (6), (7) and (8)s 
and when the following have been effected: 

(1) Mutilation beyond repair of all propeller-shafts, thrust-blocks, turbine-gearing or main propelling-motors 
and turbines or cylinders of main engines; 

(2) Removal of propeller-brackets; 
(3) Removal and breaking up of all aircraft-lifts, and the removal of all aircraft-cranes, derricks and launching 

apparatus. 

The vessel must be put in the above condition within the same limits of time as provided in Section I for rendering 
a vessel incapable of warlike service. 

Section III. — Vessels to be converted to Target Use. 

{a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to target use exclusively shall be considered incapable of warlike 
service when there have been removed and landed, or rendered unserviceable on board, the following. 

(1) All guns; 
(2) All fire-control tops and instruments and main fire-control communication wiring; 
(3) All machinery for operating gun-mountings or turrets; 
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines, torpedoes and torpedo-tubes; 
(5) All aviation facilities and accessories. 

The vessel must be put into the above conditions within the same limits of time as provided in Section I for 
rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 

(b) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain, for target use exclusively, at any one time: 

(1) Not more than three vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these three vessels only one may exceed 
3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement; 

(2) One submarine. 

(c) On retaining a vessel for target use, the High Contracting Party concerned undertakes not to re-condition 
it for warlike service. 

Section IV. — Vessels retained for Experimental Purposes. 

{a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to experimental purposes exclusively shall be dealt with in accordance 
with the provisions of Section III (a) of this Annex. 

(b) Without prejudice to the general rules, and provided that due notice be given to the other High Contracting 
Parties, reasonable variation from the conditions prescribed in Section III (a) of this Annex, in so far as may be necessary 
for the purposes of a special experiment, may be permitted as a temporary measure. 

Any High Contracting Party taking advantage of this provision is required to furnish full details of any such 
variation and the period for which they will be required. 

(c) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain for experimental purposes exclusively at any one time. 

(1) Not more than two vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these two vessels only one may exceed 3,000 tons 
(3,048 metric tons) standard displacement; 

(2) One submarine. 

{d) On retaining a vessel for experimental purposes, the High Contracting Party concerned undertakes not to 
re-condition it for warlike service. 

Section V. — Vessels retained for Training Purposes. 

(a) The following vessels may be retained, for training purposes exclusively, by the High Contracting Parties 
concerned: 

(6) Vessels retained for training purposes under the provisions of paragraph (a) shall, within six months of the 
date on which they are required to be disposed of, be dealt with as follows. 

1. Capital Ships. 

The following is to be carried out: 

(1) Removal of main-armament guns, revolving parts of all barbettes and turrets; machinery for operating 
turrets; but three turrets with their armament may be retained in each ship; 
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(2) Removal of all ammunition and explosives in excess of the quantity required for target-practice training 
for the guns remaining on board; 

(3) Removal of conning-tower and the side-armour belt between the foremost and aftermost barbettes; 
(4) Removal or mutilation of all torpedo-tubes; 
(5) Removal or mutilation on board of all boilers in excess of the number required for a maximum speed 

of eighteen knots. 

2. Other Surface Vessels. 

The following is to be carried out: 

(1) Removal of one-half of the guns, but four guns of main calibre may be retained on each vessel; 
(2) Removal of all torpedo-tubes; 
(3) Removal of all aviation facilities and accessories; 
(4) Removal of one-half of the boilers. 

(c) The High Contracting Party concerned undertakes that vessels retained in accordance -with the provision 
of this Section shall not be used for any combatant purpose. 

Chapter C. — Air Armaments. 

Article 25.1 2 

The number and total horse-power of the aeroplanes, capable of use in war, in commission 
and in immediate reserve in the land, sea and air armed forces of each of the High Contracting 
Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding columns of 
Table I annexed to this Chapter. 

The number and total horse-power of the aeroplanes, capable of use in war, in commission 
and in immediate reserve in the land, sea and air formations organised on a military basis of 
each of the High Contracting Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in 
the corresponding columns of Table II annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 26.1 2 

The number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles, capable of use in war, in 
commission in the land, sea and air armed forces of each of the High Contracting Parties shall 
not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding columns of Table III annexed 
to this Chapter. 

The number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles capable of use in war, in 
commission in the land, sea and air formations organised on a military basis of each of the High 
Contracting Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding 
columns of Table IV annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 27. 

Horse-power shall be measured according to the following rules . . . 
The volume of dirigibles shall be expressed in cubic metres. 

Article 28. 

1. The High Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the embodiment of military 
features in the construction of civil aviation material, so that this material may be constructed 
for purely civil purposes, more particularly with a view to providing the greatest possible measure 
of security and the most economic return. No preparations shall be made in civil aircraft in time 
of peace for the installation of warlike armaments for the purpose of converting such aircraft 
into military aircraft. 

2. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to require civil aviation enterprises to 
employ personnel specially trained for military purposes. They undertake to authorise only as a 
provisional and temporary measure the seconding of personnel to, and the employment of military 
aviation material in, civil aviation undertakings. Any such personnel or military material 
which may thus be employed in civil aviation of whatever nature shall be included in the 
limitation applicable to the High Contracting Party concerned in virtue of Part I, or Articles 25 
and 26, of the present Convention, as the case may be.3 

3. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to subsidise, directly or indirectly, air 
lines principally established for military purposes instead of being established for economic, 
administrative or social purposes. 

4. The High Contracting Parties undertake to encourage as far as possible the conclusion 
of economic agreements between civil aviation undertakings in the different countries and to 
confer together to this end. 

1 See reservation by the German Delegation, paragraph No. 148 of the Report. 
2 See reservation by the Turkish Delegation, paragraph No. 149 of the Report. 
3 See reservation by the Canadian Delegation, paragraph No. 163 of the Report. 
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PART III. — BUDGETARY EXPENDITURE.1 

Article 29.2 

(Provisional text subject to the drafting of the Annex.) 

The total annual expenditure of each of the High Contracting Parties on his land, sea and air 
forces and formations organised on a military basis shall be limited to the figure laid down for 
such Party and in accordance with the conditions prescribed in the Annex. . . . 

PART IV. — EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

Article 30. 

For each category of effectives defined in the model tables annexed to this Article, the exchange 
of information each year shall apply to the average daily number of effectives reached during 
the preceding year in the land, sea and air armed forces and formations organised on a military 
basis of each of the High Contracting Parties. 

For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations, within months after the end of each year, the necessary 
information to enable the said tables to be drawn up in the case of such Party. Each Party shall 
attach to this statement an explanatory note showing the elements on which the figures supplied 
are based, and stating, in particular, for each sort of effectives (recruits, militiamen, reservists, 
territorials, etc.) the number of these effectives and the number of days’ service they have 
performed. 

The said tables shall be drawn up and published with the explanatory note referred to 
above by the Secretary-General not later than in each year. 

1 See reservation by the German Delegation, paragraph No. 182 of the Report. 
American ,, ,, No. 181 ,, 

2 Note. — In pronouncing on this Article, and in particularly as regards the possibility of a distinct limitation oi the 
expenditure on land, sea and air forces, the Governments will take into account at the Conference the report requested 
from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the drawing 
up of the Annex to this Article. 
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Article 31 .1 

If any youths have compulsorily received, during any year, preparatory military training 
within the jurisdiction of any High Contracting Party, such Party shall communicate to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, within % months after the end of each year, 
the number of youths who have received such instruction. 

The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than  
in each year. 

Article 32. 

The High Contracting Parties concerned shall forward to the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations at the end of each year the following information as to the provisions of their law relating 
to the effectives recruited by conscription in their land, sea and air forces and formations organised 
on a military basis respectively; 

(1) The total number of days comprised in the first period of service; 
(2) The total duration in days of the ensuing periods. 

The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than  
in each year. 

Article 33 2 3. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall, within months from the end of each 
budgetary year, communicate to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations a statement 
drawn up in accordance with a standard model, showing by categories of materials the total 
actual expenditure in the course of the said year on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war 
materials of the land and sea armed forces and formations organised on a military basis of 
such Party. 

The information contained in this statement shall be published by the Secretary-General 
not later than in each year. 

Article 34. 

Within one month after the date of laying down and the date of completion respectively 
of each vessel of war, other than the vessels exempt from limitation under Annex I to Chapter B 
of Part II, laid down or completed by or for them or within their jurisdiction after the coming 
into force of the present Convention, the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations the information detailed below: 

(a) The date of laying down the keel and the following particulars: 

Classification of the vessel and for whom built (if not for the High Contracting Party); 
Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; 
Principal dimensions—namely, length of water-line, extreme beam at or below water- 

line; 
Mean draught at standard displacement; 
Calibre of the largest gun. 

(b) The date of completion, together with the foregoing particulars relating to the 
vessel at that date. 

The above information shall be immediately communicated by the Secretary-General to all 
the High Contracting Parties and shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than  
in each year. 

Article 35. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretariat of the League 
of Nations the name and the tonnage of any vessel constructed in accordance with Article 19. 
(Chapter II). With regard to existing vessels of this type, this communication shall be made 
within two months after ratification of the present Convention. With regard to vessels to be 
constructed, the communication shall be made on the date of completion. 

1 See reservation by the German Delegation, paragraph No. 194 of the Report. 
Italian ,, ,, No. 194 ,, 

2 See reservation by the German Delegation, paragraph No. 201 of the Report. 
3 Note. — In giving an opinion on this Article, the Governments will take into account the report requested from 

the Committee of Budgetary Experts regarding the number and nature of the categories to be laid down and the 
methods of publicity thus adopted in connection with the provisions of the annex regarding limitation referred to in 
Article 9 of the present Convention. 
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Article 36. 1 

For each of the categories of aircraft defined in the model tables annexed to this Article, the 
exchange of information shall apply to the maximum figures attained in each year in respect 
of the number and total horse-power, and for dirigibles the total volume, by the aircraft referred 
to in Articles 25 and 26 of the present Convention. 

For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations within   months after the end of each year the necessary 
information to enable the said tables to be drawn up in the case of such Party. 

The tables referred to in the preceding paragraph shall be drawn up and published by the 
Secretary-General not later than  in each year. 

1 See reservations by the German Delegation, paragraph No. 206 0} the Report. 
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Article 37.1 

In order to ensure publicity as regards civil aviation, each of the High Contracting Parties 
shall indicate within a; months after the end of each year to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations the number and total horse-power of civil aeroplanes and dirigibles registered 
within the jurisdiction of such Part}/. Each Party shall also indicate the amounts expended 
on civil aviation by the Government and by local authorities. 

The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than  
in each year. 

Article 38. 2 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations within  months of the end of each budgetary year a statement 
drawn up in accordance with the standard model annexed to this Article3 showing the total 
amounts actually expended in the course of the said year on the land, sea and air armaments 
of such Party. 

The information supplied in this statement shall be published by the Secretary-General not 
later than  in each year. 

PART V. — CHEMICAL ARMS.4 

Article 39. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the use 
in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases, and of all analogous liquids, substances or 
processes. 

They undertake unreservedly to abstain from the use of all bacteriological methods of warfare. 

PART VI. — MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

Chapter A. — Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

Article 40.5 

There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disarmament 
Commission with the duty of following the execution of the present Convention. It shall consist 
of x (figure to be fixed by the Conference) members appointed respectively by the Governments 
of   (list to be drawn up by the Conference). 

Members of the Commission shall not represent their Governments. They shall be appointed 
for x years, but shall be re-eligible. During their term of office, they may be replaced only on, 
death or in the case of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent illness. 

They may be assisted by technical experts. 

Article 41. 

The Commission shall meet for the first time, on being summoned by the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations, within three months from the entry into force of the present Convention, 
to elect a provisional President and Vice-President and to draw up its Rules of Procedure^ 

Thereafter it shall meet annually in ordinary session on the date fixed in its Rules of 
Procedure. 

It may also, if summoned by its President, meet in extraordinary session in the cases 
provided for in the present Convention and whenever an application to that effect is made by 
a High Contracting Party. 

Article 42. 

The Commission shall have full power to lay down its own Rules of Procedure on the basis 
of the provisions of the present Convention. 

1 See reservation by the German Delegation, paragraph No. 212 of the Report. 
2 See reservation by the German Delegation, paragraph No. 215 of the Report. 
3 Note. — In. drawing up this annex, the Conference will have before it the standard model statement which will 

be submitted to it by the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 
4 See reservations by the German Delegation, paragraph No. 229 and 230 of the Report. 
5 See reservation by the French Delegation, paragraph No. 238 of the Report. 
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Article 43. 
The Commission may only transact business if at least two-thirds of its members are present. 

Article 44. 
Any High Contracting Party not having a member of its nationality on the Commission 

shall be entitled to send a member appointed for the purpose to sit at any meetings of the 
Commission during which a question specially affecting the interests of that Party is considered. 

Article 45. 
Each member of the Commission shall have only one vote. 
All decisions of the Commission shall be taken by a majority of the votes of the members 

present at the meeting. 
In the cases provided for in Articles 50 and 52 the votes of members appointed by the Parties 

concerned in the discussion shall not be counted in determining the majority. 
A minority report may be drawn up. 

Article 46. 

Each member of the Commission shall be entitled on his own responsibility to have any 
person heard or consulted who is in a position to throw any light on the question which is being 
examined by the Commission. 

Article 47. 

Each member of the Commission shall be entitled to require that, in any report by the 
Commission, account shall be taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by him, if necessary 
in the form of a separate report. 

Article 48. 

All reports by the Commission shall, under conditions specified in each case in the present 
Convention, or in the Rules of Procedure of the Commission, be communicated to all the High 
Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations, and shall be published. 

Article 49. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all the information supplied by the 
High Contracting Parties to the .Secretary-General of the League in pursuance of their international 
obligations in this regard. 

Each year, the Commission shall make at least one report on the information submitted 
to it and on any other information that may reach it from a responsible source and that it may 
consider worth attention, showing the situation as regards the fulfilment of the present Convention. 

This report shall be communicated forthwith to all the High Contracting Parties and to the 
Council of the League and shall be published on the date fixed in the Rules of Procedure of the 
Commission. 

Chapter B. — Derogations. 

Article 50. 

If, during the term of the present Convention, a change of circumstances constitutes, in the 
opinion of any High Contracting Party, a menace to its national security, such High Contracting 
Party may suspend temporarily, in so far as concerns itself, any provision or provisions of the 
present Convention, other than those expressly designed to apply in the event of war, provided: 

{a) That such Contracting Party shall immediately notify the other Contracting Parties 
and at the same time the Permanent Disarmament Commission, through the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations, of such temporary suspension, and of the extent thereof. 

(b) That simultaneously with the said notification, the Contracting Party shall 
communicate to the other Contracting Parties, and at the same time, to the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission through the Secretary-General, a full explanation of the change 
of circumstances referred to above. 

Thereupon the other High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the situation 
thus presented. 

When the reasons for such temporary suspension have ceased to exist, the said High 
Contracting Party shall reduce its armaments to the level agreed upon in the Convention, and 
shall make immediate notification to the other Contracting Parties. 

Chapter C. — Procedure regarding Complaints. 

Article 51, 

The High Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of the present 
Convention is a matter of concern to all the Parties. 
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Article 52. 

If, during the term of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party is of opinion that 
another Party to the Convention is maintaining armaments in excess of the figures agreed upon 
or is in any way violating or endeavouring to violate the provisions of the present Convention, 
such Party may lay the matter, through the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, before the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

The Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting Party whose action 
is questioned, should such Party so desire, and the representative of any other Party which may 
be specially concerned in the matter and which asks to be heard, shall, as soon as possible, present 
a report thereon to the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League. The report 
and any proceedings thereon shall be published as soon as possible. 

The High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the conclusions of the Report. 
If the High Contracting Parties directly concerned are Members of the League of Nations, 

the Council shall exercise the rights devolving upon it in such circumstances in virtue of the 
Covenant with a view to ensuring the observance of the present Convention and to safeguarding 
the peace of nations. 

Chapter D. — Final Provisions. 

Article 53.1 

The present Convention shall not affect the provisions of previous treaties under which 
certain of the High Contracting Parties have agreed to limit their land, sea or air armaments, 
and have thus fixed in relation to one another their respective rights and obligations in this 
connection. 

The following High Contracting Parties . . . signatory to the said treaties declare 
that the limits fixed for their armaments under the present Convention are accepted by them 
in relation to the obligations referred to in the preceding paragraph, the maintenance of such 
provisions being for them an essential condition for the observance of the present Convention. 

Article 54. 
If a dispute arises between two or more of the High Contracting Parties concerning the 

interpretation or application of the provisions of the present Convention, and cannot be settled 
either directly between the parties or by some other method of friendly settlement, the parties 
will, at the request of any one of them, submit such dispute to the decision of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice or to an arbitral tribunal chosen by them. 

Article 55. 
The present Convention shall be ratified by the High Contracting Parties in accordance with 

tiieir respective constitutional methods. The instruments of ratification shall be deposited with 
the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. 

The present Convention shall come into force, for each Party whose instrument of ratification 
has been deposited, as soon as the instruments of ratification have been deposited by . . . (list 
to be drawn up by the Conference). 

(Should the present Convention not have come into force in accordance with the preceding 
paragraph by . . . the High Contracting Parties shall be invited by the Secretary-General of 
the League of Nations to meet and consider the possibility of putting it into force. They undertake 
to participate in this consultation, which shall take place before . . . .)2 

Article 56. 
Each of the High Contracting Parties will take the necessary measures for carrying the 

provisions of the present Convention into effect as soon as it has come into force for such Party. 

Article 57. 
Subject to the provisions of Articles 58 and 59, the present Convention shall remain in force 

for . . . years. It shall remain in force after the expiration of that period except in so far as it 
may be amended, superseded or denounced under the conditions specified in the following 
articles. 

Article 58. 
Before the end of the period of x years provided for in the preceding article, and not less than y 

years after its entry into force, the present Convention shall be re-examined by the High Contracting 
Parties meeting in Conference. The date of this meeting shall be fixed by the Council of the 
League of Nations, after taking cognisance of the opinion of the Permanent Disarmament Commis- 
sion and of the intentions of the High Contracting Parties non-members of the League of Nations. 

1 See reservation by the German Delegation, paragraph No. 273 of the Report. 
2 Note. It will be for the Conference to decide whether this paragraph and any supplementary provisions which 

may be necessary would not be better placed in a protocol of signature. 
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The above-mentioned Conference may, if necessary, revise the present Convention and establish 
fresh provisions in substitution therefor, fixing their period of duration and laying down general 
rules regarding their examination and subsequent revision, if the latter is required. 

Article 59.3 

Before the end of the period of y years provided for in the preceding article, but not less than 
2 years after the entry into force of the present Convention, the procedure for examination and 
revision laid down in that article may also be carried out at the request of a High Contracting 
Party, with the concurrence of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, if the conditions under 
which the engagements stipulated in the Convention were contracted have undergone, as the 
result of technical transformations or special circumstances, changes justifying a fresh examination 
and, if necessary, the revision of such engagements. 

Article 60. 

In the course of a conference held in the circumstances provided for in the two preceding 
articles, any High Contracting Party shall be entitled to notify its intention to denounce the 
present Convention. 

Such denunciation shall take effect two years after its date, but in no case before the expiration 
of the period of x years mentioned in Article 57. 

1 See reservation by the German Delegation, paragraph No. 295 of the Report. 
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